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UNIFIL'S Successes: Political Deterrence & Peacemaking in a Complex 

Environment 

 

Farah Chidiac 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

 

First deployed to southern Lebanon in 1978 to observe the pullout of Israeli invasion, the 

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) has been a heavily criticized 

peacekeeping organization. Its goals have changed from observational duties, to acting 

as a mediator, to acting as a group bent on confiscating the weapons of local parties on 

the ground. As a peacekeeping organization, a certain level of peace was hoped to be 

restored by UNIFIL in the areas under its jurisdiction. However, wars have continued 

and violent actors and activities have at times gone unabated. UNIFIL’s main 

operational area being also home to competing organizations and levels of multi-polarity 

confused even the most astute observers. Due to what some analysts and observers have 

viewed as inaction and lack of measurable success, UNIFIL has been branded as a 

failure and/or considered superfluous. Yet, despite these negative views, UNIFIL has 

demonstrated its own modicum of success.  

The purpose of this thesis is to prove that UNIFIL has been relatively successful 

contrarily to what some other observers have thought of. Theories of realism and liberal 

internationalism are applied to prove that UNIFIL was relatively more successful in its 

peacekeeping operations than other similar organizations created under the same UN 

mandate, and according to the assessment of different critiques of the group. Using 

UNIFIL’s foundational United Nations Security Council resolutions, the organization 

can be viewed as successful in its accomplishments while fulfilling its mandate that was 

adjusted many times due to the developments from 1982 till 2006.   

 

Keywords: Peacekeeping, International Relations Theory, Liberalism, Realism, Liberal 

Internationalism, UNIFIL, Hezbollah, Israel, United Nations, Militias. 
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Chapter One: 

 

Introduction 

 

1.1 Overview  

 

International systems keep on transforming with conflicts that are taking place around 

the world, and actors within that international system pursuing their own goals and 

agendas. Hence, conflict and cooperation have been found within this system. At the 

beginning of this century, the system was dominated by a handful of world-girdling 

empires, whereas today, the number of sovereign units is approaching two hundred as 

ever-narrower nationalisms lead to the creation of ever-smaller states. Following the 

Second World War, the international developments led to the creation of the United 

Nations in 1945 basically to promote cooperation in order to prevent conflict. The UN 

comprises six principal organs including the Security Council, which has a primary 

responsibility, under the United Nations Charter, for the maintenance of international 

peace and security. Thus, the Security Council has the power to authorize the 

deployment of UN member states’ militaries, mandate a cease-fire during conflicts, and 

also enforce penalties on the countries if they do not comply with the given mandates. 

Hence, it is for the Security Council to determine when and where a UN Peacekeeping 
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operation should be deployed and establish a peacekeeping operation by adopting a 

Security Council Resolution setting out the mission’s mandate and size. One of such 

peacekeeping deployments is located in Southern Lebanon known as UNIFIL (United 

Nations Interim Force in Lebanon). The Security Council created UNIFIL in March 

1978 to observe the withdrawal of the Israeli forces, set international peace and security, 

and assist the Lebanese Government in restoring its effective authority in the area. Their 

mandate has been adjusted several times due to the developments that have taken place 

between 1982 and 2006.  It is the position of this thesis that UNIFIL has been relatively 

successful in its peacekeeping mission in Southern Lebanon despite the criticism it has 

faced, through fulfilling its mandate and other humanitarian, and developmental tasks 

that has put UNIFIL on the road towards peacebuilding. Thus, this thesis will focus on 

explaining UNIFIL by resorting to liberal internationalist approach. 

 UNIFIL falls under peacekeeping and not peacebuilding. In distinguishing 

between “peacekeeping” and “peacebuilding”, these two terms have been the scene of 

much confusion due to rather fuzzy definitions and applications in the field of 

peacekeeping. As Terry M. Mays (1996, p.5) explains, “There seem to be almost as 

many definitions of ‘peacekeeping’ as there are definitions for the term ‘power’”  

Esref Aksu goes so far as to state that the exact meaning of peacekeeping is open 

to debate. “This has been a main reason for much confusion regarding the supposed 

successes and failures of UNIFIL” (Aksu, 2003, p. 21). The UN defines peacebuilding as 

a “complex system”, which, “aims to reduce the risk of lapsing or relapsing into conflict 

by strengthening national capacities at all levels for conflict management, and to lay the 

foundation for sustainable peace and development.” Thus, peacebuilding is a long and 
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drawn out process which is theoretically supposed to take longer periods of time. Yet, 

where does peacekeeping fit into the formula for peacebuilding?  

In order to assist in the peacebuilding process, international institutionalism 

needs forces on the ground that can observe, enforce, and assist in what is, at times, the 

arduous process of maintaining stability. However, peacekeeping is not as cut-and-dry as 

simply providing a force to assist with peacebuilding. The UN states, “Today’s 

multidimensional peacekeeping operations are called upon not only to maintain peace 

and security, but also to facilitate the political process, protect civilians, assist in the 

disarmament, demobilization and reintegration of former combatants; support the 

organization of elections, protect and promote human rights and assist in restoring the 

rule of law.” 

Peacekeeping was never mentioned in the Charter as one of the tools to be 

employed by the United Nations; however, it evolved in an ad hoc basis following the 

missions that were created. As a concept, peacekeeping lies somewhere in-between 

Chapter VI that outlines specific means which countries may use to settle disputes 

(negotiations, inquiry, mediation etc.) and Chapter VII that provides for the enforcement 

action by UN Member States, including the use of armed force or other collective 

measures to deal with “threats to peace.” UNIFIL is part of a peacekeeping mission that 

is comprised of peacekeepers, often referred to as “blue helmets”. These soldiers are 

volunteered by the governments to apply military discipline as well as to restore and 

maintain peace through monitoring cease-fire, separating hostile forces, and maintaining 

buffer zones. Peacekeepers are simply people helping rival parties to resolve their 

differences peacefully. Their presence encourages hostile groups not to use arms, but 
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instead, use soft power like negotiating for peaceful settlements of disputes. As for 

UNIFIL’s peacekeeping operation, this operation traditionally fell into two categories: 

observer missions, and peacekeeping forces. The traditional concept of UN 

peacekeeping was to deploy in a “buffer zone separating the forces that are fighting. 

However, throughout the years, this meaning developed and changed with a broader role 

and responsibility, hence becoming multidimensional. One of these multinational 

peacekeeping operations is UNIFIL, with its “multidimensional” mandate that developed 

over the years, whereby it must adopt many of these roles and not intervene physically 

as a way to remain unbiased. UNIFIL’s multidimensional peacekeeping operation 

includes many peacebuilding tasks, such as disarmament and re-establishing government 

authority. 

 

Some peacekeeping deployments share many similarities to UNIFIL, while 

others do not. However, all were examples of certain types of interventions, such as The 

United Nations Mission of Support to East Timor, and United Nations Transitional 

Administration in East Timor” (2002-Present), United Nations Organization 

Stabilization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (1999-Present), 

Multinational Forces (MNF -- in Lebanon 1982), United Nation’s Emergency Forces 

(UNEF--1956-1967 and 1973-1979), and UN mission in Cyprus. The differences 

between these peacekeeping deployments and UNIFIL lie first of all in UNIFIL’s own 

historical creation that was surrounded by a number of complex conflicts. Second of all, 

a major factor for assessment includes reviewing how, why, and by whom the 

peacekeeping forces were deployed, and their overall effectiveness. 
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“UNIFIL was unable to fulfill its mandate; most analysts concluded that UNIFIL 

was a failure,” (Dombroski, 2007, p. 84). In 2010 in the American right-wing magazine, 

The National Review, Michael Rubin (2010) asked is it, “Time to End UNIFIL?”. 

Needless to say, the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon, or UNIFIL, has come 

under fierce criticism since it was created by United Nations, in 1978, as a response to 

the Israeli invasion of south Lebanon.  

 

The organization has had other charges levied upon it. Throughout the 1980s, 

until the present day, pro-Israel writers have accused the group of being “Anti-Israel” 

due to its makeup and actions (Kern, 2009, p. 66). Militias of all ideological 

backgrounds in south Lebanon called them “biased agents” for Western or Eastern 

interests. After the 2006 war putting Lebanon’s Hezbollah against Israel, the major 

American magazine, The New Republic featured an article noting, “The United Nations 

never fails to fail. According to Martin Peretz (2010), UNIFIL has failed for decades. 

Researchers such as Ran Ukashi have also said that UNIFIL has, “failed in its mandated 

aims” (Ukashi, 2008, p. 1). Foreign Policy Magazine even went so far as to accuse 

UNIFIL as having been responsible for a series of clashes on the Lebanese border in 

2010. Yet, is UNIFIL really a failure as many have claimed? 

It becomes clear that many of these critiques who focus their wrath on a few 

activities undertaken by UNIFIL, are often driven by political demands, and do not 

address the group’s successes in relative terms compared to similar organizations. Only 
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through assessing UNIFIL via comparisons to other peacekeeping operations, the area in 

which it functions, and via its theoretical underpinnings, can a more fair assessment be 

drawn. It is the position of this thesis that UNIFIL has been relatively successful in its 

peacekeeping mission in Southern Lebanon despite the criticism it has faced. Thus, this 

thesis will focus on explaining UNIFIL by resorting to liberal internationalist approach.  

UNIFIL will be studied through realism, particularly neorealism, and 

Institutional Liberalism in order to have a better understanding of UNIFIL and a better 

assessment for it. Unfortunately, when studying UNIFIL’s successes, many authors 

simply repeat previously mentioned and rather foregone conclusions of the organization. 

It is often far easier to cast it as a failure due to the difficulties it has faced, than produce 

a deep study of the group. UNIFIL is rarely analyzed through the lens of liberal 

internationalist concepts. Instead, adding to this analysis, the international relations 

theory of realism, particularly neorealism, is often used to gauge the merits of UNIFIL. 

In this way a certain bias has been created when analyzing the organization, its 

successes, and its failures. Since UNIFIL was established using general theoretical 

guidelines found within liberal-international theory and its sub-theory of institutional 

liberalism, the group will also be contrasted to these ideals. 

As would be expected, many core liberal ideals are part and parcel of 

international liberalism’s general worldview. Other works relating to liberal 

internationalism argue that “liberal internationalism reflects the broader liberal tradition 

of which it is part...and rests upon a body of elastic concepts which invite the exercise of 

judgment and interpretation” (MacMillan, 2007, p. 21). It was also noted, “individual 

freedom and equality of play...The political institution of democracy and the 
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organization of economies based on private property and free markets" are important 

factors in general liberal theory (Jahn, 2012, p. 87). In this respect, liberal international 

theory promotes what can be considered liberal principles of government, economy, and 

political dealings.  

UNIFIL’s mission and purpose fit into this liberal international conception of the 

world, especially within its sub-theory of institutional liberalism. Institutional liberalism 

takes liberal theories of democratic governance and “fair play” and applies them to the 

international arena. Thus, the United Nation’s acts as an international body—which 

allows a level of equality for all the states of the world—to propel certain policies, and 

UNIFIL acts as a force to observe and attempt to assist in the creation of peace in its area 

of operation, i.e. south Lebanon.  Institutional liberalism, “picks up on earlier liberal 

thought about the beneficial effects of international institutions...[and claims] that 

international institutions help promote cooperation between states” (Jackson and 

Sorensen, 2007, p. 108). Since UNIFIL’s creation came through an institutional decree 

to assist in the promotion of international security, the group fits the institutional liberal 

model. 

However, just because institutional liberalism is the main factor behind the 

establishment of UNIFIL, this does not mean that within the competing lines of thought, 

such as competing international relations theory, neorealism, does not have a place in the 

discussion about the group. In fact, a number of criticisms by neorealists help construct a 

more holistic picture of UNIFIL.  
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Neorealism argues that institutional bodies are of little significance and often 

controlled by dominant world powers.  Essentially, neorealists view the world as 

anarchic and all powers are searching for a balance of power. Thus, their position in 

relation to UNIFIL directly counters its theoretical reason for existence. This plays 

specifically to many accusations that UNIFIL may have been, “hijacked” by more 

powerful world powers in order to fulfill their bidding in Lebanon, as opposed to a more 

simplistic liberal view of helping with peacebuilding. 

The fact that UNIFIL’s goals and mission scope have changed by the subsequent 

wars that have taken place in Lebanon, namely the 2006 War between Israel and 

Hezbollah in Southern Lebanon that have broadened its mission and put the organization 

in the middle of more conflict, made it necessary to attain a more broadly scoped 

analysis by assessing its theoretical foundations. 

From any angle, a theoretical assessment must focus on the actors and multi-

polar environment that UNIFIL must operate. The conflict in southern Lebanon, which 

has pitted Lebanese and Palestinian actors in southern Lebanon against those of Israel, 

and at times against one another, is an added level of complication that does not assist in 

the creation of a simple form of theoretical analysis.  

UNIFIL will be assessed contextually by using Johan Galtung’s work, “Three 

Approaches to Peace: Peacekeeping, Peacemaking, and Peacebuilding” (1967). This 

work had a monumental impact on United Nation’s policy, theoretical outlook, and the 

way the organization deployed peacekeeping organizations. It should come as no 

surprise that at around the same time Galtung’s work was becoming prominent in UN 
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circles, UNIFIL was just being created. This also assisted the thesis in avoiding a 

conformation bias when reviewing all of the collected information. Since this thesis 

wishes to establish an overall theoretical success for UNIFIL, it will fill a major gap left 

by other analyses which have simply viewed the efforts of UNIFIL as a failure. 

The importance of the theoretical basis for UNIFIL, measured by institutional 

liberal theory, is (rather often) overlooked in most papers on the organization. While the 

theory states that organizations, such as the UN, increase international cooperation and 

thus, increase stability and peace, few have assessed UNIFIL’s operations, scope, or 

effectiveness in this light. As a result, this thesis will offer a glimpse into the utility of 

this theory and how it has demonstrated UNIFIL’s numerous successes. 

 

1.2 Methodology 

The objective of this thesis is to explain UNIFIL’s successes in relation to 

liberal-international theory and establish UNIFIL’s relationship with the concepts of 

peacebuilding and peacemaking.  UNIFIL’s successes will be measured using liberal 

institutionalism theory by using real-world examples. 

The thesis will primarily utilize a qualitative research methodology.  It will look 

at specific case studies—such as other UN peacekeeping deployments and their effects. 

These particular cases will be compared to liberal international and liberal institutional 

theoretical values and the overall theoretical success or failure of these deployments. 
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Some of these peacekeeping deployments share many similarities with UNIFIL, 

while others do not. However, all are examples of certain types of interventions based 

along the lines of international liberalism and neorealist concepts. The United Nations 

Mission of Support to East Timor and United Nations Transitional Administration in 

East Timor” (2002-Present), Congo United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission 

in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (1999-Present) will all be used to measure 

UNIFIL’s relative successes and failures. 

Also, an evaluation approach will be applied in order to assess the successes and 

failures of UNIFIL. This will be done through the acquisition and assessment of the 

information leading to the findings.  

This writer expects to find that through these assessments that the liberal 

internationalist theory of institutional liberalism will demonstrate UNIFIL was far more 

successful than what was previously written about this organization. 

 

1.3 Importance of this topic  

This thesis hopes to establish that the United Nation’s Interim Force in Lebanon, 

when viewed through the lens of liberal-international theory, is a successfully operating 

peacekeeping organization.  

The importance of the theoretical basis for UNIFIL, measured by institutional 

liberal theory, is also (rather often) overlooked in most papers on the organization. While 

the theory states that organizations, such as the UN, increase international cooperation 
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and thus, increase stability and peace, few have assessed UNIFIL’s operations, scope, or 

effectiveness in this light. As a result, the paper will offer a glimpse into the utility of 

this theory and how it has demonstrated UNIFIL’s successes. 

 

1.4 Literature Review 

A study and analysis of the present literature on this topic is important in order to 

understand how this thesis will contribute and add to the already existing literature in 

this area of study.  

Often, criticisms are extremely focused on specific difficulties with UNIFIL. 

These problems often include, but are not limited to, failures in completing the UNIFIL 

mandate(s), bias in dealing with actors on the ground, and not having an armed presence 

with a strong political backing which could better allow UNIFIL to properly operate 

(Murphy, 2007).These UNIFIL-specific critiques also extend beyond Lebanon and have 

been used by some critics to attack the basis for international peacekeeping and peace 

building (Schaefer, 2009). 

Also, it can be noticed that the theoretical basis for UNIFIL is overlooked or 

even ignored to fit with a negative narrative (Schaefer, 2009). Furthermore, assessing the 

actors and multi-polar environment which UNIFIL must operate is either overlooked or 

summarized in a way that allows little room for any positive assessments (Sitkowski, 

2006).1 Thus, UNIFIL’s many successes, particularly from the theoretical angle, in 

                                                 
1Sitkowski is one of the few authors who assess the direct and indirect impact of actors on the ground on 

UNIFIL’s efforts (particularly during the 1980s). 
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addition to fulfilling their mandated goals are often disregarded. As a result, this thesis 

looked for works that also took note of these pitfalls found with criticizing UNIFIL. 

Addressing some of these factors were Craig Zelizer and Valerie Oliphant, in the 

book, Integrated Peacebuilding: Innovative Approaches to Transforming Conflict (P. 

xiii). Both authors note that, “in both theory and practice, a conflict often cannot and 

should not be narrowed down to a single source. Issues of identity, structure, and 

resources are frequently intertwined, which makes deep-rooted, protracted social conflict 

difficult to resolve.” Their more nuanced view of conflict and conflict resolution actually 

shed light to researching many factors that may in fact show UNIFIL’s positive impact, 

as opposed to simply the theoretical ones. 

On the theoretical level, many UNIFIL criticisms were told through a specific 

ideological narrative or lens, which was specifically focused on national interests. 

Dennis Sandole’s assessments on the theoretical and real-world impact of realism were 

of monumental interest and importance when it came to assessing data that demonstrated 

UNIFIL’s overall success.  Sandole argues that theoretical realism is a worldview which 

has been a primary factor in negatively coloring many views on peacekeeping and 

peacebuilding. In this context he notes that realism, “as the paradigmatic lens through 

which global affairs tend to be perceived by publics and policymakers alike” (Sandole, 

2010, p. 1874). Using a larger cross-section of the world, Sandole (2010) used the 

example of whether “global wars have gone down or up” since peacekeepers and the 

concept of peacebuilding were introduced. He asserted that due to media, academic, 

political, and other factors, many might say that the period was rife with violence.  “The 

reality” says Sandole, “however, is different, resulting in another disconnect between 
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thinking that is based on the dominant world view and developments as they 'actually 

are'.” (Sandole, 2010, p. 1875) Sandole’s addition exemplified how hard facts, when 

compared to general perceptions, can play a major role in ascertaining success from 

failure. Since many commentators criticizing UNIFIL have stated the group is 

unsuccessful due to sweeping generalization, the conclusion reached was that a specific 

focus on data and numbers would be necessary to demonstrate problems with their 

views. 

