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Due to an increase over the last decade in violent conflicts —in the numbers of affected  
populations, costs and new conflict patterns—efforts to bring more people out of poverty have 
been hampered. This has consequently led to a growing interest in what has been termed  
“fragility” and “conflict-affected states” and consequently in how to engage in these situations 
with humanitarian, development and security or stabilization interventions. Interest in the nexus 
between these efforts has also grown. This is reflected in Goal 16 of the Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals, defined as promotion of “peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable develop-
ment.”

Based on this review of literature concerning the stabilization–development nexus, we in sum-
mary present the following findings: 
 

1. The concept of stabilization remains contested and lacks an agreed and unambiguous 
definition. Both in political and scholarly debates, the term is often used in ways that 
overlap with other, often equally contested, concepts such as conflict management,  
peacebuilding, state building or counter-insurgency. Often, however, stabilization is  
associated with joined-up or integrated civilian/military efforts undertaken by external 
actors in conflict situations where there is no peace to keep. This is also the working defi-
nition we have used for this review. Depending on the context and the institutional actor 
in question, the level of ambition for such efforts may range from a focus on halting the 
fighting, providing the basis for building legitimate and inclusive state structures, includ-
ing justice and security structures, and creating employment and livelihood possibilities.

2. Debates over stabilization draw upon and continue long-standing debates over the 
security and development nexus. This includes reigniting concerns over the securiti-
zation of development, including the risk of overly militarized engagement in complex 
political situations and fundamental questions related to who benefits from security. As 
is the case with many other concepts that prescribe international engagement in fragile 
situations, many critiques have pointed to its underlying Western, liberal model and its 
emphasis on promoting democracy and market economies. Other critiques, however, 
argue that stabilization reflects a lowering of liberal ambitions and a turn toward a more 
pragmatic, contextualized, and arguably more realistic, approach to ordering fragmented 
societies. 

3. Increasingly, there appears to be a recognition of the importance of the wider humanita-
rian–development–security nexus. In the literature, however, the nexus discussions have 
focused either on the humanitarian–development nexus or the development–security 
nexus. The concept of stabilization has the potential to bridge the two yet remains un-
derdeveloped. 

4. Evaluations of attempts to practically implement stabilization together with development 
are relatively few and in those that exist there are few identified good practices, The 
following, however, are important points raised in the evaluations studied:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

a) There is a need to more clearly define objectives and results of efforts at the stabiliza-
tion–development nexus (SDN) and ensure that it is understood that stabilization is  
political.

b) A thorough understanding and analysis of the context is necessary and should be a  
shared undertaking by relevant actors at local, national and international levels 

c) Planning of the efforts should be done through an integrated, whole-of-government  
approach and separate planning by security, humanitarian and development actors 
should be discontinued. 

d) Necessary flexibility should be built into the planning to adapt efforts to the evolving 
situation in an often very unstable environment.

e) Nexus efforts need local ownership and considerations should be given to inclusive 
processes. Care should be taken to the influence that interventions will have on con-
flict, especially where local governments are part of the conflict and lack legitimacy. 

f) In order to enable and improve monitoring and evaluations a clear theory of change 
(ToC) should be developed but that has the necessary flexibility to adapt to a chan-
ging scenario. 

These points are in line with the recently published “DAC Recommendations on the  
Humanitarian-Peace Nexus” which have the potential for becoming the new metrics for 
stabilization related evaluations.

5. Stabilization programs of the seven countries in question have different understandings 
of stabilization and modes of working but have similarities in that they use a who-
le-of-government approach, provide flexible funding—which can be released quickly and 
adapted to the situation in question—and provide both civilian and military assistance. A 
move toward more realistic stabilization programs, both in terms of scope and aim, se-
ems to be a common feature and resonates with the developments in academic discussi-
ons. 
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The International Assistance Evaluation Division (PRA) of Global Affairs Canada (GAC) plans in 
the near future to launch evaluations of Canada’s international assistance in Afghanistan, the 
Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Mali, and assistance delivered through the Peace and  
Stabilization Operations (PSOPs) Program. 

As all these evaluations will include the stabilization–development nexus, PRA has commissioned 
this literature review of findings and lessons learned concerning the stabilization–development 
nexus (SDN) based on donor evaluations and academic sources to support the development of 
the evaluation strategies for these evaluations. 
 
Consequently, the objective of this assignment is a “literature review of findings and lessons  
learned based on donor evaluations and academic sources.” 1  

The approach to this literature review has been theory-based, as the initial effort has been to 
understand the theory or theories of the change expected by applying stabilization and develop-
ment efforts simultaneously in fragile and often violent conflict situations. Discussions of this are 
presented in Section 2 below and in Annex 1. 

We have attempted to compare different approaches to practical stabilization efforts of seven 
different countries/organizations and the findings, conclusions and lessons learned of evalua-
tions of SDN implementations especially related to Afghanistan, DRC, Mali and PSOPs. This is 
presented in Sections 3 and 4 below. 

The final section (Section 5) presents the findings, lessons learned and conclusions.

The main method for this review has been desk-studies of secondary sources, mainly documents 
accessed through open sources. It has included: 

1. A review of academic literature:
  Although there have been discussions of methods for aid delivery in fragile situations for 

decades, the breakthrough for the discussions on the humanitarian–stabilization– 
development nexus came during the World Humanitarian Summit in Istanbul in May 
2016. We suggested to focus our review of academic literature from 2016 onwards, but 
as this literature was limited, we have also have included literature, mainly from January 
2014 and onwards, that prepared the way for more recent discussions. The review has 
included both pure academic literature, as well as grey and more normative literature. 

2. Review of evaluations: 
  The review of evaluations has included relevant donor evaluations since January 2014 

by Australia, Canada, Denmark, the European Union (EU), the Netherlands, the United 

1. INTRODUCTION

1 “Statement of Work” p.1. 
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1. INTRODUCTION

Kingdom (UK), and the United States (US). Focus has been on evaluations of stabilization–
development efforts related to Afghanistan, DRC, Mali, and peace support operations in 
general. Due to the limited number of such evaluations, we have included evaluation of 
nexus operations in Somalia and South Sudan. 

3. Brief analysis of seven stabilization programs. 
  Australia, Canada, Denmark, the EU, the Netherlands, the UK, and the US all have sta-

bilization programs. Some initial research by GAC has formed the basis for our brief 
analysis, which has been updated with more information found through an online search 
of documentation. The analysis has attempted to identify similarities and differences 
between the stabilization programs of the seven entities and a schematic overview of 
this can be found in Annex 2. 

This study represents a time-bound review of the literature. It does not claim to be exhaustive in 
scope and almost exclusively addresses literature, which can be accessed online. 
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2 We have in annex 1 included a note on the background for the discussions to the S-DN discussions and the   
 development of efforts to support fragile and conflict affected states.
3 For more detail on these notions see annex 1. 
4 https://www.sigar.mil/interactive-reports/stabilization/index.html 
5 https://peacekeeping.un.org/en/mission/minusma 
6 https://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2018/08/285202.htm 
7 http://www.iq.undp.org/content/iraq/en/home/ourwork/Stabilization.html 
8 http://www.ly.undp.org/content/libya/en/home/operations/projects/sustainable-development/stabilization- 
 facility-for-libya.html 
9 https://reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/denmark-and-undp-are-teaming-support-peace-and-stabilization-
 eastern-ukraine-through 
10 See e.g. Barnett, Michael, Hunjoon Kim, Madalene O’Donnell, and Laura Sitea, 2007: ‘Peacebuilding: What Is 
 in a Name?’, Global Governance: A Review of Multilateralism and International Organizations, 13: 1, (January-
 March 2007), pp. 35-58.
11 While the focus in this report is on the nexus between stabilization and development, it is important to keep
  in mind that in most, if not all, situations, where stabilization is applied, the international engagement also 
 involves considerable humanitarian assistance. Much work has been done on the humanitarian–
 development nexus and important policy advances were made at the World Humanitarian Summit in 2016. 
 Ideally, the full humanitarian–stabilization–development nexus should thus be taken into account when 
 contemplating how or whether to advance linkages between development and stabilization. Time and space, 
 however, has only allowed this report to do so to a very limited extent.

2. STABILIZATION: 
 CLARIFYING THE DEBATE
The notion that security and development are inextricably linked has long shaped debates on 
international responses to civil wars and complex political emergencies in the Global South and 
prompted a rise in various forms of multidimensional, civil–military, engagements aimed at  
helping societies marred by systemic violence, endemic poverty and organized crime move  
toward a stable peace.2  

Dating back to the 1992 UN Agenda for Peace, emphasis has been on overcoming political, 
bureaucratic and conceptual silos between security and development and enabling a coherent 
contribution to securing peace. To advance this goal, donor governments and international  
organizations have developed an abundance of policy concepts, including notions of peacebuil-
ding, state fragility, post-conflict reconstruction, whole-of-government approaches and most 
recently, so-called pathways to peace.3  It is within this broad agenda that the notion of stabiliza-
tion is gaining ground and used as a common moniker for a range of efforts undertaken prima-
rily by Western actors in places such as Afghanistan,4  Mali,5  Syria,6  Iraq, 7 Libya,8  and Ukraine.9  

From the outset, the field has been beset by definitional uncertainties and conceptual confu-
sion, contestation and competition.10 The fluidity has been reinforced by the tendency of de-
cision-makers and policy practitioners to use the various terms inconsistently over time and 
between different contexts. This also goes for the emerging debate on stabilization, which both 
in the scholarly literature and in policy documents lacks an understanding of what it is, what 
it is not, and how it differs from and relates to other forms of multidimensional, international 
interventions in conflict-affected settings. As a result, the debate over what works in stabilization 
remains equally confused and inconclusive. It does not, however, start from scratch but rather 
draws on and continues the basic arguments that have shaped debates on the security–devel-
opment nexus since the end of the Cold War.11 This includes critical debates on the wider politics 
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12 Duffield, Mark (2001): Global Governance and the New Wars. The merging of security and development, 
 London: Zed Books
13 Paris, Roland and Timothy D. Sisk (2009): The Dilemmas of Statebuilding. Confronting the Contradictions of 
 Postwar Peace Operations, Routledge
14 Call, Charles T. and Cedric de Coning (eds) 2017: Rising Powers and Peacebuilding Breaking the Mold? 
 Palgrave Macmillan
15 Arguments and elements from each of these schools are often drawn upon and combined in the policy 
 debate in manners that add to, rather than reduce, the conceptual confusion. This underlines the reality that 
 stabilization is essentially a political, rather than an analytical, concept. It serves different purposes to 
 different actors and some degree of constructive ambiguity may thus be seen as helpful in terms of 
 mobilizing and bringing together a seemingly coherent narrative.

of intervention and the basic question of whose security is at stake when the donor community’s 
concern for development and security are merged.12 It also includes problem-solving debates 
over how to best address the intrinsic contradictions that follow from using external interventi-
on to foster domestic peace.13 The operational dilemmas of intervention have been identified in 
successive evaluations and lessons learned studies and point among others to the difficulty of:

• ensuring that what works in the short run does not run counter to what is necessary
 in the long term.
• managing civil–military relations in the field and between headquarters.
• legitimizing external involvement in the eyes of both taxpayers at home and local 
 actors on the ground.
• translating universal values into particular contexts.

While these questions are not new, it is clear that the stabilization discourse is emerging in a glo-
bal political climate that differs significantly from the one that gave birth to the comprehensive 
post-cold war Agenda for Peace. The era of liberal interventionism is rapidly waning—in part as 
a result of Western intervention fatigue following failed missions in Iraq and Afghanistan, in part 
as a result of wider changes in the global distribution of power and the growing role played by 
rising powers from the Global South in questions related to international peace and security.14  

When held up against the ambitions of the liberal peace agenda of fundamentally transforming 
state–society relations and building a positive, self-sustaining peace based on democracy, hu-
man rights and equal opportunities for all, stabilization (in its various forms) thus comes through 
as a decidedly more pragmatic agenda. Arguably in an attempt to come to terms with the limited 
ability of international interventions to fix failed states, the stability discourse reflects both a 
lowering of liberal ambitions and an urge to “go local” in the search for stable solutions.

To further clarify what this means, it is helpful to distinguish between two distinct schools of 
thought. In one sense, these schools reflect an evolutionary understanding of the challenges at 
stake—from the simplistic to the more nuanced. In another sense, however, they mark clearly 
distinct approaches that each gives priority to perspectives of different actors. The first and 
oldest school emphasizes the “hot” aspects of stabilization: military-led actions undertaken in 
the midst of a violent conflict to bring the fighting to a halt. The second—increasingly popular—
school stresses the political aspects of stabilization, including the importance of forging inclusive 
political deals.15

2. STABILIZATION: CLARIFYING THE DEBATE
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2.1 HOT STABILIZATION
The “hot” approach to stabilization has been formulated and advanced primarily by US scholars 
and actors. It emphasizes the military aspects of conflict resolution and enlists civilian actors 
and aims as a means to further the goal of stabilizing the situation and laying the ground for a 
sustainable order that can be maintained by local actors.16  A clear example of this is the noti-
on of minimalist stabilization developed by RAND as a cost-effective alternative to prolonged 
state-building interventions.17 RAND defines minimalist stabilization as small-scale operations 
designed to tip the balance in favour of local US allies. Such operations revolve primarily around 
training and equipping local security forces to enable them to do the fighting and subsequently 
maintain stability and control once the enemy has been defeated. This does not preclude the 
intervening party from also having combat troops on the ground and contributing to defeating 
the enemy, yet the brunt of the work is to be done by local forces who will stay on the ground 
and ensure that the advances are sustained and that order and stability can be maintained after 
the conclusion of international military intervention. 

Importantly, hot stabilization assumes that simply defeating the enemy through kinetic opera-
tions will not in and of itself provide stability: Incentives must also be made for the population 
to turn against the insurgency and reinforce the basis for a social contract between the govern-
ment and the population in the contested areas.18

This underlines the close affinity between minimalist or hot stabilization and counter-insurgen-
cy—an affinity so strong that the two terms are often used interchangeably in the literature. It 
further suggests that the distinction between stabilization and (narrowly conceived) notions of 
state building is in fact quite blurred. The focus in both is on (re-) establishing the state’s mo-
nopoly on violence and strengthening the legitimate authority of the state through institution 
building and the delivery of key public services. The main difference seems to be the extent to 
which the actual fighting is left to local forces. 

A key theoretical question that remains understudied is what happens when this hot notion of 
stabilization is applied in situations where the international intervention supports the insurgency 
and intervenes to help overthrow the existing regime. In the case of Syria, military training and 
equipment have been provided to opposition forces along with civilian governance assistance to 
local councils in opposition-held areas. While this can be seen as part of “a broader move toward 
bottom-up stabilization initiatives,” the incompatibility of combining counter-insurgency with 

2. STABILIZATION: CLARIFYING THE DEBATE

16 Curran, D. and Holtom, P., 2015. Resonating, Rejecting, Reinterpreting: Mapping the Stabilization Discourse 
 in the United Nations Security Council, 2000–14. Stability: International Journal of Security and Development, 
 4(1), p.Art. 50
17 Watts, Stephen, Caroline Baxter, Molly Dunigan, and Christopher Rizz 2012: The Uses and Limits of 
 Small-Scale Military Interventions, Washington: RAND 
18 Stepputat, Finn. 2010: Are we in this together?”: Security, development, and the ’comprehensive approach’ 
 agenda. Security and Development, edited by John-Andrew McNeish and Jon Harald Sande Lie, 1st ed., 
 Berghahn Books, 2010, pp. 19–35. JSTOR, www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt9qd68h.4 
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regime-change became apparent when the Assad-regime turned out to have far more staying 
power than initially expected.19   

A key part of the critique that has been levelled against hot stabilization—whether framed as 
counter-insurgency or regime-change—is the underlying assumption that the legitimacy, and 
hence stability, of a governance arrangement is reflected in the provision of public services.20 

No one, however, takes up arms because the closest health clinic is too far away.21 Basic political 
and economic interests, including fights for recognition, resources and self-determination are at 
stake in all violent conflicts. If international interventions are conducted in a depoliticizing and 
technical manner, they miss the mark. In recognition of this, the policy debate is increasingly 
paying attention to the need to get the politics right when seeking to reduce levels of violence. 
The theoretical backing for this is found in academic literature on political settlements.

