
 

Report, DIIS, January 2021 

 

SCOPING STUDY FOR AN EVALUATION 
OF THE PEACE & STABILISATION FUND 
How to strengthen Danish stabilisation engagements 

 

 
 

 
 
 



 

 

This report is written by Jessica Larsen, researcher, DIIS 
jela@diis.dk 
and  
Katja Lindskov Jacobsen, senior researcher, University of Copenhagen 
kj@ifs.ku.dk  
 
 
 
Report, DIIS, January 2021 
DIIS · Danish Institute for International Studies 
Østbanegade 117, DK-2100 Copenhagen, Denmark 
Tel: +45 32 69 87 87 
E-mail: diis@diis.dk  
www.diis.dk 
 
ISBN 97887-7236-026-3 (print) 
ISBN 97887-7236-025-6 (pdf) 
 
DIIS publications can be downloaded free of charge from www.diis.dk 
© Copenhagen 2021, the authors and DIIS 
 

mailto:jela@diis.dk
mailto:kj@ifs.ku.dk
http://www.diis.dk/


 

 

SCOPING STUDY FOR AN 
EVALUATION OF THE PEACE & 

STABILISATION FUND  

 

 
 



 

Report, DIIS, January 2021 1 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
PART ONE: Overview of the Peace and Stabilisation Fund and its broader 
context 2 

Introduction 2 

The geopolitical context of the Peace and Stabilisation Fund 3 

Overview of activities funded by the Peace and Stabilisation Fund 6 

PART TWO: Thematic issues to be explored with the aim of finding a 
‘better balance’ 13 

Introduction 13 

General conditions for the evaluation 13 

The value of PSF vis-à-vis other stabilisation efforts and other types of 
engagements 15 

Four balances 15 

Annex I: Terms of reference 25 

Annex II: Overview of country and regional programmes funded by the 
Peace and Stabilisation Fund 2011–2021 28 

Annex III: Introductory remarks in Annual Reports 2013–2019 34 
 
 



 

Report, DIIS, January 2021 2 
 

PART ONE: OVERVIEW OF THE PEACE AND STABILISATION FUND AND ITS 
BROADER CONTEXT 

Introduction 

This report examines the Danish Peace and Stabilisation Fund (PSF) with the aim of 
providing pointers for an upcoming evaluation of the PSF and its programmes. The 
PSF is an inter-ministerial funding mechanism – consisting of the Prime Minister’s 
Office (PMO), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA), the Ministry of Defence (MoD) 
and the Ministry of Justice (MoJ). It was established in 2010 as a more flexible 
funding mechanism, encompassing a variety of otherwise largely disconnected 
security and development actors, with the aim of facilitating new types of 
engagement, better geared to the task of addressing instability in some of the 
world’s hotspots. Applying what is commonly referred to as the comprehensive 
approach, or ‘Whole of Government’, the PSF has carried out a range of diverse 
stabilisation programmes across Africa, the Middle East and Eastern Europe. Most 
of the programmes run for a period of approximately three years and are 
implemented by actors from across the MFA, MoD and MoJ, often in close 
collaboration with a diverse range of partners (see Annex II).  

Over the past decade financial resources for stabilisation programmes funded 
under the framework of the PSF have increased from DKK 155 million in 2010 to 
DKK 505 million in 2020 – while, as the study for this report has shown, political 
attention has apparently decreased. One central question for the forthcoming 
evaluation to address is that of the degree to which political attention has decreased 
and the consequences thereof for the work of the PSF. Another overarching question 
is: what value does the comprehensive approach add? Does the comprehensive 
approach produce the desired effects? If so, what types of effects are they, and 
where, how and under which circumstances do they take place? 

Against this backdrop, the report takes stock of the PSF after a decade of activity 
and suggests what the scope for the above-mentioned evaluation of the PSF and its 
programmes could encompass. This report is based on a study commissioned in 
August 2020 by the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs Office for Evaluation, 
Learning and Quality (ELK). The objective, as stated in the study’s terms of 
reference, is to ‘provide ELK with an overview of the PSF as the basis for reflection 
on main issues to be examined through a full-scale evaluation in 2020–21’ (Annex 
I). This report proposes four themes around which an evaluation may revolve: the 
strategic aims of the PSF; its programmes; cross-cutting issues; and finances. These 
themes are presented as four areas where balances can be identified and struck in 
policy and practice. Under each theme heading, the report includes three–four 
explanatory sections with suggestions for questions to be explored in the 
evaluation. 
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The study and this report were undertaken by researcher Jessica Larsen from the 
Danish Institute for International Studies and Senior Researcher Katja Lindskov 
Jacobsen from the Centre for Military Studies, Copenhagen University. During the 
autumn of 2020 they conducted 14 semi-structured interviews with persons 
working at various levels within the Fund on a wide range of PSF programmes (past 
and current) as well as with persons knowledgeable about political dimensions of 
the Fund. The aim was to collect information on the challenges and opportunities 
related to the PSF as input for the analysis that is presented in this report. The 
authors would like to thank everyone involved for their willingness to engage and 
for sharing their time so generously with us. 

The report is structured in two parts. Part 1 sets the scene by: a) presenting the 
shifting geopolitical context in which the PSF has operated, and b) providing a 
financial, geographic and thematic overview of developments within the PSF from 
its establishment in 2010 up until 2020. Part 2 then brings together these trends and 
suggests pointers and questions for the upcoming evaluation that revolve around 
four themes.  

The geopolitical context of the Peace and Stabilisation Fund 

The Danish Peace and Stabilisation Fund does not, of course, exist in a vacuum but 
operates in, and is influenced by, a broader geopolitical context. This section briefly 
highlights the main developments and challenges in this regard for the PSF (and the 
Danish stabilisation agenda).  

Danish foreign and security policy is facing increasingly diverse challenges, both 
regarding developments in the type and geography of security threats, and in terms 
of Denmark’s ability to collaborate internationally on common security threats. The 
former – the type and geography of security threats – is clearly reflected in the 
Annual Reports, where the first sentences in the introductions contain significantly 
shifting narratives on what the most pressing issues are. In 2013 and 2014 the 
introductions use development-related terms, such as ‘fragile state’, ‘inequality’ and 
‘poverty’. In 2015, following the migration crisis, the introduction refers to IS and 
the Sahel as increasing concerns. In 2016, fragile states are referred to as a direct 
threat to Danish security. This narrative is carried over into 2017–2019, where 
conflict and instability are posed as threats to ‘Europe’ and ‘Denmark’, especially in 
the form of ‘migration’ and ‘terrorism’ (Annex III).  

Thus, the PSF reflects global developments in how security threats are framed and 
prioritised politically. This is also seen in the way programmes have spread from, 
initially, the Middle East (in support of Danish military operations there) and the 
Horn of Africa (supplementing the Danish priority of maritime security) to also 
include the Sahel (around the migration crisis), Syria (with threats of terrorism) and 
Ukraine (following Russia’s annexation of Crimea). In other words, programmes 
shift with the emergence of new hotspots; from a focus on the Global War on Terror 
to now also including issues related to security in the European neighbourhood. 
This is furthermore indicative of how the PSF is a policy tool used primarily to 
conduct activities in places where Denmark is engaged militarily (with the 
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exceptions of Ukraine, the Gulf of Guinea and, since 2016, the Horn of Africa). It is 
also moving closer to home, as we see PSF engagements being used to address 
conflicts in Europe’s backyard. 

What the long-term effects of COVID-19 will be for the PSF and the regions in which 
it operates remains to be seen. So far, many programmes continue, albeit some in a 
different form due, for example, to travel restrictions. COVID-19 has further 
entrenched both conflict and inequalities around the world. But it is important to 
remember that while COVID-19 potentially adds an additional dimension to local 
security dynamics, it is but one among many other, and more long-term, challenges 
facing fragile regions, such as climate change, food security and political stability. 
COVID-19 should be seen as part of a larger and already existing security complex 
and as a potential driver or enabler of existing conflict rather than the root cause of 
one. 

Regarding the second challenge of importance to the PSF, namely Denmark’s ability 
to collaborate internationally, recent years have revealed pressure on three fronts. 
Firstly, ailing institutional frameworks when it comes to the liberal, multilateral and 
rules-based approach. Secondly, a challenging landscape when it comes to 
questions about Denmark’s preferred security partners. Thirdly, the changing 
political attention to stabilisation. 

As can be seen from the overview provided in Annex II, different UN bodies have 
been and are still serving as key implementing partners in many PSF programmes, 
for example UNODC and UNDP. Accordingly, the activities of the PSF are not 
isolated from, but rather potentially affected by current global politics and the 
increased great power rivalry within the UN. If the current trend of reduced 
budgets combined with less weight and cohesion in the UN system continues, how 
will this affect the work of UN agencies that the Danish PSF partners within its 
programmes? Will it increase the importance of continued Danish engagement 
within UN frameworks, or will it limit Denmark’s ability to undertake stabilisation 
activities?  

