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Abstrakt 

Tato práce zkoumá interakce mírových operací OSN s lokálními politickým 

uspořádáním. Vychází z interpretace udržování míru jako způsobu policejní kontroly 

určité vize mezinárodního a lokálního uspořádání, a v návaznosti na to se zaměřuje na 

praktický a politický rozměr fungování mírových operací. Na základě případové studie 

UNIFIL II, mírové operace OSN v jižním Libanonu, práce studuje působení mírové mise v 

politickém kontextu, který se vyznačuje úzkým propojením státních a nestátních aktérů 

a jinou podobou státnosti, než na jaké je mezinárodní vize míru a řádu OSN postavena.  

Práce tak přispívá do výzkumu každodenních praktik misí pro udržení míru, stejně jako 

do výzkumu lokální hybridity mírových operací a interakcí liberálních aktérů s odlišnými 

politickými a sociálními tradicemi. Studie vychází z debat v rámci kritických mírových 

studií a prací využívajících přístupy teorie praxe k výzkumu liberální governmentality a 

argumentuje pro výzkum interakcí mírové mise s lokálním uspořádáním na úrovni 

politické strategie intervence, lokalizované praxe a jejich legitimizujícího narativu. 

První z těchto úrovní se týká diskurzů míru a řádu a specifických programů, které jsou 

na jejich základě vytvářeny, jakožto reakce na nestabilitu v daných lokalitách. Práce 

nicméně argumentuje pro hlubší zaměření se na kontextuální vytváření praxe v místě 

intervence a ukazuje jak podoba a rozsah intervence musí být neustále vyjednávána, 

legitimizována a upravována v interakcích s řadou lokálních aktérů. Zatímco 

lokalizovaná a kontextualizovaná praxe mírové operace je nutná pro zajištění přijetí a 

fungování mise v daném prostředí, její veřejná podoba, stejně jako podoba uspořádání, 

které svým působením (spolu)vytváří, je interpretována za pomoci specifického 

narativu, jenž urovnává rozpory mezi komplexní lokální praxí a mezinárodně 
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akceptovanými představami míru a řádu. Práce poté ukazuje, jak tyto úrovně 

spoluvytváří fenomén mezinárodního udržování míru.  

Za pomoci zaměření se na praxi působení mezinárodní mírové operace ve specifickém 

místním kontextu, tato práce přináší novou perspektivu na procesy mezinárodních 

interakcí s místními uspořádáními, adaptaci na ně a zároveň mezinárodní roli v jejich 

kontrole, transformaci a legitimaci. Ve vztahu k tomuto širšímu cíli práce a případové 

studii, se práce zaměří na čtyři dílčí body: 1) situování současné praxe a podoby 

hybridního politického uspořádání v jižním Libanonu do trajektorie formování vztahu 

libanonského státu a společnosti a upozornit na politický kontext vymezování 

státního/nestátního v libanonském kontextu, 2) analýza toho, jak je mandát mírové 

mise, který má za cíl kontrolu místního prostředí překládán, vytvářen a praktikován ve 

specifickém místním kontextu, 3) rozebrání strategií legitimizace, které jsou využívány 

mírovou misí pro ospravedlnění své praxe a existence v daném prostředí, 4) poukázání 

na hybridní povahu mezinárodní intervence. 

 

 

Klíčová slova: Mezinárodní mírové operace, budování státu, liberální mír, hybridita, 
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Abstract 

The thesis explores an engagement of a UN peace operation with a local political order. 

It builds on understanding of peacekeeping as policing of certain vision of international 

and local order and on that basis, it explores practices and politics of keeping peace. 

Drawing on the study of UNIFIL II, the UN peacekeeping operation deployed in South 

Lebanon, the study focuses on practices by which peacekeepers perform their policing 

duties in the local order, which is marked by entanglements between state and non-

state ordering authorities and different practice of stateness. By doing so, it seeks to 

advance the research on the everyday practices of peacekeeping, as well as the 

research on local hybridity of peace operations and engagement of liberal actors with 

the local difference. Drawing on the debates in critical peace studies and works on 

practice-oriented approaches to research on liberal governmentality, it makes the case 

for focusing on the peacekeepers’ engagement with the ‘local’ order on the level of 

strategies of governmental intervention, localized practice and justificatory narrative.  

The first of these levels concerns discourses of peace and order and programmes by 

which they seek to mitigate local disorder. The thesis argues for taking the contextual 

shaping of practices of intervention seriously and demonstrates how the shape and 

extent of the policing intervention need to be constantly legitimized, calibrated, 

negotiated with multiple local actors.  While localized and locally-shaped practices 

used by the peacekeepers are needed to ensure acceptance by the other actors, the 

public face of the mission and order it creates is managed through carefully crafted
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narrative which seek to reconcile the actually existing hybrid order with the broader 

discourse of (liberal) peace. The study points out how these levels co-constitute the 

phenomenon of international peacekeeping. 

By providing a practice-based perspective on the role of an international peacekeeping 

operation in a local political order, the thesis aims to shed a new light on the processes 

of international engagement with the local context, adaptation to it as well as on the 

role of international actor in its management, transformation and legitimation. With 

respect to this broader goal and the particular case study, the thesis has four main 

aims: 1) to situate the contemporary practice and form of the political order in the 

southern Lebanon in the trajectory of localized state-formation process and point out 

the politics of setting boundaries between the state and ‘non-state’ in Lebanese 

context, 2) to analyse how is the internationally envisioned policing mandate of the 

peacekeeping mission translated, assembled and practised in the specific local setting, 

3) to point out the strategies of legitimation used to by the mission to justify its 

practices, 4) to highlight the hybridity of the liberal intervention. 

  

Keywords: International Peacekeeping, Statebuilding, Liberal Peace, Hybridity, 

Lebanon, State-formation 

 

Thesis length: 84 809 words 
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Introduction 

 

The narrow and winding road between Nabatieh, a regional capital in South Lebanon, 

and a 20 kilometres-far town of Marjayoun is, despite the scenic panoramas of Litani 

River valley, not among the most frequented in the country. However, if a traveller (or a 

curious researcher) embarks on this journey, after few kilometres they will find 

themselves (or herself) standing in front of a bridge over the Litani River at a 

checkpoint, guarded by the Lebanese Armed Forces (LAF). Any traveller in Lebanon is 

no stranger to army or Internal Security Forces (ISF) checkpoints – a mass of concrete 

roadblocks decorated in colours of national flag, together with iron barrier and usually 

also small shack, where the soldiers take rest and shelter.  

Still, there is something unusual about this one as it guards the entrance to the zone 

controlled beyond the LAF also by the international peacekeepers of the United 

Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL). Their presence in the border region is 

signalled not only by a large signpost in a sun-bleached UN blue, which informs passing 

drivers that they are entering into the UNIFIL zone, but occasionally also by a white-

painted armed personal carrier (APC) standing peacefully behind a razor-wire fence 

and wall of sandbags. Yet, anyone passing through cannot miss a third particular 

feature of this checkpoint, which stands directly behind the LAF checkpoint and next to 

the UN observation post. A huge bridge-like structure erected across the road, which 

celebrates Hezbollah’s (a Shiite Islamist militant group) military prowess, its leaders, 

martyrs and their achievements in their struggle against Israel. The very issues that 

UNIFIL and the LAF are supposed to manage and contain in order to ensure the return 

of the full authority of Lebanese state to its entire territory as called for by the United 

Nations Security Council (UN SC) Resolution 1701. Still, no-one and certainly not 

Lebanese soldiers seem to be particularly bothered by it.1 After all, various flags, signs 

and posters celebrating the Party of God (English translation of Hezbollah) are common 

roadside features in many of the Shiite-inhabited regions of Lebanon be it to the south 

or north of this checkpoint. 

                                                 
1 Fieldnotes, January 20, 2015. 
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Yet, the direct adjacency of these visual markers of highly diverse groups and their 

symbolism – a nationalist of the Lebanese Armed Forces, an Islamist militant of 

Hezbollah and an austere international military of UNIFIL – is striking for the external 

observer with an interest in international politics. However, this particular checkpoint is 

hardly unique. Similar sites could be found in many places in the area south of the 

Litani River and north of the Blue Line – a UN-demarcated line of ceasefire between 

Lebanon and Israel. The entrance to Naqoura, a small village by the Mediterranean 

coast, which hosts the UNIFIL headquarters, provides another telling example. While it 

is guarded by the LAF checkpoint, which demonstrates its sovereignty over the 

Lebanese territory and its role in ensuring security of the country, the streets of the 

village tell a more complicated story of political power in the region. Hezbollah posters 

depicting martyrs, killed when fighting Israeli occupation of the region, are posted in 

front of the high concrete walls of the UN compound and mingle with corner shops 

offering soft drinks, liqueurs, sports equipment, Lebanese souvenirs and memorabilia 

for the military peacekeeping staff. Few meters ahead, Amal movement (the second 

most popular Lebanese Shiite political party and also a former militia) signs, which 

portray Israel the absolute Evil, coexist side-by-side with small bronze plaques 

promoting the French and UN contributions to the establishment of the solar-powered 

public lightning in the village.2 While the overall atmosphere in the village is calm and 

even sleepy, these visual and material inscriptions testify the existence of plural 

networks of political, social and economic power, as well as the plurality of normative 

orders existing in parallel to each (see Meier 2016; A. Mitchell 2011). 

This thesis aims to inquire into this system of cohabitation between international peace 

forces, national authorities and militant Islamist social movements. It is primarily 

interested in how peacekeeping works under such conditions and how the 

international actors operate in such order. The thesis thus focuses on this issue from 

the perspective of international peacekeeping mission, which is supposedly tasked to 

bring change to this system. In order to do so, the thesis revisits the discussions in 

critical peace studies and studies on governmentality and policing to understand the 

modality of engagement of the international actor with the ‘local’. In this respect, the 

                                                 
2 Fieldnotes, January 21, 2015; November 6, 2015.  
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thesis wishes to contribute to the debate on peacekeeping and hybridity in the context 

of peace interventions by attending not only to the local resistance to the international 

(peace) intervention, but also to broader processes of negotiation over the appropriate 

form and practices of intervention, its practice and legitimation.  

The study approaches such engagements and their context by paying attention to three 

connected issues: First, it examines the historical context of local state-formation, 

which contributes to a particular version of state-society relations, sovereignty and 

management of order. Second, it attends to the complex ‘making’ of the programme of 

intervention, which is supposed to correct the local ‘hybrid’ arrangement between the 

state and ‘non-state’, however which cannot escape engaging with it on the terms set 

by the local context. Third, it focuses on the muddled practice of executing such 

decision in the local context and its justification. In conclusion, the thesis wishes to 

discuss the implication of paying closer attention to practices beyond the script and the 

role of the ‘subjects’, ‘Others’ and hybrids created by the liberal peace interventions.  

This research draws on the single case study of Lebanon and UNIFIL II. The thesis aims 

to be not only about international peacekeeping as such, but rather about its localized 

practice and interactions between different visions of order, sovereignty and even 

society. It therefore attends to a specific nature of Lebanese sovereignty and state-

society relations in order to highlight how a peacekeeping intervention is (and needs to 

be) anchored in such local context and local politics. In this respect, the comparison 

would prove to be of a limited utility for answering the main research question. 

The rest of the introductory chapter proceeds as follows. It will contextualize the main 

puzzle of this research project, as well as its main argument. Subsequently, it will 

outline the research design and discuss the methodology underpinning the research 

project. Finally, the last section will present an overview of the rest of the thesis. 

 

The Puzzle and Contribution 

 As set out in the opening paragraphs, the main puzzle, which this thesis wishes to 

tackle, concerns peacekeeping and statebuilding in hybrid political orders – i.e. spaces 

marked by close entanglements of authority of state and non-state actors. In general, 
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the thesis speaks to the debate on the interactions of the international and local 

visions of peace, order and sovereignty and their implementation in the context of 

specific intervention, while drawing specifically on the discussions on hybrid peace and 

hybridity in general.3 More specifically, the interest of the study concerns the relation 

of the Western-designed liberal peace and especially statebuilding programmes to its 

‘Others’ in the form of non-state armed actors  –  in case of Lebanon, radical Islamist 

movement linked to the War on Terror discourse (K. Makdisi 2011). The thesis thus 

wishes to specifically highlight the tensions between competing visions of appropriate 

peace and order, which inform a particular intervention, as well as its localized practice. 

The arguments that the thesis wants to make falls in line with a broader effort to pay 

closer attention to the ‘local’ making of peace and order. It differs from most of the 

studies following this line of argumentation in three main aspects: 

The thesis aims to paint a broader picture of how ‘the local’ matters by focusing also on 

how it has come to matter for a particular form of intervention. In other words, how 

has the intervention, which aims to mitigate the threats stemming from the (dis)order 

in particular locality, been made. In this respect, the thesis argues for situating the 

(peace) intervention and shaping of its programme into the broader trajectory of local, 

national and international politics. This helps to uncover (at least in the studied case) 

the context of formation of a local order, the complex negotiations over what is at 

stake in the intervention in particular locality and what measures are to be taken to 

mitigate it. In short, it aims to anchor the studied local hybrid order into a broader 

context of its historical formation, as well as its problematization and elevation on the 

international agenda. By doing so, it wishes to highlight the political nature of 

‘hybridity’ both on the level of the ‘local’ and the level of ‘international’. 

Second, the thesis aims to focus on the military peacekeeping, which has so far eluded 

most of the studies on the local practices of liberal peace(building). Furthermore, the 

thesis argues for closer attention to the liberal policing logics behind the military 

peacekeeping, which makes the importance of the ‘local’ arguably even more 

                                                 
3 As will the third chapter point out, the neat distinction between the ‘international’ and ‘local’ is 
highly problematic, given the entanglement of both in practice. The author acknowledges their frequent 
enmeshment and points it out, where it is apt. However, he struggled to come up with a different 
vocabulary, which would preserve the links with the existing literature, so for the sake of simplicity, the 
thesis will not abandon them entirely, but use them with caution. 
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pronounced.4 On the one hand, liberal police seeks to install, maintain and improve 

certain vision of order. On the other, it seeks to minimize the use of force to a 

reasonable level and act with the consent of the policed community (Ryan 2013). The 

local resistance towards the practices and policies of intervention and the need of 

consent alters the extent and shape of how can be the internationally-devised policing 

plans implemented in particular context (Mac Ginty 2011). However, as the thesis aims 

to show, that does not automatically mean the complete failure of the policing 

programme, but it might be rather seen as a continuation of shaping of the policing 

intervention and its limits. In (hopefully) more simple words, liberal policing, and 

peacekeeping for that matter, could be in its localized practice viewed as negotiation of 

what is acceptable and reasonable. While a liberal peace intervention and policing of a 

given order represent a deployment of a particular form of power on the local space 

(and most likely a different form of local order), this study seeks to highlight the politics 

and ongoing negotiations of this localized practice.  

Finally, by attending to the practices and interactions between peacekeepers and other 

actors in the particular local order, the thesis also examines how does the international 

actor cope with the ‘failure’, resistance towards its practices of ordering and necessary 

compromises. As it will show, the messy local practice needs to be reconciled with both 

locally and internationally accepted ‘image’ of peacekeeping and order it creates (see 

Koddenbrock 2016; Migdal and Schlichte 2005). By inquiring the practices of 

peacekeeping and their legitimation, the thesis seeks to understand how is the 

presence of international forces in the given area negotiated on both practical and 

symbolic level and how does it interact with the conditions of pre-existing hybrid 

political order.  

By attending to these issues, the thesis seeks to contribute to a richer understanding of 

localized interactions and ordering practices in the (liberal) peace operations. Many of 

the points which it will make are thus to a large extent valid primarily for the Lebanese 

context. While the localized nature of intervention and local making of its outcomes is 

                                                 
4 This is not to say that the military peacekeepers are the same institution as police, but it aims to 
indicate ‘family resemblances’ in the practices, rationalities and modes of engagement with the local 
order, which link the peacekeeping to policing (Dubber and Valverde 2006a, 4; Friedrichs and Kratochwil 
2009) 
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one of the main arguments that the thesis makes, it also wishes to highlight the 

relatedness of the peacekeepers to their ‘local’ with all its social context and those who 

they (should) serve. In other words, the peacekeeping come to being only through 

cooperation and engagement in the localized practice. 

 

Research design: Peacekeeping Practices in Hybrid Spaces 

The thesis is primarily based on the reading of liberal peace(keeping) as a mode of 

ordering and governance of unruly (post-)conflict spaces (Duffield 2007). However, it 

aims to inquire how is such ordering performed in specific ‘site’ and how does it 

interact with other forms of historically developed local governance (Hönke 2013; 

Koddenbrock 2016; Veit 2010). It will thus combine certain critiques of liberal peace 

with insights from governmentality studies, political sociology and studies on political 

communication in order to provide a more detailed and nuanced account of how is 

such order assembled and what are its consequences. To account for the practice of 

ordering, is to empirically follow how are certain issues, spaces and actors rendered as 

problematic and source of disorder, how they are acted upon and what kind of 

practices are supposed to improve the conditions of instability and disorder 

(Holmqvist, Bachmann, and Bell 2015, 6). 

This thesis focuses less on how are certain non-Western spaces discursively 

constructed as deviant and in need of international assistance (Bilgin and Morton 2004; 

Elden 2009; Eriksen 2011; Hameiri 2007; K. Mitchell 2010), but it is rather interested in 

how such imageries contribute to formulation of specific governance programme. In 

particular, how is particular international peace operation conceived to supplement the 

perceived deficiencies of the state as main source of legitimate order and how it 

interacts with other local authorities. The main empirical interest of the study lies in 

the peacekeeping practices of UNIFIL and mission’s interaction with other actors of the 

local hybrid order. It thus seeks to understand the conditions, which structured the 

emergence of such order in its local historical development (Chapter Four), as well as 

its subsequent international problematization, which made it in a response to the so-

called July War of 2006 a target of international peace operation (Chapter Five). The 
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chapters Six and Seven will present an account of the practical and 

symbolic/legitimatory ‘side’ of peacekeeping practice (for more on this distinction see 

Koddenbrock 2016, 7; Ryan 2013, 441).   

First, going beyond the studies on governmental rationalities, the thesis makes use 

sociological and ethnographic exploration of the practice of governmental programmes 

and inquiries into their practical unfolding (Clarke 2012; Li 2007c; Hönke 2013), which 

provide the means to unpack how is the particular governmental programme 

(peacekeeping as policing of order in this case) put into practice amid the conditions of 

local resistance and different forms of ordering. 

Second, it draws on the recent research on strategic and justificatory narratives 

(Bueger 2013; Miskimmon, O’Loughlin, and Roselle 2014) with the aim to explore, how 

is the particular order interpreted and legitimized towards the local and international 

audiences. This part will therefore attend to the symbolic side of the given order and 

inquire into how is the mission’s peacekeeping practice, the mission itself and local 

order narrated and legitimized in the UNIFIL’s public communication. 

To sum up, the four ‘empirical’ chapters of this thesis are intended to provide a 

contextualized account of the development of the Lebanese hybrid order, its 

problematization and initial handling by the international peace intervention and 

subsequently also the practice of peacekeeping in such conditions and legitimization of 

the mission's peacekeeping practice.  

 

Discourse and Practice of International Peacekeeping 

This thesis employs plural theoretical and methodological positions in order to ‘make 

sense’ of the issue under study. While it makes use of exploration of rationalities and 

technologies of governance, it employs also sociologically-oriented theory of practice. 

Yet, it potentially creates a tension between post-structuralist emphasis on discourse as 

a meaning-making structure and the notion of practice, which draws from various 

contextual sources of meaning. Many scholars in the IR (and further beyond) have 

stressed the significant differences between the approaches which focus on primarily 

on discursive representations and rationalities on one side and practices or 
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materialities on the other (among others Adler and Pouliot 2011; Lundborg and 

Vaughan-Williams 2015; Rose 1999).  

However, being based broadly in the critical peace and governmentality studies, this 

study departs from the perspectives, which argue for combining both by attending to, 

but also going beyond, the hegemonic discourse and governance programmes and 

inquiring into messy practices of their implementation (see above). While the 

multiplicity of discourses, rationalities, normative frameworks and their entanglement 

in resulting practices is a common feature of most of the social settings, it is 

particularly pronounced in the post-colonial contexts, which have developed through 

diverse historical and social trajectories, and especially in the international 

interventions in the non-Western spaces (Mac Ginty and Sanghera 2012; Gupta 1998; 

Hönke 2013). These perspectives, similarly to the studies of ‘hybrid peace’ (Richmond 

and Mitchell 2011b; Mac Ginty 2011), or ethnographic accounts of development and 

humanitarianism (Li 2007c; Koddenbrock 2016), call to go beyond the dominant 

discourses and attend to forms of knowledge and practices ‘beyond’ those of the 

‘designers’ of the governmental programmes (Clarke 2012).  This thesis takes 

inspiration in these research strands in order to investigate international ordering at 

the stages of programme and rationale of the intervention, its practices, which 

translates it to particular setting, as well as its justification. In this respect, the thesis 

thus subscribes to Christian Olsson’s assertion that ‘...we do not consider there to be 

any epistemological or methodological ground to exclude non-discursive practices to 

the benefit of discursive practices or vice versa: both have to be accounted for.’ (Olsson 

2015, 427)  

The tensions between the two informs both the research design and particular 

methods employed for the generation of data. The difference drawn between the 

representational and practical side rest on heuristic purposes to unpack different 

‘faces’ of the peace intervention (see Heathershaw 2009; Hönke 2013; Koddenbrock 

2016). In particular, this has resulted in attention to the discursive framing of the 

‘problem’ of Hezbollah, South Lebanon and Lebanese sovereignty on the international 

stage and subsequent formulation of the programme of intervention. Building on the 

insights provided governmentality studies (Lemke 2012; Rose 1999), the analysis 
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sought to understand how is the programme constructed, what discourses it draws on, 

how it enrols various actors and what roles it ascribes to them. As the thesis wishes to 

argue, the programme and discursive representations it drew on have upon their 

implementation encountered a set of different representations of the local sphere, as 

well as the roles, which are ascribed to various actors (see Saade 2016; Meier 2016). 

These discourses and representations are described in particular in Chapters Three and 

Five. Different form of representation is mapped in Chapter Seven. Here is the main 

attention on the official self-representation of the studied peacekeeping operation and 

the meaning it creates about its own role. To map this representation, the chapter 

makes use of the concept of narrative, which approaches as the specific articulation of 

a wider discourses (Roselle, Miskimmon, and O’Loughlin 2014). On the other hand, the 

chapter Six seeks, on the basis of data generated through interviews and limited 

participant observation (see below), to understand how are the governmental 

programme put to practice, made to work and reconciled with the local difference. 

Here the thesis draws primarily on the sociological and anthropological analyses (Li 

2007a, 2005; Clarke 2012) and their attention to meaning-formation on site with or in 

spite of the representations contained in the programme, as well as mapping of how is 

the particular programme realized. Such conceptual eclecticism was chosen primarily 

to account for the many ‘faces’ of the intervention and its contested nature.  

 

Making Sense of Hybrid Order, Making Sense of Peacekeeping: Reflection 

and methods 

The prior sections outlined the theoretical inspiration of this thesis, noting an interest 

in both discursive representations and practices of peacekeeping and linking both to 

the notion of policing and maintenance of order. This section will discuss the 

methodology, which has underpinned this research project.  

Making Sense of Making Sense: Abductive Reasoning 

This research project is broadly based in the interpretative tradition of social inquiry, 

even though with some detours to historical and social analysis. As such, it does not 
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wish to devise and test the causal inferences, or construct a robust and universally-

valid theoretical explanations of the studied phenomena. It rather wishes to ‘make 

sense [of the issue under study] in a new way‘ (Yanow 2006, 72) by inquiring both 

empirical phenomena and their conceptualization through the process of abduction 

and pragmatic approach to the epistemological issues. For abductive reasoning, 

concepts, which enable orientation in specific field and novel interpretation of certain 

phenomena, hold bigger promise than causal theories. The concepts are not taken as 

proper representations of ‘reality’, but rather as ‘tools’ which enable inquiring into 

certain issue, while at the same time inquiring into these concepts as such (Friedrichs 

and Kratochwil 2009). Thus, following Bourdieu’s variation on the famous Kant’s quote 

on the relations between theory and practice, this thesis departs from the dictum 

that ’theory without empirical research is empty, empirical research without theory is 

blind’. (Bourdieu 1988, 774–75) 5  The research process has proceeded through 

continued mutual interrogation of both conceptual postulates and empirical ‘data’ 

generated through the course of ‘field’ and ‘desk’ research. In this respect, abduction 

differs both from deductive reasoning, where the abstract theoretical propositions 

inform the ‘collection’ of data, as well as from inductive reasoning, which ‘simply’ 

infers the theories and concepts from ‘data’ (Friedrichs and Kratochwil 2009, 709). As 

argued by scholars, who employ abductive research strategy, such process leads to 

gradual and circular development of conceptual apparatus, which enables the 

researcher to ‘make sense’ of the studied matter (Schwartz-Shea and Yanow 2012, 27–

34). Admittedly, this type of reasoning lies in this study behind the utilization (and 

stretching) of the concept of policing as a specific technology of liberal ordering in 

order to ‘make sense’ of practices of ‘doing’ peacekeeping in specific sites.  

The abductive reasoning with its central role of a researcher and his, or her, practices 

of sense-making and knowledge-generation requires arguably stronger emphasis on 

the self-reflexivity.  This applies not only during the course of research, but also in 

communication of its results, where should be the reasons and process of the research 

made public (Friedrichs and Kratochwil 2009, 715–16). To put it differently, critical and 

                                                 
5 It should be pointed out that Bourdieu himself was not an epistemological and ontological 
pragmatist, nor he primarily favoured abductive reasoning. 
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interpretative research, similarly to any other type of scientific, and especially social, 

inquiry, is always pursued from a particular position and with specific purposes, which 

have an impact on its final shape (Cox 1981; Salter 2013, 20–22). As such, it should be 

reflected upon and the reflection should become an inseparable part of the product of 

the research. The following paragraphs shall briefly reconstruct the process of how this 

research project has come to being, as well as how it has approached the issues under 

study both in terms of intellectual reasoning and in terms of generating data. The 

sections will highlight in particular two tensions underpinning this research project – 

the issue of criticality and the tensions between the ‘empirical’ and ‘conceptual’ 

framing of the project.  

 

Making Sense of the Research Project: A Self-Reflection 

The pathway and gradual development of this research project has been anything but 

straightforward. Being broadly anchored in my interest in critical and interpretative 

approaches to the study of international politics, as well as anthropological 

explorations of non-Western ‘practice’ of statehood, its specific framing have shifted a 

number of times. The primary questions, which have followed from the stated interests 

concerned the range of ‘empirical landscapes, unseen practices, and diverse knowledge 

systems...’ (Neal 2013, 43), which have been in play at the particular ‘site’ of encounter 

between different understandings of state, society and politics. The specific empirical 

‘site’ under investigation was inseparable of the project from the start. The tensions 

between my attempts to conceptually and methodologically ‘grasp’ what is going on 

there and how can it resonate with the broader concerns of peace and security studies 

have created a main backdrop of the whole research project.  

The interest in critical theories of peace and security has had a crucial impact on this 

research project. However, I should acknowledge that the research was originally 

driven more by my curiosity and fascination with interactions of different normative 

and belief systems and ways how the actors ‘cope’ with these situations, than 

normative urge to devise more just, legitimate and efficient way of peacekeeping and 

peacebuilding. On the other hand, my normative position on the studied phenomena 
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has naturally had a significant influence. The project was initially conceived in line with 

the critique of the ‘liberal peace’, ‘Western interventions’, and statebuilding projects 

and departed from the influence of War on Terror discourses on the mandate and 

practices of UNIFIL II (Kassem 2011; K. Makdisi 2011). Its primary intentions were thus 

to interrogate and unmask the hidden practices of power and the quasi-

counterinsurgency dimensions of UNIFIL II. 

Having approached the ‘field’ and more importantly, having spoken to Lebanese of 

different political orientations, it soon became apparent, that such picture of UNIFIL 

(and rest of the Lebanese politics) is only part of the whole story and does not do 

justice to the complexity of the local situation. Not only that the position of UNIFIL in 

the country has been much more fragile than the ‘counterinsurgency perspective’ 

would suggest6, but the interviews made clear to me that ‘the UN officers and 

peacekeepers are people too’ and their commitment, knowledge and practices are far 

more complex than would the critique allow (see also Kurowska and Mireanu 2014). 

Moreover, the responses to the presence of peacekeepers in the country and their 

impact on local situation have been far more diverse and variously received. The 

antagonistic and potentially emancipatory perspective offered by the hybrid peace 

perspective did prove useful only partially as ‘the local alternatives’ to the international 

intervention do present a locally-legitimate, but much less peaceful actors (see Mac 

Ginty 2007). The closer engagement with the studied issue has thus gradually 

reoriented not only the analytical and conceptual focus of the project, but also its 

normative concerns. The project has started with the intention to uncover the ‘darker 

side’ of peacekeeping as an imperial technology for ordering of the ‘unruly 

populations’ (Rubinstein 2010). However, it has also developed an interest in 

understanding how peacekeeping actually works and how it could work better. 

 

                                                 
6 Even though, as will be shown in the Chapter Six, there indeed are some elements of 
counterinsurgency reasoning present among members of the mission. 
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Making Sense of the Research Process: Reflection on the Access and Data  

Given that the interest of this study in both the discourses and practices of 

peacekeeping, the initial set of data used for the analysis consisted of the textual 

‘archive’ of the speeches and texts, which have established the mandate of the mission 

and which have constructed Lebanon to be in need of particular type of the 

international assistance. As such, it serves in this thesis rather as a method of location 

the peacekeeping practice as a part of certain governmental programme. The primary 

data for such analysis consists of the official UN documents, speeches at the UN SC 

meetings, which contextualize the representations contained in the programme and 

finally, reports of the UN Special Representatives for the given resolutions on Lebanon. 

Nevertheless, the final shape of the research project has been influenced as much by 

my interest and curiosity in the studied issues as by what I was able to access, explore, 

and make sense of and who I was able to interview (Schwartz-Shea and Yanow 2012, 

68–71). Already during the early consultations of the project and especially the first 

round of the field research in 2014, which witnessed worsened security climate in 

Lebanon and bomb-attacks on Shiite neighbourhoods by Sunni Jihadists, it became 

apparent that it would be increasingly difficult to approach the Hezbollah officials for 

the outsiders and even do a sustained research in some places with a strong presence 

of supporters of the Party (even though these limitations were less pronounced in the 

South as compared to e.g. south Beirut). This represents one of the main limitations of 

the study, which has had to rely mostly on various proxy sources on Hezbollah - 

journalists and researchers with some access to the Party, or those who self-identified 

as ‘party sympathizers’ (see Deeb 2006). This limit has contributed to its orientation 

primarily on UNIFIL, rather than on all the actors active in ordering and exercising 

authority within the studied order. The course of the field research has been further 

complicated by restricted direct accessibility to the main researched ‘sites’.7 The 

Lebanese territories, which are located south of the Litani River (with the exception the 

city of Tyre) are under special regime with a permit issued by military intelligence 

                                                 
7 Some Lebanese interviewees further stressed the sensitive nature of the research, in one case 
even to the extent of accusing the author of spying for Israel. Others have noted difficulties in working in 
Hezbollah-dominated areas even for them as employees of Western NGOs. 
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service, which is needed for non-Lebanese visitors. It was thus not possible to pursue 

the original idea of conducting extended ethnographic study as the permit was issued 

repeatedly for a period of time spanning from couple of days to weeks. It should be 

also noted that the substantive parts of both rounds of field research was conducted 

during the period, which most of interlocutors described as unprecedentedly long time 

of peace between Israel and Hezbollah. This was shattered by Israeli shelling only 

couple of days after my departure in January 2015 (see Al Akhbar 2015). 

The limitations in the access to the site have naturally limited the extent to which I can 

claim to provide the perspective on UNIFIL from the side of the locals. Whereas I have 

pursued interviews with Lebanese residing in the South (both Shiite and Christian), 

informal conversation with Lebanese residing in other places on UNIFIL (and with 

Lebanese from the South, who reside in Beirut or Tyre), the wider perspective from 

inside the villages, which are deemed as ‘uncooperative’ by UNIFIL, or where UNIFIL’s 

patrols are blocked, is missing. The thesis, therefore, approaches the local resistance 

mostly through the UNIFIL’s ‘lenses’ and seeks to understand what kind of impact such 

practices have on the mission. Even though it is questionable, whether the direct 

access would provide me, as a citizen of a state which is known to be a close supporter 

of Israel, with level of knowledge beyond the standard Hezbollah narrative, the lack of 

direct access to Hezbollah nevertheless limits the extent of ‘local’ perspective that this 

thesis can claim to provide.  

However, even this level of access enabled me to pursue a limited participant 

observation in the area, focused primarily on the interactions of peacekeepers with the 

local communities and on-site interviews with members of various contingents of 

UNIFIL – in particular its civil-military coordination (CIMIC) officers and public 

information officers, its civilian officers (mostly civil affairs), members of the UN 

country team, as well as with local authorities, journalists and members of local NGOs 

(see the full list in the appendix). The interlocutors were chosen mostly on the basis of 

a ‘snowball’ sampling, with important initial role of the UNIFIL spokesperson, who 

facilitated contacts with both civilian and military part of the mission, members of the 

local NGOs, who have provided contacts to other actors in the local civil society and 

finally, the Czech Embassy, which linked me with the local authorities in the eastern 
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sector of the area controlled by UNIFIL. Most of the interviews in Lebanon were 

conducted in English, with the exception of one (with a local mayor who studied in the 

former Czechoslovakia), which was done in Czech. Two interviews were held in Arabic 

with the help of local interpreters when needed. A number of other informal 

conversations with members of the mission (both civilian and military officer), or local 

people were pursued as well. The interviews varied according to a specific target group 

(UNIFIL – military, civil, former employees; local NGO; local civilian authorities), but all 

of them concentrated on the most common practices of peacekeeping and patterns of 

interaction of the mission with the local community. The UNIFIL officers were further 

queried about their everyday experiences and perceived role in the country. In most of 

the cases, both ‘front-stage’ and ‘back-stage’ interviews and discussions were pursued. 

While neither of these are expected to uncover ‘the truth’, the comparison of both 

provided important insight into the ‘official’ and ‘less-official’ work of the mission 

(Goffman 1959; Schwartz-Shea and Yanow 2012, 81). The interviews proved to be an 

important tool to unpack the less-visible peacekeeping practices and provided in many 

cases interesting counterpoint and supplement to the discourses disseminated by the 

mission's own media. 

UNIFIL’s media production represents another set of data used in the study. Beyond 

the press releases, the mission publishes its own printed magazines and produces a 

radio programme as well as number of short video (see Chapter Seven). As these 

represent the ‘official’ face of the mission, some parts of their content were often 

reiterated in the interviews, however, some much less so. This has thus prompted me 

to look closer on how is the official narrative of the mission constructed, how it seeks 

to portray the mission and finally inquire into what is its purpose. In this respect, some 

of the interviews with civilian members of UNIFIL inquired also the use of mission's 

media and their purpose. The narrative itself was reconstructed from the 20 published 

English issues8 of Al-Janoub magazine, 50 videos from the main series, which has the 

mission produced, shorter video clips and 10 episodes of the UNIFIL’s radio programme 

covering the period between 2007 and 2017. Supportive material has been provided by 

                                                 
8 The Arabic versions were in some cases cross-checked for validation. 
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analysis of press releases and social media profiles of UNIFIL, as well as interviews with the 

UNIFIL personnel.      

As the research project developed a distinct interest in the practices of peacekeeping 

beyond the UNIFIL, the second line of research pursued for this project has focused on 

inquiring the practice and knowledge-generation on peacekeeping as a specific military 

and political activity in order to understand better the broader ‘field’ of peacekeeping 

and discourses within which it operates (Friedrichs and Kratochwil 2009, 716; Yanow 

2006, 78–80). The interviews conducted in part also for a parallel research project (J. 

Daniel and Wittichová 2016), proved to be extremely helpful in understanding how 

diverse actors conceive peacekeeping and its role in maintaining peace and order 

(whether in Lebanon or beyond). The main interlocutors for this part of research 

comprised of the UN officials in Department of Peacekeeping Operations and 

Department of Field Support (officers responsible for training, public communications, 

planning and lessons-learned projects), members of the Czech Armed Forces involved 

in peacekeeping operations (even though not in Lebanon) and to a limited extent also 

members of various Italian9 institutions involved in training peacekeepers or setting the 

Italian political priorities in Lebanon. 

 

The Content and Structure 

The thesis is structured to two main parts. The first part sets the case and the study in 

the literature on the international peace operations and provides its conceptual 

background. The First Chapter provides a brief discussion of the development of the 

UN peacekeeping practice and the emergence of the liberal peace consensus through 

1990s. The chapter then points out three main discourses, the combination of which 

forms a specific articulation of the peace project in particular contexts. The Second 

Chapter reviews a literature critical of liberal peace. It follows the development of the 

debate from the critiques of liberal peace as the form of top-down imposed order to 

the focus on the local practices of resistance towards the liberal peace programmes 

and their ‘local’ outcomes. The chapter subsequently examines the literature on 

                                                 
9 Italy has been included into this research project as it is a major troops-contributing country to 
UNIFIL. 
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hybridity in peace interventions and argues for attending to the practice of 

peacekeeping in the contexts of hybrid political orders. Chapter Three presents the 

conceptual background of the study. It locates peacekeeping as one of the technologies 

of ordering within the state- and governance-centred discourses of liberal peace and 

subsequently it argues for closer attention to logics and technologies of policing, as one 

of the dominant forms of ordering within liberal political rationalities. Developing 

further on this point, it identifies a distinct set of practices used for the interaction with 

the local communities and calls for examining both to the less formal forms of practical 

implementation of governance (and policing) programmes and for their legitimization 

in particular contexts. 

In order to inquire into the practice of peacekeeping in the specific setting, marked by 

its own social logic, Chapter Four discusses historical and social development of the 

particular political order in southern Lebanon. It specifically focuses on the interplay of 

the longer process of Lebanese state-formation, breakdown of the Lebanese state and 

Israeli occupation of the southern regions, which have contributed to emergence of 

Hezbollah and its particular position as an (contested) extension of the national armed 

forces.  Chapter Five inquires into international problematization of such arrangement 

in the form of UN SC Resolution 1559 and following UN SC Resolution 1701, which 

problematized the hybrid order in the country. The chapter subsequently focuses on 

the negotiation of the programme of peacekeeping intervention and especially 

resistance to it after its implementation in the region and deployment of UNIFIL.  

Chapter Six examines how is the presence of the mission in the region negotiated and 

stabilized amid potential local opposition. In this respect, it points out the calibration of 

the UNIFIL’s programme of governance and the move to ‘softer’ practices of 

statebuilding and management of population. Finally, Chapter Seven, explores the 

mission’s practice of public legitimation. It in particular attends more closely to the 

narrative UNIFIL produces and identifies the aspects of the narrative, which are 

intended to legitimize the mission and its peacekeeping practices among the local as 

well as international audiences. 
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1. UN Peacekeeping and Liberal Peace  

 

‘We engage, then we see what happens’  

 

The former UN Under-Secretary-General for Peacekeeping Operations Jean-Marie 

Guéhenno (cited in Koddenbrock 2016, 1).  

 

This thesis aims to explore modes and practices, by which the international peace 

operations in general and UN peacekeeping operations in particular interact with 

societies and political orders in the areas they are deployed to. While this chapter is 

primarily intended as a brief introduction to the issue of UN peacekeeping operations 

and (some of) the visions of peace and order they are based upon, it also aims to 

highlight the contradictions and frictions, which accompanied the implementation of 

peacekeeping tasks in practice and upon interaction with the particular ‘local’ 

settings.10 As the opening quote suggests, peacekeeping operations are complex 

endeavours, marked by uncertainty, improvisation, competition and a number of 

distinct social processes unfolding both on the side of the peacekeeping mission and in 

the target society (Autesserre 2014a; Bliesemann de Guevara 2012b; Goetze 2017; 

Sending 2015; Veit 2010; Veit and Schlichte 2012). These contradictions and tensions 

between the internationally-developed peacekeeping plans, localized practices and the 

internationally-acceptable narrative of what peacekeeping looks like will come to the 

forefront in the second part of the thesis. As it will argue, they all form and co-

constitute the phenomenon of international peace operations and ensure their 

continuation. 

Nevertheless, this chapter is primarily dedicated to the official side of UN peacekeeping 

operations, even though it also aims to highlight some of the messy processes, which 

go on under the surface. The UN, as any other actor, engages in a conflict with a certain 

set of institutions, a certain understanding of what constitutes a crisis, what are 

acceptable reactions to it and what appropriate peace and order look like (Paris 2003; 

                                                 
10 I am grateful to Berit Bliesemann de Guevarra for suggesting this point to me in her comments 
on the earlier version of this thesis.  
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Richmond 2005). In other words, there are some discernible modalities of the UN 

engagement in the given conflict, which are based on the perceived threats for 

international system and security and the ways how they were managed. Accordingly, 

these are translated to institutions and practices supposed to ensure a proper form of 

action. As the standard narrative of the development of peace operations states, these 

developed for the first time in the 1950s and have continuously evolved ever since. 

This chapter thus proceeds as follows. First, it will briefly introduce some of the key 

characteristics of the UN peacekeeping and its institutional background in the UN 

system. Subsequently, it will turn to the shifting shape of the UN peacekeeping 

missions. It will particularly focus on three ‘modalities’ of the UN peacekeeping from its 

traditional Cold War form to the emergence of peacebuilding agenda in the 1990s and 

a stronger emphasis on statebuilding tasks in the 2000s. Expanding further on the 

transformation of peacekeeping since the end of the Cold War, the third part of this 

chapter will elaborate on the liberal peace(building) as a dominant ideological 

framework of conflict management and post-conflict reconstruction. 

 

Characteristics of the UN Peacekeeping 

As many studies on the UN peacekeeping note, the notion of peacekeeping is never 

defined or even mentioned in the Charter of the United Nations. The absence of the 

precise UN definition contributes to notoriously slippery nature of the concept, as well 

as proliferation of its definitions and taxonomies (see among others Bellamy, Williams, 

and Griffin 2010, 14–18; Bureš 2008, 16–34; Diehl 2008, 12–17). A wide range of 

different modes of international engagements with various conflict and post-conflict 

settings – ranging from arms control verification and election supervision to outright 

military intervention, counterinsurgency and regime change -  have been labelled as 

peace operations or peacekeeping (even if not by the UN) (Diehl 2008, 15–16; 

MacQueen 2006, 1–11).11 

                                                 
11 Some scholars thus argue that the attempts to promote an all-encompassing definition of 
peacekeeping have produced so far such vague results, that to understand the nature of peacekeeping it 
makes more sense to analyse particular missions, their mandates and practices they apply on the ground 
(Murphy 2007, 16). 
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At least a brief clarification of how this study uses the concept and introduction of 

some basic features of the UN peacekeeping is thus in order. Similarly to Virginia Fortna 

(2008, 5) and the UN doctrinal definitions (UN DPKO 2008, 18), the thesis understands 

peacekeeping as a deployment of international personnel to maintain peace and 

security (ideally) in the aftermath of war and when at least a ceasefire has been 

secured among parties to the conflict. As this study primarily concentrates on the UN 

peacekeeping, such deployment is carried out under the auspices of the UN and 

established by the UN SC Resolution (for other definitions see among others Bureš 

2008, 19–20; Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010, 16; see also UN DPKO 2008, 20–25).  

In general, the UN peacekeeping operations are supposed to secure such conditions, 

which would prevent the return of overt violence and enable the restoration of peace 

and order (see Chapter Three). Yet, the understanding of what constitutes peace and 

who are the agents mainly responsible for ‘making peace’ have significantly differed 

over time and various types of engagements. In this respect, perhaps the most 

common is the distinction between the traditional peacekeeping missions with limited 

powers and the number of deployed troops, who are positioned between the 

conflicting parties and contemporary multidimensional peacekeeping operations with 

more complex tasks related to state-building and post-conflict reconstruction (Diehl 

2008; Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010; UN DPKO 2008).12  

Nevertheless, as Norrie MacQueen (2006) argues, even despite a widening set of 

peacekeeping tasks, the main purpose of peacekeeping has remained more or less 

constant. The UN peacekeeping has been created as one of the tools of maintenance of 

the orderly international system, which is based on sovereign states as the main 

ordering units. While the nature of the system, as well as the nature of peacekeeping, 

has changed with the end of the Cold War, this goal has remained dominant. 

                                                 
12 Another well-known categorization developed in order to account for the changing nature of the 
UN peacekeeping, differentiates between three or four generations of the peacekeeping operations. 
While the first generation roughly equates the era of traditional peacekeeping, the second generation 
refers to the emergence of the first multidimensional missions after the end of Cold War and a widening 
of their mandates to include tasks associated with the post-conflict reconstruction. The notion of the third 
generation peacekeeping operations then reflects the era of soul-searching after the failures in Rwanda 
and Bosnia and the discussions about the possibility of using force to ensure protection of civilians. Some 
conceptualizations also add the fourth generation, which is characterized by the growing importance tasks 
associated with post-conflict reconstruction and peacebuilding (Ramsbotham, Miall, and Woodhouse 
2011; Doyle and Sambanis 2006; Goulding 1993).  
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Traditional peacekeeping was mostly tasked with managing the conflicts between 

states in the areas considered to be of lesser interest of both superpowers and 

safeguarding thus the international system from their further escalation. On the other 

hand, post-Cold War peace operations were called to contain domestic armed conflicts 

and to restore peace by reforming governing institutions, economies and societies 

(Newman, Paris, and Richmond 2009). By doing so, they prevent a further spread of 

instability to other areas and support the emergence of well-governed, peaceful and 

responsible states, which are based on the legitimate social contract with their citizens 

(Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010, 38–39; Zanotti 2011). The chapter will return to 

this point later, when it will discuss the liberal peace thesis.  

 

The UN Peacekeeping and Charter of the UN 

Even though peacekeeping operations are not envisioned by the Charter of the UN, the 

Chapters VI and VII have served as a basis for their establishment. The Chapter VI 

contains provisions concerning the pacific settlements of international disputes and 

defines the role of the UN Security Council as the primary actor, who is responsible for 

dealing with such incidents and who may recommend methods of their solution. The 

Chapter VII outlines the actions, which are to be taken in the case of threats to 

(international) peace, breaches of peace or acts of aggression against members of the 

UN. In other words, the Chapter VII outlines the (peace) enforcement measures, which 

are to be carried out under the direction of the UN SC in order to restore international 

peace and security (Murphy 2007, 4–5).13 Although technically incorrect, the notions of 

Chapter VI and Chapter VII missions have since the 2000s become an established way 

how to distinguish between various forms of peacekeeping operations. While the 

former corresponds to the consent-based ‘Cold-War’ traditional peacekeeping with 

reasonable expectation of non-use of force beyond immediate self-defence, the latter 

is characterized by more assertive peacekeeping, which is capable of using force in 

                                                 
13 The peace-enforcement measures of Chapter VII were originally intended as a reaction to large-
scale threats to international security and situations comparable to those of the aggressions pursued by 
Nazi Germany (Guéhenno 2015, 222). 



22 

 

order to achieve certain goals defined by the mandate (Fortna 2008, 5; for legal 

dimension see also White 2015). 