2.2 STABILIZING THE POLITICAL SETTLEMENT
The political approach to stabilization revolves around forging a new and more inclusive political 
settlement that can ensure stability in heterogeneous societies. According to this view, the aim 
of stabilization is to foster a renegotiation of power-sharing arrangements to enable non-violent 
forms of politics to emerge and deal with the basic disagreements over interests, ideas and the 
distribution and use of power that are inherent to political life in all societies.22 This renegotiati-
on is distinct from the notion of a social contract between state and people that underpins the 
liberal peace model and to some extent also the counter-insurgency, hot stabilization model. 
It is widely understood in the political settlement literature that this game plays out primarily 
between distinct groups and individuals that make up the elites while to some extent including 
relations between the elites and the ordinary people they each claim to represent. It is further 
understood that political settlement revolves around—and yet extends beyond—the formal in-
stitutional governance arrangements of the state and encompasses the entire political economy 
of a society, including all forms of informal, economic and concealed interests and actors. 

To some scholars, this implies focusing on elite bargains—defined as discrete agreements or 
a series of agreements that explicitly renegotiate the distribution of power and allocation of 
resources between groups and individuals with significant power to make decisions and imple-
ment policies that affect wider populations.23 Others, however, advance a more people-centred 
approach that reaches deeper into the grassroots and everyday levels of society to build peace-

2. STABILIZATION: CLARIFYING THE DEBATE

19 Brown, Frances Z (2018). “Dilemmas of Stabilization Assistance: The Case of Syria”, Carnegie Endowment for   
 International Peace
20 Ibid.
21 Nixon, H. and Mallett, R. (2017) Service delivery, public perceptions and state legitimacy: findings from the Secure  
 Livelihoods Research Consortium. London: Secure Livelihoods Research Consortium.
22 Kelsall, Tim (2016) Thinking and working with political settlements¸ ODI
23 Cheng, Christine, Jonathan Goodhand, Patrick Meehan (2018) Synthesis Paper: Securing and Sustaining Elite 
 Bargains that Reduce Violent Conflict. UK Stabilisation Unit
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ful and inclusive societies.24 The latter approach takes a decidedly longer-term perspective to  
stabilization, whereas the former is more concerned with finding a power-sharing arrangement 
that works here and now. What they have in common is a claim that once the political settlement 
is inclusive enough, stability will follow.

This provides for a decidedly different use of development. It involves using aid in a manner that 
is politically smart, that uses aid to support the forging of an inclusive political process and by 
buying time and space for local actors to renegotiate their relationships rather than as a vehicle 
for delivering tangible development outcomes.25 In this way, the political approach to stabilizati-
on overlaps with recent calls for doing development differently, by “working with the grain” in a 
flexible, adaptive and iterative manner that allows for indigenous solutions to emerge. 

This suggests that while the political approach to stabilization comes through as more palata-
ble to civilian actors than the overly militarized hot approach, it is in fact quite demanding for 
development agencies. The emphasis placed on supporting contextualized, flexible, open-ended 
processes rather than specific programs prohibits not only the reliance on generic guidelines 
and best practices but also the identification of indicators and metrics and is thus inherently 
alien to the bureaucratic requirements of most agencies. The suggestion that international stabi-
lizers should be used in a manner that remains open-ended and agnostic as to the type of local 
structures they support is equally difficult to comprehend for political and military agencies. 
Furthermore, the emphasis placed on forging stable political settlements may end up reprodu-
cing unfair, unjust and unequal systems of rule in a manner that may actually run counter to the 
strategic aim of stability.

This takes us into a new round of reflections on what comes after stabilization and whether 
stabilization should be seen as an entry point that enables a wider and more long-term trans-
formative, international engagement. Or, should stabilization be understood as an exit strategy 
aimed at enabling domestic systems to maintain order within the territorial borders of the state? 
As such, we are back to the basic paradoxes and contradictions of using external intervention to 
promote domestic order, including in particular the dilemma of making sure that what works in 
the short term does not run counter to what is necessary in the long term.

2. STABILIZATION: CLARIFYING THE DEBATE

24 See e.g. de Coning, C., Karlsrud, J. and Troost, P., (2015). Towards More People-Centric Peace Operations: 
 From ‘Extension of State Authority’ to ‘Strengthening Inclusive State-Society Relations’. Stability: International 
 Journal of Security and Development, 4(1), p.Art. 49. 
25 Menocal, Alina Rocha (2014) Getting real about politics from thinking politically to working differently, ODI
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In this section, we will in brief describe the key differences and similarities between donors with 
respect to their stabilization programs and how they approach stabilization programming. This 
is mainly done through schematic presentations. Annex 2 contain a more detailed and longer 
presentation of this and includes summaries of evaluations and reviews of Canadian, US, UK, 
Danish, and EU stabilization programs. 

The following is a schematic comparison of the seven different approaches to stabilization:

3. COMPARING WAYS OF APPROACHING 
 STABILIZATION EFFORTS

 CANADA US UK DENMARK NETHERLANDS EU AUSTRALIA

STABILIZATION 
DEFINITION

Maintain, restore 
and establish a 
climate of order 
within which 
responsible 
government 
can function 
effectively and 
progress can be 
achieved.

Umbrella term 
for conflict  
prevention,  
peacebuilding, 
development, 
human rights 
promotion 
and capacity 
building of state 
institutions, with 
more possibility 
for long term 
engagement and 
development.

The initial 
response to 
violence or the 
immediate threat 
of violence. 
Approach used 
in situations of 
violent conflict 
designed to 
protect and 
promote legiti-
mate political 
authority, using 
a combination of 
integrated civili-
an and military 
actions to reduce 
violence, re- 
establish security 
and prepare 
for longer-term 
recovery by buil-
ding an enabling 
environment 
for structural 
stability.

No definition but 
key objective to 
promote the  
collaboration of 
all relevant  
Danish instru-
ments in achie-
ving commonly 
defined stabiliza-
tion goals.

Geared toward 
the normalization 
of the security 
situation and 
thus creating 
conditions for 
lasting develop-
ment and peace.

No definition. No definition.
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 CANADA US UK DENMARK NETHERLANDS EU AUSTRALIA

RESPONSIBLE 
GOVERNMENT 
DEPARTMENTS

Reports to  
Director General 
who reports to 
the Assistant 
Deputy Minister 
for the Interna- 
tional Security 
and Political 
Affairs Branch 
in Global Affairs 
Canada.

State Depart-
ment, reporting 
to the Under 
Secretary of 
Civilian Security, 
Democracy and 
Human Rights.

Joint efforts 
of Foreign 
Commonwealth 
Office, Ministry 
of Defense and 
Department for 
International 
Development.

The SU is a 
cross-govern-
ment unit that 
reports through 
the National 
Security Adviser 
to the National 
Security Council. 

Anchored in 
the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs 
Department for 
Stabilization and 
Security. 

Decisions taken 
by the Steering 
Committee with 
officials from PM 
office, MFA, Mi-
nistry of Defence 
and Ministry of 
Justice. 

Guided by 
Stabilization 
Division within 
the Department 
of Stabilization 
and Humanitari-
an Assistance of 
the Netherlands 
MFA.

The Division ope-
rates under the 
Director of the 
Department, who 
reports to the 
Director General 
for International 
Cooperation, 
who reports to 
the Minister for 
Foreign Trade 
and Development  
Cooperation. 

PRISM operates 
under European 
External Action 
Service.

IcSP. EU foreign 
policy instru-
ment. The 
Division reports 
directly to 
Deputy Secretary 
General for Com-
mon Security 
and Defence 
Policy and Crisis 
Response.

The ACC may  
may work 
alone, with host 
governments 
or jointly with 
other partners 
or multilateral 
agencies.

ACC office: 
Representatives 
from Depart-
ment of Defense 
and the Australi-
an Federal Police. 

MECHANISMS PSOPs CSO CSSF, SU PSF Stability 
Assessment 
Framework

PRISM, IcSP ACC

ANNUAL  
INVESTMENTS 
IN  
STABILIZATION

PSOP:  
$450 million CAD 
over three years 
(2016)

15.7 million USD 
(2018 request)

CSSF: 
£13896000 
(average 2017-
2020)

SU: 
No program 
funds of its own 
but supports the 
UK’s Conflict, 
Stability and 
Security Fund - 
£1.1 billion

Holds 450 
million DKK 
annually with a 
combination of 
development 
and non-devel-
opments funds 
(2018) 

Stability Fund: 
€100 million

Security & Rule 
of Law Fund: 
€190 million

Civilian Mission 
Pool: 
€6.5 million

PRISM:  
No budget of its 
own. Internally, 
there is a budget 
of €450,000 for 
mediation and 
dialogue- incl. 
stabilization 
activities. 

IcSP:
€31 mill. for crisis 
preparedness 
projects (2018) 
and €230 mill. 
for short-term 
crisis response 
projects.

$7.5 million AUD 
(2016-2017)

APPROACH TO 
STABILIZATION

Whole-of- 
government.
Joint military- 
civilian. 

Preventative and 
lays framework 
for long term 
engagement. 

3D Model:  
Diplomacy, 
Defence and 
Development

Collaborative 
and integrated
Joint Civilian- 
military .

Fostering 
locally legitima-
te authorities 
and institutions 
that are able to 
manage conflict 
and prevent a 
resurgence of 
violence.

Intervention 
before during 
and after conflict. 

Civilian led
Whole-of-govern-
ment.
Integrated  
approach. 

Comprehensive 
conceptualizati-
on of stabiliza-
tion.

Engagement 
before, during 
and after conflict. 

Whole-of-govern-
ment.

Integrated  
Approach.

Both short and 
long term enga-
gements: respon-
ding quickly to 
needs for safety 
and security, 
access to basic 
services and also 
longer-term ca-
pacity and state 
building 

Integrated  
Approach.

Focus on con-
flict resolution, 
security and rule 
of law.

Stability through 
security and 
governance.

Largest share of 
budget allocated 
to short-term 
action in situati-
ons of emerging 
crisis.

Crisis response, 
preparedness 
and conflict 
prevention.

Contributing to 
stability and pea-
ce through broad 
set of actions

Joint civilian- 
military. 

No government 
wide strategy.

Strategies com-
bine diplomatic, 
development 
and security. 

3. COMPARING WAYS OF APPROACHING STABILIZATION EFFORTS
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 CANADA US UK DENMARK NETHERLANDS EU AUSTRALIA

NOTED 
POSITIVE 
ASPECTS ON 
APPROACH

Focus on maintai-
ning conditions 
for progress and 
development. 

Refined focus.

Funds NGOs to 
improve their 
on-the-ground 
understanding 
of the context. 
This allowed 
PSOPs to better 
respond quickly 
to evolving situ-
ations.

Prioritize being 
proactive in their 
response to pre-
vent conflict.

Provide targeted 
assistance and 
engaging in 
partnerships 
with internatio-
nal partners to 
foster more long-
term responses 
to issues.

Strong and pro-
minent conflict 
analysis.

Flexibility and 
quick response. 

Coordination 
between de-
partments and 
strong alignment 
of priorities of 
partner country 
governments as 
well as a strong 
approach to con-
flict sensitivity

Aligning PSF to 
Danish priorities.

Supporting 
engagements 
that address dri-
vers of conflict, 
instability and 
insecurity.

Promoting the 
effective and 
efficient use of 
resources.

Development 
of management 
structures.

Strong lessons 
learned.

Understanding of 
local context.

Quickly and 
flexibly finances 
projects of all 
kinds, without 
any sectoral 
restrictions.

Corresponds 
with priorities 
of Treaty of the 
EU, supports the 
Global Strategy.
Cooperative with 
EU external acti-
on priorities.

Flexibility and 
speed. 

Politically re-
sponsive, with a 
strong focus on 
conflict preven-
tion, democracy 
and good gover-
nance.

Rapid response, 
adaptability and 
political  
influence.

Civilian specia-
lists possess a 
broad range of 
specialized skills.

Rapid and flexib-
le deployment. 

CRITIQUES OF 
APPROACH

Some of OECD’s 
10 principles for 
engaging in fra-
gile states, were 
not explicitly  
integrated in 
PSOPs.

Not all PSOPs 
projects  
demonstrated 
the intention to 
‘act fast, but stay 
long enough to 
give success a 
chance’

Lack of clarity 
on programma-
tic approaches 
and Theory of 
Change. 

Absence of 
baseline data to 
compare chan-
ges against.

Information gaps 
about context 
resulting in 
poor situational 
awareness. 

Weak theories 
of change and 
results fra-
meworks. 

Weak “do no 
harm” practices. 

Stronger portfo-
lio management 
needed.

Improve integra-
ted approach to 
stabilization.

Need more focus 
on key stabilizati-
on issues.

Weak Theories of 
Change. Fund’s 
comparative 
advantage not 
adequately refle-
cted in program-
ming.

Not adequate 
flexibility in 
funding.

Needs stronger 
management of 
the Fund. 

Weak M&E.

Need to 
strengthen 
results and M&E 
frameworks.
 
Need more long 
term and more 
flexible resour-
ces.

Lack of clarity 
of theories of 
change.

Improvement 
to ‘’do-no-harm’ 
practices. 

Lacking in clear 
definition of 
stabilization. 

Need to build 
baseline for 
better perfor-
mance measure-
ment, improve 
overall strategic 
framework, 
improve conflict 
sensitivity and 
finally engage in 
more dialogue 
on challenges 
with other peace 
and stability 
funds.

Lacking clear 
definition of 
what is meant 
by stabilization 
activities, as well 
as what intended 
outcomes and 
overall  
approach is.

3. COMPARING WAYS OF APPROACHING STABILIZATION EFFORTS
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The following figure shows the main elements included in each of the seven approaches: peace-
building, state building, conflict prevention, security, and addressing conflict drivers

3.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
Several of the seven stabilization frameworks did not define stabilization (e.g. Australia and Den-
mark) and hence had the flexibility to fund and program a wide spectrum of activities including 
conflict prevention, state- and peacebuilding, security, justice, and addressing drivers of conflict. 

The few that tried to conceptualize stabilization have, over time, changed their understanding 
from being almost all-inclusive of what the academic literature called the liberal peace paradigm, 
including state and market building, to more realistic scope and aims. This appears to run paral-
lel to the development in academic literature. 

It is not always clear whose security is at the focus of the stabilization activities when reviewing 
the stabilization programs, but there appears to be a certain element of self-protection in the 
approach of many of the countries, notwithstanding that human security in recipient countries is 
also a focus. 

By comparison—and despite a rather critical recent review of spending through the Conflict 
Stability and Security Fund (CSSF)—the UK’s stabilization program stands out in relation to its 
conscious conceptual evolution of stabilization, its support to academic research and its devel-
opment of policies and guides for stabilization efforts. It seems that there is a lot to learned by 
many of the other countries from the UK’s stabilization resources and thinking. 

PEACE BUILDING STATE BUILDING CONFLICT 
PREVENTION

SECURITY ADDRESSING 
CONFLICT DRIVERS

CANADA US UK DENMARK NETHER-
LANDS

EU AUSTRALIA

3. COMPARING WAYS OF APPROACHING STABILIZATION EFFORTS
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The following are the main findings:

1. While there is no agreed definition or understanding of the concept of stabilization, there 
appears to be a move over time to limit stabilization to more pragmatic and realistic ac-
tivities and objectives rather than building liberal states and promoting democracy. But 
most concepts include prevention, conflict resolution, and post- conflict peacebuilding in 
their understanding of relevant activities. 

2. There is a growing understanding that stabilization is a political process by political ac-
tors and not just a way of working through integrated, joined-up or whole-of-government 
activities to conduct neutral, technical, capacity building activities.

3. In all the evaluations and reviews of peace operations surveyed, there is noted a need 
to better assess “do no harm,” which points toward a need for a more thorough context 
and risk analysis. 

4. There is a general criticism of weak performance measurements and monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) pointing to a need to improve Theory of Change (ToC) formulations for 
stabilization programming.

5. There is a general agreement of the need for flexibility in the complex and difficult situa-
tions in which stabilization interventions are happening and as well the need for flexible 
funding for stabilization programs.

6. The Principles for International Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected States and  
Societies,26  even after nine years, is still not adhered to by all.

7. There is a need for thinking long-term at the start of any intervention to ensure links to 
normal development interventions even though there are important reasons to act  
quickly with short-term actions to save lives. 