We are also seeing challenges to the internal cohesion of the EU, as Euroscepticism 
and populism win terrain in some member states. Simultaneously, with its 2016 
Global Strategy, the EU has decided to increase and enhance policy integration on 
security and defence. This is not least in response to the challenges of transatlantic 
relations under the Trump administration. Yet as we see differentiated integration 
on EU security and defence, new mechanisms for security cooperation have 
emerged in the margins of the EU such as, for example, the French EI2 (European 
Intervention Initiative) and JEF (the Joint Expeditionary Force). Given the Danish 
opt-out on EU defence cooperation, it currently seems that these initiatives open up 
new possibilities for operational contributions and thus also represent a 
development of importance to the PSF. For instance, where operations are 
established within EI2 this could imply a need for coordination vis-à-vis 
stabilisation programmes, not least where PSF programmes engage aspects related 
to the security challenge being addressed through such operations.  
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Adding to this institutional landscape are uncertainties vis-à-vis traditional security 
partners, notably provoked by the 2016 Brexit referendum and changing winds in 
the transatlantic relations. These developments have been key in driving Denmark 
to broaden its security partnerships, including placing greater emphasis on 
contributions to French initiatives and operations. This tendency is also visible in 
relation to the activities of the Danish PSF. For example, demining activities in Syria, 
carried out with an American partner, were stopped due to changing regional 
policies of the Trump administration. Another example is the use of the PSF as a 
tool that enabled Denmark to show support by offering a swift response to French 
President Macron’s pledge to Lebanon related to the August 2020 explosions in 
Beirut. This raises a question about how different types of effects are sought 
achieved through PSF-enabled engagements, pledges etc. Accordingly, in 
approaching the question of ‘effects’ achieved through the PSF instrument, an 
evaluation will need to enquire broadly about ‘effects’ and about balancing and 
prioritising different types of effects – in the field but also vis-à-vis partners.  

As an extension, these developments beg a key question about where the 
stabilisation agenda is at internationally. What picture emerges when taking stock 
of the past decade of stabilisation engagements? What are the Danish policy 
processes for further developing the stabilisation agenda? What have 19 years in 
Afghanistan and recent developments in Mali, for example, taught us about Danish 
stabilisation, and what does this mean for how stabilisation engagements will – and 
can – be approached in the years to come? Will stabilisation still be a preferred tool 
of Danish policymakers, of our partners and if so, of which partners? Is the 
stabilisation agenda progressing, failing or finding new ground? To what extent 
has, or hasn’t Denmark kept a close eye on – let alone contributed to developing – 
the stabilisation agenda internationally? 

When contemplating the future of the Danish PSF, its programmes and activities 
are of course key – but so too indeed are the broader developments in which they 
are inscribed, including questions about emerging threats and whether stabilisation 
may or may not offer the necessary tools to respond to them. Will we see the 
emergence of a ‘stabilisation agenda 2.0’? If so, what could it look like, what role 
should Denmark play in it, and where should the emphasis lie between the PSF 
supporting military operations and long-term development agendas? How will 
geopolitical developments affect Denmark’s ability to carry out stabilisation 
initiatives, and which efforts can respond effectively to future challenges? 

Whether or not Denmark decides to take a lead in addressing these debates, they 
are questions that set the scene of the broader context the Danish PSF is navigating. 
Thus, an evaluation must also note that some of the critical questions of relevance 
to the PSF are not only about the effects and efficacy of PSF programmes themselves 
but are also about broader issues around Danish stabilisation policy. That said, the 
next two sections are specifically about the PSF and how it works.  
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Overview of activities funded by the Peace and Stabilisation Fund 

The Peace and Stabilisation Fund has undergone a change over the past decade, in 
particular relating to developments across three parameters: financing, geography 
and programme activities. This section addresses each of these parameters in turn. 
Annex II provides an overview of key features of each programme implemented 
between 2011 and 2020. The section ends with some general reflections on the 
political attention paid to the PSF. 

Developments in financing 
Since the inception of the PSF, spending has more than tripled, from DKK 155 
million in 2010 to a currently budgeted DKK 505 million in 2020 – and with more 
funding to be continuously allocated up until 2023 (as agreed within the framework 
of the current Defence Agreement).1 PSF’s financial resources come from the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Defence, but none from the Ministry 
of Justice. Spending is classified as either DAC or non-DAC, according to the OECD 
financial reporting standards for official development assistance.  

Particularly since 2013, the PSF has been granted significantly more resources with 
a major increase in 2015 from DKK 290 million in 2014 to DKK 413 million (Figure 
1 below). This was the year after Denmark decided to contribute to the international 
coalition fighting Islamic State in Iraq. It was also the year when the first of so far 
two Iraq–Syria programmes was launched. Below are the key figures of disbursed 
funds since the beginning of PSF.  

Figure 1. PSF spending/budget in DKK million 2010–20202 

 
* Budget rather than spending 

 
 
1 It should be noted here that the Ministry of Defence is planning to increase its share of funding, as 

the political parties who signed the 2018 Defence Agreement decided to raise allocations to the 
Fund to DKK 150 million by 2023, https://fmn.dk/globalassets/fmn/dokumenter/forlig/-
forsvarsforlig-2018-2023-2018.pdf, p. 5, accessed 21.10.2020. 

2 https://www.altinget.dk/artikel/fredsfond-er-vokset-markant-paa-ti-aar-og-udviklingsbistanden-
betaler, accessed 22.10.2020. 

https://fmn.dk/globalassets/fmn/dokumenter/forlig/-forsvarsforlig-2018-2023-2018.pdf
https://fmn.dk/globalassets/fmn/dokumenter/forlig/-forsvarsforlig-2018-2023-2018.pdf
https://www.altinget.dk/artikel/fredsfond-er-vokset-markant-paa-ti-aar-og-udviklingsbistanden-betaler
https://www.altinget.dk/artikel/fredsfond-er-vokset-markant-paa-ti-aar-og-udviklingsbistanden-betaler
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Looking at Figure 1, the increase in resources coming from the MFA stands out. 
MFA spending has grown by a factor of more than six over the decade, especially 
DAC spending. The significant increase of DAC spending under the framework 
of the PSF has been criticised, for example concerning the question of whether the 
nature of ‘DAC-able’ PSF-funded activities means they can be considered an 
appropriate way of spending Overseas Development Assistance (ODA). This is as 
much a technical as it is a political question and one that needs addressing, not least 
given the significant increase in financial resources currently flowing through the 
PSF.  

Where there is concern for how MFA funding is spent on stabilisation compared to 
more conventional ODA activities, there may also be reason to look into how MoD 
funding is spent as it increases towards 2023. Programmes are, in the final instance, 
decided at ministerial level, and the use of military personnel in the PSF 
programmes is therefore not subject to parliamentary debate as would otherwise be 
prescribed by law when Danish defence forces are deployed overseas. Naturally, 
there is a difference between military personnel conducting capacity building and 
training of security forces under the auspices of the PSF and the deployment of 
Danish forces in military operations. However, consideration could be given to 
whether some form of parliamentary oversight is necessary on certain programmes, 
not least in regions that are especially volatile, such as Iraq–Syria and the Sahel. 

A related financial development is the ratio of MFA to MoD contributions. Whereas 
the MFA and MoD share of funding in the first three years was close to 50/50, the 
distribution tipped from 2013, where the ratio was at around 4:1, and since 2018 
even at 5:1 (see Figure 2).  

Figure 2. PSF spending/budget and MFA/MoD share in per cent 

 
* Budget rather than spending 

There are indications that the ratio varies at programme level. While exact numbers 
showing the distribution of resources between ministries at programme level was 
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not available for this scoping study, the authors know that funding of the PSF 
programme in Ukraine is currently more or less 50/50. It is not necessarily 
meaningful to aspire to equal spending from both sides in every PSF programme. 
Military and civilian interventions often have different price tags given that they 
are fundamentally different types of activities with different timelines and different 
types of actors. Nevertheless, an evaluation could look more into the development 
and effects of the funding ratio.  

On the question of the ratio of funding between MoD and MFA within the PSF as a 
whole, the authors note that no funding comes from the Ministry of Justice, even 
though Danish police officers undertake significant activities in PSF programmes. 
Given that the PSF is guided by the comprehensive approach, it seems that the 
Ministry of Justice could play a role in PSF financing. This is an issue that the 
upcoming evaluation could also investigate. 

Developments in geography  
Overall, the number of engagements – including regional and country programmes, 
as well as other engagements – has grown considerably.  

Figure 3. Overview of PSF programmes 2011–2019 

 
* Based on PSF Annual Reports 
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As documented in the PSF annual reports, engagements went from one in 2011, two 
in 2012, jumping to seven in 2014, eight in 2015, increasing to ten in 2017, then 
twelve in 2018 and down to nine in 2019. This corresponds to the general increase 
in economic resources put into the PSF. However, it also marks a technicality in 
reporting, where each engagement that does not fall within a regional programme 
is specified in the PSF annual report as a unique engagement as the PSF grows in 
size. In the first years up to 2015–2016 ‘other engagements’ are lumped together, 
after which the range of engagements are reported separately. 

In the 2019 PSF annual report, the geographical map of PSF engagements looks as 
follows: 

Map of Peace and Stabilisation Fund programme countries as of 2019 

 
Source: 2019 Annual Report p. 3. 

As touched upon above, it is worth observing that the geographical spread reflects 
Denmark’s broader portfolio of international engagement. Thus, some of the PSF 
programmes follow Danish defence interventions on the world map, for instance 
the navy in the Horn of Africa (during its participation in international counter-
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piracy efforts), the army in Iraq and the air force in Mali/Sahel. This suggests that 
the PSF is used, at least in some cases, to enable activities that in different ways 
supplement the efforts of the Danish defence forces by carrying out stabilisation 
tasks alongside military missions. As we shall discuss later, it is mostly these types 
of engagement that receive political attention – leaving little focus on PSF 
engagements in contexts where Denmark is not engaged militarily.  