Other works were consulted focusing on the theoretical factors, specifically 

looking for theoretical changes and limitations found within the United Nation and for 

international peacekeeping. In his book, Beyond the National Interest: The Future of UN 

Peacekeeping and Multilateralism In An Era of U.S. Primacy, Jean-Marc Coicaud 

(2007) follows the path peacekeeping roles would take in the immediate aftermath of the 

Cold War and then again in the wake US invasion of Iraq. Jean-Marc Coicaud (2007) 

argues that the UN will need to greatly overhaul its peacekeeping establishment with the 

increase in post-Cold War-era peacekeeping deployments. Such an assessment seems 

like a rational approach and establishes the hope of the author for some type of reform.  

However, Coicaud’s work opened other facets of UN peacekeeping which 

touched on Sandole’s aforementioned remarks. Coicaud tends to view peacekeepers in a 

light that extends beyond the realist theoretical paradigm. In essence, he simultaneously 

promotes both a realist vision that accepts national interest but allows for growth within 

a liberal-international theoretical position. This allows for a type of third-way approach 

to assessing UNIFIL from both a neorealist and liberal internationalist standpoint. 
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Focusing away from the theoretical angle was William Durch’s work, The 

Evolution of UN Peacekeeping: Case Studies and Comparative Analysis. William Durch 

(1993) offered a historical and comparative analysis on UN peacekeeping operations. 

Most useful is the books’ consistent analysis dealing with different peacekeeping 

operations. While Durch refers to UNIFIL’s peacekeeping mission as, “impossible”, he 

does offer an objective take through the liberal lens in addition to offering hard facts on 

UNIFIL force deployments (Durch, 1993, p. 25). One main criticism found in Durch’s 

book is UNIFIL’s inaction when dealing with Israeli, Lebanese, or Palestinian actors. 

However, what is not taken into account is the fact that at many times, UNIFIL could not 

simply open fire or more directly oppose actions which violated the multitude of 

ceasefires in place in South Lebanon. Furthermore, even under these restrictions, 

UNIFIL still found time to stop numerous infiltrations. In more modern times, UNIFIL 

actively acted as a middleman between Lebanon and Israel during times of heightened 

tensions. If anything, their presence actually alleviated the potential for fighting to break 

out on the Israel-Lebanon border.  

This type of multipolar operating environment also impacts the global issues 

dealing with UNIFIL. John Galtung, a leading figure in the world of theory dealing with 

peacekeeping and peacebuilding outlined “thirty-five theories of peace” in his work on 

the subject (Galtung, 1967, p. 70). Due to UNIFIL’s operating environment being 

diverse and involving a multitude of actors, Galtungs’s, “heterogeneous nations world” 

model will be the primary form used to assess UNIFIL and peace theory (Galtung, 

1967). Still, it can be established that UNIFIL stuck to its liberal theoretical foundations 
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and attempted to work with these groups in order to further construct a more peaceful 

environment. 

Nevertheless, UNIFIL has also been swayed by elements that are part of 

theoretical neorealism. The group in some cases has been pushed to the side by stronger 

powers in Lebanon and abroad. Often, neorealism’s criticisms are extremely focused on 

specific difficulties with UNIFIL. These problems often include, but are not limited to, 

failures in completing the UNIFIL mandate(s), bias in dealing with actors on the ground, 

and not having an armed presence with a strong political backing which could better 

allow UNIFIL to properly operate (Murphy, 2007 and  Schaefer, 2009). These UNIFIL-

specific critiques also extend beyond just Lebanon and have been used by some critics to 

attack the basis for international peacekeeping and peacebuilding (Schaefer, 2009). As a 

result, both elements have played a role in the development of UNIFIL and impacted its 

successes on the ground. 

Thus, when reviewing related literature to establish the thesis statement, it was 

best to use a variety of different material. This also assisted with avoiding a 

conformation bias when reviewing all of the collected information. This thesis aims at 

proving that UNIFIL has been relatively successful by applying an institutional 

liberalism approach. Furthermore, it will aim at filling a major gap left by other analyses 

which have simply regarded UNIFIL as a failure. Hence, my research question will 

prove that UNIFIL has been relatively successful in its peacekeeping mission in 

Southern Lebanon despite the criticism it has faced. 

1.5 Content/Structure 
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In attempting to answer this thesis’ research question, the format of the thesis 

will be as follows.  

While the contents of chapter one have been dealt with before, chapter two will 

look at the formation and historical overview of UNIFIL whereby a history of UNIFIL’s 

creation will be presented. A synopsis on UNIFIL goals, mandates, and relationship with 

international bodies, nation-states, Lebanon, Israel, and other actors will be presented. 

Defining UNIFIL in this chapter in terms of its mandate is another important factor, for 

this helps establish its success in relation to its founding goals. It will also detail what 

exactly is encompassed in UNIFIL’s mandate and what importance it represents 

globally. 

Chapter three will assess the impact of differing forms of peace theory, primarily 

those found within liberalism, which relate to UNIFIL. Then, an application of the 

theory will be made on UNIFIL whereby UNIFIL’s actions/deployment will be matched 

up to their theoretical underpinnings.  

Chapter four will compare UNIFIL to other peacekeeping operations run by the 

UN. This section will detail other UN operations, their relation to liberal-internationalist 

peace theory, their effectiveness, and a comparison to UNIFIL’s operations in Lebanon. 

Areas that will be assessed include UN peacekeeping operations in the Congo, East 

Timor, operations in Cyprus, and the non-UN mandated Multinational Forces 

peacekeepers that were deployed to Lebanon during the height of the Lebanese Civil 

War. 
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Chapter five will outline the failures and positive factors for UNIFIL and come to 

a conclusion whether the group can truly be judged as a success or failure. It will focus 

on the primary negative comments and criticisms of UNIFIL, how they have effected 

international perceptions of the organization. A detailed analysis of the claims made by 

UNIFIL’s detractors will be provided. Also, focus will be paid to whether UNIFIL has 

fulfilled the foundations of its mandate. Moreover, it will demonstrate where UNIFIL 

has often succeeded. However, these successes are often lost in the heavy campaign to 

criticize the organization.  

A conclusion will be provided at the end of this thesis, drawing an overall 

assessment and concluding that UNIFIL has been relatively successful despite the many 

criticisms and failures it has faced.  
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Chapter Two: 

UNIFIL’s Formation and History 

 

2.1 History and Background 

The development of UNIFIL was undertaken over the course of over three 

decades. This course of events witnessed UNIFIL changing status from being an 

observational type organization monitoring an Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon, to 

adopting humanitarian roles, to taking on a disarmament regimen many years later. 

Understanding the creation of UNIFIL is contingent on understanding the 

historical and contemporary situation of Lebanon at the time of the groups’ foundation in 

1978 and the Lebanese-Israeli relations.  

The Lebanese-Israeli relations have been always somehow linked with the 

Arab-Israeli conflict. There have never been normal diplomatic and economic 

relations between Israel and Lebanon. Since 1948, the Arab-Israeli conflict has 

become the main pillar of Middle-Eastern politics and one of the primary factors 

which maintain today such a deep Western interest in the region. Upon the fall of 

the Palestinian nation, the Arabs never accepted what went on as the Palestinian 

cause occupied the biggest part in the heart of every Arab nationalist. The agony 

Arabs started to hold towards Israel was building up, and so the Arabs found 

themselves once again in a state of resistance, yet not against the Ottomans but 

against a new enemy who was so smart in his maneuvers that he was able to raise a 
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state at the heart of the Arab world when no one expected.  It wouldn’t be an 

exaggeration to say that the Palestinian cause is the mother of all causes for many 

Arab citizens.  

Despite the overwhelming emotions that rejected any form of legitimacy 

given to the state of Israel, the whole international community believed that the time 

has come for the rise of Israel in terms of official recognition. In scrutinizing the 

situation in the Middle East, it should be very clear that the Palestinians weren’t the 

only victims of such a new politically enforced reality, as the Arab defeat in 1967 

enabled Israel to take over by force several Arab territories, namely Egyptian Sinai, 

the Syria Golan, West Bank & Gaza. Besides Syria and Jordan, Lebanon is one of 

the main actors in the Arab Israeli conflict. 

The Lebanese-Israeli relation has been also under the Syrian influence 

whereby Syria would highly affect any negotiations that might take place between 

the Israelis and the Lebanese through its allies in Lebanon. Hence, it was made 

further difficult to establish peace without the green light from Syria.  It is to be 

noted that Syria somewhat pursued an indirect war against Israel through the 

Palestinian Liberation Organization and Hezbollah by proxy, in order to push the 

resumption of negotiations with Israel. Therefore, Peace between Syria and Israel 

will have significant positive outcomes notably in Lebanon that was one of the 

victims of the Syrian-Israeli war by proxy since the occupation of Golan Heights in 

1967, that marked or remained a stain on the Syrian Regime and the ruling 

leadership.  
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Since early 1970s, Israel changed its policy towards Lebanon due to the 

continuous attacks against Israel by Palestinian armed factions who were operating in 

South Lebanon. Since then, these armed activities sponsored by Palestinian and 

Lebanese factions in South Lebanon has become a major factor for the mounting 

violence in and around the Lebanese-Israeli border area including the war between Israel 

and Hezbollah in July 2006. Israel back then (1969) viewed Lebanon as responsible for 

removing the Palestinian armed factions from its territory.  

At the time (1978), the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), numerous other 

Palestinian militia groups, and allied Lebanese organizations were fighting against the 

existence of the state of Israel, hoping to replace it with a Palestinian state. The Middle 

East was in flux, and the Palestinian people were looking for a new base, which Lebanon 

became, to launch attacks to liberate their homeland. 

On March 11, 1978, a commando unit formed of Palestinians from the Palestine 

Liberation Organization (PLO) took to rubber dinghies from Lebanon and headed south 

toward Israel. Their operation undertaken to protest the signing of peace by then 

Egyptian leader Anwar Sadat and Israel’s prime minister at the time, Menachem Begin. 

The rubber boats landed at a place called Maagan Michael where the militants had hoped 

to take hostages. However, the raid went further and then involved the hijacking of a 

bus. At the end of the attack, 38 were killed with over 100 wounded. Three days later, 

25,000 Israeli troops streamed into Lebanon with the goal to clear southern sections of 

Lebanon, south of the Litani River, of the PLO presence (El-Khazen, 2000). 
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The Israeli operation was not as successful as the Israelis had hoped for. While 

the PLO was pushed back and the Israelis were able to install their proxies in key area, 

they could not keep forces inside the country. Furthermore, Palestinian groups could still 

filter into Israel and launch attacks. When this was not effective, rocket attacks were 

often used. (Norton, 2007) 

Five days after the initial Israeli invasion, the United Nation’s Security Council 

met and put together a resolution dealing with UNIFIL’s goals which were clearly 

outlined in the United Nation’s Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 425 and then 

reaffirmed in UNSCR 426. 

After the Litani Operation in 1978 where the Israeli Army seized the area 

from the Israeli-Lebanese border to the Litani River causing a temporary retreat of 

the Palestinian factions, Israel’s ambiguous policy towards Lebanon weakened the 

Lebanese state and paved the way for the rise of non-state actors to become 

entrenched in the Israeli-Lebanese border area. Hence, repeated IDF incursions into 

Lebanon would be retaliated by these non-state actors with armed activities 

claiming that their act is legitimate in light of the situation. 

After the 1982 massive invasion of Lebanon by Israel designed to expel the 

Palestinian factions and install a pro-Israeli government in Lebanon, Hezbollah was 

created. The violence that had occurred in South Lebanon between the Israelis and 

the Palestinian factions in South Lebanon created an incentive for the Shi’ite 

residents to consolidate around new leadership that challenged the helplessness of 

the Lebanese government vis-à-vis Israel. Therefore, in the wake of Israel’s 
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invasion of Lebanon, Hezbollah was set up with Iranian inspiration. This meant 

engaging in a resistance against Israel’s continued occupation of Lebanon. Israel’s 

decision in 1985 to withdraw from Lebanon and yet establish a “Security Zone” 

across the Lebanese-Israeli border area obstructed Lebanon’s attempt to reassert its 

effective sovereignty in South Lebanon, thus enabling non-state actors like 

Hezbollah to engage in a “legitimate resistance” against Israel’s occupation in 

Lebanon. As a result, the Israeli Lebanese border area remained a conflict zone 

accompanied with unstable Lebanese-Israeli relations. 

In the year 2000, Israel retreated from the Litani River and a “Joint Security 

Force” consisting of a thousand Army soldiers and Internal Security Forces 

personnel were deployed. With no effective Lebanese Army deployed across the 

border with Israel, Hezbollah was able to take over the “Liberated Area” and 

proclaimed that the “resistance” will continue until the Lebanese prisoners in Israel 

were to be freed and the withdrawal of Israel from the Shebaa Farms was 

accomplished Hence, Hezbollah continued launching attacks and missions against 

Israel including kidnapping their soldiers while enjoying a “special” status of a 

party-militia in Lebanon bearing weapons and maintaining military presence in the 

South as well as being integrated into the Lebanese political system. However, after 

Israel’s retreat in 2000, many wondered why Hezbollah kept its weapons even after 

the Israeli threat was removed. This criticism intensified following the assassination 

of Former Lebanese Prime Minister Rafic Hariri in 2005 accompanied earlier in 

2004 with the UNSCR 1559 calling for the dismantling of all local and foreign 

militias in Lebanon and extending the Lebanese government’s rule across its 
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territory. These events put major internal and external pressure on Hezbollah which 

led to talks about a “National Dialogue” in Lebanon to discuss Hezbollah’s right to 

continue bearing weapons. However, when Hezbollah attacked an Israeli military 

patrol and kidnapped two soldiers, Israel launched war against Hezbollah in summer 

2006. 

 

2.2. UNIFIL’s Mandate & Formation: Resolution 425 

After Israel’s first invasion of Lebanon in 1978, the UN Security Council passed 

Resolution 425 establishing the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon. After UNSCR 

425 was issued, a few main goals for UNIFIL were then outlined by the following: 

 1. Israel needed to withdraw from Lebanese territory. 

 2. UNIFIL would assist the Lebanese government in reasserting its control in the 

restive southern part of the country.  

The main sections dealing with UNIFIL found in UNSCR 425 are only two 

sentences in length yet extremely important in understanding how the organization has 

functioned and the historical changes it has undergone. The UN Security Council 

announced via UNSCR 425: 

“ Israel immediately to cease its military action against Lebanese territorial integrity 

and withdraw forthwith its forces from all Lebanese territory; decides, in the light of the 

request of the Government of Lebanon, to establish immediately under its authority a 

United Nations interim force for southern Lebanon for the purpose of confirming the 
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withdrawal of Israeli forces, restoring international peace and security and assisting the 

Government of Lebanon in ensuring the return of its effective authority in the area, the 

force to be composed of personnel drawn from States Members of the United Nations.” 

(UNSCR, 1978) 

As the force assembled, Ghanaian Major General E.A. Erskine was named as the 

leader of UNIFIL. When in Lebanon, UNIFIL’s headquarters was established in 

Naqoura. It rested in the zone of Israeli occupation and was on the Blue Line. The force 

contingent, with which UNIFIL had to work with, drew peacekeepers from all over the 

world primarily from Western countries. Nevertheless, this did not mean that Western 

military forces dominated the force or that Western-based leaders had general command 

over the group during its existence.  

The deployment took around a month to reach a size of around 4000 

peacekeepers and eventually, by June numbers of peacekeepers totaled around 6000. 

According to UN reports, 500 Fijians, 644 French, 599 Iranians, 661 Irish, 642 Nepalese, 

673 Nigerians, Norwegians accounted for 703, and 634 Senegalese were used as 

“infantry” or armed on-the-ground troops to assist in the Israeli pullout. Logistical 

services were provided by 117 Canadian, 537 French, and 218 Norwegians. While the 

French contributed the largest number of peacekeeping forces, their forces were usually 

stationed outside of main areas where contact between forces occurred (“Report of the 

Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon: for the period of 19 

March to 13 September 1973,” 1985). 

According to a report sent to the Secretary General, UNIFIL’s forces were 

immediately deployed to their required areas of operation. In a phase of operations 
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lasting from late-March to April 10, 1978, UNIFIL’s different infantry and logistical 

forces were spread in the main area where combat had occurred between Israeli, 

Palestinian, and local Lebanese forces south of the Litani River (“Report of the 

Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon: for the period of 19 

March to 13 September 1973,” 1985). 

UNIFIL organized a comprehensive pullout plan for the invading Israeli forces 

which were set to take part over three initial waves. The Israeli pullouts from the zones 

would go forward from April 11-14. While the Israeli withdrawal was confirmed, Israel 

allowed for and actively encouraged its allies within the South Lebanon Army (SLA) to 

take over positions it had vacated instead of turning them over to UNIFIL .This was seen 

as some kind of a proxy occupation. 

While 1978 saw the initial deployment of forces, little had changed in terms of 

increasing the size of this force or in truly changing the established mandate. Meanwhile, 

despite other nations contributing forces to UNIFIL, even the 1982 invasion did little to 

alter UNIFIL’s force contingent within Lebanon. The main difference that was made to 

UNIFIL was the open address via UNSCR 508, which called for UNIFIL to protect 

civilians and distribute humanitarian aid (United Nations Security Council Resolution 

508, 1982). This resolution (508), after recalling previous resolutions including 425,426, 

and 501, demanded an end of foreign hostilities occurring on Lebanese territory between 

the PLO and Israel.  

Norrie MacQueen suggests that "Without an enlarged role in the crisis UNIFIL 

was consigned to the borderlines of relevance during Israeli occupation.” (MacQueen, 
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2006, p. 78) Nevertheless, France did withdraw many of its forces from UNIFIL in the 

late 1980s because it had no experience in peacekeeping and was perceived by the 

Muslims as pro-Christian. Furthermore, no affection was found between the French and 

the Israeli Army. However, UNIFIL’s goals were not expanded or radically altered in 

1982 when Israel invaded Lebanon and occupied wide chunks of the country for nearly 

two decades.  

 While UNIFIL was tasked with more humanitarian minded goals in light of a 

guerrilla war in the south and what appeared to be a status quo of Israeli occupation, the 

group still attempted to launch attacks against Israel and also would launch furious 

protests against Israeli targets and against other forces in the south.  

2.3 UNIFIL Post-2006: From Resolution 425 to Resolution 1701 

Hezbollah is a major player in the Lebanese-Israeli relation, and its presence 

as an Islamic resistance to Israeli occupation made it a movement capable of 

terrorizing Northern Israel and retaliating in case of Israel attacks against the 

Lebanese southern borders. The Lebanese-Israeli relation has been also under the 

Syrian influence whereby Syria would highly affect any negotiations that might take 

place between the Israelis and the Lebanese through its main ally in Lebanon, i.e. 

Hezbolla; hence it was made rather difficult to establish peace without the green 

light from Syria. It is to be noted that Syria somewhat pursued an indirect war 

against Israel through the Palestinian Liberation Organization and Hezbollah by 

proxy in order to push the resumption of negotiations with Israel. Therefore, Peace 

between Syria and Israel will have significant positive outcomes notably in Lebanon 



 
27 

that was one of the victims of the Syrian-Israeli war by proxy since the occupation 

of Golan Heights in 1967 that marked or remained a stain on the Syrian Regime and 

the ruling leadership.  

During the 5 years post Israel’s withdrawal from the south in 2000, an 

unprecedented calmness was noted as UNIFIL wound down its activities in 

anticipation of ending its mission However, Hezbollah during that time continued to 

expand and stockpile its weapons as well as reinforce its positions while Israel 

remained determined to prevent Hezbollah model of resistance from being 

replicated elsewhere, notably Palestine. (Makdisi, 2011). 