3. COMPARING WAYS OF APPROACHING STABILIZATION EFFORTS

26 OECD 2011: “The Principles for International Engagement in Fragile States and Situations”. 
 https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/development/international-engagement-in-fragile-states/annex-a-the- 
 principles-for-good-international-engagement-in-fragile-states-and-situations_9789264086128-16-en#page1 
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4. LESSONS LEARNED 
 FROM STABILIZATION EFFORTS
The Statement of Work for this review raises the question if there are any good practices or 
considerations for conducting stabilization–development programming in Afghanistan, the DRC, 
or Mali.

We have not been able to identify any specific evaluation of the SDN and there are a limited 
number of publicly available evaluations relevant to stabilization and development and especially 
to humanitarian–stabilization–development programming in those countries. For this reason, 
we have included evaluations and reviews relevant to the SDN in Somalia and South Sudan as 
well as reviews and other relevant studies that may not live up to the evaluation standards of the 
Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment (OECD/DAC) but may otherwise provide insight to answer the question. We have mainly 
surveyed evaluations and reviews commissioned by Canada, Denmark, the US, the UK, and the 
EU. We did not identify relevant evaluations commissioned by Australia and the Netherlands. 

The evaluation briefs of the Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad) sum-
marizing the evaluations of development assistance over the last decade to Afghanistan, Mali, 
Somalia and South Sudan have also been studied as have the United Nations Evaluation Group’s 
(UNEG) mapping of evaluations of the humanitarian–development nexus. 

4.1 THE HUMANITARIAN–DEVELOPMENT NEXUS – WHAT DO EVALUATIONS  
 HAVE TO SAY?
While not directly dealing with the SDN, the synthesis of evaluations of the humanitarian–
development nexus by UNEG may provide some lessons relevant to this review. UNEG’s 2018 
mapping of evaluations on the humanitarian–development nexus provides lessons learned from 
123 evaluations published between 2010 and 2017, of which 97 focused on specific countries 
and 26 were global. The aim was to assess the extent to which the need to deliver on collective 
outcomes that go beyond the humanitarian–development divide had been addressed in evalua-
tion work.

UNEG notes at the outset a “lack of shared definitions of the nexus and its broad and evolving 
conceptual boundaries.”27 

The mapping found that the nexus is addressed more prominently in humanitarian evaluations 
that focus on multiple rather than single interventions, in strategic and thematic evaluations, as 
well as in development evaluations that considered a wider range of issues, such as policy and 
institutional capacity, peacebuilding and stabilization. This finding directly links to the lack of a 
shared definition mentioned above, as it reveals that evaluations with a wider understanding of 
development and humanitarian activities are those most likely to address these in an integrated 

27 United Nations Evaluation Group (February 2018), The Humanitarian-Development Nexus – What do evaluations  
 have to say? Mapping and synthesis of evaluations, p. 1 
 http://www.uneval.org/document/detail/2120 
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way. The nexus has been covered in sectors including food security, agriculture, the public sector 
and infrastructure. UNEG’s key finding was the importance for evaluations to avoid approaching 
these different sectors individually and look for inter-sectoral linkages to cover broader nexus 
implications. 

Some of the evaluations assessed mentioned the difficulties identifying and achieving develop-
ment objectives and goals in contexts of chronic instability. To address this, donors should try 
to better adapt the time frame and scope of interventions to address programming challenges 
related to the nexus. 

The mapping found that the link between the humanitarian–development nexus and conflict 
and peace was considered most often in evaluations of conflict-affected contexts or those focu-
sing on peacebuilding. “Overall, among all the evaluations with focus on conflict, the majority 
included an analysis of the impact of conflict on both humanitarian and development programs 
but rarely an analysis of the impact of programs on conflict dynamics.”28

UNEG’s mapping concludes that, if humanitarian and development actors are finding a new way 
of working toward common outcomes, it will be important to consider applying a nexus lens 
more broadly on both sides. 

28 Ibid. p. 4
29 Norad. Evaluation Department: “Afghanistan” Country Evaluation Brief. 7/2016. 
 https://norad.no/contentassets/d0f097b6ecc34cc888dae33e94ff741c/7.16-ceb_afghanistan.pdf 

4.2 AFGHANISTAN
Norad’s evaluation brief on Afghanistan has surveyed 50 published 
reviews and evaluations along with several unpublished from the 
last decade, with 29 selected for closer review.29 Relevant findings in 
relation to the SDN are presented below: 

1.  Western political and military interests largely defined the natu-
re and magnitude of aid flows and in this sense the implications 
were that criteria that would normally be used to determine 
development assistance were often ignored.

2.  The immense relief and development needs in this context have 
reinforced the rationale for large assistance programs but the 
problem is that the often-limited absorptive capacity is ignored 
resulting in unintended consequences that become difficult to 
reverse. 

3.  A major concern is the lack of documented effects on poverty 
reduction, gender equality and sustainability of interventions, 
demonstrating a strong need for improving M&E.

Mali Syd Sudan DRC Afghanistan Somalia
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4. Community-based rural development programs demonstrated that bottom-up develop-
ment on a local and small scale was possible. Although it remained vulnerable to elite 
capture, it has fostered a positive attitude toward women’s roles in society.

5. Partnering arrangements were central in building local civil society capacity. In cases 
where funding was channelled through Afghan NGOs, there was found to be conside-
rable added value. 

6. The advantages of multi-donor trust funds were identified—these types of funds can be 
essential in state building as it pools funding, reduces risk, facilitates coordination and 
lessens the burden on individual donors.

7. Lack of synergy between development and security was identified. It is argued that, “The 
logic of development and the logic of security did not always harmonize but appeared 
as constellations of opposite interests and actors.”30 This shows that when projects are 
driven by military interest, sustainability is lacking which, from a development perspecti-
ve, could be considered dysfunctional. Therefore, there needs to be more coordination 
and synergy between the two, demonstrating the need for more actors to consider the 
stabilization–development nexus. This brief also notes that there is “a lack of evaluations 
of assistance delivered by or through the military which has a primary security objective, 
which makes it difficult to differentiate between the outcomes of these as compared 
with projects that have a clear development objective.”31 

Overall, although support was found to be relevant in most cases and led to positive outcomes, 
programming was often lacked conflict analysis and an ability to measure impact and sustaina-
bility. A number of evaluations concluded that most development activities could be considered 
unsustainable due to the recipient government’s heavy financial dependence on donors. Finally, 
the brief notes that evaluations rarely dealt with broader social impacts but instead focused on 
immediate outputs and outcomes.

There are a number of lessons learned presented in the Norad briefing, which can help to identi-
fy good practices for future engagement: 

• A need for greater conflict analysis, conflict sensitivity, and adaptability to context.
• A need to prioritize interventions with a focus on creating change, as opposed to
 those that aim to reframe debates, build general capacity or change behaviour. If
 change is to be created in respect to public goods and participatory processes, then a
  long-term commitment that carefully considers local context is necessary.
• Improvement in innovative M&E for impact measurement. 
• A need to prioritize community-based projects that bring together government, 
 donors and NGOs, because these are superior for producing ownership and control. 
• Sustainability assessments at initial project proposal. 

30 Ibid p.32
31 Ibid p.31
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In addition to these more general findings based on evaluations of a range of development as-
sistance, we believe that the findings on lessons learned from integrated approaches in  
Afghanistan are of special interest as an integrated approach (also referred to as 3D— diploma-
cy, development, defence) or a whole-of-government approach is the preferred tool for imple-
menting stabilization interventions.32 

The main lesson learned from donors’ comprehensive and integrated approaches to their enga-
gement in Afghanistan from 2001 to 2014 is to avoid a silo mentality. The review found that the 
pursuit of coherence must first be established at the highest possible level, both internally and 
especially between the relevant organizations involved. Secondly, it must create frameworks for 
joint planning and decision-making, as well as joint learning and analysis. Finally, it must be ba-
sed on the different competencies of respective actors. The interventions in Afghanistan yielded 
mixed results and showed that when stabilization, development and humanitarian programs are 
happening simultaneously in an extremely complex context, it is crucial to plan long-term and to 
coordinate these three streams as much as possible. 

Key recommendations for future integrated approaches based on the case of Afghanistan are 
quoted here in full (with emphasis in quotation) :

• “Much stronger international emphasis and focus on creating political solutions. 
 Lasting peace is created through political processes, not by using various 
 combinations of development aid and military means. 

• “Prioritising, focusing and determining a meaningful sequence for the different 
 efforts rather than attempting to address all issues simultaneously. 

• “Understanding how resources from external actors – civil as well as military –
 affect the host country’s political and financial systems. Sudden and massive 
 injections of resources in countries with weak or collapsed institutions can increase 
 corruption and create a conflict economy in which powerful actors are neither 
 interested in, nor have incentives to change the status quo. 

• “Knowing the context and taking all of its complexity into consideration in order to 
 avoid simplistic and overambitious ideas about what can be achieved by international 
 intervention. 

• “Lowering the level of ambition and exercising strategic patience. If the efforts 
 are to make a positive difference, a significantly longer time horizon is needed than 
 the two to three years that are typically considered to be ‘long term’ in the context of. 

32   Andersen, Louise Riis 2016: “International Lessons from Integrated Approaches in Afghanistan”, DIIS, 2016
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• “Instead of having to prioritize and choose between different goals – and resources 
 and methods – the coherence agenda promises that – if only all actors involved 
 coordinate their efforts – it is possible to pursue many goals at the same time. 

• “The study points out that an integrated approach is not and cannot be a goal per se. 
 It is a method that may be used to achieve a given goal.

• “Based on the experience of Afghanistan this study suggests that future stabilisation 
 interventions should take their starting point in the local context and from there seek 
 to outline a possible political process that can lead the country away from fragility 
 and toward stability. 

• “The security–development nexus does not only imply that lasting peace cannot be 
 achieved without development; it also indicates that sustainable development cannot 
 be pursued in the midst of ongoing war”.33

The paper notes that it is challenging to coordinate civilian and military interventions in a high-
risk country like Afghanistan. For example, the fact that civilian staff were subject to strict and 
costly security protocols that restricted their freedom of movement in the field caused tensions 
between the military and civilian actors. From the military’s perspective, it seemed as though 
they were not receiving the necessary support from the civilian actors, and therefore opted to 
work on governance and development issues themselves, even though they lacked the neces-
sary skills. On the other hand, the experience in Afghanistan demonstrated the limited civilian 
capacity for engaging in stabilization missions. “Identifying enough civilian consultants with the 
right combination of professional and personal competencies and the ability to leave their regu-
lar jobs and be stationed in Afghanistan remained a problem throughout.”34

Furthermore, the report points to the imbalanced relationship between civilian and military 
staff in the field, which further hindered effective integrated activities, stemming from “a mis-
understood notion of development. The idea that the civilian development organizations could 
somehow be flown in to build and hold areas that the military had cleared was fundamentally 
flawed and disregarded the fact that aid organizations work in a process-related manner with 
local ownership and capacity building.”35 This is a crucial lesson from the Afghan experience that 
should be integrated into SDN programming in any conflict-affected context. It also shows the 
importance of all actors involved having a holistic understanding of development and stabiliza-
tion to avoid an over-simplified division of tasks between development-related and stabilizati-
on-related activities.

33 Ibid, p. 9-10
34 Ibid, p. 66
35 ibid.
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4.3 DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF THE CONGO
It has been difficult to identify relevant evaluations concerning sta-
bilization and development assistance to DRC.

An evaluation of the Coherence Fund for Stabilisation operated by 
the United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in the DRC is 
forthcoming.36 In terms of coherence with the humanitarian–devel-
opment–peacebuilding nexus, the fund seeks to strengthen the dy-
namics of stabilization interventions and has a key role in ensuring 
that donors provide support to meet the needs and opportunities 
for development actions in the context of stabilization. 

We understand that the findings of the evaluation include a de-
termination that the nexus dynamics are not yet fully exploited. 
According to some implementing partners, the projects have at 

?

36 Collin C. & C.-M. Mushizi, 2019 forthcoming: ”Evaluation du Fonds de Cohérence pour la Stabilisation,” 
37 Channel Research 2011: “Joint evaluation of conflict prevention and peace building in DRC.” 
  https://www.oecd.org/countries/congo/48859543.pdf 

times been too small in scope to facilitate links with development dynamics. The evaluation 
recommends, among others, that the internal coherence of the fund be strengthened by more 
integrated planning, and that it support coordination and advocacy between different actors at 
the policy level, including donors, to help address the issues raised by the fund’s interventions.

The main relevant evaluation identified in relation to the DRC is from 2011 and focuses on the 
eastern DRC from 2002 to 2010. Although the situation in DRC has developed since then, the 
multi-donor project, “Joint Evaluation of Conflict Prevention and Peacebuilding in DRC,” was a 
large undertaking and may continue to provide insights that are relevant today.37 

The major findings were that, given the weakness of the state, the project approach focused on 
conflict prevention and peacebuilding. This made it difficult to define progress toward conflict re-
solution and peacebuilding achieved by the interventions, as the contextual analysis was defective. 

The main recommendations were:

A Donors should position programming based on an assessment of conflict drivers.
B Donors should increase joint interventions and programs depending on the value-added 

of the different sectors toward a broad and comprehensive peacebuilding and conflict-
  prevention strategy adopted by all intervening actors. 
C Donors should adopt a partnership with the government and create partnerships at the 

local level.

An evaluation of the EU’s European Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid Operations (ECHO) 
in DRC includes some useful findings, because ECHO’s programming in the DRC stands at the 

Mali Syd Sudan DRC Afghanistan Somalia
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nexus of stabilization and humanitarian programming while supporting projects with a develop-
ment perspective.38

The evaluation found that the operation contributed substantially to protection in humanitari-
an action through its consistent support to the main agencies undertaking protection—the UN 
Refugee Agency (UNHCR), the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), UNICEF, and 
the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs. The result came because ECHO’s 
Encouraged them to develop projects in areas difficult to access. Thus, ECHO’s programming 
contained a component of protection by presence, which was important in the context of DRC 
as it allowed aid to reach populations in need. In addition, the simple presence and activities of 
project staff could decrease tensions between the populations and armed groups. As roads and 
transport options were often very limited in these isolated areas, ECHO’s projects, which aimed 
to rehabilitate or construct landing sites and roads, were positive not only from a humanitarian 
and stabilization point of view but from the vantage of longer-term development. This approach 
allowed humanitarian partners to access vulnerable populations and allowed those populations 
to access basic social services and connected them to other communities in the region. 

The evaluation suggested that the transitional situation in DRC, especially in the eastern region, 
requires significant attention to the issue of mediation of land conflicts and reconciliation. Some 
of ECHO’s partners have developed expertise on this subject. ECHO’s investment was valuable 
not only in terms of emergency response but also long-term stabilization, as this was key for the 
success of the return of Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) and refugee repatriation.
 
Recommendations for ECHO’s further work in DRC suggest it should increase its involvement in 
prevention activities (early warning, training, community-based projects etc.), as well as more 
frequent engagement in exchanging views on protection with other donors. Furthermore, the 
evaluation suggests ECHO’s projects related to reintegration and livelihoods for victims of sexual 
and gender-based violence (SGBV) should adopt a wider perspective to include indirect victims, 
such as men, children and witnesses, as well as a longer-term perspective. Integrating outreach 
services and reproductive health services would enable ECHO to provide more sustainable as-
sistance to persons at risk beyond immediate humanitarian response.

However, the evaluation concluded that development aid in DRC was not having an effect on 
humanitarian needs, and that the government’s effectiveness in terms of economic growth, 
governance, and basic service provision remained uncertain. Therefore, addressing protection 
needs in DRC necessitates an integrated approach between development efforts and humanita-
rian assistance. In other words, transitional situations like the one in DRC require programming 
to be designed at the humanitarian–stabilization–development nexus, as in some areas there is 
still a major focus on emergency protection situations while others are dealing with reconstructi-
on and development.

