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Abstract 

Observing current international scenario, it is notorious the centrality that peace and its 

construction have. Peacekeeping, peacebuilding and state-building have become 

fundamental processes of present international politics. In this regards, it is indisputable 

that the latter has emerged as a crucial activity and one of the most pressing issues 

regarding peace and conflict transformation in contemporary international relations. In 

fact, state-building constitutes the very core of international policies directed towards 

peace, development and security in our time and, consequently, it has became a pivotal 

practice of central states and international organizations, especially the United Nations 

(UN). Departing from theoretical and conceptual tools developed by the French 

philosopher Michel Foucault, this thesis reproblematizes the UN approach regarding ‘post-

conflict’ reconstruction efforts and transformation of international violent conflicts arguing 

that the construction of peace in our time is an attempt of international normalization of 

‘post-conflict’ states and their populations. The pursuit of this normalization, as this thesis 

argues, is rendered operational through the international government of ‘post-conflict’ 

states and their populations’ lives at a global scale. In order to pursuit such process, the 

state-building emerges as the most suitable instrument. It is through the deployment of a 

state-building dispositif to ‘post-conflict’ scenarios that it is pursued the conduct of 

conducts of both ‘post-conflict’ states, through their discipline, and their populations, 

through biopolitics, towards a determinate end – making them resemble more like liberal-

democratic entities. In order to render its argument operational, this thesis analyses the UN 

‘post-conflict’ state-building reconstruction process carried out in Timor-Leste. Due to its 

broad range, depth, and duration, the UN engagement with Timor-Leste is the most 

appropriate case to have a more comprehensive understanding of the practice of state-

building in ‘post-conflict’ settings. This thesis analyses how Timor-Leste emerged in the 

international scenario as an urgent need that needed to be addressed and, consequently, the 

functioning of the state-building dispositif deployed towards the country as a result of this 

understanding. Along its analyses, this thesis elucidates that the state-building process, 

albeit rhetorically framed as building peace and underpinned by power-denying notions 

such as ‘capacity-building’, is a normalizing dispositif directed towards ‘post-conflict’ 

states which operates through the pursuit of disciplining such state and exercising a 

biopolitical power over the political, the economic, the social, and the security spheres 

surrounding its population. This thesis evinces that, in the end, state-building is a process 

that seeks to make ‘post-conflict’ states and their populations behave more as what is 

constructed as the ‘normal’ behavior of current international relations – liberal-democratic 

entities. 

Keywords: State-Building; Peacebuilding, Post-Conflict Reconstruction; United Nations; 

Timor-Leste. 
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Resumo 

Observando o presente cenário internacional, é notória a centralidade que a paz e 

construção desta possuem. Operações de manutenção e construção da paz, e a 

(re)construção de Estados tornaram-se processos fundamentais da atual política 

internacional. Nesse sentido, é ponto pacífico que a última surge como uma atividade 

crucial e uma das questões mais importantes relativamente à paz e a transformação de 

conflitos nas relações internacionais contemporâneas. De fato, a (re)construção dos 

Estados constitui o cerne das políticas internacionais direcionadas à paz, desenvolvimento, 

e segurança do nosso tempo e, consequentemente, tornou-se uma prática essencial de 

Estados centrais e organizações internacionais, especialmente das Nações Unidas (ONU). 

Partindo de ferramentas teóricas e conceituais desenvolvidas pelo filósofo francês Michel 

Foucault, esta tese reproblematiza a abordagem onusiana relativamente aos esforços de 

reconstrução ‘pós-conflito’ e transformação de conflitos internacionais violentos 

argumentando que a construção da paz no nosso tempo é uma tentativa de normalização 

internacional dos Estados ‘pós-conflito’ e de suas populações. A busca desta normalização, 

como argumenta esta tese, é operacionalizada por meio do governo internacional dos 

Estados ‘pós-conflito’ e das vidas de suas populações em escala global. De forma a buscar 

tal processo, a (re)construção de Estados surge como o instrumento mais adequado. É por 

meio do destacar de um dispositif de (re)construção de Estados que é buscada a condução 

das condutas dos Estados ‘pós-conflito’, por meio da disciplina destes, e de suas 

populações, por meio da biopolítica, em direção a um fim determinado – fazê-los parecer 

mais com entidades liberais e democráticas. De forma a operacionalizar o seu argumento, 

esta tese analisa o processo onusiano de reconstrução ‘pós-conflito’ levado a cabo no 

Timor-Leste. Devido ao seu largo alcance, profundidade e duração, a interação da ONU 

com o Timor-Leste é o caso mais apropriado para se ter um entendimento mais abrangente 

da prática de (re)construção de Estados em situações ‘pós-conflito’. Esta tese analisa como 

o Timor-Leste surgiu no cenário internacional como uma necessidade urgente que tinha de 

ser lidada e, consequentemente, o funcionamento do dispositif de (re)construção de 

Estados destacado para o país como resultado deste entendimento. Ao longo de sua análise, 

esta tese elucida que o processo de (re)construção de Estados, apesar de retoricamente 

enquadrado como construindo a paz e fundamentado por noções que negam serem 

instrumentos de poder como a ‘construção de capacidades’, é um dispositif normalizador 

direcionado aos Estados ‘pós-conflito’ que opera por meio da busca de disciplinar tal 

Estado e exercer um poder biopolítico sob as esferas política, econômica, social e 

securitária que circunda sua população. Esta tese evidencia que, ao fim ao cabo, a 

(re)construção dos Estados é um processo que busca fazer com que os Estados ‘pós-

conflito’ e suas populações comportem-se mais como o que é construído como um 

comportamento ‘normal’ nas relações internacionais contemporâneas – como entidades 

liberais e democráticas. 

Palavras-Chave: (Re)Construção de Estados, Construção da Paz, Reconstrução Pós-

Conflito, Nações Unidas, Timor-Leste 
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“If you can see, look. 

   If you can look, observe”
1
 

 

Introduction 

This thesis reflects about a fundamental element of International Relations (IR)
2
 – the 

construction of peace. In fact, although several scholars tend to forget, the construction of 

peace is as pivotal to IR as being the elementary reason for its creation as a discipline after 

World War I. Peacekeeping, peacebuilding and state-building have become fundamental 

elements of international promoting peace and security. Observing current efforts of 

building peace in ‘post-conflict’
3
 scenarios, this thesis proposes a critical examination of 

the UN state-building model making use of theoretical and conceptual tools developed by 

the French philosopher Michel Foucault. The main argument presented is that the 

construction of peace in our time is an attempt of international normalization of ‘post-

conflict’ states and their populations. International dynamics include mechanisms, tools 

and rhetoric portrayed as being directed towards the prevention, management and even the 

transformation of violent conflicts throughout the globe, contributing to building peace. In 

this thesis, the construction of peace is herein understood as the pursuit of shaping and 

conducting ‘post-conflict’ states’ behaviors so they start behaving less as ‘abnormal’ states 

and more as ‘normal’ states in the international scenario. Examining current international 

reality, ’abnormal’ states are considered as those states labeled as ‘failed’ ones, or the ones 

that might become ‘failed’, and ‘normal’ states as the liberal democratic states. Hence, in 

short, to normalize ‘post-conflict’ states and their populations means to shape, conduct and 

structure their behaviors in order to make them resemble more like liberal-democratic 

entities.  

                                                   
1 This is the epigraph of the José Saramago’s novel Blindness ([1995] 1999). 

2 Following a non-written convention of the literature, the capital letters will be employed herein in reference 

to the academic discipline (International Relations, IR). Although the author acknowledges the erosion of the 

division ‘inside/outside’ (Walker, 1993) when talking about IR nowadays, the lower-case is used in reference 

to the dynamics that take place majorly in the ‘international’ scenario and that involve majorly actors that are 

external to a determinate state. 

3 The single quotation mark is herein used merely to denote a state of recovering, or already recovered, from 

a violent conflict. The term is not employed without quotation marks in order to downplay the element post 
of it, so the fact that frequently there are still conflicts, and quite often violent ones, in what are understood as 

post-conflict states by the literature is evinced. 
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The thesis argues that the pursuit of this normalization is rendered operational 

through the international government of ‘post-conflict’ states and their populations’ lives 

on a global scale. In order to pursue such process, the state-building process is the most 

suitable instrument. Rather than a technical and bureaucratic effort that seeks to 

(re)construct ‘post-conflict’ state’s institutions, state-building is in fact a normalizing 

dispositif – for now, a heterogeneous assemblage of actors, concepts, institutions and 

practices – which seeks to discipline the ‘post-conflict’ states and biopolitically govern 

their populations. In order to accomplish it, this state-building dispositif ends up putting in 

place a surveillance framework over the ‘post-conflict’ state and its population seeking to 

govern them; to conduct their conducts towards a determinate end (Foucault, [1982] 2000: 

341).  

 

When mentioning ‘government’, perhaps one of the very first things that comes to 

mind is the state and the wide range of institutions it involves. With this kind of 

understanding in mind, studying government would imply addressing certain questions 

such as ‘who holds the power?’, ‘how is this power legitimized?’, ‘is it representative?’, 

‘what is the source of this power?’ (Rose, 1999b: 1; Dean, 2010: 16). The understanding of 

government advanced by Foucault seeks exactly to develop an analytical framework that 

enables the reflection about the political power exercised precisely outside, above, 

permeating, across and beyond the state (Rose and Miller, 1992; Larner and Walters, 2004: 

2). Briefly defining government as the ‘conduct of conduct’ (Foucault, [1982] 2000: 341), 

Foucault enlarges its meaning to cover the scope adopted in this thesis – “mechanisms and 

procedures destined to conduct men, to drive the conduct of men, to conduct the conduct of 

men” ([1980] 2009: 18). 

 

It is precisely due to this Foucauldian enlargement of the meaning of the word 

that one can analyze government, the conduct of conducts, being rendered operational both 

on individuals, through the exercise of discipline, and on mass populations, through 

biopolitics. In regards to the construction of peace, this is an effort that happens in two 

dimensions. At the international level, this government is rendered operational through the 

attempt of disciplining the ‘post-conflict’ state. Discipline seeks to correct the individual 
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‘post-conflict’ state behaviors in the international sphere. This works through instruments 

of knowing, assessing, monitoring, individualizing, ranking, and seeks to “reward and 

punish” individual ‘post-conflict’ states for having, or not having, a determinate set of 

behaviors. These instruments include, for instance, standardized data collection, periodic 

reports, performance benchmarking, auditing techniques, access to credit lines, funding of 

projects, conditionalities, and even sanctions. At the national level, government operates 

through biopolitics. Biopolitics functions through the exercise of a great amount of 

influence, supervision and control over life-supporting processes of ‘post-conflict’ 

populations, such as health, education, employment, food, fertility or housing. It works 

through the transformation of the ‘post-conflict’ state into a ‘governance state’ (Duffield, 

2007: 82), which is a state that has a form of contingent sovereignty in the sense that its 

fundamental spheres – the disciplinary, political and economic governance, and the socio 

and biopolitical ones – are under a great amount of international supervision, influence and 

control (Idem). 

 

In order to render the argument operational, the thesis focuses on the United 

Nations’ (UN) engagement with Timor-Leste, which has been, in essence, a deep state-

building effort. State-building is herein understood to embrace not only the construction 

and strengthening of state institutions, but also the practices that seek to shape, direct and 

conduct the relations between ‘post-conflict’ states and their population. Timor-Leste was 

subject of five UN peace operations:
4
 UNAMET (1999), UNTAET (1999-2002), 

UNMISET (2002-2005), UNOTIL (2005-2006) and UNMIT (2006-2012). Furthermore, 

Timor-Leste was also subject to two multilateral international interventions – INTERFET 

(1999-2000) and ISF (2006-2013). Therefore, the country clearly stands out for having in 

its territory five consecutive UN peace operations and two interventions. Observing the 

UN engagement with ‘post-conflict’ scenarios, it is clear that there is no other case with 

this number of operations, with the range of levels of engagement and the depth of 

involvement as the UN engagement with Timor-Leste. Consequently, Timor-Leste 

                                                   
4 Following the UN terminology, this thesis uses the term ‘peace operations’ to mean “[f]ield operations 

deployed to prevent, manage, and/or resolve violent conflicts or reduce the risk of their recurrence” (UN, 

2008: 98). Hence, the term encompasses, in line with the UN understanding of the term, the key instruments 

used by the UN to address violent conflicts throughout the globe, ranging from peace prevention to 

peacebuilding and state-building efforts. 
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presents itself as the most suitable case to have a refined and, most importantly, 

comprehensive analysis of UN ‘post-conflict’ state-building efforts. 

 

In order to analyze the UN presence in Timor-Leste, the thesis departs 

fundamentally from a methodological qualitative approach to science, making use of 

methodological tools such as, for instance, archival research and fieldwork, which included 

direct observation and semi-structured interviews. The thesis, while analyzing the UN 

state-building process in Timor-Leste, delineates the process in which Timor-Leste 

emerges as an urgent need in the international scenario which should be unequivocally 

handled. It is precisely this perception of Timor-Leste as an international urgent need – 

which happens after a very long and bloody path of foreign colonization, occupation and 

annexation – that triggers the formation of an international state-building dispositif in order 

to deal with it and, consequently, its deployment to the country. It is this state-building 

dispositif that will seek to normalize Timor-Leste, seeking to prevent it from turning into 

an ‘abnormal’ state, a ‘failed’ one. The overall goal is to make Timor-Leste resemble a 

‘normal’ state, i.e., a liberal-democratic one. 

 

Throughout the analysis, the thesis delineates some fundamental limitations of the 

overall UN state-building process in Timor-Leste. Furthermore, and most importantly, it 

evinces the UN attempt to conduct and shape not only the Timorese state per se and its 

very functioning, but also several of its pivotal spheres in a clear attempt to normalize 

Timor-Leste seeking to making it a liberal democratic state. In this regard, the thesis 

analyses the pivotal spheres of a state – namely the disciplinary, political and economic 

governance, and the socio and biopolitical spheres – and sheds light on the process in 

which these spheres, in the case of Timor-Leste, are highly influenced, structured, shaped 

and supervised by internationals. The thesis elucidates how several institutions, processes 

and practices within each of these fundamental spheres are severely supervised by 

internationals, who constantly seek to shape them towards a determinate end, towards a 

liberal-democratic functioning. Remarkably, this process does not end, and in fact becomes 

denser, after Timor-Leste restores its legal independence. In addition, the thesis delineates 

the very instruments which, although having a power-denying ‘technical’ and 
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‘bureaucratic’ tone, are fundamental to rendering this normalizing dispositif operational in 

Timor-Leste. 

 

The main point here is not of condemning/praising the efforts done by the UN so 

far in the country. Approaching the UN intervention in Timor-Leste as a manner of good 

or bad is certainly not the best way to problematize UN state-building strategies. The path 

pursued here is essentially to ‘unnaturalize’ the ‘natural’. This means that the path taken 

seeks to expose a wide range of actions and relationships that might pass as unproblematic 

and which are the very ones that are pivotal instruments that the UN used in its attempt to 

normalize Timor-Leste. 

 

The critical problematization of the state-building process is of utmost relevance 

in our present time. After all, as already mentioned, state-building has become a pivotal 

practice of the contemporary international scene. This importance lays essentially on the 

fact that state-building has become a key instrument employed by both states and 

international/regional organizations, as a manner of addressing, at once, three main 

international discourses of current international relations – international security, poverty 

reduction and the construction of peace. Indeed, state-building is often understood, by 

those who have a more orthodox understanding of the international reality, as the most 

appropriate tool to merge these discourses and deal with the issues of security, 

development and peace simultaneously. What agglutinates these issues, within a 

mainstream rationale, is the notion of state ‘fragility’, understood as the weak institutions 

and governance systems with a limited capacity to deliver key public goods. This 

‘fragility’ is perceived, simultaneously, as the main source of global insecurities, a 

fundamental barrier to the overall development of the whole globe, and, as a source to 

violent conflicts since, under this line of reasoning, underdevelopment might lead to 

poverty which could easily lead to violence. 

 

In order for state-building processes to operate smoothly in the international 

scenario, this notion of state ‘fragility’ which is rendered operational by the idea of ‘failed 

states’, must be coupled with a reinterpretation of the idea of state sovereignty. The idea of 

sovereignty has always been the very bedrock of international relations. Nevertheless, this 
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was a concept that suffered a distinct reproblematization after the Cold War when the state 

(in)capacity emerged as a fundamental element of analysis of the international scenario. 

This process could hardly be developed without a differentiation and (re)categorization of 

the concept of sovereignty; without the development of the notion of gradations of 

sovereignty (Keohane, 2003). Robert Jackson, for example, makes his distinction in terms 

of positive and negative sovereignty (1990). Whereas the positive sovereignty is the 

possession of state characteristics de facto and de jure, the negative one is the absence of 

the de facto characteristics, even though possessing the de jure ones (Hill, 2005: 146). For 

the orthodox thinking, it is precisely this “gap between de jure sovereignty and de facto 

sovereignty [that] is the key obstacle to ensuring global security and prosperity.” (Ghani et 

al., 2005: 4). For Stephen Krasner, sovereignty is analyzed in terms of three attributes: (1) 

domestic sovereignty, being the capacity of internal governance; (2) Westphalian/Vattelian 

sovereignty, being the self-government and political autonomy; and (3) international legal 

sovereignty, being the formal juridical independence (2004: 87-88). It is precisely this 

differentiation that enables state-building processes, while being portrayed as merely 

seeking to strength weak state institutions and reduce their ‘fragility’, be easily described 

as a beneficial enterprise that actually enhances ‘post-conflict’ state’s sovereignty and 

autonomy instead of a practice that in fact limits their range of possible actions. 

 

Therefore, not by coincidence, in a state-centric rationale such as the one which 

clearly permeates and underpins current international relations, state-building is 

understood as a crucial element for both the pursuit of international security, and for the 

very preservation of world order (Rotberg, 2003: 1). Moreover, it is understood that state-

building, through the enhancement of the state’s capacities, is an essential element in 

overcoming underdevelopment and therefore increasing the standard of living across the 

globe. These two elements – security and development – are considered to be essential 

pillars of peace. Hence, it easily follows that state-building is fundamental to the 

construction of international peace in today’s world (Brahimi, 2007). In fact, closely 

observing the main efforts of building peace in several ‘post-conflict’ scenarios, this is 

exactly what is taking place (Richmond and Franks, 2009). This is how state-building 

emerges in the international scenario as the fundamental node of a triangular narrative of 

peace, security and development. 
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Surprisingly, notwithstanding such centrality in the current international scenario, 

very frequently, the discussions about state-building deal with its technical aspects or 

instrumental improvements and the ways in which it can be rendered operational 

(Chandler, 2006: 5-6). Such studies are obviously relevant and important. Nevertheless, 

they tend to be limited in their analysis. Merely analyzing state-building processes by 

themselves, neglecting the entrenched and deep power relations underlying them, is 

missing most of the picture. Evincing these power relations, which constitute the 

fundamental element of these processes, can only emerge with a critical reading of the 

state-building process. Hence, critically analyzing such crucial processes renders these 

relations more visible and offers a better understanding of the functioning of their devices, 

opening up new areas for discussion, re-thinking and change which is of high importance. 

This is why it is very important to have in mind José Saramago’s epigraph while analyzing 

state-building processes. It is fundamental, while doing such analysis, not merely to ‘see’ 

the state-building processes, but especially to ‘observe’ them. It is their close ‘observation’ 

that brings the deep power relations entrenched in the process to light. For this enterprise, 

especially in terms of evincing entrenched power relations, the theoretical and analytical 

tools developed by Michel Foucault are of great help.  