The 2006 war which pitted Hezbollah against Israel was the main historical game 

changer for UNIFIL in Lebanon UNSCR 1701, as it expanded UNIFIL’s 

responsibilities. The so-called 2006 Israel-Hezbollah War erupted on 12 July 2006 as a 

result of Zar’it-Shtula incident whereby two Israeli soldiers were abducted and taken by 

Hezbollah in a surprise attack across the Israeli border. As a result, Israel responded with 

air strikes and artillery fire on targets in Lebanon and imposed air and naval blockade. 

This war continued for 33 days in the summer of 2006 and resulted in the UNSCR 1701, 

which was unanimously approved by the Security Council in an effort to end hostilities. 

This resolution was also later on approved by the Lebanese and Israeli governments 

whereby it called for the disarmament of Hezbollah, the withdrawal of Israel from 

Lebanon, and the deployment of the Lebanese Army in the south supported by an 

expansion of UNIFIL. Even though Israel failed to achieve most of its objectives in the 

2006 war, there was one positive result from Israel’s standpoint: on 17 August 2006, in 
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line with UNSCR 1701, the Lebanese Army deployed in the buffer zone from the Litani 

River to the “Blue Line” along with an enlarged UNIFIL force. 

While UNIFIL had initially focused on border security, security for civilians, 

keeping some level of stability, and acting as a mediator between the Israelis and 

Lebanese non-state and state forces, UNIFIL’s new roles included a naval arm and a 

stronger armed force on the ground with which the group could interdict arms transfers. 

It was also hoped that UNIFIL, in cooperation with a strong Lebanese state, would 

disarm non-state actors such as Hezbollah and other militias in south Lebanon. This has 

not yet been forthcoming (Norton, 2007).  

Nevertheless, the deployment of 1600 Lebanese troops along with some 1300 

UNIFIL soldiers and new equipment taken on by UNIFIL was extremely effective in 

both ending an Israeli imposed blockade and in setting up bases in new operational 

zones. 

Following the July/August 2006 Israeli-Hizbullah war, the Security Council, by 

resolution 1701 (2006), has significantly enhanced UNIFIL and expanded its original 

mandate to: 

 Monitor the cessation of hostilities; 

 Accompany and support the Lebanese Armed Forces (LAF) as they deploy 

throughout the South, as Israel withdraws its armed forces from Lebanon; 

 Coordinate these activities with the Governments of Lebanon and Israel; 

 Extend its assistance to help ensure humanitarian access to civilian populations 

and the voluntary and safe return of displaced persons; 
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 Assist the LAF in taking steps towards the establishment between the Blue Line 

and the Litani river of a zone freefrom any personnel, assets and weapons other 

than those of the Government of Lebanon and of UNIFIL deployed in this area; 

 Assist the Government of Lebanon in securing its borders and other entry points 

to prevent the entry in Lebanon without its consent of arms or related materiel. 

 

In his work “Reconsidering the Struggle over UNIFIL in Southern Lebanon”, 

Karim Makdisi stated that, 

“In the UNSC deliberations over Resolution 1701, in contrast to those over 425, the 

U.S., Israeli, and UN positions converged. The political context in which the two 

resolutions were negotiated also differed: instead of a U.S. push for Arab-Israeli 

peace in 1979, the context of 2006 was a U.S. “war on terror” in which “terrorism” 

was imagined as a joint U.S.-Israeli concern. (Makdisi, 2014, p. 36). 

UNIFIL’s core tasks shifted from being associated with an interposition force 

between Palestinian fighters and Israeli proxies on an active front of the Arab-Israeli 

conflict (under Resolution 425), to becoming associated with a force charged with 

building the capacity of the Lebanese state including its army and asserting 

Lebanon’s sovereignty at the expense of Hezbollah and any other armed force (under 

Resolution 1701). 

Initially, UNIFIL was set up as a military peacekeeping mission without the need 

to resort to the legal force of Chapter VII of the UN Charter. During 1982, Israel 

violated the ceasefire agreement that was brokered by the UN in the “Siege of 
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Beirut,” which led to a slight change in UNIFIL’s mandate (UNSCR 511, 1982). 

Israel’s withdrawal from Lebanon to the Blue Line in 2000 and the subsequent 

decision of the Security Council to return the troops, allowed UNIFIL to resume its 

original military duties. The Security Council resolution 1701 considerably expanded 

UNIFIL’s mandate to include several non-military functions such as ensuring 

humanitarian assistance, the safe return of displaced persons and the safety and 

security for UN personnel and humanitarian workers. These changes that UNIFIL 

undertook show how a change in the political environment (notably the engagement 

of a non-state actor in the conflict, i.e. Hezbollah) in a time when the concept of 

multidimensional missions was already born led to a radical expansion of the 

mandate to include many non-core military objectives. 

UNIFIL’s enhanced mandate included supervising the “cessation hostilities” 

between the 2 parties, i.e. Israel & Hezbollah, assisting in humanitarian operations 

and in the return of displaced people to their villages in southern Lebanon, and 

ensuring Israel’s withdrawal from Lebanese territory in parallel to Lebanese Army 

deployment. Furthermore, it included supporting the Lebanese government in 

reasserting its authority over southern Lebanon. On top of all that, it also included 

helping the Lebanese army to keep southern Lebanon “free of any armed personnel, 

assets and weapons” and “securing” Lebanon’s “borders and other entry points” in 

order to prevent illegal arms shipments into Lebanon.  

 Israel’s position on 1701 regarded UNIFIL’s main task as disarming Hezbollah 

and pacifying any resistance in southern Lebanon, just as it did in 1978 concerning 

PLO. It can be noted that in both periods, Israel turned to large-scale invasions (1982 
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and 2006) with a U.S backed interposition force as a fallback tasked to disarm the 

existing resistance groups every time Israel felt it was losing influence.  

 During the implementation of Resolution 425, Hezbollah back then welcomed 

UNIFIL as a “guest” organization whose main aim was to provide protection and 

security for the people of southern Lebanon after four decades of Israeli occupation. 

However, that changed under Resolution 1701 whereby UNIFIL went from being 

perceived by the local population as a “friendly UNIFIL” that “shared their lives in 

tough times under very difficult circumstances” to a “robust UNIFIL” intent on 

disarming Hezbollah and helping the US impose what U.S. Secretary of State 

Condoleezza Rice memorably proclaimed in the midst of the 2006 war, its “new 

Middle East” project (Goskel, 2007). 

A table of the resolutions and corresponding mandates is provided below in order to 

obtain a clear picture of the changes made and the difference between the 

resolutions. 

 

Resolution UNIFIL Mandate 

UNSCR 425 (1978) Confirming withdrawal of Israeli forces; 

Restoring international peace and 

security; 

Assisting the Government of Lebanon in 

restoring effective authority. 
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UNSCR 426 (1978) Approves the report of Secretary-General 

on the implementation of Security 

Council resolution 425 (1978), contained 

in document S/12611 of 19 March 1978; 

Decides that UNIFIL shall be established 

in accordance with the above-mentioned 

report for an initial period of six months, 

and that it shall continue in operation 

thereafter, if required, provided the 

Security Council so decides. 

UNSCR 511 (1982) Expanding the mandate in accordance 

with  

S/15194/Add.2: 

Protection and humanitarian assistance to 

the  

population of the area 

UNSCR 1701 (2006)2 Monitor the cessation of hostilities;  

Accompany and support the Lebanese 

Armed Forces (LAF) as they deploy 

throughout the South, as Israel withdraws 

its armed forces from Lebanon;  

                                                 
2  Quoted from: UNIFIL Mandate – United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon, available online at 

http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/unifil/mandate.shtml.  

 

http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/unifil/mandate.shtml
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Coordinate these activities with the 

Governments of Lebanon and Israel;  

Extend its assistance to help ensure 

humanitarian access to civilian 

populations and the voluntary and safe 

return of displaced persons;  

Assist the LAF in taking steps towards 

the 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 deployed in this area;  

Assist the Government of Lebanon in 

securing its borders and other entry 

points to prevent the entry in Lebanon 

without its consent of arms or related 

materiel; 

Protect United Nations personnel, 

facilities, installations and equipment; 

ensure the security and freedom of 

movement of United Nations personnel, 

humanitarian workers and […] to protect 
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civilians under imminent threat of 

physical violence. 

 

Table 1: UNIFIL Resolutions and Mandates 

 

2.4 Application of Mandate 

2.4.1. Drawing Borders 

The history of the border separating Israel and Lebanon is a long and contentious 

one. Krista Eileen Wiegand went so far as to say, “The Lebanese-Israeli border is one of 

the most militarized and conflict-prone borders in the world” (Wiegand, 2011, p. 143). 

When Zionist forces in the former British Mandate of Palestine moved to attain their 

own independent state, a number of Arab states, including Lebanon, which bordered the 

prospective state to the north, all declared war on those Zionist forces. Lebanon and 

Israel fought in a number of areas in present day northern Israel and Israel invaded 

southern Lebanon in 1948-1949, only to withdraw when a ceasefire was created. 

However, despite this key historical war, this border has not significantly 

changed in the mind of the international community for almost a century. The line which 

was generally ascribed to as the Israel-Lebanon border was the border drawn in 1923 

between British and French Mandatory officials who ruled over the area at that time 

(Wiegand, 2011). 
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Technically, Lebanon and Israel had an internationally recognized border. 

Nevertheless, the border in question had not been fully demarcated. Lebanese surveyors 

had accounted for noncontiguous sections of the border. However, when this mapping 

was done, it was not shared with the Israelis or international bodies.  

The lack of a solidly internationally defined border led to the drafting of UNSCR 

425 and UNIFIL putting together their own survey team. The team in question mapped 

the entire border, which later became the internationally recognized, albeit, still 

contested, borderline. The borderline only became known by the now popular term, 

“Blue Line” after UNIFIL’s designation of it as such, but the term has remained popular 

and well-used decades after its introduction (Wiegand, 2011). 

Disputes along the border were brought up after the Israeli pullout in 2000, when 

Hezbollah accused the Israelis of continuing to occupy a portion of Lebanon located in 

Shebba Farms. This resulted in some rocket attacks and other raids launched by 

Hezbollah against Israeli forces. The contentiousness of the border issue has been a 

central feature of UNIFIL’s patrols, and until the present day, they monitor the “Blue 

Line.”  

 

2.4.2 The 1982 Invasion: Israeli Pullout and the South 

On April 13, 1975 the slowly building conflict between different sectarian 

elements boiled to the top after an attempted assassination of Christian political leader, 

Pierre Gemayel and a response by forces associated with him. The response targeted a 
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Palestinian bus in Ain al-Remmanah, killing a number of riders (El-Khazen, 2000). 

From that point on, Lebanon, both northern and southern parts of the country were in 

near constant states of conflict. 

Putting a wrench into the UNIFIL plans was the lack of authority held in Beirut 

by the Lebanese government. Much of the country did not align themselves with the 

government and the Lebanese army was still split between forces which often fought 

against one another. In order to extend Lebanese army and thus government authority 

influence back into the south, the Lebanese government would have to be reconstructed. 

Unfortunately for UNIFIL, no such plan was put together and the conditions did not 

allow it (Harris, 2012). 

Initially, from 1978-1982, much of the south was controlled by elements related 

to the PLO. These groups often attacked the Israelis to the south and were met with 

violent responses from the Israelis. Additionally, they also came into conflict with 

groups in the south, including the nascent and pro-Israel South Lebanon Army (SLA) 

and other local militias. (Harris, 2012) 

The situation in the south changed greatly in June 1982 when Israel invaded 

Lebanon once more. This time, the operation took Israeli forces to Lebanon’s capital of 

Beirut. On the way, Israeli forces bombed and attacked Lebanese villages and 

Palestinian sites to cleanse the area of any resistance. Their plan was also to install. As 

the Israeli plan to link up with friendly Christian elements unraveled, the country 

decided to pull its forces back in 1983-1985. The pullout from central portions of 

Lebanon led to more conflict but also to a solidified occupation in the south of Lebanon 
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by Israel and its SLA proxy. By the end of the 1980s, the Israelis and the SLA controlled 

a swath of territory the Israelis referred to as the “Security Zone.” Eventually by May of 

2000, Israel, followed by its SLA allies withdrew from Lebanon due to a multitude of 

guerilla attacks by Hezbollah and Hezbollah’s allies in the south of Lebanon (Harris, 

2012). 

 

 

2.4.3. 2006 Hezbollah-Israel War  

Even though there had been intermittent fighting and a few violent events between the 

time Israel pulled out of Lebanon in 2000 and the 2006 war, the 2006 war ushered in a 

radical change for UNIFIL. The group’s interaction with elements on the ground, 

including Hezbollah which by that point was acting as a powerful entity inside Lebanon 

and southern Lebanon, had evolved from a more observational and humanitarian type 

organization to an active group attempting to disarm violent non-government (meaning 

army) militia groups such as the powerful Hezbollah and also more actively assert itself 

in southern Lebanon. (Norton, 2007) 

 Hezbollah claimed their 2006 operation was to free Lebanese prisoners in Israeli 

jails and as a result attacked an Israeli convoy across the Blue Line near the contested 

Shebba Farms. Hezbollah then took 2 Israelis captive (they were later demonstrated to 

have been killed during the operation) and attempted to bargain for the release of other 

prisoners. The war lasted 33 days, and was quite costly with thousands of Lebanese 

killed, mostly non-combatants, and a few hundred Israelis killed. Israel bombed major 
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infrastructure in Lebanon, including civilian buildings, and it was reported Hezbollah 

fired hundreds of rockets into Israeli settlements. (Norton, 2007) 

The entire zone under UNIFIL’s control became a warzone and UNIFIL could 

not effectively stave off the conflict. When the UN’s ceasefire came into effect on 

August 12, 2006, there was talk that UNIFIL needed to become more effective or there 

was the possibility Israel may attempt to reoccupy southern Lebanon or continue in its 

attacks inside Lebanon. 

2.4.4 Deployment of Lebanese Army in the South 

Following 2006 war, UNSCR 1701 was issued and the Lebanese Armed Forces 

were deployed in South Lebanon, including UNIFIL’s area of operations. This was 

considered to have a major impact on the Lebanese-Israeli relations because before the 

deployment of the Lebanese Army, Hezbollah was able to launch guerillas and attack 

Israel without having any barrier to do so. After resolution 1701, Hezbollah could not do 

that anymore. Furthermore, a close cooperation was witnessed between UNIFIL and 

LAF for the implementation of the UNSCR 1701. The deployment took place parallel 

with the withdrawal of the Israeli Defense Forces and the expansion of UNIFIL. 

Moreover, UNIFIL and LAF coordinated together mechanisms regarding operational 

activities such as patrol and checkpoints in UNIFIL’s area of operations. 

The Security Council mentioned the results achieved by UNIFIL and LAF when 

it stated in resolution 1773 (2007) that the deployment of UNIFIL and LAF in the area 

between the Litani river and the Blue Line “helped to establish a new strategic 
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environment in southern Lebanon” and called for even greater cooperation of UNIFIL 

with the LAF in the discharge of its mandate. 

 Apart from their daily operational activities, UNIFIL and the LAF also conduct 

joint military exercises, training activities and exchange experiences that are jointly 

planned. 

 

2.5 Actors in UNIFIL’s Area of Operations 

Throughout the 1975-1990 war in Lebanon and subsequent fighting between 

occupying Israeli forces and local Lebanese actors, there have been a multitude of actors 

with differing relationships with UNIFIL. While all groups have criticized UNIFIL at 

one point or another, some have taken a far more negative view of the group and have 

also influenced UNIFIL’s deployments. 

2.5.1 South Lebanon Army (SLA) 

 Widely considered an Israeli proxy force in southern Lebanon, the SLA had a long 

history in the south (1979-2000) and at times had many problems with UNIFIL. In the 

1980s, the SLA even kidnapped UNIFIL peacekeepers and shelled their positions. In the 

late 1980s, the conflict between UNIFIL and the SLA would at times spillover into 

violence. In one incident, Norwegian peacekeepers fired at an SLA patrol and according 

to UNIFIL, accidentally killed one of the SLA fighters (“Norwegian Member of UNIFIL 

Accidentally Kills SLA Soldier,” 1989). Lebanese army colonel Saad Haddad initially 

led the group until his death in 1984 when Antoine Lahad took its lead. 
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The South Lebanon Army began at the start of the Lebanese Civil War as a 

collection of local, majorly Christian militias in southern Lebanon. These forces were 

mainly based around villages bordering Israel and the southern town of Marjayoun. 

(Hamizrachi, 1988). They were joined in the late 1970s by Christian elements of the 

Lebanese army based in Marjayoun. This force constituted about 500 fighters 

(Hamizrachi, 1988). 

Until 1976, the group was called the Free Lebanon Army. These forces mainly 

acted in a defensive form around Christian villages, but by the late 1970s, Israel 

increased humanitarian and armed aid to the groups. This aid also coincided with Israel 

giving combat instructions, artillery support, and direct medical support to the 

developing militia (Hamizrachi, 1988).  

The increase in aid also allowed for the SLA to become more organized and 

better equipped. Additionally, Israeli training allowed the SLA to be able to engage in 

more offensive actions (Hamizrachi, 1988). After the 1978 Israeli invasion, Israel gave 

its position instead of the UNIFIL, to the loyal SLA and expected them to do their 

bidding. Once again, when Israel invaded in 1982, the SLA was seen as a direct ally that 

was used to secure wide swaths of south Lebanon after the invasion.  

After the 1982 invasion and Israeli pullback to the so-called Security Zone in 

1984-1985, the SLA was the main force on the ground that controlled the Security Zone, 

was targeted by other Lebanese and Palestinian forces, and also rarely allowed UNIFIL 

to fulfill its goals in the area. The SLA was also involved in some egregious human 
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rights violations, having run Khiam Prison, a center used by the Israelis and SLA to 

house and at times torture inmates. 

The SLA’s main foes until the end of their existence were Hezbollah, Amal, 

Palestinian factions, and elements of the Syrian army. These forces regularly attacked 

SLA forces in southern Lebanon.  

The SLA’s relationship with the Lebanese state was also complicated. While 

commanders of the group often drew their salary from the Lebanese army, the group was 

regarded as a traitorous force as it worked so closely with the Israelis. This was further 

compounded by lobbying done by the group which hoped to see the Security Zone 

turned into a springboard to “liberate Lebanon” from perceived Syrian and Iranian 

control. In 1996, Writer Walid Phares stated, “In April 1979, after Beirut suspended its 

funding of government troops stationed in the enclave, Haddad declared the new zone to 

be "Free Lebanon" and postulated Beirut as his capital, pending its ‘liberation.’ The 

major carefully avoided any local separatist sentiments,” However, as time progressed, it 

was postulated that the SLA could act as an independent entity to free Lebanon from 

Syrian control. Phares added, “This new ‘Free Lebanon’ cannot resemble previous 

attempts. It would have to be a national Lebanese authority.” Yet, this vision never came 

to pass. (Phares, 1996, para. 7) 

When Israel withdrew from the Security Zone in 2000, many SLA members fled 

with them and resettled in the West and Israel. Positions vacated by the SLA were taken 

over by Hezbollah. 