Arguably, the PSF also has the function of enhancing Danish diplomatic 
representation, which can be useful in situations where Denmark either has a 
relatively small presence or is a new actor, as for instance with the Gulf of Guinea 
programme and the relatively recently opened embassy in Abuja. The 
complementarity is also seen vis-à-vis Danish development cooperation, where the 
PSF programmes may complement Danida’s work, for instance humanitarian aid 
to Syria or Somalia.  

Since criticism has been voiced regarding the way that the PSF is said to absorb 
DAC funding that could be used on other types of ODA activities, it is worth 
engaging an evaluation team to assess how and whether there is complementarity, 
and how complementarity can be better obtained between the PSF programmes and 
Denmark’s other defence, diplomatic and development engagements. 

PSF programme activities 
PSF programmes have been carried out in fragile states and regions through 
capacity-building activities that support the functioning of state institutions in the 
civilian and military sectors. In the PSF’s first years, two programmes were 
developed: supporting maritime security in the Horn of Africa in 2011 (DKK 215 
million) and creating stability in the Afghanistan–Pakistan (Af–Pak) region in 2012 
(DKK 185 million). The Horn of Africa programme focused specifically on regional 
stabilisation and peacekeeping, prevention and countering of piracy, and regional 
control of illicit financial flows through Somalia. Af–Pak focused on capacity 
building of security forces, law and order, and reconciliation and dialogue.3  

The PSF has also included a range of smaller miscellaneous interventions (see 
Figure 3). One interviewee described how in the first years the PSF launched a 
number of stand-alone ‘pilot’ stabilisation projects. But soon, not least when 
resources to the PSF increased from 2013–2015, a number of three to five year 
programmes were developed and thus absorbed the funding in a more structured 
way – namely in the Sahel, Gulf of Guinea, MENA, Syria–Iraq and later, in 2018, 
also in Ukraine.  

With the geographical spread and increased funding of recent years, Denmark is 
now engaged in disparate regions that each have distinct conflict patterns and 
diverse political histories and social conditions. Annex II illustrates how 
programme activities have broadened to include countering violent extremism, 
maritime security, financial intelligence, and building peacekeeping capacity. This 

 
 
3www.netpublikationer.dk/um/14_eval_danish_peace_stabilisation_fund/Pdf/14_eval_danish_peace

_stabilisation_fund.pdf, accessed 18.09.2020. 

http://www.netpublikationer.dk/um/14_eval_danish_peace_stabilisation_fund/Pdf/14_eval_danish_peace_stabilisation_fund.pdf
http://www.netpublikationer.dk/um/14_eval_danish_peace_stabilisation_fund/Pdf/14_eval_danish_peace_stabilisation_fund.pdf
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is pursued through capacity building in various parts of national and regional 
security sectors at land and at sea: training of judiciaries, home guards, police and 
security forces; equipment donations; political dialogue meetings; provision of 
water and sanitation; election observation; support to anti-money laundering, and 
mine clearance. 

Against the backdrop of the increased number of programmes since 2013–2015, a 
question arises as to how best to strike a balance between geographical spread and 
increased funding on the one hand and sufficient organisational capacity to monitor 
and implement the increase in programme activities on the other. An inter-
ministerial steering committee (rotating annually between the MFA and MoD) 
approves and monitors programmes, while a secretariat (Samsek) with staff from 
the MFA and the MoD provides support to the implementation and administration. 
The secretariat has shrunk as funding has increased. This brings to the fore 
questions about the human resources necessary to ensure that programming is 
based on sufficient knowledge about conflict dynamics and developments in the 
field of stabilisation tools. 

A similar point can be made concerning the increased number of PSF programmes 
with regard to the amount and diversity of implementing partners (Annex II). 
Working in volatile contexts requires collaboration between a number of specialised 
actors. This is a central feature in the comprehensive approach, which is the PSF’s 
modus operandi. Since the beginning, support has been channelled either bilaterally 
or multilaterally, and implementing partners include a range of UN agencies and 
international trust funds, as well as a large number of international and local 
organisations and research institutions. Danish personnel participating in the 
implementation of programmes include not only embassy staff in the form of 
diplomats, defence attachés and security advisors, but also embedded military staff 
and police officers, representatives of the Danish home guard and special forces, 
and even external, short-term contracted personnel, who all contribute to the 
implementation of programmes through collaborating with local state institutions, 
regional organisations and international partnerships. A question of effectiveness 
arises as to how broad the network of implementing partners should be and a 
question of efficacy likewise arises as to which types of actors are relevant to achieve 
the desired outcomes. 

General reflections 
Taking a step back to look at the overall development of the PSF, a further question 
arises regarding the technical and political rationales that drive the tendency 
towards increased spending, geographical spread and diversification of 
programme activities. At the political level there has been no sustained debate 
about, let alone clear strategy for, the PSF’s growth. While the authors were 
informed of a strategy paper devised in 2017, there seems to be little other formal 
input and guidance from the political level to support the development of PSF 
programmes.  

From the interviews it would appear that it is the political sensitivity and the general 
awareness of trends in current Danish foreign and security policy on the part of PSF 
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employees and the steering committee that guide the activities undertaken by the 
PSF. There is also an apparent lack of any noteworthy political oversight among 
policymakers – the only exception being those PSF programmes that take place in 
hotspots (Syria), or where Denmark has deployed military personnel (Iraq). This 
points to a need for increasing the strategic and political dimensions of the PSF. 

A related issue that the authors note, is an apparent insufficiency of communication 
about PSF programmes and their results to the political level as well as to the 
broader public. It seems there is an opportunity being missed here to highlight the 
impacts, outputs and outcomes that the PSF has delivered – and to discuss the 
challenges it faces, again both politically and among the broader public. With the 
growth of the PSF, the need to do so is only becoming more pressing, especially 
given that its activities are not subject to formal parliamentary oversight, despite 
taking place in volatile environments where both lives and public money are at 
stake.  



 

Report, DIIS, January 2021 13 
 

PART TWO: THEMATIC ISSUES TO BE EXPLORED WITH THE AIM OF FINDING A 
‘BETTER BALANCE’ 

Introduction 

This part will focus on what a forthcoming evaluation of the PSF could address. It 
suggests key evaluation themes and questions (as per the scoping study ToRs, see 
Annex I). It is organised around four balances. Each balance describes two opposing 
ideal positions, neither of which exist in any pure form in the context of the PSF, but 
which reflect tendencies that were detected during the interviews conducted for this 
scoping study.  

The balances regard; 1) the strategic aim of the PSF and its value, 2) PSF 
programmes, 3) cross-cutting issues regarding stabilisation actors and agendas, 
and 4) the PSF finances and resources. They are presented below as containing 
within them a range of options and dilemmas in need of address. In addition to 
describing each of these four balances, the following also includes a set of general 
evaluation questions. Examining these balances will enable an evaluation team to 
unpack the existing conditions within the PSF with a view to discussing whether or 
how they need adjustment to fully utilise the possibilities contained within the 
Fund. The ways in which balance is to be aimed at should be reflected in an updated 
strategy paper, replacing the one from 2017. Relevant guidelines are also needed in 
order to provide direction in programming as well as guidance to the steering 
committee, and this will enhance Samsek’s ability to manage the Fund’s activities. 
Before turning to the four balances, some general reflections are necessary to set the 
basic conditions for the upcoming evaluation. 

General conditions for the evaluation 

When carrying out the PSF evaluation, three conditions are important as 
prerequisites for ensuring relevance and quality: 
 

1. The point of departure should be an examination of the PSF evaluation 
published in 2014, notably its conclusions and recommendations, as well as 
the responses to these offered by the steering committee. Other relevant 
evaluations relating to Danish stabilisation efforts should likewise be 
consulted. This will help ensure that resources are not spent on reproducing 
past conclusions. Instead, the aim should be to build upon findings, at a 
minimum drawing on the 2014 evaluation, including asking questions about 
the degree to which recommendations from that evaluation have been 
addressed and the degree to which some of the identified challenges can still 
be observed today, six years later. Some of the key findings and 
recommendations of the 2014 evaluation are summarised below:4  

 

 
 
4 ‘Evaluation of the Danish Peace and Stabilisation Fund’ 

http://www.netpublikationer.dk/um/14_eval_danish_peace_stabilisation_fund/index.html  

http://www.netpublikationer.dk/um/14_eval_danish_peace_stabilisation_fund/index.html
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 The ’Whole of Government’ approach can be further developed. The 
steering committee ought to strengthen its strategic guidance and 
monitoring of PSF priorities, results and financing. Strategic goals 
should be determined for all Danish engagements in any given country.  

 Level of ambition: concordance between political ambitions on the one 
hand, and personnel and financial resources on the other hand should 
be ensured. Attention to prioritising limited Danish resources is needed.  

 Comparative advantage: more focus on what Denmark’s comparative 
advantages are regarding stabilisation, and incorporating them more 
clearly into PSF programmes. 

 Context analysis: the PSF should develop its ability to assess conditions 
in programme areas and develop a Theory of Change as the basis for 
programming. 

 Adequate financial flexibility is needed, such that the PSF can respond 
to new challenges arising. 