4. LESSONS LEARNED FROM STABILIZATION EFFORTS

38 DARA 2010: “Evaluation of DG ECHO’s Actions in the Democratic Republic of the Congo”, October 2010
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39 Norad’s Evaluation Department 2018: “Mali” Country Evaluation Brief. June 2018.
40 In this context it should be noted that there appears to be an unwillingness by the Government of Mali to  
 recognize that Mali is a fragile country. Mali has not joined the G7+ group, which may in turn be a reason for 
 the absence of evaluations of stabilization efforts.
41 Norad’s brief 2018 p. 21

4.4 MALI
I Norad’s evaluation brief on Mali39  includes 25 evaluations and re-
views over the last 10 years, none of which directly deal with SDN.40

  
Norad’s assessment of the evaluations of development aid to Mali 
published since 2010 identifies that budget support and governan-
ce provide some useful considerations for development–stabilizati-
on programming, as they are key to the country’s ability to provide 
sustainable services and peace to its citizens. 

Donor budget support to Mali yielded positive outcomes in the 
period from 2003–2009, where Mali enjoyed relative stability. The 
positive outcomes triggered by budget support spilled over into 
other areas, such as poverty reduction, growth, health and educati-
on. However, evaluations of budget support in this period also reve-
aled the need for increased accountability and efficiency in financial 
management, as well as issues linked to corruption. 

25
This points to the governance sector, to which development assistance contributed both before 
and after 2012. While Mali was portrayed as a prime example of donor-supported democratic 
governance before 2012, the events of 2012 highlighted the need for governance program-
ming to focus on re-establishing democratic order and addressing root causes of conflict in the 
northern region. Thus, development assistance after 2012 was redirected to, among other areas, 
supporting multiparty dialogue and interactions between civil society and politicians. However, 
evaluations show that what the Malian context really needed was structural reform and efforts 
to address issues such as marginalization in order to deal with the underlying causes of conflict. 
Therefore, from a stabilization perspective, the multiparty platform might not be the most effe-
ctive tool to use in a conflict context. “It has been argued that ‘governance shortcomings conti-
nue to undermine security in the country,’ and efforts to generate ‘short-term peace’ may work 
against ‘long-term stabilisation goals.’”41  

The issue of corruption in terms of holding government officials accountable for financial mis-
management has received more focus since 2012, but no donors have engaged in large-scale 
anti-corruption programming. However, a successful initiative by the German development co-
operation agency in regard to governance is worth mentioning, as it is relevant for conflict-affec-
ted contexts. By taking informal aspects of governance into account into its decentralization and 
local governance programming, German development support has facilitated multi-stakeholder 
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42 ibid. p. 25
43 Ibid. p. 30
44 ibid. p.30
45 Norad Evaluation Department 2018: “Mali” Country Evaluation Brief 6/2018 
 https://norad.no/globalassets/filer-2017/evaluering/6.18-ceb-mali/6.18-country_evaluation_brief_mali.pdf 
46 Ibid p.3

dialogue, “including traditional institutions, in new approaches to local governance, service provi-
sion and economic development.”42

Norad’s evaluation brief suggested that when looking ahead, it is critical that donor program-
ming focus on governance, and especially work toward re-establishing trust between society and 
government in Mali. Moreover, “the coming period of development assistance will need to con-
sider both new and recurrent drivers of instability in Mali and find sustainable ways to address 
them to ensure long-term development goals. In particular, deep reflection on root causes that 
may not have been addressed in the earlier period should lead to adjustments to governance 
interventions.” 43 

Some of the most significant gaps identified in governance engagement are issues of corruption 
and justice system reform, which both require more holistic and innovative approaches than 
development assistance to date.44

30

4.5 SOUTH SUDAN
Norad’s evaluation brief, which builds on close to 30 evaluations 
and reviews since 2010, notes that, “Development and humanitari-
an programs in South Sudan had four main weaknesses: 45 

• “The donor community did not develop an overall 
 strategic plan for recovery and development for itself or in  

collaboration with the government.
• “Diplomats, politicians and development practitioners did not  

collaborate closely enough to develop joint approaches.
• “The donor community mostly failed to adapt their 
 development interventions to the volatile and fragile South  

Sudanese context. Their vision for South Sudan was often 
 different from what national or local political actors pursued.
• The aid architecture was inconsistent, and lessons learned did 
 not alter approaches.”

The evaluation brief went on to say that, “These lessons are a useful reminder when considering 
the long list of challenges the international community is facing in South Sudan, as they apply to 
modes of operation, to the relationship between aid and politics, and to both humanitarian and 
development assistance.” 46
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47 Bennett, J, S. Pantuliano, W. Fenton, A. Vaux, C. Barnett, and E. Brusset. 2010. “Aiding the peace: a multi-
 donor evaluation of support to conflict prevention and peacebuilding activities in southern Sudan 2005– 2010” 
 ITAD, UK https://www.oecd.org/countries/southsudan/46895095.pdf 

Although the large, multi-donor evaluation, Aiding the Peace, is from 2010, we consider this an 
important evaluation with important lessons learned:47

A Transition from war to peace is not a technical exercise but a highly political process. 
B A sophisticated and nuanced analysis of power relations, causes of vulnerability, and 

drivers of conflict and resilience was largely missing and not updated.
C Neither the government nor donors provided an overall framework for development 

support, which was much needed.
D Good practice can be over-used, especially when respect for ownership and harmonizati-

on comes at the expense of field knowledge and engagement. 

A key recommendation is that, “The main consideration should always remain: are the interven-
tions dealing adequately with the factors that lead to conflict? All activities and sector priorities 
should flow from the answer.” 

Other recommendations include: 

1.  Ensuring that new and revised programs are always preceded by a conflict analysis that 
links wider dynamics to those that are specific to the area of operation. 

2.  Framing interventions in terms of conflict prevention and peacebuilding is to be encoura-
ged.

3.  The need for conflict analysis to be referred to continually over the programming cycle. 
4.  The need to invest in monitoring the changing dynamics in the different states of South 

Sudan at regular intervals and ensure that chosen funding mechanisms are sufficiently 
flexible to respond to these changes. 

5.  Ensuring that pooled funds for conflict prevention and peacebuilding, as well as more 
conventional output and impact indicators are monitored.

6.  Focusing capacity building and support to decentralized levels of government and increa-
sing associated performance monitoring.

7.  Ensuring that the urgent training of the judiciary at state and sub-state levels is always in 
tandem with dialogue with chiefs and those responsible for customary law. 

8.  Enabling traditional authority (chiefs) to address root causes of conflict (including dispu-
tes over land or bride wealth) at their customary courts by providing capacity building 
programs for these courts. 

9.  Ensuring that local peacebuilding initiatives are linked to development inputs to conso-
lidate solutions reached. This implies the use of “do no harm” tests, especially in conflict 
areas. Efforts should be made to encourage greater female involvement in peace com-
mittees. 
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The more recent evaluation of ECHO’s humanitarian response in Sudan and South Sudan also 
incorporates relevant findings.48 Overall, it concludes that the program was effective because 
the assessment of humanitarian needs was of high quality, and because it was able to respond 
quickly and effectively to situational changes. Given the unstable context and difficulties in colla-
borating with the Sudanese and South Sudanese governments, ECHO only managed to a limi-
ted extent to link relief, rehabilitation and development in its program activities. Furthermore, 
ECHO’s annual funding cycle is not conducive to the implementation of medium or longer-term 
activities as is typically required for effective engagements with communities and (local) authorities. 

Canadian support to South Sudan was evaluated in 2016.49  The main findings were that: 

• Canadian programming was generally aligned with many good practices for engaging 
 in fragile states. However, more could have been done.
• Programming in South Sudan and other fragile states could have benefited from a 
 long-term vision and commitment that integrated GAC programming streams.
• There were limited resources and time available for the effective integration of some 
 program requirements, particularly crosscutting themes, drivers of conflict, and the 
 principles for engagement in fragile states.

Among the main recommendations:

1. “GAC should ensure that future South Sudan programming is based on an integrated, 
whole-of-department approach. Specifically, the continuum of programming should be 
based on:
• A long-term, common, and documented vision for the country;
• A recognition of the need for responsive, flexible and nimble programming to adapt
 to rapidly changing contexts;
• The effective integration of crosscutting themes; and,
• An enhanced strategic analysis that addresses the drivers of conflict and is based in 
 the Principles for Good International Engagement in Fragile States. An approved and 
 integrated country program strategy, an integrated logic model and a policy dialogue 
 strategy could implement these elements.

2.  “GAC should ensure that any additional or refocusing of requirements for the integrati-
on, analysis and synthesis of crosscutting issues and conflict drivers within fragile states 
be adequately supported by specialists.” 50

48 Particip GMBH, Fundación Dara Internacional, Prolog Consult SPRL and Germax 2016: “Evaluation of DG
 ECHO’s Response to the Humanitarian Crises in Sudan and South Sudan (2011-2015)”. Commissioned by the   
 European Union, December 2016. https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ 
 6512daa8-f8cc-11e6-8a35-01aa75ed71a1/language-en 
49 The Development Evaluation Division of GAC: 2017:“Evaluation of Canada’s Development and Stabilization and 
 Reconstruction Taskforce (START) Programming in South Sudan” January 2017 https://international.gc.ca/ 
 gac-amc/publications/evaluation/2017/sudan_development-evaluation-soudan_developpement.aspx?lang=eng 
50 Ibid.
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51 Norad’s Evaluation Department 2017: “Somalia” Country Evaluation Brief. 3/2017 https://norad.no/ 
 globalassets/publikasjoner/publikasjoner-2017/evaluering/3.17-country-evaluation-brief_somalia.pdf 
52 Ibid, p. 29

4.6 SOMALIA 
The Norad evaluation brief from 2017 identifies 37 reviews and 
evaluations of development assistance to Somalia since 2010.51 
It concludes that successful interventions were characterized by 
a participatory and inclusive approach from project planning to 
implementation—one that involved working with the government, 
local authorities and communities to jointly identify priorities and 
provide them with ownership over achievements.

Security is the major focus of international support to Somalia. 
However, Norad finds that security has often been integrated into 
humanitarian and development programs instead of being addres-
sed as a stand-alone theme, probably resulting in incoherent and 
fragmented activities in the security sector. Those activities also 
seldom exhibited a common understanding of principles of stabili-
zation and governance.

37
Norad’s main findings focus on eight areas: 52

1.  The constraints imposed by continued insecurity. A consistent theme is that insecurity 
continues to undermine and constrain the impact of all aid efforts. The evaluation re-
ports include recommendations for security to be given a higher priority and for a more 
comprehensive approach to be adopted. 

2.  The value of consultation and local participation. 
3.  The need to continually adapt approaches to the evolving context. 
4.  The case for greater investment in monitoring and evaluation. 
5.  The challenge of insufficient progress on tackling corruption.
6.  The case for additional—and better prioritized—funding. As reports note, after decades 

of little development in Somalia, the needs are clear. Yet Somalia receives less develop-
ment aid per person than many other post-conflict countries.

7.  The urgency of tackling standard aid effectiveness challenges. The overarching reviews 
note the need for more effective integration of humanitarian, development and govern-
ment efforts with half the population still dependent on humanitarian support. 

8.  The success of some mechanisms developed for post-conflict situations. The Compact, 
and in particular the Somali Development and Reconstruction Facility, have proved use-
ful. But there is scope to fully exploit the potential of these approaches.

An evaluation of the Somalia Stability Programme from the UK Department for International De-
velopment (DFID) recommended that DFID focus on Somalia’s south-central region, which is the 
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most conflict-affected in the country, and the region with the most political significance.53 This 
would allow the collection of improved information on the program’s outcomes and impact and 
address the needs of the areas most subject to instability. 

The evaluation points to the fact that it is important to invest in longer-term activities such as 
community-driven development, which plays an important role in gaining entry to unstable 
areas. Furthermore, DFID can use community-driven development achievements as a base for 
building local government capacity, developing civil society, and working with the private sector. 
That is to say, there is good reason to integrate long-term development activities into program-
ming while still in a stabilization phase, as the two are interconnected. 

The key lesson learned from the evaluation is the necessity of an in-depth understanding of the 
context, and the development of an acute cultural sensitivity to the social, political and ethnic 
systems in Somali society. This involves respecting clan sensibilities, which often comes at the 
cost of reinforcing divisions in Somali society. Furthermore, donors should take into account the 
important unifying role of Islam for Somalis, which transcends clan and regional affiliation. Care 
should also be taken not to undermine traditional Somali structures critical to stability. External-
ly driven forms of stabilization therefore need to take sufficient account of local belief and value 
systems. To successfully manage stabilization–development–humanitarian programming, care 
must be taken to support hybrid systems in order to create structures and patterns of behaviour 
that lead to a more state-oriented vision of society as opposed to one that is exclusively driven 
by clan interests.

Given the importance of the Somali Compact, the UK Overseas Development Institute (ODI) con-
ducted a review of the Somali Compact, which was established in 2013 and based on the New 
Deal for engagement in fragile states.54 The objective of the Compact is to create “a new begin-
ning for a sovereign, secure, democratic, united and federal Somalia at peace with itself and the 
world, and for the benefit of its people.”55

The review starts by noting that the security issues on the ground in Somalia presented a par-
ticularly challenging context and limited the presence of development partners. 

The review also states that the Compact was successful in developing a comprehensive appro-
ach and building trust, thanks to its inclusiveness and ability to respond to emerging federal 
member states. “It has provided a valuable, clear transparent framework for mutual accountabi-
lity” between the federal government and development partners.56 Furthermore, many of these 
partners stated that the Compact was a critical factor in their choice to commit increased levels 
of long-term development funding. 
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53 Saltmarshe, Douglas 2012: “Somalia Stability Programme Pilot Evaluation” DFID, November 2012
54 ODI 2017: “The new deal in Somalia. An independent review of the Somali Compact, 2014-2016.” 
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55 Ibid, p. 9.
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On the other hand, the review notes that the dialogue around the Compact was perceived to be 
extremely complicated. Furthermore, humanitarian and development efforts were not sufficient-
ly coherent, and the Compact did not manage to deal quickly enough with core financial issues 
such as public financial management, corruption, and the need for increasing domestic revenu-
es. Finally, the private sector and civil society have not been sufficiently involved.

The review’s key findings are similar to those of other compacts in post-conflict countries: “Con-
text matters: progress is hard in the absence of basic security and a stable political settlement. 
Compacts generally improve coordination but with high transaction costs and slow movement 
toward coherence of policies involving development, humanitarian, security and political actors. 
Success in one of these areas is unlikely to be sustained without success in the others.” 57

4.7 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM RELEVANT COUNTRY EVALUATIONS
As mentioned previously, we have not been able to identify evaluations specifically dealing with 
SDN except perhaps the evaluation of the DFID stabilization program in Somalia. We have also 
studied a report synthesizing lessons learned from integrated approaches in Afghanistan, which 
can be considered as stabilization efforts. Other relevant evaluations and reviews have dealt 
with the issue of providing development assistance to countries in conflict and included the hu-
manitarian–development nexus, as well as support to peace- and state building. These interven-
tions are often labelled as stabilization, pointing to the lack of an agreed definition or understan-
ding of stabilization between various agencies and donors. 

Not unexpectedly, there is an overlap between the findings of these evaluations and the evalua-
tions of the stabilization programs of the different donors as presented in Annex 2, Sections 1.8 
and 1.9. This underlines the importance of these issues. The most important can be summarized 
as follows: 

4.7.1 LACK OF JOINT VISION OR FRAMEWORK
One of the most important findings and lessons learned is the issue of the absence of a joint 
vision or framework for providing assistance, whether humanitarian, stabilization or develop-
ment in many of the conflict-affected countries studied. There appears to be a general agree-
ment that, in order to build a foundation for sustainable development, there needs to be some 
sort of common vision or plan and shared understanding of the term “development” from which 
to align support. Development programming in non-conflict situations often aligns to a nati-
onal development plan or one of its variants by the recipient government. The findings from 
evaluations grapple with this question, as when there is a lack of a plan or framework, donors 
end up developing their own projects in an uncoordinated way (noting, for example, the DRC 
experience). But in conflict-affected states, where either the government is too weak to develop 
and implement such a plan (e.g. DRC and Afghanistan) or the government is seen as part of the 
problem (e.g. South Sudan and Mali), then this may not be possible. Multi-Donor Trust Funds in 
these situations have proven to be effective in providing some coherence in aid efforts, despite 
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criticism for being overly bureaucratic. The Somali Compact—building on the G7+ Peace- and 
State-Building Principles—provides a promising solution to this, although the verdict is still out. 
As the review of the Somali Compact concludes, similar to those of other compacts in conflict- af-
fected countries: “Context matters: progress is hard in the absence of basic security and a stable 
political settlement. Compacts generally improve coordination but with high transaction costs 
and slow movement toward coherence of policies involving development, humanitarian, security 
and political actors. Success in one of these areas is unlikely to be sustained without success in 
the others.”58

The recommendation of the 2016 World Humanitarian Summit and The New Way of Working to 
define specific collective outcomes shared and agreed between the various actors—humanita-
rian, development, diplomatic and security—is another recent attempt to find ways of defining 
an agreed framework to which all should adhere. Implementing this recommendation will also 
contribute to programming across the nexus. 