 



 
42 

 

2.5.2 Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) 

Beginning in 1964, the PLO had the main goals of replacing Israel with a Palestinian 

state and gaining international recognition for the Palestinian cause.  

The PLO was also an umbrella group for a multitude of Palestinian factions in existence. 

These factions included groups which embraced leftist ideologies (such as the Popular 

Front for the Liberation of Palestine and Democratic Front for the Liberation of 

Palestine), more centrist groups, like the dominant Fateh, pro-Syrian Ba’athist type 

groups (like As-Saiqa), pro-Iraqi Ba’athist groups (namely the Arab Liberation Front), 

and other smaller nationalistic groups which were not very ideological and received 

support from a number of different Arab states (namely the Palestine Liberation Front) 

(O'Ballance, 1998). 

 An important point worth mentioning is the Cairo Agreement (1969) that legitimized 

the presence of PLO in some parts of Lebanon after the appearance of Palestinian 

military forces inside Lebanon in the aftermath of the 1967 Arab-Israeli war .Although 

its text was never published, the agreement established principles under which the 

presence and activities of Palestinian guerillas in the southeast Lebanon would be 

tolerated and regulated by the Lebanese authorities. According to this agreement that 

was signed between the Lebanese government represented by General Emile al-Bustani 

and PLO chairman Yasir ‘Arafat who met in Cairo on November 3,1969, PLO was 

allowed to operate refugee camps as an attempt to regulate the political and military 

activities of Palestinians in Lebanon while respecting Lebanese sovereignty. In a 
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statement made by Lebanese president Suleiman Franjieh to "al-sayyad" concerning the 

Cairo Agreement, September 1, 1976, he stated that the agreement further provides for 

the presence of token force to protect each camp, equipped with light weapons only. 

Furthermore, this would be done in coordination with the Lebanese military authorities 

(Al-Nahar, 1976). However, PLO becoming a base for guerilla movement, the Lebanese 

army became incapable of limiting the areas of their activity.  

Israel’s response to the Cairo Agreement was demonstrated by intensified raids 

against the south, which led to the gradual expansion of the Palestinian resistance 

movement within Lebanon.  Hence, the Palestinian military presence became associated 

with Israeli attacks, which had a negative impact on Lebanese-Palestinian relations at 

that time. The PLO headquarters became known as the “Fakhani Republic” and a state 

within a state. According to Sayigh, 

“The PLO had become more than a state-within-a-state in Lebanon, it was a 

state-in-exile, with an autonomy born out of the combination it enjoyed of territorial 

control in Lebanon, non-extractive financial resources (Arab aid), and international 

recognition. This was the age of the “Fakhani Republic”, as the PLO headquarters area 

in the west Beirut neighborhood of Fakhani was sometimes dubbed by its critics.” 

(Sayigh, 1998, p. 448) 

By 1970-1971, Lebanon became the last military base and stronghold for the 

Palestinian guerillas to operate against Israel. Due to further tense relation between the 

Palestinians and the Lebanese authority, fighting broke out between the two sides during 

several occasions between 1968 and 1975; and continued during the Lebanese Civil 
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War. This tension was capitalized by Israel which intensified its pressures. By 1973, the 

Lebanese Army’s attitude towards Palestinian camps reached a new level of brutality as 

Palestinian resistance became viewed as an “occupational army”.  

Yasser Arafat led the PLO during the time period of UNIFIL’s greatest 

interaction with the group in Lebanon. During the Lebanese Civil War, the group 

controlled large areas in southern Lebanon. These areas were at times referred to as, 

“Fatehstan.” At times, the PLO would come into conflict with local Lebanese of all 

sects, particularly Christians and Shi’ite Muslims (O'Ballance, 1998). 

In the south of Lebanon, the PLO would use the area as its frontlines to liberate 

Palestine. Many rocket attacks, guerilla attacks, kidnappings, and other operations took 

place. Additionally, the lack of control by the PLO central offices of many of their 

elements led to abusive practices in parts of Lebanon and against the locals. These 

practices angered many southern villagers. 

The PLO’s enemies did not just come out of Israel and from Lebanon. With the 

lack of control within the PLO itself and the many influences altering the behavior of 

groups under its umbrella, PLO was often impacted by infighting between Palestinian 

factions seeking greater control. 

2.5.3 Hezbollah 

Currently led by Sayyed Hassan Nasrallah, Hezbollah (Party of God), a militant Shi’ite 

Islamist group with representatives in the Lebanese parliament and with effective control 

over most of the South presents a unique opportunity and a challenge to the presence of 

UNIFIL in the south.  
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Officially announcing its existence in 1985, Hezbollah is a Shi’ite Islamist party initially 

hoped to turn Lebanon into an Islamic state. Its ideology was deeply influenced by the 

Ayatollah Khomeini who led the 1979 Islamic Revolution in Iran. The group is firmly 

committed to destroying Israel and has used south Lebanon as a base to launch attacks 

against the Israelis. (Norton, 2007). 

 Hezbollah’s relationship with UNIFIL has also been extremely complicated. The 

group was implicated in a rash of kidnappings in the 1980s of Western journalists and 

other figures. Additionally, Hezbollah was blamed for the 1983 bombings that killed 

over 200 American troops at the Marine Corps Barracks in Beirut and 40 French 

paratroopers based nearby. Both groups had been part of the Multi-National Forces 

(MNF) tasked to be peacekeepers. Additionally, pro-Hezbollah elements attacked 

UNIFIL outposts when it was considered that UNIFIL was overstepping its bounds with 

the group. (Norton, 2007). 

 However, Hezbollah expanded its influence and gained more power in the late 

1980s, after fighting with The Amal Movement to become an active participant in 

Lebanon’s government. The group also spearheaded operations targeting Israeli and 

SLA forces located in southern Lebanon. One of Hezbollah’s main goals was the 

termination of the Israeli occupation in southern Lebanon. During the 1990s, particularly 

in its mid part, Hezbollah became active against Israeli forces to liberate Southern 

Lebanon and spurred violent reactions from the Israelis and their SLA proxy force. 

In May 2000, Hezbollah eventually succeeded in achieving this goal when Israeli 

forces pulled out. Still, Hezbollah made a commitment to retain its weapons and cast 
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itself as the defender of Lebanon and Lebanon’s Resistance. The group also claimed that 

Shebba Farms, a contested piece of land between Syria, Lebanon, and Israel was 

Lebanese land occupied by the Israelis (Norton, 2007). 

 Hezbollah’s actions did not stop with just targeting Israel. The group believed 

protecting its access to weapons and having some level of independence from the state 

was necessary. In May 2008 when the Lebanese government, under the leadership of 

anti-Hezbollah March 14th Alliance tried to shut down a key network maintained by 

Hezbollah, the group took to the streets and took over West Beirut (Norton, 2007). Thus, 

Hezbollah has established that it is willing to use force against most actors that attempt 

to counter it.  

 Hezbollah altered the entire nature of UNIFIL in 2006 when it launched an 

operation against the Israelis to liberate Lebanese prisoners. The international 

community, upset with Hezbollah’s actions gave UNIFIL, via UNSCR 1701, added 

capabilities to stop arms smuggling to the group. The war, which resulted, also 

established Hezbollah’s near permanent presence in south Lebanon and in the Lebanese 

political arrangement (Norton, 2007). 

 

2.5.4 The Amal Movement 

Sayyed Musa Sadr, a main Shi’ite religious leader who helped inspire a new political 

revitalization and activism within Lebanon’s Shi’ite community, founded the Amal 

Movement. Sadr, originally from Iran, built the Amal Movement as a way to give the 

disenfranchised Lebanese Shi’ite community a voice in government and politics.  
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 Simultaneously, the movement also built an armed wing. This armed wing, 

which was known by the acronym, AMAL (Afwaj al-Muqawama al-Lubnaniyya, the 

Lebanese Resistance Forces), soon morphed into becoming the main portion of the 

party. Following Sadr’s disappearance during a trip to Libya in 1978, the leadership for 

Amal was taken by Nabih Berri, Lebanon’s current Speaker of the Parliament. 

According to Farid el-Khazen, “the Shia were the most affected by PLO military 

activities both as a group and as individual inhabitants of the south...PLO-Israeli military 

operations in the south gave Shia deprivation a security dimension: that of government 

failure to protect the civilian population.” (El-Khazen, 2000, p. 360) The duty to protect 

Shi’ite civilians in the south and in the Bekka Valley soon fell on the shoulders of the 

newly created, armed, and trained forces belonging to Amal. El-Khazen adds, “It was 

this dimension”, one of endless strife, being ignored by the government, and being under 

pressure from numerous groups,” which justified the formation of the Shia militia Amal 

and legitimized its presence.” (El-Khazen, 2000, p. 369) In fact, the PLO presence 

became so bad for those with Amal that Agustus Richard Norton (2007) contends that 

Amal tacitly welcomed the Israeli invasion of June 1982 because it diminished the 

power of the Palestinian fighters in the South. 

 The time period of 1978-1990 saw Amal grow and change, quickly taking over 

the role as the main representative of Lebanon’s Shi’ite Muslim population. Amal’s 

fighting forces, with a strong contingent in the south of Lebanon, fought a variety of 

enemies. At times in the mid-1980s, Amal fought Palestinians, Israelis, Sunni, and Druze 

forces. By the end of the 1980s, it fought a very bloody war against fellow Shi’ite 

Muslims who were part of Hezbollah.  
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 Amal’s relationship with UNIFIL has been less rocky as compared to other 

organizations. The group even participated in a 1988 rescue of UNIFIL peacekeepers 

when they were kidnapped by a group in southern Lebanon (“Amal Rescues UNIFIL 

Troops Kidnapped after IDF Raid,” 1988). 

 

 

2.5.5 The Lebanese Army 

 The Lebanese army was formed at the same time Lebanon came into existence 

in the 1940s. Due to Lebanon’s sectarian makeup, the army has certain sectarian quotas. 

Additionally, the Lebanese army also has different states and internal groups influencing 

its actions. After Syria’s fifteen-year occupation of Lebanon, many commanders were 

reportedly favorable to Syria and its allies. In turn, this has the potential to affect the 

relationship the Lebanese Army has with goals set by UNIFIL, including the 

disarmament of Hezbollah and other local and Palestinian militia type groupings. 

Generally, the Lebanese Army has cooperated with UNIFIL and has had few problems 

with the group. Nevertheless, certain internal pressures often keep the army from 

executing any hope that they will assist UNIFIL with disarmament of Hezbollah or other 

militia groups. 

UNSC resolution 1701 is to be considered a turning point because it witnessed 

the redeployment of the Lebanese Army in the south. Before 2006, the presence of the 

army there was insignificant even after the Israeli withdrawal in 2000.  
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Welcoming the unanimous decision by the Government of Lebanon on 7 August 

2006 to deploy a Lebanese armed force of 15,000 troops in South Lebanon as the Israeli 

army withdraws behind the Blue Line and to request the assistance of additional forces 

from the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) as needed, to facilitate the 

entry of the Lebanese armed forces into the region and to restate its intention to 

strengthen the Lebanese armed forces with material as needed to enable it to perform its 

duties. (United Nations Security Council Resolution 1701, 2006). 

This resolution helped to establish a new strategic military and security 

environment in southern Lebanon as the Lebanese Army deployed in the south 

coordinated with UNIFIL to maintain peace and security across the borders. The 

Lebanese government deployed 15,000 troops of the Lebanese Armed Forces in 

southern Lebanon, including in UNIFIL’s area of operations. This historical 

development of the Lebanese Army operating in southern Lebanon for the first time in 

three decades was quickly achieved with the support of UNIFIL. Since then, Hezbollah 

has not been able to launch attacks against Israel. Only few insignificant violations were 

noted by minor groups. Hence, the situation in the area remains relatively calm. UNIFIL 

continues to provide humanitarian assistance to local population and holds many 

activities in the south in the aim of spreading a culture of peace. According to UNIFIL, 

the Security Council took note of the results achieved when it stated in resolution 1773 

(2007) that the deployment of UNIFIL and LAF in the area between the Litani river and 

the Blue Line “helped to establish a new strategic environment in southern Lebanon” 

and called for even greater cooperation of UNIFIL with the LAF in the discharge of its 

mandate. According to UNIFIL, 
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“Since the beginning of 2008, UNIFIL and LAF have further intensified their 

cooperation and moved beyond coordinating their operational activities to carrying out 

activities together on a daily basis. These activities include various types of day- and 

night-time patrols throughout the UNIFIL area of operations and along the Blue Line, 

conducting checkpoints, as well as operations to recover and destroy weapons, 

munitions and infrastructure left from previous conflicts.” 

Furthermore, UNIFIL and the LAF conduct regular reviews of their cooperation 

to assess results and identify areas where cooperation can be enhanced. 

2.5.6 Israel Defense Forces (IDF) 

Founded along with the creation of Israel, the Israel Defense Forces, also known as the 

Israeli army, has launched a number of raids into Lebanon dating back to the start of the 

main Palestinian presence in the country. The IDF is technically tasked with protecting 

Israel’s borders, but has been involved in many attacks inside Lebanon leading to 

civilian deaths—particularly in the south. 

 The Israeli forces, assisted by the SLA, occupied southern Lebanon from 1982-

2000 until they were pushed out by Hezbollah’s guerilla attacks. The IDF has also had 

many difficulties with UNIFIL, at times considering them both pro-Palestinian and later 

pro-Hezbollah (Weinberger, 1986).  

However, the relationship between Israel and UNIFIL was altered after the 2006 

War when Israel took a more favorable view of the organization when it said it would 

crack down on arms shipments to Hezbollah and assist in disarming the group. While the 
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relationship had improved somewhat, historically, relations between Israel and the forces 

constituting UNIFIL have been rather turbulent and filled with a level of distrust. 

 

2.5.7 The Syrian Army 

 Syria’s Army was involved in Lebanon since 1976. This force was originally part of the 

Arab Deterrence Forces to bring stability to Lebanon when Palestinian and Christian 

forces fought each other. The Syrian Army was needed when the Israelis invaded in 

1982, and Syrian forces fought alongside Palestinian and local Lebanese forces against 

the invasion. (Weinberger, 1986). 

 Syria’s interactions with UNIFIL was rarely ever direct since a more secret form 

of red lines, or lines drawn that the Syrian army was not supposed to cross, were 

confidentially agreed upon between Syria and Israel. Nevertheless, groups which were 

pro-Syria or influenced by Syria often operated in the zones where UNIFIL was based 

and operated. 

Syrian involvement in Lebanon was not always a positive interaction with the 

Lebanese since Syria has been continuously involved in Lebanon’s domestic affairs 

especially during the Syrian occupation of Lebanon under the reign of Syrian President 

Hafiz Al-Asad. Following the end of the Lebanese Civil War, there were requests for 

Syria to withdraw. However, the main impetus that caused Syria to pull its troops out of 

Lebanon came in 2005 with the assassination of former Lebanese Prime Minister Rafic 

Hariri, when millions took to the streets during what was termed as the “Cedar 

Revolution” (Osoegawa, 2013).Post-2005, situations on Lebanese ground changed; 
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Logistically, Syrian troops withdrew from Lebanon, while politically there was a 

redistribution of power and the forging of new alliances. The Lebanese were acutely 

divided between a “pro-American” camp and a “pro-Syrian and Iranian” camp.  

Syria was always able to broaden the level of international acceptance of its 

intervention in Lebanon through convincing the intentional community of the beneficial 

results of its presence. However, many feared Asad’s true intentions. Syrian regime has 

been known throughout years for supporting and aiding Hezbollah, its major ally in 

Lebanon, in acquiring weapons and strengthening its position and power in Lebanon, 

bearing in mind that Syria and Iran were instrumental in the creation of Hezbollah 25 

years ago. Their relationship with Hezbollah has endured despite outside pressures, and 

it evolved too with time until Hezbollah became a major player in Lebanese politics. 

This relation deepened following the withdrawal of Syrian troop in 2005 which forced 

Al-Asad to rely additionally on its main ally to extend its influence in Lebanese politics. 

Besides supplying Hezbollah with weapons (Scud missiles), Damascus played a bridging 

role between Hezbollah and its Persian “god-father”. (Yacoubian, 2011). Furthermore, 

Syria has been accused several times of using the “Lebanese card” to settle its scores, 

through its ally, Hezbollah who is classified by the US government as a foreign terrorist 

organization with weapons and other military supplies that rivals the national army. And 

once again, Lebanon would be the ground to send messages to and settle disputes 

between major powers, which could cause instability across the region. 
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2.5.8 Sunni Jihadists 

 Often found in Palestinian refugee camps. Sunni jihadi elements have existed in 

Lebanon since the late 1980s and have also targeted the Lebanese army and UNIFIL. 

While there are many small groups of Sunni jihadists, some have been more active than 

others. These groups generally push for the destruction of Israel, and due to their militant 

nature, they consider the Lebanese army, UNIFIL, the Israelis, and increasingly growing 

Shi’ites as their rivals. (Rougier, 2007). 
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Chapter Three: 

Peace Theory, Peacekeeping,& UNIFIL 

 

Equality of territory or of resources there of course cannot be; nor any other sort of 

equality not gained in the ordinary peaceful and legitimate development of the peoples 

themselves. But no one asks or expects anything more than an equality of rights. 

Mankind is looking now for freedom of life, not for equipoises of power...And there is a 

deeper thing involved than even equality of right among organized nations. No peace 

can last, or ought to last, which does not recognize and accept the principle that 

governments derive all their just powers from the consent of the governed, and that no 

right anywhere exists to hand peoples about from sovereignty to sovereignty as if they 

were property. – (Wilson, personal communication, Jan. 22, 1917) 

 

3.1. Peace Theory 

The background on why UNIFIL exists and the thought process behind its 

utilization has a large amount of theoretical backing formed mainly from concepts 

related to international liberal theory, peacekeeping.. More modern theoretical concepts 

and sub-theories within the international liberal framework, such as institutional 

liberalism have also had an impact on peacekeeping deployments as a whole and 

particularly on UNIFIL. Nevertheless, this theoretical framework does not completely 

explain the contemporary deployment of peacekeepers, or for that matter UNIFIL. Other 

theoretical concepts that impact international relations, namely those found within 
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realism have also impacted the development of UNIFIL and its effectiveness. The 

overlap between the theories of realism and international liberalism provide some basis 

for understanding UNIFIL’s operations and overall influence within its area of 

operations in southern Lebanon. Despite the multitude of different theoretical values, it 

is clear that UNIFIL’s deployment conforms to the theoretical concept of liberal peace 

theory. While this end goal is clear, UNIFIL’s attempt to achieve it has been a long and 

drawn out theoretical process. 

Liberal peace theory, as explained by Beate Jahn (2013) in her Liberal 

Internationalism: Theory, History, Practice, constitutes the belief that mature 

democratic states are less likely to go to war with one another due to their democratic 

governments. David Johnston asserts that, “Liberalism is based on a commitment to a set 

of values that apply to political and social institutions and practices. Those values are 

contestable...controversial...incompatible with the aristocratic values.” (Johnston, 1994, 

p. 25) These liberal values, while “incompatible” with other more traditional 

philosophies serve as the guiding light for order systems based in international 

liberalism, namely the United Nations and by extension UNIFIL. 

These liberal concepts, while modern in terms of application and in relation to 

peacekeeping and peacebuilding, actually find their intellectual roots in Immanuel 

Kant’s 18th century essay, Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch (1795). The essay 

postulated that democratic-republics would eventually progressively establish a number 

of different steps which would create a more lasting peace. The first among them was 

the abolishment of the need and use of secret treaties which are deployed during wars. 