The origins of the UN peacekeeping lie in the improvised ‘grey-zone’ between these 

two chapters and two approaches to conflict management. Given the large numbers of 

(however lightly) armed soldiers, even a passive and observational peacekeeping does 

not neatly correspond to the Chapter VI. However, UN peacekeeping operations have 

only recently and in a limited manner been authorized to use force with reference to 

the Chapter VII (Sloan 2014; see also next section). As Dag Hammarskjöld famously put 

it, the traditional UN peacekeeping corresponded to the ‘Chapter VI and a half’, which 

transcends the purely advisory role of the UN, yet it does not seek to pursue a 

particular political goal by armed enforcement (Fortna and Howard 2008, 258). The 

notion of (non-existent) Chapter VI and a half also highlights the improvised and 

ambiguous nature of peacekeeping as an international tool for conflict management. 

Its conceptual and legal ambiguity, yet supported by the international legitimacy of the 

UN, has been crucial for development of peacekeeping as a flexible reaction to 

international security crises. The notion of peacekeeping is thus ambiguous enough 

that is to be adaptable to the requirements of a wide range of situations. At the same 

time, its unclear nature has time contributed to a widespread confusion over its 

function and capabilities (Murphy 2007, 6).  

 

The Principles and Strategy of the UN Peacekeeping 

The UN peacekeeping might have been an ambiguous concept, yet its image and 

strategy have been based on a set of underlying principles, which have also 

distinguished it from other forms of international intervention. These were famously 

derived from the experience of UNEF I – the first UN peacekeeping mission, which was 

labelled as such and which was deployed in the aftermath of the Suez Crisis in 1956 on 

the border between Egypt and Israel.  
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The ‘holy trinity’14 of peacekeeping, as these principles later became to be known, 

consists of the minimal use of force (since the 1960s usually limited to self-defence or 

later defence of the mandate), consent of the main parties to the conflict with the 

deployment of international forces and impartial treatment of all actors (Bellamy, 

Williams, and Griffin 2010, 173–74). 15  These principles have been repeatedly 

trespassed by many following UN peacekeeping operations, yet they continue to 

convey the underlying image of the UN peacekeeping as well as the strategy upon 

which are the particular operations are formed. As such, their primacy has been 

repeatedly asserted by the doctrinal documents, as well as review reports on the UN 

peacekeeping (Aoi, De Coning, and Karlsrud 2017, 11–12). The three principles of 

minimal use of force, consent and impartiality are in the ideal peacekeeping scenario 

inter-related and mutually reinforcing. If all the relevant actors agree on the cessation 

of violence and political solution to the conflict and stick to their agreement, there is 

no need for additional use of force. For its part, a peacekeeping operation does not 

seek to support any of the sides to the conflict, which in turn enables it to retain the 

consent on its presence by all the relevant actors. The peacekeeping operations thus 

do not (usually) seek to ‘solve’ the conflict by military mean. Their main goal is rather 

to support the peace or ceasefire agreement achieved by the relevant political parties 

and in their post-Cold War versions to support the transition to a sustainable peace 

and order as well (UN DPKO 2008, 31–35).  

The traditional military peacekeeping works on the basis of raising and ensuring 

parties’ confidence in the ceasefire and peace agreements. The primary peacekeeping 

strategy thus encompasses deterrence of armed or other aggressive actions, which 

would constitute the breach of a ceasefire. The deterrence effect is supposed to be 

                                                 
14 The mandate of UNEF was in fact based on five main principles, which called for consent of the 
parties to the conflict, avoidance of peace-enforcement, limitations of military functions, no intent to 
influence the military and political balance among the parties to the conflict and finally, temporary and 
emergency nature of the mission. Furthermore, the principles of UN peacekeeping proposed by the 
‘creators’ of UNEF Lester Pearson and Dag Hammarskjöld also included the rule, which called for troops-
contribution primarily from small and neutral countries and control of the peacekeeping missions by the 
UN Secretary General (Bureš 2008, 25). 
15 It should be noted that one of the very early peacekeeping missions, ONUC in Congo, deviated 
from most of these principles already in the 1960s and became a forerunner of contemporary robust 
peacekeeping missions, which are authorized to respond to a set of challenges posed by the collapse of 
the supreme authority of state. ONUC was thus tasked to use force to restore order and provide security 
in the condition of the ongoing civil conflict with police-like practices (Doss 2014). 
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assured either by the mere presence of peacekeepers, or by more assertive and robust 

means in the cases of recent peacekeeping operations (UN DPKO 2008, 35–38). 

Moreover, by providing the oversight over the adherence to peace or ceasefire 

agreements, peacekeepers are thought to support peace and order by raising the 

confidence of affected parties in the peace and reconstruction process. Such strategy 

was originally developed for a peacekeeping in the inter-state conflicts, where 

peacekeepers were inter-positioned between the sides to the conflict, even though 

many of its underlying mechanisms apply in intrastate conflicts, yet in a different form 

(Fortna 2008; see also Chapter Four). Nevertheless, such a peacekeeping strategy of 

ensuring security and appropriate conditions for negotiations became much more 

problematic in the cases, where there was no peace process taking place, or where 

peacekeepers had to deal with uncooperative armed actors (see Nadin, Cammaert, and 

Popovski 2015). As the next section will highlight, while these issues became apparent 

already during the Cold War peacekeeping operations (such as in the 1970s and the 

1980s Lebanon), they have come to the forefront especially in the experiences in the 

peacekeeping operations deployed to civil wars since the early 1990s. 

 

The Institutional Structure of the UN Peacekeeping 

The UN peacekeeping operations fall under the authority of a complex bureaucratic 

structure of the UN. On the highest level, the UN Security Council holds the formal 

political responsibility. The UN SC authorizes the mandate of the operation on the basis 

of a draft resolution prepared by national representatives – in the area of 

peacekeeping operations usually the UK, France or the USA. The UN SC also decides on 

its potential changes and extensions as the operation progresses. The UN Secretary 

General and his (or potentially her) staff oversights peacekeeping operations, 

periodically reports on their progress and makes recommendations on how they 

should be carried out further. The other bureaucratic structures of the UN Secretariat, 

which are responsible for executive management of the peacekeeping operations, have 

witnessed a number of significant changes since the end of the Cold War and 

expansion of the UN peacekeeping operations (on dynamics of early development of 
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the UN peacebuilding architecture see Goetze 2017, Chapter Two; Sending 2015, 

Chapter Two). Following the reforms of the 1990s and the 2000s, the Department of 

Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) has emerged as the most important actor, who 

directly links a particular peacekeeping operation with the UN Secretary General and 

the rest of the UN headquarters bureaucracy, as well as with the key troops 

contribution countries (TCCs) and the parties to the conflict. The DPKO is further 

supported in some specific activities by the Department of Political Affairs (DPA), which 

concentrates on the general political analysis, peacemaking and preventive diplomacy, 

the Department of Field Support (DFS) and other specialized offices and departments, 

such as the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) (Winckler 2015, 

46–47; Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010, 53–55). 

On the level of a particular peacekeeping operation, a civilian Special Representative of 

the UN SC, or in the case of primarily military missions a military Force Commander, 

holds the formal position as the head of the mission. The specific composition of 

various peacekeeping operations is highly diverse; nevertheless, the head of the 

operation is usually supported by a civilian secretariat and a range of specialized 

analytical and support offices and units. While the peacekeeping operations are 

hierarchically structured, the commanders of larger national contingents have often 

enjoyed quite a significant level of discretion and even though they take orders from 

the UN commander, they also remain to a certain extent under the authority of 

domestic government (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010, 57–59; Resteigne and 

Soeters 2012, 98–99). Naturally, such a complex system of leadership and oversight has 

in many cases spurred a number of more or less overt clashes and frictions on and 

between various levels. In particular, the distance in knowledge and practice between 

various levels of a given peacekeeping operation and the UN headquarters has been 

noted by many (see e.g. Allen and Yuen 2014; Karlsrud and da Costa 2013; Veit and 

Schlichte 2012; Winckler 2015). 
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The Peacekeepers 

In general, peacekeeping operations are manned by both military and civilian 

personnel. Even though peacekeeping with its need for discipline, adequate resources 

and logistics was described by Hammarskjöld as an activity, which is ‘not a soldier’s job, 

but only a soldier can do it’, the relevance of the specialized civilian and police 

personnel has been significantly growing since the end of the Cold War and the advent 

of multidimensional operations (Coning 2011). Nevertheless, most of the UN 

peacekeeping operations have included sizeable military contingents and military 

peacekeepers continue to form the largest part of deployed personnel.  

The UN does not have its independent standing military force (even though it was in 

some form envisioned at the time of creation of the UN and debated ever since – see 

Macfarlane 2007; Herro 2017) and it has to rely on voluntary military and police 

contributions by the UN member states. Since the 1950s over 130 countries have 

contributed their troops. During the Cold War, the underlying consensus in the UN 

stated that the superpowers and former colonial powers should not provide 

peacekeepers, which led to enhanced contributions from the smaller states, middle 

powers and members of non-aligned movement (MacQueen 2006, 16–17). The 

situation changed in the 1990s, when larger numbers of countries, including for a brief 

time also former colonial powers (such as France or the UK), became involved in the 

UN peacekeeping operations. Another shift in the composition of the main TCCs took 

place in the 2000s as many Western states left the UN peacekeeping operations citing 

domestic and geopolitical reasons and were substituted by a larger number of troops 

from the Global South (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010, 56–59; see also Bellamy 

and Williams 2013).  

UNIFIL II was in the 2000s one of the main exceptions to this rule as many European 

nations contributed their soldiers to the operation, which was regarded as important 

for the security of the Middle East and Eastern Mediterranean Sea. However, in return 

they were guaranteed a number of special arrangements regarding the political, 

military and strategic oversight of the mission (D. C. F. Daniel 2013, 43–45; Mattelaer 

2013, 88–93). Yet, UNIFIL II is also a telling example of the potential challenges brought 

by the wide range of contributing countries as many of these have a significantly 
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different training, national military culture and a level of experience with the UN 

peacekeeping. This diversity has resulted in a significantly different peacekeeping 

posture, level of assertiveness when pursuing the main goals of the mandate, as well as 

a different form and level of relations with the local civilian communities (See Chapter 

Six; Newby 2017; Ruffa 2014; Sakr 2013). Naturally, UNIFIL has not been the only 

example of this dynamic and similar frictions and differing interpretations of the 

mandate have appeared in many other complex peacekeeping operations (Ben-Ari and 

Elron 2001; Fetherston and Nordstrom 1995; Soeters and Manigart 2009). 

 

The Multiple Makings of UN Peacekeeping Practice 

Such operational frictions are, however, a norm rather than an exception, which mark 

the practice of peacekeeping. As stressed by most of the authors, who study the 

operational side of the UN peacekeeping, the practice of peace operations cannot be 

interpreted as a smooth and progressive development of a certain doctrine. The actual 

development of peacekeeping practice has been rather a story of trial and error and 

improvised reaction to the specific conflict pursued within a broader international and 

ideological context (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010). Various modalities of 

peacekeeping operations have emerged as a response to previous failures of the UN in 

conflict management or protection of civilians, prevailing global norms, geopolitical 

context, or the interests of the great powers in the UN Security Council (MacQueen 

2006; Selby 2013).  

The introductory statement by Jean-Marie Guéhenno also hints on the fundamental 

aspect of uncertainty, which is inseparable from most of peacekeeping and which 

stems from the fact that the shape and form of the peacekeeping mission have been 

significantly influenced and in many cases altered by shifts in the given post-conflict 

situation,  political environment in the host-state and limits it imposed on the UN 

presence, or the activities of local actors (Barnett and Zürcher 2009; Gowan 2013; Mac 

Ginty 2011; Sending 2011). Moreover, while many studies on peacekeeping paint a 

picture of peace operations as the interactions between clearly discernible and 

coherent international and local actors in the form of ‘billiard balls,’ this has hardly 
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been the case when we take a closer look at the practices of many missions, which are 

marked with internal competitions and inconsistencies (Goetze and Guzina 2008).  

Peacekeeping has been created as an improvisation, dictated by what is possible and 

necessary in the given context. To a certain extent, it still remains so, despite numerous 

lessons-learned exercises, increased professionalization of the peacekeeping staff and 

procedures, which both civilian and military peacekeepers and peacebuilders employ 

(Millar, van der Lijn, and Verkoren 2013; Sending 2010). In other words, the localized 

practice of peacekeeping has always been messy and anchored in a particular political 

situation and processes unfolding on and across different scales (Visoka 2017). UNIFIL, 

both in its original form of 1978 and its expanded version of 2006, is a telling example 

of peacekeeping practice born of compromises between various competing 

international and local forces and interests, as well as improvisation and adaptation to 

the local circumstances in the face of unexpected local conditions.  

Nevertheless, the previous sections have touched upon an issue that there have been 

discernible modalities of how the UN peacekeeping engages with the conflict and post-

conflict environments, which delimit a broader strategy of the operations and the 

shape of peace, which they are seeking to build or keep. 

 

The Modalities of the UN Peacekeeping 

 

This section aims to provide an overview of the historical development of various 

forms of the UN peacekeeping. It does not seek to provide a complete history of the 

UN peace operations or ponder where it might develop next. Instead, it is primarily 

intended as a contextual background to the subsequent discussion on the nature of the 

UN involvement in the conflict management and post-conflict reconstruction. Second, 

this chapter is also intended to point out a set of practices which each modality of 

peacekeeping has employed to support restoration or emergence of a particular vision 

of peace and order and a shifting discourse on what the appropriate order looks like 

and who is responsible for it.  



29 

 

Sovereignty-based Order: Traditional Peacekeeping 

The UN peacekeeping, as a practice of deploying impartial and lightly-armed or even 

unarmed international forces, originates in the years following the Second World War. 

The initial experience of the newly-established UN with a local conflict management 

consisted of the deployment of observation forces. These were tasked to supervise 

truce between the (usually) two sides of a conflict, inspect and provide information on 

potentially destabilizing activities in order to discourage an escalation, and - to limited 

degree - work with local authorities on maintaining order (Diehl 2008, 40–42; 

Rubinstein 2008, 16–17).  

While to a certain extent following the practice of observation forces, the traditional 

peacekeeping, as developed on the basis of UNEF I experience, represented a step 

forward in the level of international engagement in the management of a conflict. The 

practice of traditional peacekeeping entailed deployment of a larger number of lightly-

armed military forces, which would not only observe and monitor the ceasefire, but 

also oversee the withdrawal of armed forces from a certain territory and provide a 

military buffer against any future engagement of rival forces (Diehl 2008, 42–45). The 

traditional peacekeeping was conceived as one of the tools of management of the 

relations between sovereign states, upon which it was based both in its imagination 

and strategy (Hylton 2013, 11–12). 

However, even the peacekeeping operations of the Cold War era were in many cases 

deployed to the places with little peace to keep and where the states employed little 

control. The Congo of the 1960s and Lebanon of the 1970s and the 1980s might be 

among some of the most often noted examples. Nevertheless, the peace and order, 

which the traditional peacekeeping missions sought to support were primarily based 

on sovereignty and ability of the state to control and manage its own territory and 

population. Disorder and conflict, which the UN was supposed to react to, emanated in 

this reading primarily (even though definitely not exclusively) from the interactions 

between sovereign political units (for implications of this discourse in a peacekeeping 

practice see Erskine 1989, 41). As such, they had to be mitigated by a display of a 

passive deterrent force on the ground and diplomatic mediation with a substantial 
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involvement of great powers and potentially other international actors  (Richmond 

2005, 90–92; Sloan 2014, 681).  

The presence of traditional peacekeeping operations on the ground, usually directly on 

the line of disengagement, was intended to support the confidence-building between 

the parties, deter potential aggression, and support a maintenance of local order 

disrupted by the conflict (Durch and England 2009, 10–11; Fortna 2008). With a few 

notable exceptions, the peacekeepers were supposed to primarily act as a ‘tripwire,’ 

signalling the violations of the accords between the parties to the conflict and raising 

the costs of potential aggressive behaviour and breaches of the accords (Nadin, 

Cammaert, and Popovski 2015, 38). This was reflected in the establishment of a set of 

practices of control of physical space, which peacekeepers have employed ever since. 

These took form of a well-visible patrolling over an area of deployment (a buffer zone), 

verification of implementation of specific agreements (such as disarmament or 

withdrawal of the armed forces), or establishment of well-visible observations posts 

(Feldman 2010, 421–22; Rubinstein 2008, 82).  

The peacekeepers formally had only a very limited role in the management of 

population and local social order and they were ordered to stay clearly separated from 

the local civilians (Feldman 2010, 423–24). However, the experience of UNEF I in Gaza 

had already shown the impossibility of a complete detachment of peacekeepers from 

the local society, as they became quickly embroiled in complex local governance 

arrangements and relations between the Egyptian security apparatus, Palestinian 

organizations, Palestinian civilian communities and UNRWA (Feldman 2015). UNIFIL I 

(as will be shown in the Chapter Four) could be mentioned as another example, when 

the traditional peacekeeping mission became enmeshed in local politics and had to 

navigate between various authorities, local governance structures, representatives of 

state armed forces, militias and civilian actors (Göksel 2007; Heiberg 1991). 

Mitigating Disorder, Improving Governance: Multidimensional Peacekeeping 

Operations 

The era of traditional peacekeeping came to an end during the late 1970s amid the 

worsening relations between the two super-powers and a deadlock of the UN SC. New 
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peacekeeping missions, which were authorized since the end of the 1980s, came in an 

increasingly different shape and with a set of new tasks. Early successes of the 

missions, which were active in post-conflict recovery and democratization (however 

limited they proved to be in the long run), were heralded as an evidence, which 

demonstrated that a stronger international engagement in a political and social sphere 

is necessary for national reconciliation and emergence of durable peace. This view on 

the international role in post-conflict reconstruction was subsequently supported by 

the emergence of the discourse of a ‘new world disorder’ and proliferation of the ‘new 

wars,’ fought among non-state actors on the territories without proper governance 

structures and characterized by massive violations of human rights of civilians (Kaplan 

1994; Oakley, Dziedzic, and Goldberg 1998; Zartman 1995).  

The belief in the active role of the UN was manifested by the highly influential 1992 

Agenda for Peace and its supplement of 1995, which reacted to various challenges 

encountered by the UN peacekeeping operations on the ground as well as to the 

perceived novel nature of conflicts that the UN had to deal with. Both documents 

argued for shift from passive peacekeeping to an active political and developmental 

engagement with the structural causes of the respective conflict (be it inequality or 

political grievances) in order to ‘build’ peace in respective states and societies and 

ensure human rights of the local population. In particular, the new peacekeeping 

missions were supposed to venture beyond their purely military tasks of monitoring 

and observing and promote national reconciliation and re-establishment of the 

legitimate and effective governance structures (usually in the form of liberal 

democratic state), partly in spirit of what Johan Galtung coined as a positive peace and 

what came to be known as human security (Donald 2001; Galtung 1969; Sabaratnam 

2011, 14–16).  

This shift in the understanding of the role of the international community and the UN 

has led to an emergence of multidimensional missions with number of duties beyond 

traditional military peacekeeping and in its most expansive forms to various UN 

trusteeships and transitional administrations established in Bosnia, Kosovo or East 

Timor (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010, 255–78; Diehl 2008, 9–10). An increased 

role of the statebuilding agenda has also been reflected  in the activities of several UN 
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and other international agencies such as the World Bank, which started to promote a 

set of reforms aimed at democratization, good governance and properly regulated 

market economy (Sabaratnam 2011). As Laura Zanotti (2011) notes, the perceived 

sources of disorder in international security in the 1990s moved from the international 

realm to the domestic one. Accordingly, the agenda of peacekeeping shifted from a 

passive protection and monitoring of international agreements to a growing emphasis 

on fixing governance structures and establishment of proper polities (although under 

international guidance) responsible for order and well-being of their population.  

 

Confronting Spoilers and Failed States:  The Use of Force and Transformation of 

Peacekeeping in 21st Century 

The statebuilding role has even strengthened in the2000s, yet in a slightly different 

shape. Beyond the growing UN role in a social and political sphere, the experience of 

the 1990s brought to the UN peacekeeping also a significant change in the rules 

guiding the use of armed force and their suitability in the context of the UN 

peacekeeping. While the Supplement to the Agenda for Peace (1995) upheld the 

support for the traditional three principles of the UN peacekeeping with their stress on 

the non-use of force beyond self-defence, the peacekeeping missions (such as UNTAET 

in East Timor and UNAMSIL in Sierra Leone) deployed since the end of 1990s were at 

some point authorized to use force to ensure protection of civilians and prevention of 

the large-scale violations of human rights (Sloan 2014, 689–90).  

The turn to a more active and ‘robust’ use of force was, somewhat schizophrenically, 

further endorsed by the so-called Brahimi Report of 2000, which signalled the revival of 

the UN peacekeeping after the crisis of the mid-1990s (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 

2010, 129–37). A number of the UN peacekeeping operations have since been explicitly 

authorized to assume a robust posture and have beenequipped with a limited peace-

enforcement mandate, which is based on the Chapter VII of the UN Charter. As stated 

by the so-called Capstone Doctrine of 2008, armed force was to be primarily used 

when the peacekeepers were confronted with armed non-state actors, who have been 

designated as the spoilers of the peace process, or when civilians have been 
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threatened (Bellamy and Hunt 2015; Nadin, Cammaert, and Popovski 2015; Tardy 

2011). On the other hand, both Brahimi Report and Capstone Doctrine made a clear 

distinction between peacekeeping and peace-enforcement as the former requires 

consent of the main parties to the conflict with presence of the peacekeepers (Aoi, De 

Coning, and Karlsrud 2017, 12–16). Nevertheless, since the early 2000s, the UN 

peacekeepers have thus been increasingly tasked to control the implementation of a 

peace agreement by using a limited force to correct behaviour of non-compliant actors 

and to protect civilians (Durch and England 2009, 10). 

The Brahimi Report has also further endorsed the growing UN role in the agendas of 

peacebuilding and statebuilding. The Report heralded the emergence of peacekeeping 

missions with broad and complex mandates, many of which stressed the need for 

supporting the return of state authority to the areas, where it has not been sufficiently 

present. Reacting to instability and insecurity in the ‘fixing’ the ‘weak’ and ‘failing’ 

states, supporting these states by ensuring their control over their territory and 

strengthening their governing institutions has started to be seen as core goal of UN 

peace operations (Ghani and Lockhart 2009; UN DPKO 2008, 23–26; Sabaratnam 2011, 

18–25). The impact of the attacks of 9/11, as well as the experiences of the wars in Iraq 

or Afghanistan and the USA/NATO attempts to establish governance structures, have 

led to a further preoccupation with the issues of failed states and a number of new 

initiatives have aimed at strengthening the ability of the state to effectively govern its 

territory (Olsson 2008). 

In reaction to a partial or complete failure of statebuilding projects of the 2000s, the 

practice of the UN peace(making) seems to have been recently undergoing (yet 

another) significant change in its handling of local instability and disorder. A stronger 

emphasis has been given to developing national capacities of the target states, 

ensuring participation and ownership of the governance tasks by the local 

governmental (as well as civilian) actors, developing a context-specific approaches, or 

pursuing less ambitious projects of reform of the local political and social order based 

on less visible regulations of various governance areas (Hameiri 2014; Mac Ginty and 

Richmond 2016). While there is still a significant focus on the establishment of proper 

order as a reaction to deficiencies of state authority and governance, it is increasingly 
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seen as emerging from domestic capabilities, norms and rationalities, rather than from 

specific predetermined institutions based on the Western model of state (Chandler 

2016, 276–78). 

So far the latest report on the state and reforms of the UN peacekeeping, which was 

prepared by the High-Level Independent Panel on Peace Operations (UN 2015), has 

recommended the shift to ‘people-centred’ operations, which would closely work with 

local population and prioritize inclusive political peace processes over externally-

designed governance solutions (de Coning, Karlsrud, and Troost 2015). As it seems in 

2017, the institutionalized form of liberal peace(building) has given way to a pragmatic 

engagement with local solutions in the spirit of ‘good-enough’ governance based on 

some aspects of the local orders and practices of ordering (Mac Ginty and Richmond 

2016). On the other hand, the UN peacekeeping missions have taken increasingly 

diverse forms as some of the most recent ones have also been pushed stronger to 

engage in the counter-terrorist agenda and more assertive implementation of their 

mandates. These trends have been especially pronounced in the ambitious stabilization 

operations in the DRC or Mali, which seek to actively manage the ongoing conflict and 

target certain non-state armed actors (J. Daniel 2017; de Coning and Aoi 2017; Karlsrud 

2015). 

 

Summary: Peacekeeping between Strategy and Practice 

While continuing to be formally based on the ‘holy trinity’ of minimal use of force, 

consent and impartiality, the UN peacekeeping significantly changed in the post-Cold 

War era. The passive support to political negotiations between the parties to the 

conflict has shifted in the post-Cold War era to an active endeavour authorized to 

rebuild the peaceful order and system of governance. The multidimensional 

peacekeeping missions have been authorized to employ a broad range of means in 

order to tackle the perceived roots of a given conflict, protect civilians, and in some 

cases use force against target non-state armed actors. Peacekeeping mission are thus 

increasingly engaged both with the local communities and with the local political 

orders, which they are in some cases tasked to ‘rebuild,’ ‘transform,’ or support in their 
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own transition. Nevertheless, while the peacekeeping operations have been involved in 

many projects of political and social reordering of the target states and societies since 

the end of the Cold War, they still employ military peacekeepers to provide security 

and secure public order on the ground.  

On the other hand, even though it is often portrayed as static and rigid, peacekeeping 

remains to be constant experimentation and search for the appropriate solutions, 

which would work in a context of a given situation. As has already been mentioned and 

as the second part of the thesis will highlight, the messy, improvised and compromised 

local practice is a necessary feature of the peacekeeping endeavour as it translates the 

international discourses of peace and order to specific contexts (see Karlsrud and da 

Costa 2013; Millar, van der Lijn, and Verkoren 2013). Partly in result of the 

unpredictability and diversity of the situations the peacekeepers are called to react to, 

the UN peacekeeping and its understanding of preferred peace and order has not 

developed in a linear fashion. The earlier modalities of the conflict management and 

post-conflict reconstruction have not always been completely overhauled by the novel 

ones, but rather they have been adapted and reassembled for different deployments. 

In this regard, UNIFIL II represents a particularly interesting case of integration of 

various modalities of peacekeeping and statebuilding. The operation formally has very 

limited mandate based on the traditional peacekeeping strategy of separating the 

parties to the conflict, yet it is also tasked to support local reconstruction and re-

establishment of the state authority in the area of its deployment (see the Chapter 

Five). 

However, what kind of peace do contemporary multidimensional peacekeeping 

operations seek to create?  

 

Liberal Peace: The Orthodoxy of the UN Engagement with  

the (post-)Conflict Spaces?    

The broader ideological framework, which has dominated in the UN since the end of 

the Cold War and has arguably guided most of the post-conflict reconstruction efforts, 

has been labelled as a liberal peace (Richmond 2006). While the military peacekeepers 
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are tasked to ensure security and support stability in the given country, the civilian part 

of the peacekeeping operations has become involved in designing and implementing a 

set of reforms supposed to ensure an emergence of democratic institutions, rule of 

law, and liberal society (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010, 23–25). The framework of 

liberal peace has had a crucial impact on how the mandates of multidimensional 

peacekeeping operations have been conceived, as well as how they engage with local 

political and social orders. This section will present a brief summary of the thesis on 

liberal peace consensus and point out how it has formed the mandates of 

peacekeeping operations and their relations to the ‘peacekept’ social and political 

space.  

A Liberal Peace 

While based on a number of earlier ideas on the relation between economic liberalism, 

democracy, human rights and peace16, the liberal peace consensus has emerged among 

the main international organizations engaged in peacekeeping and peacebuilding 

through the 1990s (Mac Ginty 2011; Paris 2010; Richmond 2005). The consensus has 

always been rather vague, internally inconsistent and constantly in flux in reaction to 

successes and failures of particular peace interventions, as well as reflecting various 

internal ideological tensions inside liberal internationalism (Jahn 2013; Sabaratnam 

2011). However, it has established a set of institutional structures, routines and 

practices, which have been deemed to be an appropriate framework for the post-

conflict ‘transition’ and re-establishment of sustainable peace and order. With its focus 

on liberal economic development and support for the liberal political institutions, the 

practices and rationalities of liberal peace has reflected the general trajectory of global 

governance in the post-Cold War era (Joseph 2012, 44–54). 

The reform programmes of liberal peace have been exemplified by the influential UN 

documents of the 1990s, such as the Agenda for Peace, and have been put into 

                                                 
16 The notion of liberal peace as used by a research on peacebuilding and statebuilding is rather 
indirectly related to a research on ‘liberal’ or ‘democratic peace’, which seeks to explain the lesser 
bellicosity of democratic state vis-à-vis other democracies (Doyle 1986). Nevertheless, the thesis on 
democratic peace has had significant impact on the preference of the emergence of the democratization 
agenda in the UN and has been shared among the heads of the key agencies (Bellamy, Williams, and 
Griffin 2010, 23–25) 
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practice in a number of the UN peace operations, as well as the US statebuilding efforts 

in Afghanistan or Iraq (Bell 2011; Holmqvist 2014; Richmond and Mac Ginty 2015). The 

liberal peace is a form of liberal-institutionalist peacemaking based on a mixture of 

Western experience with post-World War II reconstruction of Germany and Japan, 

democratic peace theory, humanitarianism, human rights and human security agenda 

of the 1990s and neoliberal discourses of economy and development. The liberal peace 

consists of statebuilding, peacebuilding and democratization projects with a distinct 

task of rebuilding secular political institutions and liberalization of political systems, 

economies and societies (Mac Ginty 2011; Richmond 2008, 259–60; Newman, Paris, 

and Richmond 2009).  

When trying to grasp the nature of liberal peace, some authors have specifically 

distinguished between top-down strategies of statebuilding and bottom-up approaches 

of peacebuilding (Heathershaw 2008b; Newman, Paris, and Richmond 2009). The 

internationally-supported projects of liberal statebuilding have been aimed at creating 

or strengthening the formal institutions of the state by improving the quality of 

democracy, rule of law and respect for human rights, promoting free-market economy 

and supporting liberally conceived market economy and development, and finally 

promoting a reform of the security sector. On the other hand, the agenda of 

peacebuilding has been realized rather on the level of society and promotes 

reconciliation, local development and emergence of the liberally conceived civil society 

(Ghani and Lockhart 2009; Krasner 2004; Fukuyama 2004; Paris and Sisk 2009; 

Richmond 2005; Hughes and Pupavac 2005). Through the 1990s, the agenda of human 

security and closely aligned nexus between security and development became an 

inseparable part of the liberal peace project. The discussion on the issue of human 

security initially started as the attempt to broaden a thinking on security through the 

attention to individual and ability for individual development, which is not hindered by 

structural constraints (Gasper 2005; UNDP 1994). In a further research and policy 

agenda, the connections between (human) security and development concerned the 

need for protecting individuals from direct violence when the sovereign state is not 

able or willing to do so, or the impact of underdevelopment, unemployment and 

inequality on the origins of conflict (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010, 34–39; Stewart 
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2004). As such, the economic and human development, protection of individual human 

rights and reform of the state institutions, which are supposed to provide for both of 

the former, have become an inseparable part of the liberal peace project and in 

particular the strategies of liberal statebuilding (Jackson 2015; Richmond 2008). 

Peacebuilding and statebuilding projects, stemming from the liberal peace framework, 

have been primarily pursued by the international organizations (such as the UN and its 

various agencies), peacekeeping missions themselves, NGOs and other actors of the 

international civil society, alongside bilateral projects carried out mainly by the 

Western donors.17  Despite the fact that the actors involved in the UN-led peace 

operations come to a certain degree from different backgrounds, they have shared a 

broad belief in cosmopolitan liberal values and liberal remedies to local deficiencies, 

which caused conflict or underdevelopment (Goetze 2017; Goetze and de Guevara 

2014; Grigat 2014). Alternatively, they at least have been compelled to work with a 

system of funding of reconstruction and development projects designed on liberal 

principles by international institutions or Western donors (Duffield 2001; Kühn 2016; 

Mac Ginty 2011, 32–37).18 Nevertheless, the dominance of Western states and liberal 

peace solutions have been strong in the UN system also due to the fact that the 

Western permanent members of the UN Security Council (USA, Great Britain and 

France) have been according to the established practice the pen-holders (the drafters) 

of most resolutions which concern the UN peacekeeping and many of the regional 

issues. Moreover, the heads of the DPKO, DPA and OCHA are on the basis of an 

established practice the nationals of Western permanent members of the UN SC as 

well (France, USA and Great Britain respectively) (Sending 2015, 60–61). 

A diverse implementation of liberal peace agenda and mismatch between its discourse 

and practice have recently led some scholars (Charbonneau and Sears 2014; Selby 

2013; Zaum 2012) to question, whether there has been a broad consensus among the 

Western states and international organizations on how to keep and build peace. The 

                                                 
17 Due to this orientation on the Western-led peacebuilding and statebuilding, the critique of liberal 
peace has important blindspots when it comes to statebuilding projects by non-Western and illiberal 
actors (Lewis 2017). 
18 This leads Mac Ginty to wonder about the sustainability and changes in the liberal peace with the 
changes in the liberal world order as constructed in the 1990s and the 2000s (Mac Ginty 2011, 36–37; 
Lewis 2017).  
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critics have pointed out number of local variations and uneven application of the liberal 

recipes based on geopolitical interests or strategic consideration. While, as it will be 

shown on the case of UNIFIL II, these are important variables for the target of peace 

operation and its composition, a further research has argued that most of the peace 

accords in the post-Cold War era, as well as justificatory discourses of international 

actors, are indeed based on primarily liberal approaches of post-conflict peacebuilding 

and reconstruction (Joshi, Lee, and Mac Ginty 2014). However, the shape of the liberal 

peace agenda pursued in a particular setting depends on a number of other – global, 

national and local factors, which leads rather to many local ‘varieties of liberal peace’ 

than a truly universal uncontested model applied in all cases (Mac Ginty 2011, 37–41). 

This notion also highlights the earlier point on multiple makings of the peacekeeping 

practice and it will be further discussed in the following chapter in the section 

dedicated to the ‘local’ and ‘hybrid’ turns in peacebuilding.  

 

Variations of Liberal Peace 

Nevertheless, a broad picture of the liberal peace to a significant degree conceals 

variations between some of its proponents, as well as between various peace 

operations. Actors and institutions, which have been involved in designing and 

implementing the liberal peace agenda, have often shifted their policies in order to 

tackle the inadequacies and failures of previous projects, as well as in reaction to the 

criticism they have been challenged by (Paris 2010).  Whereas during the early 1990s 

proponents of the human security and peacebuilding primarily emphasized the ideas 

of social justice and ‘quick fixes’ based on early elections and push to the liberalization 

of economic and political life, post-2001 approaches on the other hand have stressed 

the need for strong institutions of state, which are deemed to be necessary to contain 

threats coming from non-state actors (Sabaratnam 2011; Chandler 2016).  

According to Oliver Richmond, the liberal peace projects have been implemented in 

different graduations – from the hyper-conservative one, which is highly influenced by 

political interests of intervening actors (usually dominant states in the international 

system), to more locally-sensitive and emancipatory. The peace operations pursued in 
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Kosovo, or Afghanistan, initially represented the most conservative variants of peace, 

which were based on the security interests of intervening actors, before switching in 

some cases to genuine peacebuilding projects. However, in other contexts, such as in 

East Timor, the political solution to the conflict prevailed over the interests of the 

outside actors (Richmond 2006). The liberal peace represents in this respect a moving 

target for its critics.  

Reacting to the above-mentioned internal inconsistencies of liberalism and a variety of 

approaches to practical implementation of the liberal peace agenda, John Heathershaw 

(2008b) has developed a more nuanced interpretation of its composition. It 

approaches liberal peace as an assemblage of various discourses, which provide 

different answers to the questions of what should be the goals of the peace project, 

what are the main issues that need to be tackled, who are the main domestic actors 

and institutions that contribute to sustainable peace and finally, what are the 

appropriate means of building peace. Drawing on a thorough analysis of both policy 

and academic literature, as well as on earlier conceptualizations of different discourses 

and form of peace (Banks 1987; Richmond 2005), Heathershaw (2008b) specifically 

distinguishes three main discourses present in the post-Cold War debates on the liberal 

peace(building) – democratic peacebuilding, civil society peacebuilding and 

statebuilding. These are identified on the basis of their underlying normative ideals 

(liberty, justice, order/security), as well as on the main threats to sustainable peace 

they are supposed to react to and on the identification of the main agents, who are 

expected to contribute to sustainable peace the most. The particular discourses of 

liberal peace delineates activities pursued by the given operation, yet they also 

represent a powerful repertoires of (de)legitimation of particular ideas, political 

interests and policies.  Such a parsing of the meta-discourse of liberal peace enables to 

attend to specific articulations of liberal peace agenda, where some discourses 

resonate stronger than the others. 

The democratic peacebuilding represents in this reading a merger of the peace agenda 

with the discourse of democratization. Peace is thus represented through democratic 

participation in a peaceful political process. Furthermore, the discourse advocates 

channelling of post-conflict political struggles through liberal-democratic institutions as 
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primary means of creating a legitimate political order. As Heathershaw argues, 

democratic peacebuilding represents the starting point of the post-Cold War 

peacebuilding and the most orthodox version of liberal peace (Heathershaw 2008b, 

598–99). Civil society peacebuilding departs from interpretation of peace as social 

justice, humanitarian concerns and potential for emancipation of the individual. This 

discourse treats the active civil society as the main agent of peace, who should bring 

about the emergence of legitimate political and social order through self-organization 

and active citizenship. In this sense, it departs from a combination of Galtung’s notion 

of a positive peace as a process which seeks to overcome structural violence and 

inequality, with human security, human development and religious humanitarian 

perspectives (Heathershaw 2008b, 607–9). Finally, statebuilding stands for the most 

traditional of the three discourses. As Heathershaw argues, it is based on the vision of 

peace as order, conceived as the absence of large-scale violence guaranteed most 

typically by a sovereign state (Banks 1987).   

Given the focus of the thesis primarily on UNIFIL II and its peacekeeping practices, the 

statebuilding discourse represent the most relevant one of the three. In Richmond’s 

reading, statebuilding equates the most conservative version of the post-Cold War 

liberal peace, which is concerned with order, stability and proper governance of both 

society and international relations (Richmond 2006). This discourse has been primarily 

deployed as a reaction to the perceived dangers emanating from the ‘failed-states’ and 

lack of proper governance of the disorderly spaces of instability and conflict. The 

primary actor responsible for peace in this discourse has thus been international 

community in general and its strongest members in particular. Their actions were 

supposed to limit the direct violence, prevent its further proliferation and ensure 

reconstruction of the governance structures which are tasked with maintaining the 

basic order and well-being of the local population (Heathershaw 2008b; Richmond 

2005). As a number of scholars argue, the state-building discourse and state-centred 

perspective on engagement in the post-conflict spaces have been in most of the cases 

dominant form of liberal peace (Doyle and Sambanis 2006; Goetze and Guzina 2008; 

Jackson 2015). This discourse and the vision of peace it carries also lies at the core of 
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the contemporary military peacekeeping. The thesis will return to the statebuilding 

discourse in the Chapter Three. 

 

Summary: From Peacekeeping to Liberal Peace- and State- building 

This chapter has briefly revisited the developments in the UN peacekeeping and has 

noted the shift from the ‘traditional’ peacekeeping operations towards more complex 

and multidimensional state-building and peacebuilding missions of the post-Cold War 

era. As the chapter has demonstrated, this development has significantly impacted the 

peacekeeping practices of the missions and their relations to the local orders. Whereas 

most Cold War peacekeeping operations formally had only a limited role in interaction 

with local population and local politics, most of the post-Cold War peace operations 

have been tasked with the reforms of local governance structures, as well as with a 

support of post-conflict reconciliation. As the chapter has mentioned, UNIFIL 

represents a peacekeeping mission which to a certain extent embodies this 

transformation as it was first conceived in 1978 as a traditional peacekeeping mission 

(even though under exceptional circumstances – see Chapter Four) and after 2006 it 

gained certain state-building features, while retaining parts of the preceding mandate. 

The second part of the chapter has introduced the notion of liberal peace as a 

dominant form of post-conflict peacemaking as pursued by the international 

institutions and Western states. However, it has also argued for the situated reading of 

the application of the liberal peace programmes, which provides a more nuanced 

picture of the programme of particular intervention.  
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2. Critique of a Liberal Peace and Local Hybridity 

 

The liberal peace consensus has attracted a significant academic criticism and sparked 

a debate, which represents one of the main academic backgrounds of this thesis. In the 

spirit of an abductive approach, this chapter seeks to map this research field and point 

out the patterns of similarity and difference in the present research, as well as its blind 

spots (Friedrichs and Kratochwil 2009, 716). The chapter thus aims to introduce the 

critical debate on liberal peace and local hybridity and locate the main empirical 

concern of this thesis – the interactions of international peacekeepers with a local 

political and social order – in the scholarly discussions on the international 

peacekeeping, peacebuilding and statebuilding. 

This chapter has four main parts. First, it will briefly introduce the critical theory and its 

relation to the studies on the UN peacekeeping. Second, it will present the main 

academic critiques of the liberal peace and point out their shared characteristics, as 

well as blind spots, which have led to greater emphasis on the ‘local’ and contextual 

shaping of orders and ordering practices. The debate on hybridity in the context of 

peace operations will conclude this literature review section and serve as a bridge 

towards the fourth chapter, which will elaborate on a conceptual framework of the 

thesis. 

 

Critiques of International Peace Operations 

The Problem-solving and the Critical Debate 

This thesis primarily departs from the debate on critical perspectives on the discourse 

and practice of the UN peacekeeping, statebuilding and peacebuilding. As Robert Cox 

put it in his seminal critique, the critical paradigm, as opposed to the problem-solving 

approaches, does not take the world as granted, but it attempts to stand apart from 

the prevailing order and its dominant ways of thinking and seeing. Whereas the 

problem-solving approach concentrates on how to make the particular policy 

instrument work most efficiently, the critical approach aims to investigate the broader 
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ideological and social conditions, which gave rise to particular issues and policies, and 

point out their (potential) adverse and overlooked effects. By treating the hegemonic 

order as contingent and highlighting its inherent contradictions, the critical perspective 

asks how it has come into being, what its consequences are and what could be the 

potentials for its emancipatory change (Cox 1981, 129; see also Bellamy 2004; Pugh 

2013).19  

Yet, it would be a mistake to discard the problem-solving research on peacekeeping 

completely. The literature on the UN peacekeeping has proliferated immensely with 

the growing number of the peacekeeping operations throughout the 1990s and the 

2000s. With the move from a traditional military peacekeeping to multidimensional 

missions and peacebuilding, the scholarly attention has shifted from the legal and 

practical aspects related to the UN as an organization, which manages multinational 

military operations, to the issue of peacekeeping as such, its mechanisms and 

conditions of success. This brief overview does not seek to cover the entire field, but 

rather to merely point out the research strands relevant for the issues covered by this 

thesis and contrast them with the critical approaches (for a broader picture see 

summaries provided among others by Bureš 2007; Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010, 

18–29; Fortna and Howard 2008; Gizelis, Dorussen, and Petrova 2016). 

Beyond the practical operational issues and case studies on specific peace operations, 

the large part of the literature has since the 1990s focused on the issues related to the 

effectiveness of peace operations. The main questions asked are what makes 

peacekeeping work and how it can influence the combatants and local communities in 

order to stop the conflict and violence. A number of studies have explored these issues 

on both macro and micro-level through the lenses provided by the theories of conflict 

management and conflict resolution (Diehl, Druckman, and Wall 1998; Doyle and 

Sambanis 2006; Fetherston 1995), organizational learning (Howard 2008), bargaining 

and decision-making (Fortna 2008), or the notion of international authority and local 

compliance (Whalan 2014). A more specific research on peacekeeping operations has 

investigated such issues as the nature of the conflicts the peacekeepers are called to 

                                                 
19 There are numerous critiques of the simple distinction between critical and problem-solving 
approaches (Moolakkattu 2009). However, in this thesis, the distinction is mainly used in order to 
structure the debate and illustrate the diverging perspectives and aims of both sides.   
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react to (Gilligan and Stedman 2003), impact of the number of peacekeepers on the 

recurrence of the conflict (Beardsley and Gleditsch 2015), subnational variations of 

peacekeeping effectiveness (Ruggeri, Dorussen, and Gizelis 2017), or the basic ability of 

peacekeepers to protect civilians and ensure basic human rights (Hultman, Kathman, 

and Shannon 2013). Moreover, a number of studies have probed the conditions and 

possibilities of effective statebuilding strategies and post-conflict reconstruction. While 

the essence of the liberal peace paradigm was outlined in the preceding chapter, a 

number of studies have further examined the appropriate sequencing of the 

reconstruction activities, nature of institutions, which are needed to ensure adequate 

security, rule of law and democratic governance, or the appropriate role of the external 

and local actors in the development of sustainable governance institutions (Call and 

Wyeth 2008; Chesterman, Ignatieff, and Thakur 2005; Gowan 2013; Fukuyama 2004; 

Paris 2004; Paris and Sisk 2009; Piiparinen 2015). These studies have thus taken 

engagement of the international actors in a clearly defined conflict as granted and 

concentrated on how to make it successfully work.  

However, the questions of the very notion of the success of international peace 

operations, the nature of peace they are able to support, and their evalution have 

become a recurring theme in a debate (Bureš 2007; Diehl and Druckman 2010; Firchow 

and Mac Ginty 2017; Richmond 2015). The post-Cold War peacebuilding and 

statebuilding mandates have broadened a potential impact of peacekeeping operations 

on the conflict and post-conflict states and societies, yet they have also spurred the 

discussions over the political, social and ethical impact of the peacekeepers’ actions. 

Beyond the broader critique of liberal peace, the researchers have highlighted a 

complex nature of the peacekeeping, peacebuilding, or statebuilding endeavours and 

pointed out a number of ‘unintended consequences’ on local communities, specific 

gender groups, governance structures or on the peacekeeping TCCs (Aoi, De Coning, 

and Thakur 2007; Daase and Friesendorf 2010; Higate and Henry 2009; Hunt 2017). 

Elaborating on similar points, a number of studies have increasingly turned to the 

‘peacekept’ and explored how the local communities actually perceive and value the 

impact of international peacekeepers, as well as what is the impact of peacekeeping 

operations in specific locales (Autesserre 2017; Dorussen and Gizelis 2013; 
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Leonardsson and Rudd 2015; Moore 2013; Sabrow 2016). These works have painted a 

more complex picture of enduring insecurity beyond the national indicators of peace 

and highlighted highly diverse responses to peacekeepers, as well as agency of local 

actors in the outcomes of peace operations. The thesis will turn to  similar points in its 

second part, however with a specific focus on the politics of state-formation and 

reconfiguration of the international peacekeeping activities, which have been so far not 

given attention by this research strand. 

Nevertheless, the main interest of the thesis lies in the critical side of the debate on 

international peace operations. The calls for broadening the thinking about peace have 

been made beyond this strand of the literature on international peace operations and 

they have recently ranged from advocacy of the participatory approach towards a 

design of peacebuilding projects (Chenoweth 2017) to the arguments for a more 

ambitious research on positive peace (Diehl 2016), or more versatile conceptualization 

of the conditions of peace and conflict (Campbell, Findley, and Kikuta 2017). However, 

the critical debate on the nature of liberal peace and development has been among 

the dominant ones. It has had a crucial impact on the field of peace studies and served 

as a terrain for a number of novel insights into the politics of peace operations 

(Hameiri 2011; Lemay-Hébert 2013).  At the same time, it has developed a rich set of 

‘thinking tools,’ which provide the means how to approach the studied peace 

intervention, as well as the contingent nature of peace, which it seeks to support. As 

opposed to the ‘problem-solving’ literature, which has been briefly reviewed in this 

section, the interest here is to explore how is the understanding of appropriate peace 

and order is constructed and what impact such a construction has in the specific 

contexts, where it is applied. By putting the contingent nature of proper peace and 

order at the forefront, the critical approaches highlight the politics, which they are 

inevitably (even if unacknowledgedly) anchored in.  