 Follow-up vis-à-vis implementing partners should be ensured to 
strengthen the ability to achieve targeted results. 

 Lessons learned: due to staffing limitations, resulting in increased work 
pressure, the evaluation recommends that a monitoring and evaluation 
system be introduced to systematically capture results that have been 
achieved.  

 
2. The evaluation team should collect and carefully read evaluations published 

by other countries with similar PSF structures and significant stabilisation 
records, for example the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Canada, 
Norway and Germany. This will provide relevant input and inspiration 
prior to conducting an evaluation of the Danish PSF. Furthermore, it has the 
added value of providing the PSF with up-to-date recommendations from 
other evaluations concerning new approaches (at the level of programming 
and/or the PSF structure) that could be of value when revisiting the current 
Danish PSF set-up.  
 

3. It is important that the evaluation team has knowledge of the Danish 
political context, as this should be incorporated into the analysis of the PSF. 
While it is of course a prerequisite that the evaluation team has profound 
knowledge of stabilisation interventions in volatile contexts, the Danish 
political context is also an important defining condition for the PSF. 
Accordingly, an evaluation should explore not only technical but also 
political aspects of the PSF’s functioning. 
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The value of PSF vis-à-vis other stabilisation efforts and other types of 
engagements  

With funding for PSF programmes on the rise, it seems that there is a political 
attempt to increase Denmark’s stabilisation efforts within the PSF’s structure and 
framework. This begs attention to some general questions that concern the 
comparative advantages of the PSF to manage Danish stabilisation efforts and, as 
mentioned in the section on the geopolitical context, the value of using the 
comprehensive approach to carry out the programmes. It also begs questions about 
the extent to which the PSF enables types of programmes, partnerships and 
engagements that would otherwise be difficult to design, let alone fund. What 
examples can be seen of programmes that have become possible because of the PSF 
structure? Put differently, an evaluation could thus look at the past ten years of PSF 
programmes with a view to answering this question through a consideration of 
what specific kinds of engagements the PSF enables.  

The forthcoming evaluation comes at a time when it is possible to look back at and 
take stock of a decade of PSF-funded stabilisation engagements. This enables the 
evaluation team to enquire about which effects it has (or has not) been able to 
achieve through various PSF engagements during these past ten years. It is also 
possible to pinpoint what type of added value a comprehensive approach may 
facilitate. How does evidence of added value and ‘success’ correspond with initial 
ideas, ambitions and the kinds of effects originally aimed at via stabilisation 
engagements and through the comprehensive approach?  

When assessing the PSF, it also seems important to ask whether we may need to 
think more broadly about ’effects’. As briefly mentioned in the section on the 
geopolitical context, we may for instance consider whether the PSF has been 
engaged to help fund activities aimed not solely at generating effects in a specific 
local or regional context, but also for instance to generate effects vis-à-vis preferred 
security partners and institutions. Is it possible, when looking more carefully at the 
activities of the PSF for the past ten years, to say something more specific about the 
effects of various types of PSF-funded stabilisation engagements? Moreover, is it 
possible to provide examples of different types of effects and value added? On the 
ground vis-à-vis specific conflict dynamics or threats to stability; at political level; 
or at programme level? Finally, what are the ambitions and expectations for how 
and where stabilisation and a comprehensive approach can make the most 
important difference? In the area of conflict prevention, through long-term capacity 
building of national/regional security partners, or in relation to Danish military 
operations?  

Four balances 

1. The political role of the Peace and Stabilisation Fund: strategy versus tactics 
The PSF now holds a portfolio comprising a decade of stabilisation activities. It is 
steadily growing in geographical and economic scope. Yet, little political attention 
is given to the PSF and its various programmes. Policymakers primarily engage 
with the PSF’s stabilisation activities in areas of military conflict like Iraq and Syria, 
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or when the PSF is used for one-off pledges, for example to the Italian Red Cross 
during the pandemic and to aid Lebanon after the August 2020 Beirut bombing. 
This leaves a window of opportunity for scaling up the strategic work around the 
PSF, the way it is used and the direction it should take. Political awareness and 
oversight are crucial when it comes to the PSF, because the PSF has been granted 
significantly increased resources and because its programmes unfold in volatile 
contexts, often with a noteworthy risk profile. Accordingly, important questions 
that an evaluation of the PSF needs to answer include: to which extent is the PSF used 
strategically, and what is the nature of the political attention paid to its activities? Below 
are a set of more specific issues for the evaluation team to address. 

a. Ambition: continuing ‘what works’ versus experimenting 

The Danish approach to stabilisation is described in the 2013 policy as requiring 
innovation and willingness to take risks,5 and from the inception of the PSF on we 
see examples of Denmark seeking an active role in driving the stabilisation agenda 
internationally. For instance, Denmark was key in mobilising funding for the 
Afghan National Security Forces, where Denmark led the way in establishing the 
3C initiative (‘Coalition of Committed Contributors’) at the 2012 NATO summit, the 
year that the first PSF Afghanistan–Pakistan programme was launched. Another 
example is how the PSF set-up has enabled the development of novel types of 
engagement, for example anti-radicalisation where Denmark has drawn on its 
domestic approach to ‘soft’ counter-terror to develop innovative stabilisation 
programmes. Denmark also participates in the Stabilisation Leaders Forum 
alongside states with extensive stabilisation experience such as the UK and the 
Netherlands. Meanwhile, our interviewees note a shift towards fewer resources 
being allocated to ‘pilot projects’ and more resources being tied into traditional 
development-type programmes, large trust funds and pre-defined programmes 
(e.g. in Syria–Iraq and Ukraine). A question thus arises as to the extent to which the 
PSF is innovative in its approach. 

In other words, there is a balance to be struck between continuing what seemingly 
works versus exploring possibilities for innovation within the PSF, enabling new 
paths and cutting-edge intervention types. This could be through pilot projects, new 
partnerships or thematic novelty (e.g. across different regional PSF programmes). 
The balance is not a push for using the PSF as an experimental laboratory. However, 
as discussed in the section on the geopolitical context, there is a need to consider 
how and where stabilisation is still an appropriate tool to address the types of 
conflicts taking place today. Unleashing the potential for innovation in the PSF can 
help develop the international field of stabilisation by piloting new activities with a 
view to improving the effects of stabilisation engagements on local conflict 
dynamics as well as placing Denmark at the forefront of the field. It relates 
fundamentally to the strategic direction and role of the PSF. As discussed below and 
in section 2.d below on visibility, it further relates to the PSF’s comparative 
 
 
5 https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-

fragility//~/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated
%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/s
tabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf, p. 4, accessed 20.10.2020. 

https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-fragility/%7E/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/stabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf
https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-fragility/%7E/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/stabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf
https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-fragility/%7E/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/stabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf
https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-fragility/%7E/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/stabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf
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advantage and the political appetite to place more emphasis on Denmark playing 
an active role in stabilisation, taking advantage of the PSF’s facility to develop new 
intervention types. In this regard, consideration should be given to the 
appropriateness of demanding that programmes live up to both PSF guidelines and 
Danida guidelines respectively, which work with different requirements and levels 
of risk. 

b. Political use: of PSF as short-term funding instrument versus long-term 
PSF commitments  

While most PSF funding is tied to regional and country programmes that run over 
several years, the PSF also has at its disposal the previously mentioned unallocated 
resources. These are often allocated to supplement existing programmes but can 
also be used in response to suddenly occurring crises or disasters. Examples include 
the above-mentioned contribution to the Italian Red Cross during the corona 
pandemic and relief funding in conjunction with the August 2020 explosion in 
Beirut. On the one hand, interviewees highlighted the value of having a flexible 
funding mechanism with which to react to sudden needs. Some expressed concern 
as to whether the PSF is currently a sufficiently flexible instrument. On the other 
hand, questions were raised about to what extent, if at all, the PSF should function 
as a kitty reserve, the argument being that while policymakers can resort to the PSF 
as a means of showing here-and-now political action in the face of an international 
crisis, stabilisation requires persistent, long-term engagements, unswayed by 
changing political winds.  

It seems that a balance needs to be struck between the strategic commitment to long-
term stabilisation engagements on the one hand, and the more tactical use of the 
PSF to finance short-term initiatives on ‘hot topics’, on the other. A related topic 
here is whether the approximately three-year duration of the programmes is an 
appropriate period, or whether longer or shorter programmes should also be 
considered. An updated strategy could make the political vision concerning the 
desired balance more explicit. This would allow the steering committee to navigate 
accordingly when managing the PSF. 

c. Leadership: administrative duties versus strategic direction 

The steering committee has a diverse portfolio of tasks, which include receiving 
regular reporting from the field, adopting new programmes, deciding on 
unallocated resources and setting the strategic direction of the PSF. Interviewees 
highlighted the value of high-level representation on the steering committee, given 
the crucial tasks in their portfolio and the positive effect this has on reporting from 
PSF programmes. However, interviewees also questioned the way that the steering 
committee’s tasks were prioritised. In particular, it seems relevant to examine how 
to conduct, emphasise and revive some of its formal roles, hereunder:  

- representation from all relevant ministries in steering committee meetings 
- coordination and knowledge-sharing on cross-cutting issues (see Balance 3)  
- discussion and guidance on individual programmes 



 

Report, DIIS, January 2021 18 
 

- prioritisation and translation of related Danish agendas into PSF 
programmes (e.g. 1325, HDP, prevention and the upcoming foreign and 
security policy) 

- follow-up on progress of previous evaluations 

In these efforts a balance needs to be struck between administrative duties, such as 
programme oversight via reporting and approval of extra funding on the one hand, 
and the more strategic tasks of providing leadership and direction to the PSF and 
its programmes on the other. With a meeting frequency of every six weeks, much 
needs to be discussed in the few hours that meetings last. Interviewees suggested 
that the meeting agenda is often rather long, allowing little time to discuss matters 
in depth. Given the high-level representation, it may not be viable for the steering 
group to meet more often. An evaluation could investigate the possibilities for a 
redistribution of tasks between the steering committee and Samsek (see also section 
4) with a view to strengthening the role of the steering committee, notably in 
providing strategic direction. 