Using force to replace the “internal constitutions” of a country was also prohibited. 
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Additionally, standing armies would be disbanded along with the utilization of debt as a 

mode of control other states would use to exert influence on one another. 

As Oliver Richmond argues Kantian precepts suggest that peaceful relations are, 

"a normal condition of the interaction of liberal states” (Richmond, 2008, p. 84). John 

Owen takes this analysis a step further stating, "No other system of government can 

claim such a record. Communist states, authoritarian states, and monarchies have all 

fought one another. The only zone of peace grounded in a shared political system is 

evidently the liberal one.” (Owen, 2000, p. 4) 

While these guidelines have yet to be reached today, the basic ruling that the 

people within a state should make their own decisions regarding the structure of their 

state has been upheld by international organizations such as the United Nations. Kant’s 

guidelines, which form the basis for liberal peace theory also never mentioned 

peacekeepers. The extension of peacekeeping forces, a concept which was not thought of 

in the 1700s, into the liberal peace theory formula, demonstrates a new development. 

With UNIFIL, it is clear that Kantian logic is being followed, yet in an altered state.  

Liberal peace theory is also impacted in a few other ways due to global realities. 

These too affect peacekeeping operations and the prospective liberal peace. Certainly, by 

most standards, not all states in the international arena can be considered “liberal.” 

Furthermore, not all states deploying forces to a larger peacekeeping contingent can be 

said to come from purely “liberal” or “democratic-republics.” Adding to the 

complications of international liberal peace theory is that in practice, liberal democracies 

have fought undemocratic states, states comprised of different ethnic groups (regardless 
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of whether they are democratic or not), and the notion that democracy should be spread 

using conflict have all contributed to wars. (Richmond, 2008). 

The concept that the fostering of the growth of a modern liberal democratic 

government helps breed a larger scale international peace has a number of loftier 

influences on peacekeeping. It becomes clear that the main influence is the construction 

of the notion that peacekeeping missions have broader goals which extend beyond 

generating stability, helping build a peaceful future, and working to build stable 

institutions. Instead, sticking to the theoretical guidelines is not simply limited to 

observing a conflict and separating fighting powers, but is intrinsically linked with the 

promotion of strengthening local democratic governments. These results in a sort of 

conundrum with theoretical necessities for the growing of a peaceful environment and 

the realities on the ground that often oppose these hopes. Not all actors in a given area 

are committed to being ruled by a central government, even if they are popularly elected. 

Additionally, the states from where peacekeepers have been deployed may have their 

own concerns and interests regarding the utilization of these forces. Moreover, long-term 

democracy promotion may not be in the interests of those states or of actors within the 

country. 

Richmond argues “liberalism and realism have formed a hybrid concept of peace 

that has been most influential in thinking and policy in recent times” (Richmond, 2008, 

p. 90). The realist’s conception of a peacekeeping deployment is one serving the 

interests of key outside players or key players within the organization deployed.  
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Still, Richmond (2008) acknowledges that some thinkers believe that the rubric 

set down by Kant serves as the closest set of rules available to international relations 

theorists at the present time. This view is given further credence by the comments by 

Rutgers University Professor Jack Levy who contended that international liberalist 

theory wrapped into the concept of liberal peace was “the closest thing we have to an 

empirical law in the study of international relations.” (Bass, 1997, para. 2) Peacekeeping 

operations are equally impacted by the demands of those thinking along theoretical 

realism’s and international liberalist theory.  

Despite the fact that the United Nations has defended democratically elected 

governments in Sierra Leone and have even attempted to push liberal peace in countries, 

like Lebanon, which have not fully had the ability to extend their authority throughout 

the entire state, UNIFIL has operated differently (Bellamy and Williams, 2010). UNFIL 

has not sought to forcibly impose democracy; its charter (via UNSCR 425 and 426) 

called for the group to aid the government of Lebanon in reestablishing order and 

authority in south Lebanon. By necessity, this would require UNIFIL to cooperate with 

government-controlled forces on the ground. These forces would also require a strong 

and popularly accepted national government both for legitimacy for their deployment 

and in order to genuinely extend authority over a long-term timespan. Following the 

2006 war pitting Hezbollah and Israel, which directly involved zones under UNIFIL’s 

management and resulted in a change for UNIFIL’s goals (via UNSCR 1701), the 

importance of the group in fostering a strong democratic national government for 

Lebanon came to light. UNIFIL was tasked with extending humanitarian aid to stricken 

areas and to directly assist the Lebanese army   extend their influence to the Israel-
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Lebanon border (Blue Line) and clear the area under UNIFIL’s jurisdiction of armed 

militia forces. The elimination of non-state armed actors, while necessary to assist with 

the extension of more peaceful conditions in south Lebanon, demonstrated that peace 

through a centralized democratic state was one of the United Nation’s preferred options 

when calculating methods used to create a more stable and peaceful system in southern 

Lebanon and along the Blue Line.  

Despite the fact that, debatably, Lebanon is still technically in a state of war with 

Israel, ceasefire agreements were the means with which peace, albeit temporary, was 

established (Dinstein, 2001). Through this assessment, it becomes clear that the United 

Nations and international community preferred the strategy outlined in Kant’s “Perpetual 

Peace” theory. More radical, non-state actors which followed an independent streak, 

functioned in a mixed or non-democratic form, and did not answer to an internationally 

recognized institution were seen as less than viable options to create a peace on the 

ground .It was the case even after it has been continually established that those non-state 

organizations often carry more power in UNIFIL’s area of operations. 

The overall liberal internationalist theory’s direct influence on peacekeeping and 

UNIFIL does not stop with only Kantian peace theory concepts. The previously 

mentioned chartered goal for UNIFIL, which called for the group to assist in the creation 

of a stronger and more capable Lebanese state apparatus and extension of authority, also 

reflects on another key theoretical concept for the existence of the group and for other 

peacekeeping deployments. While decidedly more modern, a developed sub-theory of 

institutional liberalism has had a great impact on peacekeeping. In a broader context, 

institutional liberalism has encompassed many international regimes established since 
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the end of World War II. Yet, institutional liberalism finds its roots as a growth from 

traditional liberalism. The utilization of international institutions would then allow for 

greater peace, primary among these institutions in the UN. Within the context of 

institutional liberalism, an organ such as UNIFIL fits in perfectly with the theory’s hope 

to project peace using international bodies (Johnston, 1994). 

Just because institutional liberalism is a guiding theory within the peacekeeping 

realm, this does not mean that outside mitigating factors for its success are not present 

realities. While the United Nations and its members may have set goals for a 

peacekeeping operation and on cooperation between member states, the institutional 

nature of that deployment needs to properly address local conditions. David Johnston 

suggests that, “conditions are determined by a society's culture, its traditions, its 

institutional skills, and its level of economic advance, and perhaps other factors as well.” 

(Johnston, 1994, p. 112). 

In turn, this assessment finds its roots in philosopher John Rawls’ 1971 work, A 

Theory of Justice (297). Rawls, who followed in Kant’s lead stated that the 

aforementioned factors would eventually lead to states becoming more liberal. Of 

course, this applies to local governments and liberal theory and impacts analysis of 

UNIFIL along the lines of what operating conditions it both witnessed/witnesses and has 

had to deal with while being deployed to south Lebanon. The advance shown within 

local Lebanese politics should also theoretically impact the development of constructing 

a viable and lasting peace.  
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Nevertheless, the urging for UNIFIL to allow for a centralized and more liberal 

authority to extend its authority in war-torn areas within Lebanon—which are hardly in 

the government’s control—did not amount to a carte blanche to institute wide sweeping 

reforms and directives. This has much to do with a more developed reading of a 

peacekeeping mission. It also reflects the influence of theoretical realism. In Alex J. 

Bellamy and Paul Williams's seminal Understanding Peacekeeping (2005), the writers 

established that some of those working in the peacekeeping community, particularly on 

the more theoretical side, "do not argue that peacekeepers should always be in the 

business of constructing liberal policies, economies, and societies.” For the authors, most 

advocates for peacekeeping “fell somewhere in between the two poles” of those who felt 

peacekeepers should push a broad liberal agenda and those who did not. (Bellamy & 

William, 2005, p. 399) 

While Bellamy and Williams wrote about both sides, including those pushing for 

peacekeepers to instill democratic values, as opposed to those who have less interest in 

those types of long term goals, they note, “this debate is ongoing. There is evidence that 

the...[group who believe peacekeepers should not impose liberal values/systems] 

approach has gained the upper hand.” They (Bellamy and Williams, 2005) also use the 

facts that the UN Security Council, its recent deployments and charters reflect the 

influences of greater levels of theoretical realism. Many of the recent peacekeeping 

charters granted peacekeepers the role of protector for civilians, meaning the 

peacekeeping mission was given a greater role to project force and was using military 

strength as a guarantee. Reflective of theoretical realism, these charters included aid to 

official government forces which enforce the rule of law. Theoretical realism gives more 
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credence to established centers of strength and power, regardless of whether that center 

is democratic or not. Additionally, there has been a trend which has seen an increase in 

having peacekeepers act in a "deep and protracted engagement with host states and their 

societies" meaning greater inclusion and interactions with established forces on the 

ground instead of radically changing the atmosphere in a shorter period and with the 

peacekeepers exerting their own will. (Bellamy and Williams, 2010, p. 400) 

In this respect, it would appear that UNIFIL and other peacekeeping missions can 

be more accurately described as “neoliberal” in orientation. But what does this mean in 

relation to peace theory? First, those who subscribe to international relation’s theory 

critical of neoliberalism would argue, as realist John Mearsheimer (1995) did, that states 

seek to cause peace by influencing the behavior of the member states. Thus, 

peacekeeping forces operate as a check to perpetuate order. David Roberts offers another 

critical view, arguing that neoliberalism's “rationale is the accumulation of ideological 

conformity by means of disrupting the local to disposes people of their 'illiberal' 

ways...The logic is to disconnect people from the ways considered illiberal by 

neoliberalism, regardless of the legitimacy of their role." (Roberts, 2011, p. xiii) Roberts 

considers this a “paradox” when it comes to peacekeepers engaged in peacebuilding 

activities.  

In terms of international relations and a prospective eventual peace, realist and 

neorealist theory do not argue that an eventual peace is impossible. Instead, realist theory 

suggests that conflict exists due to distrust between states and the need and lust of all 

states to project power in one way or another into the international arena. Essentially, 

fear of other states and the will to project power propels the international system until a 
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unifying great power could attain an overall power to project its will worldwide. 

Neorealist Kenneth Waltz, suggests that international institutions actually serve as little 

more than constraints on independent states (Molloy, 2006).  

With this in mind, is UNIFIL attempting to forcibly push liberal internationalist 

theory and governing systems in Lebanon? It would appear that this is not the case. First, 

the group has not had its influence extended to Beirut; cooperation has included joint 

Lebanese army and UNIFIL patrols along the Blue Line but no true attempts at “nation 

building.” The encouragement of a stronger central government in Beirut that extends its 

authority into the restive south is hardly demonstrative of attempting to force democratic 

governance on an established order. 

In a telling 1986 report issued by the UN Secretary General about UNIFIL, it was 

demonstrated that the realist and neorealist criticisms of UNIFIL had little merit when 

shown what was going on with the group in Lebanon. This report demonstrated how 

claims viewed within the lens of criticism from realists and the acknowledgement of 

other criticism. UNIFIL was hard at work addressing very basic requirements of its 

deployment, as opposed to extending the desires of states claimed to control UNIFIL. In 

fact, the report even suggests that maybe UNIFIL should move back from peacebuilding 

and more hands-on peacekeeping into an observer type organization. Such an assessment 

certainly does not sync with the realist theory, which would suggest that even 

international institutions and their organs would seek broader physical power in one way 

or another. Furthermore, a pullback from certain geographical zones is also suggested, 

which demonstrates that the neorealists view that institutions are little more than checks 

on the activities of states hold less credence. If anything, the report demonstrates that 
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UNIFIL wanted to demonstrate some level of deference to the Lebanese government and 

act as a body with which it could be happy with in the south of Lebanon. Nevertheless, 

the report’s assessments regarding how UNIFIL could be effective do demonstrate a fair 

view of the realist condition in terms of force deployments and how best UNIFIL could 

be used to engage in peacekeeping affairs. The Secretary General’s suggest that the 

group may possibly have to scale back its efforts in the region under its control and 

revert back to an observation group, as opposed to a peacekeeping organization which 

can have a more hands-on role in south Lebanon demonstrates the complicated situation.  

“It has to be remembered that as a peace-keeping operation UNIFIL cannot use 

force except in self-defense and is not therefore in a position to enforce the Security 

Council's will. Like all peacekeeping operations, its effectiveness depends on the 

voluntary co-operation and consent of the parties to the conflict - and of the troop 

contributing Governments, the importance of whose role cannot be overemphasized. If 

the necessary co-operation is not forthcoming from the parties to the conflict, the 

Council could in theory revise the Force's mandate or terms of reference in a manner 

that would win the co-operation of all. In practice, however, the possibilities are very 

limited. As regards the mandate, i.e. the provisions of resolution 425 (1978), that 

resolution has been repeatedly reaffirmed by the Security Council and its provisions 

remain of fundamental importance to the Government of Lebanon. As regards the 

Force's terms of reference, as set out in the then Secretary-General's report, which was 

approved by the Security Council in its resolution 426 (1978), I have considered various 

possibilities. One would be to require the Force to control the movement of heavy 

weapons only, i.e. Artillery and armor. This might reduce the risks of confrontation with 
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armed elements but it would greatly reduce the Force's ability to exercise sane control 

over the level of hostilities in its area of deployment. The same objection would apply to 

another possibility, namely that the Force should be converted into an observer group. A 

third possibility would be to revise the Force's area of operation in order to eliminate 

the overlap between it and the "security zone". This would involve a major contraction 

of UNIFIL's area, including complete withdrawal from the Norwegian battalion sector 

and would run counter to the thrust of resolution 425 (1978), thus making it 

unacceptable to many, including the Lebanese authorities. Nor would it seem likely to 

reduce the risk of UNIFIL casualties; all but one of those described in paragraphs 5 to 

10 above occurred outside the "security zone". I conclude, therefore, that changes in 

UNIFIL's mandate or terms of reference would be unlikely to resolve its present 

difficulties.”(“Report of the Secretary General on the United Nations Interim Force in 

Lebanon”, 1986). 

The report demonstrates the sort of middle path, which has been the accepted 

path for UNIFIL. The group had liberal foundational values and is clearly an example of 

the extension of liberal peace theory concepts. However, it has neither adopted the more 

modernistic role of imposition of those liberal ideals inside Lebanon as is at times the 

case with organizations following a liberal institutional theoretical model, nor has it 

given up the original foundational values and downgraded its role in southern Lebanon. 

In fact, UNIFIL has expanded its roles, further exemplifying its commitment to liberal 

peace theory and institutional liberalism.  

Theoretically speaking, it can be seen that the main international relations 

theories of realism and liberalism have had extended influence on UNIFIL. UNIFIL does 
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not perfectly fit under the rubric of liberal internationalism and its peace theory. 

However, it serves as a sort of bridge-type organization between realism and liberalism, 

with an end goal of liberal peace. However, the changes within UNIFIL also represent a 

gradualism in the attempt to achieve liberal peace. 

Bellamy and Williams (2010) assert that peacekeeping comes in a number of 

theoretical forms. Some of the theoretical examples include, using it as a way to resolve 

conflict without involving via using international society to create the conditions needed 

for peace, a form of "third party-mediation", and another as a peacekeeping force that 

enters when there is a 'mutually hurting stalemate', which is contingent on how 

committed the peacekeepers are to the mission. While fighting between Israel and 

Lebanon, has arguably reached mutually painful stalemates, it has not created the right 

conditions for peacekeeper success. (Bellamy and Williams, 2010, p. 18) 

UNIFIL’s mission has changed and grown since its first deployment in 1978. At 

times its deployment could be described as more observational in terms of status. 

However, over the years the group has morphed into providing safety for civilians, 

humanitarian aid, and continuing its mission. All of these changes and adopted goals 

reflect a hope to gradually extend liberal peace over Lebanon and to the Blue Line. The 

allowing of UNIFIL to take part in an interdictory role in regard to arms flows and 

militias based in its area of operations, decades after UNIFIL was first deployed, also 

reflect a renewed push to take a more forcible onset to achieve liberal peace. 

Currently, United Nations defines “peacekeeping” as helping, “countries torn by 

conflict create conditions for lasting peace. Peacekeeping has proven to be one of the 
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most effective tools available to the UN to assist host countries navigate the difficult 

path from conflict to peace.” Thus, the end goal of a peacekeeping operation is to assist a 

state in becoming peaceful. Thus, peacekeeping and peacebuilding are intrinsically 

intertwined. However, the roles for peacekeeping and peacekeepers are not limited to 

building a rather vague definition of “peace.” From 1978 until the present day, Lebanon 

could accurately be described as a state “torn by conflict.” Sometimes the wars were 

small and internecine though there was a regular ebb and flow to them. In almost all of 

these cases, the area of southern Lebanon, which UNIFIL was mandated to operate, was 

in the center of these conflict zones. Nevertheless, UNIFIL’s activities and goals were 

constituently checked by an environment with a multitude of factions, stronger military 

elements in the area, and regional politics. These reasons, instead of being a complete 

hindrance as has been assessed by many observers, have simply meant that UNIFIL was 

forced to work in a more phased and extended approach to achieve liberal peace. 

3.2 Application of Theory: UNIFIL 

UNIFIL’s deployments and activities also represent the global and regional 

political conditions that were at play, but also exemplify the different roles that 

peacekeeping forces are often forced to conform to. These different phases can best be 

described in 4 phases, which lasted from 1978-1982, 1982-2000, and 2006-Present. 

 1978 Israeli invasion and adoption of UNSCR 425 and 426.Goals 

included. 

o Confirming the withdrawal of the Israelis. 

o Restoring a level of peace and stability in the area. 
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o Assistance given to Lebanon in order for the government to 

extend its influence into the south. 

 1982 Israeli invasion to Beirut. UNIFIL’s goals were altered to deal with 

the situation on the ground: 

o Providing humanitarian aid. 

o Providing protection for noncombatants. 

 2000 Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon 

o Acting as a mediator for the pullout. 

o Maintaining stability. 

 2006 Hezbollah-Israel War and the adoption of UNSCR 1701. 

o Enlarged troop strength and a naval unit. 

o Increased responsibility to disarm non-state actors. 

UNIFIL’s varied missions over the course of more than three decades also 

establish that the group has not fully fit under the theoretical rubric of peacekeeping. 

Only later did the group adopt a more forward looking peacebuilding type profile. The 

historical role of the organization, while firmly rooted in the crafting of a liberal peace 

structure along Kantian lines, has had a slow development process.  

UNIFIL’s various roles also reflected a general alteration in the concept of 

peacekeeping lasting from the start of the peacekeeping mission until the end of the 

Lebanese Civil War (1990). As Pamela Aall explained in Peacekeeping and Conflict 

Resolution, “deployment of lightly armed troops, provided by a number of different 

states, who would separate combatants and monitor the military component of the 
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ceasefire or peace agreement” was the normal operating procedure until the late 1980s. 