The main point of the rest of the chapter is to provide a review of critical literature on 

liberal peace. It specifically aims to introduce the shift of the debate from a critique of 

the hegemonic form of the international engagement with building and keeping peace 

to its local shaping and co-production of the post-conflict order through mutual 

interactions between different local and international actors. Keeping in line with the 
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main research question of this thesis, it aims to unpack the discussion on what type of 

peace the UN peacekeeping missions create and how they engage with the local 

political and social order. 

Multiple Critiques of the Liberal Peace 

Similarly to a ‘problem-solving’ research on the UN peacekeeping, the literature critical 

of various aspects of liberal peace has proliferated immensely since the mid-2000s. 

While Cox has made his argument on the basis of Gramscian understanding or critique 

and its relation to the hegemonic capitalist forms of international order, the changes in 

the UN peacekeeping brought by the post-Cold War era have been in this regard 

critically interrogated from theoretical angles ranging from conservative realism to 

post-structuralist theoretical approaches (for early critiques see among others Debrix 

1999; Luttwak 1999; Paris 2003; Stamnes 2004). In general, many studies have 

departed from the inquiries into the failures of ambitious statebuilding projects, based 

on an unquestioned application of liberal-institutionalist ideas underpinning Western 

liberal democracies to complex post-conflict contexts (Bickerton 2007; Bliesemann de 

Guevara 2008; Brown et al. 2010; Lemay-Hébert 2009; Richmond 2014; Heathershaw 

2008a). Other influential critical studies have interrogated the unequal power relations 

between the international actors and local communities, cloaked in a rhetoric of 

peacebuilding and reconstruction, and depolitization of the international peace 

projects (Duffield 2001; Chandler 2006; Richmond 2005; Turner and Kühn 2016). While 

the critiques generally highlight the contradictions related to the contested nature of 

autonomy and freedom inherent to liberal peace, ideological biases, practical 

shortcomings or ethical challenges of the liberal peace agenda, they have done so on 

the basis of diverse theoretical underpinnings, as well as varied normative agendas. 

In their survey of the critiques of liberal peace, Richmond and Tadjbakhsh (2011) 

outlined five main arguments of such critique. 20  This section builds on this 

                                                 
20 Alternative framing of the critical debate on liberal peace is presented e.g. by David Chandler 
(2010b), or Kristoffer Lidén (2009). The distinct feminist approaches to peacebuilding have been strongly 
present in the debate on the nature of liberal peace and its effects (Björkdahl and Selimovic 2016; Higate 
and Henry 2009; Hudson 2012; O’Reilly 2013; Shepherd 2016). However they will not be discussed here in 
detail as they contribute rather indirectly to the discussion on the type of political order, which 
peacekeeping creates. 
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categorization and discusses how these theoretical perspectives have been developed 

further and what their main contributions are with regard to the main concern of this 

thesis – the liberal approach to the interactions with local orders. 

The five main strands of critique of liberal peace are as follows: 

 

1) The communitarian critique, which questions the cosmopolitan ethics underlining 

the urge to save and develop the others, who might not share the same values and 

political community (Lidén 2009; Hutchings 1999). Departing primarily from 

philosophical and ethical positions, communitarian scholars state their preference for 

sovereignty, self-determination and autonomous processes of order-formation over 

universal application of liberal principles. In one of the early and still one of the most 

influential articulations of communitarian argument, Roland Paris (2002) criticizes the 

‘civilizing mission’ of the 1990s statebuilding and peacebuilding projects, which by 

promoting a particular model of the Westphalian state curtail a sovereign development 

and autonomous recovery of the post-conflict states and societies. 

2) The situated critique highlights the role of the inadequate knowledge of 

international actors in their efforts to create peace in the context of particular 

operations. Being based on diverse theoretical inspirations, this line of critique mainly 

departs from the failures to understand local social and political orders, which are 

international liberal peace operations are tasked to transform and rebuild. It points out 

the self-referentiality of many peacebuilding and statebuilding projects, a lack of 

contextual knowledge on the side of peacekeepers and international agencies, or a 

depoliticized application of technical governance reforms and peacebuilding projects. 

For instance, Béatrice Pouligny (2006) highlights in one of the early ethnographic 

explorations of international peacekeeping the lack of mutual understanding between 

peacekeepers and local communities and she points out their diverging values and 

visions of peace and development. Building on her long-lasting ethnographic 

observations, Séverine Autesserre (2014a) demonstrates how members of 

peacekeeping missions, NGOs or development agencies across various missions fail to 

tap into local knowledge due to their habits, working routines and organizational 

culture. Developing on similar point, Kathleen Jennings (2016) points out that the 
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norms, rules, regulations which guide the practice of the UN peacekeeping all favour 

separation of the peacekeepers from the local communities and hinder the potential 

mutual learning and exchange of knowledge. Attending to the divergences between 

the ‘international’ plans and ‘local’ reality, Nicolas Lemay-Hébert (2009), or John 

Heathershaw (2008a, 2009) discuss the limits of international attempts to support 

peace, security and sustainable political order through a technical institution building 

or internationally supported peacebuilding initiatives, which disregard the importance 

of local social processes and legitimacy (see also Donais 2005; Kurz 2010). 

Some of these works come in their framing of the research close to the research 

strand, which concentrates on interactions of the local and international actors in the 

context of international peace operations. Nevertheless, many of them highlight 

various implicit biases in the strategies and practices of the practitioners of liberal 

peace, which they locate in privileging the technical expert knowledge and liberal 

institutional solutions over the local understanding of peace and order.  

3) The Critical Theory presents a more radical rejection of the Western hegemony 

associated with the liberal peace interventions. The critique is directed against 

imperialist tendencies of the Western states, or international institutions dominated by 

Western powers and ideologies, depoliticization of fundamental questions related to 

local autonomy and development and finally, disregard for social justice. Michael Pugh 

(2004, 2005; Pugh, Cooper, and Turner 2011) questions the impact of economic 

liberalisation, as well as structural imbalances of global capitalism on post-conflict 

reconstruction and the type of political and social order such reconstruction creates 

(see also Barbara 2008). David Chandler’s works (2006, 2010a) have touched upon a 

similar issues, yet with a specific focus on de-politicization of international 

statebuilding assistance, which ostensibly reduces its own impact on the ‘built’ states 

to mere technical issues, however with significant detrimental impact. Departing from 

radical critique of global power inequalities and neoliberal capitalism, Mandy Turner 

and Florian Kühn (2016) argue that peace interventions contribute to subjugation of 

the radical opposition and maintenance of the global capitalist system (for critique 

oriented more on power dimension of imperialism in the international peace 
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operations see also Charbonneau 2014; Cunliffe 2012).21 The critique further points 

out detrimental effects of such an assistance on the assisted states and their capacity 

to provide public goods and services, which is further aggravated by the reordering of a 

local societal structure (Jones 2010). As such, the logic of peace is dictated by the 

imperial interests of the states of the Global North and their main aim. 

4) The post-structuralist approach has become one of the most influential theoretical 

frameworks of critique of liberal peace and it serves as one of the main points of 

departure for the theoretical background of this thesis (see Chapter Four). Within the 

spirit of Foucault’s assertion on constitutive effects of power and dominant form of 

knowledge, or his later work on governmentality and biopolitics as liberal rationalities 

of political rule, this approach questions the underlying liberal logics and imaginaries of 

liberal peace, as well as its pathologization of local difference (see Hughes and Pupavac 

2005).  

Mark Duffield’s (2001, 2007) path-breaking explorations of the political rationalities of 

liberal peace, manifested by merging agendas of security and development and 

emergence of the security-development nexus, represent one of the best examples of 

this type of inquiry. In his earlier work, Duffield (2001) identifies a discursive consensus 

on the need for a particular type of engagement in the areas of conflict and instability 

in the former Third World and other areas of ongoing conflict (see also Pugh 2000). In 

Duffield’s reading, the liberal peace presents a radicalization and intensification of 

development agenda, which seeks to secure certain conditions of living in the Global 

South, but more importantly, in the Western states (Duffield 2002). It aims to 

‘transform the dysfunctional and war-affected societies that it encounters on its 

borders into cooperative, representative, and especially, stable entities’ (Duffield 2001, 

11). As opposed to the problem-solving take on security-development nexus, the key 

question for Duffield is for whom these projects actually are beneficial and with what 

political and ethical consequences. In his later work, Duffield (2007) pursues this idea 

further by critically investigating the liberal technologies of power employed in the 

supposedly ‘underdeveloped states’. Departing from similar reading of liberal 

                                                 
21 Similar point was also made by Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri (2003) in their influential 
critique of global capitalist Empire, however without the specific focus on the UN peace operations. 
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biopolitics, Michael Dillon and Julian Reid (2009) further point out the limits of liberal 

internationalism and its encounter with its Others in the shape of potentially 

threatening forms of non-liberal ordering of the social and political. As they argue, 

these social forms are in need of transformation, pacification, or even elimination.  

Following Duffield’s approach, Oliver Richmond (2009) views international peace 

projects as biopolitical, governmentalising and aiming to reorder the state and society 

according to the liberal political rationalities. However, this approach has perverse 

effects in practice, as liberal peace projects in effect ‘represent the maintenance of 

existing normative and political hierarchies at the local, national, and global levels.’ 

(Richmond 2009, 562) Richmond in this critique further develops on his earlier 

research on the notion of peace-as-governance, which attends to the key importance 

of liberal governmental rationalities in the design of statebuilding and peacebuilding 

interventions (Richmond 2006, 2005). Similarly, however with a focus on the legal and 

administrative side of internationally-promoted reforms, Laura Zanotti (2011) 

interrogates the agenda of democratization and good governance designed by 

international organizations in the post-Cold War Haiti and Croatia, and points out how 

these were promoted in order to foster the emergence of peaceful liberal subjects 

both on the domestic and international level. Turning to the discourses sustaining 

liberal peace interventions, Kai Koddenbrock (2016) examines the self-understanding of 

peacekeepers and humanitarians in the DRC and takes issue with the continuous 

pathologization of the country as a ‘failed state’, which is supposedly in need of 

constant help.22 

There are many overlaps with the approaches, which focus on the gap between the 

international and local knowledge and critical theories. However, the authors 

associated with the post-structuralist strand primarily question the hegemony of a 

certain type of knowledge underpinning peace operations, the use of depoliticizing 

rationalities of governance applied to the particular local orders, as well as the 

dominant image of the societies on the ‘receiving end’ of liberal peace interventions as 

                                                 
22 Koddenbrock draws to a significant degree also on similar debates in humanitarianism and 
development studies (Fassin and Pandolfi 2010; Mosse 2011). 
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those in need of being saved, reformed and developed, which perpetuates the liberal 

peace interventions.  

5) Finally, the post-colonial approaches question imperialist inclinations of liberal 

peace, its inherent reliance on the imaginary of Western modernization and 

development and highlight problematic representations of the actors on both the 

‘international’ and ‘local’ side of the peacebuilding intervention, as well as peace 

practices resulting from these discourses (Doty 1996; Jabri 2010; Lidén 2011).23 The 

post-colonial label brings together scholar with different agendas and in some sense is 

even more heterogeneous than the previously mentioned approaches. Phillip Darby 

(2009) develops further the critique on disregard for the specific experience of post-

colonial societies by pointing out detrimental effects of liberal economic reforms and 

statebuilding interventions. Instead, he calls for the acknowledgement of different 

forms of peace and security stemming from the local practices. Meera Sabaratnam 

(2013) takes the issue with both policy-oriented and critical literature on liberal peace 

and interrogates the Eurocentric portrayal of the subjects of liberal peace 

interventions, as well as general reliance on Western ideas on what the alternative to 

the liberal peace would look like. The post-colonial scholarship and its attention to 

complex entanglements between the dominant culture and the subalterns (Bhabha 

1985; Hobson and Sajed 2017; Muppidi 2004) as well as to the agency of local 

subaltern population on the outcomes of the liberal peace interventions, became also 

important through the early 2010s in pointing out the mutual dependency and co-

constitution of international and local actors in the context of intervention (Brown et 

al. 2010; Richmond 2009; Mac Ginty 2011). This avenue of inquiry will be introduced in 

detail in of one of the following sections dealing with attention to the ‘local’ and 

hybridity in the context of peace research. 

                                                 
23 It is worth stressing that many of the authors and their studies transcend the particular category 
they are ascribed to. For example, Duffield’s work (2001, 2005, 2007) could be categorized as belonging 
to the Critical Theory, as well as to post-modern or post-colonial approaches.  
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Critique of Liberal Peace: Summary and (analytical) Shortcomings of Normative 

Critique 

The types of critique reviewed in the previous section diverge when it comes to the 

theoretical background and to a certain degree also a specific focus – be it on the 

political rationalities of liberal peace, or on its muddled everyday practice and flawed 

preference for depoliticized technical solutions. However, the underlying theme of 

most of the reviewed works has been the critique of liberal peace operations as the 

form of imposed top-down order, which prefers the liberal understanding of relations 

between state, society and politics over the ones, which are practised in the given 

political community. As such, it mostly represents the preferences of the Western 

liberal states, disregards the local right to autonomy, and overlooks societal structures 

and processes, that might be in some cases more legitimate, authentic and in the end 

more just and effective. While contributing with important insights on the ‘darker side’ 

of the UN (and other) peace operations and the ideology they are based on, many of 

these critiques predominantly focus on their international part – be it by interrogating 

the ideology and rationalities of the global peace and security governance and its effect 

on the strategies of post-conflict reconstruction, or by highlighting the preference for a 

certain kind of knowledge over the other. In this sense, the works reviewed in the 

previous part of this section rather attend to the questions on what the liberal peace 

operations intend to create, why they prefer the technical solutions over the ones 

based on local knowledge, why they fail to implement them, or what are the 

consequences of doing so. As such they tell a lot about the discursive framing of liberal 

peace operations, yet they are rather silent on their localized practice. 

Paradoxically, the agency of local subjects on the ‘receiving’ side and their ability to 

shape the resulting peace and order has been largely left out of the picture by many of 

the early critiques of liberal peace, even though they have been celebrated as potential 

agents of more just and locally legitimate peace by some critics (Richmond 2009; 

Sabaratnam 2013). This has significantly changed over the last couple of years and this 

line of research will be introduced in the following section. However, partly connected 

to this blind spot of the critique, which primarily concentrates on the ideological 

aspects of the liberal peace, is also the limited attention given to the questions, how 
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specifically the liberal peace operations, whether of statebuilding, peacebuilding, or 

peacekeeping kind, play out in a given context. The number of studies on the micro-

processes of various types of liberal peace interventions steadily grows (see Autesserre 

2010; Bliesemann de Guevara 2012b; Goetze 2017; Graef 2015; Heathershaw 2009; 

Sending 2015; Smirl 2015; Veit 2010; Whalan 2014), but still remains limited compared 

to other approaches (see summaries by Autesserre 2014b; Randazzo 2016). 

Furthermore, while the liberal peace debate has been crucial in broadening the view of 

intervention not only on the UN peacekeeping missions as such, but also on the 

‘alphabet soup of agencies, organizations and institutions’ (Richmond 2005, 73) tasked 

with implementation of the liberal reform agenda, the military parts of the UN 

peacekeeping missions have been to a certain degree left out of the picture in this 

debate (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010, 14–15).24 While military peacekeepers 

have been extensively researched in the context of their novel involvement in 

peacekeeping operations and its impact on military culture (Ben-Ari and Elron 2001; 

Ghosh 1994; Rubinstein 2008; Ruffa 2014), or their gendered impact on the ground 

(Heathcote and Otto 2014; Higate and Henry 2009; Whitworth 2007), their distinct 

practice and role in the practice of liberal peace within the context of the UN 

peacekeeping have received rather scant attention (Fernández Moreno, Braga, and 

Gomes 2012; Higate and Henry 2009; Ruffa 2014).  

This is not surprising given the fact that most of the post-Cold War multidimensional 

peacekeeping operations have been both military and civilian affairs, where the civilian 

part of the mission has been entrusted with advanced statebuilding and peacebuilding 

tasks, which are of interest for the literature concerned with the normative theory of 

peacebuilding. Yet, the dominant focus on a few high-profile cases with a substantial 

civilian involvement (such as Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo, Liberia, Sierra Leone) and 

preference for the studies of practice of civilian peacebuilders, does not give a full 

account of the contemporary practice of the UN (liberal) peace operations (Autesserre 

2014b). This is especially noteworthy, when military peacekeepers are widely expected 

                                                 
24 The situation is different in the case of NATO or US counterinsurgency operations, or studies on 
NATO civil-military coordination, whether in the former Yugoslavia, or in the context of Provincial 
Reconstruction Teams deployed in Afghanistan, which some authors subsume under the broadly 
conceived notion of liberal peace (Bell 2011; Holmqvist 2014; Mac Ginty 2011; Pugh 2000; Rosén 2009). 
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to act as ‘early peacebuilders’ and have, alongside civilian officers, a substantial role on 

the local level of the peacekeeping mission in the provision of security, maintenance of 

order and working with local communities and social orders (Curran 2016). A closer 

engagement with the joint civil and military practices of maintaining peace and order 

thus promise to uncover novel insights into how liberal peace projects unfold in local 

practice. 

 

Bottom-up Agency: Hybridity and Local Shaping of International Peace 

Practices 

Nonetheless, one of the crucial points, which has emerged from the early critical 

debate on liberal peace, has been exactly the importance of the local and practical side 

of the peacebuilding and statebuilding projects (Autesserre 2014a). Specifically, how 

they unfold in practice after meeting with complex political and social orders, which 

are already existing on the ground and what parts of these local orders can contribute 

to stability and peace (Bliesemann de Guevara 2012b; Heathershaw and Lambach 

2008; Randazzo 2016; Tadjbakhsh 2011). The calls for a greater engagement with ‘the 

Others’ of the liberal peace have subsequently materialized in a growing focus on the 

interactions between peace operations and local communities, as well as an increased 

interest in politics and ordering beyond the institutional orders supported by the liberal 

intervention. This section will turn to these debates and introduce the discussion on 

local political orders, resistance and hybridity in the context of international peace 

operations and its engagements with these debates.  

The notion of hybridity and importance of the ‘local’ reception of peace projects has 

had a crucial impact on the critical peace studies.25 While focusing on similar issues 

                                                 
25 It should be noted that the concept of hybridity has been used in many other fields and contexts 
beyond the critical peace studies. Originating in biology and studies of breeding, hybridity has been 
invoked in order to describe the conditions of plurality of origins of a certain phenomena and their 
entanglement, in-betweeness, which does not fit neatly into established categories, or involvement of 
actors of different types in a certain area (Acheraïou 2011; Canclini and Rosaldo 2005; Latour 1993; 
Freedman and Lemay-Hébert 2017; Pieterse 2001). To pick a few examples from the areas close to the 
issue of the thesis: the notion of hybrid warfare has gained prominence to account for supposedly novel 
practices of conflict beyond the conventional military realm (Hoffman 2009; Bell 2012); the concept of 
hybrid peace operations has been used to describe the cooperation of distinct international organizations 
and agencies within the same framework (Tardy 2014); the notion of hybrid state-formation has been 
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centred around coexistence, interaction or merging of different ideas, orders and 

practices, the debate on hybridity and a local making of peace and order in the context 

of international peace operations has stemmed from different theoretical and 

normative intentions. This section will summarize the debate(s), point out the main 

contentious issues and situate it in the research on liberal peace interventions. This 

thesis primarily inquires into the processes of international ordering of the post-

conflict spaces and its interactions with local orders and agency, rather than into the 

prescriptive emancipatory potential of the local practices of peace (Lemay-Hébert and 

Freedman 2017, 5–7). As these two strands of research on hybridity to a certain extent 

differ, this section will primarily focus on the side of the debate, which interrogates the 

role of local agency, politics, trajectories of state formation and hybrid arrangements 

between different types of actors, who contribute to a local order. This provides 

particular ‘lenses’, which will be primarily used to grasp the complexity of local 

conditions, where the international peace operations unfold and which provide the 

means to account for the local agency and forms of order, rather than an alternative to 

the liberal peace project (Lottholz 2017; Millar 2014).  

Even if we limit the literature to the ‘descriptive’ and analytical approaches, which 

attend to the conditions of local hybridity, it is useful to further distinguish it with 

regard to what is seen as being hybridized and how. This section will specifically discuss 

three broader areas, where the notion of hybridity and interactions between different 

types of actors and ideas is invoked. First, it will introduce the research on hybrid 

political orders and ordering beyond the Western institutionalist conception of state, 

which in the contexts of peace operations intersects with foreign-assisted 

statebuilding. Second, it will discuss the local and contextual shaping of the 

international peace and security projects. Third, it will introduce the critique of the 

concept of hybridity in critical peace studies and explain how it will be used in this 

thesis in the light of this critique.  

 

                                                                                                                                               
used to account for the interplay of public and private actors in the process of state-formation (Hurt and 
Lipschutz 2016). 
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Hybrid Political Orders 

The debate on the hybrid political orders has initially started as a form of critique of the 

concept of a failed state and its assertion that deficiencies in the formal governmental 

institutions lead to violence and chaos (Hagmann and Hoehne 2009; Hameiri 2007). 

The seminal contributions of Kevin Clements, Volker Boege and Anne Brown have 

pointed out that many non-Western post-colonial states might be lacking the fully 

functioning institutions of formal government, which are able to assert its monopoly 

over its entire territory. However, these states instead rely on a number of informal 

arrangements with and between various non-state authorities, such as tribal chiefs, 

local strong-men, or village elders, which are locally legitimate and capable of providing 

basic functions of governance (e.g. customary or religious law) (Clements et al. 2007; 

Brown et al. 2010; Kraushaar and Lambach 2009). The hybrid political order thus 

denotes the actually existing governance structures in the places where the state does 

not have a dominant position and share certain functions, as well as its authority, 

legitimacy or capacity with other ‘non-state’ actors (Boege et al. 2009, 24). The 

research on hybrid political orders has thus promoted a notable shift of research on the 

so-called failed and fragile states. Instead of what is lacking and in need of fixing in the 

given state, various studies have turned to the positive questions of what kind of 

authorities are actually present in these spaces and how they function in their 

everyday practice (Wiuff Moe 2011, 148). In other words, a certain political order 

might be deficient from the point of view of liberal institutionalism, but in fact it might 

be governed by different and less formalized means, which reflect a different (or 

unfinished, from the liberal institutionalist point of view) process of state centralization 

and standardization (Balthasar 2015). These might not always undermine the stability 

of local order, or even the state, but rather may be a part of a longer process of state 

formation and local political practice (Bliesemann de Guevara 2012a, 4–6; Migdal and 

Schlichte 2005).26 

                                                 
26 While the notion of statebuilding refers to a conscious design of a political system of rule, the 
concept of state-formation denotes the ‘organic’ process of autonomous political competition and the 
‘becoming’ of state (Bliesemann de Guevara 2012a; Richmond 2014). 
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The introduction of the hybrid political orders to the debates on peacebuilding and 

statebuilding has mirrored a growing field of research in different disciplines, such as 

political sociology, anthropology, area and development studies. Drawing on earlier 

studies, which questioned the sharp distinction between the institutions of state and 

society in liberal institutionalist political theory, these studies called (among others) for 

a distinction between the idea of state and its historically and contextually grounded 

practice (Bayart 1993; Bierschenk and De Sardan 1997; Hibou 2004; Migdal 1988; 

Migdal and Schlichte 2005). This strand of research has sought to identify informal 

cooperation between different types of state and non-state actors in pursuing 

activities, which in the Westphalian/liberal-institutionalist reading are associated 

mostly with the state. In most cases these concern the activities such as provision of 

security, justice, economic regulation or other public services. While such a plurality in 

the provision of governance is common in the Western states as well (Johnston and 

Shearing 2003, 22), the exclusive position of sovereign governmental authority in many 

post-colonial states is in this regard much weaker and more openly challenged by 

various non-state competitors.  

The non-state actors and informal authorities involved in the state-like activities have 

been labelled in different studies as ‘twilight institutions’ (Lund 2007), irregular 

governance actors (Harbers, Jaffe, and Cummings 2016), or mezzanine rulers (Crawford 

and Miscik 2010). Similarly rich vocabulary has been used to describe the networks of 

power, political authority and mutual cooperation, contention or overlap, which have 

developed on the basis of interactions of these non-state actors with various 

institutions associated with the state. Beyond the notion of hybrid political orders, 

other scholars have invoked various different concepts to capture the complexities of 

political ordering in post-colonial states, such as mediated states (Menkhaus 2007), 

negotiated states (Müller 2012; Hagmann and Péclard 2011), conditions of institutional 

multiplicity (Reisinger 2009), legal pluralism (Zips and Weilenmann 2011), plural 

governance (Hazbun 2016), hybrid (peace or security) governance arrangements 

(Bagayoko 2012; Belloni 2012; Colona and Jaffe 2016; Mac Ginty 2011; Meagher 2012), 

hybrid sovereignty (Fregonese 2012; N. Hourani 2013), hybrid polities (Roberts 2008), 

conditions of fragmented sovereignty (Davis 2010), or governscapes (Stepputat 2013). 
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While responding to the same need to account for the heterogeneity of the local 

political and social orders, which do not neatly correspond to the Western conceptions 

of statehood, these concepts differ in their focus on particular issues or a specific 

framing. However, they all highlight that the areas with the weak formal authority of 

the state are not usually completely void of any authority and governance, but are 

subject to the complex local practices of political and social ordering. While this point 

might seem obvious or even banal, it has been bracketed out by many early studies on 

liberal peace, as well as by the practitioners who have approached many post-conflict 

societies and states as primarily dysfunctional and unstable (Koddenbrock 2016). 

 

Hybrid Encounters of Liberal Peace and Local Agency  

Closer attention to the practices and orders on the ‘receiving side’ of the liberal peace 

operations, as well as to their unfolding in the specific ‘sites’ has spurred the debate on 

the interactions between the agents of liberal peace, local actors and national elites. In 

general, this literature highlights the fact that the international agencies are not 

omnipotent and they are usually not able to fully implement their peace plans when 

they encounter local social relations and even potential resistance.  

Some studies have thus unpacked the complexities of post-conflict spaces with their 

differentiated and layered power structures and internal political struggles, which 

peace operations enter and which they willingly or not have to come to terms with 

(Charbonneau and Sears 2014; Heathershaw and Lambach 2008; Heathershaw 2009; 

Jones 2010; Veit 2010). Many studies have also inquired into misunderstandings 

between the international agencies and local actors, their diverging preferences and 

understanding of local politics, which often have direct and negative influence on the 

outcomes of peace operations (Millar, van der Lijn, and Verkoren 2013; Chopra and 

Hohe 2004). In this regard, the notion of ‘peacebuilder’s contract’ developed by 

Michael Barnett and Christopher Zürcker (2009) has been particularly influential. 

Barnett and Zürcker argue on the basis of game-theoretical modelling, that the local 

and national elites develop over time and with raising amount of invested resources a 

distinct form of influence over the international peacebuilders. Thanks to this 
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influence, they are capable of ‘compromising’ the outcomes of international 

peacebuilding projects and promoting their own agenda within the framework of post-

conflict settlement (see also Barnett, Fang, and Zürcher 2014).  

The highly influential strand of critical research on the conditions and possibilities of 

post-liberal ‘hybrid’ peace departs from a similar starting point. The outcomes of 

peacebuilding and statebuilding projects are seen as a result of a set of interactions 

between the international and various types of local actors. However, while Barnett 

and Zürcker focused more on the role of national elites and governments (see also 

Gowan 2013), Roger Mac Ginty, one of the main proponents of the hybrid peace 

approach, highlights the ability of local actors, structures and networks to ‘resist, 

subvert, negotiate with, and ignore’ the internationally-designed and promoted liberal 

peace projects (Mac Ginty 2011, 12). The local agency could be manifested by diverse 

forms of direct resistance, passive non-participation in the liberal reforms, negotiation 

over the governance programmes, or establishment of alternative forms of peace and 

order (see also Birkholz, Scherf, and Schroeder 2017; Keranen 2013). In result, the 

outcomes of liberal peace projects are more awkward and unpredictable than planned 

by the international actors as they are not able to completely overrule the local 

ordering structures, agency of local actors and their practical, habitual knowledge on a 

‘local’ way of peace and order.  

As Jonathan Joseph points out in his study on global governmentality, Western liberal 

governmental institutions require subjects, who are already subjectified into a 

particular way of governing in order to work smoothly. The liberal system of rule can be 

imposed, but it will fail to function in the same way it does in the liberal societies 

(Joseph 2012, 70–71). The encounters between the reformed institutions, ‘the 

governed’ and local alternatives thus lead in practice to what Mac Ginty, Richmond and 

Mitchell call hybrid forms of peace, where various forms of ordering exist side-by-side 

and entangled with each other (Mac Ginty 2013; Richmond and Mitchell 2011). As 

summarized by Mac Ginty and Sanghera (2012, 3), 'hybridity is understood as 

composite forms of practice, norms and thinking that emerge from the interaction of 

different groups, world-views and activity'. These observations have been extended to 

various specific areas of international peace and development projects including 
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security system reform (Schroeder and Chappuis 2014; Newby 2016b), disarmament 

and reintegration of non-state armed actors (Willems 2015), economic reform 

(Strazzari and Kamphuis 2012), or politics of ownership of peace and development 

projects (Jarstad and Olsson 2012).  

The tensions brought about by a local resistance to the liberal peace projects have 

been regarded by some as an opportunity for transcending the problematic aspects of 

liberal peace by incorporating local practices and norms into the peacebuilding plans 

(Mac Ginty 2011; Richmond 2009; Richmond and Mitchell 2011a; Richmond 2015; 

Roberts 2008; Tom 2017). However, despite the emphasis on local ownership, this 

agenda remains controversial and its outcomes largely unpredictable (Millar 2014). It 

was thus argued that it could lead to more stable and locally-sensitive peace (e.g. Tom 

2017), but also ‘hijacking’ of the post-conflict reconstruction by powerful local actors 

(such as economic elites, warlords, or heads of militias), or (most-likely) continuation of 

local practices of rule with the liberal ‘façade’. Alex Veit (2010) has in this context 

theorized the complex figurations and interactions between the international forces, 

local non-state authorities and various types of armed actors and has pointed out how 

these interactions result in consolidation of previous practices of rule and order rather 

than in liberal statebuilding, or a more emancipatory peace.  

Others have advanced the research on hybridity by invoking process-based ontologies 

and focusing on how the hybridization of a peace project unfolds in practice, or how 

the practices of specific actors draw on various contextual sources of knowledge 

(Hönke and Müller 2012). Various studies have thus focused on the practice of 

peacebuilding and management of competing manifestations of international and local 

agency (Graef 2015), hybridization of peacebuilding projects, which incorporate 

elements of both international and local knowledge (Visoka 2012), practices of 

legitimation by local authorities in hybrid political orders (Albrecht and Moe 2015), or 

practices of non-Western peacekeepers deployed to secure liberal peace projects in 

other post-colonial countries (Fernández Moreno, Braga, and Gomes 2012). This 

research strand has focused less on the emancipatory potential of local hybridity, but 

rather on a contextual and relational shaping of practices and local orders existing in 

the spaces of liberal peace interventions. In brief, it highlights that not only does the 
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imposition of liberal order based on technical knowledge not work, but in fact it is 

often in practice more complex. This approach to research of the local conditions of 

hybridity also represents one of the main sources of inspiration for this thesis and as 

such will be further theorized in the following chapter.   

Even though to a certain extent different, the approaches that attend to local agency 

and local ‘shaping’ of liberal peace interventions highlight the diversity (and 

unpredictability) of their outcomes. As pointed out earlier, while the liberal peace 

projects might be designed and drafted in the Western capitals, their practical 

execution unfolds only in and by interactions with the local subjects. The resulting 

‘varieties’ of liberal peace thus differ according to the nature and outcome of such 

interactions of the internationally designed projects of peace with local order and 

agency. Here lies the main interest of this thesis, which seeks to understand the ways 

how the peacekeeping unfolds amid the alternative ways of local ordering and which 

also intends to point out the inseparability of the peacekeepers and local actors. 

However, before we can proceed any further, it is necessary to position this thesis with 

regard to criticism of the hybridity agenda.  

 

Hybridity: Fallacies of Prescriptive and Descriptive Approaches 

As it was already briefly mentioned in the previous section, the turn to ‘hybrid peace’ 

has attracted significant criticism. This brief section aims to discuss the main points 

raised by the critical engagement with hybridity in critical peace studies and to use it as 

a point of departure for the next chapter, which will present the conceptual framing of 

the thesis.  

Hybridity as a concept has been repeatedly questioned since its initial rise to fame in 

the post-colonial and cultural studies. The most common lines of critique argue, that by 

describing hybridity as a mixture (an ‘in-between space’ in Bhabha’s formulation) 

between two distinct sources of influences (Bhabha 2004, 55), the concept unhelpfully 

reinforces the problematic binaries (colonizer and colonized, 

international/global/liberal and illiberal/traditional/local, or the state and non-state). 

Moreover, such a conceptualization supposedly assumes that the ‘pure’ versions of the 
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two may exist – actually existing ideal types, which are free of other influences.27 On 

the contrary, as the critique argues, most of the actually-existing conditions are already 

marked by constant interactions and mutual influencing between various sources and 

continue to be so even after the encounter with the supposedly hegemonic 

discourses.28 Furthermore, if everything could be considered hybrid, the added value of 

such a concept is according to this line of critique questionable, especially when the 

notion of hybridity does not account for other power and material inequalities beyond 

the cultural and discursive ones (Acheraïou 2011; Peterson 2012; Rosaldo 2005, xv). 

Finally, the subaltern actors, who resist and appropriate the hegemonic cultural frames 

of liberalism, might not pose a positive alternative. In many cases, they are themselves 

highly oppressive towards certain groups and identities (Darby 2016, 67).29 

Similar lines of critique have challenged the hybridity agenda also in critical peace 

studies and have engaged with its analytical and especially emancipatory agenda 

(Peterson 2012). As Audra Mitchell (2011) argues, the political ordering in the 

‘everyday’ does not occur only in the form of greater quality (i.e. more positive peace) 

of local order, but in multiple contexts also in the form of a greater ‘control’ over the 

local subjects. Gearoid Millar (2014), as well as inter alia Kate Meager (2012), Elisa 

Randazzo (2016), or Chanrith Ngin and Willemijn Verkoren (2015) attended to the 

complex power relations and unpredictability of local hybrid arrangements, which do 

no necessarily guarantee more just peace and even stability as some proponents of the 

hybrid peace agenda tend to imply (Richmond 2015). Zanotti’s (2011) illustration of the 

‘local’ Croatian ‘resistance’ to the international democratization and human rights 

agenda in the form of oppression of Serbian minority, provides a highly apt illustration 

of the limits of romanticizing the local agency.  

                                                 
27 I would also like to thank to the members of the IPS doctoral seminar for clarifying this point; the 
research project, which eventually became this dissertation, was presented in this seminar.  
28 The proponents of hybridity have reacted by arguing that hybridity should be rather treated as a 
process of hybridization than a final end state and by pointing out long-lasting engagements between 
different cultures across societal boundaries (Pieterse 2001). Another potential counter-argument would 
embrace the ideal-type nature of both the hybrid outcomes and the identities, orders or concepts, which 
merge in such hybrid outcomes (Clements et al. 2007). Moreover, according to the original Weber’s 
formulation of the ideal types, they do not correspond to the ‘real world’ as they are merely a conceptual 
extrapolation of certain phenomena (Weber 1949, 90). 
29 This point has been however repeatedly acknowledged by the scholars of hybrid peace, who 
have themselves warned against ‘romanticizing the local’ (Richmond 2011). 
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Others have questioned the framing of the debate around the binary of international 

and local agency and proposed an image of more complex politics, which are played 

out among a diverse set of actors on different scales (Charbonneau and Sears 2014; 

Hameiri and Jones 2017), enacted by a more complex set of actors and sources of 

potentially emancipatory politics (Graef 2015), through more simultaneous processes 

of interactions (Millar, van der Lijn, and Verkoren 2013), or they have proposed a more 

complicated picture of longer history of mutual engagement of both supposedly 

dominantly liberal and illiberal/local actors (Nadarajah and Rampton 2015). Finally, 

some have pointed out the problematic notion of the ‘local’ and ‘indigenous’ actors, 

who are treated as genuine representatives of the local knowledge. These are often as 

much locally ‘authentic’ as they are produced and framed as such through interactions 

with the international agencies, donors, or even scholars longing for the alternatives to 

standard international practices (Heathershaw 2008a; Hirblinger and Simons 2015). As 

Heathershaw argues, ‘[I]nternational interventions generate their own forms of 

localism. In short, ‘indigenous peacebuilding’ is partially produced by what 

internationals find, initiate or are willing to fund.’ (Heathershaw 2013, 279)  

The notion of the emancipatory local knowledge and agency existing in a clear-cut 

opposition to the liberal ‘international’ practices is thus problematic. While critical 

points summarized in this section are highly poignant, the thesis concur with the 

argument, that they mostly concern the ‘prescriptive’ side of the debate (Millar 2014; 

Lottholz 2017). As such, they treat hybridity as a solution to the failures and challenges 

of peacebuilding (Richmond 2015), rather than only as a characteristic of a given social 

and political order. This thesis departs from the second approach and treats the notion 

of hybridity as an analytical concept used to describe the condition of plurality of 

actors and orders on a given territory and the combination of different authorities and 

rationalities in the processes of governing (Brown 2017; Fregonese 2012; Stepputat 

2013). The image of a state, which is not able to control its territory is thus replaced by 

the interactions between diverse ‘state’ and ‘non-state’ actors, enactments of their 

authority, their mutual entanglements and complex politics stemming from these 

processes.  
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However, even if most of the political orders could be considered hybrid in this sense, 

this does not mean that the concept loses its analytical value to shed a novel light on 

the processes of interaction and mutual influencing ofdistinct actors involved in 

exercising authority over a community of people within a context of state-formation 

(Brown 2017). On the contrary, it can provide a language how to recognize and speak 

about these processes and local specificities, which diverge. In this respect, the thesis 

draws inspiration both from the debates on hybridity as the condition of plural 

authority and governance and emergence of such governance through encounters and 

mutual influencing between different actors (Graef 2015; Mac Ginty 2011). The notion 

of hybridity thus becomes conceptual ‘lenses,’ which enable to speak about the more 

complex processes and politics of ordering, state formation enacted by diverse actors 

‘inside’ the states, yet (also) beyond the normally recognized arena of formal political 

institutions (Brown 2017; Migdal and Schlichte 2005).  

By combining these insights, the thesis aims to contribute to the understanding of local 

conditions of hybridity by focusing on how these are navigated and by a given 

international actor – in the case of this thesis – by a UN peacekeeping operation. In 

other words, the thesis does not aim to answer the question, whether there are some 

local practices, which could be fruitfully incorporated into international peacebuilding 

projects. As it was noted in the Chapter One, the peacekeeping operations and 

practices are made on many levels. The thesis therefore supposes that the ‘local’ 

matters and influences the outcome of the external intervention. In this respect, the 

thesis seeks to embrace the messiness of the localized peacekeeping practice and it 

asks how the international actors cope with the local hybridity and where we can 

locate the agency of the targets of the peacekeeping intervention. On the other hand, 

the liberal peace discourse matters as well, as it defines both the initial mandate of the 

mission and to a certain extent, its internationally acceptable image as well.  
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Conclusion: W halla' la wayn?30  

The preceding two chapters had four main aims. First, to briefly describe the changes 

in the UN peacekeeping and their different relations with the local order. While the 

traditional form of the UN peacekeeping was rather indifferent to the communities and 

orders in the places, where the operations took place, the post-Cold War 

multidimensional peacekeeping operations have been tasked to improve deficiencies 

of local order. Second, to introduce the debate on liberal peace as the dominant 

guiding rationality of the statebuilding and peacebuilding interventions, which were 

supposed to correct the deficiencies of local orders. Third, to summarize the main 

critiques of liberal peace and point their similarities, as well as blind-spots. In this 

regard, this section has noted their shared criticism of liberal peace as an imposed top-

down order pursued by various agents connected with the international liberal agenda. 

However, it also pointed out the lack of interest in a local shaping of the specific 

practices of liberal peace interventions and their practical unfolding, agency of the local 

actors and finally distinct contributions of military peacekeepers to the liberal peace 

project. Fourth, to sketch the main contours of the debate on the hybrid practices and 

outcomes of the liberal peace as the interactions between different actors, norms and 

orders. While this section has attended to the scepticism regarding the prescriptive 

side of the debate, it has concurred with the need to focus on local agency, local 

ordering and in essence, local and interactional shaping of the peacekeeping practice 

leading to ‘varieties’ of actually existing liberal peace in specific contexts. 

On this basis, the concluding part of the previous part of this chapter has proposed to 

focus on how is peacekeeping is performed as a part of local hybrid order (which the 

peacekeeping operation is a part of). The questions, which this study seeks to answer, 

are therefore as follows: how the particular mandate is enacted in practice, what kind 

of practices and adaptations are needed to make it work in the given context and 

finally, how the mission stabilize its own presence in the particular order. This enables 

not only a more nuanced attuning to the ‘varieties of liberal peace’ pursued by a given 

peacekeeping mission in a particular social context, but also to the practices by which 

                                                 
30 ‘Where Do We Go Now?’ A Lebanese movie (2011, dir. Nadine Labaki) on difficulties of 
cohabitation in a country divided along diverse identity cleavages.  
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they are performed. As this thesis seeks to show, the international peace operation 

does not necessarily blindly follow the liberal peace blueprints, but it is also capable of 

creative agency, which leads to attuning to a local context and hybridity. Yet, such 

compromises need to be reconciled with the internationally accepted ‘image’ of 

peacekeeping and order it creates (Koddenbrock 2016; Migdal and Schlichte 2005). 

By attending to these issues, the thesis seeks to contribute to a richer understanding of 

international-local interactions and ordering practices. This research thus advances a 

current understanding of a critical research on liberal peace by looking into how is a 

particular liberal peace project is enacted in practice and how it engages the conditions 

of a local hybrid order.  
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3. Keeping Order: Programmes and Practices of Peacekeeping 

While the first two chapters of the thesis have introduced the general academic 

debates on the nature of contemporary peace operations and their interaction with 

the local agency, this chapter will turn its attention to the conceptual framework for 

dissecting the practice of peacekeeping. In this respect, this thesis builds on the 

debates on liberal peace and its hybrid outcomes in specific localities, which were 

introduced in the preceding two chapters. However, it aims to add another layer to 

them by inquiring into the practice of peacekeeping under the conditions of local 

hybridity. The key question, which will be posed and answered in this chapter, is the 

following – how can we conceptually grasp the practice of peacekeeping and its 

relation to particular local order? The answer will be provided by outlining conceptual 

vocabulary, which enables to distinguish between the broader discourses of how 

should appropriate peace and order look like, specific programmes and technologies, 

which are on the basis of these discourses designed to react to local disorder and 

finally, their complex application and justification in the concrete cases.   

The rest of this chapter proceeds as follows. Next section will briefly explain the key 

concepts used in the theoretical chapter of the thesis. Subsequently, the chapter will 

turn to the relation between the critical reading of liberal peace, notion of order and 

the practices of military peacekeeping. The third section will make the case for 

understanding military peacekeeping as policing of certain order and explain how it 

enriches our understanding of the peacekeeping practice. The last two sections will 

provide a detailed discussion of practical side of peacekeeping in a hybrid order and its 

justification within a specific narrative. 

 

The Vocabulary of (Governmental) Intervention: Discourses, Rationalities, 

Practices 

As the often-cited Foucauldian reading of discourse (upon which is the following 

distinction of various ‘types’ of liberal peace based) states, discourses define the 

structures of meaning and representation of their subjects. They identify the key 
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problems, which are to be solved, as well as authorize certain knowledge and practices, 

which are mobilized in order to react to the identified issues (Foucault 1982; Hansen 

2006). Broadly speaking, discourses of liberal peace (and their mergers in their context-

specific articulations31) outlined in the following section delimit the field of peace 

intervention by defining what peace (as one of the essentially contested concepts) 

means and what values it represents. The particular meaning of peace is constructed 

by attaching it to certain normative positions and by delimiting what are the 

appropriate means, methods and approaches of how it should be the achieved. These 

represent the broader discursive formations upon which is the thinking about peace as 

a particular desirable state situated (Heathershaw 2008b).  

At this point, it is necessary to broaden the Foucauldian vocabulary beyond the notion 

of discourse with the concepts that Foucault developed in his later works on early-

modern governmentality (Foucault 2007).32 While the discourse denotes the broader 

fields of meaning-formation, the analytics of government have investigated how these 

meanings produce specific effects and forms of governance of society. Drawing on 

Foucault’s path-breaking observations, but with attention to empirical details of 

contemporary forms of governance, Nikolas Rose and Peter Miller (1992) in their 

seminal article on ‘political power beyond the state’ introduced a set of tools for the 

analysis of government. These consist of political rationalities, programmes and 

technologies (Dean 2010; Lemke 2012; Li 2007c). 

Simply put, the political rationalities (or rationales) elaborate on the duties of the actor 

who wishes to govern, authorities that should be entrusted with certain governance 

tasks, as well as normative ideals and principles, which governance (or peace 

intervention for that matter) should seek to support. The political rationalities and the 

discursive fields, which they are anchored in, inform the governmental interventions in 

particular area and delineate the issues and challenges, which they should react to. 

Moreover, by posing certain representations of subjects and issues, the rationalities 

also legitimise the activity of governing as such (Lemke 2012, 81–82). The concept of 

                                                 
31 The notion of articulation is here used in a way similar to Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe 
(1985) and especially Lene Hansen’s (2006) usage of the term – a practice of ascribing a specific meaning 
to given issue in (and drawing on) a wider discursive field.  
32 For relation between studies of discourse and governmental rationalities and need to treat both 
as a composite package of analytical tools see Foucault 2011, 8–9. 
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programme denotes an articulation of broad rationalities into specific concerns and 

proposed solution. As Tanya Li puts it: ‘a program is the goal to be accomplished, 

together with the rationale that makes it thinkable, and the associated strategies and 

techniques’ (Li 2007a, 279). Programme thus constitutes a materialized effect of the 

political rationality and the discursive framing of the issues to be acted upon by it. 

Finally, technologies, strategies, or techniques33 represent particular ‘tools’ ‘through 

which different forces seek to render programmes operable.’ (Rose and Miller 1992, 

183) The technologies represent means that show how are connections between the 

governance aspiration of authorities on the one side and groups or individuals on the 

other, established. In other words they show how are the goals of governmental 

intervention instantiated in the given contexts (cf. Dean 2010, 42). Needless to say, 

potentially with the effects far from those originally intended. Finally, the 

governmental programmes are realized through range of practices, forms of 

communication, legal regulations, visual markers, material and architectural forms and 

other means, which help to translate the governmental programme to a given context 

and align different actors and forces towards a common goal (Rose 1999, 47–51).  

To give an example of such practical implementation of particular programme in the 

context of peace operations, the specific technology could entail the presence of 

peacekeepers in potentially risky locations, patrolling and setting checkpoints as a 

means of provision of security and order (Higate and Henry 2009). Alternatively, post-

conflict reconciliation pursued by technologies, such as participatory workshops, or 

joint projects between the sides of the conflict aimed at common economic 

development, could provide another example of programmes departing from liberal 

peacebuilding (Galvanek 2013). 