4.7.2 ADDITIONAL GOOD PRACTICES
Based on our survey of relevant evaluations and reviews, the following points are good practices 
that should be considered when planning and implementing stabilization interventions:

1. Stabilization is a political process by political actors, as are conflict resolution and peace-
building activities.

2. Stabilization interventions should take their starting point in the local context and from 
there seek to outline possible political solutions that can lead the country away from 

 fragility and toward stability. 
3. The aim of stabilization efforts should be realistic and limited to creating stability in terms 

of reducing violence and fear for the population in the society in question.
4. Have realistic time horizons—stabilization takes time and requires long-term program-

ming (longer than 3 years).
5. As sustainable development cannot be pursued in an ongoing war, ensure that short-

term support has a long-term perspective—stressing the importance of the humanitarian- 
development nexus. 

6. Position programming based on an assessment of conflict drivers and support to conflict 
prevention and peacebuilding while constantly updating conflict assessments. 

7. Ensure coherence, both in planning and implementation, among the involved actors, both 
military and civilian. 

8. Have the necessary flexibility to adapt interventions according to developments on the 
ground.

9. Avoid doing harm for, by example, providing too much assistance that can overburden 
local structures.

10. Develop relevant ToCs and results frameworks that make it possible to document results.

58 ODI 2017: “The new deal in Somalia. An independent review of the Somali Compact, 2014-2016.” 
 https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/11466.pdf

4. LESSONS LEARNED FROM STABILIZATION EFFORTS



35STABILIZATION-DEVELOPMENT NEXUS

5. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS 
 AND LESSONS LEARNED
In this section, we will attempt to briefly present the major findings, conclusions and lessons 
learned from our review. 

Providing answers to the four review questions presented in the Statement of Work will do this.

5.1 
Q1: IN BRIEF, WHAT ARE THE KEY DIFFERENCES  
BETWEEN DONORS WITH RESPECT TO THEIR  
STABILIZATION PROGRAMS AND IN HOW THEY  
APPROACH STABILIZATION PROGRAMMING?

The answers to this question are mainly presented in Section 3 
above with a more detailed analysis in Annex 2. The following 
is a brief summary of the main findings. 

There is no agreed definition or understanding of stabilization either in the academic literature 
or in the policies of the seven donors examined here (Australia, Canada, Denmark, the EU, the 
Netherlands, the UK and the US).

Some donors such as Australia and Denmark consciously avoid defining stabilization in order to 
maintain the flexibility to support a broad range of interventions—from prevention to post-con-
flict assistance. Some donors such as Canada and Denmark mainly understand it as a way of 
working— whole-of-government, 3D, integrated or joined-up approaches including both military 
and civilian actors. Among those that define it, definitions range from mainly military interventi-
ons as was formerly the case with the US, to definitions that include building “liberal states” and 
promoting Western-based rule of law and democracy (e.g. the Netherlands and until 2018 the UK). 

While various donors have all accepted that human development is at the foundation of their 
development assistance and where most also ascribe to a focus on human security, there are 
elements of self-protection in the policies of donors—the fight against terror, fear of an influx of 
migrants, for example. In practice, this may lead to the securitization of aid (e.g. examples from 
Afghanistan). 

The donors (except for Australia and the EU) have all organized their coordination of stabilization 
programs in work units, most often led by a steering committee consisting of representatives of 
the various relevant government structures (e.g. defence, justice, police, development, foreign 
affairs). The coordination units are placed either separately as in the UK and US or in the foreign 
affairs ministry as is the case in Canada, the Netherlands, and Denmark. The activities of these 
work units typically include: administering a pool of experts to be deployed in conflict-affected 
situations, providing funding through a mix of official development assistance (ODA) and non-
ODA funds, and planning, coordinating and monitoring activities of various governmental and 
non-state actors. 

Q1
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Comparing the seven donors in focus here, the UK’s stabilization program stands out, both in 
relation to its conscious evolution of the concept of stabilization, in relation to its support to aca-
demic research and not least in relation to its development of policies and guides for stabiliza-
tion efforts. It seems that many of the other counties have a lot to learn from the UK’s stabiliza-
tion resources and thinking. Denmark also exhibits some good practices in terms of adopting a 
dynamic approach to conflict sensitivity and continuously updating its contextual understanding.

Importantly, in both the academic literature as well as among donors, there is a move over 
recent years toward understanding stabilization with a more limited scope and having more re-
alistic and pragmatic aims, which will have to be continuously adapted to the change in context. 
Stability might be brought about by, for example, power sharing of existing elites, which may be 
seen as good enough. Success might be measured, not by the amount of capacity building, but 
by its contribution to minimizing violence and fear in the societies in question. 

Finally, it should be noted that although there is not full agreement on definitions, tools, or ways 
of organizing, the use of the term “stabilization” among major donors allows for important ex-
changes of information and experiences in various forums such as the UN and the International 
Network on Conflict and Fragility (INCAF), which have shown to be beneficial to mainstreaming 
good practices and lessons learned. Understanding “stabilization” as a multifaceted and dynamic 
concept prevents silo mentalities and allows for better cooperation between relevant actors at 
different stages of the stabilization process.

5.2 
Q2: WHILE RECOGNIZING THAT DIFFERENT  
COUNTRIES HAVE TAKEN DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO 
STABILIZATION, HOW EFFECTIVE HAVE DONORS BEEN 
IN BUILDING EFFECTIVE LINKS FROM THEIR  
STABILIZATION PROGRAMMING TO THEIR  
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMMING?

The fact that there are different approaches to stabilization is obviously linked to the fact that 
there are different understandings of the concept. Instead of focusing on differences in appro-
ach and definition, we have attempted to focus on what is in common and how effective links 
can be made between stabilization and development programming based on what has been 
identified as the most common approaches. 

Firstly, development programs are one instrument in the toolbox of stabilization, together with 
such mechanisms as diplomacy, military and police deployments, and humanitarian assistance.  
Therefore, development should not be separated from stabilization, as it is inherent when do-
nors intervene in conflicts. 

Q2
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Nevertheless, there are some important lessons learned and good practices that can be summa-
rized as follows:

• Lasting peace cannot be achieved without development and sustainable development 
cannot be pursued in the midst of ongoing conflict, as shown by the experience in Af-
ghanistan. This does not mean that more short-term—often humanitarian—assistance 
should not be part of the mix contributing to stabilization—on the contrary. Indeed, the 
planning of short-term interventions should have a longer-term perspective, stressing 
the importance of the humanitarian–stabilization—development nexus. 

• While sustainable development cannot be pursued in open conflict, there seems to be 
general agreement that in order to build an effective foundation for sustainable develop-
ment there needs to be a common vision or plan with which to align support. Develop-
ment programming often aligns with a national development or similar plan developed 
and endorsed by the recipient government. Findings from the evaluations and reviews 
grapple with this question. If there is a lack of such a plan or framework, donors end up 
developing their own projects in an uncoordinated way, as shown by example from the 
experience in the DRC. In conflict-affected states where either the government is too 
weak to develop and implement such a plan, as in the DRC and Afghanistan, where the 
government is part of the problem, as in South Sudan and Mali, such a government-end-
orsed plan may not be possible. Multi-donor trust funds have in these situations proven 
to be effective in providing some coherence in aid efforts despite frequent criticism 
that they are overly bureaucratic. The Somali Compact, building on the G7+ Peace- and 
State-Building Principles, may provide a promising solution to this although the verdict 
is still out. As the review of the Somali Compact concludes: “Context matters: progress is 
hard in the absence of basic security and a stable political settlement. Compacts gene-
rally improve coordination but with high transaction costs and slow movement toward 
coherence of policies involving development, humanitarian, security and political actors. 
Success in one of these areas is unlikely to be sustained without success in the others.” 59

• The recent agreements on a New Way of Working (see Annex 1) recommends that  stake-
holders from the various partners involved in interventions related to the nexus should 
define collective outcomes, which they should agree to pursue with humanitarian, devel-
opment, diplomatic, military and other means. This is another way of agreeing on a joint 
framework for intervening in conflict-affected situations. 

59 ODI 2017: “The new deal in Somalia. An independent review of the Somali Compact, 2014-2016.” 
 https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/11466.pdf
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5.3 
Q3: WHAT ARE THE LESSONS LEARNED AND GOOD 
PRACTICES FOR IMPROVING EFFECTIVENESS FOR THE 
STABILIZATION–DEVELOPMENT NEXUS?

Eight years after the Principles for International Interventions 
in Fragile and Conflict-affected States and Situations were 
endorsed by OECD/DAC and INCAF, several of the principles 
appear to be in need of reinforcement. While these principles 

are obviously more general for providing assistance in fragile and conflict-affected states than 
the SDN, they are nevertheless also relevant to the SDN. 

We have in Section 2 attempted to analyze the academic contributions to answering this ques-
tion and in Sections 3 and 4 have looked at the evaluations and reviews of the different approa-
ches the seven donors have to stabilization and programs relevant for the SDN. 
  
In brief, the lessons learned and good practices identified in all three sections of this study are: 

1.  Stabilization is a political process by political actors and not just a way of working to-
gether through integrated, joined-up or whole-of-government approaches on neutral, 
technical activities.

2.  Stabilization interventions should take their starting point from a thorough understan-
ding of the local context, of the drivers of conflict, and a solid risk analysis. From there, 
they should seek to outline a possible political process based on collective outcomes that 
can lead the recipient country away from fragility and toward stability. They should work 
within existing systems and structures and seek to make them more efficient, accoun-
table and transparent.

3.  The aim of stabilization efforts should be realistic and limited to creating stability and 
reducing violence and fear in the society in question.

4.  Stabilization takes time, so interventions should have realistic time horizons.
5.  As sustainable development cannot be pursued during ongoing conflict, interventions 

should ensure that short-term support has a long-term perspective and is based on an 
understanding of the importance of the humanitarian–development nexus.

6.  Programming should be based on an assessment of conflict drivers and support conflict 
prevention and peacebuilding while constantly updating conflict assessments. 

7.  Interventions should ensure coherence, both in planning and implementation, among 
the involved actors, both military and civilian, as well as local ownership and inclusion of 
the views of the affected population.

8.  Programming must have the necessary flexibility to adapt according to developments 
on the ground, as there is general agreement on the need for flexibility in complex and 
difficult situations in which stabilization interventions occur.

9.  Donors should create appropriate and flexible financial management tools.

Q3
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10.  Donors should improve their analysis of local governance structure to avoid doing harm 
for, by example, providing too much assistance that can overburden local structures. 

11.  Donors should develop relevant ToCs and results frameworks, which make it possible to 
document results, but ensure that they adapt to changing situations. 

12.   Interventions should be based from the outset on long-term planning even though there 
are important immediate needs requiring prompt short-term actions to save lives (the 
humanitarian–development nexus).

13.  To successfully manage humanitarian–stabilization–development programming, care 
must be taken to support hybrid systems in order to create structures and patterns of 
behaviour that lead to a more state-oriented vision of society as opposed to one that is 
exclusively driven by specific interests.

5.4 
Q4: ARE THERE ANY GOOD PRACTICES OR  
CONSIDERATIONS FOR CONDUCTING STABILIZATION– 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMMING IN AFGHANISTAN, 
THE DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF THE CONGO, OR 
MALI?

While the more general lessons learned and good practices 
summarized above apply to programming in Afghanistan, the 
DRC and Mali, there are a few more country-specific issues to 
consider: 

In Afghanistan, evaluations indicate that Western political and military interests have, to a large 
extent, defined the nature and magnitude of aid flows. Hence, criteria normally used to define 
development was often ignored, leading to what is called securitization and a lack of synergy 
between development and security. 

Evaluations and reviews expressed concern about sustainability because of the over-reliance of 
the recipient governments on donor support and a lack of ability or willingness to prioritize. In 
the present political situation with donors wanting to leave Afghanistan, an analysis of sustaina-
bility and plans to phase out of support in a responsible way should be prioritized. 

Community-based rural development programs demonstrated that bottom-up development on 
a local and small scale was possible. Therefore, such projects that promote collaborate between 
recipient governments, donors and civil society should be prioritized as these are superior in 
producing ownership and control. 

In addition, multi-donor trust funds have been relatively successful and could be continued and 
possibly expanded, placing less of a burden on government structures. 

Q4
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Relatively few relevant evaluations and reviews were found on the DRC but the forthcoming 
evaluation of MONUSCO’s fund for stabilization might provide some interesting insights. 

The main issue in DRC appears to be a lack of a comprehensive vision or framework for assistan-
ce that integrates humanitarian, stabilization and development programming. In the absence of 
a government able to provide leadership on this, it appears that donors use a project approach 
and that short-term humanitarian assistance is still the dominant modality. There is therefore 
a need for more long-term planning for development assistance to become more effective and 
have a lasting effect on humanitarian needs. While the current political process is a challenge, 
the question is who will be able to provide leadership in developing such a plan or defining 
collective outcomes. Is the UN and MONUSCO a possibility? Can this be done through a multi-do-
nor trust fund or are there possibilities for initiating a compact process, possibly involving civil 
society actors such as churches? 

In Mali, the evaluations and reviews indicate that there are governance issues, not least a lack of 
accountability, a lack of a functioning legal system and weak efficiency in public financial ma-
nagement, indicating possible problems of corruption that hinders progress in term of stability 
and development. Evaluations therefore recommend that future programming should focus on 
governance, especially related to corruption and the justice system. 

German attempts to include traditional institutions in governance at a local level appear to have 
had some success and this approach could be further tested and supported. 

5.5 CONSIDERATIONS FOR CONDUCTING EVALUATIONS OF STABILIZATION  
 PROGRAMS
Our study has helped identify they following issues concerning future evaluations of stabilization 
programs. Almost all evaluations reviewed noted that there have been weak or missing results 
measurements, especially at outcome levels. Hence a better results management system is 
recommended. 

There appears to be a contradiction between the recommendations of flexible, iterative and 
adaptable programming and the demand for better ToCs and results frameworks and hence the 
evaluability of stabilization programs. 

The criticism from evaluators about a lack of clear ToCs and results, benchmarked from the start 
of an intervention, is not compatible with the recommended flexible approach and evaluators 
must therefore identify other methods of measuring results. This could include such methods as 
outcome harvesting and “most significant changes.” 

For many of the evaluations reviewed, OECD/DAC’s Principles for Good International Engagement 
in Fragile States and Situations and the more recent Good Development Support in Fragile, At-Risk 
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and Crisis-Affected Contexts (see more details in Annex 1) have been frameworks on which evalua-
tion have been based. 

While this study has shown that these frameworks are still largely relevant, there is a need to 
update them with the more recent experiences and developments in approaches. 

On February 22, 2019, during the final days before submitting this final report, OECD/DAC pub-
lished DAC Recommendations on the Humanitarian–Development–Peace Nexus.60 The report builds 
on previous work by INCAF as well as global frameworks such as Agenda 2030, the Sustaining 
Peace resolutions and the Agenda for Humanity. It contains 11 recommendations for partners 
to “implement more collaborative and complementary humanitarian, development and peace 
actions, particularly in fragile and conflict-affected situations.”61  The recommendations include: 

1. Undertaking joint, risk-informed, gender-sensitive analyses of root causes and structural 
drivers of conflict.

2. Providing appropriate resourcing to empower leadership for coordination across the 
humanitarian, development and peace architecture.

3. Utilizing political engagement and other tools to prevent crisis, resolve conflict and build 
peace.

4. Prioritizing prevention, mediation and peacebuilding and investing in development whe-
never possible.

5. Putting people at the centre, tackling exclusion and promoting gender equality.
6. Ensuring that activities do no harm and are conflict sensitive. 
7. Aligning joined-up programming with the risk environment.
8. Strengthening national and local capacities.
9. Investing in learning and evidence across the nexus. 
10. Developing evidence-based humanitarian, development and peace financing strategies.
11. Using predictable, flexible, multi-year financing.