(Aall, 1996, p. 122) 

The shift following the 2006 war was probably the greatest alteration, which 

could demonstrate UNIFIL’s shift toward a more action-oriented group aiming at a 

liberal piece. The changes brought forward in UNSCR 1701 clearly called for. 

Additionally, instead of only being able to fire back in self-defense, UNIFIL’s mission 

scope was changed to allow for UNIFIL to fire on any opposition to the group, in an 

attempt to complete its varied missions. UNIFIL’s direct involvement in patrolling the 

Blue Line with Lebanese army soldiers also reflected this change and a move toward a 

more normative goal of attempting to attain the long sought after liberal peace (Wilkins, 

2013). It is important to note that to pull off its missions in the south of Lebanon to 

disarm certain non-state controlled militias, UNIFIL still needed the approval of the 

Lebanese central government. This was also the case if UNIFIL was to intercept arms 

shipments coming through Lebanon and going to UNIFIL’s zone of operation in the 

south.  

 

The attempt to assist in the building of a viable liberal state apparatus that will 

then aid in a comprehensive and overarching peace is another key aspect to the liberal 

peace. In allowing UNIFIL to act as an organ of the central government, a key liberal 

concept was reaffirmed. In fact, Bellamy and Williams describe UNIFIL as a "peace 

operation" which has morphed into a "conflict management tool." UNIFIL, according to 

Bellamy and Williams then started to, "assist in the provision of security in south 
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Lebanon", following Israel's 1978 invasion. (Bellamy and Williams, 2010, p. 147) While 

liberal peace theory is the eventual goal for the group, a phased and more direct process 

in order to achieve it post-2006 was adopted. 

3.3. Assessing UNIFIL via its theoretical framework  

In terms of separating both sides in the conflict, UNIFIL did actually do a 

remarkably effective job and served a practical demand placed on the group. These 

demands included the building of greater strength for the Lebanese national government, 

support for humanitarian assistance in the area, conflict prevention via their attempts to 

stop Israeli incursions from their side of the border, Palestinian incursions from 

Lebanon, and later Lebanese based attacks on the Israelis (Bellamy and Williams, 2010). 

Since the organization’s inception, it did deter a number of attacks. In part, it fulfilled its 

mandate and reaffirmed the international community’s support for a liberal peace 

oriented future. UNIFIL’s original 1978 mandate to see Israeli forces withdraw from the 

country was realized, but complicated by Israeli proxy actors, which hindered eventual 

handovers to the Lebanese army. Nevertheless, as part of an extensive and overarching 

campaign, UNIFIL did live up to the objectives set for it.  

Liberal theory, which has expanded to include peacekeeping forces to extend the 

concept of liberal peace, was greatly represented by UNIFIL. Even though elements of 

realism have crept into influence UNIFIL’s overall activities, the deployment has firmly 

held onto liberal peace based concepts. These models, including the support for 

democratic governments and the expansion of the international liberal system have faced 

a number of hardships in Lebanon and with UNIFIL. However, as UNIFIL was granted 
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wider abilities to execute operations that could potentially assist in the creation of a more 

liberal environment, an unblemished reality demonstrating that another round of 

attempts by the group to gradually attempt to work in larger macro-level liberal peace 

motives into their actions in Lebanon is still the norm and potentially being taken more 

seriously. Hence, this chapter underlined that liberal peace theory has guided UNIFIL 

with some hints of realism thrown in every now and again. 
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Chapter Four: 

UNIFIL & Other UN Peacekeeping Deployments 

 

4.1 Overview 

“In certain circumstances, you see it's not some--in some circumstances, it's not 

an easy line between peacekeeping and peacemaking, or peace enforcement. There have 

been situations in civil wars where you've had a very developed peace agreement. And 

the warring parties have given consent. It's a detailed document. And the UN has felt 

confident that we can go in under traditional rules, neutrality, impartiality, consent, and 

limited rules of engagement. And we'll be able to monitor and build confidence. And 

they'll be able to implement their agreement. The problem, however, is what happens 

when one of the parties who signed the peace agreement then reneges on its 

commitments and it turns out that it withdraws its consent, like in Angola or Rwanda. Or 

if you have factions who are violently opposed, called spoilers, who have a vested 

interest in seeing peace destroyed. What do you do? You've gone in--in thinking that 

you're doing peacekeeping. But, all of the sudden, one of the warring factions is telling 

you, ‘This isn't peacekeeping at all.’ Now how are you going to respond?” (Sofaer and 

Stedman, 2000) 

In keeping with the United Nation’s liberal-internationalist outlook, the 

organization has put together a number of different peacekeeping operations throughout 
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its history. Some of these operations have been more successful than others.  The UN is 

not alone in putting together operations that have been established as fulfilling the role 

of “peacekeeping.” In fact, independent of the United Nations, some nation-states have 

pursued their own peacekeeping strategies and deployments. In one case explored in the 

study (East Timor), a peacekeeping force which deployed due to UN resolutions and 

humanitarian concerns, was not beholden to UN dictates and was later folded into a 

broader UN mandated effort (Kelly, McCormack, Muggleton, and Oswald, 2001). 

Focusing on these peacekeeping deployments requires a number of set rubrics in 

order to measure their effectiveness and whether they reflect successes and failures as 

compared to UNIFIL. First, historical context is important in assessing comparability to 

UNIFIL. UNIFIL’s own historical creation surrounds a number of complex conflicts: 

The Israel-Palestinian wars which have lasted since the former’s creation in 1948, intra-

Arab wars, particularly the relationship between Lebanon and Syria, and sub-conflicts 

between actors within Lebanon. As a result, are other peacekeeping deployments directly 

comparable to the situation in South Lebanon? Should they also be measured on the 

grounds of whether they are operating in a complex environment like Lebanon during 

UNIFIL’s historical and present deployments?  

Other major factors for assessment include reviewing how the peacekeeping 

forces were deployed, why, by whom, and their overall effectiveness. UNIFIL has often 

been accused of bias in executing its efforts as a peacekeeping organization due to the 

actors involved. (“Hashem says UNIFIL biased in favor of Israel,” 2010). Taken at face 

value, these accusations often play into theoretical realist assessments of peacekeeping 

deployments. Realist author Kgomotso Monnakgotla (1996) argued that peacekeeping is 
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self-interested action to establish, preserve, or increase a state’s own position and power 

base in the world. However, it is the argument of this paper that peacekeeping is in fact a 

direct representation of liberal international theory operating in the service of promoting 

liberal internationalist themes. 

Since UNIFIL and all peacekeeping operations are the result of liberal-

internationalist theory, acknowledging the players involved and their effect on the 

overall efforts becomes important. Can certain actors and their involvement in 

peacekeeping operations be measured as purely liberal-internationalist, realist, or is there 

a more complex theoretical reading? 

Continuing from the liberal-internationalist theoretical perspective on 

peacekeeping, another important factor to assess is whether the peacekeeping operations 

in question led to broader peacebuilding. Did the area where peacekeepers were 

deployed experience greater stability due to the experience? Were actors involved 

effectively constrained from violent activity, and was a more stable environment 

established? 

However, bearing in mind the often-changing theoretical views driving foreign 

policy, UNIFIL’s international liberal theoretical basis has been both challenged by 

realist theory, and also modified due to it. Hence, the realist theory cannot be overlooked 

since it assists in bridging the gap and gives UNIFIL a hybrid nature. 

As a result, the UN peacekeeping operations in East Timor and the UN’s 

Stabilization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (1999-Present) will be 

compared to UNIFIL. Both examples present unique, yet directly comparable situations 
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and deployments similar to those found with UNIFIL. Additionally, unique theoretical, 

real-world difficulties, and different military and political situations have presented 

themselves in all of the operations. The UN’s deployments in East Timor and the 

Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) are representative of operations with high and 

low success rates, respectively. What’s more, due to the complex nature of the UN’s 

DRC’s deployment, this actually makes it far easier to measure against UNIFIL. 

Furthermore, realists and liberals alike recognize the broad success of the UN’s East 

Timor operations as an example of successful state building in a real world environment 

(“East Timor Profile,” 2013). 

 

 

4.2 UN Peacekeeping Operation in East Timor 

Initiated in 1999, the UN’s different peacekeeping initiatives in East Timor stand 

as one of the UN’s most successful efforts in terms of peacekeeping and in 

peacebuilding. Each deployment of UN peacekeeping forces in East Timor took on 

different phases of development and eventually helped lead to the creation of the 

independent state of East Timor. According to Smith and Dee (2002), the UN 

deployment to East Timor was undertaken in a slightly different manner when compared 

to UNIFIL. Similar when compared to UNIFIL, the deployment was organized and put 

forth in a number of phases that reflected the security situation. However, these phases 

also reflected a much faster turn-around than deployments for UNIFIL. Additionally, the 

UN force(s) placed in East Timor followed a multilateral force outside of the UN’s 
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control. Portions of this force were later included into the main UN peacekeeping forces. 

This was not the case for UNIFIL, which incorporated units devoted solely for 

deployments to UNIFIL. 

In 1999, in response to the worsening humanitarian situation in East Timor, the 

International Force for East Timor (INTERFET) was established and primarily led by 

Australia to achieve some level of peacekeeping-based stability after fighting erupted 

between pro-Indonesian and pro-independence, East Timorese. This operation was a 

non-UN organized mission, yet was based and essentially mandated on UN Security 

Council Resolutions (UNSCR). Still, the UN took on a more dominant peacekeeping 

role after INTERFET crushed armed elements which countered it and established a 

modicum of stability (Schwartz, 2004). 

Starting in June and ending in October 1999, The United Nations Mission in East 

Timor or UNAMET, was established to both organize a referendum to see if the people 

of East Timor wanted independence from Indonesia. Additionally, UNAMET also sent 

advisers to observe and consult on proper election techniques (“UN Department of 

Peacekeeping Operations,” 2008).  

4.2.1 Comparison to UNIFIL 

Following UNAMET, The United Nations Transitional Administration in East 

Timor or UNTAET, was initiated as a direct peacekeeping operation. Lasting from 

October 1999-May 2002, UNSCR 1272, UNTAET’s mandate, gave the operation the 

role of providing security, maintaining rule-of-law, and building “capacity…for self-

government,” (“Security Council resolution 1272,” 1999). 
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The second-to-last declared UN peacekeeping operation for East Timor, called 

The United Nations Mission of Support in East Timor or UNMISET, was primarily 

established to help East Timor’s fledgling security forces a measure of self-sufficiency 

(“UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations,” 2008). UNIFIL’s mandates, which 

included the return of authority and the building of effective state-based mechanisms for 

internal and external security match with the goals. As Ramesh Thakur states, UNIFIL 

was to serve as, “an interim measure until the Government of Lebanon assumes its full 

responsibilities in southern Lebanon” (Thakur, 1987, p. 40). However, when compared 

to the more expansive mandate(s) for UNIFIL, the limited scale of the UNMISET 

peacekeeping operation is quite apparent. 

After the mandate for UNMISET expired in 2006, the Integrated Mission in 

Timor-Leste (UNIMT) took its place and lasted until December 2012. Beginning as 

UNSCR 1704, UNIMT was called an “integrated UN peacekeeping operation” due to its 

combination of normative peacekeeping goals, along with democracy building, and a 

major objective for peacebuilding, “efforts to bring about a process of national 

reconciliation and to foster social cohesion” (United Nations, 2012).As the mandate for 

UNIMT concluded, this marked the end for UN peacekeeping deployments within East 

Timor. Overall, the mission was considered a success, with internal security taken over 

by local forces controlled by the democratically elected government of East Timor. 

From a realist theoretical perspective, the argument could be made that powerful 

regional and global actors dictated events based on perceived interests. In some respects, 

this is true. Australia, a powerful actor in its own right, was the main force commanding 

other units within East Timor. However, the mission to East Timor was executed due to 
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liberal-internationalist theoretical concerns related to the humanitarian situation of 

people living in the small island-based state (Smith and Dee, 2002). According to Kelly, 

McCormack, Muggleton, and Oswald, the East Timor situation was further complicated 

and distanced from the situation in Lebanon and UNIFIL as “the controversial status of 

Indonesia’s authority in East Timor itself contributed to the complexity of the 

multinational deployment and distinguished it from [other] peace operation[s].” East 

Timor’s unique history may have inadvertently lent to its rapid state-building and 

successful deployment of peacekeeping forces.(Kelly, McCormack, Muggleton, and 

Oswald, 2001, para. 4) 

Located in the eastern Pacific near Australia, East Timor (or Timor Leste) had a 

long history of colonization. First becoming a Portuguese colony in the 1500s, the island 

on which East Timor was located was split between the Portuguese in the east and the 

Dutch in the west. After occupation by the Japanese during World War II, East Timor 

was returned to Portuguese rule. Yet, by the 1970s, a swift of political changes occurred 

in Portugal regarding the country’s overseas colonies. This was especially the case since 

Portugal was involved in a series of wars in Africa to retain colonies in that continent 

(Krieger, 1997). The links with Portugal also influenced the colony and later state’s 

relationship with its regional neighbors. In the words of Jacques Bertrand, East Timor, 

due to its history and geography, “had few prior links to the rest of the archipelago. As a 

former Portuguese colony, it lacked a shared colonial experience with other regions” 

(Bertrand, 2004). 

Change in rule over East Timor came in 1974, when Lisbon witnessed the so-

called Carnation Revolution and in some respects, this is similar to the experience in 
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Lebanon in the aftermath of the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon.  The Carnation 

Revolution involved left-wing military commanders who were countering the country’s 

right-wing authoritarian government. The left-wing then began the process of 

decolonization in East Timor whereby their newfound independence was immediately 

felt (Krieger, 1997). The country went about establishing a government under the 

leadership of those from the Revolutionary Front for an Independent East Timor, a main 

resistance movement against Portuguese colonialism. On the other hand, while 

comparing it to Lebanon, the Israeli presence was not a full annexation as East Timor 

experienced. The Israelis did use a proxy militia just as the Indonesians used in East 

Timor; the South Lebanon Army and its own forces were to secure and then hold onto 

areas in southern Lebanon. In fact, figures such as Walid Phares, an American scholar of 

Lebanese origins and commentator on global terrorism and international relations 

(1996), even attempted to encourage that the occupied section of south Lebanon gain 

independence to help further Israeli goals. As with East Timor, resistance organizations 

also formed to oppose Israel and their proxies. Nevertheless, in 2000, Lebanon was 

reunified, whereas East Timor later voted on its independence from a larger state which 

had conquered it. 

Furthermore, Lebanon’s own internal-sectarianism, inter-, and intra-ethnic strife 

with multiple actors finds no comparison with the situation in East Timor. Thus, 

peacekeepers in East Timor had to deal with a lesser-level of complexity among actors 

on the ground. The lines were very clearly drawn between pro-Indonesian elements and 

pro-independence East Timorese. 



 
80 

This example is demonstrative of a peacekeeping operation that was considered 

by both the United Nations and the broader international community as a “success” in 

terms of peacekeeping and constructing an environment accepting of peacebuilding.  

Peacekeeping operations in the newly independent state of East Timor mirror 

UNIFIL’s operations and goals within Lebanon. However, there are a number of key 

differences between UNIFIL’s deployment to southern Lebanon and the numerous 

peacekeeping contingents sent to East Timor.  

When compared to UNIFIL, UNIMT also had a diverse group of peacekeepers. 

According to a UN Fact Sheet on UNIMT, military liaisons came from fifteen countries 

while police forces were gathered from a collection of forty four countries, including 

Australia, Russia, and the United States (“United Nations Integrated Mission in Timor-

Leste Completes its Mandate Fact Sheet,” 2012). 

In fact, a stronger argument could be made that the UN’s peacekeeping efforts in 

East Timor were dominated by a number of powerful Western forces, such as Australia, 

which was the largest contributor of forces and dominated the initial INTERFET 

deployment. UNIFIL’s military command structure has featured leaders from Ghana, 

Ireland, Finland, Sweden, Norway, Poland, Fiji, India, France, Italy and Spain, a far 

more diverse selection of leadership than those deployed to East Timor. This may 

partially be the case due to the amount of time UNMIT has been active (since 2006) 

when compared to UNIFIL. Chief military liaisons for UNMIT have only come from 

Australia and New Zealand (Bertrand, 2004). Both states were intrinsically involved in 

the original INTERFET deployment that was not a UN-run peacekeeping operation. 
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The fact that INTERFET was deployed also points to another key difference 

between UNIFIL and peacekeeping deployments in relation to creating security on the 

ground and the ability to create a more stable environment in which to operate. First, the 

main aggressive actors on the ground were lightly armed. While state-backed, they 

lacked the capability to take on first-world fighting forces (Schwartz, 2004). According 

to Schwartz, "the adequacy of the force also was the result of the weak resistance 

presented by the militia groups, though the militia's disinclination to fight was almost 

certainly informed by the capabilities that INTERFET brought to bear” (Shwartz, 2004, 

p. 163).  

When compared to UNIFIL, INTERFET’s military prowess changed the game in 

terms of establishing a secure environment. However, UNIFIL had no such luck, even 

with advanced weaponry. First, UNIFIL did not engender much faith in the populace due 

to their loyalties to one of the warring parties (Hezbollah). According to Patrick Galey 

(2010), there was even a situation when the populace of a number of southern Lebanese 

villages took the weapons belonging to a UNIFIL unit. This demonstrates that for 

peacekeeping operations, it is important winning the trust and being viewed as a positive 

force for of the locals, unlike INTERFET.  

4.3 UN Peacekeeping Efforts in the Democratic Republic of the 

Congo 

United Nation’s peacekeeping successes in East Timor stand in stark contrast to 

the complications faced by UN efforts in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) 

in the late-1990s and into the 21st century. The DRC had been at the center of conflict 
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between government and rebel parties since 1998. Some rebel forces also had state 

backers, such as Rwanda and Uganda (Stearns, 2011). The conflict was, in some ways, 

comparable to the situation in Lebanon during the Lebanese Civil War (1975-1990). 

Neighboring Syria backed a number of actors in Lebanon, who were operating within 

UNIFIL’s area of operation, as did Iran. Additionally, Israel jointly occupied southern 

portions of Lebanon with their own proxy, the South Lebanon Army (Ahmad, 2010). In 

this respect, UNIFIL and peacekeeping forces deployed to the DRC were dealing with 

the complexity of national-interest based actors on the ground. All of whom were vying 

for their own control of certain tracts of land, pushing ethnic or sectarian interests, and 

serving other external state interests, in addition to local concerns. 

From 1998 until 2003, the Second Congo War raged between a multitude of 

actors and without a heavy UN deployment of peacekeepers. The war had its roots in the 

First Congo War (1996-1997) which saw a Rwandan and Ugandan-backed rebel 

advance, led by Laurent-Désiré Kabila, against the dictatorship of Mobutu SeseSeko. 

Eventually, SeseSeko was deposed and Kabila took control. The war was also ethnic in 

nature, pitting ethnic Hutus (allied with SeseSeko) and Tutsis (with Kabila) against one 

another (Stearns, 2011). The conflict also involved many states from the African 

continent. According to Stearns, “the Rwandan-led invasion [which included Kabila] 

was an amalgam of different nationalities, chains of command, and military cultures. 