However, as was highlighted in the preceding chapter, the programmes and 

technologies only rarely achieve a complete totality and coherence upon their 

implementation. On the contrary, in many cases they have faced diverse forms of 

refusal, resistance, or simply an unpredictable agency of their subjects (Lemke 2012, 

                                                 
33 Foucault has distinguished between strategies and tactics in the sense that while the former 
denote to a certain extent unintentional, but institutionalized, effects of power, the latter denotes rather 
the individual or group agency (Heller 1996). This study however, understand strategies rather in more 
conventional sense, which corresponds to use of the concept in governmentality studies – as a broader 
plan of deployment of power in the context of specific programme (Lemke 2012). 
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91–93; Richmond and Mitchell 2011b).34 The resistance and friction do not necessarily 

lead to a failure of the programme, which could be readjusted or reinterpreted and 

thus can absorb the opposition into the plan (see Lemke 2012, 93–94). Yet, as was 

argued when discussing the notion of hybridity, these interactions with unpredictable 

agency of the subjects of governmental intervention define their outcomes and the 

type of peace and order, which they are actually able to establish.  

This calls for attention not only to the resistance to the programme, but also to various 

practices (and technologies), which sustain and transform the programme in the face 

of local agency. Simply put, how is the governance arrangement adjusted, when it 

meets unanticipated conditions? Beyond the adaptation of the technologies to new 

circumstances (if they are acknowledged), these comprise various practices that ‘form 

in, around, through or against the plan’ (Li 2007a, 279–80; de Certeau 2010; Clarke 

2012), which could be developed in the context of other interventions, as well as 

locally and informally (Bierschenk and Olivier de Sardan 2014; Hönke 2013; Hönke and 

Müller 2012, 393). Such informal solutions and compromises between interests and 

agencies of diverse actors, call for contextual ‘local’ and ‘practical’ form of knowledge, 

which is able of finding ways how to make the governmental program work in a given 

conditions even in the face of local resistance (Li 2005; Scott 1998, 323–33).35 On the 

other hand, the informality and partial failure might also call for construction of data 

and stories which depict successes of particular intervention. These aim to justify the 

intervention and enable its continuation even despite local challenges (Li 2007a, 80; 

Heathershaw 2008a). 

The nextsections will turn to specific discourses and rationalities of liberal peace and 

elaborate on technology of liberal governance in the form of policing It will point out 

how these are mirrored by the practices of peacekeeping.    

                                                 
34 It should be noted that some proponents of governmentality studies (Rose 1999; Dean 2010) 
argue against engagement with the messy local implementation of the programmes of governance and 
focus their analysis rather on their rationalities. However, this study sides with those, who propose that 
closer investigation of what goes on inside the ‘witches’ brew’ of particular form of governance 
programme as it enables to uncover different forms of local agency, which both contest the programme 
and make it work (Clarke 2012; Li 2007a, 278–79; Heathershaw 2009, 10–12; Mac Ginty 2011) 
35 James Scott gives a highly illustrative example of an East German factory worker, who was able to 
keep the factory running and meet its production quotas by his ability to find and barter the necessary 
spare parts despite the centrally planned distribution of material (Scott 1998, 351–52). 
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Liberal peace, Order and Peacekeeping 

As was outlined in the first chapter, the notion of liberal peace has emerged as a 

representation of a vague consensus between the international organizations, NGOs 

and Western states on what is the nature of appropriate peace and order and how they 

should be achieved (Duffield 2001; Richmond 2005). It was also pointed out that liberal 

peace should be treated rather as a combination of various discourses of 

peace(making), which are articulated differently in particular contexts. In short, the 

three of them, which were described in the first chapter, were democratic 

peacebuilding (peace through democratization), civil society peacebuilding (peace 

through engagement with local peace initiatives) and statebuilding (peace as order 

guaranteed by a sovereign or its international substitute in the form of particular peace 

operation) (Heathershaw 2008b). Such parsing of different liberal peace discourses 

provides analytical tools for understanding the rationalities and programmes of the 

particular ‘type’ of liberal peace engagement and enables its further dissection and 

connection to distinct technologies and regimes of practices, by which it is supposed to 

act on a given context (Dean 2010, 31–33). 

The aim of the two following sections is to answer a simple question – where does the 

military peacekeeping fit in the liberal peace discourse. Following primarily Richmond’s 

and Heathershaw’s reading of discourses and intellectual lineages of liberal peace, this 

section will point out the connections between the statebuilding discourse and earlier 

discourses of peace as order and explain what is the role of international military 

peacekeeping forces in maintenance of such order and its governance. To use a 

vocabulary introduced in the opening section, it will seek to locate the military 

peacekeeping as a specific technology of international engagement with a  

(post-)conflict setting in rationalities and discourses, from which they emerge.  

Peace-as-order and Peacekeeping 

Variations on the statebuilding discourse and understanding of peace as order have 

been at least since 2001 among the dominant international visions of peace (Campbell 

and Peterson 2013; Heathershaw 2008b, 612–16). While the fully-developed discourse 

of liberal statebuilding has emerged only in the post-Cold War era, it has a deeper 
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intellectual roots and established practices of international engagements in the areas 

of instability (Richmond 2005). As Heathershaw (2008b) points out, the discourse of 

statebuilding has developed from Huntingtonian analysis of institutional stability 

(Huntington 2006 [1968]) and the older interpretation of peace as order (Banks 1987), 

albeit fused with preference for liberal form of governance (see also Richmond 2005).  

In brief, the discourse of peace as order is based on the vision of peace which is 

described by the absence of large-scale physical violence and chance for a ‘relatively 

safe’ and ‘predictable life’ - a negative peace in Galtung’s formulation (Galtung 1969). 

The international reaction to conflict should ensure the return of stability and ‘status-

quo’ in the case of interstate disputes, as well as return of law, order and ‘normal 

conditions’ in the case of internal conflicts.36 These are guaranteed by a set of 

governing institutions (the sovereign state or potentially international organization) 

and hierarchically ordered international system, where the stronger states manage the 

security of the weaker states (Banks 1987, 261). The potential change of the conditions 

of violence and instability is based either on an international action, negotiations 

among elite actors (being thus a result of the famed ‘art of the possible’), or on 

adequate institutionalization of political and social order leading to development of 

domestic governing capacities (Heathershaw 2008b, 609–11). To put it in simple words, 

the peace in this reading equals a stable order, managed through oversight and 

governance of social (or international) relations by a hierarchical set of institutions. Its 

dominant ‘Other’, on which it is supposed to react, takes the form of disorder, 

instability and conflict.  

In Richmond’s (2006) analysis of genealogy of liberal peace, the peace as order equals 

the early and conservative version of liberal peace project. It is deployed mostly in 

reaction to the broadly acknowledged threats of war, terrorism and large-scale 

violence, which potentially threaten the stability of international system. It seeks to 

‘stabilize’ the conditions through the combination of international diplomacy, 

facilitation of negotiations between conflicting sides and quasi-military forces deployed 

on the ground (see the second chapter). Such peace thus reflects values, norms and 

                                                 
36 The mandates of most of the Cold War peacekeeping missions are especially good examples of 
this type of peace. 
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interests of the international community (and especially its strongest states) and it 

aims to limit large-scale violence through top-down stabilization of risky places of 

conflict and disorder (see also Pearson 1957, 1; MacQueen 2006).  

The discourse of peace as order hints on where the limited traditional military 

peacekeeping fits into the liberal peace discourse and provides a basic point of 

departure for deeper inquiry into its specific practices. Interpreted along these lines, 

the traditional peacekeeping reflects the programme of stabilization of the post-

conflict environment by deployment of international, impartial, clearly recognizable 

and lightly-armed military forces. These are tasked with monitoring, mediating, 

maintaining and in some rare cases strengthening the order, which has been agreed by 

negotiations between international actors and representatives of the main parties of 

the given conflict (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010, 173–75; Durch and England 

2009, 10; Ryan 2013, 449). The traditional peacekeepers were thus imagined to be an 

implementing and verification actors of a certain internationally envisioned governance 

arrangement, which was aimed at limiting disorder. Even though the peacekeeping was 

imagined to work through indirect oversight of the local order and indirect pressure 

over the parties to comply with it, in most of the cases they were equipped with rather 

limited powers and couldn´t  act on the non-compliant parties (Hylton 2013, 15–22; 

Richmond 2005, 91–94; Ryan 2011, 64–65).  

The Statebuilding Discourse: Strengthening the Local Capacities to Maintain 

Order 

The post-Cold War era has brought proliferation of novel peacekeeping tasks aimed at 

more comprehensive reaction to the local conditions of disorder. These have been 

broadened from the international conflicts also to the non-governed or ‘poorly 

governed’ states, which were undergoing some form of conflict or recovering from it. 

The statebuilding discourse thus manifests a reaction to the securitization of the ‘weak’ 

or ‘failing’ states and lack of their ability to properly govern their populations and 

territories (Ghani and Lockhart 2009, 23; Halvorson 2013). The discourse identifies the 

weakness of formal governing institutions, as well as relative strength of local societal 

(‘non-state’) forces, as a potential threat for both domestic and international security. 
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In reaction, the liberal statebuilding stresses the importance of institutionalization and 

reformation of the system of governance. Such reforms aimed at ‘good governance’ are 

expected to lead to societal transformation and rational peaceful behaviour on the 

level of both the state and its population (Dean 2010; Olsson 2008; Zanotti 2011).  As 

opposed to the older Cold War discourses of peace as order, the statebuilding 

discourse envisions stronger transformative role of the international community and 

international assistance in designing the ‘proper conditions of rule’.  

The underlying rationality of this discourse and its reaction to the condition of 

instability, or open conflict, is thus limitation of disorder through establishment, or 

strengthening of governing institutions (Chandler 2010; Richmond 2005, 192–93). 

While these are most often associated with the state, they might take also less formal 

form of allied local governance structures (Moe 2016; Veit 2010). The intervention 

should seek to stabilise the disorderly local environment and regulate it, so it does not 

pose direct threat to its subjects, neighbours and the rest of the international 

community (Duffield 2007; Elden 2009; Holmqvist, Bachmann, and Bell 2015, 7–9). 

Moreover, the international agencies should support the development of domestic 

governing capacities, so that the target state or society would be able to govern itself 

independently in future. The intervention thus takes the form of direct (temporary) 

takeover of certain governance functions and external monitoring, assessing, 

regulating and training of the local subjects (Chandler 2010; Doyle and Sambanis 2006; 

Zanotti 2011, 28). On the level of concrete policies, this discourse has spurred a 

number of initiatives ranging from temporary international administrations and 

building of local governance institutions in Kosovo or East Timor to widespread 

assistance with security system reform and training of local police and military forces. 

The statebuilding discourse does not necessarily prescribe a substantial role for the 

military peacekeepers in the same way as particular articulations of peace as order did 

in traditional peacekeeping operations. Ambitious governmental reforms prescribed by 

statebuilding discourse have often drawn rather on civilian expertise, which has been 

necessary for drafting legislation, building capacities and overseeing implementation of 

the governmental reforms. However, military officers have often taken part in various 

security sector reform projects, where they have taken an active role in ‘crafting’ the 
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conditions of local order by training and mentoring local armed or police forces 

(Doucet and de Larrinaga 2015; Heiduk 2015; Ryan 2013).   

Nevertheless, military peacekeepers, as well as units of UN police, have been deployed 

in various forms to many UN peace operations, which were authorized to perform 

certain statebuilding tasks and re-establish local governance structures. As was briefly 

outlined in Chapter One, their role has been in principle based on similar quasi-military 

posture with severely limited, yet more permissive, rules for the use of force (Sloan 

2014). Furthermore, the peacekeepers in the recent statebuilding operations have 

been entrusted to perform a broader set of tasks in support of the overall mandate of 

the particular mission. These have crossed humanitarian, developmental and even 

peacebuilding agendas as the situation on the ground called for more substantial 

involvement to tackle local instability. Following the broadening of tasks of peace 

operations, even military peacekeepers have become deeply engaged in post-conflict 

reconstruction efforts, which they were often tasked to support (Curran 2016, 23–27; 

Pugh 2000). Nonetheless, most of these activities were firmly based in the discourse of 

peace as order as peacekeepers have been primarily supposed to stabilize the 

conditions of security, restore rudimentary order and prepare the ground for more 

fundamental governmental reforms and peacebuilding activities pursued by civilian 

experts, NGOs and local civil society (Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin 2010, 142–51). In 

other words, military peacekeepers have been mandated to temporarily act as a part of 

local governance structures and supplement the ‘deficient’ parts of it – either by 

directly providing local security and supervise potential other (peace) arrangements, or 

by engaging in building the local capacities.  

Summary 

To sum up, this section illustrated how the discourses of peace-as-order and 

statebuilding fit into the lineage and composition of the liberal peace and how these 

discourses present the techniques and practices of military peacekeeping. The general 

logic behind both is the international reaction to local conditions of disorder and 

attempts of their mitigation. The reactions have ranged from limited stabilization and 

restoration of the status quo (as in the traditional peacekeeping), to more complex 
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reform of local governing institutions, which are supposed to secure appropriate order 

in the more expansive versions of the statebuilding discourse.  

In this regard, the section focused on how deployment of military peacekeepers to the 

given conflict is imagined to stabilize the situation and maintain certain internationally-

imagined order (Duffield 2001; MacQueen 2006). Furthermore, it argued that military 

peacekeepers could be conceived as part of local governance arrangement, which 

provide a specific functions, that are from the international point of view lacking in the 

local context – such as provision of security, lack of trust between parties of the 

conflict, or presence of local non-state armed ‘spoilers’ of peace (Doyle and Sambanis 

2006; Fortna 2008). Nevertheless, it has shown that with the move to more substantial 

reordering of the local sphere within the statebuilding discourse, even peacekeepers 

were assigned more expansive tasks, that were supposed the foster the capabilities for 

local maintenance of good order.  

 

Peacekeeping and Policing Logics 

This section builds on the notion that military peacekeepers could be conceived as part 

of the specific governance arrangement, whose role is to deter the over violence and 

violations of agreed terms and in general, provide security and order (Doyle and 

Sambanis 2006; Fortna 2008). It specifically aims to theorize a relation between the 

activities of military peacekeepers and maintenance of order by elaborating on the 

notion of policing. In general, policing could be conceived as specific ‘technology’ of 

governance – one of many tools, which are used by the government to act on society. 

Yet, one of the main ones that are used to maintain particular order and well-being of 

the ‘policed’ community (Foucault 2007). The thesis will use the notion of policing to 

account for the specific modality of international oversight over the local order, which 

aims at strenghtening its ‘proper’ governance and control of its potential transgressors. 

In other words, by closer attention to the logics and practices of policing of the 

disorderly spaces, the thesis wants to shed a new light on the peacekeeping as it is 

imagined in the liberal peace discourses. As such, the thesis approaches the notion of 

policing as particular ‘lens’, which provides means to dissect the practices of 
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peacekeeping and its crafting of an internationally-imagined order (Bachmann 2015, 

39; Friedrichs and Kratochwil 2009).  

To put it differently, by attending to the technologies of liberal policing, this section 

aims to highlight the modalities of interaction between the ‘police’ and the ‘policed 

community’, by which the former is governed.  As will this section further argue, a 

similar set of practices and strategies could be traced to the heart of liberal military 

peacekeeping and its ‘management’ and ‘crafting’ of the local peace and order. The 

primacy of deterrence of unlawful behaviour in the form of overt conflict, consent of 

the parties, reasonable and limited use of force based on the local context and 

attempts to forge close relations with the communities are among the primary set of 

practices, which point to these underlying similarities. 

This section will first briefly map the existing ‘metaphors’ that link policing and 

peacekeeping and then will subsequently move towards investigation of the liberal 

policing as technology for the keeping (and improving) of order. The section will 

conclude by reviewing the distinguishing features of liberal policing and elaboration of 

their relation to peacekeeping.  

Police metaphors in international peacekeeping 

The metaphors of policing and description of the UN military peacekeeping practice as 

‘police-like’ activities are more than common both in academic scholarship and policy-

oriented publications. Sometimes, they are even voiced by policy-practitioners and 

peacekeepers themselves.37 38 While since the 1990s the actual UN civil and (para-

)military police units have been deployed to number of peacekeeping operations 

(Grabosky 2009; Greener 2011), the notion of policing have been used beyond the 

actual police units in order to describe a set of non war-fighting tasks (‘operations 

other than war’), which are the military peacekeepers tasked to perform. The idea of 

peacekeepers as form of police deployed by the international community to spaces of 

                                                 
37 The interlocutors for this research project have often used the notion of policing in order to 
demonstrate difference of their military practices from the activities of peacekeepers, e.g. Personal 
interview with officer of the Czech Armed Forces General Staff, Prague, 27 June 2016; Personal interview 
with Carabinieri officer, COESPU, Vicenza, 9 June 2016. See also Duncanson 2013. 
38 The metaphor of policing is however far more common for counter-insurgency operations, than 
for peacekeeping operations.  
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conflict and disorder has been raised already by one of the founders of the UN 

peacekeeping, Canadian diplomat Lester Pearson, in the aftermath of the Suez Crisis 

(Pearson 1957, 1964). Others have described military peacekeepers as ‘sort of’ 

international police (Last 2009; Cerny 2015), pursuing a policing strategy (Mattelaer 

2013), fulfilling police tasks, or tasks that ‘resemble’ policing (Hoogenboom 2010; 

Ruggie 1995), being to certain extent based on (and entangled with) the practices of 

imperial policing (Rubinstein 2010), police-keeping (Dean 2006), constituting an 

international constabulary force and/or following constabulary ethics (Moskos 1975; 

Shields and Soeters 2013), or simply acting in a ‘police-like’ manner by ‘enforcing a(n) 

(peace) accord through their own authority and means in the short term, using force as 

necessary, minimally and proportionately’ (Durch and England 2009, 10).  

The connections between peacekeeping and policing are thus often pointed out; 

however they are not as often explored further beyond the assertion that the tasks of 

peacekeepers differ from the standard military activities. While various forms of power 

and political rationalities behind the large-scale statebuilding and peacebuilding 

projects have been extensively theorized (see Chapter Two), the (liberal or other) 

political rationalities connected specifically to the employment of peacekeepers, their 

‘policing’ practices and their relation to the maintenance of peace and order have 

come under the analytical spotlight much less frequently (for exceptions see Dean 

2006; Bachmann, Bell, and Holmqvist 2015; Holmqvist 2014; Ryan 2011). Departing 

from these studies and their understanding of policing as one of the modes of 

management of order, the next section will clarify what the main characteristics of 

policing are. 

Policing as Maintenance and Improvement of Order  

This section will explain how are the notions of liberal policing related to the 

maintenance of order (and thus particular form of peace). In doing so, it seeks to clarify 

how the notion of policing can enhance our understanding of relations between 

peacekeeping operations, liberal political rationalities, orders they are supposed to 

create and orders they have to cope with in particular setting.  



80 

 

This and following sections build on understanding of policing informed by the works of 

Michel Foucault (Foucault 2007; Burchell, Gordon, and Miller 1991), as well as on their 

further elaboration in the literature on modalities of policing in contemporary 

domestic and international spheres (Bachmann, Bell, and Holmqvist 2015; Dubber and 

Valverde 2006b; Hönke and Müller 2016; Ryan 2011). In Foucault’s original 

formulation, the concept (and concern) of police referred to the governmental 

management of safety, welfare and happiness of the population of a given state. Police 

has thus been simultaneously characterised as a process of governing, particular 

rationality of how should be society managed and an institution – a part of the newly 

established governance apparatus (Foucault 2007, 326–28).  

In general, the notion of police denotes one of the techniques of governance, which is 

concerned with management of society through steering the free conduct (Foucault 

2007, 108). Later elaborations on the concept have further investigated police as a 

particular mode of governing – a technology of rule, which aims at the purposeful 

management (‘a fabrication’) of a social order among diverse sectors of society 

(Bachmann 2015, 37–38; Neocleous 2000; Stenson 1993). The broader concept of 

policing (a social function of police) encompasses institutions, practices, technologies 

and forms of knowledges, which aim at ensuring safety, welfare and order for the 

‘community’ (cf. Foucault 2007, 108). However, as the editors of a recent volume on 

‘global policing’ point out, the community, whose well-being is being managed and 

protected, has in the post-Cold War era become highly elusive and it is simultaneously 

constructed as being both ‘local’ and ‘global’ (Hönke and Müller 2016, 6–7). The 

policing of local disorder is thus needed to keep the whole international system stable 

and secure (MacQueen 2006; Mitchell 2010).  

Broadening of the concept of policing beyond the actual institution of domestic police 

has been criticised by some as stretching the concept too far (Dean 2006; Neocleous 

2006). This thesis, however, concurs with studies that call for investigation of  the 

policing  in the wider field of global governance and attention to similarities, affinities 

and borrowings in the practices and modes of  management of orders and societies  

(Dubber and Valverde 2006a, 4; Bachmann, Bell, and Holmqvist 2015). The essence of 

policing – management, reproduction and improvement of particular governmental 
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order – remains the crucial distinguishing feature of the concept and it could be 

juxtaposed and compared to other forms of deployment of power. 

Characteristics and Practices of Liberal Policing 

To fully grasp the analytical potential of the concept of policing and its relation to the 

‘protected’ orders, this section will focus on its defining features. This is potentially 

difficult task since there are countless modalities of policing – e.g. police in 

authoritarian regimes or in colonial era has been or was based on different principles 

than police in contemporary Western states. Moreover, important variations exist even 

between the British and continental policing styles. According to Mawby (2008) these 

differences on the most basic level concern the source of authority and legitimacy of 

the police (the community in the British model or the colonizer in the colonial model), 

its main function (the control of society in the authoritarian states or stronger 

emphasis on community welfare in the British model) and finally its powers and 

responsibilities, , where the differences range from rights to carry certain types of 

weapons (or not) to broader role in the administrative sphere (see also Johnston and 

Shearing 2003; R. I. Mawby 1999; Stenson 1993). However, it has been the British 

liberal policing model, which has arguably informed the initial formulation of the UN 

peacekeeping in the 1950s the most. Rather than to employ the purely military model, 

which was not feasible under the international conditions at that time, Lester Pearson 

based the idea of the international peacekeeping force on the policing approach. In 

particular the liberal British model became the primary source of inspiration. This 

model envisions the impartial, legitimate, lightly armed mediator and monitor, who is 

capable of maintaining order when it is needed.,  . The officer acts with consent of the 

subjects and is respectful of the national sovereignty as is the liberal rule of law 

respectful of the private sphere (Pearson 1964; Ryan 2011, 64–65). With the advent of 

the liberal statebuilding agenda, these rules have been enhanced by the will to reform 

and improve the conditions when the targets of the police action can responsibly 

govern themselves (Ryan 2011, 7). The following brief elaboration does not seek to 

present a complete summary of policing repertoires of action, but rather attends to 
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some key characteristics of how police contributes to governance in the form of its 

governmental tasks, concern with improvement and limited use of force. 

In general, policing in both international and domestic realms is frequently defined 

primarily in opposition to military action. The basic difference is what and who are the 

police and militaries supposed to react to and what level of force they use. The aim of 

the military is to seize and defend the territory by the most efficient means, whereas 

the primary function of the police is to maintain the order and well-being of the 

population. The goals of liberal police are pursued through consent and minimal use of 

coercive force, while the military acts primarily through force (Ryan 2013, 440–41). The 

police does not have clear enemies.39 It targets ‘a criminal’, ‘an offender’, or basically a 

transgressor of accepted norms, who poses a threat to order and security. This calls for 

a different type of engagement, which does not necessarily strive to ‘crush’ the target 

of police action, but it rather aims to restore order and establish a certain mode of 

control over the situation, improve it and prevent future incidents (Johnston and 

Shearing 2003, 71–72).40  

The logic of policing is retrospective, as it reacts to past offences41. However, it is also 

oriented to future as it aims on the deterrence of future wrongdoings and to certain 

extent also development of the means of prevention. The prevention seeks to enhance 

the ability of the order to maintain and secure itself (Dubber and Valverde 2006a, 4–5). 

In other words, the police seeks to deter the future wrongdoings as well as establish or 

strengthen the appropriate mechanisms, which are supposed to keep the order in 

place. The ultimate goal of the police action (as opposed to the endless process of 

policing) is to reaffirm the state of order and pull back, when the subjects seem to be 

capable of reasonably maintaining the order by themselves (Johnston and Shearing 

                                                 
39 This point has often been stressed to the author by various his interlocutors as being the core of 
peacekeeping - e.g. Personal interview with the UNIFIL Military-Community Outreach Unit Officer I, 
ItalBatt, Tyre, 12 January 2015; Personal interview with the UNIFIL Spokesperson, Tyre, 12 January 2015, 
Personal interview with the Military-Community Outreach Unit Officer and Public Information Officers, 
UNIFIL Fin-IrishBatt, At Tiri, 4 November 2015 
40 The diverging aims and methods of police and military actions represent a fundamental paradox 
of military peacekeeping. Many studies have thus pointed out the clashes and mismatches between the 
ethics and practices employed by militaries in the context of peacekeeping operations (Curran 2016; 
Moskos 1975; Rubinstein 2008). 
41 It is notable that the actual criminal investigation is only a fraction of daily policing work as 
opposed to more mundane tasks related to the management of public order (Bell 2015, 23; Hoogenboom 
2010, 22) 



83 

 

2003, 71–72). The ‘transitional’ and ‘interim’ nature of peacekeeping forces, which are 

supposed to keep order, or support the re-establishment of the domestic mechanisms 

for order-maintenance correspond well with this feature of policing.  

Police officers are not  educators, or social workers, who would support the 

development of local capacitiesso that they can reasonably and responsibly manage 

the order.Therefore police works also on linking the subjects, which are perceived to be 

in need of further development, to other governmental agencies (Dean 2006, 195–96; 

Ryan 2013, 443–45).42 This aspect of policing has been also echoed by the practice of 

civil-military coordination (CIMIC) as military involvement in development projects has 

grown in importance in the last two decades. Peacekeeping operations are thus not 

only increasingly linked to the local civilian communities, whose well-being are they 

tasked to protect, but also to other local or international development agencies, or 

local governance structures, as they seek to connect them to the civilians in need 

(Ankersen 2014; Pugh 2000; Rosén 2009).43  

The police power is based on a particular form of (non-)use of coercive force. The 

concept of ‘reasonable force’ – a force, which is used in a last resort and in accordance 

with the particular context, represents ‘a distinctive technical-rational architecture of 

decision-making for police’ (Ryan 2013, 441–42). The police does not seek to defeat 

and destroy, but to protect, correct, stabilize and improve. The ‘fine’ and ‘undefinable’ 

line of the appropriate use of coercive force thus calls for a balance between the ability 

to use violence and calculation of its consequences (Bell 2015; Dean 2006, 126; Dubber 

and Valverde 2006a, 5). The notion of reasonable force highlights the governmental 

nature of the policing as it is used only against those, who behave irrationally, violate 

mutually agreed norms and threaten the given order (Ryan 2013). The rules for the use 

of force by international peacekeepers are more restrictive, yet especially their post-

Cold War reformulations, which allow for targeting non-state armed ‘spoilers’, who 

                                                 
42 The notion of ‘armed social work’, which is frequently raised with regard to counter-insurgency 
operations, refers exactly to this role of police that is supposed to ensure the proper management of 
domestic affairs (Owens 2015). 
43 Scaled up to the international level, there is a notable link between this aspect of policing 
rationality and the notion of security-development nexus, where security and (properly managed) 
development go hand-in-hand as the dominant mode of ordering of the potentially risky states in the 
global South (Duffield 2001). 
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violate human rights and threaten the peace and order, are based on a very similar 

logic (Sloan 2014; Yamashita 2008).44 

Even though the use of violence by police should be as much limited as possible, it still 

embodies the possibility of the use of coercive force and if it seeks to govern without 

using it, it needs to be needs to be constantly legitimated (R. Mawby 2002). Even 

though being a representative of sovereign, liberal police operates on the basis of trust 

and consent of the community, which it is supposed to control. These are to be gained 

by transparency, frequent community outreach and positive impact of the policing 

activities and manifested objectivity and neutrality. In result, the legitimate and trusted 

police should be seen as operating from and as a part of the society, rather than on it 

(Loader 1997; Ryan 2011, 39–40). Both of these characteristics of policing are even 

more apparent with regard to peacekeepers (as well as to liberal counter-insurgency)45, 

who represent the foreign military force, which needs to be perceived as legitimate in 

order to be able to function on a basis of consent and without the use of overt violence 

(Higate and Henry 2009; Mersiades 2005; Whalan 2014).  

To sum up, this section outlined few main features of liberal policing and sketched how 

they are supposed to maintain and improve public order. It argued that liberal policing 

as management of order is based on deterrence of unreasonable behaviour, close 

cooperation with the communities, as well as other agencies tasked with improvement 

of the well-being and self-management of population, and finally, on the ‘reasonable’ 

use of force to stop those, who are violating the agreed rules. The section also noted 

the similarities between police and peacekeeping in number of these areas. Next 

section will link these policing strategies to maintenance of peace and point out its 

similarities, as well as differences.  

 

                                                 
44 Naturally, the use of force by peacekeepers is based less on individual discretion than on clear 
guidelines. Yet, these are rarely made public in order to strengthen the ‘deterrent’ aspect of peacekeeping 
and keeping thus certain discretionary aspect (Higate and Henry 2009, 105). 
45 While counter-insurgency and its stated attention to ‘winning hearts and minds’ is a 
predominantly military activity, the connections to the policing strategies behind it, have been frequently 
pointed out (Bell 2015; Kilcullen 2010).  
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Summary: Making sense of peacekeeping through policing – limits, links and 

legitimacy 

There are number of similarities between how the liberal British policing seeks to act 

on society and practices of the UN peacekeeping.  Emphasis on the maintenance and 

gradual improvement of order through deterrence, prevention, building trust between 

opposing sides, as well as between civilian communities and governing actors, 

employment of symbols of neutrality and transparency, could be named among the 

most important ones. Moreover, commitment to the limited use of the coercive force, 

which is based on certain form of discretion and moral conviction on what needs to be 

done in a given situation all point to these underlying similarities (Bellamy, Williams, 

and Griffin 2010, 14–18; Higate and Henry 2009, 102–5). The UN peacekeeping has 

been developed on the basis of liberal rationalities of policing as an international 

technology for limitation of disorder and management of order and it carries this 

legacy. As such, it points to the technologies and regimes of practices, which are 

evoked to ensure peace and order both in the domestic and in the international realm 

(Ryan 2013). 

Yet, the UN military peacekeepers are not the international police (as opposed to the 

proper UN police units) and there are number of differences between these two types 

of actors, which need to be taken in account. Even though the rules for the use of force 

have been recently in some peacekeeping operations broadened, they are still far 

stricter and subjected to specific rules of engagement (Whalan 2014, 55). Similarly, the 

engagement of peacekeepers with the local conditions of disorder is strictly limited not 

only their concerns over what accounts for the reasonable use of force, but also by the 

need of sovereign’s consent over their activities (Dean 2006, 196; Gowan 2013; Ryan 

2011, 65). As was argued earlier, peacekeepers should be thus conceived rather as a 

‘supplement’, or ‘addition’ to the ordering powers of the states in the spheres, where 

the international community decides that the national authorities need to be assisted 

or supported. This concerns lack of domestic ordering (inability of the state to ensure 

proper order and governance on its territory), as well as inability of  states to come to 

terms with each other in the context of the international conflict (Ruggeri, Dorussen, 

and Gizelis 2017, 166–70).Nonetheless, while these features distinguish peacekeepers 
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from the proper domestic police, they are related to the limits of their actions, rather 

than the governmental rationality, upon which are the programmes of peacekeeping 

based.  

To sum up, this section presented some of the defining characteristics of liberal policing 

and highlighted its close connection with the practices of peacekeeping. The section 

noted the primary concern with maintenance (and improvement) of the public order 

and well-being of population. It has argued that liberal policing strategies are defined 

by their aim to minimize the use of force and act rather through consent, deterrence, 

surveillance and close relations with the governed communities.  Following Ryan’s 

(2013) analysis of liberal policing, this section has also pointed out that police  

represents an actor, who links and is linked with other parts of the governance 

apparatus with the goal of ensuring order, governance and gradual progressive 

development of the population, as well as state of the order. Nonetheless, the police 

also represents an authority, which needs to be constantly legitimised in order to be 

able to act through non-coercive policing practices.  

Taken together, these defining features of policing strategies present the link between 

the governmental programme (maintenance and improvement of order within the 

logic of liberal peace) with the population and the territory, which is to be governed. In 

other words, by the technologies of policing, endowed with specific programme, the 

particular discourse of liberal peace is implemented in practice. The next two sections 

will explore these points further by investigating the practical assembling of these 

regimes of practices and second, by narrative practice of legitimation. Both will touch 

upon the question of consent of the local civilian communities, affected by the 

particular peacekeeping operation. 

 

Peacekeeping in a Hybrid Order: Managing Resistance, Forging Alliances  

The preceding sections identified the technologies of policing as a link between the 

liberal (peace) ordering and population, which is to be ordered. However, as was noted 

in the Chapter Two, the programmes of international peace operations, have been 

prone to local resistance, contestation and friction (Mac Ginty 2011; Keranen 2013; 
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Millar, van der Lijn, and Verkoren 2013). As scholars attending to the ‘productive side’ 

of these interactions argue, local agency and/or continued existence of non-formal 

political authorities have contributed to emergence of ‘hybrid peace’ - a transformed 

and reshaped version of the originally envisioned liberal peace programme (Mac Ginty 

2011; Richmond and Mitchell 2011b). To relate these observations back to the 

strategies of liberal policing, two points are particularly worth highlighting. First, the 

contextual shaping of what counts as ‘reasonable force’, which is to be used in the 

given situation. Second, the need to reconcile the peacekeeping programme with the 

local order and connect it with the local communities in order to ensure the local 

consent and enable it to play its ‘policing’ role without the significant use of coercive 

force.   

As the second part of the thesis will show, the level and type of force employed (or not 

employed) in a particular context, could affect the legitimacy of the mission, its 

acceptance and become one of the sources of local contention (Higate and Henry 

2009; Peter 2015; Tardy 2011; Whalan 2014).46  Peacekeeping works primarily on the 

basis of consent, so the ‘unreasonable’ use of force in any form, could undermine the 

position of peacekeepers and their acceptance. As Ellen Furnari recently argued, the 

peacekeepers themselves were convinced that during their service in the mission, 

‘good relationships were a core element for effective peacekeeping, and generally more 

important than weapons’. (Furnari 2015, 25) As such, the use of coercive force requires 

a careful calibration by the peacekeepers on what force is ‘reasonable’ and it is 

accepted as such by the key audiences – i.e. what level of the use of force is necessary, 

when it is justifiable with regard to both local and international commitments of 

peacekeepers, what type of resistance do the peacekeepers face and what are the 

other means for its containment.  

The agency of local actors plays a role in this equation as it both enables and constrains 

certain modalities of the use of force and peacekeeping practices. Be it by resistance to 

certain practices, which peacekeepers employ, calls for more protection amid local 

                                                 
46 There has been a long debate on the appropriate level of the coercive force, which peacekeepers 
should use and   number of studies have elaborated on the questions when is the use of force by 
peacekeepers justifiable and strategically sensible (for summaries see Bellamy and Hunt 2015; Sloan 2014; 
see also second chapter).  
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insecurity, or by the complex power ‘games’ among the local and national elites 

(Charbonneau 2012; Richmond and Mitchell 2011a; Veit 2010). Following the scholars 

investigating the ‘hybrid peace’, this perspective thus assumes that even though the 

mandates of peacekeeping missions and the type of order, which is to be protected and 

supported, are devised internationally, their practical unfolding is based on the local 

context and involvement of local actors. The employment of ‘reasonable force’ then to 

certain extent adds to the hybridization of the type of peace (and order), which 

peacekeeping missions create, as it both compromises the original liberal peace 

programme and leaves certain elements of the local order in place.  

Nonetheless, the UN peacekeeping operations have rarely pursued their goals primarily 

by direct employment of force, but rather through set of ‘softer’ policing tactics. These 

involve deterrence and surveillance, but also linking with the civilian communities and 

local ordering authorities in order to support the consent with the mission (Ankersen 

2006). Liberal peace programmes seek local acceptance through various strategies – 

funding or promotion of programmes, which benefit certain groups being among some 

of them (Mac Ginty 2011, 78–84; Li 2005, 387–88). However, within the context of 

peacekeeping operations, the need of obtaining local consent has been manifested in 

particular in the practices of civil-military coordination (or military-community 

outreach in the UN parlance). These allow the peacekeepers to ‘enter’ into the 

‘policed’ communities and by supporting certain humanitarian and development 

activities ‘win their hearts and minds’ in order to ‘tame’ or ‘sooth’ them (Ankersen 

2006, 108). On the other hand, the power relations even here function both ways as 

the communities are capable of stating their preference for certain form of 

engagement over the other (Birkholz, Scherf, and Schroeder 2017). Nevertheless, these 

type of activities have been crucial to ‘implant’ the peacekeeping mission into the local 

order by forging their links with local communities and powerful actors on the policed 

territory.  

While these alliances with local formal and informal authorities are essential for 

preservation of the liberal peace programme, they also contribute to the preservation 

of (even if changed) local hybrid political order (Mac Ginty 2013; Veit 2010, 252–55). 

The conditions of local order are however ‘...not [to] be seen as a stable package that 
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includes a mix of liberal and illiberal elements adapting to each other. Rather, hybridity 

is best understood as a condition of tension or even antagonism between the different 

actors involved’. (Belloni 2012, 24) Yet, a ‘condition of tension’, which contributes to 

entanglement of the international peacekeeping programme and local actors, and 

which a peacekeeping operation manages by certain practicesand justifies vis-à-vis 

different audiences. 

To sum up, this section aimed to point out the importance of attending to the local 

practices of liberal peace intervention and local shaping of the governance programme. 

These, on the one hand, sustain the intervention, but on the other also preserve the 

local hybrid arrangements. Therefore, even though the liberal peace intervention might 

attempt to change the target state and society, it is to certain extent always dependent 

on the pre-existing social structures and practices (Li 2005, 2007b). While such 

dependence is on the one hand inevitable, it contributes to local hybridity and 

compromises the originally envisioned programme of intervention. The peacekeeping 

intervention thus could be in practice hardly external to the local sphere and separated 

from the local ordering.  

  

Peacekeeping in a Hybrid Order: Narratives of Legitimation 

Drawing mainly on the governmental power and being based on the need of consent, 

peacekeepers represent an authority, which needs to be constantly legitimised in the 

eyes of governmental elites, local society and even international community (see Aoi 

2010; Richmond 2005, 188–89; Whalan 2014). While in the case of the third, it stems 

from the need of funds and support, in the case both former, it emerges from the need 

to act with consent. As Tanya Li puts it,  ‘A sovereign can choose who will live or die and 

wreak havoc with impunity. To govern, in contrast, is ‘‘to be condemned to seek an 

authority for one’s authority’’. When violence is used, it must be justified by a notion of 

improvement.’ (Li 2007c, 12) Whereas the notion of improvement justifies the 

governmental programme internally and explain, why it should to be pursued (Rose 

1999, 27–28), it needs to be also communicated to locally in order to legitimize not 

only overt violence, but the deployment of power in general (Ryan 2013).  
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Preceding section noted the importance of ‘implanting’ the peacekeeping operation 

into the community and number of diverse practices needed to make the intervention 

work, this section will briefly elaborate on the discursive/symbolic legitimation of 

liberal peace programme. In other words, while previous part sought to open-up the 

proverbial black box of governmental intervention, this section is interested in how is 

the intervention ‘repackaged’ and ‘sold’ to diverse audiences (Heathershaw 2009, 8–

12; Koddenbrock 2016). Whereas the empirical analysis of the narrative of UNIFIL will 

be presented in the Chapter Seven, this section is concerned rather with the outline of 

basic features of a legitimation narrative and explanation of its relation to the rest of 

the thesis.  

Given the interest in a representation of its own actions ‘told’ by a specific actor, this 

thesis employs the notion of narrative for the analysis of the public communication and 

legitimation, rather than the one of discourse. The concept of narrative is treated here 

as more or less coherent story with certain plot, actors and setting, which is ‘narrated’ 

by a particular actor – in the context of this thesis the peacekeeping operation (or 

more specifically, its press office) (Miskimmon, O’Loughlin, and Roselle 2014, 16–17). 

As most of the approaches to (political) narrative analysis concur, the main function of 

a narrative is to provide a sense of the world by connecting actors, issues and events 

and ascribing them a specific meaning within a larger story (Krebs 2015, 11). The 

narrator plays a key role in crafting the narrative, deciding (among other) on the 

content and specific rhetorical strategies, the narration is usually anchored within a 

wider discursive and cultural context which influences the repertoire that the narrator 

can and wish to employ (Miskimmon, O’Loughlin, and Roselle 2014, 7). In the case of 

the peacekeeping operation, these are mostly the variation of some of the liberal 

peace discourses.  

A narrative orders the world according to the intentions of a narrator, while serving as 

a method of giving meaning to practices that actors perform, producing social bonds 

and shaping the identity of both the narrator and various actors in the story.  Such 

story (a narrative) thus helps to manage the contradictions, which arise in the practice 

of intervention and either sideline them, or interpret them as part of the plan. A 

narrative presents a particularly potent way of discursive framing of the reality and a 
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widely accepted narrative support a legitimation efforts by arranging a messy reality 

into a comprehensible story with clear lessons on what is right and what is wrong 

(Steinmetz 1992, 495–96). By downplaying the ambiguity and hybridity of localized 

practice, a narrative seeks to reconcile it with wider discourses upon which it is 

based.es.  

To link this brief elaboration on legitimation and narratives back to the concern of this 

study, the main interest here lies in the ways how is a story constructed and how it 

performs the image of the self as well as other subjects within the story and their 

actions in general (Miskimmon, O’Loughlin, and Roselle 2014). As opposed from the 

‘messy’ practice of peacekeeping of hybrid political order, an official narrative 

represents the ‘public’ face of the mission, which conforms to both local and 

international standards and norms. While the two might not, especially in the context 

of hybrid political orders, correspond, as Kai Koddenbrock notes, the intervention 

(whether in form of peacekeeping or other external assistance) is both and both ‘faces’ 

are needed to sustain it  (Koddenbrock 2016, 59). 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter outlined a conceptual background of the thesis. It located the military 

peacekeepers in the governance programmes of liberal peace and point out their role 

in strengthening the local governance structures. In this regard, it was argued that the 

practices of military peacekeepers in control of the local space and order could be 

grasped by attending to logics and technologies of policing as one of the primary 

methods of liberal management of public order, peace and security. The chapter noted 

the role of liberal policing in the formation of early peacekeeping operations and 

highlighted number of similarities between the methods how police and peacekeepers 

seek to govern peace and order. The policing of the local order was introduced as the 

basis of the peacekeeping practice.  

What matters the most for the following analysis is the role of ‘reasonable force’, close 

relations with the policed communities and the need of legitimization. The 

combination of these three, however, results in a highly specific type of governance. 
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Peacekeepers constantly need to negotiate the ‘line’ of the reasonable use of force and 

they constantly need to legitimise themselves in order not to rely on the coercive force.  

In the combination with the need to work ‘with’ the communities and not ‘against’ 

them, the peacekeepers thus have to accept certain features of the local order. To 

relate these observations back to the notion of hybrid peace and hybrid political 

orders, in order to ‘police’ effectively and to be accepted in the local sphere, 

peacekeepers might need to both compromise some of their practices, as well as 

accept local authorities ‘beyond’ the state.  

In sum, the chapter introduced the conceptual triad of a programme of peacekeeping 

intervention based on the discourses of appropriate peace and order, its localized 

practice, which is informed by the technologies of liberal policing and which emerges in 

interaction with the local order and agency.  Finally, it noted the need of its 

justification, which seeks to make the messy local practice acceptable for the key local 

and international audiences. With this in mind, the thesis will now turn to the case 

study of Lebanese hybrid political order and UNIFIL II. 
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4. State-formation, Hybrid Order and South Lebanon 

Lebanon is often considered to be a weak state at best, often depicted as being ‘on the 

brink’, or ‘on the edge of collapse’, if not being already a completely ‘failed state’ with 

dysfunctional institutions and non-state armed actors controlling significant parts of 

Lebanese territory (Atzili 2010; Kosmatopoulos 2011). Such labels are perhaps 

appropriate if the Lebanese state is measured by the standards of the neo-Weberian 

institutionalist conception of state, which has served as an underlying theory of 

Western-designed statebuilding discourses. As outlined in Chapter One, the discourse 

of (liberal) statebuilding perceived the efficient and autonomous (yet internationally 

responsible) state as a necessary condition for both domestic and international order 

(Bartelson 2001; Lottholz and Lemay-Hébert 2016; Passoth and Rowland 2016, 41–42; 

Richmond 2014). As argued in Chapter Five, the statebuilding discourse has also 

informed the mandate of UNIFIL II and subsequently also its form of engagement with 

the local order. 

Yet, the labels of a weak, fragile or failed state do not tell much about the ‘practice’ of 

state and about the ways how (or if) the state actually works in the given context 

(Migdal and Schlichte 2005; Mouawad and Baumann 2017), which is the main issue 

this chapter will seek to unpack. Nevertheless, they point to complex relations of the 

governmental institutions with the society, as well as a range of sub-state authorities 

and non-state actors, who indeed play a significant role in the exercise of political 

power in the country. This chapter thus seeks to contextualize the atypical state-society 

relations in Lebanon, which makes it, according to some, a ‘weak state with a strong 

society’ (Migdal 1988) with a ‘history marked by a perpetual blurring of imagined 

boundaries between the state and its outside’ (N. Hourani 2013, 40). In effect, ‘the 

state does not have a privileged position as the framework which provide[s] security, 

welfare and representation; it has to share some aspects of its authority, legitimacy or 

capacity with (an)other actor(s).’ (Boege et al. 2009, 24). While Chapter Two 

introduced the notions of hybridity to describe such situations and a critique of the 

dominance of certain liberal and institutionalist visions of peace and political order, this 
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chapter specifically seeks to point out how the hybrid order in southern Lebanon has 

come into being. 

The chapter proceeds as follows. It first introduces the trajectory of state-formation in 

Lebanon, the discussion on sectarianism and its role in the practice of Lebanese politics 

and state-society relations. The second part of the chapter turns to the context of 

southern Lebanon, the role of Hezbollah in the Lebanese politics and society and the 

role of UNIFIL in the governance of local order. 

 

Weyn al-Dawlah?47 Trajectory of a State-formation in Lebanon 

 

The aim of this section is to outline the constitution and historical development of a 

specific type of state-society relations and political order in Lebanon. It will discuss the 

origins of the contemporary form of the Lebanese state and point out the dominant 

role of influential families, sectarian communities and political parties, which became 

their representatives, in its formation. Highlighting their role in the preservation and 

transformation of the order, it will note a close entanglement of these actors with the 

state institutions, foreign patrons, as well as their communities and clients. 

Furthermore, it will point out the importance of quasi-independent non-state 

institutions, which are linked to these actors and have a substantial role in 

maintenance of social and political order, as well as for provision of public goods and 

services. In short, the main point of this chapter is to illuminate the hybrid and mediate 

nature of the Lebanese state and its entanglement with a number of sub-state 

authorities.  