 

They enable an analyst to re-think how s/he perceives and makes sense of the 

construction of peace. In addition, it also allows not only the exposition of the 

shortcomings of the state-building process carried out by the UN in Timor-Leste, but also 

offers a distinct understanding of it. Moreover, it makes possible the evincing of deep and 

hierarchal power relations entrenched in the very process of building peace. It allows for a 

more comprehensive understanding of the state-building practice performed in Timor-

Leste, and certainly other ‘post-conflict’ scenarios, by rendering visible power relations, 

which shape the attempt to normalize it. This kind of theoretical tools offers the possibility 

of shedding light on the fact that the very construction of peace, rather than a ‘technical’ or 

apolitical enterprise towards reconstruction, is in fact a mechanism of putting in place a 

surveillance framework, composed by several instruments, that is pivotal to the 

normalizing assemblage operating in any ‘post-conflict state’, especially in Timor-Leste. It 

facilitates precisely a sophisticated analysis by making it possible to observe that this 
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surveillance framework is what enables the conduction of one’s conducts to be rendered 

operational through the very construction of the other’s ‘freedom’. Therefore, it enables 

reflecting on government being rendered operational through the very construction of 

‘freedom’ and ‘independence’, as it is exemplary in ‘post-conflict’ scenarios, especially in 

Timor-Leste. Most importantly, it enables the observation of the fact that this surveillance 

framework is pivotal to placing Timor-Leste under a constant and frequent international 

scrutiny and observation, which aims to closely monitor whether Timor-Leste, as a 

country, and its population, are being conducted towards what is understood by the state-

builders as the ‘right’ direction; making Timor-Leste a liberal democratic country. 

 

Furthermore, this kind of analysis enables the observation that the construction of 

peace, in Timor-Leste, was in fact a process that ended up transforming the country into a 

governance state. Consequently, what is observed is a top-down approach towards peace 

that is poorly embedded within Timorese social, political and economic structures. This, in 

turn, in addition to structure Timorese conducts, lays a fragile basis for the future 

development of Timor-Leste. It makes the constant international monitoring and 

supervision a permanent need, so the overall thin stabilization of the country achieved so 

far can be sustainable. 

 

Moreover, the kind of analysis herein advanced enables the delineation of deep 

power relations entrenched in the UN engagement with Timor-Leste being rendered 

operational precisely through power-denying notions. Among the buzzwords of ‘post-

conflict’ (re)construction efforts, one can find, for instance, ‘good governance’, ‘capacity-

building’, ‘empowerment’, ‘mentoring’, ‘advising’ and even ‘local ownership’. 

Approaching state-building using Foucauldian theoretical and analytical tools makes 

possible to evince the attempt of government being operated precisely through ‘good 

governance’, ‘capacity-building’, ‘empowerment’, ‘mentoring’ and ‘ownership’. 

Remarkably, closely observing ‘post-conflict’ reconstruction efforts, rather than being a 

camouflage or a rhetorical mask for real and deep power relations, they are actually some 

of the very tools through which government and the normalization effort pursued are 

exercised. The framework herein used enables the observation that exactly because of that, 

they are clearly power-denying. They are power-denying in the very sense that they enable 
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a great amount of power to be exercised precisely through the negation of its exercise. This 

certainly resembles what David Chandler (2006) conceptualizes as an ‘empire in denial’. 

With this concept Chandler (2006: 10) “attempts to capture the new forms of international 

regulation of non-Western states and societies: the fact that the new forms of international 

control attempt to evade responsibility and accountability for the exercise of power”. To 

Chandler (2006: 11), the denial is not due to the fact that there is less regulation of the non-

Western states and societies. On the contrary, for him there is much more regulation 

attached to aid and assistance than before. The denial comes with the fact that this 

regulation is precisely clothed in technical, bureaucratic and non-political tones. 

 

Most importantly, it is precisely the observation of the processes that are shaping 

the international scene nowadays which makes the most compelling argument for the use 

of Foucauldian tools in current analyses. Examining the post-Cold-War transformations in 

key debates, one observes that now, more than ever, populations, much more than states, 

are the center of the analyses. Significantly, the international concerns center essentially 

around the whole set of life-supporting processes surrounding populations, and on the 

conditions that influence, either improving or retarding, global populations’ lives, 

therefore, biopolitical par excellence. Security, for instance, was once locked into an 

armed-conflict-among-states rationale, but nowadays it embraces environmental security, 

food security and human security. Inverting the idea and thinking about insecurity, one can 

clearly observe that strong-armed states give space to grain prices, pandemics, HIV/AIDS, 

global warming and other events as the core preoccupations. Observing debates over 

economy, it is perceptible, for instance, the widening of measurements from gross 

domestic product alone to a human development index which includes education, life 

expectancy and standard of living. By its turn, peace, an idea that for a long time basically 

meant cease-fire among states, nowadays is often problematized in terms of everyday 

peace, centrally concerned with populations’ lives. Even recent debates, such as climate 

change, demonstrate nothing more than discussions around the milieu where human beings 

live as living-species. All of these are essentially biopolitical concerns. 

 

In sum, this thesis seeks to make a contribution in different levels. Firstly, in a 

time, such as ours, where the complexities of the current international scenario pose 
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serious challenges to our thinking, bringing the political philosophy to the analysis is a 

solid step on further enhancing the interdisciplinary effort of the field of International 

Relations in general and of Peace Studies in particular. This effort clearly collaborates on 

further strengthening both disciplines and increments their relevance in analyzing current 

international practices and processes. Secondly, to reflect about the construction of peace 

departing from a framework other than the regular mainstream ones is of utmost 

importance to enhance the disciplines’ theoretical diversity and richness. This is the kind 

of movement that enables both disciplines to bring not only new light to current issues 

developing internationally and in ‘post-conflict’ scenarios, but also, and most importantly, 

to explore new research avenues for further questioning and problematizing.  

 

Thirdly, the thesis also seeks to make a contribution to the field of those using 

Foucault’s analytical and theoretical tools to develop his/her analysis, by bringing to the 

discussions analyzed by this framework distinct processes such as the construction of 

peace, especially state-building efforts. This contributes not only to making the field of 

analysis richer, but also, and perhaps most importantly, enlarging its range of inquiry. 

Moreover, since the thesis renders its argument operational through the empirical 

illustration of the UN engagement with Timor-Leste, it is more than natural to also bring a 

different perspective for those working on Timor-Leste. 

 

The thesis pursues a reframing of the construction of peace in our time. To frame 

a pivotal international practice, such as state-building, differently allows precisely a 

reproblematization of the very thinking about these processes. It is exactly this movement 

of reframing the state-building process that is essential to illuminate different practices, 

unhide veiled processes and shed light on distinct interactions entrenched in the whole 

enterprise. Such effort is fundamental to bring new avenues of inquiry and research, but 

especially new understandings of the practices in question. This, in turn, is what makes 

room, and allows, for their profound transformation. 

 

The thesis is structured in six chapters followed by some concluding remarks. The 

first chapter presents the object of analysis of this thesis, the construction of peace in the 

international scenario, and how it was transformed throughout time. The chapter is 
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dedicated to the discussion of pivotal practices in regards to international peace namely 

peacekeeping, peacebuilding and state-building efforts led by the UN. It delineates how 

UN peace instruments in regards to addressing violent conflicts and peace were 

transformed from the Cold War period to the characteristics of the current endeavors. 

Therefore, Chapter one outlines the main elements of, and activities performed by, each of 

these efforts, and how they changed over time, and also discusses the normative 

framework that underpins these processes. Chapter two focuses on both the delineation of 

the theoretical and conceptual tools that forms the analytical lens which enable the 

(re)problematization of the state-building process explored in this thesis and also the 

methodological tools that made such (re)problematization possible. Having in mind that 

the thesis renders its argument operational through the analysis of the UN engagement with 

Timor-Leste, Chapter three takes a step back and provides a contextualization and 

exposition of the process that led Timor-Leste to emerge in the international scenario as an 

urgent need. It is precisely this recognition of Timor-Leste as an international urgent need 

that triggered the deployment of a state-building dispositif to the country. Chapter four 

focuses the analysis of the UN engagement with Timor-Leste and the discussion of its 

major shortcomings. Initially, the chapter analyses the UN peace operations deployed to 

Timorese soil – namely UNAMET (1999), UNTAET (1999-2002), UNMISET (2002-

2005), UNOTIL (2005-2006) and UNMIT (2006-2012). In addition to bringing attention to 

the main aspects of each one of them, the chapter evinces the linear mindset entrenched in 

the UN engagement with the country and its reactive character. Furthermore, it also 

delineates some of the pivotal shortcomings of the UN state-building process in Timor-

Leste as well as some fundamental strands of the Timorese reality that were evidently 

neglected by the UN while carrying out its state-building process in the country. Chapter 

five delineates the surveillance framework which Timor-Leste is subject and that is 

fundamental to the functioning of the normalization process pursued in the country. The 

normalization dispositif under which Timor-Leste is subject and its transformation into a 

governance state, to be merely operational, must be accompanied by the setting up of a 

series of steering, monitoring and structuring instruments which are dispersed throughout 

and over Timor-Leste. It is precisely the elucidation of these surveillance instruments that 

is the core of this chapter. These instruments, although neither centralized nor unified and 

quite often unrelated, form a surveillance framework that is fundamental to the 
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normalizing assemblage operating in Timor-Leste. After all, this framework is what 

enables the close monitoring of the Timorese conducts since it places Timor-Leste and its 

several spheres, along with its population, under a constant and frequent international 

scrutiny and observation. Chapter six problematizes the transformation of Timor-Leste into 

a governance state and sheds light on the width of the normalizing state-building dispositif 

deployed by evincing several spheres and levels in which the UN attempts to conduct the 

Timorese state’s and population’s conducts. This conduction is attempted essentially 

through the pursuit of structuring the field of possible actions of the Timorese state and its 

populations and also through seeking to influence and control pivotal spheres of the 

country. Finally, this thesis ends with some concluding remarks which summarize the main 

points discussed throughout the document. 
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Chapter 1 – From Peacekeeping to State-Building: A Genealogy of the UN 

Approaches towards International Peace 

Peacekeeping, peacebuilding and state-building efforts carried out by several international 

actors, and in especial those led by the United Nations (UN), have become pivotal 

elements of the current international scenario. Indeed, they constitute the very core of 

international policies in regards to peace, development and security in our time. 

Nevertheless, this was not always the case. Indeed, this was only possible with the end of 

the Cold War. This is a direct consequence of the transformation of the shared international 

rationale in regards to peace: which went from the maintenance of a negative peace to the 

attempt of building a positive peace in the international scenario.
5
  

 

Moreover, it is also very much clearer that the actors and institutions involved in 

this process of seeking to build a positive peace share, even though sometimes loosely, the 

same understanding of what peace means and how it should be achieved. This is what 

Oliver Richmond (2004b: 91-92) calls the ‘peacebuilding consensus’. It is precisely the 

discussion of this consensus and the delineation of the main elements of these operations 

throughout time, along with their transformations, from the end of World War II until 

nowadays, that is the core of this chapter. Following the approaches to the reflection about 

peace delineated by Richmond (2008: Chapter 5), this chapter is divided in four sections. 

Firstly, it delineates the attributes of peace operations that were characteristic of the Cold 

War period focusing on both the main configuration of such operations and the main 

elements that influenced their transformation after the end of the Cold War. Secondly, 

while dealing with the normative framework that underpins current peace operations, the 

liberal peace, evincing its main rationale and elements, it discusses the reconfigurations 

that peace operations had after the Cold War. Thirdly, it deals with the transformation that 

peace operations had during the post Cold War period discussing the peacebuilding 

consensus that shapes these operations. Finally, this chapter discusses a pivotal element of 

current ‘post-conflict’ reconstruction efforts – state-building. This section not only 

                                                   
5 For more on positive and negative peace, see (Galtung, 1969). 
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differentiates it from other processes, namely ‘nation-building’ and ‘peacebuilding’, but 

also further delineates what is a ‘post-conflict’ state-building process. 

 

 

The UN Peace during the Cold War 

During the period of the Cold War, the main UN type of intervention regarding 

international peace was traditional peacekeeping (Bellamy et al., 2010: 173-174). This 

kind of approach to peace falls on what Oliver Richmond (2008: 99) calls the first 

generation of theory regarding peace and conflict studies. This first generation, in 

Richmond’s view, derived from conflict management reflections towards ending conflicts. 

Due to its realist posture regarding peace, it was very state-centric.
6
 Therefore, this was an 

understanding that focused essentially on state-related matters and that excluded non-state 

actors and non-state-centric issues. Furthermore, this was a type of peace that 

problematized very little, if at all, the internal sources of the conflicts. Indeed, this was a 

rationale regarding peace that was directed towards a negative peace; it was an approach 

that its ultimate concern was the attempt to produce order, both internal and international, 

without the presence of open violence between states (Idem). 

 

At that time, peacekeeping usually meant the deployment of a small military force 

aiming just to monitor a ceasefire, or patrol a neutral territory between former combatants 

(Paris and Sisk, 2009b: 4). Peacekeeping was usually a military force that acted as a sort of 

buffer between two states (Newman et al., 2009: 5). Therefore, peacekeeping was reflected 

as a mere instrument of “conflict management, conflict containment or conflict 

suppression, dealing within symptoms and not concerned with fundamental resolution” of 

violent conflicts (Ramsbotham and Woodhouse, 2000: 5). In fact, quite often, this 

instrument directed to peace would find itself framed by the bipolar rivalry of the Cold 

War and used to maintain the international order. Indeed, peacekeeping often functioned as 

“a mechanism of great power management: it aimed to contain conflicts and prevent them 

from escalating, and to maintain stability so that a political solution could be achieved 

between states” (Newman et al., 2009: 6). Since the international order and stability, on the 

                                                   
6 For a better delineation of the realist posture towards peace and also of other different approaches within 

the IR theories, see (Richmond, 2008). 
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one hand, and violent conflict between states, on the other hand, were perceived as the 

main objective and challenge, respectively, in regards to the international scenario, 

peacekeeping missions were usually deployed “to assist states to peacefully resolve 

disputes in their external relations between each other” (Idem). Not surprisingly, “[a]lmost 

all the major operations of the Cold War represented the classic model of inter-state 

conflict management and few deployed in civil war situations” (Idem). 

 

These operations are the best example of what Alex Bellamy, Paul Williams and 

Stuart Griffin call “traditional peacekeeping” (2010: 173-174). These operations were 

underpinned by what they call the “holy trinity” of consent, impartiality and minimum use 

of force (Idem). There were essentially six reasons for this kind of configuration of the 

operations: (1) the lack of a very specific reference of this kind of activity in the UN 

Charter; (2) the limitation, present in the UN Charter, of intervening on domestic affairs of 

states; (3) the belligerent parts were usually unwilling to accept a third-party involvement 

greater than the monitoring/patrolling; (4) the international scenario was embedded in a 

bipolar logic; (5) the manner in which pivotal concepts, such as ‘sovereignty’ and 

‘security’ were understood; and (6) the approach in which international violent conflicts 

were problematized (Paris and Sisk, 2009b: 4; Santoro and Blanco, 2012). 

 

Reflecting about UN practices towards international peace during the Cold War, 

Edward Newman, Roland Paris and Oliver Richmond highlight some peace operations that 

are emblematic of this period. They mention, for instance, the UN Emergency Force 

deployed to Egypt after the Suez War (1956-1967), the UN Military Observer Group 

deployed to supervise a ceasefire between India and Pakistan (1949), and the UN 

Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus (1964), among others.
7
 

 

The scholarly literature of that time regarding peace operations, tended to be very 

light on theoretical reflections and sought to provide heavily detailed descriptions of 

particular missions (Idem). They focused very much on defining and itemizing the 

                                                   
7 For further missions of this kind, see (Newman et al., 2009: 6-7). 
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characteristics of such operations, while offering little systematic cross-case analysis.
8
 In 

the view of Cindy Collins and Thomas Weiss, “[r]ather than propose new theories or test 

old ones, much of the early literature (…) describes events and response mechanisms, 

evaluates peace operations, and prescribes changes in policy and operations for the future” 

(1997: 1). An important element of the discussion of that literature had to do with the 

effectiveness of peace operations and the delineation of the elements influencing their 

success or failure (Diehl, 1993; Durch, 1993; Diehl, 1994; James, 1995; Denis, 1999). For 

Paris and Sisk (2009b: 6), the two major volumes edited by William Durch (1993, 1996) 

are the most iconic example of the literature at that time which, although path-breaking and 

important, shed little light on the underlying assumptions of such missions and had a very 

atrophied theoretical stance. It is quite fair to say that the vast majority of the literature of 

that time fell into what Robert Cox labeled as a “problem-solving” approach (1981). 

 

Notwithstanding the fact that there is indication that these operations significantly 

decrease the chances of the recurrence of war (Fortna, 2004), some fundamental problems 

were identified: (1) their difficulty in preventing the belligerent parties from breaking the 

cease-fire agreements or enforcing the resolutions agreed (Bellamy et al., 2010: 183); (2) 

their blindness regarding a wide variety of issues, such as identity, institutional fragility, 

and economic underdevelopment (Bercovitch and Dean, 2012: 7); and (3) their focus on 

short-term solutions and lack of concern for addressing the deep root causes of violent 

conflicts (Idem, 2012), to name a few. This kind of operations proven to be very poor at 

achieving the resolution of violent conflicts (Bellamy et al., 2010: 190).
9
 

 

It was only with the end of the Cold War that the nature of peace operations 

changed. It is true that some analysts caution, somewhat rightly, that there is not a clear-cut 

division between peace operations deployed during the Cold War and afterwards (Bellamy 

et al., 2010: 7), or that the end of the Cold War does not provide the entire explanation for 

this change (Jakobsen, 2002). Notwithstanding these cautions, it is hardly disputable that 

the end of the Cold War, and its consequences, are pivotal elements in this transformation 

                                                   
8 Representative studies of this period are, for instance, (Durch, 1993; Diehl, 1994; Heininger, 1994; Ratner, 

1995; Durch, 1996; Mayall, 1996). 

9 For a more extensive delineation of the challenges and weakness of this kind of peace operations, see for 

instance (Bellamy et al., 2010: 190-192; Bercovitch and Dean, 2012: 82-83). 
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of peace operations. Indeed, the end of the Cold War played a crucial role in making the 

resolution and transformation of the intra-state violent conflicts, rather than their mere 

management, the main concern in regards to violent conflicts throughout the globe (Bures, 

2007: 9-10). 

 

In addition to the failures of the conflict management approach, there were four 

main reasons underpinning this change. Firstly, with the end of the Cold War several 

issues gained more relevance in the international agenda (Alves, 2001), and many of them 

were rationalized differently. This was the case of intra-state violent conflicts. Contrary to 

common sense, intra-state violent conflicts constitute the vast majority of the conflicts 

since the end of World War II (Themnér and Wallensteen, 2011: 526). Nevertheless, these 

conflicts were, during the Cold War, problematized within the bipolar mentality and 

framework, which was shaped by the ideological rivalry between the super powers. 