There were Ugandan artillery units, Eritrean speedboats, Tanzanian military advisors, 

and Congolese soldiers.” (Stearns, 2011, p.120) 

However, in 1998, disagreements between Kabila and his former allies in 

Uganda and Rwanda led to renewed hostilities between Kabila and his former allies. 
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Filip Reyntjens (2009) notes that these hostilities originated in Kabila’s fear that both 

states were eager to launch a coup against him following his ascension to the presidency 

of the DRC. 

These disagreements became the reason for the Second Congo War. However, 

the war increasingly became an Africa-wide conflict and devolved into an extremely 

brutal affair. The UN even estimated that since 1998 over 200,000 women in DRC had 

been raped due to the conflict (Stearns, 2011). 

The war then spun out of control as different interests and numerous actors came 

onto the scene and influenced the direction of the conflict. The war also drew in states 

from throughout Africa, all looking to protect or project their interests in the country. 

Unlike the First Congo War, which saw limited external involvement, the DRC became 

a land fit for proxy wars with direct and indirect involvement. Zimbabwe, one of the 

DRC’s neighbors, which does not border the country, partially got involved in the 

conflict due to interests in the country’s mineral wealth (Stearns, 2011). 

4.3.1 Comparison to UNIFIL 

After the passing of United Nations Security Council in resolution 1279 in 1999, 

the UN created United Nations Organization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the 

Congo (MONUC). MONUC’s goals set by UNSCR 1279 extended to provide 

humanitarian aid, liaise with armed actors, and observe the Lusaka Ceasefire Agreement 

(“United Nations Security Council Resolution 1279,” 2012). The Lusaka Ceasefire 

Agreement called for the cessation of arms transfers to belligerent parties, armed 

conflict, and included a clause pushing for increased human rights and assurances for the 
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safety of civilians (Stearns, 2011). The agreement also specifically called for a UN 

peacekeeping force and also stated that a peacekeeping force from the Organization of 

African Union be deployed (“Lusaka Ceasefire Agreement Signatories,” 1999). In this 

respect, a regionally comprised force was expected to initiate peacekeeping efforts, a far 

cry from UNIFIL’s own history of deployment, which has tended to not include regional 

actors within its ranks to fulfill peacekeeping demands. At first MONUC was 

underequipped for its new tasks. Victoria K. Holt and Tobias C. Berkman argue that 

“MONUC highlights the challenges for operations that begin under-staffed and ill-

equipped, and become widely dispersed across a remote, austere, and volatile region.” 

(Holt and Berkam, 2009, p. 154) 

In some ways, this mirrors experiences of early UNIFIL deployments. As 

established by Darren Cunningham and Bethany Orlikowski, “The first brigades” 

belonging to UNIFIL were “drastically underequipped for their assigned mission, were 

actually drawn from the nearby United Nations Disengagement Observer Force of the 

Golan Heights (UNDOF) and the Sinai Peninsula”. (Cunningham and Orlikowski, 2000, 

p. 10) 

However, the smaller number of deployed peacekeepers for MONUC was far 

more detrimental in the long term. The lacking forces directly affected peacekeeping and 

the potential to assist in a peacebuilding process within the DRC. The fact that larger 

geographical expanses were both expansive and often lacked the support facilities 

needed to patrol such an area caused MONUC’s forces to be hamstrung in their general 

effort to protect civilians and patrol ceasefire lines. To fully police and patrol these 

areas, a much larger force of personnel would have been required (Holt and Berkman, 
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2009). Even with lacking equipment, threats against the deployment, direct attacks, and 

political difficulties, UNIFIL was able to execute nearly daily patrols along the much 

smaller “Blue Line” or Israel-Lebanon border zone (“Yearbook of the United 

Nations,”2000). 

Despite the fact that UNIFIL had been engaged in a number of defensive combat 

measures and had clearance to use force against groups or individuals preventing the 

group from fulfilling its mandate, UNIFIL rarely crossed the line into becoming an 

active combat on the ground. This stands in stark opposition to MONUC. In fact, Holt 

and Berkman argue persuasively that “UN forces” associated with MONUC, “are drawn 

into a gray area between peacekeeping and war fighting” due to the complexity of the 

nature of their deployment. Due to the fact that there is very little modicum of stability 

on the ground from which MONUC could build off of, as UN operations in East Timor 

did with INTERFET, or with occupying outside forces or certain militias deployed in the 

south of Lebanon, as was the case with UNIFIL, MONUC finds itself required to 

increasingly become more involved in violently putting down local actors (Holt and 

Berkman, 2009, p. 165). Holt and Berkman further the theme that the DRC presents a 

new and wildly more violent deployment by stating, “In some sense, the DRC may be in 

the ‘too hard’ category for civilian protection—peacekeepers face an environment where 

consent is partial, governance is limited, spoilers are rife, and the political commitment 

to peace is low (Holt and Berkman, 2009, p.  156). One UN official aptly called the DRC 

mission not peacekeeping but ‘conflict peacebuilding.’” Even with the multipolar nature 

of Lebanon during multiple wars, UNIFIL was able to carry out its missions and did not 
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run into the same type of ultra-violence as with the DRC. This was even the case in 

militia-controlled pockets of Lebanon where state-authority had eroded long ago. 

Due to perceived failures of MONUC and the passing of UNSCR 1925, which 

called for direct stabilizing measures, the group was reformed and given a new name to 

reflect the changes in its mission profile. In 2010, the peacekeeping group was renamed 

the United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the 

Congo (MONUSCO). The fact that “stabilization” was included in the title demonstrated 

that the one-time peacekeeping deployment would become more of a military-based 

spear point force to quell difficulties, establish stability, and allow for broader security 

(Holt and Berkman, 2009).  

This reformation was a departure of sorts from more recognized traditional 

categories of peacekeeping which usually carried out set tasks that did not include 

militantly opposing actors on the ground in an aggressive way to achieve stability (Holt 

and Berkman, 2009). However, in some ways, this alteration in mission was also 

reflected in alterations made to UNIFIL following the 33-day 2006 Hezbollah-Israeli 

War. Following the conflict, UNIFIL’s mandate added new measures the group would 

undertake within Lebanon. One of these tasks included the shutdown of militia groups 

(including the powerful Hezbollah organization and other Palestinian armed groups) and 

the collection of arms from these groups (Cunningham and Orlinkowski, 2000). 

Nevertheless, UNIFIL rarely engaged local actors in a militant way to achieve some of 

these goals; whereas MONUSCO actually deployed attack helicopters and armed 

infantrymen.  
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Differences between UNIFIL and MONUSCO continue beyond the military 

application of their forces. By 2011, when UNIFIL saw an upsurge in forces as a result 

of alteration of its mandate, MONUSCO started pulling out forces. This was primarily 

due to claims that rebel groups were contained and that the DRC had normalized 

relations with neighboring states (“Radio Netherlands,” 2011). However, fighting re-

erupted in the form of what became known as the M23 Rebellion. During this fighting, 

MONUSCO essentially took no part in the fighting or even defense of innocent civilians 

caught in the crossfire. The situation was heavily criticized in some circles since 

MONUSCO forces were numerically superior and more heavily armed than the rebels 

(Reuters, 2012).Due to the lack of action by those UN peacekeeping forces, the UN 

reorganized MONUSCO and added a type of rapid reaction force to respond to flare-ups 

within the DRC. However, this in itself only further established MONUSCO as more of 

a combat-oriented body needing to establish at least limited stability in a piecemeal 

fashion, in order to further their other peacekeeping concerns. 

By this point, MONUSCO started to aggressively target oppositional forces and 

fight directly on the side of the DRC national army. While this can be compared to 

UNIFIL’s hope to increase the reach of the Lebanese national army, UNIFIL’s goals 

never included fighting alongside the Lebanese army during any engagements either 

against internal or external enemies. In July 2013, some of the heaviest fighting between 

the M23 rebels, the UN’s MONUSCO forces, and the DRC national army took place. 

Peacekeepers, rebels, and national army fighters were killed during the combat 

operations. 
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 On two sides of the “success-failure spectrum” it can be concluded that UNIFIL 

has had both difficulties and many successes, particularly when looking at MONUSCO’s 

operations in the Democratic Republic of Congo. 

 

 In conclusion, comparing UNIFIL to other peacekeeping operations requires 

several factors for assessment. These factors include looking at the historical context that 

brought about these peacekeeping operations, reviewing how the peacekeeping forces 

were deployed and their overall effectiveness. Furthermore, another important factor to 

look into is whether the peacekeeping operations in question led to broader 

peacebuilding. Peacekeeping in East Timor stands as one of the UN’s most successful 

efforts in terms on peacekeeping and peacebuilding. However, the situation on the 

ground between Lebanon and East Timor differs since Lebanon’s own internal-

sectarianism and intra-ethnic strife with multiple factors differs from East Timor 

whereby it dealt with a lesser level of complexity among actors on the ground. The lines 

were very clearly drawn between pro-Indonesian elements and pro-independence East 

Timorese. UNIFIL was largely dealing with an inter-state conflict despite the 

involvement of non-state militants while UNMIT, UNAMID, or MONUC (United 

Nations Organization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo) were concerned 

mostly with an intra-state conflict that required different actions. Although, both UNIFIL 

and UN peacekeeping mission in East Timor may share similarities in their goals, they 

differ when it comes to their deployment. As mentioned above, the deployment in East 

Tumor was organized and put forth in a number of phases which reflected the security 

situation. Thus, these phases reflected a much faster turn-around than deployments for 
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UNIFIL. Furthermore, UN’s peacekeeping efforts in East Timor were dominated by a 

number of powerful Western forces such as Australia. Hence, these deployments points 

to key differences between UNIFIL and other peacekeeping operations in relation to 

creating security on the ground and the ability to create a more stable environment in 

which to operate.   

 As for the UN peacekeeping efforts in the Democratic Republic of the Congo, 

they faced many difficulties including being underequipped and under-staffed for the 

tasks. This directly affected peacekeeping and the potential to assist in a peacebuilding 

process in DRC. When compared to UNIFIL, even with lacking equipment, threats 

against their deployment, direct attacks, and political difficulties, UNIFIL was able to 

execute nearly daily patrols along the “Blue Line.” In addition to that, despite the fact 

that UNIFIL has been engaged in a number of defensive combat measures and had the 

clearance to use force against groups or individuals preventing the group from fulfilling 

its mandate, UNIFIL rarely crossed the line into becoming an active combat on the 

ground. This is where it differs from MONUC as MONUC were drawn into war fighting 

and accused of not acting as peacekeepers due to the complexity of the situation on the 

ground. However, they both share a similarity in their extended mandates whereby 

“stabilization” was added to MONUC’s operation and a shutdown of militia groups in 

Lebanon. In their application of their mandates, MONUSCO started pulling out forces 

claiming that rebel groups were contained and that DRC had normalized relations with 

neighboring countries. Nevertheless, fighting re-erupted. Therefore, aspects of 

peacebuilding cannot be seen in their peacekeeping operation whereby the operation 

focused on fulfilling obligations with no broader peacebuilding efforts. On the other 
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hand, UNIFIL saw an upsurge in forces due to the alternation of its mandate and has 

made several efforts and activities extending beyondits mandate in the context of 

peacebuilding. 

In fact, it can be established via the other peacekeeping operations that UNIFIL 

has actually furthered many of its original goals. Even with failures of UNIFIL, it would 

also appear as if the UN has to do a more comprehensive analysis vis-à-vis peacekeeping 

operations and the deployment of these forces. Furthermore, on a theoretical level, when 

compared to both MONUSCO and the multiple operations in East Timor, it can be 

shown that UNIFIL is actually fulfilling a number of different tasks extending beyond 

simple peacekeeping, to flow into peacebuilding. 
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Chapter Five: 

 

Assessing UNIFIL’s Successes and Failures 

 

5.1. UNIFIL’s Failures 

 

UNIFIL’s deployment has been the target of many criticisms. Most of these 

criticisms surround perceived failures made by UNIFIL in their deployment to south 

Lebanon.  

As previously stated in Chapter 2, it is clear that the many actors on the ground 

compounded the difficulties UNIFIL had in fulfilling its mandate. Nevertheless, the 

problem arising from the multiple actors and rapidly changing political environment 

originated more from UNIFIL’s original mandate and the concept of states and their 

jurisdiction and control over their territory.  

The initial mandate was premised upon Israel’s invasion of Lebanon. Thus, 

Israel’s war with the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) in south Lebanon was 

recognized as a conflict not between those two groups, but between Israel and Lebanon: 

two sovereign and recognized states. The PLO took on the role of a non-entity within the 

mandate, despite the fact that it was the main actor Israel was countering, as opposed to 

the official army of Lebanon. 

Nevertheless, this problem does not arise from theoretical difficulties, but from 

the attempt to fit a paradigm model of assessing what a state is and make the 
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surrounding elements fit that model. UNIFIL has since grown and changed with the 

times to address immediate non-state actors and the influence they have on the group 

and on conflict in general in south Lebanon. 

In his writing, UNIFIL's Mandate and Rules of Engagement, Eugene Yukin 

(2009) slashes through the general forms of criticism which have been used against 

UNIFIL by claiming that some blame UN bureaucracy, and others blame UNIFIL’s 

command structure. Furthermore, he claims that there are continuing accusations of bias 

of UNIFIL troops towards Israeli or Lebanese parties involved in the conflict. 

The most common historical assessment about UNIFIL was that it was an 

unmitigated failure. Critics have come up with a number of reasons why UNIFIL was 

not only ineffective in its goals but a useless entity. Many observers consider that the 

Force is ineffective due to the fact that wars have broken out in UNIFIL’s presence. 

Others, however, acknowledge that the mission's difficulties stem from the immense 

problems facing Lebanon that virtually no peacekeeping force could contain. While most 

critics have written off UNIFIL as a complete failure, few have taken into account the 

complex nature of Lebanon or the fact that UNIFIL’s administrative framework is, even 

at present, still a solid building block for the group and actions. 

UNIFIL's inability to deter the 1982 Israeli invasion was a key factor in many 

analyses regarding the failure of the group. However, its inability did not mean the group 

did not try to stop invading forces. Timur Göksel, a senior adviser to UNIFIL and a 

spokesman for the organization noted: 
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Over the years, UNIFIL was often cited as a symbol of UN's ineffectiveness. One classic 

line was that the UNIFIL did not stop Israel's 1982 invasion of Lebanon with 90,000 

troops, more than 4,000 tanks and armored vehicles, an unchallenged air force, its navy, 

countless artillery batteries and local allies. On June 6, 1982 when the Israeli Defense 

Forces (IDF) advanced with thirteen Centurion tanks towards the first UNIFIL 

checkpoint at the Hamra Bridge on the coastal road to launch the invasion, facing them 

were six Dutch soldiers with their rifles. Those soldiers who had not come to Lebanon to 

fight off a full-scale Israel invasion actually managed to immobilize two tanks with their 

simple anti-tank barriers after which they ran out of defensive measures (Goskel, 2007, 

para. 1).  

Much can be said about Goskel’s statement regarding UNIFIL’s attempt to do its 

job and deter the Israeli invasion. First, it demonstrates the group’s commitment to being 

a non-partisan unit struggling to maintain some level of stability and stop armed 

aggression. A bigger difficulty with the criticisms of UNIFIL is that due to one 

perceived deficiency, UNIFIL as a whole is punished. The problems most often have 

nothing to do with nor deal with the mandate, but with political will of the groups within 

UNIFIL and the lack of equipment, forces, and lack of willingness to engage militarily 

stronger forces, or questions about the group’s rules of engagement.  

However, the take-away from this story is that compared to a superior and well-

equipped military network, there is little UNIFIL can really do to execute its mission. As 

Pamela Aall (1996) explained in Peacekeeping and Conflict Resolution the deployment 

of lightly armed troops, provided by a number of different states, who would separate 

combatants and monitor the military component of the ceasefire or peace agreement was 
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the main role of a peacekeeper. Hardly could a force counter the first world strength of 

the massive Israeli military or even simultaneously deal with the asymmetric tactics of 

the many Lebanese and Palestinian militias operating in south Lebanon. 

To be the most effective force, UNIFIL would necessitate a gigantic force to stop 

an attack by both small and large forces. It is simply an unrealistic undertaking. 

Financially speaking, such deployments would be some of the most expensive 

undertakings. Dealing with states supplying armed peacekeepers would be another 

difficulty. If UNIFIL were turned into a more independent combat unit as some had 

hoped for, it would, by definition change its role and require armed men and women 

who would be willing to engage in direct combat overseas. This would be a tough 

proposition to sell to many people living in states supplying peacekeepers. 

 Then again, deterring an attack of that nature was never truly UNIFIL’s stated 

goal in any of the UN Security Council resolutions, which had been passed over the 

years. In this case, it would appear that UNIFIL’s main mission in some way is to build 

stability and act as a middleman, which UNIFIL is able to deliver. 

When comparing smaller conflicts in 1996 (when Israeli forces attacked 

Hezbollah and Lebanese government-run sites in Lebanon), bouts of combat in the 

Security Zone area within UNIFIL’s area of control, and later in 2006, one can also 

come to the conclusion that in all cases, it was impossible for UNIFIL to act as an armed 

buffer—which could interdict and act independently against Hezbollah and the Israelis. 

Still, this was never UNIFIL’s mandated goal and would be an extraordinarily 

uncommon role for any peacekeeping force. However, the presence of the group did 
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create conditions where the war-weary parties could use UNIFIL as a type of unbiased 

medium to build a truce.  

UNIFIL’s provision of protection for civilians in some instances was another 

area of mixed accomplishment. While UNIFIL would set up established bases which 

would take in Lebanese civilians during conflict, they did not always have the best 

results. During the 1996 fighting between Hezbollah and Israel, a UNIFIL base in Qana 

was hit. The base was housing hundreds of refugees when it was attacked by Israeli 

artillery. Over one hundred civilians were killed. In later instances during the 2006 war, 

UNIFIL had to start turning away civilians out of the fear that they too may be hit by a 

military strike.  

The shift following the 2006 war was the greatest change which showed that 

UNIFIL’s shift toward a more action-oriented group. The changes brought forward in 

UNSCR 1701 called for the group to act as an arm to disarm specific militias, such as 

Hezbollah and to exert control in south Lebanon. Additionally, instead of only being 

able to fire back in self-defense, UNIFIL’s mission scope was changed to allow for 

UNIFIL to fire on/engage any opposition to the group attempting to complete its varied 

missions. Unfortunately for UNIFIL, this too opened the door for more criticism of the 

group. Hezbollah criticized UNIFIL for its goal to disarm the group and claimed that 

UNIFIL was a biased organization carrying out the will of Hezbollah’s enemies.  

Compounding the criticisms arising from the adoption of UNSCR 1701, there 

appeared to be little action in terms of UNIFIL organizing patrols and operations which 

were tasked with disarming militia groups in south Lebanon. At times, UNIFIL patrols 
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would be attacked by pro-Hezbollah mobs, greatly hindering any real effect the group 

could have in its area of operations. UNIFIL’s deployments were at times also hindered 

by the fact that UNIFIL’s operations in the south of Lebanon which were targeting the 

smuggling of arms to militia groups and the additional disarmament operations had to be 

approved of by the Lebanese state. Hezbollah was part of Lebanon’s government and 

even anti-Hezbollah factions within the government had trouble pushing for UNIFIL to 

fulfill its newer and more muscular mandate.  