Comparing these recommendations with the good practices presented in our review confirms a 
large degree of complementarity. The new DAC recommendations could well become the new 
metrics for evaluation of stabilization efforts. 

60 OECD/DAC 2019: “DAC Recommendation on the Humanitarian-Development-Peace Nexus” 22. February   
 2019 https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-5019
61 Ibid. p. 2.
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ANNEX 1: 
BACKGROUND TO THE STABILIZATION-DEVELOPMENT NEXUS DISCUSSIONS

Over the last decade there has been an increase in violent conflicts in the world, especially 
non-state violence. This number is presently the highest since recording started in 197562. At the 
same time in the international affairs community, there has been an increased interest in the 
stabilization development nexus (S-DN), including the humanitarian efforts. 

There are (at least) three interrelated causes for this interest: 

1. The number of people affected is large and continues to grow. The World Bank estimates 
that two billion people live in countries where development outcomes are affected by 
fragility, conflict, and violence and the size of forced displacement is at an all time high 
with 95% of refugees and internally-displaced living in developing countries, originating 
from the same 10 conflicts since 1991. These individuals are consistently hosted by 
about 15 countries – overwhelmingly in the developing world63 and hence further stres-
sing the development challenge.

2. The cost for the international society, especially of humanitarian assistance, is larger 
than ever before and the effect of the assistance has not had substantial impact on the 
length of conflicts or conflict resolutions. This has resulted in a number of initiatives for 
more effective assistance to conflict affected situations, such as the World Humanitarian 
Summit (WHS) in 2016 and initiatives to work more collaboratively and effective on  
issues concerning the humanitarian-development nexus. 

3. The change in security threats and their increased complexity and multi-dimensionality; 
including state collapse, criminal networks, migration, human trafficking, and climate 
change threats, while there has been a decrease in inter-state conflicts.64  

In order to present a background to reviewing in more detail the present approaches and deba-
tes about the S-DN, we present a brief description of the evolution of the concepts and debates 
in order to understand the present day context in which the S-DN is discussed.  

During the cold war, analyses and debates about conflict focused on states and the conflicts 
between them. After the end of the cold war the focus gradually shifted towards conflict in states 
and the focus on security of states was supplemented with a focus on ‘human security’.  

Some of the theoretical and academic peace-research of the late 1960’s and 70’s had already 
introduced elements other than state-conducted violence and conflict. An important example 
of this was the ground breaking work of one of the founders and leaders of peace-research, the 
Norwegian Johan Galtung. Galtung defined ‘positive peace’65 as a situation where “individuals do 

62 See: Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) - http://ucdp.uu.se 
63 See  http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/fragilityconflictviolence/overview   
64 UCDP 
65 The other side of ’negative peace’ understood as the absence of open violence.
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66 Galtung, J (1996): ”Peace by Peaceful Means: Peace and Conflict, Development and Civilization”. International
 Peace Research Institute. Oslo. Norway. This book sums up the work, which was done and published from  
 1967 and onwards in briefer academic articles. 
 https://books.google.co.za/books/about/Peace_by_Peaceful_Means.html?id=98BeHFgTK0cC&printsec=front 
 cover&source=kp_read_button&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q&f=false 
67 http://www.un-documents.net/a47-277.htm 
68 First introduced by the UNDP Human Development Report in 1994. http://hdr.undp.org/sites/default/files/ 
 reports/255/hdr_1994_en_complete_nostats.pdf 
69 E.g. Jackson; Paul. 2015. “Introduction: security and development”. P. 7. In Jackson Paul (ed.) 2015: Handbook 
 of International Security and Development. 2015
70 https://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/59/2005. The full quote reads: ”In an increasingly 
 interconnected world, progress in the areas of development, security and human rights must go hand in 
 hand. There will be no development without security and no security without development. And both 
 development and security also depends on respect for human rights and the rule of law”
71 See e.g. the then UNDP administrator, Mark Malloch Brown 2003: ”Democratic Governance: Toward a 
 Framework for Sustainable Peace”. In Global Governance Vol. 9, No. 2, Governance After War: Rethinking 
 Democratization and Peacebuilding (Apr.–June 2003), pp. 141-146

not experience violence, the fear of violence or structural violence”66; structural violence understood 
as violence inflicted indirectly through social, economic and political structures. For Galtung’s 
positive peace to exist structural changes are needed - and hence development comes into the 
picture. This view of peace and hence of security presented a more holistic view than just the 
security of the state, which was the dominant theory at the time. 

This holistic view of security is close to the holistic definitions of development accepted by most 
development organisations and this, in time, informed the UN’s ‘Agenda for Peace’67 from 1992 
and subsequently influenced the UNDP to develop its core concept of ‘human security’68.

The major questions, which the various theories concerning security and development try to an-
swer, are: Who is security for? What is being secured? How can this best facilitate development? 
- And - how might development contribute to improving security?69 These questions are at the 
centre of the literature reviewed here.  

Building on the ‘Agenda for Peace’ another major acknowledgement of the importance of the 
interconnectedness between security and development came with UN Secretary General, Kofi 
Annan’s statements in 2005 “In Larger Freedom: Towards development, security and human 
rights for all”70; a comprehensive report of the five year progress monitoring of the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDG). The often quoted phrase: “There will be no development without 
security and no security without development” is central to this and can be seen as the first 
formal international endorsement of the interrelated nature of security and development and 
hence of the importance of S-DN. 

Already during the 1990’s but especially after 9/11 in 2001, attention focused on that ‘failed’ 
states had become breeding grounds for international terrorists and hence long-term peace ne-
eded to be installed to ensure world peace71.  Building on previous engagements, this increased 
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discussions and work on engagements in so-called ‘fragile states’ and led several international 
organisations and bilateral donors to develop policies for working in conflict affected and fragile 
states.

 In 2007 several of these under OECD/DAC initiated INCAF – the International Network on Confli-
ct and Fragility - that included the 29 DAC members72 and several multilateral agencies, including 
the World Bank (WB) and relevant UN organisations. INCAF was a response to the challenges of 
development actors who worked in conflict and fragility affected states by creating “… a forum to 
exchange knowledge on engagements in such contexts, improve policy and programing responses and 
track results”73.  This work shaped - and was shaped - by the ideas and experiences of the indivi-
dual members of INCAF, and some of the normative work of INCAF was published as “Principles 
for Good International Engagement in Fragile States & Situations” and “Conflict and Fragility. 
Armed Violence Reduction. Enabling Development”74.  This work also mainstreamed the use of 
the concept of ‘fragile states’ understood as states facing violence and conflict, political instabi-
lity, and severe poverty, and assumed that political tensions, lack of security and the inability of 
the state to provide basic services, including security, hampered development and hence posed 
a threat to not only its citizens but also to regional and global security75.  

The next important breakthrough concerning approaches to the discussion on security and de-
velopment came in 2011 with two important events: 

1. The World Bank issued the World Development Report (WDR): “Conflict, Security and 
Development”76.  

2. Participants in the High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan endorsed the “New 
Deal for Engagement in Fragile States” 77.

The WDR 2011 stressed in its preamble that “...insecurity not only remains, it has become a prima-
ry development challenge of our time”. The report challenges the ‘silo’ systems of humanitarian, 
security and development actors, with its main message being that is that it is important to “ac-
cept the links between security and development outcomes”78. It presented an analysis of the basic 

72 All of the seven countries included in this review’s analysis of stabilization programs are members. 
73 https://www.oecd.org/dac/conflict-fragility-resilience/publications/INCAF%20factsheet.pdf 
74 OECD/DAC, INCAF 2007 ”Principles for good international engagement in fragile states & situations”.  
 http://www.oecd.org/dac/conflict-fragility-resilience/docs/38368714.pdf and in 2009: ”Conflict and Fragility.
 Armed Violence Reduction. Enabling Development”. https://www.oecd.org/dac/conflict-fragility-resilience/ 
 docs/armed%20violence%20reduction.pdf
75 See also the criteria for ranking fragile states in the Fragile States Index http://fundforpeace.org/fsi/ 
 indicators and http://fundforpeace.org/fsi/2017/05/13/fragile-states-index-and-cast-framework- 
 methodology/fsi-methodology. ”Fragile States Index Methodology and CAST Framework” n.d Fund for Peace. 
 Also OECD 2016: “Fragility Framework” and the “States of Fragility 2018”  http://www.oecd.org/dac/states-of- 
 fragility-2018-9789264302075-en.htm which introduces and develops a multidimensional fragility concept. 
76 https://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTWDRS/Resources/WDR2011_Full_Text.pdf 
77 http://www.pbsbdialogue.org/media/filer_public/07/69/07692de0-3557-494e-918e-18df00e9ef73/the_new_ 
 deal.pdf 
78 WDR 20011. P. 276
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trends underlying conflict at the time as well as policy recommendations to face the challenge 
of repeated cycles of violence. It proposed that conflicts were no longer one-off events, that new 
forms of conflict and violence were emerging, and that different forms of violence could become 
linked to each other in ways that promote negative cycles that are difficult to break, particularly 
in fragile contexts. To meet these challenges, the WDR 2011 suggested that it was necessary that 
‘inclusive-enough coalitions’ be built up in conflict-affected settings, that these push forward 
‘pragmatic, best-fit’ measures that would produce early results in order to increase levels of 
confidence within society, and that they focus on long-term efforts in supporting security, justice, 
and employment.79

Concerning the New Deal, donors and a group of fragile and conflict affected states, came 
together as the G7 in 200880 and launched the International Dialogue on Peacebuilding and Sta-
tebuilding (IDPS). This reflected the large amounts of especially humanitarian aid going to these 
countries and that they would nevertheless not get near meeting the Millennium Development 
Goals (MDG) by 2015. To do this, they argued, they would need to build security, capacity and 
legitimacy of their states to improve development outcomes. The New Deal was endorsed in 
2011 in Busan by members of the High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness and was based on five 
peace- and state-building goals: 
 

• “Legitimate Politics - Foster inclusive political settlements and conflict resolution
• Security - Establish and strengthen people’s security
• Justice - Address injustices and increase people’s access to justice
• Economic Foundations - Generate employment and improve livelihoods
• Revenues & Services - Manage revenue and build capacity for accountable and fair   

service delivery” 81. 

Both the WDR 2011 and the New Deal emphasised support to broad governance and develop-
ment issues over the more traditional support just to security institutions. These two initiatives 
represented attempts to bring security and development together with broader processes of 
peace-building and state building. An internationally agreed framework was emerging, which in 
short can be described as based on a paradigm of liberal peace-building, where different actors 
work together – a ‘whole-of-government’ approach – and build peace by supporting inclusive 
peace resolution of the conflicting parties, building legitimate and inclusive governance structures - 
including justice and security – and create sustainable livelihood and employment opportunities. 

79 For a critique see: Jones, Gareth A and Rodgers, Dennis (2011): ”The World Bank’s World Development Report 
 2011 on conflict, security and development: a critique through five vignettes” in Journal of International 
 Development 23 (7): pp. 980-995. DOI: 10.1002/jid.1826. 
 http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/38462/1/The_World_Bank’s_World_Development_Report_2011_(lsero).pdf?v= 
 1392752313000/_/jcr:system/jcr:versionStorage/41/9b/f3/419bf325-a497-4d75-8f6d-778a1e6d2c2c/1.5/ 
 jcr:frozenNode
80 The G7+ now includes the countries include in this review: Afghanistan, DRC, Somalia and South Sudan, nut  
 notably not Mali
81 https://www.pbsbdialogue.org/media/filer_public/07/69/07692de0-3557-494e-918e-18df00e9ef73/the_new_ 
 deal.pdf IDPS (undated but 2011): “A New Deal for engagement in fragile states”. 
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82 https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg16 
83 https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/Secretary-General%27s%20Report%20for%20 
 WHS%202016%20%28Advance%20Unedited%20Draft%29.pdf One humanity: shared responsibility. Report 
 of the Secretary-General for the World Humanitarian Summit. February 2016. 
84 https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/A-71-353%20-%20SG%20Report%20on%20the%20 
 Outcome%20of%20the%20WHS.pdf  Outcome of the World Humanitarian Summit Report of the  
 Secretary-General. UNSG 2016. 
85 https://www.agendaforhumanity.org/initiatives/3861 
86 OCHA 2017: ”New Way of Working”.  https://www.unocha.org/sites/unocha/files/NWOW%20Booklet%20 
 low%20res.002_0.pdf 

In addition it challenged the linear understanding of providing humanitarian support in conflicts 
while conflict resolution took place waiting for development support when there was peace. 
Instead it promoted that in conflict there is a need for both short and long-term humanitarian 
and development support together with diplomatic, security and other kinds of support in a 
‘whole-of-government’ effort.

While the MDGs included very little on fragility and conflict, the growing agreement of the impor-
tance of addressing conflict not only through short-term humanitarian assistance but also with 
more long-term development and peace- and state building support was internationally recog-
nized and mainstreamed in 2015 with the agreement at a special UN summit of Heads of States 
to endorse the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) including SDG 16: “Promote peaceful and 
inclusive societies for sustainable development, provide access to justice for all and build effective, ac-
countable and inclusive institutions at all levels.”82 Beginning in 2016 this was one of the 17 interna-
tionally agreed goals for international development and as such mainstreamed the importance 
of the link between promoting peace and sustainable development.  

Another important event in early 2016 was the World Humanitarian Summit (WHS). As elabora-
ted in the UN General Secretary’s report: “One humanity: shared responsibility”83, the WHS came 
at a time of skyrocketing humanitarian needs alongside a historic shortfall in the funding requi-
red to meet them. “Armed conflicts and other violent situations, disasters caused by natural hazards 
and the impacts of climate change, health threats, soaring inequality and increased fragility marked 
by extreme poverty and weak institutions are among the factors contributing to the unprecedented 
spike in humanitarian needs”.

The outcomes of the WHS84 were centred around five core responsibilities: 1. Political leaders-
hip to prevent and end conflicts; 2 uphold the norms that safeguard humanity; 3. leave no one 
behind; 4. change people’s lives: from delivering aid to ending need; and 5. invest in humanity.

Two of the main agreements were the “The Grand Bargain” 85 concerning humanitarian finan-
cing, but more importantly for this context was “The New Way of Working”86  where the main 
donors and multilateral agencies committed to “… meet people’s immediate humanitarian needs 
while at the same time reducing risk and vulnerability over multiple years through the achievement 
of collective outcomes”. This notion of collective outcomes is central to the New Way of Working, 
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87 https://www.agendaforhumanity.org/sites/default/files/WHS%20Commitment%20to%20action%20-%20 
 transcending%20humanitarian-development%20divides.pdf ”Transcending humanitarian-development divi- 
 des. Changing People’s Lives: From delivering aid to Ending Needs” WHS. May 2016 
88 See e.g. World Bank 2017: ”Forcibly Displaced: Toward a Development Approach Supporting Refugees, the  
 Internally Displaced, and Their Hosts”
 https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/25016 [accessed 10.01.2019] World Bank 2018:  
 ”Maximising the impact of World Bank Efforts in Fragile and Conflict affected Situations” March 2018. 
 http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/855631522172060313/pdf/124654-WP-PUBLIC- 
 MaximizingImpactLowresFINAL.pdf 
89 OECD 2016: “Good Development Support in Fragile, At-risk and Crisis Affected Contexts”. OECD 
 Development Policy Papers. March 2016. https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/docserver/5jm0v3s71fs5-en. 
 pdf?expires=1547043192&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=E82DCDF04808F34BEADF4625395A005A  
90  ”United Nations; World Bank. 2018. Pathways for Peace : Inclusive Approaches to Preventing Violent  
 Conflict.” Washington, DC: World Bank. © World Bank. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle 
 /10986/2833  License: CC BY 3.0 IGO. [accessed 20.12.2018]

summarized in the “Commitment to Action”87. The New Way of Working frames the work of 
development and humanitarian actors, along with national and local counter-parts, in support of 
collective outcomes that reduce risk and vulnerability and serve as pathways toward achieving 
the SDGs. 