Consequently, the internal matters of these conflicts were most of the times invisibilized in 

the analyses. As a result of the different rationalization of intra-state violent conflicts, their 

internal sources started to be problematized. Therefore, the internal dimension of these 

conflicts became relevant and the main concern of the analysts dealing with these conflicts 

was redirected to the resolution of the root causes of these violent conflicts. This meant 

that the previous configuration of peacekeeping interventions had to be rethought in order 

to address a different set of elements. 

 

Secondly, with the end of East-West tensions, both countries – the United States 

of America (USA) or the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) and later Russia – 

were not willing to maintain high levels of military expenditure, or of economic assistance, 

to allies perceived as non-strategic in this new international scenario. This retraction of the 

major powers had, at least, two important consequences. First, it made latent 

discontentment within several countries, often suppressed by the super powers, visible and 

quite often violently. As a result, not only ‘new’ violent conflicts emerged throughout 

several countries, but also an issue that was usually handled by the super powers started to 

fall on the hands of the international community at large. Second, this retraction of the 

super powers allowed other international actors, such as the UN and its agencies, to 

become much more active in the processes of ending/transforming violent conflicts 
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throughout the globe. Consequently, new situations where conflict transformation, 

especially headed by the UN, was needed emerged. These consequences led to a high 

‘demand’ of peace operations at the international scene: the number of peace operations 

deployed in the decade ranging from 1989 to 1999 was more than the double of the 

number of operations deployed in the previous four decades (Paris, 2004: 16-17).  

 

A third reason pivotal to the transformation of the characteristics of UN peace 

operations after the Cold War is the reconceptualization of crucial concepts of the 

international narrative. This was the case of concepts such as ‘sovereignty’, ‘security’ and 

‘development’. Whereas the idea of ‘sovereignty’, during the Cold War, was a notion that 

was strongly unitary and indivisible, after the Cold War, ‘sovereignty’ became a notion 

that could be divisible (Jackson, 1990), much more flexible, and started to have different 

gradations (Keohane, 2003) and be divided into several attributes’
10

 (Krasner, 2004: 87-

88). It is precisely this shift that allows the profound restructuring of ‘post-conflict’ states 

and societies, which are the essence of current peace operations, to be portrayed as a 

beneficial practice that actually enhances the ‘post-conflict’ state’s sovereignty, rather than 

a deep intervention that limits their capacities of action. Similarly, the notion of ‘security’, 

during the Cold War, was an idea problematized from a realist, militarist and strategic 

approach (Buzan and Hansen, 2009: 13). However, a process of enlarging/deepening of the 

concept initiated during the 1980s led to the argument that ‘security’ should be engaged 

with life in general, be aware of sources of insecurities, have the individual as the referent 

of its concerns and pursue the overcoming of physical and human constraints as its 

ultimate objective (Peoples and Vaughan-Williams, 2010: 17). For Ken Booth, such 

constraints would be war, poverty, political oppression, and poor education, among others 

(1991: 319). Regarding ‘development’, during the Cold War, the notion was monopolized 

by a narrow state-centric economic understanding (Ruttan, 2003: 103). After the end of the 

Cold War, ‘development’ began to incorporate other elements into its rationale, becoming 

closely associated with overcoming several constraints that affected human lives, such as 

tyranny; social, economic and political deprivations; intolerance; poverty; hunger; 

illiteracy; repression; diseases. As a result, the enhancement of the individual’s lives 

                                                   
10 For more in this regards, see for instance (Jackson, 1990; Krasner, 1999; Keohane, 2003; Krasner, 2004). 
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became the main objective (UNDP, 1990: 10). These reconceptualization processes are 

central to the characteristics of peace operations after the Cold War. 

 

The fourth reason which underpinned the change of the nature of UN peace 

operations after the Cold War is the international zeitgeist that emerged with the end of the 

ideological dispute between the super powers. Without the Cold War ideological tension 

and the triumphant spirit of the West – perhaps most iconic in Francis Fukuyama’s End of 

History (1992) – there was little debate about how the internal domestic design of the 

states should look like. Indeed, as a US State Department’s Deputy Director, Fukuyama 

even proclaimed the “end point in mankind’s ideological evolution and the universalization 

of Western liberal democracy as the final form of human governance” (1989: 4). The end 

of the ideological debacle brought an international zeitgeist where liberal democracy was 

understood by several international actors as “the only model of government with any 

broad legitimacy and ideological appeal in the world”
11

 (Diamond et al., 1990: x). This 

was clearly evinced, for instance, by Paris (2004: 20) when he remembers that, in the 

period of 1990-1996, more than three dozens of countries started to adopt liberal 

democratic constitutions for the first time. This fact raised the number of liberal 

democracies in the world from 76 to 118. 

 

 

The Liberal Peace Argument 

After the Cold War, there was little doubt that the states should all resemble liberal 

democracies and peace operations were transformed accordingly. The modifications of the 

characteristics of peace operations deployed between early and late 1990s make the kind of 

peace pursued during this period falls on what Richmond (2008: 101) calls the second 

generation of approach to theorization regarding peace and conflict studies. This 

generation rests on conflict resolution approaches, and, therefore, has a more ambitious 

stance regarding peace. This framework perceives the deprivation and the repression of 

basic human needs as the foundation of protracted violent conflicts. Consequently, it is an 

approach concerned with overcoming direct and structural violence and is directed towards 

                                                   
11 To be fair, Paris (2004: 21) remembers that this view of the world was not universally shared. 
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individuals (Ibidem: 102; 99). Even though the materialization of such approach was still 

limited and Eurocentric, it not only pushed the discussions about peace beyond state 

security and concerns, including other issues, such as political participation and 

development, but also included other actors in this debate, such as civil society and NGOs, 

in particular, though the state remains the prominent actor (Ibidem: 102-103). Most 

importantly, this approach to peace, with all its limitations and shortcomings, represents a 

movement from the attempt of merely maintaining a negative peace in the international 

scenario, towards the pursuit of building a positive peace in ‘post-conflict’ countries. 

 

This rationale reached the international policies directed to peace, especially the 

UN’s. At the early 1990s, the UN released an important document dealing with 

international peace – An Agenda for Peace (A/47/277). This document rapidly became a 

pivotal text regarding international peace in the post-Cold-War world precisely because it 

is there where the UN delineates its instruments directed to the construction of 

international peace, and because it is a document that clarifies the UN’s own understating 

about what peace is. These instruments directed to the achievement of peace at the 

international level became denser and deeper from this document onwards, and permeate 

UN publications regarding international peace since then. 

 

The instruments established by the UN are namely five: conflict prevention, 

peacemaking, peace enforcement, peacekeeping and peacebuilding
12

 (UN, 2008: 17-18). 

Conflict prevention is an instrument that deals essentially with “the application of 

structural or diplomatic measures to keep intra-state or inter-state tensions and disputes 

from escalating into violent conflict”; it involves “the use of the Secretary-General’s ‘good 

offices’, preventive deployment or confidence-building measures” based on “structured 

early warning, information gathering and a careful analysis of the factors driving the 

conflict” (Ibidem: 17). Peacemaking, by its turn, “normally includes measures to address 

conflicts in progress and usually involves diplomatic action to bring hostile parties to a 

negotiated agreement” (Idem). Apart from the Secretary-General’s ‘good offices’, 

“[p]eacemakers may also be envoys, governments, groups of states, regional organizations 

                                                   
12 It is worth to mention that the very name of some of these instruments is already present in publications of 

Johan Galtung (1976). Indeed, the UN itself acknowledges Galtung’s and Peace Studies’ influences in the 

formulation of its peace instruments (UN, 2010b: 1; 45). 
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or the United Nations, (…) [or carried out even by] unofficial and non-governmental 

groups, or by a prominent personality working independently” (Ibidem: 17-18). The 

instrument designed as peace enforcement deals with “the application, with the 

authorization of the Security Council, of a range of coercive measures, including the use of 

military force (…) [aiming] to restore international peace and security” (Ibidem: 18). 

 

Peacekeeping
13

 is understood as “a technique designed to preserve the peace, 

however fragile, where fighting has been halted, and to assist in implementing agreements 

achieved by the peacemakers” (UN, 2008: 18). Lastly, peacebuilding
14

 “involves a range 

of measures targeted 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” (Idem). It aims to address “the deep-

rooted, structural causes of violent conflict” concentrating on “the functioning of society 

and the State, and seek to enhance the capacity of the State to effectively and legitimately 

carry out its core functions” (Idem). These instruments are designed to deal with violent 

conflicts in their different phases of escalation. Notwithstanding, the clear-cut distinction 

between each of these instruments is not an easy enterprise and to precisely say where one 

instrument begins and the other ends on the ground is very subjective. In fact, these 

instruments quite often overlap. This is visualized in Figure 1 below, which represents the 

UN’s own understanding about the relation among the instruments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
13 Peacekeeping is a very disputed concept. For other definitions of the term, see for instance (Durch and 
Berkman, 2006; Diehl, 2008: Chapter 1; Butler, 2009: Chapter 4; Bellamy et al., 2010; Diehl et al., 2010). 

For an overview of how this concept evolved throughout time and how it was rendered operational by 

different international organizations, such as UE, NATO, or OSCE, see for instance (Pinto, 2007). 

14 For other definitions of the term and the different understandings of peacebuilding among different 

international actors, including within the UN, see for instance (Barnett et al., 2007; Chetail, 2009; Gourlay, 

2009: 3-48). For an evolution of the concept within the UN, see for instance (UN, 2010b: 45-49). 
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Figure 1.1: UN Peace Instruments 

 

Source: (UN, 2008: 19). 

 

Whereas a traditional peacekeeping mission is easily identifiable on the ground, 

one would clearly have difficulties finding a peacebuilding mission. In fact, the Security 

Council (SC) does not authorize peacebuilding missions, per se. In fact, most of the 

missions authorized by the SC can be understood as the merging between both 

peacekeeping and peacebuilding instruments (Olsson, 2010: 395). This is what the UN 

calls multi-dimensional peacekeeping operations (UN, 2008: 22). These are missions that, 

while still having traditional peacekeeping elements, perform also peacebuilding activities 

such as: disarmament, demobilization and reintegration (DDR) of combatants; demining 

activities; security sector reform (SSR) and other rule of law-related activities; protection 

and promotion of human rights; electoral assistance; and support to the restoration and 

extension of state authority (Ibidem: 26). Therefore, rather than understanding 

peacebuilding as a kind of a mission that can be clearly identifiable on the ground, it makes 

more sense to understand it as a sort of a strategy to be pursued, which can be developed 

through several elements such as electoral assistance, (re)construction of state institutions, 

humanitarian assistance, DDR, policing and so on. 

 

Since internal sources of intra-state violent conflicts and overcoming their deep 

root causes became a main concern after the Cold War, the developments advanced by 

Peace Studies pioneers (Ramsbotham et al., 2005: Chapter 2), such as John Burton (1990), 

Edward Azar (1990) and Johan Galtung (1969), started to make more sense to the UN. 
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Building on the failures and limitations of the conflict management approach to peace 

operations deployed during the Cold War, the UN understood that in order to transform 

intra-state violent conflicts it had to pay attention to human needs and overcoming 

structural sources of violence (Bercovitch and Dean, 2012: 10). The UN answer to that was 

very clear, as early as 1992, in the UN An Agenda for Peace when the organization 

perceived that it should “address the deepest causes of conflict: economic despair, social 

injustice and political oppression” (A/47/277). UN peace operations started to change and 

to include more peacebuilding activities. 

 

Indeed, Roland Paris makes a clear characterization of what would be the typical 

peace operation during the 1990s that it is worth quoting at length. For him, the “typical 

formula for peacebuilding” at that time 

included promoting civil and political rights, such as the right to free speech and 

a free press, as well as freedom of association and movement; preparing and 

administering democratic elections; drafting national constitutions that codified 

civil and political rights; training or retraining police and justice officials in the 

appropriate behavior for state functionaries in a liberal democracy; promoting 

the development of independent “civil society” organizations and the 

transformation of formerly warring groups into democratic political parties; 

encouraging the development of free-market economies by eliminating barriers 

to the free flow of capital and goods within and across a country’s borders; and 

stimulating the growth of private enterprise while reducing the state’s role in the 

economy. (…) [On the economic sphere,] [c]omprehensive marketization 

programs were usually initiated right away. (Paris, 2004: 19) 

 

Roland Paris and Timothy Sisk (2009b: 6), in addition, rightly remember that, at 

that period, the missions’ mandates, typically, tended to be limited in time. Furthermore, to 

them (2009b), at this time, little attention was directed to the construction, or 

strengthening, of institutional structures inside those states. In very few words, one can 

argue that the major focus of these missions was the rapid democratization and 

marketization of ‘post-conflict’ states (Paris, 2004: 19). 

 

These characteristics are consequences of the fact that the transformation of peace 

operations did not occur in an ideological vacuum. An international environment 
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embedded in a liberal triumphant spirit had an unquestionable influence in the kind of 

activities performed by peace operations and the outcomes expected from these activities. 

In such international scenario, it was highly shared that political and economic liberalism 

was the route to deal with several international issues, ranging from poverty and 

underdevelopment to violent conflicts.  

 

This understanding rests on a ‘liberal peace’
15

 argument. According to Oliver 

Richmond and Jason Franks, the liberal peace is “a discourse, framework, and structure 

with a specific ontology and methodology” (2009: 4). This is an understanding of peace 

that rests essentially “upon the cornerstones of democratization, the rule of law, human 

rights, free and globalized markets, and neoliberal development” (Idem). Therefore, 

notwithstanding the fact it does not have a completely unitary understanding,
16

 it is very 

clear that underpinning such approach to peace is an understanding that peace in ‘post-

conflict’ states must be achieved through fostering and implementing some specific 

elements and norms, such as the democratization of the government, a neo-liberal market 

economy, the establishment of the rule of law and the dissemination of human rights 

(Idem). 

 

Mark Fischer (2000), for instance, delineates the understanding that is often 

assumed as the two pillars in which this notion is sustained: democracy and liberalism. 

Both terms are, per se, essentially conceptual quicksand. Nevertheless, Fischer seeks to 

characterize how both pillars are understood under the notion of liberal peace. On the one 

hand, he argues that democracy, succinctly  put, “prescribes the rule of the people in the 

sense that every member of a collective should have equal weight in deciding how it is to 

be governed” (2000: 2). Conversely, liberalism, under this rationale “aims at the freedom 

of the individual from oppression, especially from the rulers, and enshrines this freedom in 

a number of rights that must be respected under almost all circumstances” (Idem). These 

are essentially negative and positive rights. Liberal institutions, as the argument goes, seek 

to guarantee and foster these rights through the establishment of a constitution “that 

                                                   
15 For decisive works in this regards, see for instance (Fischer, 2000; Duffield, 2001a; Paris, 2004; 

Richmond, 2006, 2007b; Heathershaw, 2008; Richmond, 2008: 89-95). 

16 For a detailed discussion of the different nuances, gradations and discourses of the liberal peace see for 

instance (Richmond, 2006, 2007b; Heathershaw, 2008). 
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enumerates the basic rights of the citizens and limits the powers of government (…), [and] 

the strict rule of law” (Idem). Additionally, these institutions seek also to guarantee the 

“protection of private property, the free exchange of goods and services on an open and 

competitive market, and keeping regulation and taxation at a minimum” (Idem). The 

combination of both understandings, according to Fischer, is what is understood by ‘liberal 

democracies’ (Ibidem: 3). 

 

This rationale about peace, which argues for the transformation of ‘post-conflict’ 

states into liberal democracies, is underpinned by the understanding that liberal 

democracies are more prone to peace. This rationale rests on the theoretical formulations 

of “Kant, Schumpeter, [Montesquieu], and many other contemporary authors, [that] have 

argued that liberalism has a pacifying effect through liberal, democratic principles which 

are the basis for state institutions, and through its adherence to free trade and capitalism” 

(Richmond, 2008: 89-90). This is underpinned by an assumption, and very often 

construction, that directly relates the possession of liberal values with peace and 

prosperity.
17

 Under this line of reasoning, liberal states are more developed, peaceful and, 

most important, stable both domestic and internationally. This argument, in the 

international narrative, is clearly epitomized on the formulations of the ‘democratic peace’ 

theories
18

 (Newman et al., 2009: 11). This understanding is sustained by the proposition 

that established democracies do not engage in wars with each other. This argument rests on 

two interrelated pillars: (1) democracies are less prone to war and (2) economic 

interrelationships are a solid basis for peace. 

 

The first pillar is underpinned by the First Definitive Article of Perpetual Peace of 

Immanuel Kant (1905 [1795]). For Kant, due to its constitutionalism and popular 

representation, this political organization would bring various institutional restraints in 

regards to the directions of foreign policy (Doyle and Recchia, 2011: 1435). Therefore, in 

this rationale, due to internal institutional constraints, leaders in democratic countries find 

                                                   
17 For a deeper understanding of these relationships, see for instance (Oneal and Russett, 1999). For a critique 

of this pacifying effect of liberalism see for instance (Doyle, 2004). 

18 For a deeper understanding about these formulations, see for instance (Doyle, 1983a, b; Russett, 1993; 

Owen, 1994; Elman, 1997; Oneal and Russett, 1999). For a critique of the democratic peace thesis, see for 

instance (Gates et al., 1996; Rosato, 2003). 
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it more difficult in initiating, and engaging in, a violent conflict (Newman et al., 2009: 11). 

Additionally, under this argument, democracies perceive other democracies in the 

international scenario much more favorably than they perceive non-democratic countries, 

which also constitute a restraint of war. The second pillar rests on the understanding that a 

war between trading countries would disrupt trade and economic relations, which would be 

a great discouragement for engaging in a violent conflict. This pillar rests essentially on the 

ideas of the Baron de Montesquieu (2002 [1748]) and of Joseph Schumpeter (1966 

[1919]). For Montesquieu, peace was a pivotal part of the very spirit of the commerce 

(2002 [1748]: 338). His point is developed in the very first pages of the Book XX of his 

The Spirit of the Laws when he argues that “[t]he natural effect of commerce is to lead to 

peace” (Idem). For him, “[t]wo nations that trade with each other become reciprocally 

dependent” (Idem). Therefore, it will be of no interest engaging in a war with each other 

because no nation would profit from it. In this regard, Schumpeter adds another point when 

he associates the monarchies with imperialism and, as a consequence, with war (1966 

[1919]: 54-64). He perceived monarchies as a “war machine […] [that] was motivated by 

warlike instincts and interests” (1966 [1919]: 24). Furthermore, Schumpeter perceived 

democracy and capitalism as forces for peace (Doyle, 1986: 1153). He argued that 

capitalism is fundamentally in “opposition to war, expansion [and] cabinet diplomacy” 

(Schumpeter, 1966 [1919]: 70), since the majority of people would never engage in 

something that only a small minority would profit: “only war profiteers and military 

aristocrats gain from wars” (Doyle, 1986: 1153). 