 Even with these hindrances, UNIFIL’s mandated respect for state institutions and 

structures actually demonstrated its commitment to a core belief within liberal 

internationalist theory that sovereign states with central governments should be the 

masters of their own domain. Peacekeeping forces based in the country were to be tasked 

as aids for that central government, as opposed to acting as independent bodies which 

would not answer to the states in which they were based and attempting to keep the 

peace.  

The urging for UNIFIL to encourage for a centralized and more liberal authority 

to extend its authority in war-torn areas within Lebanon—which are hardly in the 

government’s control—did not amount to a carte blanche for UNIFIL to institute wide 

sweeping reforms and directives. Still, UNIFIL’s encouragement of the centralized state 

shows their commitment to the concept of a stable centralized state.  

It is intriguing to note that some criticisms have focused on UNIFIL’s longevity 

within south Lebanon and that over many years little has been accomplished. However, 

this ignores longer range goals. As explained by Beate Jahn in her Liberal 
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Internationalism: Theory, History, Practice , liberal peace is described as the belief that 

mature democratic states are less likely to go to war with one another due to their 

democratic governments. The maturation of states as democratic entities that can exert 

their own influence can only be done through a longer process and incremental 

movements. This means that the process to achieve UNIFIL’s objectives may take a 

while due to the complicated politics in the Middle East; nevertheless, this would assist 

UNIFIL in peacebuilding and spreading a culture of peace, and consequently achieving 

longer-range goals even if it’s taking time. (Jahn, 2013) 

Moving away from theory, there are other direct criticisms of UNIFIL’s military 

ability. Göksel (2007) notes another military factor, which renders UNIFIL less 

effective. In the eyes of critics, some have accused UNIFIL of not utilizing the extensive 

arms and equipment held by forces involved with the group.  

Nevertheless, this ignores basic logistics and theoretical realities. As Göksel 

(2007) reveals that senior officers know that they cannot sustain a prolonged clash. Their 

sources for reinforcements and supplies are back in their home countries. If major 

casualties were taken by the peacekeeping forces, very quickly, casualties among the 

multinational troops will be going up, and back home political support for the mission 

will plummet. 

It would appear that instead of bias or true inaction as being a main part of the 

problem with UNIFIL, that much of the perceived failures stem from the group’s Rules 

of Engagement combined with very realistic strategic assessments done to further the 

end goal of a liberal peace.  
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Theoretically speaking, peacekeepers who have been branded as observers, 

interdictors of arms and small-scale armed attacks, and as unbiased players for armed 

actors walk a tightrope between immediate operational effectiveness and the ability to 

execute long-term strategic goals. It simply necessitates that peacebuilding via 

peacekeeping, as UNIFIL is attempting, is a much slower and drawn-out process when 

the area has extremely complex political realities and countries supplying forces.  

Yukin assessed that “UNIFIL has found itself paralyzed yet again because its 

stated goals and operational rules cannot be enacted on the ground in any realistic and 

constructive manner” (Yukin, 2009, p. 13). Thus, the problems did not stem from a 

theoretical outlook regarding the group, but from the rules set up on the ground in order 

to execute their operations and from the immediate changes made in UNIFIL’s many 

mandates.  

First, UNIFIL was never mandated to possess a military capability to maintain 

peace in the region. Furthermore, it was not expected to change the military balance in 

the South. So its mandate was impracticable from the start. Second, UNIFIL's 

deployment and operations were in an extremely hostile environment and a very 

complex area of operation that was split into three geographic sections with a variety of 

equipment.  

UNIFIL has also suffered a high number of casualties (over 200). This should not 

be viewed in a consistently negative form. The fact that UNIFIL sustained such 

casualties, but still executes operations and remains committed to their mandate, 

demonstrates to actors in southern Lebanon and Israel that the group is fully dedicated to 
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its long term goals (Larson, 1996). It is also possible that this alters certain groups’ rules 

of engagement with UNIFIL.  

In the past when certain forces (namely from the SLA and Palestinian militias) 

fired on the group, at times with relative impunity, this did not mean that UNIFIL’s 

positions were overrun or that the entire peacekeeping contingent was pulled from 

action. At the end of the day, it means that while UNIFIL is not keen on reacting to 

provocations, it is still in the area to fulfill certain goals. Attacks will not stop it. 

Although it is not immune against suffering a loss of clout when attacked, it will not 

willingly allow itself to be attacked.  

 

5.2 UNIFIL’s Successes 

In terms of separating both sides in the conflict, UNIFIL has done a remarkably 

effective job and served an important demand placed on the group. These demands 

included  building greater strength for the Lebanese national government, support for 

humanitarian assistance in the area, and conflict prevention via their attempts to stop 

Israeli incursions from their side of the border, Palestinian incursions from Lebanon, and 

later Lebanese based attacks on the Israelis (Bellamy and Williams, 2010). In fact, 

according to official UN documents, UNIFIL halted most attacks launched by 

Palestinian militia forces in south Lebanon following the Israeli invasion and the South 

Lebanon Army domination of certain zones.  
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Moreover, the consent of local parties to UNIFIL's mission, despite their neglect 

or ideological disagreement with concepts related to liberal peace means that there is 

some level of hope for UNIFIL’s broader goals. Attacks against the group have, at best, 

been sporadic. In turn, this allows for UNIFIL to continue its slow moving hopes for 

liberal peace. 

Also, as stated earlier in Chapter two, the cooperation between the Lebanese 

Army and UNIFIL has been successful and effective throughout the years, as it aided the 

Lebanese Army to restore its authority in southern Lebanon. This came through with the 

UNSCR 1701 that helped establish a new strategic military and security environment in 

southern Lebanon as the Lebanese Army deployed in the south, coordinated with 

UNIFIL to maintain peace and security across the borders. The Lebanese government 

deployed 15,000 troops of the Lebanese Armed Forces in southern Lebanon, including 

in UNIFIL’s area of operations. This historical development of the Lebanese Army 

operating in southern Lebanon for the first time in three decades was quickly achieved 

with the support of UNIFIL. Since then, Hezbollah has not been able to launch attacks 

against Israel. Only few insignificant violations by minor groups were noted; hence, the 

situation in the area remained relatively calm. 

UNIFIL has also played an important role as a mediator in the conflict. UNIFIL 

has been holding meetings between Lebanese and Israeli official under its auspices. In 

2013, Israel and Lebanon rushed to ease tensions following a deadly border skirmish that 

left one Israeli soldier dead. UNIFIL said it had convened a meeting of senior Israeli and 

Lebanese officers at the Naqoura border crossing, near the site of the shooting. UNIFIL's 

commander, Major General Paolo Serra, and the U.N. special coordinator for Lebanon, 
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Derek Plumbly, also attended. In a statement, Serra said preliminary findings indicated 

that a Lebanese sniper had acted alone, in violation of operational rules and procedures. 

He said the sides discussed "concrete steps" to strengthen security arrangements and 

emphasized their interest in preserving "calm and stability." According to The Daily Star 

published on January 29,2014, UNIFIL held regular tripartite meeting with senior 

officials from the Lebanese Army and the Israeli army to discuss several issues, 

including the implementation of U.N. Security Council Resolution 1701. Major General 

Paolo Serra commended the parties for “their positive engagement and cooperation with 

UNIFIL in maintaining peace and security in the area of operations and for their 

continued commitment to the cessation of hostilities.”  According to UNIFIL statement, 

Serra said that he expressed his appreciation to both sides for their effective use of 

UNIFIL’s liaison and coordination arrangements that have proven to be vital in 

preventing tension and incidents, and in deconflicting the situation at critical moments.  

UNIFIL serves not only as the early warning guide for the international 

community, but as a median between intractable foes, such as the case of Hezbollah 

aiming  to destroy Israel and Israel wanting to completely obliterate Hezbollah. This is a 

first step toward peacebuilding, not simply within Lebanon and between Lebanon (as a 

state) and Israel, but potentially between two enemies, onea non-state and the other a 

state, which fundamentally see no possibility for peace. 

 While UNIFIL has suffered in its efforts to assist in the push for a liberal 

democratic style of imposed governmental control in the south, it still serves as a 

spearhead to build respect for the central government in Beirut. It also serves to 

demonstrate that an international group, with strong military forces, and backed by many 
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powerful countries, still answers to Beirut if UNIFIL wants to undertake a sensitive 

mission in southern Lebanon. 

 Liberal peace theory and the concept of peacebuilding are noble goals. While 

UNIFIL has had to deal with a complex environment, harsh criticisms, and a general 

misunderstanding of its assigned duties, it has been relatively successful. As opposed to 

push around, UNIFIL pushes to work with its host government and demonstrates a 

commitment to a belief in the strength of a liberal state to pursue goals. Although these 

goals may not be attained instantaneously, as was exemplified by UNIFIL’s over-three-

decade deployment in Lebanon, this does not equal failure.  

As mandates have changed, it becomes clear that UNIFIL is working a longer 

game. The lack of strong support by the many states contributing to its membership 

demonstrates and necessitates that UNIFIL be in the peacebuilding mode by utilizing a 

long-term strategy. While some expect instant answers, the issues of peace, security, 

stability, and overall progression into a more peaceful global setting are never 

immediate. Nevertheless, a present force that holds those goals to be dear and promotes 

them through thick and thin can go a long way in building a stronger and more peaceful 

region. 

 

 

 

 



 
103 

Conclusion 

 

In the complex environment confronting UNIFIL, this peacekeeping organization has 

been relatively successful despite the criticisms it has faced UNIFIL  was born in March 

1978, as a result of UN Security Council’s (UNSC) resolutions 425 and 426, which 

established a mandate of three fundamental missions including confirming the 

withdrawal of Israeli forces from Southern Lebanon, restoring international peace and 

security, and helping the Lebanese government in exercising its authority in the area. In 

2000, Israel withdrew from Lebanon in full accordance with Security Council 

resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978). On 16 June 2000, the Secretary-General reported 

to the Security Council that Israel had withdrawn its forces from Lebanon in accordance 

with resolution 425 (1978) and met the requirements defined in his report of 22 May 

2000 , noting that Israel had completed the withdrawal in conformity with the line 

identified by the United Nations. Furthermore, DFF/SLA had also been dismantled. The 

Secretary-General said that the Government of Lebanon had moved quickly to re-

establish its effective authority in the area through the deployment of its security forces, 

and had informed the United Nations that it would send a composite force composed of 

army and internal security personnel to be based in Marjayoun. Afterwards, the 

Lebanese Army, with the assistance of UNIFIL, was deployed in the Lebanese territory 

vacated by Israel. Hence, UN Mandate 425 was fulfilled. 

The situation in the UNIFIL area of operations was generally calm after Israel’s 

withdrawal, except for numerous minor violations of the line of withdrawal, the so-

called Blue Line. The Force monitors the line of withdrawal on a daily basis, by means 
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of ground and air patrols and also examines possible violations from both sides of the 

line. The Force's liaison arrangements provided a constant link with the Chief of 

Operations of the Israel Defense Forces and the Director of Lebanese General Security, 

as well as with the normal chain of command on each side. Thus, any violation of the 

withdrawal line was to be immediately brought to the attention of the side concerned. Be 

it so, UNIFIL has acted as an effective intermediary between enemies as it deployed its 

best endeavors through continuous, close liaison with both sides, to prevent friction and 

limit incidents. UNIFIL has also been able to stop many infiltrations into Israel. In 1979 

alone, UNIFIL stopped 40 infiltrations, and has continuously increased its support for 

Lebanese national institutions.   

Following the July/August 2006 Israeli-Hezbullah war, the Security Council, by 

resolution 1701 (2006) of 11 August 2006, has significantly enhanced UNIFIL and 

expanded its original mandate. A major change was the “disarmament of armed groups” 

like Hezbollah. UNIFIL along with the Lebanese Army has found in southern Lebanon 

many arms cashes and collections of rockets and confiscated them. UNIFIL was able to 

create a strategic “breathing space” between hostile entities. This latter goal has included 

stopping arms smuggling to non-state entities in Lebanon. As a result, there was 

fulfillment of the UN Mandate (425) and partial fulfillment of latter mandates. As to the 

partial fulfillment of latter mandates, it is due to the indisposition of many players to 

really follow through on the resolution 1701. This represents a challenge to UNIFIL as it 

includes the refusal of Hezbollah to disarm and the spillover from the Syrian Civil War 

with new actors coming to the area. This means that UNIFIL is operating at a 

disadvantage for a number of reasons previously mentioned. However, this 
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peacekeeping organization has still done its best to fulfill UN mandates under these 

pressures and has had a record of successes overlooked by observers.  

UNIFIL has also provided humanitarian assistance in Lebanon to the local population 

since its initial deployment. During the first mandate period in 1978, an emergency relief 

and reconstruction program was put together, and a humanitarian section was set up at 

UNIFIL headquarters to provide liaison for all aspects of the UN assistance program, 

and to aid the special representative. In 1982, during the partial withdrawal of Israeli 

forces, this humanitarian effort became more important. The underlying principle behind 

UNIFIL’s humanitarian assistance is to decrease the tension among the population and 

to strengthen relations between the units and the local people in order to give UNIFIL a 

visible role as a source of benefits for the local people.  

All these successes prove indeed that UNIFIL has fulfilled its mandate. In summation, 

UNIFIL has stopped conflict, and halted numerous cross-border attacks. Also, it 

observed a number of Israeli pullouts and has acted as a very effective neutral player to 

voice concerns by players involved in the conflict (state and non-state actors). 

Nevertheless, UNIFIL is facing challenges. One of these challenges is that UN cannot 

act like new colonialists on a civilizing mission as it cannot go ahead its hosts who 

would rather solve their problems in their own way, usually through bargaining and 

negotiation. While some think that the UN resolutions calling for the disarmament of 

militias including Hezbollah (Party of God) should be done by the UN, others claim that 

the disarmament cannot be done by foreign armies using force since that would lead to 

an internal conflict. Hence, it should be up to the Lebanese to do it their own way while 
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focusing on maintaining civil peace in the country (Göksel, 2007).  According to Timur 

Göksel, who was assigned as Press Information Spokesman to UNIFIL and later became 

Senior Advisor, another danger facing UNIFIL is the UN’s archaic mindset with a 

multinational force including participants from 30 countries. This is not exactly “an ideal 

setup” for operating in southern Lebanon that is considered as a conflict zone where 

hostilities could abruptly erupt without any warning. Like most multinational forces, 

UNIFIL also suffers from an emphasis on risk aversion. Logically speaking, no 

contingent commander would like to risk soldiers in a confrontation. Hence, if the safety 

of the troop becomes a top priority, the success of the mission comes second. 

Furthermore, with France and the U.S’s continued military support to the Lebanese 

government, and UN’s continuous efforts to enforce UNSCR 1701, Israel’s behavior 

remains of a great importance. This means that the players in this conflict pose a 

challenge to UNIFIL’s mission especially with Israel’s doubts regarding the ability of 

the Lebanese government to assert its sovereignty across all its territory and control 

actions against Israel. 

In conclusion, where does UNIFIL stand vis-à-vis the institutional liberal theory and 

realism?  Liberal peace theory and the concept of peacebuilding are noble goals. Moral 

values and individuals’ human rights have become central inputs for international 

actions nowadays. However, although liberal peace holds a benign concern with regards 

to the protection of human lives, this discourse is often appropriated as to legitimize 

traditional power and real politic goals rather than out of genuine concern about the 

victims who suffered massive abuses and violations. Therefore, a convergence of liberal 

and realist theory can bridge the gap. The fact that the provisions on the use of force in 
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the UN Charter have always been dependent on the moral legitimacy of international law 

and on the balance of power made this convergence of morality and real politic possible 

(Hehir, 2010). These two theories are needed even if they challenge each other, in order 

to sustain the whole building of the current international society. Furthermore, past 

failures of peacekeeping missions can be attributed to the inability to respond to the 

realities on the ground professionally and successfully. UNIFIL’s multi-dimensional 

mandate would then require an integration of both theories in order to fill in the gaps 

between them.  

While UNIFIL has had to deal with a complex environment, harsh criticisms, and a 

general misunderstanding of its assigned duties, the group is surprisingly successful. 

UNIFIL has demonstrated a commitment to a belief in the strength of a liberal state to 

pursue goals. However, the fact that these goals may not be attained instantaneously, as 

was exemplified by UNIFIL’s over three-decade deployment in Lebanon, does not equal 

failure. As mandates have changed, it becomes clear that UNIFIL is working a longer 

game. A lack of strong support by the many states which contribute to its membership 

demonstrates and necessitates that UNIFIL should be in the peacebuilding mode. While 

some expect instant answers, the issues of peace, security, stability, and overall 

progression into a more peaceful global setting are never immediate. Nevertheless, a 

present force which holds those goals to be dear and promotes them through thick and 

thin can go a long way in building a stronger and more peaceful region.  

It can be highlighted that UNIFIL is hybrid in its nature. According to the findings, 

developments in the practice of UNIFIL’s peacekeeping mission can be observed. From 

one hand, the tasks of the peacekeepers changed whereby a purely military mandate 
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have been replaced by mandates that include next to the military tasks, also 

developmental, governance building and humanitarian tasks. Not only did the tasks 

change, but also actors to accompany peacekeepers have increased partially fulfilling 

UN mandated military and non-military tasks themselves. Since the end of the Cold 

War, which in turn led to the increase of civil wars, non-state actors have increased both 

as combatants and non-combatants. This led to the increased willingness of the UN to 

intervene in conflicts. It is important to note here that UNIFIL was established during the 

time of the Cold War and experienced a qualitative change of its mandate three times 

since its deployment in 1978 by the resolutions S/Res/425 (1978) and S/Res/426 (1978). 

Hence, while looking into post-Cold War UN missions and the expansion of mandates 

by the Security Council, a shift can be seen towards hybridization of tasks and actors due 

to the situational requirements of the cases. This aims to move from the accomplishment 

of negative peace (absence of violence) to the construction of positive peace whereby 

peacebuilding is employed by the UN as a key instrument.  

To conclude, peacekeeping has completely changed its face in some peacekeeping 

operations. Nevertheless, the core principles that defined peacekeeping remain defining 

the features of peacekeeping missions, such as the consent of the parties, limitation on 

the use of force, neutrality and impartiality. Furthermore, UN’s concept of peacekeeping 

seems to have undergone tremendous conceptual changes whereby peacekeeping 

missions have been tailored more and more towards fitting the necessities to build 

structural peace. In case the use of force may be needed to achieve this goal, another 

bridge has to be built towards peacekeeping mandates. One might see it as complex-

mandate-missions trying to adapt to all the changes and developments made in peace 
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policy. In addition to that, the UN also has adapted to the changing stakeholder field in 

international relations whereby unilateral and multilateral, along with regional efforts, 

coincide with the global mandate of the UN to preserve international peace and security. 

UNIFIL’s expansion of mandate provides an example of how the changing challenges 

exerted by the environment modify peace-operations, and that the changing in the 

conception of peacekeeping lead to what can be described as “hybridization.” It seems 

clear that the UN is addressing the failures it has experienced in past missions through 

multi-dimensional mandates like UNIFIL and the “hybridization” of the tasks that 

peacekeeping missions perform. Nevertheless, peacekeeping missions always run the 

risk of encountering unexpected new problems that may emerge as a result of unstable 

international or regional environment and the lack of consensus and cooperation between 

actors. 
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