Such a narrative is naturally only partial and does not allege to present the definitive 

account of the Lebanese history and process of state-formation (see e.g. Corm 2005; 

Hanf 2015; Najem 2012; Traboulsi 2007). As any historical narrative, it is written with a 

specific purpose and it thus omits a number of other distinct social processes. In this 

respect, it does not claim that such a mode of relation between the state and society 

                                                 
47 ‘Where is the state?’ A question often raised in Lebanese political and popular discourse with 
regard to the ‘weakness’ of the institutions of state and the lack of public services and order provided by 
the institutions of central government (see e.g. Nucho 2016, 1–2). 
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and a resulting political and social order is immutable and somewhat essential to 

Lebanese (political) culture. However, it does claim that attending to a specificity of 

state-society relations dynamics and pointing out the importance of the role of political 

actors beyond the state contribute to a better understanding of both local order and 

the practice of peacekeeping in Lebanon. With this disclaimer in mind, the rest of this 

section will turn to the historical development of state-society relations in Lebanon and 

formation of the hybrid political order. 

Pre-independence Era and Establishment of Sectarian Order 

The independent Lebanese state was established in 1943; however, the roots of its 

peculiar form of state-society relations and unusual importance of the sub-state 

political authorities precede it. Most of the scholars of Lebanese history trace the 

origin of its hybrid order back to the Ottoman system of political rule and its interaction 

with Western colonial empires. The Ottoman Empire had been much less unified into a 

centrally administered and territorially bounded unit, than it was increasingly 

characteristic of the western European states since the 17th century. Instead, hybrid 

governance arrangements were used in many cases, which decentralized political 

power and provision of welfare to local authorities and community leaders (Kirkham 

2017, 148). The territories, which were difficult to conquer and control were, thus, 

often connected to the empire by diverse forms of indirect rule, which took form of 

feudal and personalized links with a broad range of local authorities rather than by a 

direct control by the Ottoman administration (A. Hourani 1981, 9–12; Kadercan 2017). 

Furthermore, the ‘millet system’ granted to religious communities a significant degree 

of local autonomy in legal issues in order to ‘organize and lead their peoples in their 

own traditional way’ (Barkey 2014, 475). Both these features of Ottoman strategy of 

territorial and social control had a significant impact on the governance in the Levant 

and contributed to the preservation of its fragmented and hybridized system of 

authority, as well as to the preservation of a high number of confessional minorities – 

Christians (Maronites, Greek or Armenian Orthodox and many others), Druze, and 

Jews.  
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However, the emergence of a distinct political concept of the sect in the modern 

Levant has been intimately tied to the growing role of nationalism and the European 

colonial project in the Eastern Mediterranean (U. Makdisi 2000). The Ottoman 

modernization reforms of the first half of 19th century established for the first time in 

the Christian and Druze regions a governance system based on political representation 

of distinct confessional communities. This system, drafted and advocated by the 

Austrian chancellor Metternich and other European diplomats, proved to be extremely 

unstable and led to further conflicts along communal and class lines (Traboulsi 2007, 

24–33). The escalating clashes and massacres of Christian peasants in the spring and 

summer of 1860 prompted an armed action by the Ottoman, French and British armed 

forces, which was intended to restore order and prevent further violence. Following, 

what has been called an early example of humanitarian intervention by some 

(Finnemore 1996), or a veiled colonial imperialism by others (Traboulsi 2007, 37–38), 

the European and Ottoman negotiators proposed in 1861 the Réglement Organique – a 

document, which designated a novel system of administration of Mount Lebanon – a 

mutasarrifiyya. In essence, it established a division of powers between an external 

Christian governor (a mutasarrif), political representatives of sectarian communities 

and local notables. The mutasarrifiyya thus further solidified the role of confessional 

groups as bounded units, distinct political actors and the main local agents of 

governance (Abboud and Muller 2012, 18–19; Cammett 2014, 40). 

The dissolution of the Ottoman Empire and a subsequent establishment of the French 

mandate states of Lebanon reasserted the previous practice of political rule based on 

sectarian communities, even though with a few significant changes. The territory of the 

mandate was expanded by coastal and interior regions, which were inhabited by the 

majorities of Sunni and Shiite Muslims, who significantly transformed the sectarian 

composition of the mandate (Salloukh 2015, 14–16). The Constitution of 1926 

formalized some of the earlier practices of hybrid political order, namely the autonomy 

of civil religious law and its autonomous management by respective confessional 

communities (dating back to mutasarrifiyya and even millet system), as well as the 

sectarian political representation. The political system in the mandate was codified by a 

constitution. However, a crucial part of the emerging political order was based on its 
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informal dimension. A number of rules guiding the sectarian coexistence were based 

rather on negotiation and tacit compromise between the representatives of respective 

confessional communities. Moreover, the ‘non-state’ religious institutions established 

themselves as significant powers in the practice of policy-making, provision of welfare 

and public services and maintenance of social order (Najem 2012, 7–10). 

The Establishment and Fall of the Post-mandate Lebanese Republic 

The era of the French mandate in Lebanon came to an end in 1943 with the declaration 

of independent Lebanese Republic48 and formulation of the National Pact. Being an 

unwritten, ‘gentleman deal’ between the representatives of the two most numerous 

‘sects’ – Maronite Christians and Sunni Muslims – the National Pact followed the 

previous practice of sectarian rule, yet transformed to the context of the independent 

and quasi-democratic state. It famously established the allocation of the main posts in 

the state among the Maronite Christians (President), Sunnis (Prime Minister) and 

Shiites (Speaker of the Parliament) - a power-sharing arrangement which is valid until 

today and which extends to an allocation of the number of seats in the parliament and 

other executive, legislative and judicial areas, as well as to a security sector (Salloukh 

2015, 16–17, 24). Such power-sharing agreement was designed to prevent a complete 

takeover of the state by one of the confessional groups, however, it also created 

relatively a ‘weak’ state with divided and fragmented governmental institutions, which 

were for the most part unable (and unwilling) wield sovereign power the society (Corm 

2005, 98). In result, it cemented the power and quasi-autonomous position of 

sectarian notables and it also contributed to weak and personalized connection of the 

peripheral regions of the country to the central institutions (Gilsenan 1996; Volk 2009). 

These factors, as well as a distinctively laissez-faire approach to the management of 

economy and social affairs, left many public services in the hands of confessional 

institutions. The state stepped into this arena only with increased statebuilding efforts 

of president Fuad Shihab in the 1960s (Cammett 2014, 42–44). 

                                                 
48 However, the mandate formally ended only in 1945, when Lebanon became a member of the 
United Nations.  
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While the system was relatively stable until the end of the 1960s, it contained a 

number of internal tensions, which ultimately led to its demise. Most authors cite the 

rigidity of the system and the unwillingness of the sectarian elites to change the status 

quo, the unresolved tensions between the competing Arab and distinct 

Lebanese/Western identity of the state, and finally, the struggles between the 

proponents of the strong and independent state and the traditional elites (Salloukh 

2015, 16–18; Traboulsi 2007). The first and the third of these issues attend to the 

significant power of the non-state elite actors, mostly in the form of the so-called 

zu’ama. In general, the term denotes the sectarian political leaders, urban notables, or 

rural quasi-feudal elites (Najem 2012, 102). Zu’ama represented the continuity of 

traditional political ordering, adapted to the novel conditions of republican political 

system. Their influence on both state and society stemmed from their formal position 

as members of the elected or nominated governmental institutions, their ability to 

manipulate state funds, or other forms of patronage for the benefits of their clients 

and communities, as well as their control over the non-state means of violence in the 

form of local mob and militias. In some cases, their power inside Lebanon was also 

enhanced by their connections to the foreign patrons (Hamzeh 2001; Hanf 2015, 79–

82; Najem 2012, 16–17). The position of zu’ama on the intersection of the state and 

society has also contributed to pervasive patrimonialism of the post-mandate republic 

and blurred boundaries between the state and non-state actors (Fregonese 2012; N. 

Hourani 2013). 

 

Breakdown and Reconstruction of the Sectarian Order 

The institutional foundations of the post-mandate Lebanese republic gradually 

collapsed in the second half of the 1970s as the country became engulfed in the civil 

war. The reasons for the conflict do not directly concern this thesis and are well 

documented – among the most often cited are demographic shifts in the country, 

which the sectarian system was not able to cope with, continuing struggles between 

competing visions of Lebanese nationalism, lack of genuine political community, or 

arrival of armed Palestinian fighters (Johnson 2001; Hanf 2015; Najem 2012, 28–33). 
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The civil war led to a nearly complete disintegration of the governmental institutions 

and their absence contributed to the emergence of a number of quasi-sovereign 

‘cantons’, or local ‘mini-states’ under the control of local militias, which were formed 

on confessional, patrimonial or ideological basis. While Hezbollah was founded in the 

first half of the 1980s, the other militias, created by the most powerful zu’ama and/or 

political parties (such as Christian Lebanese Forces or Shiite Amal) preceded it by a 

number of years or even decades (Kingston and Zahar 2004; Picard 2000; Fregonese 

2012). A diminished authority of the Lebanese state was further compromised by the 

Syrian and Israeli occupation of the eastern, respectively southern, parts of the country 

and their backing for some militias. Since the end of the 1970s, the war dissolved into a 

number of smaller conflicts and since the mid-1980s it fell into a stalemate (for the 

detailed description of the civil war events see Hanf 2015). 

The fighting ended in 1990 as the political representatives of the main confessional 

communities, with the significant contribution of the Saudi Arabia, Syria and the USA, 

agreed on the terms of peace settlement. The Ta’if Accord of 1989, which represented 

a formal peace agreement, rearranged the political system towards a consociational 

inter-communal partnership rather than a Christian hegemony enshrined in the 

National Pact (Salloukh 2015, 23). However, largely following the previous practices of 

confessional order, the Accord preserved the sectarian division of power. The Accord 

also requested the disarmament of the militias, which were active in the civil war. 

However, Hezbollah, as well as Palestinian armed factions, were made (on the basis 

Syrian influence over Lebanese politics) exempt from this requirement and retained 

their armed wings under the pretext of liberation of the Lebanese territory occupied by 

Israel.49 Subsequent agreements also formalized the presence of the Syrian armed 

forces in the country and reasserted the ‘Syrian tutelage’ (wisaya) over the Lebanese 

security, politics and economy, which lasted until 2005. The following political 

development brought intensification of tensions between the pro- and anti-Syrian 

parties and the heated debate on the role and future of Hezbollah's armed forces 

(Najem 2012; see also next chapter).  

                                                 
49 Nevertheless, even other confessional and political militias (e.g. Druze or Christian Lebanese 
Forces) have in many cases been rather transformed to the new conditions (whether in the form of 
political parties, networks of solidarity or both) than truly disbanded (Picard 1999). 
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The civil war also reshuffled the structure of the Lebanese political elite. It caused a 

decline in the traditional rural zu’ama and the ascent of a new type of political actors – 

mainly political parties formed on confessional and personalized basis around the 

leaders of former civil war militias and new economic elites. Syria managed the post-

civil war order besides their own political clients and armed forces on the basis of two 

pillars – reconstruction of the economy, primarily embodied in the person of the long-

time Prime Minister Rafic Hariri and his neoliberal economic policies (Baumann 2016), 

and the autonomous power of resistance dominated by Hezbollah. Nonetheless, due to 

the post-civil-war settlement, the peculiar constellation of weak institutions of the 

state and strong societal actors remained dominant. In some areas, namely in the 

provision of public goods and services, the role of non-state actors connected to 

confessional state parties even strengthened as they stepped in to the spaces left by 

the state in the process of neoliberal post-war reconstruction (Cammett 2014, 50–57).  

 

Summary: State, Sectarianism and Hybrid Political Orders  

As Bassel Salloukh (2015, 21) contends in his discussion on the development of the 

Lebanese state and sectarian system: ‘The Ta’if Accord was thus another expression of 

the legacy inaugurated by the Règlement Organique and then the National Pact, where 

Lebanon’s sectarian politics would be managed via a corporate power-sharing 

arrangement negotiated and supervised by external powers.’ It is not necessary to add 

the Doha Agreement of 2008, which proposed another reformulation of a political 

power-sharing between the main confessional groups (see the next chapter), to the list 

to point out recurring features in the process of the Lebanese state formation. The 

politicization and polarization of the sectarian identities have contributed to the 

absence of the unified vision of a Lebanese national project and created a fragile and 

repeatedly renegotiated political order. Such an order has been based on the 

compromise between the main confessional groups and it has preserved a significant 

formal and informal role of various non-state actors – zu’ama, political parties, 

influential families or religious institutions. However, this process has also been 
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substantially influenced by the foreign backers of sectarian elites, who in certain 

periods directly interfered with the process.  

In result, the formal structures of the state have often been often sidelined and 

deliberately kept weak, while the political order has rather been maintained through 

informal deals, ad-hoc solutions and mutual balancing of the sectarian elites and their 

networks of power and influence (Leenders 2012; Long and Hanafi 2010, 676; Najem 

2012). These practices of the state-formation have given rise to a fragmented political 

order, where politics have been defined primarily (even though definitely not solely) 

through the interests of confessional groups, political families and their extensions in 

the form of political parties (Abboud and Muller 2012). Differing from the neo-

Weberian institutionalist understanding of the state and its institutions, the Lebanese 

state has not developed as a distinct impersonal actor, which would wield a complete 

control over the means of violence on its territory and would be set above and apart 

from other social organizations and actors (see Lottholz and Lemay-Hébert 2016; 

Migdal and Schlichte 2005, 4). Even though some state institutions have produced a 

distinct state-effect (for instance the Lebanese Army – see Mouawad and Baumann 

2017), a significant part of them have been deeply entangled with more or less 

autonomous organizations and actors. The process of state-formation highlights the 

structural and political ‘conditions of possibility,’ which have supported the existence 

of the hybrid political order, where diverse state and non-state actors contribute to 

governance functions. 

While the specific composition of the governance arrangements and actors involved in 

them vary according to the nature of the service and dominant players in the area, 

these state/non-state governance arrangements have permeated the provision of 

education, health-care, or even basic infrastructure (Cammett 2014; Nucho 2016; 

Salloukh 2015), as well as security on both national and local level (Carpi, Younes, and 

AbiYaghi 2016; M. Fawaz, Harb, and Gharbieh 2012; Hazbun 2016).50 On the other 

hand, this is not to say that the state is completely absent, but rather that its operation 

                                                 
50 This is not to say that there is no possibility of a progressive non-sectarian change and 
development of the strong, impartial and accountable institutions of state, which many in Lebanon have 
called for (AbiYaghi, Catusse, and Younes 2017; see also concluding chapters of Hanf 2015) and which are, 
in fact, favoured by a majority of population (Geha 2015). 
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is in practice entangled with various non-state actors and particular sectarian interests 

(Delatolla 2016, 290–91; N. Hourani 2013; Mouawad and Baumann 2017). As a 

consequence, the provision of public goods and services, including security, has been 

performed by plurality of different local (and international) non-state actors, in some 

cases through the state institutions (e.g. by patrimonial links between patrons within 

state institutions and clients outside, or a direct ‘colonization’ of certain government 

agencies), in other cases in a loose cooperation with the state agencies, or on a 

completely independent basis (Fregonese 2012; Stel and Frerks 2013). 

The issue of hybrid/non-state provision of security and other public goods has been 

often raised in the Lebanese context primarily with regard to Hezbollah (see the next 

section). Even though Hezbollah has had without any doubt an exceptional position in 

the extent to which it is engaged in these tasks, they have been practised in some form 

by most of the sectarian communities (Cammett 2014; Carpi, Younes, and AbiYaghi 

2016, 36; Nucho 2016; Picard 2009). The hybrid governance arrangements, which are 

facilitated by the weakness of the state institutions, contribute to the reaffirmation of 

the sectarian order and sectarian belonging. Such non-state governance practices 

support subjectification on the basis of the sect through various formative institutions 

(such as schools or media) and raise the need to rely on sectarian affiliations in order 

to get access to public services (Egan and Tabar 2016; Nucho 2016; Salloukh 2015).  

To sum up, a relative weakness of the state institutions, influence of the foreign powers 

on their clients, strong role of the sub-state actors and entanglement of both state and 

non-state actors in hybrid constellations have created a highly complex dynamic of the 

state-formation process. At the same time, this has favoured sectarian political 

strategies and actors, who are able to navigate them. 

 

Lebanese Shiites and the Hybrid Political Order in South Lebanon 

 

The preceding section provided a general outline of the trajectory of the state 

formation in Lebanon. Naturally, the specific composition and nature of hybrid 

governance arrangements and their practices differ according to social, spatial and 
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temporal contexts. This section will specifically turn to the historic and social 

development of such order in the context of south Lebanon and will briefly introduce 

the role, which Hezbollah and the United Nations peacekeeping mission (UNIFIL I) 

played in the region before 2006. It aims to point out the peripheral and marginalized 

status of Shiite communities in southern Lebanon, which has – along with the 

resistance against the Israeli occupation – provided ‘the founding myth’ of Hezbollah 

and remarked the position of Hezbollah as one part of the Lebanese hybrid governance 

arrangement. The second aim of this part of the chapter is to introduce a deeper 

historical context of the conflict, which UNIFIL II is supposed to mitigate and which has 

a distinct impact on its peacekeeping practices. 

The section proceeds as follows. First, it will attend to the position of southern 

Lebanon in the process of the Lebanese state formation. Subsequently it will turn to 

the role and impact of Israeli-Palestinian conflict on in south Lebanon and point out an 

intersection of the Lebanese internal sectarian tensions with this broader conflict. The 

third section will discuss the emergence of Hezbollah as an actor which reacts both to 

the sectarian nature of Lebanese political order and a local crisis. The last section will 

focus on the peacekeeping experience of UNIFIL I and its role in the local ‘wartime’ and 

hybrid order. 

 

South Lebanon in the Lebanese State-formation 

South Lebanon has been traditionally treated as one of the distinctly peripheral 

territories of the Lebanese state, which is of limited interest for the elites in the capital 

(El Khalil 1988). The regions, which now form the southern parts of Lebanon – coastal 

areas of Tyre and Saida, along with mountainous interior of Jabal ‘Amil, were added to 

the so-called Greater Lebanon only with the establishment of the French mandate in 

1920. The area was historically inhabited by diverse confessional communities – mostly 

Shiites, but also Sunnis, Druze, and various Christian denominations.51 The mandate 

was an elite (and primarily Maronite) project that was concentrated in Maronite 

                                                 
51 The confessional composition of the region changed during the 20th century as many Christians 
migrated out of the area (Volk 2009, 266). 
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heartlands in Beirut and Mount Lebanon. As such, it hardly established its presence in 

the southern borderlands beyond the level of Shiite zu’ama, who were courted by the 

French officials in order to secure the authority of the mandate administration in the 

region (Firro 2006; Shaery-Eisenlohr 2008, 20–21).52 

The end of the mandate era caused a number of significant changes for the southern 

regions. First, even though the independent Lebanese state was primarily based on 

agreement between Maronite and Christian politicians, the Shiites were granted a 

formal representation in the governmental power-sharing system. Nevertheless, 

despite this formal change, the Shiites continued to be severely under-represented in 

the governmental institutions and were not present as distinct agents in the Lebanese 

nationalist narratives and political identity (Hamzeh 2004, 12–13; Shaery-Eisenlohr 

2008, 23).53 Second, the creation of independent Israel in 1948 and closure of its 

border with Lebanon cut the south Lebanon from the rest of the southern Levant, 

which created a significant economic crisis in the region. The lack of governmental 

regional development policies and laissez-faire approach to economy further 

aggravated the economic situation and contributed to underdevelopment and absence 

of public services (Chaib 2009b, 151; Norton 1987, 23). The attachment of the region 

to the rest of the country remained low and the state was in many places present only 

as a repressive force, whereas the local political power rested firmly in the hands of 

few families of local zu’ama  (Norton 1987, 15).54 Third, the creation of Israel spurred 

mass exodus of Palestinians, more than 100 000 of whom settled in the late 1940s in 

Lebanon. Even though, it had originally been one of the calmer Israeli borders, south 

Lebanon gradually became a ‘front-line’ region in the confrontation between Israel and 

Palestinians.  

This process culminated by the Cairo Accord of 1969, which formally removed the 

Palestinian camps from the authority of the LAF and granted the exclusive jurisdiction 

and sovereignty over them to the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) (Meier 2016, 

                                                 
52 The recognition of the Shiites as a distinct group was, however, part of the French colonial 
strategy of management of order in the Levant mandates (Neep 2012, 25–26). 
53 For a thorough discussion of the peripheralization of Shiites in Lebanese society by Maronites 
and Sunnis see Sheary-Eisenlohr 2008: 40 – 49. 
54 It is worth mentioning, that the negligence and underdevelopment of the south Lebanon by 
central authorities had not been politicized by Shiites only, but also by local Christian and Sunni 
communities (Meier 2016, 65). 
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39–42; Ramadan and Fregonese 2017). The arrival of the larger groups of the 

Palestinian fighters affiliated with the PLO to the southern Lebanon in the early 1970s 

instigated a large-scale crisis in the country. The LAF gradually lost its control over the 

south Lebanon as Palestinian cross-border raids on Israel and subsequent Israeli 

retaliatory strikes escalated the conflict. The Maronite elites, which were fiercely 

opposed to the Palestinian presence in Lebanon, intensified the formation of their own 

militias, starting a process, which resulted in 1975 in the civil war (Kaufman 2014, 111–

20; Najem 2012, 25–28).   

Reacting to further Palestinian incursions into Israel, the IDF initiated in March 1978 a 

full-scale invasion of the southern Lebanon (the Operation Litani), which was officially 

ended by the internationally-brokered ceasefire and UNSC Resolutions 425 and 426. 

These called for the deployment of the international peacekeeping forces to the area 

between Lebanese-Israeli border and the Litani River in order to ensure the return of 

the authority of Lebanese state to the region (UN SC 1978a). The peacekeeping forces 

of UNIFIL were, however, met with a violent response from the Palestinian militias and 

pro-Israeli groups and their attempts to facilitate deployment of rapidly crumbling LAF 

did not fully succeed (Erskine 1989). The pro-Israeli Lebanese militia later called the 

South Lebanese Army (SLA), positioned itself on the continuous stretch of territory on 

the Lebanese side of the border, where it formed (with significant Israeli assistance) the 

‘security belt’ aimed at protecting the border from the PLO (Hamizrachi 1988). The 

continuing skirmishes and shelling of the Israeli territory by Palestinian militants 

resulted in the second Israeli invasion in June 1982. Having advanced as far as to 

Beirut, the IDF withdrew in 1985 to the ‘security belt’ - a ten-kilometres deep area on 

the Lebanese side of the border, protected by a chain of smaller compounds and 

observation posts (Catignani 2010, 71–76).    

 

Politicization of Shiite Communities  

The southern regions of the Lebanese state had been since the creation of the French 

mandate until the 1970s marginalized by the central governmental institutions, as well 

as by other sects. However, the upheaval, which was triggered by the combination of 
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the economic and political challenges of the 1960s and 1970s, instigated an increased 

politicization of the local Shiite communities. While originally these were primarily 

organized as leftist and non-sectarian, they increasingly gained religious framing 

through the 1960s (Chaib 2009b, 152–53). This change could be partly attributed to the 

community activism of Musa Sadr, an Iranian cleric from prominent Shiite family, who 

started preaching in South Lebanon in 1959. His ideas addressed the integration of 

resistance towards foreign (primarily Israeli) oppression with both nationalist and 

religious (cross-sectarian) identity of the country. Sadr particularly criticized the state’s 

negligence of its security and development duties in the southern regions. Sadr’s ideas 

on the place of the Shiites in the Lebanese society were principal for the emergence of 

distinctly Shiite political subjectivity and social movements (Hamzeh 2004, 20–22; 

Norton 1987, 39–49). 

The presence of the Israeli forces was since 1982 increasingly perceived by many local 

Shiites as a direct occupation and attempt to create an Israel-friendly ‘satellite state.’ 

The Amal movement, which was formed as an armed wing of Sadr’s Movement of the 

Deprived, became one of the first Shiite armed organizations during the autumn of 

1982. In the next months, it established itself in the southern regions as one of the 

main forces that fighting the IDF and SLA (Meier 2016, 82–90). However, the role of 

Amal in the resistance was soon overshadowed by newly formed Hezbollah. The two 

movements have gone through various phases of confrontation, parallel existence and 

since 1990s mostly strategic cooperation. Even though they both share similar roots in 

Shiite political activism, Amal has pursued since the 1990s a political strategy based on 

the alliances with the traditional Shiite elites, integration into the state structures and 

support of its clients and voters through the public institutions. Hezbollah has opted for 

more autonomous strategies of governance and a more limited participation in official 

state institutions (Chaib 2009a).  
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Hezbollah as the Dominant Actor in the Southern Lebanon 

The origins of the organization55, later known as Hezbollah, are most often traced to 

the first half of the 1980s to the Bekaa valley in the eastern Lebanon. Founded as a 

loose alliance of Islamic factions by a group of Shiite clerics with significant Iranian and 

Syrian backing, Hezbollah gradually emerged as a distinct and coherent organization, 

which in 1985 formally announced its existence and political ideology in the ‘Open 

Letter Addressed to the Downtrodden in Lebanon and in the World’ (Norton 2007, 34–

36). Since the early 1980s, militants affiliated with Hezbollah gradually established 

themselves in south Lebanon and started attacking the IDF and SLA. One of the early 

suicide bomb attacks of this era, performed in November 1982 by Hezbollah 

sympathiser Ahmad Qassir against the IDF barracks in Tyre, has become one of the 

most influential symbols of the Hezbollah’s identity and resistance against Israel ever 

since (Saade 2016). By the early 1990s and following a brief confrontation with the 

Amal movement in the late 1980s, Hezbollah became a leading force of the armed 

opposition and ‘monopolized’ the notion of resistance against occupation (Chaib 

2009a; Meier 2016, 101–2). While the Party was initially rejected in the south as it 

promoted a more radical version of Islam than the local Shiites were willing to accept, 

it gradually won support of some local religious authorities and broader public 

(Malthaner 2011, 457–59). Since the late 1980s, Hezbollah also started to build its vast 

network of allied organization and charities, which provide public services, welfare, or 

reconstruction of infrastructure damaged by the Israeli combat operations (Cammett 

2014, 152–54; Hamzeh 2004, 49–58). 

In the aftermath of the civil war and on the basis of its resistance activities, Hezbollah 

has been exempted from the demilitarization of other militias. However, the Party has 

undergone a process, often described as ‘Lebanonization.’ Hezbollah has partly given 

up its initial radical opposition to the institutions of the Lebanese state and has merged 

its Islamic identity and self-presentation with nationalistic discourses, as well as with a 

greater restraint in its ideological and political positions (Ranstorp 1998; Saouli 2011). 

There have been many reasons cited for this process ranging from moderation of 

                                                 
55 There is a long-standing and unresolved debate over the proper ‘label,’ which should be ascribed 
to Hezbollah (see among other Kosmatopoulos 2011; Harb and Leenders 2005). 
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Iranian leadership, through a new generation of clerics who came to dominate 

Hezbollah in the early 1990s, to a Lebanese refusal of radical interpretations of Islam 

initially professed by Hezbollah and a subsequent pragmatic accommodation of the 

movement to the needs of its primary constituency (Göksel 2007; Harb and Leenders 

2005; Malthaner 2011). Nevertheless, since 1992 the movement started to participate 

in the elections and it has formally acknowledged the authority of the Lebanese state, 

even though it has declined to subject its armed wing to the direct state oversight. 

While Hezbollah did not enter the government until the mid-2000s, its representatives 

had been elected to a number of municipalities and local councils in the second half of 

the 1990s. Since the 1990s, the movement thus started to perform the role of both a 

formal and informal political authority (Harb 2010; Norton 2007, 98–105).56  

Nevertheless, through the 1990s Hezbollah also continued its armed operations within 

the occupied ‘security belt’ and its rocket attacks on the Israeli territory. Israel 

retaliated in two larger armed interventions during the 1990s – the Operation 

Accountability in 1993 and Operation Grapes of Wrath in 1996. Both of them caused a 

large-scale destruction of civilian infrastructure, as Israel attempted to create a 

pressure on Lebanese government to disarm Hezbollah and weaken its legitimacy 

among Lebanese public. However, given the number of civilian casualties (especially in 

1996), their effect was arguably rather the opposite (Sobelman 2010). Hezbollah was 

able to assert itself as the primary ‘resistance movement’ and establish its presence 

even more strongly among the southern communities. This was mainly result of its 

support for the reconstruction efforts and its enhanced credentials as the necessary 

deterrent against the Israeli aggression (Meier 2016, 105–7). Following the withdrawal 

of the IDF and collapse of the ‘security zone’ in May 2000, Hezbollah assumed control 

over the southern border. The LAF and ISF moved to the region only to a limited extent 

and were not deployed directly on the line of withdrawal (O’Shea 2004; UN SC 2000a). 

Reacting to the calls for its disarmament, Hezbollah cited occupation of certain 

contested parts of Lebanese territory (the farms of Sheeba) as the reason, why its 

                                                 
56 Interestingly, Hezbollah has in some cases partnered even with some international development 
agencies in order to improve its governance activities on the municipal level, as well as through its 
affiliated non-governmental organizations. However, this is mostly the case of the 2000s, rather than the 
1990s.  
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‘resistance’ against occupation was not concluded yet (Qassem 2005, 131–37). The 

same argument was also given by the LAF and Lebanese government (under the Syrian 

influence), which claimed that without Hezbollah it would not be able to defend the 

southern borders. 

As Nizar Hamzeh (2004) claims, the success of Hezbollah in gradually assuming the role 

of the dominant actor in the Shiite community has not followed only from its military 

prowess and foreign backing, but it rather stems from its ability to react to a set of 

crises, which Lebanese Shiites faced. As the preceding sections demonstrated, the 

Shiites had been treated as the ‘second rate’ citizens of the Lebanese state (Hamzeh 

2004, 7–17; see also Saade 2016)57. In reaction, Hezbollah has further advanced Sadr’s 

project of spiritual and economic development and connected it with a distinct Iranian 

model of political rule (Wilayat al-Faqih – The Guardianship of Islamic Jurists), as well 

as the notion of ‘resistance’ against oppression and injustice (Qassem 2005, 50–83). 

The Hezbollah’s ‘political project’ of resistance has found its materialization not only in 

the armed struggle against the Israeli occupation of Lebanese territory, but also in the 

development of the ‘resistance society’ among the Lebanese Shiites. The network of 

loyalists and distinct ‘ideological milieu’ of the ‘resistance society’ has been shaped by 

a number of Hezbollah-affiliated institutions, which provide certain public services and 

support the promotion and reproduction of Hezbollah’s norms and values in the 

absence of the unifying Lebanese political project (Abboud and Muller 2012, 43–44; 

Simon Haddad 2006; Harb 2010). According to Lara Deeb (2008), the ‘resistance 

society’ even represents a holistic political project, which could be coined as alternative 

Islamic modernity. The creation of the ‘society of resistance’ has been gradual and 

complex, yet it cannot be separated in either its practice or legitimization from the 

sectarian nature of the Lebanese state and its hybrid nature.  

While the ‘resistance society’ and networks of Hezbollah’s institutions have permeated 

in some form most of the Shiite communities, which have been allied with the Party, 

the southern Lebanon has had a special position in the Hezbollah’s narrative. The 

                                                 
57 Other authors also point to the importance of the ‘Karbala narrative,’ which depicts Shiites as a 
minority that is facing constant oppression and injustice. However, these could be overcome through 
active resistance against the arrogant oppressors (Abboud and Muller 2012, 45–47; Halverson, Goodall, 
and Corman 2011, 81–93). 
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south has become for Hezbollah an essential part of its own identity – a founding myth, 

which denotes the reason and main legitimization for its existence as the movement 

has sought to ‘liberate’ the occupied Lebanese territory and alleviate the suffering of 

local Shiite communities (Saade 2016). Since the 1990s, this role has been extended to 

cover not only Shiites, but the whole Lebanon as well (Kaufman 2014, 182–83). At the 

same time, southern regions of Lebanon have become the ones of the primary 

strongholds of the Shiite party in terms of its popular support, as well as actual control 

of territory and material infrastructure needed for the combat operations (Meier 

2016). Since the early 1990s, Hezbollah thus started to play one of the key roles in the 

local political order and its own position in Lebanon has been closely entangled with its 

role in the southern regions.  

 

UNIFIL I and South Lebanon 

As was briefly noted above, since the deployment of UNIFIL to the South Lebanon in 

1978, the mission played the role of the weakest actor in the conflict. Having often 

found itself under fire from the Palestinian armed factions, SLA and less often also by 

some Shiite forces, the mission struggled to fulfil the goals of its mandate, as it was not 

equipped to militarily confront any of the factions and enforce their compliance (even 

though some of its battalions tried to stop the IDF invasion in 1982) (Erskine 1989). 

Moreover, as the institutions of Lebanese state crumbled, there was little the mission 

could do to fulfil the core part of its mandate in ensuring the return of the authority of 

the Lebanese state to the southern regions (Nachmias 1999, 104). Following the Israeli 

withdrawal to the ‘security belt’ in 1985, about 7,000 peacekeepers of UNIFIL found 

themselves positioned on the lines of conflict between the Israeli forces, SLA and 

Palestinian and increasingly also Shiite militias. This proved to be an extremely difficult 

situation as the operation had to navigate between number of actors and even a 

passive display of force could provoke full-scale aggression against the peacekeepers as 

it had happened with both Shiite militias and the SLA. Therefore, despite some 

coercive actions against the groups who threatened local civilians (primarily the SLA 

but also IDF to a limited extent), its main peacekeeping role rested in liaison with 
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various actors present in the conflict area, monitoring, mediation and negotiation. 

Paradoxically, in spite of the unfavourable local circumstances and failure of its main 

goals, the mission proved to be an important mechanism for de-escalation of smaller 

local conflicts and a neutral buffer force, which had deterred violence against civilians 

(Hägglund 1990; Göksel 2007). 

The mission’s mandate never was completely impartial, as it was tasked to support the 

authority of Lebanese state and the UN has acknowledged the right of Lebanese armed 

groups to resist the occupation. However, its role in protection of civilians brought it 

closer to the local Shiite resistance groups and made it an important actor in the local 

political order. Despite some incidents (such as clashes with the French forces in 1986), 

UNIFIL became closely allied with Amal, which was the most important unofficial 

authority in the area in the early and mid-1980s. UNIFIL was dependent on its fighters 

and supporters to ensure security of peacekeepers in the villages under its control 

(Murphy 2007, 262–70).58 The relations with newly emerged Hezbollah had been more 

complicated as its leadership originally opposed the presence of the international 

forces in Lebanon and equated them with Zionists. However, the mutual ties 

significantly improved in the early 1990s, when Hezbollah moderated its ideological 

position and Shiites from the South rose to the movement’s leadership (Göksel 2007; 

Lia 1998, 55–57).  

Even though it was not directly mandated to perform such a role, UNIFIL became 

during an important part of local governance the second half of the 1980s and one of 

the de facto authorities. The mission emerged as a major local employer and started 

cooperation with the local authorities (mayors or mukhtars) to provide some public 

goods and services – such as food, water, electricity, or in some cases even public order 

and security (Heiberg 1991).59 This informal governance role and small-scale activities 

supporting the infrastructure underpinning the ‘authority of state’ further 

strengthened after the end of civil war and restoration of the Lebanese government 

                                                 
58  Personal interview with a former UNIFIL officer, Beirut, 3 December, 2014. 
59 As a former UNIFIL officer colourfully put it to the author: ‘...we became mutually dependant. In 
area like south Lebanon, it was cut from Beirut, usually they run out of gasoline, out of this or that…most 
of the villages got their own small generators for their water pumps and if there is no gasoline, there is no 
motor, so we gave them gasoline... We were not supposed to, but we looked the other way and they took 
it… And they loved us’. 
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(Meier 2016, 187–89). The consistent engagement of UNIFIL with local communities 

had a crucial role on the acceptance of the mission in the region and it subsequently 

gave UNIFIL a reputation of the peacekeeping mission, that had become ‘one with 

people’ (Göksel 2007; Meier 2016, 188; for a critical take on this narrative see Heiberg 

1991).60 

UNIFIL’s role did not dramatically changed with the end of civil war, especially as both 

the Israeli occupation of the ‘security belt’ and Hezbollah’s attacks on the Israeli forces 

continued. When the relations with Hezbollah, which had become the strongest 

resistance force, normalized, the mission also played an important function as one of 

the main liaisons between the Shiite movement and the Israelis. The liaising role was 

enhanced especially following the Israeli intervention in 1993, when UNIFIL played a 

significant role in the negotiations over the ‘rules of the game,’ which successfully 

limited the attacks on civilians (Norton 2000, 29–30; Sobelman 2010). Following the 

Israeli withdrawal from most of the occupied parts of the southern Lebanon, UNIFIL 

was repositioned to the line of withdrawal (the Blue Line). The mission lost most of its 

previous authority over the local order and it was tasked with verification that all the 

Israeli forces had left the Lebanese territory in accordance with the UN SC Resolutions 

425 and 426. The UN initially concluded that these requirements had been successfully 

fulfilled; however, this assessment was contested by the Lebanese side. Given the lack 

of agreement over the specific location of the border, Hezbollah and subsequently also 

the Lebanese government claimed that Israeli forces remained at the farms of Sheeba 

and other smaller pieces of disputed territory. Following a worsened cooperation with 

Hezbollah, lack of progress with returning the authority of the Lebanese state to the 

region and lack of large-scale incidents between 2000 and 2006, the peacekeeping 

force was gradually downsized to 2,000 troops (Meier 2016, 188–89; O’Shea 2004). 

 

                                                 
60 Personal interview with a former UNIFIL officer, Beirut, 3 December, 2014; Personal interview 
with a UNIFIL Civilian Affairs Officer III, Naqoura, 6 November, 2015. An alternative reading of the 
situation in the south was voiced to the author by a Lebanese who lived in a Christian town controlled by 
pro-Israeli Christian militia during the civil war. 
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Conclusion: Hybrid Political Order and South Lebanon 

The main aim of this chapter was to connect and explain three main issues related to 

the Lebanese state-society relations and a particular hybrid arrangement between the 

formal institutions of the Lebanese state, Hezbollah, UNIFIL and some other actors in 

the south Lebanon. First, it introduced the specific trajectory of Lebanese state-

formation and explained how it created conditions for a relatively strong position of 

diverse sub-state authorities vis-à-vis the central institutions of the state. As the 

chapter argued, such a dynamic of state-formation has resulted in the political order 

with the significant role of extra-institutional and extra-governmental features, often 

negotiated informally among the confessional elites, key political parties and other 

actors. The chapter also noted how the hybrid order has been manifested (and 

maintained) by fragmented governance and provision of a number of public goods and 

services (including security) by diverse non-state actors.  

Second, the chapter outlined how the weakness or complete absence of the 

governmental institutions have contributed to the emergence of the Shiite political 

movements in the Lebanese south. These deliberately aimed to ‘fill’ the space left by 

the state and complement its missing functions. As the longer conflict between Israel 

and the Palestinian movements merged with the internal Lebanese conflict in the 

1970s, these movements stepped up to perform various governmental functions and 

resist the occupation of the Lebanese territory – either in cooperation with the state, 

following its reconstruction in the early 1990s, or on the more independent basis. This 

role gave Hezbollah (as well as to a certain extent Amal) a significant backing among 

the local Shiite communities and strengthened the authority of both movements.  

Third, the chapter briefly outlined the role of UNIFIL I as a traditional peacekeeping 

operation in non-traditional conditions of ongoing civil war. It noted its interactions 

with the state and non-state actors in the region, as well as its significant place in a 

local hybrid order. Thus, UNIFIL I serves as an example of peacekeeping ‘before’ the 

emergence of the discourse of liberal peace and especially ‘before’ the wider 

delegitimization of Hezbollah in the context of War on Terror. It should be noted in this 

respect that its (limited) success in de-escalation of local conflicts and protection of 
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civilians stemmed exactly from its ability to outreach and interact with all the relevant 

actors and parties of the conflict. 

To sum up, this chapter mainly served as a historical and social contextualization of the 

interactions between UNIFIL II and local order as they are presented in the following 

chapters. However, taking into account a longer process of state-formation, as well as a 

local context of the southern Lebanon, it also aims to make two broader points. The 

first of them is the nature of the Lebanese political order, which does not neatly fit into 

the standard liberal institutionalist categories, which divide society and political 

institutions and where the latter serve as the main channel of political conflict and 

provider of the main governance functions. Being based on the series of compromise 

between the main confessional groups and their foreign backers, the political order has 

been more complex and messy, while its balance could be easily upset by the very local 

events, as well as broader political developments in the region (K. Makdisi 2014). The 

second one is contextualization of the often-noted exceptional position of Hezbollah in 

wider social and political trends in the country.  This is not to pin down Hezbollah as a 

social movement, terrorist group or anything else (Harb and Leenders 2005), but rather 

to highlight its roots both in the inner working of Lebanese sectarian and hybrid 

political order (Abboud and Muller 2012), and to stress its embeddedness in the Shiite 

community in the country. Simply said, Hezbollah is not only an armed organization 

and political party, but also a distinct social actor, which is highly active in various 

sectors of society and is hardly separable from civilian life in a number of Shiite 

communities (Deeb 2006).  
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5. Problematizing Hybridity: The Sovereignty of the Lebanese 

State and the UN SC Resolution 1701 

 

‘...you cannot fool the local people. You bring thirteen tanks, and 

local people and everybody know(s) that you are not gonna use 

them against Israelis... So what are you going to do with these 

tanks? Are they against Hezbollah? So the tanks went home... 

Because at the beginning, there was all this force, all this talking 

about making this a peace-enforcement mission, a Chapter VII 

mission, and this and that, and this force is possible only 

because Hezbollah agreed to it; only like this was it possible to 

create this force, so what chapter are you talking about?’61 

 

The ‘cohabitation’ between Hezbollah, the LAF and UNIFIL I on the border with Israel 

came under increased strain in the years following the attacks of 9/11 and a 

subsequent War on Terror. As some actors on the international stage have argued, the 

Lebanese sovereignty and democracy have been compromised by the presence of 

Hezbollah’s autonomous armed forces. In the context of escalation of the conflict 

between Hezbollah and Israel in July 2006, the issue of the Lebanese hybrid order was 

framed as a threat to international peace and various forms of intervention and 

correction were discussed. The main goal of this chapter is thus to explore the 

international securitization of Hezbollah’s armed capabilities and the Lebanese hybrid 

political order as such, which formed the background of the current form of 

international engagement in the southern Lebanon. This will be primarily done by 

analysing the UN resolutions concerning Lebanon from 2004 to 2008, a wider 

discursive context, which they were anchored in and the form of the intervention and 

policing they envisioned.  

However, as will be pointed out, whereas the form of engagement with the issue of 

Lebanese sovereignty and political order has been framed by the international actors, 

                                                 
61  Personal interview with a former UNIFIL officer, Beirut, 3 December, 2014. 
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the programme of intervention itself has been significantly influenced (and 

compromised) by diverse forms of formal and less formal Lebanese agency. Apart from 

the formal role of official Lebanese representatives in the negotiations of the UN SC 

Resolution 1701, the chapter will highlight the local resistance against UNIFIL II and 

wider political processes, which ultimately led to a shift in the missions’s peacekeeping 

approach and tacit acceptance of the local hybrid order. The second goal of the chapter 

is to connect the international concern over the Lebanese hybrid order with political 

dynamics inside Lebanon and demonstrate how they influence, interact with and co-

constitute the form of international engagement in the country. 

The chapter proceeds in the following order. First, it discusses a broader context and 

conditions, which gave rise to the debate on the appropriate form of Lebanese 

sovereignty, relations between the state and non-state actors, and mode of 

international engagement with these issues. Second, it examines the ‘programme of 

intervention’ contained in the UN SC Resolution 1701, which authorized the 

deployment of UNIFIL II and defined its mandate. Third, it attends to the local shaping 

of the programme of intervention amid encounters with the Lebanese political realities 

and local resistance, primarily by deciding on what counts as a ‘reasonable force’ and 

mode of intervention.  

 

Framing the Debate on Lebanese Political Order and Sovereignty 

 

The current modality of international engagement in the south Lebanon has its roots in 

the mutual collision of distinct international and Lebanese national dynamics. The UN 

SC Resolutions up to 2000 had targeted the southern Lebanon primarily in relation to 

the conflict with Israel, Israeli occupation, and peacekeeping activities of UNIFIL. In this 

respect, the resolutions had demanded the withdrawal of the Israeli forces and 

reasserting the authority of the Lebanese government over the southern Lebanon (UN 

SC 1978a, 1978b, 1982, 1996). Since May 2000 and a withdrawal of the IDF from the 

south Lebanon, the UN also called for an increased deployment of the LAF and ISF to 

the region, even though with a caveat ‘as soon as possible’ - see inter alia UN SC 
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2000b). However, the early 2000s witnessed a different international framing of the 

issue, which primarily concerned the nature of the Lebanese state and its relations 

with the society. Nevertheless, above all, it revolved around the concern for Lebanese 

sovereignty, where the notion of sovereignty was primarily equated with the exclusive 

state control over the means of violence on its territory (K. Makdisi 2014). Similarly, the 

rationalities of the international engagement changed from the minimalist versions of 

peacekeeping as a method of maintaining order between the two conflicting actors to 

a more interventionist statebuilding agenda. 

Internationalization of the Lebanese Sovereignty: The UN SC 1559 Regime 

Even though stemming from a wider discursive change in appropriate means of 

engaging with the conditions of conflict and instability, the international concern over 

the form of Lebanese sovereignty and political order is also inseparable from the 

Western and particularly US policy towards the Middle East in the post-9/11 era. Using 

the crude geopolitical terms of the era, the United States identified Syria and Iran as 

the members of the ‘axis of evil’ and sponsors of international terrorism. While 

justified in the language of the War on Terror, the move was also firmly anchored in 

support for the traditional US allies in the region (such as Israel) and attempts to 

‘strengthen the expansion of democracy’ over the Middle East as a primary means of 

supporting secure and sustainable regional order (Droz-Vincent 2007).  

Departing from these discourses, the US Congress passed the Syria Accountability and 

Lebanese Sovereignty Restoration Act in December 2003, which with respect to 

‘peaceful and democratic calls’ of the Lebanese people called (among other demands) 

for the end of Syrian occupation of Lebanon, reassertion of the sovereignty of the 

Lebanese state over its entire territory and eviction of Hezbollah and other terrorist 

groups from the south Lebanon (United States Congress 2003). In this discourse, Syria 

and its allies in Lebanon – Hezbollah being the most important among them – were 

identified as actors foreign to the Lebanese state (and people), allied with foreign 

powers, or outright terrorists, who present the main obstacles for the development of 

Lebanese democracy. Their presence in the country hampers its development as a 
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proper sovereign and democratic state and, consecutively, it poses threat for the 

stability of the entire region (United States Congress 2003, 3).  

Such a discursive framing of the political and security situation in Lebanon and the 

state of Lebanese sovereignty was reiterated by the UN SC Resolution 1559 of 2 

September 2004. Proposed jointly by the USA and France, the resolution combined the 

discourse of democratization with the concern over the non-state actors and it 

specifically demanded a withdrawal of foreign forces from Lebanon and disarmament 

of Lebanese and non-Lebanese armed militias. Both were blamed for preventing the 

Lebanese from democratically deciding their future and compromising the sovereignty 

of Lebanese government (UN SC 2004a). Referring to the amendments of the Lebanese 

Constitution, which extended the term of president Emile Lahoud – a Syrian ally in the 

country, the US representative stated during the discussion that: 

 

‘It is clear that Lebanese parliamentarians have been pressured, 

and even threatened, by Syria and its agents to make them 

comply. We strongly support the extension of the control of the 

Government of Lebanon over all Lebanese territory, including 

southern Lebanon, as called for by the Security Council over the 

past four years. The continued presence of armed Hizbullah 

militia elements, as well as the presence of the Syrian military 

and Iranian forces in Lebanon, hinders that goal.’ 

(UN SC 2004b, 4). 

