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OVERVIEW
This session explored the stabilization interventions of external actors, such as international non-
governmental organizations and peace operations, to strengthen the provision of security and 
justice in order to contribute to legitimate stability. It looked at how such interventions influence 
renegotiation of the social contract between local authorities, other non-state actors and the local 
population, and affect inclusiveness and representativeness.

FOCUS AND OBJECTIVES
The session focused on the discrepancies and similarities that exist between international actors’ 
aims and the local population’s needs and expectations in peacekeeping missions. It aimed to 
analyse risks and opportunities that arise from these differences and similarities for peacekeeping 
missions.

KEY TAKEAWAYS
The main convergence between the aims of international actors and the wishes of the local 
population is that both see a necessity for the state to take on a central role in achieving stabilization. 
The main point of debate then becomes what is understood and meant when speaking about the 
state. The state should not be equated with the government. This becomes particularly important 
when aiming to set up missions with a people-centred approach. At the same time, missions need 
the state’s consent and work within the framework of international institutions.

Besides the state, informal structures play an important role in processes of stabilization. These 
coexist and are interrelated with the formal structures, which create complex, hybrid systems. 
Internal conflicts within the society, informal structures, hierarchies, local stakeholders, norms 
and alliances need to be taken into consideration when trying to bring changes to the formal state 
structures in efforts to stabilize the country. A main risk is that neither the formal, state structures 
nor the local, informal structures should be idealized.

The main differences between international actor’s aims arise in different threat and security 
evaluations as well as the mandates that different actors have. Whereas international actors tend 
to focus on armed groups as infringing on security for the local population, the local population 
formulates everyday security concerns that relate also to crime and social insecurity.

In terms of the local population’s wishes concerning peacekeeping missions, there is a gap between 
the limitations that peacekeeping missions face and the extremely high expectations of the local 
community as to what they can achieve. This can be understood as a need to better convey to 
the local population what a peacekeeping mission can achieve, what its mandate means and what 
limitations missions have more generally.

Processes matter. It is often about how things are done to stabilize rather than what is done. In 
particular, inclusiveness and equity of processes are important.



This session report was produced onsite at the 2019 Stockholm Forum on Peace and 
Development hosted by SIPRI and the Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs. The report aims to 
reflect the session discussion. The views, information or opinions expressed do not necessarily 
represent those of SIPRI, the Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs or other institutes associated 
with the session.

Finally, creating stability cannot be only seen as 
a technical problem with technical solutions. Any 
policies put in place for stabilization will have a 
political backdrop, particularly in the post-conflict 
settings in which peacekeeping operations work.

RECOMMENDATIONS
• For a people-centred approach, involve the local 

population from the beginning, throughout 
the mission and in the debates around ending 
missions.

• Undertake more research on local perceptions, 
expectations, needs and wishes.

• Refrain from idealizing ‘the local’.