 

Consequently, under the liberal peace argument, peace must come through the 

liberalization of states in several domains: political, economic and societal. This argument 

reached the international policies that are directed to peace and became the “normative 

framework” (Richmond and Franks, 2007: 27) which shapes the configuration of the 

current UN peace operations. Under this rationale, to transform violent conflicts 

throughout the globe, to achieve peace, and to develop ‘post-conflict’ states means to 

render operational in those territories the ‘liberal peace’ argument.
19

 

                                                   
19 To be fair, it should be noted that David Chandler, to a some degree, disputes that the current peace 

operations are informed by the ‘liberal’ canon when he argues that, in fact, the underpinning paradigm of the 

whole practice is what he calls “post-liberal governance”. For more in this regards, see (Chandler, 2010: 

Chapter 4). 
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Hence, as the argument goes, peace meant that the political and economic spheres 

of ‘post-conflict’ states should be intervened in order to liberalize them and transform 

these states into liberal democracies. Therefore, on the political realm, it was pursued the 

implantation of democratic regimes in these countries. This process, nevertheless, was 

underpinned by a very strict, and procedural, understanding of ‘democracy’. In this 

context, the democratization of ‘post-conflict’ states simply meant holding elections 

periodically; being the first one usually within the first years of formal peace. On the 

economic side, this meant the construction of an open-free-market-oriented economy. This 

was pursued through several instruments ranging from the reduction of the state’s role 

within the economy to the stimulation of the free flow of capital and through conditional 

loans. In the 1990s, the liberalization of the social sphere was still limited. This scenario 

would change profoundly from the 2000s onwards. 

 

Notwithstanding the fact that this approach to peace represented an attempt to 

pursue a positive peace, it had several flaws. The very first one was the assumption that the 

normative framework of liberal peace, with its one-size-fits-all approach, could be 

unproblematically exported throughout the globe, irrespective of the singularity of each 

‘post-conflict’ scenario. Moreover, this kind of approach to peace, quite often, did not 

avoid the relapsing of violence in these conflicts (Paris, 2004). Finally, rather than creating 

an encouraging environment for the development of a lasting peace, this rationale 

produced, in Paris’s and Sisk’s view (2009b: 2), several destabilizing effects in different 

countries, such as: the elections serving as a catalyst element for the renewal of the conflict 

in Angola in 1992; the resurgent of not only war, but the occurrence of a genocide in 

Ruanda in 1994; the reversion of the democracy to a despotic form of rule by the elected 

officials in Cambodia in the 1990s, with Hun Sen, and Liberia after 1997, with Charles 

Taylor; the reinforcement of the power of the nationalist elements and the increasing of 

power of those operating in the black markets after the Dayton Accords; and the 

reproduction of the sources of the conflict in Nicaragua, El Salvador and Guatemala 

(Idem); to name a few.  
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The Peacebuilding Consensus 

All those elements indicated that peace operations had to be rethought. Strangely, rather 

than motivating a pulling-back from the enterprise or the rethinking of its underpinning 

normative framework, the failures and limitations of the early 1990s brought the 

conclusion that more needed to be done in terms of timeframe, range, scope and depth of 

the activities performed. In fact, it emerged a situation which can be characterized as a 

‘peacebuilding consensus’ (Richmond, 2004a, b). 

 

The peacebuilding consensus certainly does not mean that all the actors of the 

international scenario completely agree in regards to every kind of issue when the subject 

debated is international peace. This could not be farer from reality. However, it is clearly 

perceptible that despite the differences and variety of actors within the international 

scenario involved in peacebuilding efforts – international non-governmental organizations, 

states, international organizations, and so on – especially those working under the UN 

system, it is shared, to a wide degree, an understanding of the overall strategy to be 

pursued, in order to achieve a stable and lasting peace and a prosperous world. This 

understanding rests on a much denser version of the liberal peace argument. In this 

version, more than the ending of the direct and violent conflict, it is pursued the 

(re)construction, towards a profound liberalization, of the whole ‘post-conflict’ state and 

society (Newman et al., 2009: 10-11). Therefore, ‘peace’ became the mere 

institutionalization of one kind of governance, namely the liberal-democratic one, and this 

became even more solidified as the cornerstone which sustains current peace operations. 

 

Following Richmond’s (2008) understanding regarding the approaches to peace, 

this characterizes a third generation. This approach mobilizes large-scale and 

multidimensional processes in order to achieve peace (Ibidem: 99). This is a kind of peace 

that intervenes in ‘post-conflict’ states aiming to make them meet ‘international’ standards 

in disparate areas such as: security sector, border control, human rights, corruption, 

development, rule of law, and many others. Richmond rightly remembers that this 

approach in fact pursues peace through the reform of governance. This is a consequence of 

the fact that peace operations rapidly incorporated into its multidimensionality the major 

focus on state-building (Ibidem: 107; 105) – herein understood as a practice that embraces 
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both the construction and strengthening of the state and its governance institutions, and 

also the practices that seek to shape, mold and direct the state-society relations between 

post-conflict states and their populations. At this point, state-building became a pivotal 

activity within peace operations. 

 

Notwithstanding the fact that the liberal peace argument is quite disputable in 

several fronts, this argument has a strong and widespread support internationally (Newman 

et al., 2009: 11), particularly in terms of conflict transformation in ‘post-conflict’ 

countries. This is clearly the cornerstone which underpins external interventions, especially 

those regarding peace and development, particularly those led by the UN. A direct 

consequence of this line of thinking is the crystallization, and quite often the 

legitimization, of the understanding that fostering liberal democratic values globally 

directly means the propagation of prosperity and peace throughout the world; even when 

this is pursued at gunpoint, as it was argued in the case of the US invasion of Iraq or 

Afghanistan. 

 

Nevertheless, contrary to what those working under this understanding try to 

portray, this approach to the transformation of violent conflicts and peace is far from 

unproblematic and universal. It essentially fosters, and therefore sustains, one particular 

understanding of the world, namely a (neo)liberal-democratic-northern-Atlantic one 

(Bellamy and Williams, 2004b). Nevertheless, what is silenced, and even bluntly denied, is 

that in order to such understanding of peace to find a nurturing environment to develop, a 

specific kind of ‘post-conflict’ state, society, and relationship between both is needed. The 

perverse side of this is that, in the absence of such environment, those working under this 

rationale seek precisely the profound and structural transformation of the ‘post-conflict’ 

state and its population. 

 

Indeed, for Roland Paris (1997), this kind of approach to peace is in effect an 

“enormous experiment in social engineering” (1997: 56). It is “an experiment that involves 

transplanting Western models of social, political and economic organizations into war-

shattered states in order to control civil conflict: in other words, pacification through 

economic and political liberalization” (Ibidem: 56). Having in mind that state-building, 
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throughout time, became a pivotal activity in regards to peacebuilding, there is little room 

for doubt in terms of what kind of state is being sought to be built and what kind of state-

society relationship is being pursued by this approach to peace. In fact, in the current 

international scenario, being a liberal-democratic state became a non-written ‘norm’ and it 

is through state-building that this ‘norm’ is sought to be implemented in ‘post-conflict’ 

states. 

 

By the end of the 1990s, and the beginning of the 2000s, peace operations were 

transformed in order to incorporate this rationale. They became longer in time and a major 

focus was directed towards the construction of governmental institutions in the intervened 

states (Paris and Sisk, 2009b: 2). From late 1990s onwards, operations started to 

incorporate such concern and even those already on the ground were reconfigured. Indeed, 

following security and development conceptual trends, the missions became deeper and 

wider; not only their mandates were much more expansive, but also the institutional 

structures of the states became a fundamental part of the interventions  (Ibidem: 7). Box 1 

below,
20

 elaborated by Newman, Paris and Richmond (2009: 8-9), is perhaps more 

illustrative regarding to the goals and the activities performed by these operations. For 

them, some emblematic cases of this kind of intervention were, for instance, Timor-Leste, 

Haiti, Kosovo, or Bosnia
21

 (Ibidem: 7), among others. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
20 This table is merely illustrative and by no means exhaustive. For other tables of this kind, in order to 

complement this one, see, for instance (David, 1999; Ramsbotham, 2000: 182). 

21 For more examples, see for instance (Newman et al., 2009: 7). 
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Box 1.1: Components and Goals of Peacebuilding 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: (Newman et al., 2009: 8-9; Box 1.1) 

The components and objectives of peacebuilding cannot be easily described because this is subject to 

debate and disagreement. However, a broad definition is the following: 

 preventing the resumption or escalation of violent conflict in conflict-prone societies and 

establishing a durable and self-sustaining peace; 

 addressing the underlying sources of conflict; 

 building or rebuilding peaceful social institutions and values, including respect for human 

rights; 

 building or rebuilding institutions of governance and the rule of law. 

Such a broad approach to peacebuilding entails a wide range of activities. The criterion for inclusion as 

an activity related to peacebuilding is those policy challenges that, in their most acute form, can 

potentially threaten to undermine overall peacebuilding objectives if not adequately addressed. 

Security 

 supporting a ceasefire and peace process, as appropriate; 

 demobilization and disarmament of former combatants, and their reintegration into society;  

collecting and destroying weapons and de-mining; 

 withdrawal of foreign forces (if any); 

 addressing regional sources of instability and conflict; 

 achieving security (security sector reform, police enforcement capacity-building). 

Development 

 addressing property and land ownership disputes and reaching settlements; 

 stabilizing the economy (controlling hyperinflation, addressing exchange rate crises, 

establishing currency stability); 

 securing natural resources against illegal predation;  

 addressing inequality among ethnic (or other identity) groups in society; 

 employment creation, economic development, securing livelihoods; 

 attracting skilled ex-patriots back to the country to contribute to the recovery; 

 basic welfare provision; 

Humanitarian assistance 

 repatriation (or resettlement) of refugees and internally displaced persons; finding durable 

solutions to ‘‘protracted refugee situations’’; 

 responding to food insecurity; 

 responding to acute health concerns. 

Governance and the rule of law 

 strengthening law and order; 

 democracy assistance (electoral assistance and observation, party regulation, developing civil 

society and media); 

 governance assistance (strengthening governance at both national and local levels, 

strengthening institutions of justice and legislation, addressing corruption); 

 resuming and strengthening public service delivery (health service, education, infrastructure, 

transportation, energy); 

 human rights, reconciliation, truth, ‘‘transitional justice’’; 

 addressing land reform claims; 

 constitutional drafting or amendments. 
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This manner of pursuing peace certainly has a lot of flaws. Roland Paris (2010), 

for instance, points out several shortcomings, such as: (1) the little consideration regarding 

the tensions and contradictions inherent to the whole process; (2) the democratization and 

marketization efforts without considering local institutional conditions; (3) the limited 

knowledge about the local environment; (4) the posture of not taking enough consideration 

about the variations among ‘post-conflict’ societies; (5) the little ownership by the locals 

over the strategic and daily decision-making within the missions; (6) the often 

insufficiency of resources directed to the missions; (7) the lack of continuity of the tasks 

undertook within peacebuilding efforts; (8) the lack of coordination among the innumerous 

actors engaged in such operations; or even (9) the lack of definition of what ‘success’ 

means in such efforts (2010: 347). 

 

Just as peace operations on the ground suffered modifications from late 1990s 

onwards, within the academia new kinds of literature about them were also bourgeoning. 

Not only more cross-case comparisons started to appear, but also studies became much 

more refined theoretically (Paris and Sisk, 2009b: 7). Paris and Sisk (Idem) identify several 

bourgeoning branches, such as: (1) the comparison of different types of interventions in 

order to better understand the durability of peace after civil wars; (2) the research of the 

role of natural resources and conflict economies, seeking to understand the “greed and 

grievance” argument
22

 in violent conflicts: (3) the examination of these practices through  

neo-Marxist, cosmopolitanism and post-strutcturalist approaches; (4) the problematization 

of spoilers of peace processes; and (5) the observation of elements such as regional 

dimensions, transitional justice, and gender issues of peace operations (Idem). 

 

In addition, three main lines of argumentation within the literature can be 

identified (Chandler, 2008: 2-3; Paris and Sisk, 2009b: 12-13; Paris, 2010). In essence, 

they argue that: (1) too much is being done, that the whole activity is too interventionist 

and ambitious (Grindle, 2004; Englebert and Tull, 2008; Walton, 2009), and that the 

intervention should not happen in the first place (Luttwak, 1999; Herbst, 2003; Weinstein, 

2005); (2) the whole enterprise lacks commitment and resources (Chesterman, 2005), 

                                                   
22 This “greed and grievance” argument is developed by Paul Collier and Anke Hoeffler (2001). 
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which is a point acknowledged by the UN (A/55/305: 10-11), and the international 

community needs to do more (Mallaby, 2002; Ignatieff, 2003; Fearon and Laitin, 2004); 

and (3) focus should be placed on the ‘coordination problem’ among the different actors 

and wide range of resources deployed (Jones, 2001; Rubin, 2006; Paris, 2009), which is a 

point that the UN concedes (A/50/60: Paragraph 81) and the very creation of the 

Peacebuilding Commission aims exactly to address this issue. 

 

Many other arguments were made and aspects elucidated by those studying peace 

operations. This was the case, for instance, of issues like: the elements of success/failure of 

such activity (Gürkaynak et al., 2009; Lijn, 2009); their mixed records (Doyle and 

Sambanis, 2006; Fortna, 2008; Howard, 2008; Berdal, 2009); the interrogation whether 

such operations in fact have a positive effect in avoiding the recurrence of violent conflicts 

(Quinn et al., 2007; Gilligan and Sergenti, 2008); their unintended consequences (Aoi et 

al., 2007); their political economy (Pugh, 2005), and the underlying paradoxes and 

contradictions of this enterprise (Baranyi, 2008; Jarstad and Sisk, 2008; Paris and Sisk, 

2009a). Furthermore, there is also, for example, the effort of studying state-building 

processes not just as a current practice, but putting it into a more historical perspective. In 

this sense, there are authors who problematize current state-building processes in relation 

to the practices that were performed, for instance, by the USA in Japan and Germany, or 

by the League of the Nations in its administration of the Saar Basin (Chesterman, 2004; 

Dobbins et al., 2005; Wilde, 2007). Indeed, for those who have a more critical reading
23

 

regarding the reconstruction efforts, it is quite clear the attachment of the ‘state-building’ 

efforts in Afghanistan, Bosnia and Kosovo, for instance, to a clear picture of imperial 

practices (Ignatieff, 2003; Bendaña, 2005; Encarnación, 2005). Not by coincidence, there 

are those who also draw parallels  between current state-building practices and the mission 

civilizatrice of the past (Paris, 2002). 

 

Another element that is not left out of the discussion is the underlying ideological 

assumptions of the processes. It is Roland Paris (2004) and Oliver Richmond (2007b), for 

instance, who clearly delineate the origins, conceptual antecedents and theoretical 

                                                   
23 For a deeper discussion in regards to the importance of having a critical reading about these processes, see 

for instance (Paris, 2000; Bellamy and Williams, 2004a, b; Richmond, 2007a). 
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cornerstones of current peace efforts, evincing their distinct liberal tone. Following this 

path, Beate Jahn (2007a, b) also exposes the long-term history of these policies and their 

firm roots in the liberal ideology. To Kirsti Samuels and Sebastian Einsiedel (2003), 

though rarely explicitly stated, “[t]here are strong implicit assumptions underlying the 

state-building agenda, particularly the notion that a Western-style liberal democracy is the 

outcome sought” (2003: 3). Therefore, this is pursued through a ‘one-size-fits-all’ model 

regarding the construction of peace that is indiscriminately applied throughout every ‘post-

conflict’ scenario. Oliver Ramsbotham, for example, calls it a “standard operating 

procedure” (2000: 170). For Marina Ottaway, this model is underpinned by a series of 

prescriptions that “in essence list the institutions and processes that need to be in place in a 

modern, Weberian, democratic state” (2002: 1009). Furthermore, Mark Duffield (2001a) 

elucidates how this process becomes an instrument of containing conflict-affected people 

in their own countries. 

 

In addition, it was already exposed not only that the process represents in fact a 

specific social engineering, but also its destabilizing effects and its possibilities of 

reproducing the very sources of violent conflicts (Paris, 2004). Observing some 

consequential effects of the operations, some authors focus, for example, in the correlation 

between post-war elections and the occurrence of violence.
24

 Jack Snyder (2000) explored 

this hypothesis when evinced that democracy promotion, in early stages of the 

democratization process, might enhance, rather than reduce, the probability of violent 

conflicts. For Paris (2004) the rapid move to elections, before having proper institutions in 

place, is what leads to violence. Edward Mansfield and Jack Snyder (2005) add that the 

postwar electoral process introduces new kinds of uncertainties and that might leave the 

recovering society vulnerable to violence. This line of thought is supported by Paul Collier 

(2009), who also brings empirical support regarding the dangerous of premature election’s 

promotion. 

 

Other analysts focus more on the local context. Beatrice Pouligny (2006), for 

instance, seeks to understand how local individuals and groups perceive their relationship 

with UN missions. Furthermore, Roger Mac Ginty (2008) also problematizes the local 

                                                   
24 For a broader discussion about this theme, see for instance (Sisk, 2009). 
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context when focusing on local peacemaking practices. He observes indigenous 

peacemaking efforts and interrogates how those can relate to Western forms of 

peacemaking. Other observers evince, for instance, the failure of such missions to engage 

with the local people. Richmond and Franks, for example, expose lack of engagement of 

UN missions with local cultures, identities and everyday life (Richmond, 2009; Richmond 

and Franks, 2009). More recently, other analysts problematize the question of ‘political 

hybridity’. They illustrate the combination of “elements of the introduced Western models 

of governance and elements stemming from local indigenous traditions” (Boege et al., 

2008: iii; Boege et al., 2009, 2010) and, consequently, illuminating the “hybrid political 

orders” that emerge from such interaction between internationals and locals. 

 

Many of these critiques clearly fit in what Oliver Richmond (2008: 97-117), 

labeled as the fourth generation regarding the reflections about peace – the critique of 

peace-as-governance. This generation is composed by a wide range of scholars, usually 

departing mainly from critical approaches to IR, who has pointed out several flaws on the 

reflections of the third generation. For instance, they “have underlined the intellectual 

incoherence of the third generation project in terms of its emancipatory potential, its 

reification of state sovereignty and its difficulties in dealing with identity issues, of 

coordination, and of resources” (Richmond, 2008: 109). Moreover, they have also 

elucidated “its universal claims, its cultural assumptions, its top-down institutional, neo-

liberal and neo-colonial overtones, and its secular and rationalist nature” (Idem). 

 

Therefore, observing the debates aforementioned, it is clear that the series of 

challenges, shortcomings and failures of peace operations can be divided into 

conceptual/theoretical, normative, political and practical challenges (Bercovitch and Dean, 

2012: 179-182). Nevertheless, interestingly enough, the efforts of (re)transforming UN 

peace operations address only a narrow part of the challenges. Even when they are 

rethought and reprogrammed, this effort is still embedded by the same “normative 

framework” of the liberal peace. To be fair, even those who criticize the enterprise do it, 

quite often, departing from this same “normative framework”. As a result, although peace 

operations were reprogrammed to tackle previous perceptions of failures, they were 

restructured within the same framing. Hence, even performing different and deeper 
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activities, they still operate within their original Eurocentric ontology and near-imperialist 

attitude. This makes the reframing of such operations, which is the essence of this thesis, 

even more important. This is what makes the path of challenging the very manner in which 

the “post-conflict” state-building is framed and problematized much more relevant and 

urgent. Nevertheless, before advancing any further, it is essential to have a closer 

observation of what state-building means. 