 

On the contrary and echoing the language used in the Taif Agreement and subsequent 

Lebanese political declarations aimed at post-conflict demobilization of sectarian 

militias (Picard 1999, 5), the UN SC Resolution 1559 did not directly point to Hezbollah 

or any other armed movements in the country. Nevertheless, as the UN had earlier 

acknowledged the withdrawal of Israeli forces from Lebanese territory (an act disputed 

by the Lebanese government), the notion of foreign forces primarily referred to Syria 

(UN SC 2000b, 2004a).     
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Mirroring the contours of the internal Lebanese debate between the supporters and 

opponents of Hezbollah, the text of the resolution was contested by the Lebanon’s 

representative to the UN (and several others), who voiced an alternative reading of 

Lebanese sovereignty and actors, who pose a threat to it. His reaction rejected both 

the ‘imposed’ nature of the Syrian domination in the country by pointing to the 

agreement between the two countries and the label of militia ascribed to Hezbollah. 

Instead, he claimed that the forces of the Lebanese national resistance (i.e. Hezbollah) 

‘exist alongside the Lebanese national forces’ and contribute to the national struggle 

against a continued occupation of parts of the country by Israel (UN SC 2004b, 2). In 

this discourse, the reason for the compromised sovereignty of Lebanon was primarily 

ascribed to Israel, which was said to still occupy the Lebanese territory of Sheeba 

Farms. To the contrary, the armed forces of Hezbollah represent a part of a wider 

national security system, which strengthens the sovereignty of the Lebanese state and 

enhances its ability to defend itself against Israel (see also Qassem 2005; Fregonese 

2012, 663–64).  

While the resolution was repeatedly mentioned in a number of ensuing UN 

declarations and resolutions concerning Lebanon, even those on UNIFIL (UN SC 2005, 

16), it did not envision a specific governmental programme that would ensure its 

implementation in practice. However, the following establishment of the special UN 

representatives to Lebanon, periodic review reports on the implementation of the 

resolution and other diplomatic initiatives pressured Lebanon and Syria to comply with 

the prescribed measures. These documents and actions created a sort of ‘regime,’ 

which framed interactions of the international community with Lebanon and 

effectively internationalized the discussion over the nature of the Lebanese state (Droz-

Vincent 2007, 180–81; K. Makdisi 2011). 

 

Lebanese National Dialogue: The limits of the State and Non-state  

The passing of the UN SC Resolution 1559 also had a crucial impact on further political 

development in Lebanon. It framed the increasingly polarized internal Lebanese debate 

on political and economic reforms, presence of Syrian troops, status of Hezbollah’s 
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weapons and the specific meaning of the Lebanese sovereignty and threats to it 

(Leenders 2006; see also Karam 2009). The assassination of the former Prime Minister, 

head of the main Sunni party and a critic of Syrian policies in the country, Rafic Hariri in 

February 2005 spurred mass public demonstrations of both critics and sympathizers of 

Syria. Amid the protests and international pressure, Syrian forces withdrew from the 

country by the end of April 2005. In the attempt to stabilize the situation marked with 

a number of bomb attacks on the critics of Syria and grave political tensions over the 

international investigation into the conditions of Hariri’s death (which the UN SC called 

for in March 2006), the government of national unity was formed. Even though the 

Prime Minister Fuad Siniora represented the pro-Western political strands in the 

country, the government also included for the first time the representatives of 

Hezbollah (Khayat 2007; Najem 2012, 69–78). Further broadening its hybrid nature and 

ability to use various registers and sources of authority at the same time (see Albrecht 

and Moe 2015), as well as compromising on some of its ideological positions, the Shiite 

movement was upon assuming the role in the formal government able to deflect some 

of the potential impact of the international pressure (Dionigi 2014, 140–44; Saouli 

2011). 

In order to find a solution to the situation in the country, both elected and unelected 

leaders of sectarian communities launched a series of talks under the unofficial 

framework of National Dialogue. In the first such cross-sectarian and extra-

parliamentarian discussions since the conclusion of the Taif Agreement, the issue of 

Hezbollah’s potential disarmament and the future of the Lebanese political order 

became the most debated and polarizing topics. In the discussions on the issues of the 

Lebanese sovereignty and the relation of the state-sovereign to the non-state armed 

actors, the opposing side stressed either the interpretation of the Taif Agreement as it 

was put into practice during the era of Syrian presence in the country (i.e. with 

Hezbollah as part of the ‘national resistance’), or the interpretation proposed by the 

UN SC Resolution 1559 and reiterated in response to the National Dialogue by the UN 

SC Resolution 1680 as well (UN SC 2006c). Given the stakes for Hezbollah and on the 
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other side, the inability of the fragmented and fractionated Lebanese security forces62 

to disarm the Shiite movement by force without provoking a new round of civil war, the 

talks were inconclusive on the main issue  (Abboud and Muller 2012, 77–78). The 

Lebanese Prime Minister Siniora thus stated at the UN SC meeting in April 2006 during 

a review on the progress on the implementation of the Resolution 1559 that the issue 

of the Hezbollah’s weapons and their potential role in the security and defence 

strategy of the country is a matter of a national debate (UN SC 2006b, 4–5). 

The mid-2006 therefore witnessed a continuation of the opposing national and 

international discourses on the nature of the Lebanese sovereignty and political order. 

The status of the arrangement between the state and non-state armed actors, as well 

as the ways how it should be achieved remained the primary points of contention. 

Moreover, the main discourses also became differentiated in their dominant framing of 

the threats to a domestic Lebanese security and order, as well as the impact of the 

Lebanese domestic situation on the international peace and security. The contours of 

the debate, however, defied the simple international and Lebanese divide as the 

perspectives on the issue of the Lebanese sovereignty and relations between the state 

and non-state armed actors differed across both national an international scale (UN SC 

2004b; K. Makdisi 2014, 37).  However, the USA, France, UK and to a certain extent also 

other Western states voiced their preference for a complete disarmament of the Shiite 

movement, while at the same time playing an important role in supporting through 

international institutions and bilateral agreements the governance reforms performed 

by the pro-Western Lebanese government (Larzillière 2012; Leenders 2006; Mac Ginty 

2011, 173–75). 

The Summer War of 2006 

The escalation of the border tensions into the full-scale war in July 2006 came as a 

surprise to most. There were numerous incidents and provocations along the Blue Line 

from both sides since the Israeli withdrawal and none provoked a stronger retaliation. 

                                                 
62 The leadership of the Lebanese security forces has following the Syrian departure to a certain 
extent fragmented and sided with various competing political groups and sectarian leaders (N. Hourani 
2013; Picard 2009, 256–57). However, as opposed to the Civil War Era, this process was rather unofficial, 
as on the official level, the institutions remained intact.   
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Kidnapping of two IDF soldiers and killing of three others by Hezbollah on 12 July 

triggered a massive Israeli reaction, which lasted thirty-three days and destroyed most 

of the Shiite-inhabited regions of the county. The war initially started with an intensive 

bombing of assumed Hezbollah targets and Lebanese infrastructure, as well as a naval 

blockade.63 In the second week of the conflict, the Israeli forces staged the ground 

invasion to south Lebanon and at least one targeted operation in the eastern Beqaa 

valley (Bar-Joseph 2010; K. Makdisi 2011). The stated political goals of the Israeli 

offensive went beyond the recovery of the kidnapped soldiers and echoed those of the 

UN SC Resolution 1559 – the removal of Hezbollah, or at least its armed operatives, 

from the border regions and assuring the return of the effective authority of the state 

and the LAF to the Blue Line. On a military level, the main goals were defined more 

bluntly and aimed at degradation of as many military and infrastructural capabilities of 

Hezbollah as possible (Mattelaer 2013, 83). 

The Israeli ground invasion encountered well-prepared Hezbollah guerrilla-style 

defence and suffered more than 120 casualties. However, the level of destruction on 

the Lebanese side was unprecedented. By 13 August, when the ceasefire was 

announced, the Israeli campaign against the broadly-defined Shiite targets killed more 

than 1300 people (the numbers of killed Hezbollah operatives are usually estimated to 

be between 300 and 500) and displaced more than one million people (one quarter of 

Lebanese population). The Israeli operation further created direct and indirect material 

damage ranging between 3 and 8 billion USD, while destroying entire villages and 

neighbourhoods. On the Israeli side, more than 40 civilians were killed and more than 

1,000 wounded by Hezbollah rockets (Dionigi 2014, 144–45; UN SC 2006a, 2).  

Even though most of the actual conflict (apart from Hezbollah rocket attacks) took 

place on the Lebanese territory with non-negligible presence of the UN peacekeeping 

force and the LAF, the IDF and Hezbollah were the main forces engaged in fighting. The 

LAF and ISF suffered some casualties and several their bases were attacked by Israeli 

bombardment. Nevertheless, both of them only rarely engaged in combat operations 

and thus left the official forces of ‘the state’ out of the conflict. Such a stance was 

                                                 
63 The attacks on infrastructure were originally limited as the US advised Israel not to harm pro-
Western Siniora’s government. This policy was, however, later reversed (Bar-Joseph 2010).  
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supported by most of the political forces in the country and it reflected both 

autonomous decision of Hezbollah to confront Israel and pragmatic assessment of the 

limited effectiveness of the LAF and its chances in direct engagement with the IDF 

(Dionigi 2014, 145; Nerguizian 2009, 12; for Hezbollah’s position on the relation 

between the two see Qassem 2005, 104–7). The ‘non-involvement’ of the Lebanese 

government (as opposed to Hezbollah being, nevertheless, its member) in the conflict 

was also made clear by Israel (Abboud and Muller 2012, 81). The peacekeeping forces 

of UNIFIL (and UNTSO) played a similarly limited role during the conflict. Being directly 

exposed to Israeli bombardment and suffering five casualties, the UN peacekeepers 

were able to provide only limited humanitarian assistance and temporary protection 

for displaced civilians (Guéhenno 2015, 218–20; UN SC 2006d).  

The Lebanese government turned to UNIFIL with request to broker the negotiations of 

the ceasefire already in the first days of the war. However, the initiative was turned 

down by both Hezbollah and Israel. Subsequent negotiations over the terms of 

ceasefire and the post-conflict settlement represented a rehearsal of the previous 

debates over the modes of implementation of UN SC Resolution 1559 and 1680. This 

time, however, Israel and the USA favoured their coercive implementation with an 

argument that the previous resolutions were not effective in disarming Hezbollah, or 

even limiting its presence on the border (K. Makdisi 2011). Both countries, joined by 

the United Kingdom, called for a ‘robust’ and non-UN force, which would be authorized 

with the Chapter VII ‘peace-enforcement’ mandate. Such a military force would allow 

for a credible change of the situation in the region, disarming of Hezbollah and 

(re)establisment of the authority of the Lebanese state.  

This proposal was however strictly rejected by the Lebanese government, which tried 

to avoid any internal conflict between opposing political and confessional groups. The 

Lebanese representatives, with the approval of Hezbollah, in turn proposed to extend 

the authority of the government by an enhanced deployment of the LAF to the 

southern regions and also by a substantial strengthening of the UN forces, which would 

support the LAF in doing so (Guéhenno 2015, 221–24; Coleman 2007). Providing thus 

the UN with an option to authorize peacekeeping operation, which the host 
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government consented to, this plan was approved in the second week of August by all 

the parties and served as the basis for the UN Resolution 1701.64  

 

What Type of Peace and Order: UN SC Resolution 1701 and the Role of 

UNIFIL 

Strengthening the Governing Institutions: The UN SC Resolution 1701 

The final accepted version of the proposal, which became on 11 August 2006 the UN 

SC Resolution 1701, represents a delicate compromise between the positions of the US 

and Israel on the one side and the Lebanese government on the other. In this respect, 

the resolution presents a somewhat compromised version of the conservative 

approaches to (liberal) peace (Richmond 2005, 185–88). The international actors – 

primarily the Western members of the UN SC and Israel identified the main framing of 

the conflict, as well as peace and order, which is to be constructed. In this respect, the 

main causes of the conflict were ascribed primarily to the Lebanese side, as were the 

proposed corrective measures. However, the final formulation of the resolution and 

specific actions, which it called for in order to re-establish peace and order, have been 

to a significant extent influenced by the Lebanese government and Hezbollah, who 

were required to give their (formal or informal) consent to the presence of 

peacekeepers, even though under the international pressure and upon the conditions 

of ongoing destructive conflict.   

In general, the UN SC Resolution 1701 identified the primary cause of the conflict in 

the inability of the Lebanese state to assert its authority in the southern regions of the 

country, control of its borders and most significantly, rein in the non-state armed actors 

acting on its territory. It thus determined that the situation in Lebanon ‘presents a 

threat to international peace and security’ (UN SC 2006f, preamble). Accordingly, while 

Israel has been called to respect the Blue Line and provide maps of minefields in the 

                                                 
64 Highly important role in the negotiations was played by Italy, which (as opposed to the USA, UK 
and France) was perceived by all the actors as an independent and pragmatic broker and which was even 
able to reach informally to the representatives of Hezbollah and ‘circumvent’ thus the Western biases 
towards the conflict (Calculli 2014; Personal interview with political officers, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
Rome, 6 June 2016). 
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south, Lebanon has been subjected to a much broader set of corrective measures in 

the form of presence of international troops, as well as specific requirements posed to 

its government and armed forces. Both of these were supposed to ensure increased 

oversight over the southern Lebanon, establish order by extending the sovereign 

presence of the Lebanese state to the region and in general limit the threats coming 

from the unregulated and ungoverned parts of its territory and borders. 

Following the earlier framing of the situation in Lebanon and departing from the 

conservative versions of the statebuilding discourse and its rationalities, the means of 

mitigation of the potential future conflict have been equated primarily with the 

strengthening the sovereign authority of the state over its territory and limiting the 

presence of any non-state armed actors (UN SC 2006f, para 8). As stated by the UN 

Secretary-General during the discussion on the resolution at the UN SC meeting:  

 

‘Only when there is one authority, and one gun, will there be a 

chance of lasting stability. The Lebanese State, like any other 

sovereign State, must have a monopoly of the use of force on its 

own territory.’ 

(UN SC 2006e, 3) 

 

Such reading of the ideal form of the Lebanese sovereignty thus presents a 

continuation of the international vision presented already by the Resolution 1559 with 

its concern about the ‘continued presence of armed militias in Lebanon, which prevent 

the Lebanese Government from exercising its full sovereignty’ (UN SC 2004a). However, 

the UN SC Resolution 1701 even further internationalized this concern as the disorder 

caused by the lack of sovereign authority spilled over the Lebanese borders. In another 

quote from the UN Secretary-General from the meeting on the resolution:  

 

Israelis, for their part, have been newly awakened to a 

threat which they had hoped, with good reason, to have 

escaped when… they withdrew from Lebanon six years 

ago…  



126 

 

Nor has the damage been limited to Lebanon and Israel. A 

region that could ill afford another chapter of violence 

and another source of instability has been inflamed 

further still. 

(UN SC 2006e, 3) 

 

Notwithstanding that the first part of such statement is highly questionable given the 

number of the Blue Line violations from the both sides in the preceding months (see 

e.g. UN SC 2006d and preceding reports), it demonstrates the role of the statebuilding 

discourse and its identification of the of disorder originating in spaces, that are not 

under the sovereign control and the need (see Elden 2009) on the final articulation of 

the resolution. By treating the sovereign government as a sole source of an order on 

the given territory and the non-state actors as a threat to its authority (partly as an 

interpretation of the Taif Agreement and the resolutions following UNSC Resolution 

1559), the Resolution invoked an imaginary of a split and an antagonistic relation 

between the two. In the resolution’s reading of the Lebanese political order, the 

government plays (or should play) the legitimate role of the main provider of order, 

while the non-state armed actors are considered to be the spoilers, who have to accept 

the authority of the government (UN SC 2006f, para 8 and 10).  

Curiously, Hezbollah is not, beyond the preamble of the resolution, mentioned as a 

distinct actor. The official non-recognition leads to its treatment as an ‘unnamed party 

to the mandate’ without a distinct role in the local order (Newby 2016a; see also next 

chapter). The non-state armed actors thus cannot be conceived as legitimate partners 

to the dialogue, but merely an aberration, which should be either reined in by the 

state-sovereign or if it is not able to do so, by the international actor, which helps the 

state to restore its complete sovereignty. While such reading of the Lebanese political 

order with the clearly differentiated ‘state’ and ‘non-state’ forces and main causes of 

the conflict corresponded well with the autonomous Hezbollah forces, which 

controlled the Lebanese side of the Blue Line, it became more complicated with the 

representatives of Hezbollah in the government, its social activities on the communal 
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level and tacit coordination of its forces with certain parts of Lebanese security system, 

which make the Shiite movement deeply entangled with both state and society.  

Yet, on the basis of a split between the sovereign state and non-state armed actors 

(militias), the main responsibility for implementing the UN SC Resolution 1701 has 

been entrusted to the Lebanese state and its institutions. However, as the state was 

considered too weak to perform the required tasks alone (and as it has required an 

international assistance by asking for enhanced UN force), the resolution has 

mandated the strengthened UNIFIL to support the state in its ‘return’ to the border 

areas. The resolution has specifically required Lebanese government to ensure 

‘establishment between the Blue Line and the Litani river of an area free of any armed 

personnel, assets and weapons other than those of the Government of Lebanon and of 

UNIFIL’ (UN SC 2006a, para 8), as well as implementation of previous resolutions 

concerning the non-state armed actors active in the country, their disarmament and 

proper control of the borders in order to limit the inflows of weapons (as previously 

required by the UN SC resolutions 1559 and 1680). The international assistance in 

controlling the territory of the state however extended only to the specified region. 

Furthermore, the international community has been called upon to assist the Lebanese 

government in the post-conflict reconstruction of the country (UN SC 2006f, para 6).  

While not reaching the level of expansive paradigmatic statebuilding projects in the 

Balkans, Africa, or Afghanistan and being limited only to certain part of the Lebanese 

territory, the influence of the statebuilding discourse and its rationalities on the final 

shape of the resolution is evident.65 UNIFIL has been tasked to assist the Lebanese 

state in re-establishing its control over a particularly risky territory, which by being 

beyond the authority of the state constituted a threat to the international peace and 

security. In more specific terms, the peacekeeping force has been mandated to 

temporarily stabilize the area, ensure that the territories adjacent to the Israeli border 

would be free of any non-state weapons and support the Lebanese government in 

implementation of the preceding resolutions, which called for disarmament of the non-

                                                 
65 It should be mentioned that at the same time, Lebanon became subject to other forms of 
statebuilding programmes, either in the form of governmental reforms pursued by the international 
financial and development agencies or broader security sector reform (Mac Ginty 2011; Larzillière 2016; 
Picard 2009). 
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state armed actors (UN SC 2006f, para 9 and 11). Even though it is sometimes 

described as a ‘traditional’ peacekeeping mission (Novosseloff 2015), such combination 

of tasks and the extent of the area under its authority made UNIFIL an interesting 

combination between the traditional interpositional force and multidimensional 

peacekeeping (see Chapter One). 

To sum up, the UN SC Resolution 1701 presented a definitive problematization of the 

hybrid arrangement between the state and non-state forces in the southern 

borderlands of Lebanon. The resolution proposed a range of measures aimed at 

restriction of the presence of non-state armed actors and restoration of the previously 

compromised authority and sovereignty of the Lebanese state. Following from the very 

logic of problematization of non-state armed actors, Hezbollah did not feature in the 

resolution as a distinct recognized actor. The only obligation of the Shiite party was to 

surrender its armed forces and allow the Lebanese state to legitimately exercise its 

sovereign authority. The role of the international forces was to create such conditions, 

which would enable such process and control its implementation. 

 

UNIFIL and Policing of the Order 

As the Chapter Three argued, the engagement of the peacekeeping forces with a local 

order could be grasped through the strategies of liberal policing. Whereas the next 

chapter will focus on how are these strategies performed and negotiated in practice, 

this section elaborates on how was the enhanced UNIFIL II imagined as a specific 

governmental programme upon its formulation. The main issues, which was the 

peacekeeping mission supposed to tackle, and its broad aims in the form of 

‘strengthening’ the governmental control and international oversight over the 

‘ungoverned’ space of Lebanese south were laid out in the resolution. However, the 

specific strategies, which was the mission supposed to employ, remained contested 

and subject to competing discourses. The question of what counts as a reasonable use 

of force in the given context became among the most important of these.  

As was outlined in the third chapter, the police action seeks to mitigate the conditions 

of disorder, re-establish the orderly relations between subjects and pull out, when they 
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are capable of maintaining the order by themselves (Johnston and Shearing 2003, 71–

72). The UN SC Resolution 1701 and the mandate of UNIFIL thus does not envision the 

internationally-imposed resolution of the conflict and establishment of formal peace 

between the two countries. Rather it aims to create such conditions, when both 

countries can reasonably come to terms with each other. As stipulated by the 

resolution, such conditions comprise primarily of establishment of the complete 

authority of the Lebanese government over its territory and containment and 

deterrence of Israeli incursions. Thus, when proper conditions of governance and 

authority of state are restored on the Lebanese side, the main cause of disorder and 

conflict disappears and the conflict could be solved by rational deliberation between 

the two ‘normal’ states (Mattelaer 2013, 93–95; UN SC 2006f, para 8, 11 and 12).  

In general, the UN SC Resolution 1701 tasked the international peacekeeping forces to 

play three main roles in the establishment and maintenance of the order in southern 

Lebanon. First, to assist the LAF (and the state more broadly) in establishing its 

presence in the south, which would support the sovereign control of the unruly parts 

of the Lebanese territory. While UNIFIL is supposed to primarily assist the LAF, it is also 

expected strengthen the presence of the state by taking part in the broader post-

conflict reconstruction. Second, to mediate between the representatives of the two 

sovereign countries in the case of incidents, which would potentially threaten the 

order, support building of trust between the two sides and delineate a mutually agreed 

and respected line of disengagement between the two. Third and most controversially, 

to ensure that the area between the River Litani and the Blue Line is not used for the 

hostile activities threatening peace and order (UN SC 2006f, para 8, 11 and 12). Even 

though not directly stated in the mandate, but stemming from the logic of policing, the 

peacekeeping force should also ensure its acceptance from the local population, which 

would enable the mission to pursue its activities with access to proper intelligence and 

without recourse to the use of force. 

While the resolution indirectly identified Lebanese institutions as the primary agents 

responsible for turning the requirements of the resolution into practice, its wording 

was deliberately vague in order to gain the consent of all affected parties (Guéhenno 

2015, 223). In particular, it did not fully elaborate on how should be the demobilization 
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of the non-state armed actors in the south performed and it did not specify any of their 

further obligations. In this respect, the resolution contained serious contradictions, 

which reflected the original tension on how UNIFIL’s peacekeeping activities should be 

carried out. Whether by an assertive approach to its mandate (hinted at by the words 

‘...take all necessary action to ensure that its area of operation… is not used for hostile 

activities…’, which are used usually in more ‘robust’ peacekeeping missions, which are 

authorized to use armed force), or just by the support of the LAF and the Lebanese 

state in the more limited interpretation (Murphy 2012, 18–19).  

Therefore, similarly to preceding resolutions, the UN SC Resolution 1701 became 

subject to competing interpretations over the means of grappling the peculiar relations 

between the state and non-state armed actors in the country. Similarly to previous 

discussions over Lebanese sovereignty and control over non-state armed actors the 

future of Hezbollah became the primary point of contention. However, this time they 

concentrated also on the specific extent of the statebuilding tasks pursued 

international peacekeeping forces (K. Makdisi 2014). In this regard, the extent of the 

use of coercive force by enhanced UNIFIL became one of the main issues to be solved.  

UNIFIL was in result of UN SC Resolution 1701 significantly strengthened and the 

resolution envisioned up to 15 000 troops to be deployed in the country (UN SC 2006f, 

para 11). Responding to Israeli demands to deploy ‘real soldiers and not pensioners’ 

(Mattelaer 2013, 85), the major portion of troops was provided by the European NATO 

member-states and they were equipped with heavy weapons, including even main 

battle tanks, helicopters and heavy artillery (Guéhenno 2015, 226–27). In the Israeli 

and to certain extent also US interpretation of the UNIFIL’s mandate such force was 

expected to take not only deterrent and assisting role, but if needed, it would also 

actively limit the Hezbollah presence in the region and potentially confront the Shiite 

party, if its fighters and weapons remain in place. The alternative reading, favoured by 

many in the UN and among some of the troops contributing countries, emphasized the 

role of UNIFIL rather as a peacekeeping buffer force. In this respect, it was intended to 

stabilize the situation and act as an ‘extension’ of the Lebanese government in the 

process of re-establishment of its presence in the area, or even as a passive deterrent 
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force against potential large-scale Israeli invasion to the Lebanese territory (K. Makdisi 

2011; Novosseloff 2015; UN SC 2006e). 

The governance programme, which was UNIFIL tasked to implement, was upon its 

formulation clear in its goals. The mission was tasked with strengthening the 

governmental authority and limiting the presence of non-state armed actors in the 

area of southern Lebanese borderlands. Yet the specific strategies, how it should be 

implemented in practice, as well as role of diverse agents enrolled, were deeply 

contested. At the heart of this debate lied a series of questions concerning what kind of 

practices and especially what level of force should UNIFIL use to ensure the absence of 

weapons not controlled by the state in the region, what type of control of the local 

order it should seek and finally, who should be the primary authority, responsible for 

the management of the order. In short, whether UNIFIL should prioritize and enforce 

the internationalized vision of Lebanese sovereignty (as defined by UN SC Resolution 

1559 and following), or it should merely act as an assisting force to the Lebanese state, 

which, following Hezbollah decision to allow the LAF to the region, reassumed the 

position of the sovereign authority there.  

 

The Shaping of the Programme: Local Resistance and Alternative 

Authorities  

The tensions over the UNIFIL’s role in the country became highly pronounced in the 

first months after the arrival of the enhanced peacekeeping contingents to the region. 

Amid the local opposition, alternative ordering practices performed by local actors and 

changes in the national Lebanese politics, the mission decided to adjust its strategy and 

stick to the narrow interpretation of the mandate. The main aim of this section is thus 

to demonstrate how did the local and national political developments influence the 

recomposition of the hybrid order on the national level and how they influenced the 

modality of UNIFIL’s interaction with the local order. In short, this section will attend to 

the encounter of the internationally-designed programme (however vague) with the 

local context and local (as well as national) shaping of its meaning and implementation. 
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Deployment of UNFIL II and Local Resistance 

The preceding chapter noted that even though criticised at times by local communities 

or Hezbollah, UNIFIL had been prior to the July War of 2006 accepted as a part of the 

local order (see Göksel 2007). The arrival of the enhanced UNIFIL II to the region in the 

months following the ceasefire of August 2006 was marked by significant tensions. 

These originated on the national level, where the heated disputes over the Hezbollah’s 

weapons and means of implementation of the UN resolutions continued, as well as on 

the local level, where especially Shiite communities disputed the mission’s credibility 

as impartial peacekeepers. Following the difficult negotiations over the terms of 

ceasefire, which were by some perceived as deliberately prolonged in order to give the 

IDF more time to defeat Hezbollah (Deeb 2006), as well as the role of Western nations 

in drafting preceding UN resolutions on Lebanon, the newly deployed force was 

perceived with intense suspicion. Many questioned whether UNIFIL would not play a 

role of an occupational force rather than a peacekeeping operation, as it was tasked to 

ensure that Hezbollah fighters are not present in the region. As a Lebanese interviewee 

recalled, when asked about the relations of the local people with UNIFIL:  

 

‘The most challenging period was the beginning of their 

existence here in Lebanon. Because there were two images of 

UNIFIL. One of them as peacekeepers, which is their role, and 

the other image was that they are coming here to protect 

Israeli, and this is not acceptable, of course.’66 

 

Given the substantive presence of the contingents coming from the NATO members 

states, the mission was also immediately connected with the war in Iraq and the US 

project of remodelling the Middle East. Such perceptions were supported by the heavy 

weapons and combat posture employed by some of the European troops. Some of 

these arrived to the country following their deployments in counterinsurgency 

operations in the Middle East and with expectations of armed resistance by local 

                                                 
66 Personal interview with members of a local development-oriented NGO, Saida, 23 January, 2015. 



133 

 

Islamist insurgents. A veteran of UNIFIL I, as well as former consultant of UNIFIL II 

described his experience with new UNIFIL peacekeepers in the following words: 

 

‘...they all had background from Afghanistan. But the situation 

[in Lebanon] is very different... Especially the Spanish, they are 

very new in this. So they thought that if we come to Turkey, if 

we come to Lebanon, this is the same as in Afghanistan. 

Actually, I was their adviser, they were telling their soldiers that 

Taliban equals Hezbollah.’67  

 

Needlessly to say, the previous discursive framing of the situation in Lebanon, which 

stressed the portrayal of Hezbollah as radical Islamist insurgent movement played an 

important role in an image of south Lebanon as dangerous and hostile place (as they 

did with other areas inhabited by Shiites supporting Hezbollah – see (Deeb 2008, 45–

46; K. Makdisi 2011, 25–26; Ruffa 2014).68 In result, many newly-deployed contingents 

were wary of the area, where they were deployed to, which further alienated them 

from local civilians. These in turn suspected the European peacekeepers of colluding 

with Israel and intention of removing Hezbollah from the region.  

The negative perceptions of UNIFIL were subsequently strengthened also by assertive 

behaviour of some members of French and Spanish contingents, who started to 

actively search for hidden Hezbollah's arm caches. Following an extensive 

interpretation of the mandate and without the direct oversight by the LAF, the units 

started entering the private premises, monitor and document suspicious activities, 

which were taking place even to the north of the Litani River or dismantling pre-war 

Hezbollah military positions (Murphy 2012, 19–20).69 The local responses in some 

towns and villages, whose inhabitants were in various forms close to Hezbollah, were 

overwhelmingly negative and UNIFIL troops were challenged by frequent stone-

throwing, blockades of their patrols and various forms non-cooperation (Larzillière 

                                                 
67 Personal interview with a former UNIFIL officer, Beirut, 13 October, 2015. 
68 Similar assessment of the situation in the country previous to the deployment was voiced to the 
author also by some current peacekeepers, even though from non-NATO armies – e.g. Personal interview 
with a UNIFIL PI Officer I, IndBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 21 January 2015. 
69 Personal interview with a US journalist covering South Lebanon, Beirut, 25 November 2014. 
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2012, 18).70 Further resentment among some local communities was spurred by the 

use of heavy armoured vehicles, which damaged local roads and which were blamed 

for traffic accidents (Mooney 2007, 31). These frictions, or even outright resistance, led 

to several stand-offs between the peacekeepers and local civilians and contributed to 

tarnished image of the mission. The tense situation escalated in late Spring and 

Summer 2007 with a number of more serious incidents and attempted IED attacks. In 

the most serious of them a road-side bomb, allegedly planted by a Palestinian militant 

group, but suspected widely to be linked to Hezbollah, killed several Spanish 

peacekeepers (K. Makdisi et al. 2009, 25; Young 2007).71 

Even though Hezbollah officially condemned the attack, UNIFIL has in response 

restrained and changed its peacekeeping practices. Having decided that the level of 

force used by its members (however limited) crossed the ‘red line’ of local acceptance 

and strategic utility, UNIFIL has at first abandoned most of the patrols and later shifted 

to less assertive practices of policing of local order. These have entailed primarily non-

coercive patrolling, monitoring and passive deterrence, enhanced cooperation with the 

LAF (K. Makdisi et al. 2009, 25–26; see next chapter). Naturally, this moderation of 

UNIFIL peacekeeping practices has not solved the issue of Hezbollah’s autonomous 

armed capabilities as the party moved its armaments outside the UNIFIL zone of 

control and given some later incidents and its own declarations it has retained some 

weapons also south of the Litani River. It also does not mean that following the events 

of Autumn 2006 and Spring 2007 would UNIFIL completely give up its attempts to 

search for the weapons possessed by non-state armed groups, or that there were no 

frictions and resistance to the activities of UNIFIL (see next chapter). Rather it should 

be seen as an attempt of UNIFIL to establish an equilibrium and mutually agreed ‘lines’ 

with other actors of the local hybrid order and set the terms of mutual cohabitation 

and consent of each other presence (Novosseloff 2015, 773–74). In other words, it 

means tacit acceptance of the hybridity of local order and multiple actors, who take 

part in it. At the same time, it represents a gradual withdrawal from the programme of 

                                                 
70 Personal interview with a UNIFIL PI Officer, SpanBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 25 October 2015; Personal 
interview with a former UNIFIL officer, Beirut, 13 October, 2015. 
71 Personal interview with a US journalist covering southern Lebanon, Beirut, 25 November 2014. 
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extensive transformation of the local hybrid order through coercive enforcement to its 

long-term policing and strengthening.  

Plural Reconstruction and Doha Agreement 

The position of UNIFIL in the local order and its tacit acceptance should be however 

understood also in the context of two other developments, which further solidified the 

hybrid governance arrangement between Hezbollah and other actors inside the 

Lebanese state. First, the post-conflict reconstruction strengthened the position of 

Hezbollah among the Shiite communities and reinforced the hybrid governance in the 

country. Second, the events of May 2008 and subsequent Doha Agreement caused 

both renegotiation of the rules of the hybrid political order on the national scale and a 

proof that Hezbollah can be hardly disarmed by force, whether international or 

domestic. 

The post- July War reconstruction of Lebanon represented a combined (and to a 

certain extent competitive) effort by a plethora of diverse local and international 

actors. As most of the main political groups in the country have had strong links with 

their foreign backers in the region, number of donors beyond international and 

Western agencies have contributed to the distinct and plural form of reconstruction of 

the country (Al-Harithy 2010; Hamieh and Mac Ginty 2010; Sapienza 2012). As Roger 

Mac Ginty argues, while the presence of Western agencies did support the partial 

implementation of liberal peace and governance models over the country, these 

existed side-by-side with reconstruction and governance efforts of other huge donors – 

Gulf states, Iran and autonomous funds of Hezbollah or other parties (Mac Ginty 2011; 

see also Harb 2008). These combined forms of post-conflict reconstruction often 

followed the established patterns of hybrid governance divided between 

representatives of various confessional parties and thus strengthened the power 

structures of hybrid order rather than the central institutions of state (Höckel 2007). 

As far as southern regions of Lebanon are concerned, the post-war reconstruction has 

meant certain change in power dynamics. The institutions of state formally returned to 

the region and with the support of international development and reconstruction 

agencies assumed its authority after more than three decades of conflict and previous 
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severe neglect (Chapuis 2011). However, despite the number of Western and 

international actors supporting the reconstruction, the state agencies were slow in 

responding to the requests from the southern regions. Substantial share of early 

humanitarian and reconstruction activities was rather performed by Hezbollah and its 

Jihad al-Binaa agency. Even in later stages Hezbollah played crucial role, either through 

its autonomous agencies or with cooperation of state agencies controlled by Amal 

(Mollica 2014; Meier 2016, 128–30). Even though the process of deployment of the 

LAF and other state agencies to the south signalled that the Shiite party has 

acknowledged the supreme authority of the state (and international community) (see 

Dionigi 2014, 158–60), its reconstruction activities rather even strengthened its 

authority and legitimacy among southern Shiites.  

While its actual support is hard to prove given that Hezbollah prohibits some polling in 

the areas, which are considered to be its strongholds, the candidates of the Party 

regularly win elections in the southern regions (Chambers 2009). The actual support 

for the hybrid arrangement – the support for the autonomous armed forces of 

Hezbollah is even more difficult to uncover, however it without much doubt exists 

among many communities as well (see e.g. Small Arms Survey 2010; Simon Haddad 

2006). Thus, while formally under the state control and free of Hezbollah armed forces, 

the hybrid order remained in place and it remained to be accepted by local 

communities (Newby 2016b). 

The autonomous position of Hezbollah was subsequently reaffirmed also in the 

aftermath of the May events of 2008. The era following the July War was marked by 

serious political crisis, number of bomb-attacks against anti-Syrian politicians and 

continuing tensions over the implementation of UN SC Resolution 1559 and 1701. 

These escalated in early May 2008, when the Prime Minister Siniora ordered a 

shutdown of Hezbollah autonomous communication network and dismissed its 

sympathizer from the key position at the Beirut airport (for the context see Fregonese 

2012). Hezbollah in turn deployed its armed units to the West Beirut and later to other 

parts of the country, where they overpowered Sunni and Druze militias of pro-Western 

political parties. After few days of clashes, Hezbollah handed over the control of the 

conquered territories to the LAF. The clashes raised novel concerns over the Hezbollah 
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weapons, yet reasserted the exceptional position of Hezbollah’s armed wing and its 

autonomous existence side-by-side the LAF (K. Makdisi 2011).  

Paradoxically, the armed clashes also paved the way out of the governmental and 

constitutional crisis as they unblocked the inter-confessional negotiations. The 

reformulation of the power-sharing formula among the main confessional parties in 

the framework of Doha Agreement of May 2008 subsequently enabled the renewal of 

the National Dialogue and formation of the government of national unity (Abboud and 

Muller 2012, 93–95; Najem 2012). Following the period of intense political instability 

and clashes over the relations between ‘the state’ and ‘the non-state’ (or ‘the 

Resistance), the situation settled back to the fragile equilibrium between the main 

confessional groups and cooperative relations between Hezbollah and state security 

forces. In the other words and similarly to the local situation in the south, the hybrid 

order has been reordered, but rested in place. 

 

Conclusion 

The UN SC Resolution 1701 represented the in a certain sense the peak of the 

international concern about Lebanese sovereignty, political order and uneasy 

coexistence of the state and non-state actors. The chapter outlined the wider 

discursive context in which it was anchored, as well as its competing interpretations 

and analysed the internationally-devised programme of governance of the southern 

border regions. Within its framework, the deployment of robustly-armed international 

peacekeepers was supposed to ensure, that at least this part of the Lebanese territory 

will be with international oversight free of the non-state armed groups.  

Yet, as Koddenbrock notes on the international engagement with the DRC, the 

international actors often expect empty or clearly framed space, whilst the reality 

international forces encounter on the ground is more complex and ‘messy’ 

(Koddenbrock 2016, 70–71). The plural nature of Hezbollah, with its simultaneous role 

as social movement, community organization, political party and non-state armed 

actor represented one of these messy features, which are difficult to grasp by 

international decision and imagination. What peacekeepers encountered on the 
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ground was neither an overt insurgency, nor state, which could be easily liberated from 

the oppressive grip of the non-state actor. Rather a localized civil resistance, which 

following the previous international negotiations over the issue of Lebanese 

sovereignty and Hezbollah’s armed forces, expected foreign occupiers, rather than 

peacekeepers. However, the local resistance played a significant role in the reshaping 

of the governance programme.  

While UNIFIL II was formed and deployed in result of international concern about 

Hezbollah’s weapons, it has by the mid- 2008 recognized that the expansive 

interpretation of its mandate and peacekeeping programme has failed. The events of 

May 2008 and their aftermath showed that the Lebanese elites, as well as the 

institutions of the state, such as the LAF, emphasize the inter-communal peace and 

order over the forceful disarmament of Hezbollah and implementation of the UN SC 

resolutions. Following a strategic assessment of its role in the country in the face of 

local resistance and national political developments, UNIFIL settled for limited 

interpretation of its mandate, stricter rules of engagement with severely curtailed use 

of force and emphasis on different sort of policing practices. Even though the extensive 

statebuilding reform of the local order, as outlined by the resolutions, did not take 

place, the mission had to continue carrying on its mandate in the conditions of local 

hybrid political order.  
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6. Keeping Order in South Lebanon: Managing Space, Population 

and Hybridity 

‘We are here in the name of the United Nations, we are blue 

helmets, peacekeepers. Our mission is different [from war]. In 

Afghanistan, for example, you had a black and white. Here in 

Lebanon, you have a big number of [shades of] grey. We should 

be highly accurate in our job, because in front of us and close to 

us, we have different groups, social groups, two different 

countries looking at us, and the feelings are very delicate here. I 

try to explain [it to] myself that there is a huge number of 

[shades of] grey colour around.’72 

 

This chapter focuses on the practical assembling of UNIFIL’s peacekeeping practices 

and routines. As the thesis outlined on the preceding pages, the original peacekeeping 

programme, which tasked the mission to bring order to the South Lebanon, was 

compromised upon its interaction with the local resistance and national political 

developments to a certain extent and adapted. Yet, the mission has retained its broad 

goal to strengthen the governing capacities of the state over what was considered the 

unruly part of its territory, and to limit the threats coming from it. As noted in the 

preceding chapter, the hybrid order in the southern Lebanon was reconfigured amid 

international pressure and national political developments, yet it retained its close 

entanglements of the state and non-state (armed) actors (Hazbun 2016; N. Hourani 

2013). 

The aim of this chapter is to explore the practice of peacekeeping in such conditions 

and inquire how a particular governmental programme is transformed into practice. 

Following the exploration of the notion of policing as a dominant liberal technique of 

ordering and its dictum of the reasonable use of force, management of conflict through 

mediation between ‘reasonable parties’ and attempts to work with and through the 

                                                 
72 Personal interview with a UNIFIL PI Officer, SpanBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 25 October 2015 – the 
respondent served for six months in Kosovo and six months in Afghanistan with KFOR and ISAF. The 
transcript of the interview has not been edited. 
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policed communities, this chapter will follow Ryan’s (2015) and Li’s (2007b, 2007a) 

attention to assembling of the practice of such a governmental programme. To 

paraphrase the processes that make up the 'assemblage of intervention' and the 

processes that police forces have to undertake in order to secure their presence in a 

policed locality – the peacekeeping mission has to engage in forging local alliances, 

mobilizing relevant forms of knowledge, constructing routines (i.e. identifying the key 

issues threatening the order and finding the ways to deal with them), containing 

contradictions stemming from the implementation of the programme, managing 

disorder by employing a reasonable level of force, and finally finding ways to enhance 

the self-governing capabilities of the order. The last part of the process – explaining 

failures and reconciling them with the programme – will be examined in the following 

chapter. However, these processes are never completely finished and require a 

continuous work amid shifting relations among various actors who constitute the local 

order.  

The chapter wishes to highlight three main issues: 1) the adaptation and reformulation 

of the peacekeeping programme to accommodate local resistance, 2) the set of 

practices which UNIFIL uses to maintain and manage the local order as well as to 

maintain its presence in the country and finally, 3) the activities through which it aims 

to improve the order. The structure of the chapter mirrors these three main points. It 

first explores how the mission sought to reformulate its programme after the initial 

wave of local discontent, and contains some of the initial critiques. The second part 

moves to UNIFIL’s peacekeeping practices and management of the resistance against 

them. The third part discusses the civil-military outreach activities, as well as set of 

practices which are employed to transform and improve the local order. 

 

Reassembling the Peacekeeping Programme 

Calibrating the Programme 

Following the local discontent which UNIFIL encountered during the autumn of 2006 

and the spring of 2007, its peacekeeping strategy and especially engagement with the 

local order have been reformulated and adjusted. However, while the changes 
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concerned the policing of the local order, its general strategy of management of the 

international side of the conflict remained intact. In broader terms, the primary goal of 

the mission rested in supporting the deployment of the LAF to the southern regions of 

the country and assuming a position as a deterrent against either overt return of 

Hezbollah’s militants or Israeli incursions. During the first months of its deployment, it 

gradually established itself as the main link between the LAF and IDF, as the two 

representatives of the sides of the conflict, and it worked out various mechanisms to 

support the de-escalation of the potential incidents on the Blue Line and beyond 

(Mattelaer 2013, 96–97; Newby 2016a).  

However, the third, Lebanese, part of the governance programme – the UNIFIL’s role in 

ensuring that the area remains without weapons controlled by the non-state armed 

actors – has remained the most controversial and contested. As such, it needed to be 

adapted in order to react to the local protests and attacks on the mission. Chapter Five 

noted that this meant in particular limitation of the ‘unreasonable’ policing practices 

employed by some of the contingents, which were deemed too assertive or intrusive 

by some local communities (usually those close to Hezbollah). UNIFIL also declared 

that its role in the country is not to disarm Hezbollah by force, but only ensure that the 

area south of the Litani River is not used by any non-state armed actors (Novosseloff 

2015, 771–72).73 

Nevertheless, by 2008, it became clear that UNIFIL’s role in the region is to be a part of 

the local governance network, which supports the national authorities, rather than the 

main implementing actor of the UN SC Resolution 1701 (K. Makdisi et al. 2009). The 

LAF has been ascribed a role of the main authority which is responsible for the local 

order and which is allowed to use coercive force in reaction to local disruptive 

elements. At the symbolic level, it supported the depoliticization of  UNIFIL’s role in the 

country.74 The emphasis on the explicit division of roles thus helped to contain some of 

the contradictions stemming from UNIFIL’s contested image. However, as the chapter 

will illustrate later, it also brought a set of paradoxes and unintended consequences as 

                                                 
73 Personal interview with a former UNIFIL officer, Beirut, 3 December, 2014. 
74 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Spokesperson, Tyre, 12 January 2015. 
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the mission has since had to navigate the local hybrid order, while not publicly 

acknowledging its hybridity.  

Nevertheless, following from the strategy of the ‘national’ responsibility for the ‘local’ 

disorder, the ensuing reviews of the UNIFIL policing programme have put an increased 

emphasis on the importance of development of national security capabilities. While 

being an inherent part of the rationality of the programme itself and its policing logic 

(‘to re-establish order and depart when the subjects are able of reasonably maintaining 

it by themselves’), the relevance of this part of order management has grown in time 

(see UN SC 2012, 2017). However, this calibration took place not only in response to 

the wave of initial discontent with the presence of UNIFIL. It also stemmed from the 

recognition of the LAF as a reasonable and responsible actor, when it entered the 

trilateral de-escalation mechanism, as well as realization that the LAF is not perceived 

to be sufficiently staffed and equipped to act as a credible deterrent to potential Israeli 

aggression  (Newby 2016b; Mattelaer 2013, 99; Picard 2009, 266–67).75  

 

Population as a Target of Intervention and Enrolling of the Local Knowledge 

However, the local discontent and a number of incidents where civilians challenged 

peacekeepers has brought further changes to the UNIFIL’s strategy and programme of 

governance beyond the adjustments of its peacekeeping practices and rules for the use 

of force. Specifically, the governance programme had been broadened by including the 

local population, which has been identified as a potential obstacle for the smooth 

conduct of the operation. UNIFIL has thus included the management of relations with 

communities into its broader strategy since early 2007. The mission started to invest 

heavily in various techniques of community outreach and communication in order to 

tackle the negative perceptions of the mission and ensure the local consent and a 

secure operational environment (Mooney 2007, 31; K. Makdisi et al. 2009, 25–26).76 

Moreover, the national contingents started to support local small-scale development 

                                                 
75 Moreover, since 2007, the LAF and its campaign against Palestinian Jihadist groups in northern 
Lebanon have been increasingly supported also by the US funds and initiatives. 
76 UNIFIL originally deployed the peacekeeping forces without substantial civilian affairs and public 
information units embedded with the peacekeeping units.  
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projects in order to connect themselves with the local communities. By the end of 

2007, the mission (with the support of the TCCs and other donors) invested six billions 

USD on various infrastructure and development projects. While the French 

concentrated in particular on reconstruction of roads (which were further damaged by 

their military vehicles), the Turkish contingent and civil engineers supported 

(re)building of the energy infrastructure in the area (Chapuis 2012).  

The initial overt resistance against the mission and suspicion of direct collaboration 

with Israel against Hezbollah was in most places to a certain extent mitigated by the 

end of 2007 and reappeared only with connections to particular local or international 

incidents (Newby 2017). Even though the positive effect of reconstruction and 

moderation of peacekeeping practices improved the local image of peacekeepers, the 

negative perception of UNIFIL, as a potential security provider has, nevertheless, 

persisted (Small Arms Survey 2010). The low-level hostility to international forces 

among certain Shiite communities (in particular those close to the Blue Line) persisted 

as well. Accordingly, since 2007, the evaluation of the ‘relations with local population’ 

has become an inseparable part of the reports on the implementation of the UN SC 

Resolution 1701, as well as the UN strategic reviews on UNIFIL’s peacekeeping role in 

the country (see e.g. UN SC 2012, 2017).  