2. Programmes: maintaining established practices versus exploring unknown 
potential 
There are often significant similarities between evaluations of stabilisation in 
different countries, for instance pertaining to the extent of collaboration and 
coordination in programme implementation, and the ability to measure effects of 
programmes. The latest evaluation of the PSF from 2014 focused on a broad range 
of issues related to the programmes and their implementation. The steering 
committee responded to the evaluation’s findings and at the same time highlighted 
those areas of suggested improvements that, going forward, it wished to prioritise 
in particular. An important question for the evaluation is to start with is to ask: to 
what extent are the priority areas successfully implemented and what are the desired effects 
of the programmes? Below some themes are suggested for further enquiry by an 
evaluation team. 

a. Geographical scope: many smaller interventions versus fewer large 
programmes  

As discussed in Part 1, significantly more resources have been allocated to the PSF 
since its inception in 2010. PSF programmes are now being implemented in a 
geographically broader range of volatile settings across the world. Relatively 
speaking, however, the increased funding is still spread thinly over an extensive 
geographical and thematic scope and this is, in and of itself, a resource-heavy 
arrangement to manage. On the one hand there are benefits to the geographical 
breadth of current PSF engagements, such as long-term commitments being 
maintained in combination with new programmes designed when new conflicts 
arise in the world with Danish security interests, as seen, for example, with Ukraine. 
Yet on the other hand, Denmark is a small state with limited resources. 

Thus, there is a balance to be struck between continuing this trend towards an 
increasing geographical spread in PSF engagements, resulting in limited resources 
being stretched across a growing number of programmes, and the need for 
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resources that allow for the design of and commitment to weighty, long-term 
stabilisation engagements, possibly concentrating PSF resources around fewer 
conflicts, themes or regions. Key to ensuring such a balance is clear direction from 
the political level, including identifying Danish top priorities, direction that the 
steering committee could possibly play a role in communicating and managing in 
the work of the PSF. Striking a balance between scope and weight will help ensure 
that the PSF programmes have the greatest impact, efficiency and efficacy and that 
there is cohesion between how the PSF is used and Denmark’s strategic priorities. 

b. Knowledge foundation: incorporating lessons learned versus ‘business as 
usual’ 

The Danish approach to stabilisation is described in the 2013 policy as requiring 
conflict sensitivity.6 This means understanding the causes of conflict and having 
insight into the political dynamics and priorities in the programme countries and 
regions to ensure the best possible conditions for achieving intended outcomes. It 
draws attention to an important question about the knowledge foundation upon 
which PSF engagements are designed, cf. section 1.a on ambition. Here, knowledge 
foundation refers not only to conflict sensitivity but ranges from having a 
sufficiently detailed overview of relevant actors and potential partners, to 
awareness of other Danish activities of relevance, and of the variety of evolving 
stabilisation tools that may be appropriate, or seem promising, to address a given 
conflict or volatile situation. From our interviews it seems that some – but not all – 
programmes are founded upon solid appreciation of local and regional conditions 
and dynamics. For other programmes, however, the capacity to produce such a 
knowledge foundation seems to be lacking. Whilst consultants undertake analysis 
during each new programming phase and allow the PSF to obtain a relevant 
knowledge foundation for programming purposes, the ability to sustain this level 
of knowledge on a running basis – for example to adjust programmes or give input 
to the use of unallocated funds – is sometimes missing.  

There is a balance to be struck between allocation of resources to implementation of 
actual PSF programmes (which is of course absolutely key to the PSF) on the one 
hand, and attention to the on-going need for knowledge about partners, conflict 
dynamics etc. in an increasing number of diverse PSF engagements, on the other. 
Concerning the latter, capacity for knowledge of relevance for example to the 
formulation of PSF engagements, depends in part on the scale and history of 
Denmark’s presence in the country or region of concern. Yet, in many cases, it is 
also a question of institutional capacity, such as the human resources in Samsek or 
analytical muscle elsewhere, be it in-house or external. Regardless of where such 
knowledge foundation and analytical capacity is best located, interviewees seem to 
highlight that in many instances increasing this capacity to contribute input more 
systematically across the PSF could benefit programming. The Doing Development 

 
 
6 https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-

fragility//~/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated
%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/s
tabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf, p. 3, accessed 20.10.2020. 

https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-fragility/%7E/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/stabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf
https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-fragility/%7E/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/stabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf
https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-fragility/%7E/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/stabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf
https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-fragility/%7E/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/stabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf
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Differently initiative holds promise in this regard and the PSF could play a central 
role in its implementation. 

c. Effects: outcome versus output in programme monitoring and evaluation 

With the significant increase of funding, measuring the effects of PSF programmes 
will only become a more central question in the future. The Danish approach to 
stabilisation is described in the 2013 policy as requiring continuous monitoring and 
evaluation.7 In this regard, interviewees remarked that there is a difference in how 
the MFA and MoD account for the effects of programmes. The MoD is seen to 
emphasise tasks and activities, focusing on outputs such as the number of officers 
trained in a given programme. The MFA has a history of leaning on Danida 
principles, using Theory of Change and a log frame approach, ultimately focusing 
on outcomes. While this circumstance reflects a difference of culture and working 
methods that needs to be aligned, it also points to questions about what can be 
measured with a reasonable level of certainty when working on stabilisation in 
volatile environments.  

There is therefore a balance to be struck in the relative weight placed on outcome 
versus output in monitoring and evaluation – and there was a call among 
interviewees for examples of best practices coming out of PSF programmes to be 
collated and shared. Of yet further importance is the question of the extent to which 
PSF monitoring and evaluation expects to measure concrete outcome, versus the 
extent to which programmes allow space for new and innovative activities, the 
results of which are necessarily more uncertain (cf. section 1.a on ambition). Finally, 
on a more global level, programmes or individual components therein may also 
serve other purposes than affecting stabilisation, such as consolidating partnerships 
with certain states, or contributing to certain stabilisation agendas. Attention could 
be paid to these issues in an evaluation, considering how they relate to PSF 
processes of programming, reporting, monitoring and evaluation.  

d. Visibility: public and political attention versus anonymous programme 
management 

Related to some of the issues raised concerning political attention to PSF-funded 
stabilisation engagements and the strategic role of the PSF, is the question of what 
type of public life and debate PSF programmes ought to have. It seems that efforts 
have been made around for example tweeting about PSF programmes. Also, 
biannual reporting on the activities of the PSF takes place through, for example, the 
sending of reports to FOU and URU as a supplement to the Annual Reports, and 
the Annual Reports are sent to Parliament. However, in our interviews it became 
clear that PSF programmes live a relatively anonymous life; they receive 
comparatively low political attention and spark little public debate. There seems an 
untapped potential to communicate some of the results coming out of individual 

 
 
7 https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-

fragility//~/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated
%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/s
tabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf, p. 4, accessed 20.10.2020. 

https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-fragility/%7E/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/stabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf
https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-fragility/%7E/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/stabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf
https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-fragility/%7E/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/stabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf
https://amg.um.dk/en/policies-and-strategies/stability-and-fragility/%7E/media/amg/documents/policies%20and%20strategies/stability%20and%20fragility/dk%20integrated%20stabilisation%20engagement%20in%20fragile%20and%20conflictaffected%20areas%20of%20the%20world/stabiliseringspolitik_uk_web.pdf
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programmes more proactively and to brand the PSF and its achievements – as well 
as to debate those interventions that have not gone so well. This goes for both the 
political level and the general public. 

On the one hand, greater visibility has the effect of sensitising the public to the role 
and results of programmes. Focusing on its actual achievements may counter 
recurrent criticism that pouring money into the PSF hollows out Danish 
development aid.8 Visibility also contributes to the important question of 
transparency and accountability when an increasing amount of public money is 
poured into programmes, which are carried out in volatile contexts and the various 
challenges to success this may imply – the recent political unrest in Mali being the 
most recent example. On the other hand, greater visibility necessarily demands 
more human and financial resources for extra work on communications on top of 
normal reporting requirements, along with the extra activity that heightened 
political and other attention may very well generate. In other words, there is a balance 
to be struck between letting the programmes unfold relatively undisturbed and 
undertaking efforts to bring their results – negative as well as positive – to public 
attention.  