 

 

State-Building and State-Fragility 

In an international environment, such as the current one, where state ‘fragility’ is 

increasingly a significant concern, it is not a coincidence that state-building has emerged as 

a fundamental process within peacebuilding efforts. Indeed, state-building became a 

pivotal tool to deal with international security concerns, development advancement 

aspirations, and transforming violent conflicts, globally. Consequently, state-building 

became a crucial instrument regarding peace and a pressing topic in the contemporary 

international agenda. Additionally, nowadays, state-building is not anymore something that 

takes place only after a humanitarian/military intervention, as in the cases of Kosovo, 

Afghanistan or Iraq, a peacebuilding effort, as in Bosnia or Timor-Leste (Chandler, 2010: 

1), or after a natural catastrophe as in Haiti. Indeed, state-building is no longer an activity 

that happens solely in ‘post-conflict’ settings. Even though not being labeled as such, the 

EU’s relationship with Southeastern Europe (Chandler, 2006: Chapter 5-6; Chandler, 

2010: Chapter 5), the International Monetary Fund’s (IMF) relations with South America 

during the 1980s and 1990s, or even the current troika – IMF, European Central Bank and 

European Commission – practices performed in the European context during the current 

crisis are clear examples of this. 

 

Nevertheless, state-building is a practice that is more clearly perceptible in ‘post-

conflict’ scenarios. Despite several attempts to clarify the process, contemporary 

international state-building remains to some extent a blurry term (Goetze and Guzina, 

2010). For Catherine Goetze and Dejan Guzina (2010), this happens due to three 

difficulties: (1) its close relation to an even more debated concept – ‘state’; (2) the concept 

is already somewhat loosely, and incorrectly, employed by some historical sociological 



37 

 

literature to study the longue durée processes of state formation in modern Western 

Europe; and (3) the very often confusion, sometimes intentionally, with nation-building 

processes. 

 

In order to deal with these difficulties and to analyze state-building processes in 

the international scenario, one could start by further delineating ‘state’ and ‘building’. 

Regarding the ‘state’ side of the term, there is no doubt that the concept ‘state’ is central to 

most political analysis. Consequently, it is a concept widely employed, very difficult to 

define, and heavily contested (Hay and Lister, 2006: 1). Herein, ‘state’
25

 is understood as a 

political entity which has the monopoly of the legitimate law-making, and “its 

administrative staff successfully upholds the claim to the monopoly of the legitimate use of 

physical force in the enforcement of its order” (Weber, [1922] 1978: 54; emphasis in the 

original). In addition to these Weberian aspects, which are commonly understood as the 

main elements of statehood; this political entity must also possess other pivotal attributes, 

which were formulated and agreed in the Montevideo Convention on Rights and Duties of 

States (1933), and remains “the most widely accepted formulation of the principal criteria 

of statehood in [the] international law” (Caplan, 2005a: 52). They are: a permanent 

population; a defined territory; a government; and the capacity to enter into relations with 

the other states (League of Nations, 1936: Article 1/page 25). Regarding the ‘building’ part 

of the term, a brief semantic note is sufficient. A clear semantic distinction should be made 

between state formation and state-building. This should be done due to the fact that this 

best represents the very manner in which each process is performed. Departing from the 

Cambridge Dictionary (2008), ‘formation’ brings a sense of a process that is ‘naturally’ 

developed and mainly internally-made, which can somewhat represent better the processes 

that took place in Western Europe.
26

 In opposition, the word ‘building’ brings a sense of a 

process that is externally incited and performed by the disposition of components in a 

determinate manner, which gives a clearer picture of current ‘post-conflict’ state-building 

processes. 

 

                                                   
25

 For a deeper discussion regarding the concept, see for instance (Vincent, 1992; Hay et al., 2006). 

26 For more regarding this process, see for instance (Tilly, 1975a, b; Poggi, 2004; Ertman, 2005). 
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State-building emerged as a central instrument to deal with ‘post-conflict’ states 

and populations. This is a result of a process that ended up transforming state-building into 

the epicenter of a triangular narrative that merges, apparently distant, notions of security, 

development and peace.
27

 As this narrative goes, without security there is no possibility of 

development; development, by its turn, reinforces, and is a pivotal condition for the 

increase of security; both, together, are the indispensible pillars for the transformation of 

violent conflicts throughout the globe and the consolidation of a sustainable peace in ‘post-

conflict’ states. Despite the apparent distance between these discourses, currently, they are 

very interrelated. It is the centrality of the question of ‘fragility’ underpinning mainstream 

rationales regarding these narratives that bind them together. These discourses, in an 

orthodox understanding, have as a pivotal concern overcoming the ‘fragility’ of states. 

‘Fragility’, within this perspective, is understood as “weak institutions and governance 

systems, and a fundamental lack of leadership, political will and/or capacity to deliver on 

key public goods, especially in terms of protecting the poor” (Ingram, 2010: 4). Under this 

line of reasoning, ‘fragility’ is perceived as a barrier to the increase of development and 

security of a country and, as a result, as an obstruction to the consolidation of peace in 

‘post-conflict’ states. Consequently, and mostly importantly, ‘fragility’ becomes 

understood as a barrier to the increase of development and security, and the consolidation 

of peace, of the whole world. Hence, as it would be expected with this line of thinking, 

state ‘fragility’ lays at the very heart of the state-building debate. It is precisely this 

understanding of the world that makes the reverse of this same coin – state-building being 

a pivotal instrument in order to address international security and development issues – 

also true. The rationale behind it is that, while tackling state ‘fragility’, state-building is 

handling ‘post-conflict’ internal disturbances and, in fact, avoiding their spill over to the 

international system and, consequently, enabling the enhancement of international 

stability. 

 

This international concern with state ‘fragility’ is rendered operational through the 

conceptualization of ‘failed states’. This is a concept that the orthodox thinking regarding 

international relations developed to conceptualize states in the periphery of the 

international system in a very hierarchal and even prejudicial manner. In this reasoning, 

                                                   
27 Distance very much shortened by the elucidations, for instance, of (Duffield, 2001a, 2007). 
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‘failed states’ are failed because they do not perform, perform badly, or unwilling (Gros, 

1996), or even unable to perform (Jackson, 2000), functions that are perceived as core 

functions of states, such as the provision of basic services, security, the monopoly of the 

legitimate use of violence, controlling the borders and rule-of-law enforcement (Zartman, 

1995: 5; Doornbos, 2006: 2). The ‘bad’ performance is understood as a direct consequence 

of the weakness of the institutions and governance systems. As a result, these states are 

perceived as a potential source, and harbor, of poverty, diseases, terrorists, fluxes of drugs, 

illegal migration, and so on. Connecting both discourses of security and development, 

Fukuyama (2004) understands ‘failed states’ as the “source of many of the world’s most 

serious problems, from poverty to AIDS to drugs to terrorism” (2004: ix). Indeed, this is a 

concept that is an important element not only in approximating both discourses, but also 

highly relevant regarding each of the discourses separately. 

 

On the one hand, in the international security discourse, the mainstream narrative 

goes on the direction of directly connecting ‘failed states’ with international (in)security. 

This linkage is perhaps most emblematic on the first National Security Strategy (NSS) of 

US President George W. Bush’s Administration. There, one reads: “America is now 

threatened less by conquering states than we are by failing ones” (NSS, 2002: 1). Although 

the attention regarding ‘failed states’, as a source of threat to US interests, can be traced 

back to President Bill Clinton’s last NSS, President Bush goes even further connecting 

these states to the threats of US national security (Rice, 2003: 2). This document, due both 

to its relevance inside the security environment and the relevance on the international 

scenario of the state that advances it, is central to this shift inside the international 

(in)security rationale. Although arguing that the document “does not offer any vision, 

policies, or new resources to counter these threats”, Susan Rice (2003) clearly welcomes 

the “emphasis in the NSS on the security threats posed by failing states”
28

 (2003: 1). In 

addition to the understanding that these states are a likely environment to the emergence or 

settlement of terrorist organizations, this linkage between ‘failed states’ and international 

(in)security is made through other associations. One can mention, for instance, the fact that 

these states are also perceived as places where insurgents are more likely to exist, which 

                                                   
28 Susan Rice had several posts under President Bill Clinton’s Administration and is the current US 

Ambassador to the UN under the Administration of President Barack Obama. 
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could threat regional and international stability, or even the fact that these states are 

understood as sites for entry, transfer or transit of chemical, biological or nuclear weapons 

materials (Newman et al., 2009: 10). 

 

On the other hand, within the international development discourse, the ‘fragility’ 

of states is also seen with a great amount of concern. ‘Fragility’ is understood as an 

obstacle to the overall development of the globe. According to a UNDP/World Bank’s 

policy paper, developed by Sue Ingram (2010), delineating the role of state-building in the 

world, it is state’s ‘fragility’ that “directly threatens the security and wellbeing of 

populations within the territory of the state and wider regional and global security, and 

seriously retards progress towards achieving the Millennium Development Goals” 

(Ingram, 2010: 4). Hence, under this rationale, an international scenario with more ‘fragile’ 

states is an international scenario farer away from a more developed world. This link 

between ‘fragility’ and underdevelopment is done through the argument that these states, 

due to their ‘fragility’, cannot deliver public goods to their own population. This, per se, is 

something of great concern; however, these countries are also perceived as an important 

element in the development and dissemination of, for instance, contagious diseases around 

the globe. Therefore, for those working under this line of thinking, these states constitute a 

regional and international threat (Newman et al., 2009: 10). 

 

Furthermore, another side of this line of thought is that this severe limitation of 

public services is also a condition that might lead to poverty. However, the most 

worrisome issue emerges with the easy and direct connection that this kind of thought 

makes between poverty and violent conflicts.
29

 In this view of things, ‘fragility’ is very 

often associated with violent conflicts, being both their cause and consequence (Ingram, 

2010: 5). In a clear highjack of the development discourse by the security rationale, the 

argument is underpinned by the assumption that poor states are more prone to experience 

instability and violence. This would pose a threat not only for its populations, but to its 

regional neighbors and the world (Brainard et al., 2007: 1). Susan Rice, current US 

Ambassador to the UN, best summarizes this connection when she says that “[p]oor states 

                                                   
29 For more regarding the direct link between poverty and violence, see for instance (Brainard et al., 2007; 

Miguel, 2007; Rice, 2007). For an oppositional view, see for instance (Sen, 2008). 
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can be high-risk zones that in a rapidly globalizing world may eventually, often indirectly, 

pose significant risks to faraway countries” (2007: 33). In this matter, she is categorical – 

“poverty breeds insecurity” (Ibidem: 31). 

 

Being state ‘fragility’ such a central matter in the international scenario, it is not a 

surprise to see that the whole state-building agenda emerges as “a direct policy response to 

these conditions” (Ingram, 2010: 5). Another point to take in consideration is that 

according to mainstream thinking, both within international security and development 

discourses, states are understood to be the very bedrock of the international scenario. 

Therefore, according to this rationale, state ‘fragility’ threatens the very foundation of this 

system (Rotberg, 2003: 1). Not by coincidence, state-building, under this line of thinking, 

becomes “one of the most important issues for the world community” (Fukuyama, 2004: 

ix) and it is one of the critical moral and strategic imperatives of our time (Rotberg, 2004: 

42). According to Ashraf Ghani and Clare Lockhart, the “solutions to our current problems 

of insecurity, poverty, and lack of growth all converge on the need for a state-building 

project” (2008: 4). Therefore, state-building becomes not only crucial to the security, 

wellbeing, and peace of the state and population subject to a state-building enterprise; it is 

a crucial instrument also to the security, wellbeing and peace of the whole globe. 

Unsurprisingly, state-building, especially in ‘post-conflict’ scenarios, is perceived as a 

fundamental practice that, while (re)shaping these states internally, is consequently 

enhancing the very maintenance of the international system. 

 

 

The ‘Post-Conflict’ State-Building 

Herein, the ‘post-conflict’ state-building is understood to embrace not only the 

construction, strengthening and enhancement of ‘post-conflict’ state institutions, but also 

the practices that seek to shape, mold and direct the relations between ‘post-conflict’ states 

and their populations. Therefore, since there is a frequent misunderstanding between terms 

like state-building, peacebuilding and nation-building, before advancing any further, it is 

important to clarify the distinctions between them. 
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Due to the fact that many, if not most, of contemporary peacebuilding activities in 

‘post-conflict’ scenarios are centrally concerned with state-building efforts (Brahimi, 

2007), both terms are quite often used synonymously. Indeed, for some, peacebuilding is 

state-building (Barnett and Zürcher, 2009: 25). Although they share some fundamental 

attributes, perform complementary and quite often overlapping activities, and are hardly 

differentiated on the ground, they are still distinct processes. In fact, sometimes they might 

even be contradictory (Call, 2008; Chopra, 2009; Rocha Menocal, 2009: 14-17). 

Peacebuilding, as the UN definition points out, refers to a wide range of measures 

addressing root causes of violent conflicts aiming at the creation of conditions to reduce 

the risk of relapsing into violence. State-building, by its turn, while focusing on the 

(re)construction and strengthening of ‘post-conflict’ state institutions and on ‘post-conflict’ 

state relations with its own population, is usually a crucial part of the current peacebuilding 

activities performed by the UN (Paris and Sisk, 2009b: 14). 

 

Although a precise demarcation from each other is hardly an easy task, it is 

perceptible that although both processes have several overlapping activities – such as 

political settlements, security sector reform, constitution-making, elections, strengthening 

of core governance institutions, and delivery of basic social services, among others – they 

also have their own particular ones. Whereas peacebuilding addresses, for instance, issues 

such as critical infrastructures, employment, refugees and internally displaced people, 

transitional justice and disarmament, demobilization and reintegration of former 

combatants; state-building comprehends activities like the restoration of administrative and 

civil service capacity, strengthening of the financial management, decentralization, 

supporting the governance capacity in the executive, legislative and judiciary, supporting 

also the civil society, and the development of governance capacity. Obviously, this 

differentiation is very disputable. However, the most important point, rather than making 

an exact catalogue of which activity lies under what process, is to evince that although 

closely related, state-building is not peacebuilding. Hence, in ‘post-conflict’ scenarios, 

although complementary and sometimes overlapping, state-building is better understood as 

a pivotal part of a more comprehensive activity of building the peace. 
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Another very frequent confusion of terms happens between ‘state-building’ and 

‘nation-building’, which are often used interchangeably. This happens particularly outside 

the academic circles, in spheres such as the media, among donors, and within think-tanks 

and NGOs (Scott, 2007: 3). This might be explained by the well-known change of mind of 

George W. Bush regarding the term ‘nation-building’. While a campaigner in 2000, Bush 

was very much worried about using the term ‘nation-building’ in regards to US military 

interventions. By the time of the US intervention in Afghanistan, as President, he viewed 

this intervention as an ultimate nation-building mission (Miller, 2010). Therefore, from 

that time onwards, much of the narrative in regards to ‘post-conflict’ scenarios was 

permeated by a ‘nation-building’ discourse.
30

 This is something perceived mainly in the 

US discussions about the theme, but due to the relevance of the country this narrative also 

influenced the overall debate about the matter. 

 

Nevertheless, although both processes might be sometimes related, state-building 

and nation-building are very distinct phenomena. Sometimes, they can even be very 

conflicting processes (Ottaway, 1999).  On the one hand, as already observed, state-

building deals with the (re)construction/strengthening of ‘post-conflict’ state institutions 

and with shaping ‘post-conflict’ state relations with its population. Nation-building, on the 

other hand, refers to processes dealing with the (re)creation or (re)construction of a cultural 

or political identity.
31

 In fact, these identities can be correlated, or not, with the territorial 

limits of a state. Moreover, the formation of the state, and the state power, can definitely be 

a defining force in this process. Indeed, this process might even be the result of the process 

of both the formation and the (re)construction of the state. However, they are hardly the 

same process. Paris and Sisk (2009b), for instance, argue that nation-building “refers to the 

strengthening of a national population’s collective identity, including its sense of national 

distinctiveness and unity” (2009b: 15). Therefore, nation-building, in contrast with state-

                                                   
30 It is important to notice that in the USA, the term ‘nation-building’ is frequently used to soften the 

interventions and invasions done abroad. This is clear in the cases of Afghanistan and Iraq. This effort is 

obviously underpinned by some US think-tanks. The most iconic example is perhaps the RAND which 
defines nation-building, in 2003, as “the use of armed force in the aftermath of a conflict to underpin an 

enduring transition to democracy” (Dobbins, 2003: 17), and in 2007 “as the use of armed force as part of a 

broader effort to promote political and economic reforms with the objective of transforming a society 

emerging from conflict into one at peace with itself and its neighbors” (Dobbins et al., 2007: xvii). 

31 For more regarding the concept of ‘nation’, see for instance (Anderson, 1983; Gellner, 1983; Hobsbawm, 

1992; Smith and John, 1994; Smith, 1998). 
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building, has to do with the activities in the sphere of language, values, memory, culture, 

myths, signs, religion, and several other spheres that would comprehend the formation of a 

common identity of the population in question. Hence, although sometimes the processes 

of the creation of state institutions and the management of state-society relations, and the 

formation of cultural, political and collective identities can be related, and even be 

operated simultaneously, ‘state-building’ and ‘nation-building’ should not be understood 

as synonymous processes. 

 

As a practice performed at the international scene in ‘post-conflict’ scenarios, 

state-building
32

 can have more than one understanding. Under a very broad view, state-

building might be understood as “the process through which states enhance their ability to 

function” (Whaites, 2008: 4). However, other understandings are much more specific. In a 

narrower perspective about the process, state-building is merely institutional. It is a process 

that focuses on the (re)construction of states through the strengthening and/or the 

(re)creation of its institutional apparatuses. Under this rationale, state-building simply 

means institution-building. In this understanding, ‘post-conflict’ state-building is a part of 

the reconstruction efforts which the primary objective is the (re)construction of political 

institutions (Bickerton, 2007: 96). Under this understanding, this process is a part of 

peacebuilding activities and seeks to create effective and legitimate governmental 

institutions (Paris and Sisk, 2007: 1), that are to be endowed with governance instruments 

and that are to be capable of providing physical and economic security to its population 

(Chesterman, 2004: 5). In this sense, under this line of thinking, state-building is intimately 

connected with state capacity (Fukuyama, 2004) and its internal governance (Rotberg, 

2004).  In this view, state-building “refers to efforts to reconstruct, or in some cases to 

establish for the first time, effective and autonomous structures of governance in a state or 

territory where no such capacity exists or where it has been seriously eroded” (Caplan, 

2005b: 3). Paris and Sisk’s definition of ‘post-conflict’ state-building as “the strengthening 

or construction of legitimate governmental institutions in countries that are emerging from 

conflicts” (2009a: 14) best sums up this understanding about the process. 

 

                                                   
32 For other contexts where ‘state-building’ might take place, see for example (Fritz and Menocal, 2007: 17). 
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This understanding is certainly not held without criticism. The first criticism is the 

notorious attempt to depoliticize the whole state-building process. Notwithstanding the 

deeply entrenched ideological dimension of the process, state-building is presented as a 

merely administrative, purely bureaucratic, response to violent conflicts throughout the 

world (Bendaña, 2005). Presented in a bureaucratic/administrative manner, state-building 

is portrayed as something that can be operated, without problems, bypassing popular 

support and agreement (Chandler, 2005). As a result, an issue that is essentially political is 

transformed into a merely technical topic and, consequently, into something requiring 

purely technical solutions and approaches (Bickerton, 2007).  

 

This leads to a second criticism which argues that by bypassing the public 

dimension and by being represented in such technical and bureaucratic terms, state-

building ends up creating institutions with little, if any, legitimacy/representation because 

they are not endowed with the will of the population. Consequently, the resulting 

institutions have a very weak political and social support (Bickerton, 2007). This kind of 

state created in ‘post-conflict’ scenarios is what David Chandler calls “phantom states”. 

For him, “phantom states” are states that exist on paper, in juridical terms, but are not 

independent political entities and possessors of self-government (Chandler, 2006: 43-44). 