The increased concern over the relations with local population and stress on the 

outreach and development activities has required a mobilization of a novel sort of 

knowledge. In order to tackle this issue, as well as to contribute to the calibration of 

the programme in general, UNIFIL has put more emphasis on the role of its civil and 

political affairs sections, which was supposed to contribute with enhanced 

understanding of the local context. This specific kind of ‘local knowledge’, or rather 

knowledge on international engagement with the ‘local’ has been subsequently used 

to calibrate the peacekeeping practices in order to ‘achieve maximum power with 

minimal possible use of force’ (Bell 2015, 23). However, the civilian and political affairs 

officers were originally sidelined to a certain extent due to the preference of the 

European TCCs for military leadership. Even after enhancement of the civilian affairs 

capabilities, the ratio of civilian to military officers remained well below the average of 

other peacekeeping operations (Chapuis 2012). 
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Given the long-standing presence of the mission in the region, UNIFIL also turned to 

the veterans of the ‘old’ UNIFIL, who have provided their contacts, understanding of 

the local cultural context and ‘rules of the game’ both at the strategic level and the 

level of everyday conflict management.77 As one of the interviewed Civilian Affairs 

Officers with more than three decades of experience with both UNIFIL I and II noted 

when asked about UNIFIL’s relations to the local communities: 

 

“We have been here with the people during [Operation] 

Accountability, during [Operation] Grapes of Wrath, during 

Qana [massacre].78 We have lived with them, we have suffered 

with them and they remember that.”79 

 

However, similarly to the other interviewees, he was quick to stress that such a 

position and much of the institutional memory were largely lost after the 

reinforcement of the mission and creation of UNIFIL II.80 The expanded mission sought 

wider employment of the Lebanese staff in the Civil and Political Affairs Office and 

beyond. However, as the author learned by informal conversations with the former and 

current Lebanese employees of UNIFIL, this does not mean that these officers have 

come from the region itself. Moreover, such knowledge of the local order does not 

extend to (most of) the military peacekeepers in the field, who serve in the country for 

six months or a year and continue to be baffled by both complexity of the Lebanese 

politics and its governance system81. 

Nevertheless, the strengthened civilian section has sought also new avenues of 

mapping and understanding the local context. Being one of the pioneers of this 

                                                 
77 Personal interview with a former UNIFIL officer, Beirut, 3 December, 2014; Personal interview 
with a UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer I, Naqoura, 23 January, 2015; Personal interview with a UNIFIL Civil 
Affairs Officer II, Naqoura, 6 November, 2015. 
78 The Operations Accountability and Grapes of Wrath refer to two Israeli bombing campaigns in 
the 1990s which caused a large-scale displacement and destruction of infrastructure in the South 
Lebanon and beyond. During the Operation Grapes of Wrath, the IDF shelled the UN compound in Qana, 
where local civilians took shelter, and killed more than one hundred of them. 
79 Personal interview with a UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer II, Naqoura, 6 November, 2015. 
80 Personal interview with a former UNIFIL officer, Beirut, 3 December, 2014. 
79 Personal interview with a UNIFIL PI Officer, SpanBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 25 October 2015; 11. Personal 
interview with a UNIFIL PI Officer, IndBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 20 January 2015. 
 



145 

 

practice among the UN peacekeeping operations, UNIFIL has repeatedly performed a 

series of public opinion surveys among local population since 2007 (UN DPKO 2012, 

146). Departing from the governmental logic of generating knowledge on the society, 

the surveys have sought to increase legibility of the local social sphere and map the 

attitudes of the local communities. In turn, the data were supposed to help to calibrate 

the technologies of governmental intervention by assessing their progress according to 

a set of indicators (see Dean 2010, 150–51). In the words of one of the UNIFIL’s Civil 

Affairs Officers:  

 

‘...the results of this survey help us to modify our strategy, and 

[improve] our mission leadership. And, for example, one of the 

question was... from whom you want to receive the governance. 

From the UN, from the EU, from UNICEF, from UNIFIL? And 

people, ninety percent, say from the government. So we took 

this result en route to the Prime Minister. Your Excellency, your 

people want assistance from you. So, we, now, whatever we do, 

we don’t do it alone. We bring with us the government… for the 

community.’82 

 

This quote also illustrates the policing logic of linking the needy with those, who are 

able to assist them (Ryan 2013, 443–45), as well as the statebuilding goals, which lie in 

the background of UNIFIL’s engagement with the local order. However, it also highlights 

the use of surveys to devise better governance solutions for the local order and in 

general to modify the governmental strategies used by the mission. As such, the 

surveys have focused primarily on understanding the reasons of local discontent and 

resistance towards the mission, needs and perceptions of the local communities in 

terms of security, welfare, satisfaction with the state-led governance initiatives and 

finally their political and social preferences (UN DPKO 2012, 146).83 

                                                 
82 Personal interview with a UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer III, Beirut, 24 December, 2014. 
83 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Spokesperson, Tyre, 12 January 2015; Personal interview, UN 
DPKO officer, New York, 22 March, 2016; For results of similar type of public research see Small Arms 
Survey 2010. 
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Seeing Like UNIFIL: The (non-)Acknowledgment of Hybrid Order 

While UNIFIL has acknowledged the presence of Hezbollah on the territory under its 

authority and it has adapted some of its peacekeeping practices in order not to 

provoke overt conflict with the Shiite party, it has not been authorized to officially 

interact with it. To put it simply, it is not allowed to officially see it as a distinct actor. As 

was outlined in the preceding chapter, the image, which was evoked by the UN SC 

Resolution 1701 and the discourses it drew upon, rested firmly in the realm of 

sovereign states as sole legitimate authorities on the given territory (Elden 2009). The 

area under the authority of UNIFIL has been treated as a ‘sovereign space of state’, 

which needs to be reconnected to the central governing institutions, rather than a 

hybrid order, where the peacekeepers could be dealing with local non-state authorities.  

Neither the UN SC Resolution 1701, nor UNIFIL’s mandate have thus given Hezbollah 

the status of a distinct actor in the post-conflict order. Any frictions between the 

peacekeepers and local civilians are to be treated formally by the LAF (or the ISF) as the 

main representatives of the state and its authority.84  As such, the autonomous 

presence of Hezbollah’s armed units, or even its presence as a distinct organization 

engaged in local security governance was treated as an anomaly and a failure of the 

Lebanese sovereignty which needs be corrected. Even though that might not be 

possible to achieve in practice, such a framework defines UNIFIL’s mode of 

engagement with the local order, as well as a policing role in improving the order and 

strengthening its proper institutional governance. Hezbollah, or at least its ‘armed 

wing’ and other non-state armed actors are thus perceived primarily as spoilers, or 

outright terrorists, not as potential ‘partners’ for future negotiations and engagement.  

The direct contacts with Hezbollah as a distinct actor were ruled out, given the 

concerns over its legitimization and its status as a terrorist party among the Western 

sponsors of the UN SC Resolution 1701 and Israel.85 Hezbollah has been given, 

alongside other local non-state armed movements (such as Palestinian and Sunni 

                                                 
84 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Spokesperson, Tyre, 12 January 2015. 
85 Personal interview with a former UNIFIL officer, Beirut, 3 December, 2014. 
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Islamist armed groups), a vague label of ‘unnamed party to the conflict’ and any kind of 

disruptions of the ceasefire between Israel and Lebanon were to be treated only 

between the representatives of the two countries. While the terminology used by 

UNIFIL to described Hezbollah has varied according to different interlocutors (such as 

international diplomats, IDF or Lebanese authorities), the planning documents referred 

to the Shiite party only by the term ‘armed element present in the area of 

operation‘ (Mattelaer 2013, 103–5; Newby 2016a).86 This approach represented a 

radical shift from UNIFIL I whose peacekeeping practices, as well as acceptance in the 

region, rested on reaching out and liaising with all parties and armed groups in its area 

or responsibility (Göksel 2007). 

In a response to the local resistance againts the mission, the UNIFIL’s peacekeeping 

programme was slightly recalibrated.  The local contention has also led to identification 

of the population as an actor which needs to be included in the peacekeeping 

programme and approached with a distinct set of technologies. In response to these 

demands, the mission has increasingly mobilized actors and techniques that were 

supposed to feed the ‘local knowledge’ and ‘local perceptions’ to the mission in order 

to attune it to the local context and allow it to perfect its governance activities. 

However, as the final sub-section noted, the modality of engagement with the local 

order firmly rules out any connections with the non-state armed actors and treats the 

‘local’ primarily as a space of sovereign Lebanese state, with the state and its 

institutions as the sole authority. The following section will turn to the specific 

practices of maintaining and improving the order in south Lebanon used by UNIFIL.  

 

Managing the (b)Order: Deterrence and Engagement with  

the (non-)Parties of the Conflict 

 

This section will briefly attend to the regime of practices through which UNIFIL 

attempts to manage and maintain order between parties of the conflict. As opposed to 

the following two sections, the main focus here is rather on traditional military 

                                                 
86 However, the period reports on UNIFIL are detailed in their description of Hezbollah activities. 
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peacekeeping methods of maintaining and managing the order. It specifically wishes to 

bring into spotlight the ‘police-like’ ‘everyday’ modes of ordering and control of the 

territory on the Lebanese side, as well as resistance which such practices occasionally 

create. The policing logic of control of the local space becomes apparent especially 

when we attend to the most common practices by which UNIFIL seeks to maintain local 

peace and order.  

These take form of deterrence patrolling, surveillance and it specific cases also 

investigation of the rocket launches, or negotiation over the breaches of the Blue Line. 

However, the resistance to its control over the local space also testifies about the tense 

position of the mission in the local order. As was outlined in Chapter Three, there is a 

range of both formal and informal practices in play in securing the programme of 

governmental intervention and translating it to the particular context, which might not 

correspond fully to the plan of intervention. As Tanya Li observed, these could take 

form of negotiation and compromises over the specific components of the plan, 

informal agreements, ‘looking the other way’ when the rules are broken, or practical 

and informal arrangements which ‘keep the system going’ amid unfavourable 

circumstances (Li 2007a, 280–81).  

Patrolling and Control of the Local Space 

Despite involvement in a number of activities beyond these two, patrolling and 

monitoring remain one of the most visible and most frequent practices how UNIFIL 

seeks to manage the local order on the everyday basis. While a specific number of 

patrols conducted in the region each day varies according to the level of emergency 

and the perception of security situation, UNIFIL performs daily, according to its own 

often cited estimate, more than 400 patrolling activities (Newby 2016a, 138). A 

number of these take place directly along the Blue Line, where UNIFIL is supported also 

by monitoring troops of UNTSO; however, patrols cover all the territory under UNIFIL’s 

mandate. The most common form of patrolling entails two or three white-painted 

vehicles with the UN flag; however, the specific form of patrolling differs between the 

national contingents. While some prefer light APCs (such as French or Spanish), the 

others patrol in pickups, jeeps or even minibuses (such as Ghanians, Koreans or Irish) 
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(Ruffa 2014). Foot patrols performed by smaller units are highly common in less 

accessible areas and directly on the Blue Line (Filippi 2010).  

In general, about 10 per cent of the patrols are conducted with the LAF, partly with the 

aim of training the Lebanese soldiers and raising their ownership over the security 

tasks in the region (Newby 2016b), and partly as a means to enhance legitimacy of 

UNIFIL’s own patrols in certain places where the mission is not welcomed by the local 

communities. While more detailed account of the limits of UNIFIL’s patrols will be 

given at a later point in this chapter, these are either specific places, which are marked 

as private, or villages where the mayors (or a certain part of the community) are either 

for personal or ideological reasons hostile to UNIFIL and refuse to cooperate with 

peacekeepers. Thus, the patrols in these ‘unfriendly’ villages have been primarily 

performed with the representatives of the LAF.87 

Besides constant patrolling, UNIFIL manages the space by manning over 60 observation 

posts and patrol bases, usually located on the vantage points which enable area 

surveillance. Many of the observation posts are primarily oriented on the Blue Line, but 

also on the strategically located positions beyond and inside the area of UNIFIL 

responsibility. Finally, the mission operates also a number of temporary observation 

positions and deploy its forces to the LAF-operated checkpoints on the main roads 

leading to the area (Edström and Gyllensporre 2014, 80). Together with the activities of 

the CIMIC teams among the communities and inside the towns and villages (where the 

patrols are present less frequently), this makes for a substantial number of 

peacekeepers in the field (‘on the beat’ in police jargon) who engage in surveillance of 

the local space. 

Forming one of the main routine activities, which peacekeepers perform, patrolling and 

surveillance play the key roles in the maintenance of the local order. It represents the 

primary form of establishing the visible presence of the peacekeepers in the given 

space and embodiment of the international policing of the region (Debrix 1999). As 

such, it contributes to discouraging disruptive behaviour (Bell 2015, 23), as well as 

supports increased international oversight over the local space, which puts pressure 

                                                 
87 Personal interview with a UNIFIL Public Information Officer, IndBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 20 January, 
2015; Personal interview with the UNIFIL Public Information Officer II, SpanBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 25 October 
2015; Personal interview with a local journalist covering south Lebanon, Qlaaiah, 3 November 2015. 



150 

 

both on the Lebanese state and the IDF to comply with the requirements stipulated by 

the resolution, and which hinders Hezbollah to operate in the area with complete 

impunity (Dionigi 2014, 159–60). Thus, the active engagement of the peacekeepers ‘in 

the field’ and their visibility is supposed to limit the presence of non-state armed actors 

and to support transformation of the region to a space, where the Lebanese 

government (along with UNIFIL) represents the only authority which posses weapons 

and is able of using violence. However, the manifested control of the space is crucial 

also because of the international dimension of the conflict as it shows to Israel that 

armed elements are, if not completely under control, then they are at least limited in 

their hostile actions (Newby 2017, 5–6).88 

Setting the (Blue) Line and Settling the International Disputes 

The second main role of UNIFIL in the maintenance of local peace and order is related 

to the international dimension of the conflict. As was already mentioned, 

peacekeepers patrol the Blue Line and act as a monitoring and deterrent force to 

potential violations from any side of the conflict. Presenting a public order police, 

rather than armed border guards, peacekeepers seek to ensure that no serious 

infringement of the line of ceasefire goes unnoticed and unreported and that no 

civilians accidentally crosse ‘the line’ and become perceived as a threat (Newby 2016a). 

Thus, peacekeepers often try to solve the intended or unintended violations of the 

Blue Line by local civilians – e.g. local herders or farmers who cross the line with their 

animals or who have parts of their fields on the territories under the Israeli control 

(Kassem 2016). However, number of incidents have proved that the international 

forces cannot stop the Israeli violations of the Lebanese sovereignty by frequent 

overflights of fighter jets and drones (Novosseloff 2015, 772), and much less frequent 

small-scale land incursions (UN SC 2013b; see also below). Similarly, they have not 

been able to completely prevent incidents coming from the Lebanese side, such as 

isolated incidents of rocket launching. However, in all of these cases, UNIFIL’s officers 

have worked to prevent these issues from escalating into larger conflicts and mitigating 

their impact on the stability of the larger order (Newby 2016a).  

                                                 
88 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Spokesperson, Tyre, 12 January 2015. 
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As the international border between Lebanon and Israel, in fact, does not exist and 

some parts of it have been disputed between the two countries (such as Sheeba farms, 

or the Ghajar village occupied by Israel since August 2006), peacekeepers work also on 

establishing such material measures on the ground, which would enhance the self-

sustainability of the order and peace on the line. Marking of the Blue Line by blue-

painted barrels and establishing thus the line between two sovereign orders represent 

one of such measures. Other take form of smaller projects in the contested parts of the 

Blue Line, such as erecting fences, or small transformations of the landscape – such as 

cutting trees and clearing bushes, or clearing the river bed so the water does not alter 

the agreed line of ceasefire  (Meier 2016, 196–201).89 The case of Kfar Shouba watering 

hole has been often mentioned by UNIFIL officers as a case where the mission 

peacefully solved a small local dispute and supported establishment of 

countermeasures, which strengthened the order on the line and supported peace 

between the two parties. As explained by one of the UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officers: 

 

‘One of the excellent [examples of] conflict resolution we did in 

a place called Kfar Chouba. In Kfar Chouba there was a pond 

and during a season, it used to be full of water. So [Israeli] cows 

come and drink. You know, a cow drinks fifty times more than a 

goat. And for Lebanese goats, there’s no water. So what we did 

is that we fence it, and we gave the key – because it’s the 

Lebanese land – to the Lebanese. But we also ask our 

colleagues to make another pond for the other side. So now 

both communities have an access to water... We are proud to 

tell this story because this is like a conflict resolution between 

communities.’90 

 

Thus, UNIFIL acts as an impartial mediator, who is entrusted with calming down the 

conflicts, which arise over the infringements of the Blue Line. Furthermore, it is also 

                                                 
89 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Spokesperson, Tyre, 12 January 2015. 
90 Personal interview with a UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer III, Beirut, 24 December, 2014. 
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tasked with investigation and reporting the breaches of the UN SC Resolution 1701. In 

such investigation, peacekeepers seek to document the evidence of violations of the 

resolution, present them on the international stage and settle the means how to react 

to it with both parties. For instance, in the case of Israeli incursion into the Labouneh 

area in August 2013, UNIFIL reconstructed, on the basis of available evidence, the trail 

of the Israeli commando into the Lebanese territory and also its armed clash with 

another armed group, which the IDF believe was constituted by Hezbollah members. 

Subsequently, the entry of Israeli soldiers in Lebanon, as well as the presence of non-

state armed group on the territory south of the Litani River, were called to be violation 

of the UN SC Resolution 1701 (UN SC 2013b, 2–3). In some other cases, such as in July 

2014, during an Israeli operation in Gaza, UNIFIL was called to investigate who was 

responsible for a particular incident of a rocket attack originating from the Lebanese 

territory. When UNIFIL ruled out the (direct) involvement of Hezbollah and pointed to 

smaller militant Palestinian faction (which supported the unofficial account given by 

the Shiite movement), the tensions calmed down and no direct retaliation ensued (UN 

SC 2014, 3; see also Newby 2016a). 

Whereas UNIFIL has no direct authority to coerce parties to comply with its 

recommendations and findings, it works on linking the parties, de-escalating tensions, 

providing the impartial reporting on the contentious issues and it seeks to ensure that 

they set their disagreements in a ‘reasonable’ and non-violent manner. In short, acting 

in a spirit of a liberal police as a force of order and reason (Ryan 2013). However, even 

in these cases, the particular form of (non)engagement with local hybrid order 

becomes apparent. UNIFIL does not recognize Hezbollah or other non-state armed 

actors to be a party of the conflict. This results in negotiations only with the 

representatives of the Lebanese state, when the Shiite movement engages in hostile 

activities against Israel, or when it hits the IDF on actual or alleged Lebanese territory 

(Newby 2016a). While there are highly pragmatic reasons for this approach, it also 

contributes to a particular way of recognition and enactment of the local order and 

those who are responsible for it. 
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Encountering Resistance: Hybridity and Conflict Management 

Even though the initial tensions with the civilian communities have calmed down, 

UNIFIL’ s authority in the area is far from dominant and unproblematic. The contested 

acceptance of the peacekeepers in some places continue to highlight the challenge of 

finding an appropriate form of the peacekeeping posture and policing of local order. As 

was mentioned before, the notion of reasonable force could be extended even to its 

display and possibility of its use. Therefore, UNIFIL continuously needs to balance 

between posing as a credible peacekeeping force, which is able to deter a disruptive 

behaviour and defend itself if needed, while not being seen as too assertive to provoke 

similar backlash, which it experienced in the first months after its deployment. In the 

words of one of the military peacekeepers, who was asked about his perception of the 

local situation: 

 

‘Of course we face a risk here. That is the reason why we are 

deployed as [military] battalions and not as civilians... We have 

to be able to respond to any kind of hostility or attack. That give 

us the ability to stay here… But the point is that we have to be 

able to adapt to a current situation. That is the reason why we, 

for example, we patrol with the machine guns covered. That's 

the reason why we prefer to patrol with another kind of 

vehicle... less aggressive than the former one. Four-wheel 

vehicle instead of six-wheel vehicle, because the image of 

UNIFIL... is more polite, more kind, more friendly.’91 

 

In effect, some of the heavier APCs (‘the six-wheel vehicles’ as referred above) and light 

tanks in the equipment of UNIFIL do not regularly leave the UN bases at all, and if so, 

they patrol only with covered, or even dismantled guns.92 

                                                 
91 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Public Information Officer II, SpanBatt, Ebel El-Saqi, 25 
October 2015. 
92 Fieldnotes, 21 January 2015;  Fieldnotes, 1 November 2015.  
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However, the mission encounters a number of other localized incidents, which 

illustrate its fragile and repeatedly negotiated position in the local order, as well as 

complex local politics. Whereas the mission and its control of the space by patrolling, 

surveillance and deterrence represent an international ordering of the region, these 

frictions and their handling speak of the very local practices and relations, which keeps 

the mission operational and in place. This section briefly attends to two types of overt 

resistance towards the presence of the mission and its patrolling. First, the incidents 

involving civilian resistance towards the presence of the mission and frictions resulting 

from the interaction of both groups and second, small-scale confrontations with 

suspected members of Hezbollah. 

Frictions with the civilian communities represent a predictable outcome of intense 

patrolling and high number of peacekeepers in a relatively small territory. Incidents, 

such as traffic accidents or taking pictures of people and buildings in the villages (which 

is often perceived as spying by locals), are fairly common and usually managed by the 

UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officers with local experience and connections in the case of more 

serious incidents or by the representatives of LAF or the LAF intelligence office.93 As 

such, they have been often able to solve these frictions through direct engagement 

with the heads of the affected communities and able to calm the situation down and 

avert the potential excessive use of force by peacekeepers.94 As the spokesperson of 

the mission recalled: 

‘Few weeks ago... the Ghanians were stopped and people 

confiscated their cameras etc. I think the peacekeepers felt 

under attack and there were some shooting as a warning. Of 

course this created more more panic and more tensions. They 

[peacekeepers] called and then Lebanese army arrived on the 

spot and the situation was solved by them.’95 

 

                                                 
93 Personal interview with a UNIFIL PI Officer, IndBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 20 January 2015. 
94 Personal interview with a UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer II, Naqoura, 21 January, 2015; Personal 
interview with a UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer III, Naqoura, 6 November, 2015. 
95 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Spokesperson, Tyre, 12 January 2015. 
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While an overt violence against UNIFIL personnel is rare, peacekeepers at times 

encounter groups of either unarmed civilians, or lightly armed individuals, who prevent 

them from patrolling certain locations or performing certain activities. These present a 

direct resistance to the project of international oversight of the local order. The 

peacekeepers and especially members of CIMIC teams are used to such incidents: 

 

‘There are procedures for that, for instance, if a patrol is 

conducting a normal patrol and then is blocked by the Hezbollah 

or anybody... What they are supposed to do is either take 

another route or call LAF to join them and to help them to 

negotiate what exactly happened and why did they closed the 

road...’96 

 

More serious conflicts usually result in stand-offs between peacekeepers and 

unidentified assailants and are later either managed by the representatives of the LAF 

intelligence office, or defused by restraint and withdrawal on both sides (see Blanford 

2013).  

While in some cases, these frictions represent above-mentioned mundane 

misunderstandings and frictions, in other cases they are arguably intended to send a 

political message. While the political dimension of these activities is usually 

downplayed by UNIFIL, in 2010, for instance, inhabitants of a few villages protested 

against the assertive peacekeeping posture applied by the French contingent by stone-

throwing and blockades of patrols. Similarly to the resistance towards Spanish 

peacekeepers in 2007, even in this case, the small scale conflict resulted in moderation 

of peacekeeping practices (Blanford 2010). As one of the Lebanese interlocutors 

described these incidents: 

 

‘Sometimes they are not doing this [the patrols] the right way, 

so Hezbollah, for example—they are smart people – they 

provoke people to stand in the way of their patrol and start 

                                                 
96 Personal interview with a CIMIC Officer, MalBatt, Shaama, 1 November 2015. 
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throwing stones or something like this… Hezbollah doesn’t do 

anything. When they suspect, that a UNIFIL patrol is searching 

for something that is close to a Blue Line, they don’t clash with 

UNIFIL. That would be seen as Hezbollah fighting the UN. So 

they just provoke people to do something peaceful. This would 

be seen as a small problem between UNIFIL and the locals... 

usually these objections take form of gatherings, or throwing 

some stones or glass bottles, which is not harmful. It is planned 

by Hezbollah, it is planned by people. They start calling for the 

people “come and sit in front of the patrol” and the UNIFIL 

cannot proceed anymore so mostly they just turn around and go 

back.’97 

 

Even in these cases, the UNIFIL civilian affairs officers and their ability to navigate local 

political order represent a key method of the de-escalation of such situations.98 

Moreover, in result of such frictions, UNIFIL usually concentrates its development 

activities into the area (Chapuis 2012; see following section on CIMIC).99 In the cases of 

previously expected potential attacks on the mission, such as when the EU placed 

Hezbollah on a list of terrorist organizations, the diplomats of the major European TCCs 

were quick to informally reach out to the party and mitigate the potential fallout of 

such a decision on UNIFIL. Even though there were no direct attacks on peacekeepers, 

some local Hezbollah authorities declared their unwillingness to further cooperate with 

the mission (Newby 2017, 9–10).100 Nevertheless, these incidents and methods of 

solving them present a picture of a fragile and tense equilibrium between the mission 

and various local actors. 

In other cases, peacekeepers have been challenged more directly and prevented from 

taking certain roads and going into locations by groups of civilians claiming that they 

                                                 
97 Personal interview with a member of a local development-oriented NGO, Tyre, 12 January 2015. 
98 Personal interview with a local journalist covering south Lebanon, Qlaaiah, 3 November 2015; 
Personal interview with a UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer III, Naqoura, 6 November, 2015. 
99 Personal interview with a UNIFIL CIMIC officer, MalBatt, Shaama, 1 November 2015. 
100 Personal interview with a US journalist covering South Lebanon, Beirut, 25 November 2014. 
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entered private property (see UN SC 2013b, 2014).101 To give an illustration of such 

incident, the stand-off between a group of civilians and UNIFIL patrol occurred when 

peacekeepers set out to investigate a large explosion in the vicinity of one of the 

southern villages. The peacekeepers were initially blocked by civilian vehicles and 

refused to being allowed to the site by local authorities. Later, they were able to enter 

the site of the explosion only when it was cleared of the rubble (UN SC 2013a). 

However, while the UN reports described the blockade as being performed by civilian 

vehicles, local media were quick to point to Hezbollah members, who supposedly 

sealed off the area (Zaatari 2012). 

The Limits of a Non-Acknowledgement 

This particular incident is highly illustrative of limitations of UNIFIL’s policing practice 

and also its relations with Hezbollah and local hybrid order in general. UNIFIL civilian 

and political officers tend to publicly downplay the role, which Hezbollah play in the 

region and among local communities, while they point rather to personal and material 

motivations of those, who actively contest the presence of peacekeepers. On the other 

hand, the military part of the mission is usually blunter about the presence of the 

Shiite movement in the region and its role (Mattelaer 2013, 103–4). Even though no 

single respondent identified Hezbollah as a distinct enemy or even threat to the 

mission (for a similar observation see also Ruffa 2014), there has been a certain unease 

over the presence of the Shiite movement in the region and its role. The interviewees 

did not assert ‘that Hezbollah was everywhere, ruling the southern territory and 

controlling parts of the LAF’ as in Haddad’s (2010, 574) research on the French UNIFIL 

peacekeepers’ perception of their operational environment. Similarly to the opening 

quote of this chapter, which portrayed the local order in terms of shades of grey, the 

military interlocutors rather spoke of complex and delicate relations with various parts 

of the local government and society, including Hezbollah. 

Hezbollah transcends by its civilian and political activities the label of non-state armed 

group (or a militia), which is ascribed to it by the UN SC Resolutions 1559 and 1701, 

and consequently, also UNIFIL’s mandate and the governance programme it is 

                                                 
101 Personal interview with a local journalist covering South Lebanon, Marjayoun, 5 November 2015. 
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supposed to enact (see the preceding chapter). Hezbollah’s members hold positions 

within the state apparatus, local municipalities as well as in the civil society in general. 

This enables the Shiite movement to draw its authority simultaneously both from its 

formal institutional and informal positions and act accordingly to the situation 

(Albrecht and Moe 2015).  

However, similar observation could be made about UNIFIL. As was mentioned earlier, 

UNIFIL formally interacts only with the representatives of the state, local authorities or 

civil society at large. However, it inevitably encounters Hezbollah members or 

sympathizers in many of these positions. Such as a UNIFIL’s Civil Affairs Officer, who 

was asked about the relations of the mission with Hezbollah, described these 

interactions:  

 

‘I work with them as a people. I don’t care who they belong to, 

although I know… I mean, we deal with the officials. We do not 

deal with Hezbollah. But if you are a mayor, I deal with you. 

Hezbollah, or not… In Lebanon, everybody is politicized. You will 

always find him or her belong to one party, or another, but you 

will be dealing with them.’102 

 

As the quote illustrates, UNIFIL’s Political and Civil Affairs Officers are well aware of the 

local sphere and position of Hezbollah in it. The mission is able to interact with the 

representatives of the movement formally if it needs to negotiate its entrance to 

certain villages or other places. However, it interacts with its formal and informal 

officials, even though they belong to the same group, whose presence they are tasked 

to limit.  

Naturally, such a situation leads to a number of awkward situations, such as when 

UNIFIL officers sit in the municipality meetings under the Hezbollah banners, which 

praise the military prowess of the Shiite movement; when they stop the patrol in order 

                                                 
102 Personal interview with a UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer I, Beirut, 24 December, 2014. 
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not to interfere with the funeral of Hezbollah’s fighters killed in Syria103, or when they 

accidentally salute a coffin of a Hezbollah commander and by doing so cause an 

international controversy (Abrams 2008). Another story, which was shared with the 

author, described the presence of the peacekeepers in a friendly, Shiite and Hezbollah-

alligned village on a ceremonial Ashura play, which re-enacted the battle of 

Karbala104. The peacekeepers attended the event to show their respect for the local 

community, its customs and to strengthen their relationship with the mayor. However, 

when the play reached its climax, the armed Hezbollah fighters (some of them recent 

returnees from the fighting in Syria) stepped on the stage and joined the re-enactment 

as the contemporary protectors of the Lebanese Shiites. The UNIFIL officers looked at 

each other and did not react.105  

The UNIFIL’s simultaneous tacit acknowledgement of the local hybrid order and its 

official non-acknowledgement represent the paradox of its position, as well as the 

delicate compromise, which keeps the mission in place and reconciles the international 

limits of dealing with the terrorists and the local practices.   

In this respect, the close reliance on the LAF for handling of more serious incidents and 

management of the local order represents the essence of this compromise. Even 

though the LAF embodies, according to the governance programme, the state in the 

region, its actual position in the local order is more complicated. While far from being 

‘dominated’ by Hezbollah, some branches of the LAF, such as the intelligence office are 

described to be ‘very close’ to the Shiite party and able of reaching out to it if needed 

(Picard 2012, 90).106  The cooperation between Hezbollah and the LAF in other 

Lebanese regions, a high number of officers trained during the era of Syrian dominance 

over Lebanon within the narrative of cooperation between the Army and Resistance, 

the dedication of the LAF to avoidance of conflict between the confessional groups, 

and finally a high number of Shiites, who serve in the LAF (even though not only in the 

                                                 
103 Personal interview with two UNIFIL PI Officers, ItalBatt and FrenchBatt, Shaama, 1 November 
2015. 
104 The 7th century battle, which plays a crucial role in the narratives of the religious Shiite identity 
(see Halverson, Goodall, and Corman 2011). 
105 Personal interview with a local journalist covering south Lebanon, Qlaaiah, 3 November 2015. 
106 Personal interview with a US journalist covering South Lebanon, Beirut, 25 November 2014; 
Personal interview with a Lebanese security analyst, an international think tank, Beirut, 11 December, 
2014. 



160 

 

South), all point to the blurred distinction between ‘the state’ and ‘the non-state’ and 

simultaneity of both in the Lebanese context (Calculli 2014; Hazbun 2016). Similarly to 

local mayors, the LAF represents the state, which has the supreme authority in the area 

and in this respect represents a natural main partner for UNIFIL. However, it is also an 

actor, which is deeply embroiled in the local hybrid order and is able to reach out to 

the local actors if it is needed to preserve stability (see also Newby 2016b).  

This section aimed to highlight the policing logics behind the peacekeeping practices of 

UNIFIL, but also to point out the paradoxes of its engagement in local political order. 

While the mission officially does not acknowledge the presence of other authorities 

than the Lebanese state, this does not mean that it does not, in its daily practice, 

encounter representatives of the non-acknowledged actors and authorities. Similarly, 

while the mission officially relies on the ‘official channels’ for settling local conflicts and 

frictions, these channels only work because they are at the same time connected to 

those parts of the local order which the mission officially does not recognize. 

 

Managing Relations, Improving Order  

 

This section seeks to highlight the practices related to the engagement of UNIFIL with 

the local communities, methods of ensuring acceptance of the mission and strategies 

related to the reform of the local order and strengthening of its governing institutions. 

Even though peacekeepers rely on a number of policing strategies in their engagement 

with the local ‘disorder’, their position differs from domestic police as they are not the 

direct representatives of a sovereign.  As such, they need to seek the consent of (most 

of) those who are affected by their presence. As was argued above, the liberal police 

and peacekeepers should be acting with and from the community, not against it, while 

simultaneously maintaining orderly relations among population and trying to improve 

its welfare. In order to do so, it must find its way how to connect itself with the civilian 

population.  
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Winning Hearts and Minds, Establishing Presence 

For UNIFIL, this means in the first place a strong emphasis on the community outreach, 

which is manifested by number of activities that UNIFIL performs in order to win the 

‘hearts and minds’ of the local communities. These take form of a number of 

investments in local development projects, frequent visits of UNIFIL officers in all the 

villages in their area of operations, especially those which are perceived as unfriendly 

or even hostile (Chapuis 2012). 107  The extent of the development cooperation 

facilitated or realized by the mission has been relatively high and UNIFIL has been even 

highlighted in the official UN publications as an example of the effective use of the so-

called Quick Impact Projects (QIPs) (UN DPKO 2012). These are small and short-term 

development projects, which are funded by UNIFIL and carried out by local partners – 

municipalities or NGOs. While the standard cost of such a project should not exceed 

25,000 USD and UNIFIL has allocated about 500,000 USD exclusively for QIPs, especially 

the Western countries raise additional funds to support projects of their own 

contingents in the country. In total, UNIFIL invests about 5,000,000 USD yearly in the 

local development projects (Kassem 2016, 466). 

The QIPs, alongside with other development projects and forms of assistance, as well 

as increased outreach have had a crucial impact on the level of mission’s acceptance in 

the region. Many of the interviewed UNIFIL officers have mentioned the importance of 

these small-scale projects and described them as an opportunity to open ‘a window’ to 

the community, to gain its trust and disseminate information on the mission. As one of 

the UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officers summarized it: 

 

‘...South Lebanon is very small geographical area. Sixty-four by 

forty kilometres. We have more than ten thousand troops with 

heavy equipment, so for sure when they move around in their 

patrol they will damage an olive tree here, they hit a wall there, 

so this will disturb the community. So, I mean, we, with these 

projects, we can maintain the good relation between our troops 

                                                 
107 Personal interview with a UNIFIL PI Officer, SpanBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 25 October 2015; Personal 
interview with two UNIFIL PI Officers, ItalBatt and FrenchBatt, Shaama, 1 November 2015. 
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and communities. And not only that, we will further let the local 

population understand our mandate... This is our role at the civil 

affairs, to make sure that the community understands why we 

are there. And I think they did now because some years ago 

they think, ‘uh, you are spies for Israel.’ Now they know that we 

are really keeping peace...’108 

 

The projects were positively assessed also by most of the Lebanese interviewees 

highlighted as one of the most important contributions of UNIFIL to the well-being of 

local population.109 On the other hand, some of the interviewed members of civil 

society have voiced their concerns about the primary orientation on the popular and 

visible projects, which serve to increase the acceptance of the mission, while 

disregarding the more pressing needs of the lower-strata of local population and long-

term sustainability (see also Sapienza 2012).110 While UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officers 

stressed that they cannot afford to privilege certain villages over the others, the 

increased orientation of CIMIC Officers on those, which are regarded as unfriendly has 

been acknowledged by the military officers in the field, as well as by those familiar with 

UNIFIL strategic planning (Chapuis 2012).111 

The projects take a number of different forms, which highly vary according to the 

battalion. Among those mentioned most often were constructions or renovations of 

community centres and the agricultural infrastructure, constructions of roads or the 

electrical and water infrastructure, sewage and waste management, or low-cost 

organization of first-aid, craft, yoga, language or cooking courses and many more. The 

Western countries with higher budgets engage more often in the larger infrastructure 

projects, which are commemorated all over the region with number of plaques and 

                                                 
108 Personal interview with a UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer I, Beirut, 24 December, 2014 
109 Personal interview with a member of a local development-oriented NGO, Tyre, 12 January 2015; 
Personal interview with a mayor and the head of union of municipalities, Tyre, 23 November 2015;  
Personal interview with a former mayor, Deir Mimas, 22 October 2015; Personal interview with members 
of a local development-oriented NGO, Saida, 23 January, 2015. 
110 Personal interview with a member of a local development-oriented NGO, Tyre, 12 January 2015; 
Personal interview with members of local faith-based NGO, Tyre, 6 November 2015. 
111 Personal interview with a UNIFIL PI Officer, IndBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 20 January 2015; Personal 
interview with a UNIFIL CIMIC Officer, SpanBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 25 October 2015; Personal interview with a 
UNIFIL CIMIC officer, MalBatt, Shaama, 1 November 2015. 
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other acknowledgements of the donor’s generosity. The countries of the Global South, 

such as Indonesia or India, contribute with smaller courses oriented on soft-skills, or 

with provision of veterinary assistance, medical and dental care (Chapuis 2012; Newby 

2017; Sapienza 2012).112  

Nevertheless, all of these are anchored in a broader liberal approach to peace and 

development (Chapuis 2012; Kassem 2016).113 All of them are also pursued with the 

‘recognized’ official actors of the local order and represent one of the main forms, how 

the mission interacts with the local society and also how it performs its presence in the 

region. All the development projects are clearly marked and often inaugurated with a 

small ceremony with the presence of local (official) authorities and community and 

serve as an opportunity to highlight particular values and norms, which UNIFIL 

represents (Kassem 2016, 467–72).114 

 

Inserting Counterinsurgency Knowledge 

While the bigger QIPs are handled in cooperation between the military part of the 

mission and its ‘civilian’ part, many of smaller activities are performed specifically by 

military peacekeepers. This chapter noted earlier the importance of ‘local knowledge’ 

for the calibration of the programme of intervention, handling local conflicts and, in 

general, for smooth relations with the local communities. However, the interviewed 

military peacekeepers noted, that with their short rotation periods, spanning between 

six months and a year, they usually have to rely also on a different and much less ‘local’ 

forms of knowledge, originating in other contexts.  

Some of the practices and methods of outreach, which UNIFIL uses to ‘enter’ the local 

communities and raise its acceptance travelled to Lebanon via the Western armies 

from Afghanistan or other counter-insurgency contexts. While all the interviewed 

CIMIC and MCOU officers have acknowledged that the social environment in various 

countries highly differ, at the same time, they noted that their practices of community 

                                                 
112 Personal interview with a UNIFIL PI Officer I, IndBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 21 January 2015; Personal 
interview with MCOU Officer and PI Officers, UNIFIL Fin-IrishBatt, At Tiri, 4 November 2015 
113 Personal interview with the MCOU Officer and PI Officers, UNIFIL Fin-IrishBatt, At Tiri, 4 
November 2015 
114 Fieldnotes, October, November 2015. 
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outreach and the fundamental needs of the local population are very similar. As bluntly 

summarized by an Italian MCOU officer:  

 

‘...You have to take into account that usually during a 

peacekeeping operation the local population is the center of 

gravity. What does it mean? It’s a military term. Center of 

gravity means that if you gain the consensus of the local 

population, you reached 90% of your objectives...’115 

 

Building further on this assertion, another Italian officer deployed to UNIFIL noted how 

his unit adopted a practice of ‘market walks’, which had been developed and practised 

by Italians in Afghanistan and later institutionalized as a ‘best-practice’. Briefly, the 

practice entails presence of troops without visible weapons inside villages on the 

occasion of local markets and their interactions with locals on informal basis. As 

described by one UNIFIL officer, the practice has been adopted in Lebanon in order to 

support the public profile of the mission among civilians in target villages by taking 

explicitly non-threatening and non-military posture. 116  Being facilitated by the 

designation of the local population as the necessary targets of the liberal intervention 

programme, as well as the underlying logics of policing employed by interventions, 

these accounts testify of the similarities in the liberal engagements with the ‘local’, 

whether it is in Lebanon or Afghanistan.117 

Transforming and Improving the Order 

The essence of policing activity is not only to maintain the given order, but also 

improve it (Ryan 2013). In this respect, QIPs and other forms of international 

assistance, which are coordinated by UNIFIL, serve a double role in facilitating the 

conditions for acceptance of the mission and also developing the distinct capacities, 

                                                 
115 Personal interview with a UNIFIL MCOU Officer I, ItalBatt, Tyre, 12 January 2015. 
116 Personal interview with a UNIFIL MCOU Officer II, ItalBatt, Beirut, 21 October 2015; Personal 
interview with a UNIFIL CIMIC officer, MalBatt, Shaama, 1 November 2015. 
117 Naturally, this picture of knowledge-transfer gets more complex, when these practices are 
performed by non-Western contingents (see Ruffa 2014; Newby 2017). As the interviewees from Indian, 
Malaysian or Nepali contingents noted, they rely mostly on the UN-developed CIMIC knowledge.  
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which would enable the full ‘return of the state’ to the region. By working with the LAF, 

mayors and other official authorities and channelling the development assistance 

through them, UNIFIL seeks not only to enact an internationally accepted version of 

the local order, but also to strengthen the main institutions, which will be in the future 

responsible for its governance.  

The similar could be said about many infrastructural projects, which are beyond the 

community benefit intended to serve also to increase the infrastructural grasp of the 

state over the South.118 However, in the meantime, many of them serve to enhance the 

policing of the region as well. As one of the interviewees noted: 

 

‘For instance if you don't have a road, you cannot patrol. If you 

build it, also the villagers can use it on a daily basis and they are 

going to improve their living over there. And in terms of security 

reasons, for instance, we have solar lights, we provide solar 

lights – the street lights – it increases security for the locals, 

when they want to go outside during the night, and also assists 

us in our doing patrol over there. So when the project is done, 

eventually, they allow us to patrol safely there.’119 

 

However, supporting the official institutions also means supporting those, who hold 

power within them. As noted by one of the Lebanese interviewees, when he was asked 

about relations the support given by UNIFIL to local communities: 

 

‘Municipalities in Lebanon are politically oriented. And 

especially the head of the municipality, this is a body that is 

elected by the people so they think politically... So they do not 

think what is the best for the village, they think what is the best 

for the visibility for themselves in order to be reelected, when 

there is another election coming. This is something that should 

                                                 
118 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Spokesperson, Tyre, 12 January 2015. 
119 Personal interview with a UNIFIL CIMIC officer, MalBatt, Shaama, 1 November 2015. 
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be understood by UNIFIL, to not depend on the municipalities all 

the time. The municipalities are a main source of information, a 

main pillar. You have to have the authorization and the approval 

of the municipality, but at least you have to include other 

actors...’120 

 

The detrimental effects of a too close attachment to certain political figures, who 

benefit politically and materially from UNIFIL’s presence were acknowledged even by a 

UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer. However, he maintained that UNIFIL needs these allies in 

order to stay accepted and that the mission still decides what it wants to fund on the 

basis of careful evaluation of the project.121 Nevertheless, these issues highlight the 

complex political economy of any intervention and the political effects of the influx of 

international funding. Moreover, the simultaneous position of many local authorities in 

Hezbollah (or other political parties) might in some cases rather support the hybridity 

of the local order. 

As far as the national institutions of the Lebanese state, responsible for the local 

security and order, are concerned, UNIFIL has put a significant effort into a wider 

reform of the Lebanese security system (Larzillière 2016; Picard 2009; UN SC 2012, 

2017). Due to the concerns over the closeness of the LAF and Hezbollah, as well as its 

opposition to Israel, the broader SSR projects in Lebanon have always been somewhat 

limited. In reaction to these concerns, UNIFIL has primarily concentrated on the 

development of soft-skills of the LAF and helped to provide it with small arms and non-

lethal equipment. The joint patrols which are supposed to increase the ownership of 

the order-maintenance task by the Lebanese authorities were already mentioned, but 

the cooperation extends also to joint trainings, a small-scale material support and 

above all, linking to foreign donors. This type of cooperation is then extended also to 

the ISF and the civil defence units active in the region (Newby 2016b).122 

UNFIL pursues also number of other low-profile statebuilding projects.  In cooperation 

with the UN country team also facilitated visits of the high-profile Lebanese (non-

                                                 
120 Personal interview with a member of a local development-oriented NGO, Tyre, 12 January 2015. 
121 Personal interview with a UNIFIL Civilian Affairs Officer III, Naqoura, 6 November, 2015. 
122 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Spokesperson, Baabda, 5 December, 2014. 
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Shiite) politicians in the region to increase Lebanese ownership over the area and forge 

links between the national government and local communities.123 Even though these 

activities might seem nearly banal, they, according to UNIFIL officers, have both 

symbolic and functional role in connecting the long-neglected southern regions to the 

central administration and strengthening its ownership of the Lebanese South (see 

Chapter Four for the historical detachment of the South from the central regions). The 

actual impact of these actions beyond their symbolic level is hard to assess, and while 

they show the official face of state in the region and present it also on the international 

stage as such, they have so far not transformed the hybrid practice of the local order. 

Conclusion 

The aim of this chapter was to highlight how UNIFIL in practice interacts, maintains and 

seeks to improve the local hybrid order. In the other works, it examined how it 

translates its peacekeeping programme to a specific set of practices, which performed 

in a particular setting of South Lebanon. The chapter noted the constant calibration of 

the peacekeeping practices, which are not to be seen as crossing the line of the 

reasonable force, and the role of the local knowledge in such calibration, as well as the 

role of the local experience and local connections in managing the conflicts and 

frictions. Finally, the chapter examined the ways how UNIFIL interacts with the local 

communities and pointed out the importance of its development projects to contain 

the resistance towards the peacekeepers and link them with the local population and 

local authorities. In this respect, it highlighted how the projects and various other 

forms of assistance are also intended to strengthen the state and official authorities; 

and thus, contribute to transformation of the hybrid order to a fully sovereign space of 

the state. UNIFIL’s peacekeeping practice represents a combination of peacekeeping, 

low-profile state-building, as well as practices associated with the security-

development nexus (Duffield 2002). As the thesis, following Barry Ryan’s (2013) 

observations, argued in Chapter Three, the logics of liberal policing could be seen as 

the overarching link between all of these.  