3. Cross-cutting issues: coordinating a breadth of actors, dynamics and policy 
agendas 
Interviewees often pointed to various types of silo thinking concerning a range of 
different dimensions of the PSF. For example, lack of coherence and coordination 
between components of specific programmes, and lack of consideration within the 
PSF of broader policy agendas related to stabilisation. On the one hand, there are of 
course limits to how many actors to involve and policy agendas to include within 
the PSF framework. On the other hand, there are instances where increased 
attention to broader, cross-cutting issues could be of value. Hence, an evaluation 
could ask: what are the potential benefits of strengthening a view ‘across’ the PSF and is 
there an added value that would match the resources required to pursue increased 
connectivity? This could possibly be within the following three areas:   

a. PSF actors: an established team versus inclusion of additional actors 

The PSF has existed for long enough to make it possible for an evaluation to explore 
the breadth (or not) of actors that have come to be included in the PSF. On the one 
hand, compared to when the PSF was set up ten years ago, significantly more 
Danish actors are now involved in PSF activities at various levels, not least within 
the domain of the MoD. On the other hand, it could potentially strengthen the 
activities of the PSF to revisit the question of which actors to include. For instance, 
in maritime engagements additional actors like the Danish Maritime Authority may 
be relevant. Or it might be fruitful to revisit the list of actors engaged in PSF 
activities to create synergies with the Danish climate engagements abroad. This 
could serve as the basis for evaluating the value (or not) of potentially broadening 

 
 
8 https://www.altinget.dk/artikel/fredsfond-er-vokset-markant-paa-ti-aar-og-udviklingsbistanden-betaler, 

accessed 20.10.2020. 

https://www.altinget.dk/artikel/fredsfond-er-vokset-markant-paa-ti-aar-og-udviklingsbistanden-betaler
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the palette of actors, either on a permanent basis within the PSF structure, or on an 
ad hoc basis in relation to specific programmes. 

These perspectives are not only relevant vis-à-vis Danish PSF actors. An evaluation 
may also want to address questions about the pros and cons of engaging with 
familiar partners that the PSF has engaged with for a number of years versus 
engagements with new partners in PSF programmes. For instance, whether there 
are benefits of working for many years with the same partner versus engaging new 
partners. 

b. Common issues: defined challenges versus cross-cutting dynamics, flows 
and actors 

Designing regional programmes is an ambitious task involving multiple actors and 
activities. On the one hand, there is a limit to how many partners and how many 
dimensions of a complex situation of instability, it is possible to include and address 
within the scope of one PSF programme. On the other hand, some of the issues that 
are addressed across different programmes under the PSF may have one or more 
links in common – links that an evaluation could explore the potential value of, 
paying greater and more systematic attention to in the implementation of the 
programmes. For example, studies point to drugs and arms smuggling routes that 
cut across West Africa and the Sahel region.9 Such findings point to one example of 
cross-cutting dynamics that is not confined to one PSF programme but spans two 
concrete programmes. Another type of issue that potentially cuts across current 
programmes under the PSF is the fact that some programmes ‘share’ implementing 
partners and collaborative actors. For example, whilst ECOWAS was central to 2020 
post-coup negotiations in Mali, ECOWAS is located in Abuja. Thus, the point of 
contact is not the PSF programme in Sahel but in the Gulf of Guinea. Another 
example of shared actors is the Combined Maritime Forces, engaged in both 
counter-piracy operations off the coast of Somalia (relevant the Horn of Africa 
programme) as well counter-terrorism in the Arabian Gulf (relevant to the Syria–
Iraq programme). 

It may therefore be worthwhile to explore what potential added value it could bring 
to PSF actors and programme effects if PSF engagements were to have the capacity 
for enhanced attention to cross-cutting conflict dynamics, common issues around 
programme implementation and shared partners. 

c. Policy agendas: bridging stabilisation with related policy issues 

On the one hand, stabilisation is an internationally debated policy agenda in its own 
right (see section on the geopolitical context). On the other hand, there are other 
policy agendas that are important to the activities of the PSF. Examples include 
renewed attention to the 1325 agenda, the Humanitarian–Development–Peace 
nexus, the Danish UN Security Council candidacy and the Prevention agenda. As 
highlighted by various interviewees, there is a risk that the current PSF structure 

 
 
9 Roberto Sollazzo and Matthias Nowak, ‘Tri-border Transit Trafficking and Smuggling in the Burkina 

Faso–Côte d’Ivoire–Mali Region’ SANA Briefing Paper, October 2020 
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and the size of the PSF secretariat do not sufficiently enable the incorporation of 
adjacent policy agendas into PSF activities. If stabilisation cannot be aligned with 
every relevant policy agenda, there is a need to establish who makes decisions about 
which adjacent agenda(s) to prioritise and to what extent, as well as where these 
decisions are to be made. And what do such alignments mean for how the 
stabilisation agenda is shaped? Insofar as the existing stabilisation strategy from the 
2017 paper is revised, this is an issue worth addressing in a new stabilisation 
strategy. Related is the question of whether more attention to such cross-cutting 
policy agendas could potentially be of political value, for example, by enabling 
Denmark to highlight a broader package of engagements. Bridging could raise 
awareness of Denmark’s role in stabilisation, for instance within a specific thematic 
issue area (1325, Prevention, etc.) or cutting across various PSF programmes (like 
Denmark’s broader maritime crime programmes in the Horn of Africa and the Gulf 
of Guinea), and thereby mutually reinforce related policy agendas vis-à-vis 
international partners. 

Relevant questions for an evaluation include: how might paying more attention to 
issues that cut across current PSF programmes potentially strengthen the activities 
and engagements of the PSF? By engaging who, where and with what resources 
could the PSF facilitate increased ‘bridging’ of policy agendas, with an eye to 
facilitating synergies where feasible, between different (currently somewhat ‘silo 
approach-like’) engagements and agendas? 

4. Finances: the structures and processes related to increased PSF budgets  
Over the past ten years, the budget of the Danish Peace and Stabilisation Fund has 
increased from 155 million DKK in 2010, to 505 million DKK in 2020 (see Figure 1, 
above). With the 2018–2023 Defence Agreement, the non-DAC resources of the PSF 
budget will increase further in the coming years. If that increased funding is placed 
in the PSF, it could be interpreted as an indication that the PSF has been successful 
and therefore receives additional financial resources. However, the increased 
funding also requires renewed attention to the question: are financial structures and 
processes fit for purpose? There are at least three issues that an evaluation could 
potentially address concerning the current financial set-up of the PSF.  

a. Financial responsibility: the ‘who, where and how’ of financial decision-
making 

On the one hand, there are procedures in place for how funding is allocated. For 
example, approval at ministerial level is necessary for amounts above DKK 5 
million. Yet on the other hand, various interviewees pointed to some level of 
uncertainty regarding issues of decision-making about how and what PSF funding 
is allocated. As one interviewee noted, this question is perhaps particularly 
pertinent in case something goes wrong, for example if corruption is discovered. It 
is, however, not clear where responsibility ultimately resides.  

Our interviews pointed to two related challenges in this regard. One concerns 
procedures related to decision-making regarding how to spend unallocated funds 
and what types of activities this money should be spent on. Another challenge 
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concerns potential uncertainty surrounding the question more generally of who 
decides what is funded, or not funded. Clarity is needed on where in the structure 
this decision is ideally made. 

b. Financial contributions: all key ministries or only MFA and MoD? 

As seen in Figure 2 above, there has been a shift away from initially having a 50/50 
distribution of funds between the MFA and the MoD to now, instead, having an 
80/20 distribution. An evaluation could consider enquiring into the effects of this 
change on how the PSF works, both at the level of programmes and whether there 
is the right balance, as well as at the level of the steering committee, where the chair 
rotates annually between the MFA and MoD, while their funding contributions 
differ significantly. One key objective driving the pooling of financial resources 
from MoD and MFA, was to reduce time spent on searching for funding, and 
discussions on financial contributions, which could slow down, even kill good ideas 
and initiatives. However, the MoD and MFA are not the only government bodies in 
the PSF structure. With the Danish police a key part of some PSF programmes, the 
Ministry of Justice (MoJ) is also part of the PSF; indeed, they have a seat on the 
steering committee. Yet, the MoJ only contributes to programmes with personnel, 
not with direct financial resources. An evaluation could therefore also consider 
whether it would bring additional benefits to the PSF if other PSF government 
bodies contributed to the shared pool of PSF funding.  

Another question relates to the issue of DAC versus non-DAC resources. On the 
one hand, DAC considerations may risk placing limitations on what types of 
engagements become conceivable within the framework of the PSF. On the other 
hand, PSF engagements potentially test the limits of DAC principles. With that 
tension in mind, an enquiry that explores this issue more systematically could be 
useful, asking to what extent and with what effects (if any) DAC considerations 
affect the type of engagements proposed within the PSF.  

c. Administrative capacity: inverse correlation between programme and 
administrative funding  

Spending resources on actual stabilisation activities has the most visible effects, and 
the programmes and engagements are the core of the stabilisation raison d’être. Yet, 
whilst the number of programmes and geographical scope of the PSF have 
expanded, the size of the administrative body has shrunk. A question that an 
evaluation team could look at more closely concerns the consequences of having a 
secretariat of the current size with no internal analytical capacity or regional and 
thematic expertise, as already discussed. Interviewees, for example, pointed to 
delays in conducting mid-term evaluations. What other delays and undesirable 
effects could the limited administrative capacity risk causing that affect the quality 
and merits of PSF programmes? Answering this question could include looking at 
the value of having an actual Stabilisation Office – as was once the case – and 
looking at where the PSF is placed organisationally within the larger MFA set-up.  
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ANNEX I: TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Preparatory (scoping) study for Evaluation of the Peace & Stabilisation Fund 
(PSF) 

Terms of reference, 14th August 2020 

 

1. Introduction 

The department for Evaluation, Learning and Quality (ELK) at the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs (MoFA) is preparing an evaluation of the Peace and Stabilisation 
Fund (PSF). The Fund was set up in 2010 as a “whole of government” effort to 
contribute to global peace and stability. The MoFA, the Ministry of Defence, the 
Ministry of Justice and the Prime Minister’s Office participate in the PSF steering 
committee. The financial resources of the Fund include both overseas 
development assistance (ODA) and non-ODA. The 2019 budget was around 500 
million DKK and a similar amount will be available in 2020 (of which 75 percent is 
ODA).  