Notwithstanding having institutions in place and some degree of governance, these states 

are not perceived as the embodiment of the political will of their societies. Therefore, in 

addition to lacking popular support and legitimacy, these states end up having their 

political realm atrophied. Hence, through the construction of institutions that have little 

legitimacy and by downplaying the political connotation of the whole process, state-

building builds not only very weak foundations, but also creates entities that, in order to 

merely survive, are highly dependent on external assistance. Consequently, state-building 

processes very often become state-failure ones (Bickerton, 2007: 100). 

 

On the other hand, state-building processes might also be problematized through a 

wider understanding of the process. In a much wider sense, state-building is analyzed 

beyond that primary institutional approach to the process. In this sense, state-building is 

analyzed as an international engagement with domestic governing mechanisms of other 

states and their respective societies. Therefore, this understanding seeks to analyze 
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practices beyond the scope of the (re)construction and strengthening of state institutions. It 

also reflects upon the whole set of practices in which internationals seek to manage and 

regulate state-society relations of a particular country, such as international assistance, 

strengthening the regulatory capacity of the state, conditionalities, debt relief, international 

loans, poverty reduction strategies, and many others (Chandler, 2006). This is a more 

comprehensive understanding of state-building practices and allows the problematization 

of its practices not only during reconstruction periods, but also in different sets of 

relationships between states. In a ‘post-conflict’ peacebuilding setting, for instance, this 

requires the analyst to observe not only the ‘post-conflict’ state institutions that are being 

(re)constructed/strengthened, but also the whole set of practices that seek to shape and 

direct the relations between these ‘post-conflict’ states and their own populations. 

 

This understanding regarding state-building, once confined to those who have a 

more critical stance about the subject, seems to be precisely the understanding policy-

oriented reflections are heading to nowadays. Observing some key policy papers, for 

instance, of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (2008, 

2010), the Department for International Development of the United Kingdom (DFID) 

(2009, 2010) and UNDP/WB (Ingram, 2010), it is clear that they are seeking to respond to 

the aforementioned criticisms of depolitization, technicality and lack of legitimacy. 

Observing the approaches directed to state-building practices, it is clearly perceived that 

the understanding of what ‘state-building’ means has evolved considerably from the mere 

institution-building and capacity enhancement framework to a focus on state-society 

relations (Rocha Menocal, 2009: 6). Among policy-oriented reflections, the key state-

building definition that sets the discussion for all other policy papers is given by the 

OECD. The organization defines state-building as “[a]n endogenous process to enhance 

capacity, institutions and legitimacy of the state driven by state-society relations” (2008: 

1). The DFID, by its turn, also adds to the discussion that state-building “is principally 

about strengthening the relationship between the state and society, and developing 

effective ways to mediate this relationship” (2009: 4). Unpacking the elements of these 

definitions, Sue Ingram (2010: 6) visualizes four topics where the discourse in regards to 

the understanding about state-building shifted: (1) state-society relations are at the centre 

stage; (2) while dealing with state-society relations, state-building becomes 
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characteristically political; (3) state-building is not a technical process; and (4) state-

building is principally an endogenous process. Hence, nowadays, in ‘post-conflict’ 

scenarios, the relations between ‘post-conflict’ states and their populations are at the heart 

of state-building concerns and efforts.  

 

This certainly does not mean that in the past state-society relations were not 

targeted during state-building processes. However, they were a consequence of the 

institutional building/enhancement attempts. In contrast, current state-building processes 

are essentially concerned with this relationship. Nowadays, state-building is “essentially 

concerned with how the state interacts with society” (Ingram, 2010: 6; emphasis in the 

original). In addition, international state-builders became much more fundamentally, and 

openly, concerned with “how the state performs and how it engages with society” (Ibidem: 

7; emphasis in the original). Indeed, current state-building processes, in contrast with 

previous ‘mere’ institution-building efforts of the past, “entails concentrating on how 

power and authority are distributed and exercised, and this in turn necessitates thinking and 

working across all elements of the state and at the intersection between state and society” 

(Ibidem: 24). Hence, whereas in the past the major focus of state-builders were the 

(re)construction of the state institutions, nowadays the greater amount of attention is 

directed, without dismissing the institution building efforts, to the relationship between the 

intervened state and its own population; to the design of how this relationship should 

perform itself.
33

 

 

Nevertheless, three elements remain silenced, and often denied. First, state-

building practices have become even more invasive and profound. Whereas in the past 

state-building efforts were basically about institutions, nowadays these processes are much 

more capillary in their reach. Second, the aforementioned how the state should perform and 

how it should interact and engage with its own society is internationally pre-given, rather 

than open for discussion. Finally, it is also brought to light that certainly there is action and 

agency inside ‘post-conflict’ countries; however, those actions are conducted by 

international state-builders towards a pre-given how. In fact, whole populations are 

                                                   
33 Personal interview, Mireia Forner, UNDP Senior Policy Advisor in Crisis Prevention and Recovery 

(Brussels, September 28th 2011). 
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conducted towards this pre-determined how; toward not only how states should relate to 

society, but also how society should act and also relate to the state. These are some of key 

aspects to take in consideration while analyzing state-building processes in the current 

international scenario that this thesis elucidates. 

 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter discusses how the practices towards peace in the international scenario were 

transformed throughout time, namely from the end of the World War II onwards. Focusing 

on the period of the Cold War and afterwards, it delineates the configuration and the main 

elements of peace operations during both periods; how this configuration was modified 

from one period to the other; and the identification of elements that allowed such 

transformations. Furthermore, this chapter evinces that peace operations were transformed 

into operations where a major focus is directed to state-building. Therefore, (re)creation of 

institutions and public administration systems, the establishment of judicial institutions, the 

creation of political parties, the strengthening of the state’s capacity to provide services to 

its populations, and the relationship between the ‘post-conflict’ state and its own 

population became a major part, if not the very essence, of the UN approach to building 

and consolidating peace in such ‘post-conflict’ contexts. Most importantly, this chapter 

indicates that even though the UN sought to overcome, in a variety of manners, the 

challenges, shortcomings and failures of its peace operations, these actions still depart 

from the same “normative framework” of the liberal peace. Therefore, they remain far 

from being a driving force for building peace. This indication makes the 

reproblematization of the very reflections about these operations and the reframing of 

state-building practice crucial. This effort allows the perception of different kinds of 

interactions, engagements and possibilities which can, in turn, bring new ways of seeing 

and understanding such practices that, in the end, allows for their very transformation. 
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Chapter 2 – Theoretical Framework: Analytical and Methodological Tools 

This thesis reflects about the role of state-building practices in ‘post-conflict’ environments 

arguing that the construction of peace in our time is an instrument of international 

normalization of ‘post-conflict’ states and their populations. In order to render this 

argument operational, it proposes an examination of state-building processes departing 

from theoretical and conceptual tools developed by the French philosopher Michel 

Foucault. The pursuit of this normalization is operated through the government of ‘post-

conflict’ states and their populations’ lives at a global scale. It is quite clear that, 

understandably, the whole rhetoric, mechanisms and instruments of state-building 

processes are portrayed as being directed to the prevention and transformation of violent 

conflicts. Nevertheless, the state-building dispositif, rather than a mere conflict-resolution 

tool, is in fact a normalizing technology that seeks to discipline ‘post-conflict’ states and 

biopolitically govern their populations. At the international level, this government operates 

through discipline, which works through instruments of knowing, assessing, monitoring, 

reporting, individualizing, ranking, rewarding and punishing individual ‘post-conflict’ 

states. These include standardized data collection, regular reporting, performance 

benchmarking, targets, auditing techniques, access to credit lines, funding of projects, or 

conditionalities. At the national level, government operates through biopolitics, which 

functions through the administration and control of life-supporting processes of mass 

population, such as health, education, employment, and food, in these ‘post-conflict’ states. 

As a normalizing technology, the state-building dispositif hence has a norm, even though 

not manifestly visible or openly propagated, underpinning its activities, which is the 

ultimate aim of its conducts. This norm is that states should resemble liberal democracies. 

 

The thesis is theoretically supported by the reflections of Foucault and those who 

have been using and developing his framework and concepts. Therefore, the Foucauldian 

framework constitutes a sort of “pair of glasses” used in the observation of the 

international reality. The delineation of these analytical tools and the manner in which such 

analysis of state-building process will proceed is the essence of this chapter. The chapter is 

divided in eight sections. The first five sections deal with the delineation of the conceptual 

tools that underpin the analytical lens that this thesis uses when discussing ‘post-conflict’ 
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state-building processes. They, respectively, discuss Foucauldian conceptual tools such as: 

dispositif and normalization; discipline; biopolitics; government; and governmentality. 

Then, the next section clarifies the framework of analysis and the dimensions that will be 

taken into consideration by the thesis while problematizing the aforementioned conceptual 

tools. Next, the chapter elucidates how the conceptual analytical tools presented in the 

chapter are employed to analyze the ‘post-conflict’ state-building dispositif. Finally, this 

chapter ends with a methodological section which delineates the tools employed by the 

thesis.  

 

 

Dispositif and Normalization 

The French philosopher Michel Foucault is a decisive thinker of the 20
th

 century. In fact, 

the use of Foucauldian analytical tools has a strong impact and it is ubiquitous in a wide 

range of disciplines in social sciences in general. Indeed, one could fairly say that Foucault 

is one of the most, if not the most, cited author in social sciences and humanities (Lemke, 

2008: 47). Due to his mastery in analyzing and uncovering hidden power relations, a key 

strength of Foucault’s thought is the strength that his research has in providing analytical 

and theoretical tools which are very useful in investigating and scrutinizing a wide variety 

of issues and subjects of very distinct fields. Notwithstanding, the problematization of the 

international realm using Foucault’s theoretical and analytical tools might be very much 

contested. After all, it can be argued that, although it is not entirely fair to say that Foucault 

was only concerned with the domestic sphere (Dean, 2010: 229), it is well-known that 

international relations were not the core of his thought. He was concerned with relations 

developed within the state. Hence, it can be correctly pointed out that Foucauldians often 

select, adapt and stretch Foucault’s concepts in order to best fit their research. Nonetheless, 

Foucault’s own intention regarding his investigations goes precisely in this direction. This 

is straightforwardly clear in his own words when he says: “I would like my books to be a 

kind of tool-box which others can rummage through to find a tool which they can use 

however they wish in their own area (...) I write for users, not readers” ([1974] 1994: 523-

524). 
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Inside Foucault’s ‘tool box’, dispositif, normalization and technology are certainly 

among these useful tools. Dispositif
34

 is a decisive term in Foucault’s thought. 

Nevertheless, interestingly enough, Foucault never devoted a major work to it or gave a 

concrete definition of the term (Agamben, 2009: 2). It was other scholars, like Gilles 

Deleuze (2007), for instance, who tried to delineate a clearer understanding of the term. 

Although not offering a complete definition, Foucault comes close to it when he delineated 

what a dispositif was during an interview (Agamben, 2009: 2). He said:  

What I'm trying to pick out with this term is, firstly, a thoroughly heterogeneous 

ensemble consisting of discourses, institutions, architectural forms, regulatory 

decisions, laws, administrative measures, scientific statements, philosophical, 

moral and philanthropic propositions - in short, the said as much as the unsaid. 

Such are the elements of the apparatus. The apparatus itself is the system of 

relations that can be established between these elements. 

(…) I understand by the term 'apparatus' a sort of - shall we say - formation 

which has as its major function at a given historical moment that of responding 

to an urgent need. The apparatus thus has a dominant strategic function.  

(…) I said that the apparatus is essentially of a strategic nature, which means 

assuming that it is a matter of a certain manipulation of relations of forces, 

either developing them in a particular direction, blocking them, stabilizing 

them, utilizing them, etc. The apparatus is thus always inscribed in a play of 

power, but it is also always linked to certain coordinates of knowledge which 

issue from it but, to an equal degree, condition it. This is what the apparatus 

consists in: strategies of relations of forces supporting, and supported by, types 

of knowledge. (Foucault, 1980: 194-196; emphasis in the original) 

 

Stretching even further the already loose Foucauldian understanding of dispositif, 

Giorgio Agamben understands the dispositif as “anything that has in some way the 

capacity to capture, orient, determine, intercept, model, control, or secure the gestures, 

behaviors, opinions, or discourses of living beings” (2009: 14). Therefore, the dispositif is 

essentially a heterogeneous assemblage composed by different, and quite often competing 

and conflicting practices, institutions, administrative measures, legislations, actors, 

concepts, theories, kinds of knowledge and so on, that emerges in order to deal with a 

                                                   
34 Usually the word dispositif used by Foucault is translated as ‘apparatus’ to English. Nevertheless, in order 

to avoid unproductive translation discussions or misperceptions about the term (Kelly, 2009: 174, footnote 

12), the thesis uses the original word ‘dispositif’. 
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certain issue. To be more precise, the dispositif emerges in a determinate moment in order 

to address something that, at that particular moment, starts to be perceived as an urgent 

need, seeking to shape, conduct and orient it in a specific manner. 

 

Whereas, on the one hand, the dispositif can be understood as the analytical grip 

that binds a wide range of elements that, although disparate, conflicting, and quite often 

not related, are part of a comprehensive whole that emerges in order to address an urgent 

need; normalization, on the other hand, can be understood as a process of handling this 

urgent need. It can be rationalized as the approach in which this urgent need is shaped and 

conducted in a specific manner. In this regards, one must notice that, from the start, this 

notion of normalization is entrenched by an underpinning, though very often silenced, 

distinction between ‘normal’ and ‘abnormal’ conditions. While developing this notion, 

Foucault differentiated what he called ‘normation’ and ‘normalization’ processes. The 

‘normation’ process consists firstly in delineating a model, an optimal goal, which is 

designed, based on the expectation of the achievement of certain results, and this becomes 

a ‘norm’. Secondly, the ‘normation’ process aims to make movements, practices, behaviors 

and people to conform to this ‘norm’. The ‘normal’ ones are those who conform to this 

norm and the ‘abnormal’ ones are those who do not conform. Hence, in a ‘normation’ 

process, the ‘norm’ not only precedes, but it is the ‘norm’ that is the fundamental and 

primary element of the whole process; not the ‘normal’ or the ‘abnormal’ elements 

(Foucault, [1978] 2007: 57). 

 

Whereas in the ‘normation’ process one starts with the norm, and from the 

process of modifying the behaviors to conform to this norm that one differentiates the 

‘normal’ from the ‘abnormal’; in the ‘normalization’ process one has “different curves of 

normality, and the operation of normalization consists in establishing an interplay between 

these different distributions of normality and [in] acting to bring the most unfavorable in 

line with the more favorable” (Foucault, [1978] 2007: 63). In the normalization process, 

the ‘normal’ condition is the primary element and the ‘norm’ is deduced from it. It is clear 

though that there are ‘normalities’ that are more acceptable than others; there are ones that 

are ‘more normal’ than others, and therefore the latter become the ‘abnormal’ ones, while 
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the former the ‘normal’ ones. Hence, those ‘abnormal’ ones must be intervened to become 

more like the ‘normal’ ones  (Idem). 

 

The normalization process – the process of making ‘abnormal’ elements to 

resemble more like ‘normal’ ones – is comprised of a set of operations. The process: 

brings five quite distinct operations into play: it refers individual actions to a 

whole that is at once a field of comparison, a space of differentiation and the 

principle of a rule to be followed. It differentiates individuals from one another, 

in terms of the following overall rule: that the rule be made to function as a 

minimal threshold, as an average to be respected or as an optimum towards 

which one must move. It measures in quantitative terms and hierarchizes in 

terms of value the abilities, the level, the ‘nature’ of individuals. It introduces, 

through this value-giving measure, the constraint of a conformity that must be 

achieved. Lastly, it traces the limit that will define difference in relation to all 

other differences, the external frontier of the abnormal. (Foucault, [1975] 1995: 

182-183) 

 

The normalization process, through these operations, seeks thus to bring the 

‘abnormal’ elements to resemble more as the ‘normal’ ones. Therefore, the ‘abnormal’ 

ones are intervened, through a variety of institutions, techniques and practices, in order to 

make them behave more like the ‘normal’ ones. In Foucault’s studies, the ‘abnormal’ ones 

were the sick, the pervert, the delinquent, the mad, and so on. In a variety of manners, such 

as through hospitalization, psychoanalysis, schooling, incarceration, beating, among 

others, the ones understood to be the ‘abnormal’ ones within a specific society, and 

Foucault was usually thinking about the French one, have their behaviors and actions 

intervened in such a way so their behaviors look more like to what was perceived as a 

‘normal’ behavior within that society. 

 

In regards to the term ‘technology’, this is an expression, more than a concept, 

that is somewhat pervasive throughout Foucault’s work. Not being exactly a concept, 

perhaps Foucault never had the necessity to decisively define what he meant when using 

that term. However, other scholars sought to capture the sense of a technology in a 

Foucauldian understanding. Different from what is probably the ordinary understanding of 

the term, in a Foucauldian approach to the term, technology, in Nikolas Rose’s (1999b) 
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view, refers to “an assembly of forms of knowledge with a variety of mechanical devices 

and an assortment of little techniques oriented to produce certain practical outcomes” 

(1999b: 52). 

 

Most importantly, the pivotal thing about technologies, in a Foucauldian 

understanding, is that “they are technologies, not merely structures or discourses of power, 

though there are certainly discourses and structures involved” (Kelly, 2009: 44; emphasis 

in the original). This means that “they are, like other technologies, a body of technical 

knowledge and practices, a raft of techniques, which once developed and understood can 

be applied to various situations” (Idem). Additionally, they “are not socially or politically 

neutral but rather profoundly alter the way things operate in society” (Idem). In his studies, 

Foucault dedicates a lot of reflection about what he understands as technologies of power. 

Technologies of power, for Foucault, relate to the conduct of individuals and their 

submission to certain ends (Idem). They are technologies that are “imbued with aspirations 

for the shaping of conduct in the hope of producing certain desired effects and averting 

certain undesired effects” (Rose, 1999b: 52). 

 

Indeed, one of the key assets of bringing Foucault’s reflections and analytical 

tools to the problematization advanced by this thesis rests precisely on his mastery when 

analyzing power. To be more specific, when Foucault talks about ‘power’, this is merely 

an abbreviation for what he really advances as the object of his analyses – the 

‘relationships of power’ (1994: 11). These, understood by Foucault “as means by which 

individuals try to conduct, to determine the behavior of others”, are present in any society 

(Ibidem: 18). Hence, Foucault problematizes power as a relationship where one attempts to 

produce, direct and determinate the behaviors of others (Ibidem: 11). He sees that, 

throughout time, although the nature and essence of power did not change, its 

technological functioning did (Kelly, 2009: 42). Therefore, Foucault perceives that what 

really changes throughout time in regards to the exercise of power is its functioning, the 

manner in which and through what instruments it is exercised (its ‘technological’ devices), 

and not its very essence – the attempt of shaping behaviors. This is where he differentiates 

the technologies of power such as discipline, biopower, and government. 
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Discipline 

In his lectures Society Must Be Defended ([1976] 2003), Foucault gives a clear explanation 

of his thinking on those technologies of power, delineating the framework that will be 

returned to and developed further later in his lectures Security, Territory, Population 

([1978] 2007) and The Birth of Biopolitics ([1979] 2008). During the modern period, 

Foucault observed the emergence of two technologies of power that supplemented the 

classical sovereign power over life and death – one micro and the other macro-political. 