                                                 
123 Personal interview with a UNSCOL Officer, Beirut, 30 October 2015; Personal interview with a 
UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer I, Beirut, 24 December, 2014. 
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Nevertheless, the chapter also discussed the (non)interactions of the mission with 

Hezbollah as the dominant alternative authority in the region. As the Shiite movement 

transcends the state/non-state divide, UNIFIL necessarily interacts with some of its 

representatives either directly, or indirectly and use various brokers, such as local 

mayors or the Lebanese military intelligence officers, to interact with its ‘military wing’ 

if needed. However, as opposed to the peacekeeping practice of UNIFIL I and following 

the international reading of Lebanese sovereignty, it refuses to acknowledge the Shiite 

movement as a distinct authority. As the chapter argued, the tacit acknowledgement, 

but official non-recognition of the hybridity of the local order, presents, on the one 

hand, a paradox; and on the other, a condition, which keeps the mission in operation 

and the project of liberal statebuilding in place.   
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7. Narrating UNIFIL: Containing Contradictions, Enacting Liberal 

Development   

 

“There are many things, (that) we, Lebanese, need to understand better about 

UNIFIL...”124 

 

These words, narrated by the Lebanese actor Rafic Ali Ahmad, introduce his 'journey 

through UNIFIL', depicted in detail in a documentary TV series of the same name. The 

series, produced by UNIFIL, was broadcast on various Lebanese TV stations during the 

summer months of 2007 amid increased tensions between the newly enhanced UNIFIL 

and local communities, and amid the national debate on the role of UNIFIL in the 

country (K. Makdisi 2011). The Lebanese, as well as other potential audiences, were 

(and still are) expected to understand better what is the 'true intention' of the 

international force in the South Lebanon, endorse the presence of the mission and 

support the implementation of the core requirements of the mission's mandate. The 

preceding chapter inquired into UNIFIL’s messy engagements with local actors and 

communities and noted the compromises, which the mission made with regard to its 

peacekeeping practices. However, it also pointed out the continued frictions and 

resistance in many of the villages and continuing controversy on what is the role and 

purpose of the mission. Increased emphasis on public communication has played one 

of the key roles in the move to more substantial outreach with local communities and 

UNIFIL has been one of the pioneers in its use in the context of UN peacekeeping 

operations (K. Makdisi et al. 2009, 25; UN DPKO 2012, 236).125 

This chapter focuses on the public legitimization of the mission in its media and in 

particular, it attends to a narrative, which describes the role of the mission in the 

country. As the thesis argued in the preceding chapters, the peacekeeping mission has 

to be constantly legitimated in order to retain the consent of the key parties, as well as 

local communities, and to be able to perform its duties without substantial use of 

                                                 
124 (UNIFIL 2008a). 
125 Personal interview with a UN DPKO officer II, New York, 22 March, 2016. 
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force. An extensive public communication and crafting an image of a liberal actor, who 

seeks to support well-being of the protected communities, is an inseparable part of 

such a legitimation both for the modern liberal police and for peacekeepers (Mawby 

2002). However, the picture is even a bit more complicated in the case of UNIFIL. A 

peacekeeping mission needs to be justified at various levels and towards different 

audiences – most often towards the public of the TCCs, the international community 

and the most important actors in it, who have a power to influence the course of the 

mission, and finally, the local public in its area of deployment (Aoi 2010, 1). This 

chapter is in particular framed along the legitimization towards the local audience and 

based on the materials produced by UNIFIL for the Lebanese readers. However, all 

three audiences with their different values and belief systems influence how the 

particular mission is able to portray itself and nature of the story, which it tells about 

itself.  

The basic concept of a legitimation narrative was introduced in the Chapter Three. To 

briefly review it, a narrative legitimation is understood as an articulation of publicly 

acceptable reasons for particular actions and power arrangements (Krebs 2015, 14).126 

A successful legitimation relies to a large extent on effective fixing of the meaning by 

creation of compelling narratives, which resonate with the target audience, its values 

and beliefs and in the ideal case taps into the other forms of legitimation (such as 

legality of the use of power) (Beetham 1991).127 A legitimatory power of a narrative 

stems from the ability of those who tell the story to interpret particular events, actors, 

or arrangements of power in a compelling way, integrate them in a coherent story and 

create the emotional, identitary, ideological or material linkages with the target 

audience (Schumacher 2015, 384). A successful narrative is, therefore, able to cover 

the contradictions of localized messy practice and highlight those aspects of a 

particular issue, which would resonate with the target audience(s). However, the 

chapter is less interested in answering the question, whether the narrative in fact 

                                                 
126 There are naturally many different sources of legitimation (and many different approaches to its 
research). This thesis largely follows Beetham’s (1991, 15–16) approach of distinguishing between 
(mutually interdependent) legal, normative and consensual legitimation of power in specific empirical 
contexts.  
127 Naturally, a narrative does not represent the definitive means of legitimation, as there are a 
range of other practices and discourses performed in the wider social sphere, which play a crucial role in 
legitimation (Heathershaw 2009, 8–10).  
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resonates with the target audience as intended (even though it will provide some 

anecdotal evidence on this issue), but it seeks to inquire into the construction of the 

narrative and examine how it is, in the logic of the programme, intended to work 

(Wibben 2011, 44). 

To sum up, this chapter will analyse how UNIFIL’s narrative weaves together broader 

discourses, which the mission is based on, its peacekeeping practice and local features 

in order to construct a plausible story on its peacekeeping practices. Such a story 

provides a deliberately crafted representation, which is anchored in the type of peace 

and order, which the mission seeks to create. The narrative, therefore, stems from the 

programme of governance, which UNIFIL is tasked to enact, its underlying rationalities 

and discourses of peace, yet it is also infused with an emphasis on its Lebanese and 

foreign recipients. As such, the narrative seeks to purify the messy implementation of 

the programme in the localized practice and highlight its sanitized, non-problematic 

and normatively acceptable image (Koddenbrock 2016, 59).  

The chapter is structured in the following order. The first part attends to the mission's 

public communication apparatus. The second part of the chapter focuses on recurring 

themes in the narrative, positioning of the main actors and points out how these serve 

the purpose of legitimation. Thus, inquires how the narrative is constructed to answer 

the core questions on why the UNIFIL should be deployed in southern Lebanon and 

why the mission should perform its peacekeeping tasks in the way it does. 

UNIFIL's Public Communication 

Before 2006, the UNIFIL's media operations were managed by few persons in the office 

of mission's spokesperson. However, in the months following the second phase of 

UNIFIL II deployment during the autumn of 2006, a number of officers tasked with 

diverse public relations duties have been dramatically increased (K. Makdisi et al. 2009, 

25–26).128 Following the events in the spring and summer of 2007, UNIFIL hired a few 

high-profile Middle Eastern and Lebanese media specialists, including actors and 

journalists, in order to enhance its understanding of the local media sphere and 

                                                 
128 Personal interview with the former UNIFIL officer, Beirut, 15 October, 2015; Personal interview 
with a UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer I, Beirut, 24 December, 2014. 
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improve its ability to reach out to the local audience with the right messaging style.129 

Furthermore, the civilian and political affairs offices pursued a number of surveys and 

public opinion polls in order create compelling communication style, which would 

resonate with the target audience and limit the resistance towards the mission (Pugh 

2010, 57; UN DPKO 2012, 146). 

The production of mission's public media falls mainly under the responsibility of the 

civilian part of the mission, while military Public Information Officers and CIMIC 

Officers are dealing with direct outreach to the Lebanese authorities and community 

leaders.130 While these play a crucial role in the interactions between UNIFIL and 

people in the southern Lebanon, this chapter focuses primarily on the public media. 

Nevertheless, while the personal discussions are more open, contextual and varied, the 

military UNIFIL officers usually stick in the broad contours of the official narrative even 

in these situations.131 

On the level of the public media, UNIFIL utilizes multiple channels to reach the target 

audience. The interlocutors repeatedly mentioned the highly developed Lebanese 

media market, where high percentage of population is getting their news from online 

sources, many confessional communities stick to their own media and the local people 

are highly media-savvy. As noted by the mission’s spokesperson, ‘we are not handing 

out radios here like in Africa’, but ‘dealing with complex media ecology’.132 Others 

raised this point often as a complaint that their job in Lebanon is more difficult, 

especially when compared to previous service in Afghanistan, Mali, or elsewhere.133 

There are several media formats that the mission produces. Arguably the most 

important (and most often noted by the Lebanese interlocutors134) are short video 

spots and advertisements, which periodically appear on the main Lebanese TV 

stations. These usually highlight the positive impact of the community projects carried 

                                                 
129 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Civil Affairs Officer II, Naqoura, 23 January, 2015. 
130 Personal interview with two UNIFIL PI officers, ItalBatt and FrenchBatt, Shaama, 1 November 
2015. 
131 Personal interview with a UNIFIL PI Officer, SpanBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 25 October 2015. 
132 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Spokesperson, Baabda, 5 December, 2014;   
133 e.g. Personal interview with a UNIFIL PI Officer, SpanBatt, Ebel Es-Saqi, 25 October 2015; 
Personal interview with two UNIFIL PI officers, ItalBatt and FrenchBatt, Shaama, 1 November 2015.  
134 Besides number of infomal chats, where people noted that they have seen UNIFIL series on TV – 
e.g. by Personal interview with members of local faith-based NGO, Tyre, 6 November 2015. 
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out or funded by the mission, explain the basic duties and practices carried out by the 

mission (such as patrolling or marking of the Blue Line), or focus on public events in 

which the UNIFIL members take part.  

Apart from these shorter videos, the UNIFIL has produced several longer TV series, 

which highlight the particular aspects of the mission's peacekeeping practices. These 

have been also aired on main TV stations, such as Amal-aligned NBN, Maronite OTV, or 

Al-Jadeed (which is not explicitly aligned to any political party). For instance, one of 

these series, titled The Challenge, is narrated by several Lebanese students (journalism 

graduates), who had spent one day with a chosen UNIFIL unit and retell their 

observations on the everyday life of peacekeepers (UNIFIL 2013c). It is worth noting 

that this particular series has been selected for the top world-wide UN award in 

innovative public communication (UNIFIL 2013a). Another series, called Meet the 

South, recounts within each episode a short story about an encounter between a 

UNIFIL officer and a Lebanese living in the South, while highlighting a certain aspect of 

the UNIFIL mandate and the positive impact which the presence of the mission has on 

the local society (UNIFIL 2014a). By the time of writing of this text, the last series 

produced by UNIFIL – We Work with You, focuses on the SSR practices and other forms 

of assistance performed by the UNIFIL. Each episode thus follows UNIFIL officers, who 

train and mentor Lebanese ISF officers, Civil Defence firefighters or Lebanese Navy  

(UNIFIL 2017c, 2015b).  

UNIFIL also produces a radio show Salam from the South, which has been since 2008 

broadcast bi-weekly on several Lebanese radio stations and which focuses on issues 

related to the everyday life of the mission. Particular episodes are thus dedicated for 

instance on UNIFIL’s contribution to local environmental projects or to the gender 

issues. As far as print media are concerned, UNIFIL publishes, besides a number of 

fliers and leaflets, two regular magazines. The first one, Litani, has been produced since 

1980s and has served rather as an internal bulletin for the mission. The second one, Al-

Janoub [The South], which has been published since 2008, is intended as a public 

promotional material with two issues published a year. Each issue of Al-Janoub has a 

thematic focus (e.g. presentation of the environmental-friendly activities performed by 

the mission) and then regular sections, which appear in every issue and complements 
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its thematic focus – these include inter-alia presentation of a town or village in the 

region, or profile of a successful local business and development project (pursued 

often with the support of UNIFIL).  

Even though the mission disseminates its messages through many different channels, 

all of its communication activities stress similar themes. Given the disputed acceptance 

of the mission, one of the key objectives that the UNIFIL narrative should, according to 

interviewees from the mission, achieve, is to legitimize the UNIFIL in its current from, 

stabilize its contested image (e.g. stress that the international forces are not pursuing 

narrow national interest, nor they are allied with Israel) and secure the presence of the 

international forces in the country.135 Diverse legitimation moves and various elements 

of the main narrative could be therefore found in most of the UNIFIL's media products 

as they ‘nod’ to the overarching narrative by stressing various aspects from the story 

(Krebs 2015, 39).  

Narrating UNIFIL  

 

This section will reconstruct and dissect the main features of the UNIFIL narrative and 

point out their context and role in the overarching story. It will do it by examining the 

main parts of the narrative and the main strategies of legitimation, which it contains. 

The narrative disseminated by the UNIFIL's public media presents a peculiar 

combination of some aspects of discourses of civil society peacebuilding and 

statebuilding (Heathershaw 2008b, see the First Chapter), which delimits the 

boundaries of the narrative and its main themes, and on the other side, locally-specific 

reactions to the events and issues on the ground. The explicit references to the War on 

Terror discourse, that was strongly reflected in the UN SC Resolutions 1559 and 1701 

and following Lebanese discussion (K. Makdisi 2011; see the Chapter Five) are on the 

other hand largely undetectable.136 However, the discourses, which were articulated 

through the UN SC Resolutions  1559 and 1701 support the formation of the narrative's 
                                                 
135 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Spokersperson, Tyre, January, 2015; Personal interview with a 
UNIFIL MCOU Officer II, ItalBatt, Beirut, 21 October 2015. 
136 However, quite the opposite could be said with regard to the narrative of the mission used, for 
instance, in Italy (Coticchia 2015; Personal interview with a UNIFIL MCOU Officer II, ItalBatt, Beirut, 21 
October 2015). 
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boundaries, which render the 'unnamed parties of the conflict' (i.e. Hezbollah) 

unthinkable and unrepresentable within it. This leads to paradoxical situation, when is 

one of the most important political and social actors of the region largely erased from 

the story; however similarly as it is erased from the mission’s mandate and its 

governance programme (see preceding chapter). In general, the narrative does not 

attend to any of the hybrid or irregular features of the local order.   

It should be pointed out that the narrative has been remarkably stable over time. The 

main detectable development in this regard has been that the earliest media outputs 

from 2007 and 2008, such as the first issues of Al-Janoub magazine, or the first two 

video series UNIFIL – One Year since 1701 (UNIFIL 2008b) and Journey through UNIFIL 

(UNIFIL 2008a), stress military aspects of peacekeeping distinctively stronger than the 

more recent ones. These in turn put a stronger emphasis on relations with civilians and 

lately especially development and SSR projects (UNIFIL 2015a, 2017c). In general, this 

development reflects the shifts in the UNIFIL’s general strategic orientation as they are 

manifested by the Strategic Reviews (UN SC 2012, 2017) and to a certain extent also 

the shifts in the overall approach to the UN peacekeeping, such as increased emphasis 

on ownership. 

For the purpose of structuring of the following parts of the chapter, the analysis will 

draw on the notion of narrative (or dramatistic) pentad, which dissects the narrative on 

the basis of the main features, which constitute and influence a given story. A fully-

developed narrative consists of following components – characters, who act in the 

story, stage or specific setting, where the action takes place, action, which depicts the 

temporarily sequenced activities of the characters and resolution or purpose, which 

hints on the main point of the story and how should the main conflict be resolved 

(Burke 2013; Roselle, Miskimmon, and O’Loughlin 2014, 75–76).  

The Main Actors 

Unsurprisingly, the UNIFIL’s narrative is mainly concerned with peacekeeping. However 

portrayed in a very particular way and without giving any space to the warring parties, 

or the conflict as such. The overarching story, as well as most of the minor acts that 

found their way into it, revolves around three main sets of actors – the peacekeepers, 
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representatives of the Lebanese state and Lebanese civilians. The latter group is 

represented most often either by ordinary members of local communities, or by local 

authorities and occasionally those, who are active in the civil society, or Lebanese 

celebrities originating from the region.  Many pieces, as well as videos, put forward the 

entrepreneurial nature of the local people and focus on various artisan, agricultural or 

small business projects, which are locals able to pursue either because of the peace 

and order in the region, or thanks to the workshops, markets or infrastructure to which 

UNIFIL have in some form contributed (Ezzedine 2010; Ghafar 2014; UNIFIL 2016j, 

2016k, 2017b). Highlighting also the role of mayors in the local order, Al-Janoub run 

through several issues a special section, where it profiled villages in the region. These 

series gave space to the mayors to share their thoughts on their municipality, its history 

and on UNIFIL. While the mayors often recall the troubled and violent past of their 

settlements, which was marked by occupation and civil war, they at the same time 

usually praised the mission for its role in providing funds for small infrastructure and 

development projects (A. Fawaz 2010; Alawiyeh 2010). Even though the media outputs 

give space to all the religious communities (without explicitly labelling them as such), 

who are living in the region and represent all genders and social classes equally, it only 

very rarely represents them as distinct political actors. For instance, when portraying 

members of local administrations, the story emphasizes solely their role in local 

governance and development.  

The other representatives of the state, who are recognized in the narrative, are mainly 

the members of Lebanese Armed Forces, or less frequently, national politicians (often 

with the roots in the region, such as the head of Amal Movement and Speaker of the 

Parliament Nabih Berri, who was interviewed by the Al Janoub – Berri 2009), or other 

actors present within the Lebanese security sector – such as the ISF or firefighting units 

(UNIFIL 2015b, 2017d). Nevertheless, the soldiers of the LAF have the prominent role in 

the narrative and they are often mentioned in various pieces and videos as the primary 

representative of the Lebanese sovereignty, who will in future take the control over the 

region in their own hands. However, it is also depicted as an actor, who needs to 

develop further (with the help of UNIFIL) to be able to fully assume its responsibilities 
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and therefore it has to, in the present conditions, work side by side with UNIFIL to 

ensure proper peace and security (Ghattas 2011a; UNIFIL 2017c).  

The main parties of the conflict, which brought the enhanced UNIFIL to the area, do 

not enter the main storyline at all and neither does the broader conflict between Israel 

and Lebanon (see below). The role of Hezbollah is sometimes highlighted by 

interviewed Lebanese, but only as the important contribution to the past resistance 

against occupation in the framework of cooperation between the people, Resistance 

and the Army (Berri 2009; A. Fawaz 2010). However, it is never mentioned in relation to 

the present or future conditions of the local order. The Resistance (Hezbollah) is thus 

depicted as an actor who belongs to the violent and unstable past. On the other hand, 

the IDF is given some place in the narrative, however very rarely as an active actor, who 

would shape the story and have any impact on the future situation in south Lebanon. If 

so, such position is voiced only by official Lebanese representatives (Ghattas 2011a). 

Rather, the Israel enter the story on the sidelines, representing a minor actor in the 

story, whose role is mentioned solely in relation to negotiations between the IDF, LAF 

and UNIFIL in the case of tensions on the Blue Line (Ghattas 2011b, 2011b).137 These 

are however marginal parts of the narrative as the main story does not directly revolve 

around conflict between Israel and Hezbollah.   

UNIFIL and its personnel represent the main protagonist of the story. As such, they 

come to the forefront in most smaller stories, as well as in the overarching plot. The 

mission is portrayed as multicultural with its members originating from many different 

cultures and countries, who left their home and travelled around the world to support 

the people of Lebanon (Eid 2010; UNIFIL 2016h, 2016b, 2016d).138 The narrative 

strongly emphasizes the cosmopolitan ethos of the mission and values it represents – 

such as tolerance, curiosity, willingness to learn from the Lebanese and striving for the 

well-being of those negatively affected by past conflict and insecurity. In this respect, 

                                                 
137 Naturally, one of the reasons is related also to the fact that Lebanon does not recognise Israel as 
a sovereign state and many Lebanese media refer to the country as the Occupied Palestine.  
138 The stress on the multicultural identity of the mission was apparent also in the high-profile public 
event, which the author attended in Beirut and which commemorated the 70th anniversary of the 
founding of the UN. While the event was managed from the sidelines by the Italian PI and MCOU Officers 
and (Italian) Spokesperson, the members of Nepali and Indonesian battalions dressed in the traditional 
costumes performed ceremonial dances on the stage – Fieldnotes, 21 October 2015; see also (UNIFIL 
2016h). 
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many of the narrated stories also directly or indirectly operates with the metaphor of 

the relations between the peacekeepers and Lebanese communities as the one 

between guests and hosts (S. Singh 2009; Strugar 2010). While in this metaphor UNIFIL 

has been temporarily (and voluntarily) invited to the country to help with certain tasks 

related to security and pursues, also voluntarily, number of activities beyond, the 

communities in the region are often praised for their hospitality and readiness to 

receive the foreign guests. The whole premise of the Meet the South series is build on 

this premise of voluntary encounter,  hospitality, curiosity and learning in terms of 

food, history, cultural customs or sharing knowledge to support local development 

(UNIFIL 2014a, 2014b). On the other hand, to host a guest also raises a series of 

obligations, as noted by Al Janoub:  

 

As invited guests, it is imperative that their role in keeping the 

peace is duly respected and that they enjoy the safety and 

freedom of movement that they require to properly perform the 

tasks Lebanon and the international community has entrusted to 

them. 

(Strugar 2010) 

  

The stories often stress the willingness of the UNIFIL members to help the local 

communities and the sacrifices, which the members of the mission made when serving 

their duty. In particular, the personal discomfort, such as in the stories on how patrols 

need to perform their duties regardless of harshness of the weather or rugged terrain 

(UNIFIL 2017a), or the obligation to serve and stay on alert even during Ramadan (Eid 

2010). Often, past casualties, especially those of the UNIFIL I era, are evoked and note 

that peacekeepers paid a heavy price to keep the South stable (A. Fawaz 2010). In this 

respect, the second issue of Al-Janoub magazine was fully dedicated to the memory of 

UNIFIL I and praised its endurance, support by population. and ability to stay in the 

country in spite the unfavourable circumstances. As summarized by the then Under 

Secretary-General for Peacekeeping Operations Jean-Marie Guéhenno: 
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The resilience of peacekeepers complemented that of the local 

population as they found common cause in survival against 

heavy odds. The resolve of the peacekeepers to act firmly and 

fairly in unfavourable conditions and their good relations with 

local communities ensured grassroots support for UNIFIL’s 

mission and helped impart a degree of normality to civilian life. 

(Guéhenno 2008, 4) 

 

However, the portrayal of the mission has slightly changed through the years. In the 

earliest publications and videos, the military aspects of peacekeeping were apparent as 

the mission was portrayed patrolling in heavy APCs (the presenter of the Journey 

through UNIFIL even expressed his admiration of the heavy military equipment) and 

performing shooting trainings with the artillery (UNIFIL 2008a, 2010b). The more 

recent outputs have toned the military appearance of the mission significantly down. 

While the peacekeepers are still depicted as patrolling or performing other military 

activities related directly to their mandate, the ‘softer’ set of practices, mainly related 

to community outreach and often targeted primarily at women or children (UNIFIL 

2016e, 2016a, 2016g, 2016f) have gained prominence. Above others, these concern 

cooperation with local communities on development projects, which provide welfare 

and enable them to further develop their skills – e.g. enhancing IT literacy or language 

skills (UNIFIL 2010a, 2016b), provide dental care (UNIFIL 2013b), veterinary assistance, 

which supports farmers even in remote parts of the region (UNIFIL 2016c), bring 

modern technologies and science to Libanon (UNIFIL 2016i), support education (UNIFIL 

2016a), or make Lebanon better place by smaller activities such as promoting road 

safety awareness (UNIFIL 2016g).   

 

Agency, plot and setting 

 

The main plot of the narrative concentrates on the joint (local and international) 

overcoming of the troubles brought by preceding decades of conflict, return to 
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normalcy and enabling the region and its people to prosper.  Following the dictum of 

peacekeeping (and police), the story contain no enemies, even in the form of spoilers. 

The violent attacks on peacekeepers are mentioned, but only as temporary obstacles, 

which are coming from the actors from outside of the region and the local community 

(Hamra 2008). The same could be said about local protests and clashes with civilians, 

which are acknowledged, however interpreted mostly as localized misunderstanding. 

As the editorial of Al-Janoub put it at time:  

 

Everyone in south Lebanon knows what has been achieved 

through this partnership of the two forces. The cliché that 

“public memory is short” does not apply to southerners – they 

do not forget. They could not: they are the ones who suffered 

the most through the wars and destruction of the past. The 

improvements that their own army in partnership with UNIFIL 

has brought about since 2006 are felt most by those who live 

their daily lives in the south… 

There can be misunderstandings on occasions, not the least due 

to language or cultural barriers, or often due to unfounded 

rumours. The people know full well that UNIFIL is here for a job 

that it must do and yet the resulting disruptions in normal daily 

life can be an irritant. The fundamentals of our relationship 

being strong, we are able to address these issues in our direct 

interactions with the people. 

(N. Singh 2010) 

 

The main ‘Other’ in the sense of distinctly negative ‘protagonist’ of the narrative is thus 

represented only by the past as a period of instability, insecurity and 

underdevelopment. Most of the actions, as well as the overarching plot as such, thus 

connects the presence of peacekeepers and entrepreneurial nature of local people and 

revolve around overcoming of this period and progressive development of the local 

economic, social and institutional capacities.  
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A great number of smaller stories revolve around this main theme. One, which is often 

mentioned also by UNIFIL personnel, depicts the establishment of a hotel resort 

directly on the Blue Line. As the owner of the hotel explained to Al Janoub, he is 

optimistic about the future establishment of a peace treaty between Lebanon, Israel 

and Syria and expects to be the only owner of such leisure property in the formerly 

troubled region, when it happens. However, in the meantime: 

 

“Pending such a settlement, the presence of the Lebanese 

Armed Forces and UNIFIL peacekeepers in such strength in 

the area south of the Litani River has given me an 

immense reassurance for launching this project,” he said. 

“It is not reasonable that a war erupts in the area despite 

the presence of such a large number of soldiers and the 

participation of more than 30 countries in UNIFIL, in 

addition to the Lebanese troops that deployed to the area 

after thirty years of absence...”  

(Sleiman 2011, 15) 

 

Other stories paint a less cheerful, nevertheless still optimistic picture. A recent 

interviewed of Al-Janoub with a resident of Bint Jbeil (so-called Hezbollah stronghold, 

which was nearly completely destroyed in 2006), and a shoe-maker stated that: 

 

‘The shoemaker does not want his son to return. He explains 

why: “If there is the guarantee of sustainable peace, my son 

may return [from the USA]… if another war breaks out his life is 

ruined.” But the one thing that keeps Ghassam hopeful is the 

presence of the UN Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL). “Even 

seeing the UNIFIL cars pass by gives a sense of security… They 

(UN peacekeepers) walk around like they are one of us,” said 

Ghassam. He appreciates the support of the UN Development 

Programme (UNDP), which donated two shoemaking machines 
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enabling him to restart his business afresh in the aftermath of 

the 2006 war.’ 

(Pokharel and Siklawi 2016, 18) 

 

The narrative thus stresses support for the development of the region by bringing 

peace, calm and stability through continuous (yet 'interim' as reflected in the UNIFIL's 

name) international presence and completion of the presently insufficient structures of 

governance. These are however represented only by the local entrepreneurs, active 

civil society (in particular the environmental and cultural initiatives are highlighted – 

e.g. UNIFIL 2015a) and the institutions of Lebanese state, removing thus any signs of 

hybrid order from the story. Neither the main political forces, Hezbollah in particular, 

figure in this story in any form.  

UNIFIL activities are depicted to be crucial for peace, stability and order in the region 

and between Lebanon and Israel, however the mission at the same time provides, 

according to the UNIFIL's media, solely a narrow and limited support to developing 

national institutions and local communities. In most cases it merely helps other 

governmental or non-state actors by providing facilitation, technical and expert 

assistance. Even in the cases of development projects, the national and local actors are 

those, who are represented as making the crucial decisions. Such as in the case of 

recent environmental initiative: 

 

 

The Minister... cited the possibility of UNIFIL’s contribution to 

the afforestation of its area of operations as an example. To aid 

this effort, the Ministry offered seedlings for plantation. UNIFIL 

expanded the proposal to include the engagement of local 

authorities in the project, a recommendation that would ensure 

the success of the greening initiative. The first task was to 

propose the idea to officials from the unions of municipalities in 

UNIFIL’s area of operations, namely, Bint Jbeil, Tyre, Jabal Amel, 
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Qalaa and Arqoub – who received the afforestation proposal 

with great enthusiasm. 

(Sleiman 2015) 

 

The mission is portrayed as having only shared authority over most of the issues in the 

region and being a merely supportive actor, which enable the local actors to finally 

develop in the conditions of peace and stability. The deficiency of the local actors (i.e. 

the reason why they would need this sort of assistance) is ascribed mostly to the past 

conflicts (most often the occupation of the region) and long-term absence of the state 

as the main authority, which should provide support for local development and 

welfare. In this respect, the absence of the state is also attributed primarily to the long-

term conflict (as opposed to negligence of the region by central authorities) and 

supports the main narrative axis of collective overcoming of the past troubles. 

At the same time the narrative repeatedly highlights the idea that the UNIFIL has been 

'localized' and 'has become one' with the local communities by its long-term 

deployment in southern Lebanon and commitment to support local people. As one of 

the Al-Janoub’s editorials argued when mentioning the help of Nepali contingent with 

olive harvest:  

 

UNIFIL now invests substantially in a variety of community 

projects and services to assist the people of south Lebanon. But 

what truly distinguishes the relationship is the care and concern 

that come from being together with the people, and simple 

personal gestures such as picking olives. 

It is this enduring relationship between southerners and 

peacekeepers that provides the common strand through the 

different stages of UNIFIL’s presence for the last 33 years. 

(N. Singh 2012, 3) 

 

However, even in present, the mission in the narrative acts as a natural part of the local 

setting. As such, it is not only well-received by the local communities, but the mission 
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lives side-by-side with the local actors and mutually work on overcoming the troubled 

past and building better future.  

The last part of the narrative structure concerns the setting.  The whole story plays out 

entirely in the Lebanese South. Southern Lebanon is depicted as formerly poor, rough, 

but 'strangely beautiful' and full of traditions and history (e.g. Alawiyeh 2010 and other 

profiles of villages). The narrators often explicitly admire the beauties of southern-

Lebanese countryside and praise its picturesque cities and villages. Often, especially in 

the video formats, members of the mission are depicted while they are enjoying the 

landscape and reflecting of their emotional attachment to the place of their 

deployment (UNIFIL 2014a, 2014b). However, the South Lebanon is also represented as 

a completely 'closed space', that seems to be completely cut off from the rest of 

Lebanese and Middle Eastern politics and even from Israel. The wider political issues, 

which impacts the development and peace in the region are thus mostly left out of the 

picture.  

The narrative constructs peace both as a present and future condition of the order 

provided by UNIFIL as evidenced, for instance, by the names of the Al-Janoub issues - 

‘Dividends of Peace’, ‘Moving Forward’, ‘Forging Ahead’, ‘A Decade of Hope’, or, based 

on an interview with a local boy, ‘I Like Peace, because it is silent, no guns, no fire’ (N. 

Singh 2009). As the conflict with Israel is almost never mentioned and it is moved to 

the area of politics beyond UNIFIL’s control, the issue of peace is narrated mostly with 

regard to local economic and social development and the absence of a large-scale 

violence. Recalling outlined discourses of liberal peace, the order and security brought 

by the presence of the mission and its limited statebuilding role have been among the 

most cited (Heathershaw 2008b). However, to certain extent more surprisingly, the 

narrative locates the crucial agency for peace in the local communities and their own 

development and activity, echoing thus the peacebuilding discourses, yet with a 

distinct twist, which concerns their main orientation on the liberal economic 

development brought by individual entrepreneurialism. 
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Narrative strategies of legitimation 

The narrative as such and the narrative strategies it employs, react to the most 

common local criticism of UNIFIL, as well as to the wider critical voices, which were 

presented in the preceding chapter. As such, it attempts to create locally and also 

internationally acceptable image of the mission.  While giving (certain form of) agency 

to local communities, the narrative leaves out a number of other highly contentious 

political issues, most strikingly the conflict between Israel and Hezbollah. As this 

section argues, three main legitimatory strategies permeate the whole narrative – its 

localization, limitation and forging common interests among the mission and local 

parties.  

The localization of the narrative evokes the local scale of the story in order to legitimize 

the international decision on resolution (or rather containment) of the conflict 

between Hezbollah and Israel. The narrative thus de-emphasizes the potentially 

controversial international political context, which gave UNIFIL its current shape and 

mandate and on the other hand, it highlights the support of the Lebanese institutions 

for the mission and its 'multicultural and at the same time local, nature' and cordial 

relations with communities in the region. The localization theme also specifically 

employs the long-term presence of the mission in the region and point out the past 

achievement of peacekeepers in supporting the Lebanese stability. While the local 

order is depicted in highly polished form without any traces of more complex politics, 

which play out in the region, the localization also disassociates the mission from the 

wider Lebanese and regional politics.  

The limitation theme represents a common trope in the legitimation of liberal 

intervention. The international actors are depicted as merely assisting the locals with 

implementation of apolitical reforms and projects they choose by themselves 

(Chandler 2006). In this case, it is specifically expressed by a depiction of UNIFIL as a 

mere support for local actors, who are by themselves progressing towards the ordered 

and developed state and growing liberal economy. In the other words, it does not 

depoliticize the agency of the local communities, but it channels it. UNIFIL thus solely 

helps to create favourable 'calm' conditions for the local liberal subjects to flourish. 

This theme also narrates UNIFIL as constantly acting in association with (some of) the 
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Lebanese actors, such as local communities and authorities, or the LAF, which it helps 

to develop, however from which it is also learning.   

Finally, the narrative depicts the mission as a natural part of a local order in its 

internationally recognized form (i.e. without Hezbollah as a part of local social fabric) 

and aligns the needs of the mission with the interest of the local communities through 

common interest in stability, as well as economic development (Li 2007b). As the 

preceding chapter showed, the economic and developmental assistance represent the 

primary method how has the mission tried to establish links with the local 

communities. The economic impact of peace and UNIFIL’s contribution to development 

have been arguably the primary method of legitimation of the mission as it is 

presented in the mission’s media and also the one, which, based on limited evidence of 

Lebanese from the South interviewed for this project and beyond it, resonates the 

most strongly among the  communities.139 Echoing the dominant theme of legitimation 

of police as the guarantee of the well-being of the population (Dubber and Valverde 

2006a), the wider promise of economic development and stable secure order has 

represented one of the most pronounced themes in UNIFIL’s narrative. 

Conclusion 

Similarly to other official narratives, the public image disseminated by UNIFIL’s media is 

used to purify the messy nature of everyday practice and present a neat and stable 

vision of mission’s peacekeeping practices, impact of its presence and especially its 

friendly relations with the communities in South Lebanon. Above all, it serves to 

sustain its presence in the region. As Laura Zannoti (2013) argues, downplaying the 

ambiguity of the governance programmes and their compromised implementations is 

in itself a technique of governmental power, which depoliticizes them and keeps them 

in operation. Developing further on this point, containing the localized contradictions 

and failures and highlighting successes is an inseparable part of the practice of 

                                                 
139 Personal interview with the UNIFIL Spokesperson, Tyre, 12 January 2015; Personal interview with 
members of local NGO, Saida, January 23, 2015;  Personal interview with members of local NGO, Tyre, 
November 7, 2015; Personal interview with local mayor and head of union of municipalities, Tyre, January 
23, 2015; Personal interview with local journalist covering south Lebanon, Qlaaiah, 3 November 2015; 
Personal interview with former local mayor, Deir Mimas, October 22, 2015;  Personal interview with a 
mayor, Qaimaqam and local mukhtar, 5 November 2015, Marjayoun. 
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governmental intervention (Li 2005; Heathershaw 2008a). This chapter focused on how 

this is specifically done in the case of UNIFIL and its peacekeeping practices in the local 

hybrid order.   

As one of the main purposes of the narrative is to legitimize the mission and the order 

it seeks to create in the eyes of Lebanese and to a certain extent also international 

audiences, it employs diverse strategies of legitimation. The narratives erases the 

international politics associated with complex negotiations over the mission's mandate 

and wider political issues related to its deployment and focus only on its (arguably) 

successful local part. The narrative also downplays the level of authority of the mission 

over the local order and represents the members of UNIFIL as (nearly) always acting 

closely in association with Lebanese. The final aspect of legitimation strategy concerns 

forging of the allegiances between the peacekeepers and local actors as it stresses the 

local economic and security benefits of their presence. The peace, which the mission 

creates by its presence is thus one of order, security, liberal development and mutual 

progress. 

Naturally, the effectiveness of such narrative and extent of its resonance with the 

communities in the region is hard to prove and this chapter does not seek to provide 

an answer to this question. However, when the author asked one of the Civil Affairs 

Officers, what he thinks about the nature of UNIFIL's public communication, his answer 

was rather blunt: 

 

You know what people do with the [the Al-Janoub] magazines? 

They wrap manqoushe [Lebanese flat bread] in it... Listen... 

UNIFIL should be close to people, live with them and listen to 

them, not praise what it is doing and our living here. They 

should already know.140 

 

In this respect, the narrative presents an idealized version of how liberal 

peace(building) should work by invoking the image of local communities interested 

primarily in economic well-being, active civil society working on enhancement of its 

                                                 
140 Personal interview with a UNIFIL Civilian Affairs Officer III, Naqoura, 6 November, 2015. 
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social capital and Lebanese state, which is finally returning to the region to bring a 

proper sovereign order. As such, the narrative might create a spectacle (as the Civil 

Affairs Officer, who is cited above, put it later), but it also enacts the intersection of 

both locally and internationally acceptable version of local order and supports to 

sanitize the mission’s messy peacekeeping practice.    
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Conclusion 

This thesis begun with a description of an ordinary day at a checkpoint in South 

Lebanon – the one marked by calm and orderly co-existence between the LAF, UNIFIL 

peacekeepers and Hezbollah. The Shiite movement, though, being visibly present 

mostly by its posters, flyers, monuments or flags waving on houses and passing cars. 

Not every day in South Lebanon is so calm. On 28 January 2015, Hezbollah fighters 

launched an ambush on the IDF patrol in Sheeba farms as a form of retaliation to 

earlier Israeli attack on Hezbollah commando at the Golan Heights. Israel in return 

shelled Lebanese territory and (according to some accounts deliberately) hit one of the 

UNIFIL observation posts.141
 A Spanish UN peacekeeper lost his life (Al Akhbar 2015; 

The Daily Star 2015). More than two years later, UNIFIL was in the spotlight again. On 

the 20 April 2017, Hezbollah staged a media tour for local and international news 

agencies and, acting in a blatant defiance of the UN SC Resolution 1701, paraded in 

highly orchestrated event its armed members along the Blue Line. UNIFIL 

peacekeepers came late to the scene and were pictured with confused expressions on 

their faces and in vain attempts to stop journalists of taking pictures of the Blue Line 

and their own base. Later, UNIFIL representatives complained that they were informed 

about the event by the LAF too late and they were not notified that the event is 

organized by Hezbollah (Karam 2017; UN SC 2017). Scenes such as these contribute to 

the widely held image that UNIFIL represents a typical example of the useless UN 

peacekeeping mission, which is stuck on a strip of territory and unable of instigating 

any meaningful change (see e.g. Novosseloff 2015). After all, such discourse also highly 

influenced the UN SC Resolution 1701 and arguably prolonged the Summer War of 

2006 as a new and more effective force was negotiated (Makdisi 2011). 

However, these highly publicized events represent only a part of the story of UNIFIL – 

the one, which directly concerns the ‘international’ conflict between Hezbollah and 

Israel. Even though closely related, this thesis finds the other part more fascinating and 

                                                 
141 These accusations have circulated also among the members of the mission and were perceived by 

some as a ‘sacrifice’, which was intended by Israel to raise the stakes in ‘the game’ and since no one 

wanted to escalate further, calm the situation. Israel however denied deliberate targeting of the post. 
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worth inquiring into. This other part concerns the UNIFIL’s peacekeeping and small-

scale statebuilding practices on the Lebanese territory, where it is for more than past 

ten years supposed to strengthen the presence of the Lebanese authorities and ensure 

that the territory is not used by non-state armed groups.  

As the two incidents mentioned above highlight, at least the second task has not been 

fully implemented neither by UNIFIL, nor by the Lebanese authorities. Probably no 

observers of the situation in South Lebanon deny that the armed forces of Hezbollah, 

whose representatives are at present again members of the Lebanese Government 

and heads of local municipalities, have remained in some form present in the region. 

However, so have more than 10 000 international peacekeepers. The main aim of this 

thesis was to ‘make sense’ of how does such co-habitation work, how the 

peacekeeping operation performs its duties in such social environment and explore 

how it has ‘failed’ to fully implement its mandate, yet how it continues to ‘survive’ and 

perhaps also, whether it has really failed. On a more general level, this thesis inquired 

into the engagement of an international peacekeeping mission with a local hybrid 

order.  

The conceptual framework, which the thesis employed in order to make sense of the 

issue under study, rests on the separation of neat discourses, programmes and 

narratives of peace(keeping) on the one side and their messy and complex practice on 

the other. As the thesis argued, the notion of liberal policing and its maintenance of 

order by the minimal ‘reasonable’ use of force, preference for negotiation and 

mediation, constant oversight, close relations with the (policed) community and 

strengthening of the self-governing capacities of the order (in its recognized form) links 

the discourses of liberal peace with the localized peacekeeping practices. However, the 

separation of these different ‘images’ of peacekeeping also helps to account for the de 

facto failure of the official UNIFIL's peacekeeping programme and its renegotiation and 

continuation in (hybrid) practice.  

Yet, the most direct answer to the main research question on the engagement of 

peacekeepers with the local hybrid order is the official non-acknowledgement of 
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hybridity. On the level of mission’s self-narrative and slightly less so on the level of 

everyday practice, the mission ignores in its official reading of the local sphere 

anything, which would transcend the standard Western liberal conceptions of state 

and society. With its mandate being conceived under the influence of the War on 

Terror and the discourses of statebuilding, the mission treats the non-state armed 

groups as actors, who do not have any place in a proper sovereign state. To recall a 

quote problematizing the notion of the ‘local’ in the peacebuilding practice, the 

mission creates its own form of the ‘local’, which is defined by what it is wants to see, 

fund and interact with (Heathershaw 2013). The narrative presented by the UNIFIL 

public media with its stress on the ‘local’ participation in the mission's initiatives 

represents a perfect example of this issue. 

However, as the events of 2007 and 2010, as well as number of smaller incidents 

described in Chapter Six show, the ‘local’ might be still there in its own form, even if it 

is not officially acknowledged. The transformation of the UNIFIL’s peacekeeping 

practices and moderation of its ‘unreasonably’ forceful posture in response to the local 

discontent and in order to fit better with the particular context testifies of this issue. 

The resistance to UNIFIL’s presence and local discontent was used in the thesis to 

illustrate the relevance of the ‘local’ shaping of the peacekeeping programme and 

subsequently also its localized practice, which reacts to these issues. The 

acknowledgement of the line between peacekeeping and (partial) peace-enforcement, 

the shift to ‘reasonable’ level of force and tacit accommodation to the local order has 

enabled the mission to stay in the region and continue to perform its duties. To be 

clear, this is not to defend the violence against peacekeepers (quite the opposite), but 

rather the ability to get past it. It is also not to say that UNIFIL has fully embraced ‘the 

local’. The transformation of the UNIFIL’s peacekeeping posture did not mean 

acceptance of Hezbollah’s visions of peace and order. Nor the different discourses 

have entered in the significant extent the mission’s own legitimation self-narrative, 

which remain firmly anchored in the imagery of liberal peace and economic 

development, even though enhanced their emphasis on the localness of the mission.  
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The Chapter Six also argued that understanding and navigating the Lebanese political 

and social context and finding the appropriate peacekeeping practice has been in the 

case of UNIFIL enabled in particular by the long-standing presence of the mission in the 

country, number of locally experienced employees (in some cases members of UNIFIL I 

and in many cases non-Lebanese), as well as by governmental technologies in the form 

of public polling and surveys. Such ‘local knowledge’ has been subsequently 

extensively used both in designing the mission’s peacekeeping practices, its 

communication and specifically handling of the smaller frictions and conflicts. In this 

respect, the findings of the thesis partly corresponds and partly contradicts the 

literature, which points to the lack of contextual knowledge and dismissive approach 

to it as a reason behind the failures of liberal peace operations (e.g. Autesserre 2014). 

The peacekeeping experience of UNIFIL indeed shows that such knowledge and ability 

to navigate local political contexts matters, yet it also points to potential variations in 

how are these skills treated and valued across missions and particular contexts.  

Returning to the point of what does the ‘local’ actually mean in a context of hybrid 

order, the thesis noted, that number of actors in the Lebanese context transcend the 

established categories of the ‘state’, ‘(armed) non-state’ or ‘civil society’. Rather, they 

are present simultaneously in number of these spheres and draw on these categories 

and sources of authority as needed and according to the context. The simultaneous 

role of Hezbollah as the political party with its representatives in the government and 

on the level of municipalities, non-state militia and civil society actor represents a 

primary example. As was argued in Chapter Four, such multiplicity of roles is the result 

and manifestation of the hybridity of Lebanese political order. Nonetheless, in the case 

of Lebanese south, it also facilitates the interactions of peacekeepers with what they 

are (not) allowed to interact with. The ambiguity of hybrid political order thus enables 

its continuation, while at the same time retaining the image of the official state. 

Embracing this ambiguity, the thesis join those, who question the ability of the liberal 

peace discourses, as well as the traditional vocabularies of political science and 

International Relations to grasp the complexities of ordering and diverse forms of 

political authority in places like Lebanon. The point here is not to defend everything 
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what Hezbollah does with a nod to the right for autonomy and hope for emancipatory 

alternative. It is rather to stress the need of engaging with ‘hybrid sovereignties’, 

‘hybrid political orders’, ‘hybrid governance arrangements’ as a matters of fact, which 

exists on the ground, and try to engage with these processes and forms of political 

ordering, which cross the established concepts of state and non-state, as well as scales 

of local, national and international.  

As the chapters on Lebanese state-formation and negotiations of the UN SC 

Resolutions 1559 and 1701 sought to highlight, the Lebanese hybrid order represents 

such dynamic and ongoing political process, where the state represents rather an 

arena for diverse Lebanese and foreign actors. Such process is defined by repeated 

periods of conflict, stalemate and (re)negotiation of the form of mutual coexistence. In 

a sense, one dimension (and source) of hybridity of the Lebanese political order lies 

exactly in this process of mutual recognition of difference, mutual engagement and 

especially in inability of the parties to attain complete hegemony over the others (see 

Hazbun 2017; Brown 2017).  

This understanding of hybridity does in fact correspond very well also to the ‘inclusion’ 

of the reinforced UNIFIL into the hybrid political order in South Lebanon. Being 

pursued without an official recognition of ‘the other’ from the side of UNIFIL, however 

its tacit recognition in practice, the radically diverse parties were able to found an 

uneasy, fragile and repeatedly (re)negotiated level of mutually appropriate form of 

coexistence. Even though it is full of friction, it nevertheless remains in place.  

What would this thesis like to highlight in this regard and which it believes has a 

potential to resonate beyond UNIFIL, is the appreciation of hybrid order as a 

recognition of difference, need of unease coexistence and huge deal of pragmatism 

from all sides. Such reading of hybridity shows that it takes more than a peacekeeping 

operation and an international decision to create order. On the contrary, order is a 

mutual process, which might be messy, contradictory, compromised, localized and 

going against the original plan, yet needed to achieve some level of coexistence and 

working arrangement, which would be respected by all parties. Such statement might 
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seem to contradict the author’s stated preference for the reading of hybridity as a 

conceptual ‘lens’ rather than a normative and preferable solution for an emancipatory 

peace. In a way it does, yet as the thesis sought to show, hybridity represents a tool 

how to unpack and account for the local complexity, difference and an improvised and 

contextual ‘muddling through’ which goes under the radar of great plans and flawless 

narratives. It is not a recipe for grand strategies. In other words, it represents an 

appreciation of the fact that peacekeeping in Lebanon work through mutual 

acceptance (even if tacit), use of force that is reasonable with regard to the local 

context and engagement in the localized practice.  
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