According to the annual reports, the PSF focuses on SDG 16 (peace, justice and 
institutional development). Activities funded include mine clearance, the 
provision of basic services (notably water and sanitation), training of police and 
security forces, combatting violent extremism (CVE), various forms of capacity 
development through support for United Nations peacekeeping operations and 
NATO, the provision of advisory services for conflict resolution and strengthening 
maritime security. The geographical scope of the fund has expanded to include 
programmes in Afghanistan, Syria, Iraq, Libya and Yemen, the Horn of Africa 
(Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia), the West African Sahel (Burkina Faso, Mali and 
Niger) and the Gulf of Guinea (Ghana and Nigeria) as well as Ukraine and 
Georgia. Contributions have also been given to the UN Peacebuilding Fund and to 
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).10 

An evaluation of the PSF was carried out in 2013-14.11 Furthermore, support for 
peace building in Africa was evaluated in 2017-18 and the Danish national action 
plans for women, peace and security that arise from the United Nations Security 
Council Resolution 1325 were evaluated in 2019.12 Given the considerable 
expansion in activities since 2010 and the importance of peace and stabilisation in 
numerous conflictual zones around the world, it has been agreed that another 

 
 
10 Annual reports and other information about the PSF are available at: 

https://um.dk/da/udenrigspolitik/sikkerhedspolitik/skroebelige-stater/  
11 See: https://um.dk/en/danida-

en/results/eval/eval_reports/publicationdisplaypage/?publicationID=17ED03EE-DB80-4D8D-969A-
CCE34AD01CF9 

12 The evaluation of the Africa Programme for Peace (APP) can be found at https://um.dk/en/danida-
en/results/eval/eval_reports/publicationdisplaypage/?publicationID=C39B0F13-4AD8-4E77-ADED-
35B7FD03E5FF and of the action plans in support of UN SCR 1325 at https://um.dk/en/danida-
en/results/eval/eval_reports/publicationdisplaypage/?publicationID=193C70DF-D33D-4AC4-B4A0-
399C265FD128  

https://um.dk/da/udenrigspolitik/sikkerhedspolitik/skroebelige-stater/
https://um.dk/en/danida-en/results/eval/eval_reports/publicationdisplaypage/?publicationID=17ED03EE-DB80-4D8D-969A-CCE34AD01CF9
https://um.dk/en/danida-en/results/eval/eval_reports/publicationdisplaypage/?publicationID=17ED03EE-DB80-4D8D-969A-CCE34AD01CF9
https://um.dk/en/danida-en/results/eval/eval_reports/publicationdisplaypage/?publicationID=17ED03EE-DB80-4D8D-969A-CCE34AD01CF9
https://um.dk/en/danida-en/results/eval/eval_reports/publicationdisplaypage/?publicationID=C39B0F13-4AD8-4E77-ADED-35B7FD03E5FF
https://um.dk/en/danida-en/results/eval/eval_reports/publicationdisplaypage/?publicationID=C39B0F13-4AD8-4E77-ADED-35B7FD03E5FF
https://um.dk/en/danida-en/results/eval/eval_reports/publicationdisplaypage/?publicationID=C39B0F13-4AD8-4E77-ADED-35B7FD03E5FF
https://um.dk/en/danida-en/results/eval/eval_reports/publicationdisplaypage/?publicationID=193C70DF-D33D-4AC4-B4A0-399C265FD128
https://um.dk/en/danida-en/results/eval/eval_reports/publicationdisplaypage/?publicationID=193C70DF-D33D-4AC4-B4A0-399C265FD128
https://um.dk/en/danida-en/results/eval/eval_reports/publicationdisplaypage/?publicationID=193C70DF-D33D-4AC4-B4A0-399C265FD128
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evaluation of the PSF will be undertaken. Danish efforts within the humanitarian, 
development and peace “nexus” will constitute an important framework for the 
evaluation. 

2. Objective 

The objective of the study is to provide ELK with an overview of the PSF as the 
basis for reflections on main issues to be examined through a full-scale evaluation 
in 2020-21. The report of the study will be used for drafting the evaluation terms of 
reference. 

3. Outputs 

The main output of the study will be a concept note (max. 20 pages) that 
summarises the priorities and rationale of the PSF, including consideration of: 

• The scope of the PSF initiatives to be evaluated, including possible focus in 
terms of topics, sectors and activities, partners (organizations, etc.), 
countries, etc. 

• Key evaluation themes and questions to be asked; 
• Any other design features of relevance for drawing up the terms of 

reference for the evaluation. 

Appropriate annexes will be included as required. 

4. Scope of work 

The study will include the following: 

• A brief review of the geo-political context in which the PSF has evolved, 
noting in particular where Danish efforts have been focused and how the 
Covid-19 pandemic is affecting conflict “hotspots”; 

• A brief review of the priorities of main actors and agencies in peace and 
stabilization programmes, including NGOs, regional organisations, the 
United Nations, the EU and others (the “peace and security architecture”);  

• A brief overview of the activities funded through the PSF including an 
indication of the allocation of financial resources; 

• Consideration of critical topics in peace and stabilisation, including conflict 
resolution, intervention, training and capacity development, humanitarian 
concerns, the “whole of government” approach, etc. 

The background information will provide the basis for consideration of key 
evaluation themes and questions to be explored through the evaluation, as well as 
any other design concerns that might be highlighted in preparation. 
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5. Inputs and timing 

The study will be carried out by Jessica Larsen, DIIS researcher, within the 
framework of the partnership agreement between DIIS and ELK (EVAL), MoFA. 
Other researchers and partners may provide contributions to the study as 
required. 

The study will be undertaken between August and November 2020 (max. 45 days 
work). A draft report (concept note) will be submitted to ELK by 30th November 
2020. 

 

ELK, August 2020 
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ANNEX II: OVERVIEW OF COUNTRY AND REGIONAL PROGRAMMES FUNDED 
BY THE PEACE AND STABILISATION FUND 2011–2021 

The boxes below summarise key features of each PSF programme implemented 
from the Fund’s inception until 2021. This includes programme period, funding, 
main objectives and partners (local partners, Danish actors and international 
partners). 

The information contained in the boxes is extracted from the annual reports 
available on the Foreign Ministry’s website.13 It is therefore not exhaustive, but it 
does provide an indication of the scope and activities of each programme. 

 

Horn of Africa (Somalia, Kenya, Ethiopia) 
Period: 2011–2014 
Funding: DKK 215 million 
Objectives 
1. Regional conflict prevention 
2. Security sector and counter-piracy 
3. Countering violent extremism 
Local partners: 
AMISOM, EASF, Somali National Forces, Kenya navy, Kenya police, Ethiopian 
Ministry of Justice, Ethiopian Financial Intelligence Centre 
Danish actors: 
Police advisor, military advisors, advisor to the AU, SØIK; PET 
International partners: 
NATO, UNODC, UNSOM  

 

Afghanistan–Pakistan 
Period: 2012–2014 
Funding: DKK 157 million 
Objectives: 
1. Capacity building of security forces 
2. Law and order  
3. Reconciliation and dialogue 
Local partners: 
Afghan national army, Afghan police, research environments, Salaam, Support 
Group, track 2 dialogue with India & Pakistan, retired members of intelligence 
community, Pakistan military 
Danish actors: 
Danish defence 
International partners: 
UNODC, OSCE, UNDP, UN Women, UK 

 
 
13 https://um.dk/da/udenrigspolitik/sikkerhedspolitik/skroebelige-stater/, accessed 19.10.2020. 

https://um.dk/da/udenrigspolitik/sikkerhedspolitik/skroebelige-stater/
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Sahel/Mali (Niger, Mali, Burkina Faso) 
Period: 2013–2017 
Funding: DKK 125 million 
Objectives: 
1. Dialogue and reconciliation 
2. Democratic control of security sector 
3. Countering violent extremism 
Regional partners: 
Region’s government institutions and security sectors, Mali home guard, École 
de Maintien de la Paix 
Danish actors: 
Danish military (MINUSMA), special operations, Danish police, Danish 
Demining Group, home guard, Danish Institute for International Studies, DIIS, 
Voluntas 
International partners: 
UN CVE programme, EUCAP, Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of 
Armed Forces, Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue, National Democratic Institute, 
France, UN/G5, MINUSMA, Institute for Security Studies 

 