They are, respectively, discipline and biopower. Although these technologies “have the 

same general characteristics of all power, [they] are more productive, in the sense that they 

allow for the close production of behaviors in both individuals and entire populations 

beyond what was possible before” (Kelly, 2009: 43). In addition to the magnitude of the 

possibilities of their actions, these technologies of power were also different in regards to 

the manner in which they were exercised. Discipline and biopower are exercised through 

correcting individuals and enhancing life, respectively. A key element of these 

technologies of power visualized by Foucault is that they do not replace one another. In 

fact, they operate in different levels and scales and operate through different instruments. 

This fact is what allows one technology to exist without the extinction of the other. Indeed, 

this allows these technologies function simultaneously and complementarily. 

 

Discipline, according to Foucault, emerged in the seventeenth and mid-eighteenth 

centuries by the appearance of techniques of power that were exercised essentially on 

individuals and were concerned with their body. It is a technology of power that is 

essentially exercised over individuals and it is mainly concerned with the production of 

their behaviors. In essence, discipline was a technology of power that, through rewards and 

punishments, sought to correct the behaviors of what is perceived as deviant individuals. 

Therefore, due to its focus on the individual, discipline can be understood as a micro-

political power (Kelly, 2009: 43). 

 

The functioning of a disciplinary mechanism is very simple and Foucault explains 

it quite clearly. First, discipline “analyzes and breaks down; it breaks down individuals, 

places, time, movements, actions, and operations. It breaks them down into components 
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such that they can be seen, on the one hand, and modified on the other” ([1978] 2007: 56). 

Second, “discipline classifies the components thus identified according to definite 

objectives [and questions w]hat are the best actions for achieving a particular result” 

(Ibidem: 57). Third, “discipline establishes optimal sequences or co-ordinations: How can 

actions be linked together” (Idem). Fourth, “discipline fixes the processes of progressive 

training (dressage) and permanent control, and finally, on the basis of this, it establishes 

the division between those considered unsuitable or incapable and the others” (Idem; 

emphasis on the original). 

 

Consequently, this mechanism seeks to correct the behaviors that are considered 

inappropriate. In order to alter and correct the individual behavior, discipline makes use of 

a series of devices to work properly. These include “all devices that were used to ensure 

the spatial distribution of individual bodies (their separation, their alignment, their 

serialization, and their surveillance)”, in addition to bookkeeping, report noting, regular 

inspections (Foucault, [1976] 2003: 242), to name a few. Due to its essence of correcting, 

and therefore changing behaviors, discipline is a type of power that is very much 

connected to the notion, previously presented, of normalization. Indeed, the ultimate aim 

of discipline is to normalize, which makes the detailed dissociation of normalizing and 

disciplining processes impossible. Indeed, for Foucault it is “indisputable, or hardly 

disputable, that discipline normalizes” ([1978] 2007: 56). A disciplining mechanism is in 

essence a normalization mechanism. 

 

This is a result of the fact that discipline is at the same time an individualizing and 

a relational process. This might sound paradoxical at first but, in fact, these characteristics 

are very much complementary. Being the essence of discipline the correction of the 

behaviors of deviant individuals, the operative word here is certainly the adjective deviant. 

In this sense, the disciplinary mechanism visualizes what should be the correct behavior 

and mold the incorrect and deviant ones toward this correct model of behavior. As a 

consequence, discipline is a technology of power that seeks to shape the individual 

behavior both rewarding what understands as a ‘correct’ behavior and punishing what 

perceives as a ‘deviant’ one. This is nothing but a normalization process. Therefore, 
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discipline can perfectly be understood as one of the mechanisms in which a normalization 

process can be rendered operational. 

 

Therefore, in addition to the installation of a surveillance framework, which 

comes through the constant observation and regular monitoring, underpinning the 

disciplinary mechanism there are the processes of individualization and ranking. The 

individualization process is the one that makes sure that, for example, a mass of subjects 

can be treated individually. Nevertheless, through ranking, these individuals are always 

problematized in relation to other individuals. Hence, rank definition is a key element of 

the disciplinary process (Zanotti, 2008: 552). In fact, “discipline is the art of rank” 

(Foucault, [1975] 1995: 146); it is through ranking that discipline can hierarchizes the 

‘good’ and ‘bad’ behaviors or ‘normal’ and ‘abnormal’ individuals in relation to one 

another (Ibidem: 181). The closer the individual is from the adopted ‘norm’, the better 

ranked s/he is. Hence, those at lower ranks must be intervened in order to resemble more 

those better ranked. The ranking “has a double role: it marks the gaps, hierarchizes 

qualities, skills and aptitudes, but it also punishes and rewards” (Idem).  

 

It is through punishing and rewarding techniques that ‘abnormal’ behaviors are 

molded and corrected, and the ‘normal’ ones invested and stimulated. Through this 

process, the individuals are “situated in a network of relations and defined by their position 

within it. (…) [R]anks reinforce discipline through mechanisms of reward/punishment 

such as promotion/demotion; establishes systems of performance assessment and 

comparison linked to measurable criteria” (Zanotti, 2008: 552). Hence, discipline 

constantly “compares, differentiates, hierarchizes, homogenizes, excludes. In short, it 

normalizes” (Foucault, [1975] 1995: 183; emphasis in the original). 

 

 

Biopolitics 

From the second half of the eighteenth century onwards, Foucault visualizes the 

appearance of a new technology of power that operates on the opposite pole of discipline. 

Therefore, existing at a different level, performing on a distinct scale and making use of 

different instruments, this is a technology of power that does not exclude the former 
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technologies. This technology is biopower.
35

 Biopower in essence is a macro-political 

power. Whereas discipline is exercised on the individual, biopower is exercised on the 

collectivity having the population as its target (Kelly, 2009: 43). Consequently, this is a 

technology of power that is not concerned with the individual wo/man, but with wo/men as 

living-beings (Foucault, [1976] 2003: 242). 

 

In contrast to discipline, biopower is applied “not to man-as-body but to the living 

man, to man-as-living-being” (Foucault, [1976] 2003: 242). As a result, whereas discipline 

is applied to a multiplicity of people because this whole can be divided into individuals 

who can be put under surveillance, series, hierarchies and if necessary be punished, 

biopower acts exactly in the opposite way. It is addressed to a multiplicity of people in the 

sense that “they form a global mass affected by overall process characteristics of birth, 

death, production, illness, and so on” (Ibidem: 242-243). Therefore, biopower is a 

technology that is exercised not over the individual body, as in discipline, but is 

fundamentally exercised over the populations’ life. Consequently, rather than an 

“anatomo-politics of the human body” what is perceived is the emergence of a “biopolitics 

of the human race” (Ibidem: 243). 

 

Biopolitics is concerned with “the management of the phenomena that 

characterize groups of living human beings” (Rabinow and Rose, 2003: 6). Hence, it is “a 

form of politics that entails the administration of the process of life at the aggregate level 

of population” (Duffield, 2007: 5). The emergence of such power designates precisely “the 

moment at which the complex phenomena of human existence were submitted to the 

calculation and order of knowledge and power” (Smart, 2002: 99). Hence, biopolitics starts 

to problematize a whole set of phenomena that bind population together, that makes it a 

coherent whole. It problematizes all the “the mechanisms of life and serving as the basis of 

the biological processes” (Foucault, [1976] 1978: 139). In essence, biopolitics aims at the 

“the management and regulation of the population, the species body and its demographic 

characteristics” (Smart, 2002: 99).  

 

                                                   
35 This concept has been developed differently by contemporary philosophers such as Giorgio Agamben 

(1998), Antonio Negri and Michael Hardt (2000). For a contrast of theirs and Foucault’s use, see (Rabinow 

and Rose, 2006). 
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Consequently, this new regulatory power is concerned essentially with “the 

problem of governing groups of humans represented in the form of population” (Duffield, 

2007: 6). As a result of that, biopolitics problematizes and rationalizes the whole set of 

processes surrounding the populations’ life intervening in phenomena such as birth, death, 

production, working conditions, nutrition, illness, fertility, health, employment, life 

expectancy, housing, education, standards of living, and so on, and with all the conditions 

that surround and might have an influence on them (Duffield, 2007: 6; Foucault, [1976] 

1978: 139). Therefore, biopolitics acts in two directions, not only at the life-supporting 

processes per se, but also at the surrounding conditions that influence those processes and 

at the milieu and environment where they develop (Foucault, [1976] 1978: 139). 

Ultimately, biopolitics acts where, and is concerned with, the “processes that sustain or 

retard the optimization of the life of a population” (Dean, 2010: 119). 

 

This makes also the essence of biopolitics different from previous technologies of 

power. Whereas other technologies of power, like discipline for instance, has as its 

ultimate goal to correct, biopolitics targets the life-supporting processes in order to invest 

and foster populations’ lives. It is a power concerned with life-supporting phenomena 

whose main objective is no longer to discipline but to enable and promote life, “to invest 

life through and through” (Foucault, [1976] 1978: 139). Its ultimate goal is to enhance the 

quality of life and its conditions. Hence, its objective is not to correct the individual, but to 

intervene at the level of the generality of the life-supporting phenomena of the population 

in order to enhance it.  

 

In this sense, biopolitics can be characterized as a power that aims to improve life, 

a power that either “foster[s] life or disallow[s] it to the point of death” (Foucault, [1976] 

1978: 138). Therefore, biopolitics is fundamentally a power that seeks to exert influence 

and “control over relations between the human race (…) and their environment, the milieu 

in which they live” (Foucault, [1976] 2003: 245). In fact, it is precisely through the 

exercise of power over the life-supporting processes of populations that biopolitics seeks to 

control processes of ‘man-as-living-being’ so, as a result, its essential objective can be 

achieved – the management and regularization of population’s lives (Foucault, [1976] 

2003: 247). 
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To intervene in such a way, and to accomplish that, biopolitics makes use of a 

whole set of instruments, mechanisms, techniques and institutions than might differ from 

discipline. In order to intervene in life-supporting process and their environment, this 

happens through the implementation of a whole set of instruments and institutions that 

ensure the enhancement of vital processes of the population. Whereas discipline is only 

possible “thanks to a whole system of surveillance, hierarchies, inspections, bookkeeping, 

and reports” (Foucault, [1976] 2003: 242), biopolitics is rendered operational through both 

the installation of security mechanisms around the random elements in which a population 

is embedded and the implementation of apparatuses of security which seek to optimizes 

life. Conventionally, mechanisms and apparatuses of security could be cameras, alarms, 

armies, police forces or intelligence services. However, for Foucault, they cover “all the 

practices and institutions that ensure the optimal and proper functioning of the economic, 

vital and social processes that are found to exist within that population and would thus also 

include health, welfare and education systems” (Dean, 2010: 29). Therefore, on the one 

hand, in regards to instruments, biopolitics employs, for instance, “forecasts, statistical 

estimates, and overall measures” (Ibidem: 246) and “techniques of mass surveillance, such 

as the census, and of mass control, such as health campaigns” (Kelly, 2009: 43). On the 

other hand, in regards to institutions, biopolitics is rendered operational, for instance, 

through the implementation, for instance, of health, education, welfare, employment or 

food systems (Dean, 2010: 29). 

 

Since the objective is to intervene at the generality level of the phenomena, apart 

from those instruments and institutions, biopolitics makes also use of the notion of 

average. It is through the establishment of averages and targets that biopolitics seeks to 

maintain an equilibrium which offsets deviations and therefore its power is exercised. 

After all, it is only after the establishment of averages and targets that one can think that 

“the mortality rate has to be modified or lowered; life expectancy has to be increased; [or] 

the birth rate has to be stimulated” (Foucault, [1976] 2003: 246). It is only after the process 

of establishing targets that the life-supporting processes can be shaped and, as a 

consequence, a power over the population’s lives be exercised. 
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It is through the process of establishing targets and averages throughout several 

and distinct population’s life-supporting processes that biopolitics takes control of the vital 

processes of ‘man-as-species’. As a result of that, life can be fostered and consequently 

managed, so life ends up being regularized (Foucault, [1976] 2003: 247) and, in the end, 

and most importantly, normalized. At this point the ‘norm’ also plays a key role since it 

circulates between both discipline and biopolitics (Ibidem: 253). It is in light of the ‘norm’ 

that discipline and biopolitics operate. As Foucault properly remembers, “[t]he norm is 

something that can be applied to both a body one wishes to discipline and a population one 

wishes to regularize” (Idem). 

 

 

Government 

Placing the notion of government as a “guideline” (Foucault, [1978] 2007: 363) to his 

investigations, Foucault introduced a new dimension for investigating power relations 

which can now be problematized from a different angle, from the “conduct of conducts” 

standpoint (Bröckling et al., 2011: 2). Briefly defining government as the ‘conduct of 

conduct’, Foucault notoriously plays with the double meaning of the word ‘conduct’ and 

consciously sees it as “one of the best aids for coming to terms with the specificity of 

power relations” ([1982] 2000: 341). Whereas as a verb, ‘to conduct’, means to lead, to 

guide or to direct; as a noun, ‘conduct’ refers to the human actions and behaviors (Dean, 

2010: 17). Linking these two meanings, government as ‘conduct of conduct’ “entails any 

attempt to shape with some degree of deliberation aspects of our behaviour according to 

particular sets of norms and for a variety of ends”  (Ibidem: 18). 

 

Foucault perceives that the question of government starts to become more 

sensitive in the sixteenth century. He observes that, throughout the Middle Ages and 

classical antiquity, there are “a multiple of treatises presented as advices to the prince, 

concerning his proper conduct, the exercise of power, the means of securing the acceptance 

and respect of his subjects” and so on (Foucault, 1991: 87).  However, from mid-sixteenth 

century to the end of the eighteenth century, Foucault observed that a set of political 

treatises “are no longer exactly advice to the prince (…) but are instead presented as works 

on the art of government” (Idem). They deal with several domains: the government of 
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oneself, the government of souls, the government of children and also of the state. In fact, 

for him, “[g]overnment, as a general problem seems (…) to explode in the sixteenth 

century” (Idem). This was a time, for Foucault, when several questions in regards to the 

‘art of government’ started to emerge – “[h]ow to govern oneself, how to be governed, 

how to govern others, by whom the people will accept being governed, how to become the 

best possible governor” (Idem) and so on. 

 

Out of this “immense” literature on government (Foucault, 1991: 88), Foucault 

extracts some thoughts. In order to do this, Foucault compares this literature to a text that 

in his opinion, “from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century never ceased to function as the 

object of explicit or implicit opposition and rejection, and relative to which the whole 

literature on government established its standpoint: Machiavelli's The Prince” (Idem; 

emphasis in the original). In Foucault’s view, this literature sought to distance themselves 

from the conception that government “took the sole interest of the prince as its object and 

principle of rationality” (Ibidem: 89). In Machiavelli, for this contesting literature analyzed 

by Foucault, the Prince only exists in the sense that he can hold his principality, which is 

something that is external to him (Ibidem: 90). Therefore, the power was exercised only in 

the sense of reinforcing, strengthening, and protecting the principality (Ibidem: 90) both 

from outside, from those who “seek to conquer or recapture his principality” (Idem), and 

from within, from “subjects who have no a priori reason to accept his rule” (Idem; 

emphasis in the original). Therefore for this contending literature, the Machiavelli The 

Prince was, in essence, “a treatise about the prince’s ability to keep his principality” 

(Idem). 

 

This opposing literature wanted to replace this understanding of ‘government’ 

with a more broadly understanding of the term. This is perhaps best captured, according to 

Foucault, in Guillaume de La Perrière’s Le Miroir Politique, which dates from 1567, 

where he defined government as “the right disposition of things, arranged so as to lead to a 

convenient end” (quoted by Foucault, 1991: 94). In this sense, government becomes a 

matter of “disposing things”; its finality “resides in the things it manages and in the pursuit 

of the perfection in intensification of the processes which directs; and the instruments of 
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government instead of being laws, now come to be a range of multiform tactics” (Foucault, 

1991: 95).  

 

Consequently, whereas sovereignty used the law itself as a means to achieve its 

end of obedience of the law; government is ‘dispositional’. Government is about “the 

disposition of things, that is to say, of employing tactics rather than laws, or, of as far as 

possible employing laws as tactics; arranging things so that this or that end may be 

achieved through a certain number of means” (Foucault, [1978] 2007: 99). For Foucault, 

“to govern, then, means to govern things” (Foucault, 1991: 94). Therefore, government 

does not simply refer “to political structures or to the management of states; rather it 

designates the way in which the conduct of individuals or of groups might be directed – the 

government of children, of souls, of communities, of families, of the sick” (Foucault, 

[1982] 2000: 341). 

 

In this sense, the government of a family, for instance, does not necessarily mean 

the safeguard, or the controlling, of its properties, but instead it concerns the individuals 

that constitute this family, their health, prosperity and life-enhancement (Foucault, 1991: 

94). Hence, government has to do with a sort of complex constituted by people and things, 

by people in relation to other things such as “wealth, resources, means of subsistence, the 

territory with its specific qualities, climate, irrigation, fertility, (…) customs, habits, ways 

of acting and thinking, (…) accidents and misfortunes such as famine, epidemics, death, 

etc” (Foucault, 1991: 93). In contrast with sovereignty, which had as its objective the act of 

government in itself, the ultimate end of government is above all else the population. For 

Foucault, the ultimate purpose of government is 

the welfare of the population, the improvement of its condition, the increase of 

its wealth, longevity, health, and so on; and the means the government uses to 

attain these ends are themselves all, in some sense, immanent to the population; 

it is the population itself on which government will act either directly, through 

large-scale campaigns, or indirectly, through techniques that will make possible, 

without the full awareness of the people, the stimulation of birth rates, the 

directing of the flow of population into certain regions or activities, etc. (1991: 

100) 
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Understanding government as the ‘conduct of conduct’ frees the reflection about 

the exercise of power from the common sense. Government in the Foucauldian sense is 

much more than the bureaucratic image that might emerge once reading the word, and 

consequentially, to govern becomes more than the mere management of state structures. In 

fact, to govern, within this framework, means essentially “to structure the possible field of 

action of others” (Foucault, [1982] 2000: 341). Hence, government becomes an activity 

that does not operate solely at the state level and institutions, but indeed turns out to be 

apparent in the every-day aspects and places of an ordinary life such as at schools, 

factories, hospitals, business enterprises, religious sites, families and so on. 

 

Thinking government as the ‘conduct of conduct’ necessarily requires 

understanding those that are governed as actors that are locus of ‘freedom’. The very 

notion of conducting a conduct requires that the governed can think and behave otherwise; 

that there is a conduct to be conducted (Dean, 2010: 21-23). This lies in the inseparable 

relationship between freedom and the exercise of power for Foucault (1994: 12). Since 

power only exists where the subjects are free, even when power relations are extremely 

unbalanced, one “still has the possibility of committing suicide, or jumping out of the 

window or of killing the other” (Idem), leaving the possibility of resistance in every 

relationship of power. In fact, a refined understanding of government understands 

government as a kind of power that is exercised precisely through the fostering of other’s 

‘freedom’; as a power that is rendered operational in a manner in which the field of 

possible actions of others is structured in such a way that the other’s ‘freedom’ cannot be 

exercised but within the limits of the ‘conventional end’ aimed by those governing. 