Substantial work and thought have subsequently gone into studies of the humanitarian-devel-
opment nexus not least through increased cooperation between WB and UN88, but given the fact 
that the core commitment 1 (see above) of the WHS was “Political Leadership to prevent and end 
conflict” it is noteworthy that little work has been done concerning the S-DN after the WHS. One 
exception is the INCAF work on “Good Development Support in Fragile, At-risk and Crisis Affec-
ted Contexts”.89  This identified 12 lessons grouped into three thematic areas: building instituti-
onal fitness, aspiring to deliver change, and leaving no one behind. These lessons are illustrated 
with a number of good practice examples from DAC members.

OECD/DAC have continued work on fragility and introduced a multidimensional fragility concept. 
The “State of Fragility Report 2018” by OECD/DAC and work of the WB in cooperation with UN90  
indicates that the international attention may now – justifiably - be moving towards studies on 
preventing conflict. 

The WB/UN study “Pathways for Peace” looks at how development processes can better interact 
with security, diplomacy, mediation, and other tools to prevent conflict from becoming violent. In 
an effort to understand ‘what works,’ it reviews the experience of different countries and institu-
tions to highlight elements that have contributed to peace. Central to these efforts is the need to 
address grievances around exclusion from access to power, opportunity and security and while 
states hold the primary responsibility for prevention, other actors must be included, such as civil 
society, as well as regional and international organizations. 

The main importance of this is that it is now stressed that intervening in conflicts and in preven-
tion is a political process. This is now generally agreed upon, although terms may change. In UN 
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discussions about peacekeeping it is termed the ‘primacy of politics’91 and in academic circles 
‘political settlements’.92   

On February 22, 2019, during the final days before submitting this final report, OECD/DAC pub-
lished DAC Recommendations on the Humanitarian–Development–Peace Nexus.93 The report builds 
on previous work by INCAF as well as global frameworks such as Agenda 2030, the Sustaining 
Peace resolutions and the Agenda for Humanity. It contains 11 recommendations for partners 
to “implement more collaborative and complementary humanitarian, development and peace 
actions, particularly in fragile and conflict-affected situations.”94 The recommendations include: 

1. Undertaking joint, risk-informed, gender-sensitive analyses of root causes and structural 
drivers of conflict.

2. Providing appropriate resourcing to empower leadership for coordination across the 
humanitarian, development and peace architecture.

3. Utilizing political engagement and other tools to prevent crisis, resolve conflict and build 
peace.

4. Prioritizing prevention, mediation and peacebuilding and investing in development whe-
never possible.

5. Putting people at the centre, tackling exclusion and promoting gender equality.
6. Ensuring that activities do no harm and are conflict sensitive. 
7. Aligning joined-up programming with the risk environment.
8. Strengthening national and local capacities.
9. Investing in learning and evidence across the nexus. 
10. Developing evidence-based humanitarian, development and peace financing strategies.
11. Using predictable, flexible, multi-year financing.
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91  E.g UN 2018: The Declaration of Shared Commitments on UN Peacekeeping Missions”. 
 https://peace-keeping.un.org/sites/default/files/dpko-dfs-declaration-shared-commitments- 
 unpeacekeeping-1812605e.pdf and Landgren, Karen 2018: “Nailing Down the Primacy of Politics in UN  
 Peacekeeping: An Insiders Perspective” IPI Global Observatory.  
 https://theglobalobservatory.org/2018/08/nailing-down-primacy-of-politics-un-peacekeeping-an-insider- 
 perspective 
92 E.g. Khan, Mushtaq H 2018: ”Political settlements and the analysis of institutions” in African Affairs, Volume 
 117, Issue 469, 1 October 2018, Pages 636–655, https://doi.org/10.1093/afraf/adx044
93  OECD/DAC 2019: “DAC Recommendation on the Humanitarian-Development-Peace Nexus” 22. February 2019 
 https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-5019
94 Ibid. p. 2.
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Based on the above background description we present the following ToC for work in conflict 
affected and fragile states:  

If: 
a) International, national and local actors (humanitarian, development, security, political 

and diplomatic – governmental and non-governmental) come together to develop and 
share a joint context, conflict and risk analysis and …

b) Based on the joint analysis the actors define a political strategy/process for delivering 
shared outcomes for: 
i. inclusive conflict resolution, 
ii. building the state - including of security and justice structures, based on an inclusive   
 peace process, including civil society, private sector and relevant regional and inter-  
 national organisations 
iii. livelihood and employment opportunities and 
iv. basic social, service delivery

c) Local inclusive ownership of the plans is ensured through inclusive political structures 
e.g. national and local governments and civil society and customary institutions and…

d) Joint flexible, coordination, monitoring and funding mechanisms are established

Then:
Chances for sustainable peace and development are increased, and the foundation for meeting 
the SDGs is established.     

Stabilization being an activity which attempts to establish security in which the political process 
can be implemented, is obviously - without being mentioned directly – key to this ToC and inclu-
des humanitarian, development, diplomacy and security instruments.  

While this appears by and large to be a generally agreed ToC among practitioners, it should be 
mentioned that there are a number of academics95, which have presented critical analyses of 
such a concept of fragile states and the theories around this. They may be summarised in the 
conclusion drawn by the French professor Nay: “The concepts of ‘fragile’ and ‘failed states’ … are 
shallow, confusing and imprecise policy-oriented labels. They are based on a state-centric, ahistorical 
and decontextualized perspective. At the same time, they lend themselves to various meanings and 
interpretations. They are prescriptive, as Western actors have developed them to promote their own 
security and development strategies. Finally, they are useless in the realm of policy, given their inability 
to formulate effective policy responses to society-wide challenges”.96  

95 E.g. Duffield, Chandler, Richmond and Nay 
96 Nay, Oliver. 2013: ”Fragile and failed states: Critical perspectives on conceptual hybrids” in International   
 Political Science Review. June 2013. P.13
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ANNEX 2: 
COMPARING SEVEN DONORS’ WAYS OF APPROACHING STABILIZATION EFFORTS 

In this annex we will attempt to describe the key differences – and similarities - between donors 
with respect to their stabilization programs and how they approach stabilization programing.

Initially it should be noted that this presents a challenge in that it is rare that interventions are 
specifically labelled as stabilization or, it is often the case that stabilization is an ill defined or 
umbrella term encompassing a number of others activities such as security, peace building, 
conflict resolution, development and humanitarian actions. Overall, the key differences that 
can be noted when outlining the different approaches of the below actors pertain to how they 
define stabilization (or not), when and for how long in the conflict cycle they intervene, what are 
the short and long term objectives, who are the actors involved in the operation, as well as the 
organisational structure of the stabilization units, which will be presented below. 

1 CANADA
There are three main mechanisms through which Canada has engaged in stabilization operati-
ons. This includes the Peace and Stabilization Operations Program (PSOP), which replaced the 
Global Peace and Security Fund (GPSF), and the Stabilization and Reconstruction Task Force 
(START) in 2016. “Stability Operations” are defined by Canada as “tactical operations conducted by 
military forces in conjunction with other agencies to maintain, restore and establish a climate of order 
within which responsible government can function effectively and progress can be achieved”.97  This 
Canadian ‘whole of government’ approach to stabilization is therefore taking place through joint 
military-civilian operations. These operations establish and restore peace and order but what 
stands out is the inclusion of creating and also maintaining conditions for progress and develop-
ment to be achieved. 

PSOP is global in scope and are short to medium term interventions with the core responsibi-
lities being described as providing policy leadership on peace and stabilization operations as 
well as delivering conflict prevention, stabilization and peace building initiatives98. Serving as a 
complement to humanitarian assistance, PSOP works both on preventative measures that try 
and address factors that lead to the outbreak of violence but also lay the framework for more 
long-term engagement through development assistance. There are a number of key themes that 
touch on conflict, peace, human rights, pluralism, security, and leadership as well as a strong 
focus on gender issues. These operations collaborate with both domestic partners (Royal Cana-
dian Mounted Police (RCMP), Department of Defense etc.) as well as a number of multilateral 
organisations (UN, EU and AU etc.) 

PSOPs is made up of four divisions: 

97 Canada, Department of National Defence, and Depository Services Program (Canada), CFJP 101, “Canadian   
 Military Doctrine” n.d.
98 GC website. https://www.international.gc.ca/world-monde/issues_development-enjeux_developpement/ 
 response_conflict-reponse_conflits/psop.aspx?lang=eng 
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99 Government of Canada (2018): “Peace and Stabilization Operations Program (PSOP): Progress Review”. PRA 
International. This review will be further presented below. 
100 Woodrow Wilson School of Public & International Affairs (2015),”Lessons for US Doctrine: Challenges in Stabi-
lisation Operations”

• Peace Operations, Stabilization & Conflict Policy Division
• Natural Disaster Response & Civilian Security Policy Division 
• Planning & Deployments Division 
• Programs Division 

The directors of these divisions are responsible for reporting to the Director General whom 
reports to the Assistant Deputy Minister for the International Security and Political Affairs Branch 
in Global Affairs Canada. Partnerships with other domestic departments of the Canadian govern-
ment are important to ensure coordination of efforts between PSOP, humanitarian, and devel-
opment work to avoid duplication and enhance effectiveness.

Based on a 2018 progress review of PSOPs99, they are described as having a unique and  
necessary role in GAC’s international assistance. The review identified 18 types of project ac-
tivities most common: with the top type of activity being ‘developing and providing training or 
capacity building’ and in terms of the most recent activities (2016-2018) majority of engagements 
have been with multilateral organisations. Funding was found to be appropriately targeted at 
some of the most fragile and conflict affected states but not all of the OECD/DAC ‘Principles for 
Engagement in Fragile and Conflict Affected States and Societies” were integrated. It is suggested 
that PSOP therefore should focus more on integrating ‘do no harm’ considerations, more conflict 
analysis and more exploration of opportunities to connect these projects with long-term devel-
opment programing (more detail of the review in section 1.8 below).

2 US
While initially the United States’ stability efforts were solely military, over time objectives have 
evolved and now include restoring security, basic government services, infrastructure and emer-
gency humanitarian relief. The term stabilization has therefore become a broad umbrella term 
for conflict prevention, peace building, development, human rights promotion and capacity buil-
ding of state institutions, with more possibility for long-term engagement and development.100  

The Bureau of Conflict and Stabilization Operations (CSO) was established in 2011 under State 
Department leadership, reporting to the Under Secretary of Civilian Security, Democracy and 
Human Rights. The CSO contains seven offices organized under  (1) Policy and Programs, (2) 
Overseas Operations, (3) Civilian Response Corps and Deployment Support, and (4) Partnerships 
and Learning and Training and prioritize being proactive in their response to prevent conflict, 
providing targeted assistance and engaging in partnerships with international partners to foster 
more long term responses to issues. The CSO is described as “an evolution in the development of 
U.S. civilian capabilities to prevent and manage conflict, to stabilize transitions from conflict, and to 



52 STABILIZATION-DEVELOPMENT NEXUS

ANNEX 2: COMPARING SEVEN DONORS’ WAYS OF APPROACHING STABILIZATION EFFORTS

create the bases for lasting peace in post-conflict situations”101. Most recently, a 2018 framework 
published by the US department of Defense/State Department, who work in close coordination 
with CSO, define stabilization as a political endeavour which involved a collaborate and integra-
ted civilian-military process with the aim of fostering locally legitimate authorities and instituti-
ons that are able to manage conflict and prevent a resurgence of violence102. 

In 2014 Mazarr103 observed, based on US policies and experiences from mid-1990 to about 2010, 
that US goals of peace, democracy and development in fragile and conflict affected states had 
‘precious little to show’ and concludes that such goals could not be met by cause-and effect 
external policy interventions. He argues that the US has moved away from large state-building 
interventions and now moving into a new paradigm, focussing on defensive self protection, 
including emphasising and supporting local or regional self-sufficiency.  

3 AUSTRALIA 
Australia engages in operations, which are a joint effort between civilian and military but has not 
adopted a single government wide strategy for approaching stabilization in fragile states. In one 
review, government officials expressed they are not interested in one single government wide 
strategic framework to approach fragile states as it would be limiting and possibly hinder effecti-
veness, as each case requires a unique approach therefore Australia does not, like a number of 
other actors, integrate diplomatic, development and security into strategies.104  Instead it has a 
number of specific but separate groups to fill particular needs, this is inclusive of the Australian 
Civilian Corps (ACC), and the Australian civilian-military centre. The ACC engages in the rapid and 
temporary deployment of trained civilians with skills that can be utilised for recovery, recon-
struction, stabilization and development, but the meaning of ‘stabilization’ in this context is not 
specified further. 

The ACC functions as a register of up to 500 civilian specialists which are selected based on 
their skillset, and is inclusive of experts in security and reconciliation, economics, stabilization, 
essential services (health and education), civil society, electoral processes, and communications 
while training is provided for further competencies required for deployment. The ACC may work 
alone, with host governments or jointly with other partners or multilateral agencies. The actual 
ACC office is inclusive of a number of representatives from different government departments 
including Department of Defense and the Australian Federal Police. 

101 Serafino, N. (2012) In Brief: State Department Bureau of Conflict and Stabilization Operations (CSO). 
 Congressional Research Service. 
102 US State Department (2018), A framework for maximizing the effectiveness of US government efforts to   
 stabilize conflict affected areas
103 Mazarr, M J (2014). The Rise and Fall of the Failed-State Paradigm: Requiem for a Decade of Distraction.   
 Foreign Affairs, Jan-Feb 2014 Available at: https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/2013-12-06/ 
 rise-and-fall-failed-state-paradigm  
104 Below.A & Bezile, A (2013), Comparing Whole of Government Approaches to Fragile States. BIGS Policy Paper
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4 UNITED KINGDOM
The United Kingdom has one of the most clear and comprehensive conceptualisations and 
approaches to stabilization105, as a civilian led, ‘whole of government’ integrated approach. The 
main mechanism through which the UK engages in stabilization include the Conflict, Stability and 
Security Fund (CSSF) which funds the Stabilisation Unit (SU) an integrated civil-military opera-
tional unit (SU) which consists of the joint efforts of the Foreign Commonwealth Office (FCO), 
Ministry of Defense (MOD) and the Department for International Development (DFID). The SU is 
designed to be agile and responsive and support different departments stabilization activities as 
required. Stabilization is defined as being only the initial response to violence or the immediate 
threat of violence.106 “While stabilization should be seen as closely related to peacebuilding, there 
are differences. Unlike stabilization, peacebuilding situates itself as a transformative activity designed 
to address the underlying drivers of conflict, whether it be to prevent conflict, resolve conflict or to 
consolidate post-conflict peace. In some contexts, stabilization activities may support and create the 
foundations for achieving peacebuilding outcomes.”107   

It is worth noting that the 2018 definition is different from the 2014 definition, which defined 
stabilization as: “Stabilization is one of the approaches used in situations of violent conflict which is 
designed to protect and promote legitimate political authority, using a combination of integrated civi-
lian and military actions to reduce violence, re-establish security and prepare for longer-term recovery 
by building an enabling environment for structural stability.”108 Structural stability understood as 
“political systems which are representative and legitimate, capable of managing conflict and change 
peacefully, and societies in which human rights and rule of law are respected, basic needs are met, 
security established and opportunities for social and economic development are open to all”.109  

One of the unique features of the United Kingdom’s understanding of stabilization is that it is 
defined as an inherently political act by a political actor within a political context, and conflict 
analysis remains a central component throughout stabilization operations. Stabilization being 
defined as a process is one of the stand out features rather than just being an operation. Using a 
combination of integrated civilian as well as military actions aiming to support an end to violen-
ce, and the protection of population and infrastructure with more focus on integrating long-term 
objectives such as socio-economic development and peaceful politics. What makes these actors 
unique is that they are not just intervening during or after conflict but also prior to, in a preven-
tative manner – seeing stabilization as a process rather than an end in itself. 