Horn of Africa 
Period: 2015–2017 
Funding DKK 215 million  
Objectives: 
1. Stabilisation of Somalia 
2. Strengthening of regional peacekeeping capacity 
3. Strengthened capacity to CVE and transnational crime 
Regional partners: 
Somali security forces, Somali police forces, AMISOM, EASF, Kenya International 
Peace Support Training Centre, Ethiopian training centre, Ethiopian authorities 
(money laundering), Kenyan authorities (CVE), Kenya navy, AU. 
Danish actors: 
Defence advisors, police, SØIK, PET, Statens Seruminstitut, home guard 
International partners: 
UNODC, NATO, Somalia Stability Fund, UN Trust Fund, NORDEFCO, British 
Peace Support Team, UK 

 

Gulf of Guinea 
Period: 2015–2018 
Funding: DKK 15 million 
Objectives: 
1. Support implementation of regional structure to combat maritime crime 
2. Capacity building of regional MDA centre 
Regional partners: 
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Regional maritime coordination centres, judiciaries, ECOWAS 
Danish actors: 
Special forces, maritime advisor, defence attaché 
International partners: 
EU GoGIN, IMO, G7++ Friends of the Gulf of Guinea Group, US, France, 
Germany 

 

Afghanistan–Pakistan 
Period: 2015–2017 
Funding: DKK 312 million 
Objectives: 
1. Support to regional justice and security sectors 
2. Support to border control and demining in Pakistan 
Regional partners: 
Afghan police, Afghan defence forces, Pakistan Maritime Security Agency, 
border control, Pakistan demining authorities, Afghan National Army Officer 
Academy, Pakistan Military Academy, Salaam Support Group 
Danish actors: 
Danish navy 
International partners: 
Law and Order Trust Fund for Afghanistan (EU), Afghan National Army Trust 
Fund (NATO), Ottawa University 

 

Countering Violent Extremism ME(NA): Jordan, Lebanon, Tunisia 
Period: 2015–2018 
Funding: DKK 58.5 million 
Objectives: 
1. Preventing and countering violent extremism 
2. Countering extremism 
Regional partners: 
Regional FIU, ministries corresponding to Danish actors, regional police and 
judiciaries, national police schools in Jordan, Lebanon and Iraq, municipal 
authorities in Jordan and Lebanon, ‘local moderate voices’ promoting 
reconciliation through dialogue and positive narratives 
Danish actors: 
Ministry of Justice, Ministry of Integration, Ministry of Housing, Copenhagen 
and Viborg municipalities, SØIK 
International partners: 
UN, Strong Cities Network, EU 

 

Syria–Iraq 
Period: 2016–2018 
Funding: DKK 526 million 
Objectives: 
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1. Political dialogue and peacebuilding 
2. Resilience and stabilisation 
3. Local security and governance 
Regional partners: 
Baytna, The Day After, local authorities for job creation and public infrastructure, 
economy and reconciliation, Syria police, White Helmets, Iraqi security sector. 
Iraqi Ministry of Defence 
Danish actors: 
Police advisor, police trainers, Danish–Arab Partnership Programme, logistics 
advisor (NATO Codification System), rights advisor 
International partners: 
UNDPA, UNMAS, UN Funding Facility for Immediate Stabilisation, UN Access 
to Justice and Community Security Programme, Commission for International 
Justice and Accountability, NATO Mission in Iraq, Tetra Tech, Janus/Sterling, 
Syria Reconstruction Trust Fund, International, Impartial and Independent 
Mechanism to Assist in the Investigation and Prosecution of Those Responsible 
for the Most Serious Crimes in Syria 

 

Syria–Iraq 
Period: 2019–2021 
Funding: DKK 397 million 
Objectives: 
1. Peacebuilding and justice 
2. Resilience and reconstruction 
3. Security and governance 
Regional partners: 
Civil society against impunity, Iraqi judiciary, police forces 
Danish actors: 
Police force 
International partners: 
UN Funding Facility for Stabilisation, Syria Recovery Trust Fund, UNMAS, UN 
IIIM, Tetra Tech, UNITAD, NATO Mission in Iraq 

 

Ukraine 
Period: 2018–2021 
Funding: DKK 120 million 
Objectives: 
1. Improve capacity to address security in Eastern Ukraine 
2. Strengthen community security and cohesion 
3. Legal advice 
Regional partners: 
Military instructors and soldiers, maritime special forces, public procurement 
representatives, civil society 
Danish actors: 
Instructors from Danish Defence, military advisor 
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International partners: 
UNDO Recovery and Peacebuilding Programme, EU, Canada training mission 
UNIFIER, UK training mission ORBITAL, NATO 

 

Sahel (Mali, Burkina Faso and Niger) 
Period: 2018–2021 
Funding: DKK 166 million (DKK 45 million by Norway) 
Objectives: 
1. Regional dialogue and reconciliation 
2. Countering fragility, democratic control of security sector 
3. Countering violent extremism and organised crime 
Regional partners: 
Search for Common Ground, civil society, parliamentarians, security sector, 
police forces, prosecutors, Mali Home Guard 
Danish actors: 
Military advisor 
International partners: 
Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue, Geneva Centre for Security Sector 
Governance, UNODC, UN/G5 France 

 

Afghanistan 
Period: 2018–2020 
Funding: DKK 308 million 
Objectives: 
1. Preventing transnational threats in Afghanistan and region 
2. Addressing root causes arising from fragility 
3. Supporting regional development 
Regional partners: 
Afghan police, Afghan military, Afghan and Pakistani ‘representatives’ 
(conference), Afghan National Officer Academy, government peace negotiations 
with the Taliban 
Danish actors: 
- 
International partners: 
Law and Order Trust Fund for Afghanistan, UNDP, EU, NATO Afghan National 
Army Trust Fund 

 

Horn of Africa 
Period: 2018–2022 
Funding: DKK 235 million 
Objectives: 
1. Strengthening local, national and regional security capacities 
2. Countering security threats 
3. Supporting governance 
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Regional partners: 
IGAD, Kenya navy, EASF, International Peace Support Training Centre, Somali 
authorities, local communities (communication)  
Danish actors: 
Home guard, police advisor  
International partners: 
UNODC, British Peace Support Team, AMISOM, Joint Donor Fund (with the UK 
and Germany) 

 

Gulf of Guinea 
Period: 2019–2021 
Funding: DKK 46 million 
Objectives: 
1. Strengthen maritime law response 
2. Development of maritime strategies 
3. Research, dialogue and training 
4. Operational planning and response 
Regional partners: 
Ghanaian navy, Nigerian navy, Multinational Maritime Coordination Centre, 
KAIPTC, ECOWAS 
Danish actors: 
Defence advisor, Danish Defence Academy 
International partners: 
UNODC, IMO, Germany 
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ANNEX III: INTRODUCTORY REMARKS IN ANNUAL REPORTS 2013–2019 

Below are quoted the introductory sentences to each of the Annual Reports of the 
Peace and Stabilisation Fund that are publicly available at 
https://um.dk/da/udenrigspolitik/sikkerhedspolitik/skroebelige-stater/ 
 
Årsrapport 2013 
’I 2010 skønnes der på verdensplan at være 43 skrøbelige stater. De er kendetegnet 
ved at have svage statsstrukturer, svag intern sammenhængskraft og stor ulighed 
samtidig med massive udfordringer fra ekstrem fattigdom, væbnet konflikt og 
ustabilitet.' 
 
Årsrapport 2014 
‘Skrøbelige og konfliktramte stater er en af de største globale udfordringer for fred 
og stabilitet, og stabilisering af skrøbelige og konfliktramte lande er en 
forudsætning for udvikling og afgørende for dansk og international sikkerhed. 
Samtænkte stabiliseringsindsatser i krydsfeltet mellem sikkerhed og udvikling er 
derfor en særlig prioritet i dansk udenrigs- og sikkerhedspolitik.' 
 
Årsrapport 2015 

‘Samtænkte stabiliseringsindsatser i krydsfeltet mellem sikkerhed og udvikling er 
og har været en særlig prioritet i dansk udenrigs- og sikkerhedspolitik de seneste 
år. Det skyldes, at skrøbelige og konfliktramte stater er en af de største globale 
udfordringer for fred og stabilitet, hvilket begivenheder i 2015 har understreget. 
Eksempelvis har truslen fra Islamisk Stat i Irak og Syrien (ISIL) samt den fortsatte 
ustabilitet i Sahel været genstand for stigende bekymring.' 
 
Årsrapport 2016 
’Samtænkte stabiliseringsindsatser i krydsfeltet mellem sikkerhed og udvikling har 
også i 2016 været en prioritet i dansk udenrigs- og sikkerhedspolitik. Det skyldes, 
at skrøbelige og konfliktramte stater er en af de største udfordringer for fred og 
stabilitet – også for Danmark.’ 
 
Årsrapport 2017 
‘Konflikter og ustabilitet langt fra Danmarks grænser giver anledning til 
udfordringer i Europa og Danmark blandt andet i form af migration og terrorisme.' 
 
Årsrapport 2018 
No introduction, proceeds directly to accounting for individual programmes. 
   

https://um.dk/da/udenrigspolitik/sikkerhedspolitik/skroebelige-stater/
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Årsrapport 2019 
‘Skrøbelighed og konflikt er årsager til bl.a. migrationsstrømme mod Europa, 
overgreb mod lokalbefolkninger, manøvrerum for ekstremisme og underminering 
af langsigtet udviklingssamarbejde. Freds- og Stabiliseringsfondens (Fonden) 
indsatser i konfliktområder har til formål at øge sikkerheden i Europa og i Danmark 
i tråd med Regeringens prioriteter og FN’s Verdensmål.' 
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