105 UK has also supported academic research concerning stabilization https://www.stabilityjournal.org/ 
 collections/special/the-future-of-stabilization This research documents have been included in this review.
 The web-site of the Stabilisation Unit is rich on resources and relevant material https://www.gov.uk/ 
 government/organisations/stabilization-unit 
106 Stabilisation Unit. 2018 The UK Government’s Approach to Stabilisation: a guide for policy makers and 
 practitioners.  Chapter 1. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-uk-governments-approach- 
 to-stabilization-a-guide-for-policy-makers-and-practitioners 
107 Ibid.
108 Stabilisation Unit. FCO, MOD, DFID 2014: The UK Government’s Approach to Stabilisation 
 http://www.sclr.stabilizationunit.gov.uk/attachments/article/520/TheUKApproachtoStabilisationMay2014.pdf 
 which is again updated from its 2008 definition. 
109 Stability Unit UK  2014: ”Building Stability Overseas Strategy”.
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The UK’s SU also engages in constantly updating concepts and guidelines and has a number of 
well-written resources concerning stabilization110 and as part of developing these has supported 
academic work.111

 

5  DENMARK
The Danish Peace and Stabilisation Fund (PSF) exists at the nexus of security and development 
with the “key objective to promote the collaboration of all relevant Danish instruments in achieving 
commonly defined stabilization goals”.112 Denmark engages in a ‘whole of government’ appro-
ach to ensure a coherent, integrated stabilization policy and action across the relevant Danish 
government actors. There is not one clear definition of stabilization and this has enabled the PSF 
to support a wide range of engagements, which are inclusive of security, justice, and rule of law, 
peace building, conflict prevention and addressing drivers of fragility. There is reference to both 
short and long term engagements in Denmark’s stabilization programs, in terms of both directly 
stabilizing, meaning responding quickly to needs for safety and security, access to basic services 
and reconstruction in conflict-affected areas but also engaging in longer term capacity and state 
building. The Danish PSF was established under the Danish Defense agreement and is anchored 
in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) Department for Stabilization and Security. Main decisions 
come form the Steering Committee, which is made up of officials from the Prime Minister’s Offi-
ce, the MFA, the Ministry of Defence and the Ministry of Justice. Priorities include: direct stabili-
zation efforts (safety, security basic services), addressing violent extremism, conflict prevention 
and resolution, security, strengthening maritime security and countering organize crime and 
illegitimate financial flows.

6 NETHERLANDS
The Netherlands’ approach to stabilization operations is “geared towards the normalization of the 
security situation and thus creating conditions for lasting development and peace”113.  Stabilization 
operations are guided by the Stabilization Division within the Department of Stabilization and 
Humanitarian Aid of the Netherlands MFA with the goal of establishing a rule of law and crea-
ting sustainable conditions for development in the future, engaging in fragile state both before, 
during and after conflict. The Division gears its resources towards activities that fall within the 
themes of “conflict resolution, security, rule of law” while the overall stabilization portfolio of the 
Netherlands ranges, from participation in peace operations in the broadest sense to the provi-
sion of basic services and private sector development with the main objective being to enhance 
stability which mainly happens through security and governance. Overall, taking an integrated 
approach combining security, development and diplomatic efforts. In addition, the Stability 
Assessment Framework (SAF) helps to incorporate information management and analysis, policy 

110 See: https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/stabilization-unit 
111 See: https://www.stabilityjournal.org/collections/special/the-future-of-stabilization 
112 Coffey (2014), Evaluation of the Danish peace and Stabilisation fund. 
113 Netherlands Defence Doctrine. Ministerie van Defensie, n.d. 
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identification, and prioritisation into the development of an overall stabilization promotion stra-
tegy for a particular country or region.114 

7 EUROPEAN UNION 
There are two main stability instruments used by the EU. The first being a broad crisis manage-
ment structure known as PRISM (Prevention of conflicts, Rule of law/SSR, Integrated approach, 
Stabilisation and Mediation) contained under the European External Action Service crisis ma-
nagement structure. The stabilization pillar is described as a crisis response platform, serving 
to push forward the EU’s vision for a more integrated approach. In addition, the Instrument 
contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP) is another of the EU foreign policy instruments for crisis 
response established in 2014, which engages in preparedness and conflict prevention, suppor-
ting activities covering a wide range of sectors: dialogue and reconciliation, mediation, confi-
dence building; support to democratic institutions; rule of law; transitional justice; SSR and DDR 
processes; infrastructure rehabilitation and reconstruction; employment generation; demining, 
migration; and stabilization.115 The integrated approach of the IcSP to conflict and crisis enga-
ges in preserving peace, preventing conflicts, strengthening international security and assisting 
populations affected by conflict or disasters, with largest share of the IcSP budget allocated to 
short-term rapid and flexible support measures in countries and regions experiencing situations 
of crisis.116 The overall objective and expected impact of the IcSP is to contribute to international 
peace and security. 

Neither of these instruments have a concise definition of the meaning of stabilization. 

8 REVIEWS AND EVALUATIONS OF DONOR’S STABILIZATION INSTRUMENTS  
 AND PROGRAMING
In order to further explore the key differences we have reviewed various relevant evaluations 
and reviews. Included in this subsection are brief summaries of what evaluations and reviews 
have to say about stabilization instruments from the EU, Denmark, the UK, and Canada. 

8.1 EXTERNAL EVALUATION OF THE EU INSTRUMENT CONTRIBUTING TO STABILITY  
 AND PEACE (2014-2017) 
In an external evaluation of the EU’s IcSP performed in 2017, the IcPS was found to be a relevant 
instrument in that it responds well to priorities set by the Treaty of the EU, supports the Global 
Strategy, takes an integrated approach, is cooperative, and serves as an implementing vehicle 
for EU external action priorities. A number of comparative advantages are identified which inclu-
de its flexibility, speed, and ability to adapt to evolving contexts. The IcSP is identified as being 

114 Stabilisation Unit  (2014),Analysis for Conflict and Stabilisation Interventions: what works series
115 Ibid. 
116 Nyheim,D., Sherlock, K.,Trapp,R., Faria, F., Zapach,M., and Ana Carina Franco (2017) Evaluation of the 
 Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (2014-mid 2017)



56 STABILIZATION-DEVELOPMENT NEXUS

ANNEX 2: COMPARING SEVEN DONORS’ WAYS OF APPROACHING STABILIZATION EFFORTS

politically responsive and is described as being of critical relevance for the EU. However, impro-
vement could be made to ‘’do-no-harm’ practices and consideration for how interventions could 
have negative impacts. 

In terms of effectiveness, funding was found to be politically responsive, with a strong focus on 
conflict prevention, democracy and good governance. The impact on gender and human rights is 
noted as being in need of improvement. Data on budgets and spending indicate that it is per-
forming efficiently. Coordination is limited between IcSP and other external peace and security 
instruments with regard to systemic challenges, but program specific coordination with external 
actors is robust. 

IcSP’s added value was experienced at multiple levels. Firstly it was found to add value in the 
sense that it’s flexibility, risk willingness and priorities complementary to member states and 
other donors. It is highly valued for its rapid response, flexibility adaptability and political influ-
ence. In addition the evaluation found that the instrument has in a number of important ways, 
contributed to the larger EU policy and political dialogue with beneficiary governments in a num-
ber of countries and through this, leveraged support for outcomes from other instruments. 

Recommendations for improvement of the IcSP included that it was important to build a baseli-
ne for better performance measurement, improve overall strategic framework, develop compre-
hensive approach to ‘do no harm’ and conflict sensitivity and finally engage in more dialogue on 
challenges with other peace and stability funds. The evaluation concluded that this instrument 
has made important contributions to peace and security 

8.2 AID SPENDING REVIEW OF THE UK CONFLICT, STABILITY AND SECURITY 
 FUND (CSSF) 
In 2018 UK’s Independent Commission for Aid Impact reviewed relevance, effectiveness and lear-
ning of CSSF’s aid spending. 

Relevance was found to be satisfactory in most areas. Priorities were found to align closely with 
those of the national Security Council as well as with the UK aid strategy. CSSF engages in strong 
analysis of conflict making it well informed about dynamics and developments. Its flexibility and 
quick response were also praised but weakness was found in its ability to have more coherent 
goals that ensure its aid programing is contributing to something that is greater than the sum of 
its parts.  In addition, weak theories of change and results frameworks leave room for improve-
ment. 

Effectiveness was found to be unsatisfactory in most areas but with a few positive elements. The 
review found inadequate results management processes, with program designs unclear and 
lacking in distinguishing between outputs, outcomes and activities. In addition, weak theories 
of change and monitoring and evaluation practices make it so that CSSF would not be able to 
identify which interventions are effective, thus making results unverifiable. This also makes it 
difficult to know if they are causing harm and therefore a strengthening of ‘do no harm’ practices 
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is needed. Stronger portfolio management is also needed. The positive elements that exist are 
good coordination between departments and strong alignment of priorities of partner country 
governments as well as a strong approach to conflict sensitivity. 

Learning was also found to be unsatisfactory in most areas with some positive elements. The 
CSSF was found to be inadequate at using and disseminating knowledge beyond individual pro-
jects in order to learn best practices. CSSF is strong in the academic literature of conflict analysis 
but this is not used to guide policy. Therefore there is a need to strengthen internal learning 
processes and share annual reviews. 

Recommendations included; a better ToC and outlining how programs will achieve objectives 
by detailing what the outcomes and assumptions are. It was also recommended that progress 
be explicitly reported so it can be confirmed and monitored, with a clearer outline of how to 
identify, manage and mitigate risks of doing harm. Gaps in results management also need to be 
addressed as well as an improvement in practices of synthesizing and sharing evidence on what 
works, hopefully resulting in better lessons learned.  

8.3 EVALUATION OF THE DANISH PEACE AND STABILISATION FUND (PSF)
As mentioned above the PSF was established under the 2010-2014 Danish Defence Agreement 
as a cross-government funding pool to support stabilization and conflict prevention initiatives in 
the nexus of security and development. 

Overall, the 2014 evaluation concluded that the PSF had been successful particularly in six areas: 

1. “Developing cross-government working on stabilization
2. Aligning the PSF to Danish strategic priorities
3. Supporting engagements that address drivers of conflict, instability and insecurity and 

produce benefits for people and countries receiving PSF support
4. Promoting the effective and efficient use of resources
5. Developing management structures
6. Learning lessons”. 117

The evaluation then provides seven areas on which Denmark should focus in order to improve 
the PSF’s performance:

1. “Deepening the Danish integrated approach to stabilization
2. Matching political ambition with human and financial resources
3. Sharpening the PSF’s focus on key stabilization issues
4. Strengthening the PSF’s capacity for assessing context and developing theories of change 

as a basis for PSF programing and monitoring and evaluation

117 Coffey (August 2014), Evaluation of the Danish Peace and Stabilisation Fund, p.9
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5. Ensuring that the Fund’s comparative advantage is adequately reflected in programing
6. Ensuring adequate flexibility in the use of PSF funding
7. Strengthening the management of the Fund to further enhance the effective and  

efficient use of PSF resources”.118

Furthermore, the PSF’s M&E mechanism was found to be weak, focusing on outputs rather than 
outcomes. Therefore, an M&E system should be developed and implemented by each PSF pro-
gram, which will allow program managers to assess thematic objectives and adjust interventions 
when necessary. 

Using the example of the PSF’s interventions in the Horn of Africa, the evaluation pointed out 
that the PSF should make efforts to identify and manage good partners or implementing mecha-
nisms. This can be done by mapping relevant partners’ strengths and weaknesses, reviewing the 
effectiveness of the partner or mechanism by drawing on other donors’ experiences, acknow-
ledging the level of oversight that might be required with certain partners, and monitoring the 
partners’ performance. 

A recommendation that often comes up in development and stabilization program evaluation is 
to develop a deep understanding of the local context and take a point of departure in this con-
text and local populations’ needs. This is one of the PSF’s main strengths, as the evaluation finds 
that the PSF’s stabilization advisors “have played an important role in generating and understanding 
the context and identifying programing opportunities to respond to emerging needs or changing con-
ditions”119  in both the Horn of Africa and the Afghanistan-Pakistan regions. 

8.4 CANADA’S PEACE AND STABILIZATION OPERATIONS PROGRAM (PSOP) 
 PROGRESS REVIEW
The review was published in October 2018 and found that PSOP120 were targeted at the world’s 
most fragile and conflict-affected countries. Based on a tiered selection system, “the application 
of key international principles, including (…) the Feminist International Assistance Policy and the Wo-
men, Peace and Security agenda; and a robust project review”121, Global Affairs Canada was confi-
dent that its selection of interventions were valuable investments for the chosen countries.

The success of PSOPs were partly due to the fact that they continually refined their focus and 
moved away from certain activities that weren’t optimal (e.g. disaster response) and engaged 
more in others (e.g. peacekeeping operations and women, peace and security). Furthermore, 
they increasingly funded NGOs to improve their on-the-ground understanding of the context. 
This also allowed PSOPs to better respond quickly to evolving situations.

By applying key international principles in PSOPs and thoroughly reviewing and selecting pro-

118 Ibid, p. 10 
119 Ibid, p. 12
120 Global Affairs Canada (October 2018), Peace and Stabilisation Operations Programs (PSOP) Progress Review.
121 Ibid, p. 16
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jects, Global Affairs Canada ensured that the chosen interventions were valuable investment 
decisions for the targeted countries. However, on this point, the review found that some of the 
OECD’s 10 principles for engaging in fragile states, were not explicitly integrated in PSOPs e.g. 
in Mali. For example, most of the projects’ documentation failed to reflect on how the project 
could negatively influence conflict situations. Additionally, just over half of PSOP projects demon-
strated the intention to ‘act fast, but stay long enough to give success a chance’. This shows the 
importance of looking for opportunities to better connect international assistance projects with 
long-term development programing. In conflict-affected countries, it is especially important to 
not only think short-term in terms of humanitarian and stabilization programing, but to include a 
longer-term development perspective from the start.

The review showed that the initial programing results were contributing to peace and security by 
focusing on building the capacity of the state and civil society organisations to, on the one hand, 
address threats to social cohesion and political stability, and on the other, protect civilians from 
violence. In order to increase the sustainability of these initiatives, GAC should ensure that its 
monitoring mechanisms identify factors contributing to the achievement and sustainability of 
the expected partners. Better collection of long-term data through consistent reporting on per-
formance indicators and better documentation of project monitoring missions could contribute 
to increased learning and improved programing.

9 FINDINGS
Several of the seven countries’ stabilization frameworks did not define stabilization (e.g. Austra-
lia, EU and Denmark) and hence had the flexibility to fund and program a wide spectre of 
activities including conflict prevention, state- and peacebuilding, security, justice, and addressing 
drivers of conflict. 

The few which tried to conceptualise stabilization has over-time changed their understanding 
from being almost all inclusive of what in the academic literature was called the ‘liberal peace’ 
paradigm including state and market building but have reduced the understanding to more rea-
listic scope and aims. A move parallel to the development in academic literature. 

In the review it is not always clear whose security is at the focus of the stabilization activities, but 
there appears to be a certain element of ‘self-protection’ in the approach of many of the countri-
es notwithstanding that human security in recipient countries is also in focus.  

In comparison - and despite a rather critical recent review of the CSSP spending – the UK’s stabi-
lization program stands out, both in relation to its conscious evolution conceptually of stabiliza-
tion, in relation to its support to academic research and not least in relation to its development 
of policies and guides for stabilization efforts, It seems that there is a lot to learn by many of the 
other countries from the UK’s stabilization resources and thinking. 
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In point form the following the main findings are:

1. While there is no agreed definition or understanding of the concept of stabilization there 
appears to be a move over time to limit stabilization to more pragmatic and realistic 
activities and objectives than building liberal states and promote democracy, but most 
include both prevention, conflict resolution, and post conflict peace building in their 
understanding of relevant activities.  

2. There is a growing understanding of that stabilization is a political process by political 
actors and not just a way of working together (integrated, joined up or ‘whole-of-govern-
ment’) conducting neutral, technical, capacity building activities

3. In all the evaluations and reviews of peace operations surveyed there is noted a need to 
better assess ‘do-no-harm’, which points towards a need for a more thorough context 
and risk analysis. 

4. There is a general criticism of weak performance measurements and M&E pointing to a 
need to improve ToCs for stabilization programing

5. There is a general agreement of the need for flexibility in the complex and difficult situ-
ations in which stabilization interventions is happening but also that flexible funding is 
being provided by the Stabilization programs

6. The ‘Principles for International Engagement in Fragile and Conflict Affected States and 
Societies”122, while being nine years old is still not adhered to by all.

7. There is a need for thinking long-term at the start of the intervention – to ensure links 
to ‘normal’ development interventions, although there are important reasons to act fast, 
with short-term actions, in order to save lives.

122 OECD 2011: “The Principles for International Engagement in Fragile States and Situations”.   
 https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/development/international-engagement-in-fragile-states/annex-a-the- 
 principles-for-good-international-engagement-in-fragile-states-and-situations_9789264086128-16-en#page1
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