 

In addition, one should not forget that the activity of government is “inextricably 

bound up with the activity of thought [and] (…) made possible by and constrained by what 

can be thought and what cannot be thought” (Rose, 1999b: 8). This brings about two major 

consequences. On the one hand, it establishes the very field in which the exercise of power 

is ‘rationalized’, occurring “by the delineation of concepts, the specification of objects and 

borders, the provision of arguments and justifications” (Lemke, 2001: 191). On the other 

hand, although it enables a problem to be “addressed and offers certain strategies for 

solving/handling the problem (…) it also structures specific forms of intervention” (Idem). 
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Governmentality 

It is precisely this exercise of thinking when one governs the other or oneself that leads to 

the idea of governmentality (Dean, 2010: 24). Governmentality can be perfectly 

understood as an abbreviation for ‘governmental rationality’ (Gordon, 1991: 2). In essence, 

“[g]overnmentality is about how to govern” (Ibidem: 7). Foucault was thus interested, on 

the one hand, in government as an activity, and, on the other hand, with how this activity 

might and could be performed. Therefore, a “rationality of government (…) thus mean[s] a 

way or system of thinking about the nature of the practice of government (who can govern; 

what governing is; what or who is governed)” (Gordon, 1991: 3). Therefore, as evident as 

it sounds, governmentality is concerned with how government is rendered operational. The 

essential question is ‘how, and through which instruments, one governs’. 

 

Foucault delineated what he meant by the term ‘governmentality’ also in his 

lectures Security, Territory, Population ([1978] 2007). 

By this word “governmentality” I mean three things. First, by 

“governmentality” I understand the ensemble formed by institutions, 

procedures, analyses and reflections, calculations, and tactics that allow the 

exercise of this very specific, albeit very complex, power that has the 

population as its target, political economy as its major form of knowledge, and 

apparatuses of security as its essential technical instrument. Second, by 

“governmentality” I understand the tendency, the line of force, that for a long 

time, and throughout the West, has constantly led towards the pre-eminence 

over all other types of power – sovereignty, discipline, and so on – of the type 

of power that we can call “government” and which has led to the development 

of a series of specific governmental apparatuses (appareils) on the one hand, 

[and, on the other]† to the development of a series of knowledges (savoirs). 

Finally, by “governmentality” I think we should understand the process, or 

rather, the result of the process by which the state of justice of the Middle Ages 

became the administrative state in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries and was 

gradually “governmentalized”. ([1978] 2007: 108-109) 

 



66 

 

Later in his lectures of The Birth of Biopolitics ([1979] 2008), it seems that 

Foucault perceives that governmentality, more than anything, might be read as an 

“analytical grid” proposed by him to analyze the relationships of power ([1979] 2008: 

186). However, this is not a simple lens to read the reality. The “analysis of 

governmentality (…) implies that everything is political” (Ibid, [1978] 2007: 217, footnote 

5). Through the notion of governmentality, Foucault could “explore the regularities of 

everyday existence that structure the conduct of conduct” (Nadesan, 2008: 1) of 

individuals and whole populations. Hence, it stands for a “range of forms of actions and 

fields of practice aimed in a complex way at steering individuals and collectivities” 

(Bröckling et al., 2011: 1). Indeed, through this “analytical grid”, Foucault was 

seeing how this grid of governmentality, which we may assume is valid for the 

analysis of ways of conducting the conduct of mad people, patients, 

delinquents, and children may equally be valid when we are dealing with 

phenomena of a completely different scale, such as an economic policy, for 

example, or the management of a whole social body, and so on. (Foucault, 

[1979] 2008: 186) 

 

Understanding the term as an ‘analytical grid’, one can analyze distinct means 

whereby the conduct of conduct is operated, the different means in which one tries to 

shape and direct the behavior of the other and oneself, on various scales and diverse fields. 

In this sense, this is an approach to relationships of power that can analyze government 

being operated in different fields ranging “from governing the self to governing others” 

(Lemke, 2001: 191). In fact, this is precisely what Foucault does. Using this framework, 

Foucault observes the emergence of a ‘problematic of government’ in disparate fields, as 

distinct as the codes of conduct and nature of government in classical Antiquity revival 

literature; the idea of government in the ‘pastoral power’ of the government of lives and 

souls of early Christianity and Protestant doctrines; the government of the children and the 

family; and the government of the state and the notion of reason of state (Gordon, 1991: 3; 

Smart, 2002: 125). Moreover, Foucault also analyzed more recent phenomena such as the 

beginning of liberalism in the eighteenth century and the post-war neo-liberal thought in 

Germany, USA and France (Idem). For Foucault, what linked all these different domains 

was that they shared a common focus: “the government of all and each, and whose 

concerns would be at once to totalize and to individualize” (Gordon, 1991: 3). The 
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common element that is pervasive throughout these disparate domains was the concern of 

how to govern individuals and collectivities.  

 

One should remember, however, that government does not operate solely. In fact, 

it might operate simultaneously and complementarily to other technologies of power, such 

as discipline and biopolitics. Indeed, at this point, it is already clearer how these 

technologies of power can relate to the notion of governmentality. Rather than perceiving 

them chronologically and successively replacing each other, it is more helpful thinking 

about sovereignty (the power exercised through constitutions, laws, parliaments and 

authority within a definite territory); discipline (the continuous exercise of power through 

surveillance, individualization, and normalization of the individual); biopolitics (a power 

that acts en masse, fostering life, intervening in how to live); and government (the conduct 

of conducts) under the analytical grid of governmentality (Rose, 1999b: 23; Dean, 2010: 

29). This enables a better understanding of what Foucault intended when pictured the 

exercise of power as a “triangle: sovereignty, discipline and governmental management 

which has population as its main target and apparatuses of security as its essential 

mechanism” ([1978] 2007: 107-108); a triangle which seeks to conduct the conducts of the 

other, individually or en masse, assuring the correction and the optimization of each and all 

(Rose, 1999b: 23). Therefore, one can perfectly analyze government, the conduct of 

conducts, being operated both on individuals, through the exercise of discipline, and on 

mass populations, through biopolitics. 

 

 

Rendering the Framework Operational 

Consequently, in light of all this, it is perceived that this framework investigates the 

“means of calculation, both qualitative and quantitative, the type of governing authority or 

agency, the forms of knowledge, techniques and other means employed, the entity to be 

governed and how it is conceived, the ends sought and the outcomes and consequences” 

(Dean, 2010: 18). How to properly explore this analytical tool is then the question that 

emerges. This kind of analysis “start[s] by asking what authorities of various sorts wanted 

to happen, in relation to problems defined how, in pursuit of what objectives, through what 

strategies and techniques” (Rose, 1999b: 20). It questions “how thought operates within 
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our organized ways of doing things, our regimes of practices” (Dean, 2010: 27; emphasis 

in the original),  problematizing “thought as it becomes linked to and is embedded in 

technical means for the shaping and reshaping of conduct and in practices and institutions” 

(Idem). This is a perspective concerned with studying the organized practices through 

which one governs the other. These regimes of practices may be curing, punishing or 

educating, and are constituted of multiple programs that act upon the needs, conducts and 

behaviors of the agents within them. These programs are not the raison d’être of the 

regimes of practice but internal to them. They attempt to (re)organize spaces, routines, 

institutions, procedures so what happens within the regimes of practice is regulated, 

reformed or improved (Dean, 2010: 32, 43). 

 

Mitchell Dean (2010), for instance, advances an ‘analytics of government’ which 

is a framework that is very much helpful in analyzing different regimes of government. In 

order to render these regimes of practices visible, Mitchell Dean (2010) advances a 

framework concerned with elucidating how one governs and is governed within the 

regimes of practices, “and the conditions under which such regimes emerge, continue to 

operate, and are transformed” (2010: 33). This framework advanced by Dean, following 

Deleuze’s (2007) work, is in fact a delineation of how to elucidate the operation of a 

certain dispositif, and because of this it is important to the analysis developed in this thesis. 

Dean (2010: 41) proposes to analyze the regimes of government “along four different, 

reciprocally conditioning, yet relatively autonomous dimensions”. They are: visibilities, 

techniques/practices, knowledge and identifications (Ibidem: 33).  

 

The first dimension relates to the forms of visibility that support the functioning 

of a specific regime of practice. Understanding what a certain regime of practice actually 

‘sees’ entails asking “by what kind of light it illuminates and defines certain objects and 

with what shadows and darkness it obscures and hides others” (Dean, 2010: 41). This 

seeks to evince the ways that permit what is being governed to be rendered visible. These 

can include “an architectural drawing, a management flow chart, a map, a pie chart, a set 

of graphs and tables” (Idem), or even statistics (Rose et al., 2006). The second dimension 

relates to the technical aspect of government, what Dean calls the “techne of government” 

(2010). It concerns the technical means used to accomplish the shaping, directing and 
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conducting of conducts. This dimension focuses on “the means, mechanisms, procedures, 

instruments, tactics, techniques and vocabularies [by which] authority is constituted and 

rule accomplished” (Ibidem: 42). 

 

The third dimension, the “episteme of government” (Dean, 2010), relates to the 

forms of knowledge that sustain and inform the activity of governing. It concerns the 

“forms of thought, knowledge, expertise, strategies, means of calculation” employed in 

practices of government (Ibidem: 43). It encompasses the investigation of the know-how, 

capabilities, theories and concepts that involve and sustain a certain regime of practice. 

(Ibidem: 42). Finally, the last dimension concerns “the forms of individual and collective 

identity through which governing operates and which specific practices and programs of 

government try to form” (Ibidem: 43). Here, one might ask a wide range of questions such 

as what kind of conducts are expected to be shaped, what kind of conducts are the 

objective of the regime of practice, and what are the transformations that these practices 

seek (Idem). Consequently, it involves identifying what forms of identifications are 

presupposed and promoted by various practices and programs of government (Ibidem: 44). 

 

In addition, another aspect shall be taken into consideration by this framework 

while examining the normalization of ‘pos-conflict’ states – the role of ‘experts’. Being 

aware that government “operates by educating desires and configuring habits, aspirations 

and beliefs” (Li, 2007: 5), one must have always in mind the function of the so called 

‘experts’ within these regimes. After all, they are often the ones in the ‘enlightened’ 

position of ‘helping’, ‘mentoring’ and guiding others. One can think, for instance, of all the 

advisors, trainers and instructors that are deployed to a ‘post-conflict’ scenario ranging 

from police instructors and budgetary experts to constitutional advisors and financial 

advisers. They are the ones that will ‘mentor’ others. Tania Li (2007) understands their 

role as important to two practices that she calls ‘problematization’ and ‘rendering 

technical’, which are intimately connected. Whereas the former involves identifying what 

has to be done and improved; the latter is about transforming the domain to be governed 

into an ‘intelligible field’. Li (2007) believes that this brings three major consequences to 

the rendering operational of the practice of government: (1) the establishment and 

crystallization of a boundary between those who have the ‘technical knowledge’ and those 
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who are subject to direction; (2) the rendering of very political issues in mere technical 

terms, leading to the depoliticization of processes or, in James Fergunson’s (1994) terms, 

to an ‘anti-politics machine’; and (3) the design of programs deliberately aimed at 

containing challenges to the status quo (Li, 2007: 7-8). 

 

Seeking to render visible the functioning of government obviously does not mean 

neither a detailed pinpointing of each and every element and aspect of these spheres nor to 

understand them as separate entities. The most important point, on the contrary, is to bear 

in mind these dimensions while analyzing government being operated. This is a much 

more helpful approach in order to make a regime of practice visible, including those being 

operated and developed in the international system. 

 

Therefore, it is a very elucidating endeavor using Foucault’s thoughts in order to 

better problematize international relations or, more specifically, the construction of peace 

and state-building processes. In fact, it is increasingly perceived that Foucauldian 

analytical tools are useful for better understanding international relations. Consequently, 

many authors have already analyzed some key themes of the discipline such as peace and 

peacekeeping operations (Debrix, 1999; Dillon and Reid, 2000; Zanotti, 2006, 2008), 

security (Reid, 2006; Jabri, 2007; Dillon and Reid, 2009), development (Escobar, 1994; 

Crush, 1995; Duffield, 2007), and critical legal theory/human rights (Douzinas, 2007), 

departing from theoretical and conceptual tools developed by Foucault. 

 

Moving in this direction, this thesis is theoretically supported by the 

aforementioned Foucault’s reflections and theoretical tools and by those who have been 

using his concepts, including those working the notion of governmentality (Miller and 

Rose, 1990; Burchell et al., 1991; Rose and Miller, 1992; Barry et al., 1996; Hindess and 

Dean, 1998; Rose, 1999a, b; Lemke, 2001; Rose et al., 2006; Dean, 2007, 2010). The 

strength of such approach lies in the fact that it enables rendering visible the very act of 

governing and, the strategies, rationalities, procedures, instruments and techniques that 

support it. As such, governmentality is a very useful analytical framework in order to 

better understand and make sense of the world. More than a mere concept to be rendered 

operational, this notion is herein used as a sort of an “analytical grid” proposed by 
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Foucault to analyze the relationships of power, as a means to perceive ways of conducting 

conducts in several spheres and scales  ([1979] 2008: 186). 

 

Indeed, it can be perceived that this notion assisted the elucidation of the 

strategies, rationalities, practices, instruments and techniques employed in the conduct of 

the conduct of the other in different areas and scales, as diverse as, for instance: vices 

(Valverde, 1997); unemployment (Walters, 1994; Dean, 1996); tolerance (Brown, 2006); 

aid (Duffield, 2001b); insurance (Castel, 1991; Defert, 1991; Ewald, 1991); immigration 

(Bigo, 2002); poverty (Dean, 1991; Procacci, 1991); international relations (Dillon, 1995; 

Larner and Walters, 2004; Zanotti, 2005, 2011); colonial power (Mitchell, 1988; Scott, 

1995; Kendall, 1997; Kalpagam, 2000; Mitchell, 2002; Legg, 2007); refugees (Lippert, 

2000; Luy, 2004); international organizations (Merlingen, 2003); diasporas (Ragazzi, 

2009); or culture (Hunter, 1988, 1991; Bennett, 1997). 

 

It is precisely the elucidation of these elements aforementioned that is developed 

along this thesis. Obviously, those departing from Foucault are the ones closest to the path 

herein delineated. Laura Zanotti (2011), for instance, is perhaps the closest example. She 

understands peacekeeping operations as a manner of governing international disorder. She 

argues that “international interventions have become an aspect of an international 

disciplinary security regime” that ends up “domesticating and normalizing states that are 

perceived as potential sources of threat and instability” (Ibid, 2006: 151). Vivienne Jabri 

(2007: 124), for instance, usefully states that the phases of state-building are “war in the 

name of protection”, “establishment of institutions of government” and “training of a local 

population to self-govern afresh”. Also clearly departing from theoretical and analytical 

tools developed by Foucault, Mark Duffield (2007: 16) convincingly argues that 

development “is a regime of biopolitics that generically divides humankind into developed 

and underdeveloped species-life”, a technology of security that functions “to contain and 

manage underdevelopment’s destabilizing effects” (Ibidem: ix). Nevertheless, clearly, 

there are still some aspects of the whole state-building process that need to be further 

clarified and elucidated. 
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The Normalizing State-Building Dispositif 

Observing the debates about the construction of peace and ‘post-conflict’ state-building 

delineated along the previous chapter and the discussions aforementioned, remarkably, a 

fundamental path is not sufficiently explored and therefore it is left open for new 

elucidations. This path is the challenging of the very manner in which ‘post-conflict’ state-

building is understood and problematized. Consequently, reframing the practice of state-

building efforts in ‘post-conflict’ countries is certainly a path left open for new 

developments. This thesis walks precisely through this path. It analyzes and 

reconceptualizes the ‘post-conflict’ reconstruction efforts at the international level having 

as its object of analysis the state-building process – herein understood to embrace both the 

construction and strengthening of the state and its governance institutions, and also the 

practices that seek to shape, mold and direct the state-society relations in ‘post-conflict’ 

contexts. In this sense, as already mentioned, this thesis proposes the reflection of state-

building processes making use of the theoretical and analytical concepts aforementioned 

arguing that the construction of peace in the current international scenario is in essence a 

process of internationally attempting of normalize ‘post-conflict’ states and their 

populations. 

 

All the theoretical and analytical tools developed throughout this chapter, along 

with the dimensions delineated, are very much useful in the (re)problematization of the 

construction of peace in the international relations and the state-building process in 

particular. In order to examine the construction of peace and (re)problematize the state-

building process, this thesis problematizes the construction of peace as an attempt to 

normalize the ‘post-conflict’ states and its populations. In this sense, rather than a mere 

conflict-resolution tool that is deployed seeking the transformation of violent conflicts 

throughout the globe, state-building is understood as a dispositif that emerges as a response 

to what is perceived internationally as an urgent need. State-building is therefore herein 

understood as a normalizing technology that, through placing ‘post-conflict’ states and 

their populations under a refined surveillance framework, seeks to govern them, to conduct 

their conducts towards a determinate end, both through the attempt of disciplining the 

‘post-conflict’ state as an individual entity and through the constant exercise of a 

biopolitical power over life-supporting processes of its population. 
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Therefore, the thesis explores and process traces how a ‘post-conflict’ state 

emerges in the international scene as an urgent need. Notwithstanding the fact that a 

certain situation might be characterized as an urgent need by those who live under this 

condition or those that sympathize with them, this does not mean that this situat ion is 

understood as an international urgent need. The construction of an international urgent 

need which the state-building dispositif must address and its operacionalization 

legitimized, is underpinned by two operating notions – state ‘fragility’ and the 

transformation of the understanding of sovereignty into state ‘capacity’. As already 

discussed, these notions are closely linked, by the orthodox thinking, to violence, 

insecurity and poverty. It is the very apprehension of a place becoming a fragile state or a 

state with limited capacity, and therefore potentially being harbor for violence, insecurity 

and poverty which, in turn, might be a threat to international stability that sparks the 

emergence of the state-building dispositif.  

 

These two notions are used to problematize current international questions and 

also frame the correspondent actions needed to address these questions. It is known that 

concepts, in general, not only specify the objects and borders of the actions, but also their 

arguments and justifications. Moreover, additional to offering ways of dealing with the 

questions, it also structures specific forms of dealing with them (Lemke, 2001: 191). With 

these two notions it is not different. Connecting them, on the one hand, the state-building 

dispositif, while designed to address state ‘fragility’, becomes fundamental to deal with 

what is perceived as an urgent need in order to enhance international security and 

wellbeing of global populations. On the other hand, since it is portrayed as closing the 

‘post-conflict’ states’ ‘sovereignty gap’, state-building is not viewed as a problematic 

external intervention; since it is portrayed as working on the domestic, or de facto, 

sovereignty of ‘post-conflict’ states while maintaining ‘intact’ their international legal, or 

de jure, sovereignty. In fact, it is viewed as enhancing ‘post-conflict’ states capacity. 

Indeed, state-building processes are often represented as a beneficial relationship between 

the state-builders and state-built actors, in the sense that the former are portrayed as 

reinforcing the sovereignty and independence of the latter. 
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Nevertheless, under this thin pellicle of a rhetorical beneficial relationship, there 

is a strong normalizing technology directed to ‘post-conflict’ states and their populations 

being rendered operational. The word ‘technology’ is herein used to capture two essential 

features of UN state-building processes throughout the globe. The word ‘technology’ is 

herein used, on the one hand, to bring attention to the fact that state-building efforts are 

composed by several processes that, just like any other technology in a Foucauldian sense, 

are formed by several kinds of knowledge, concepts, techniques and devices which are 

oriented and seek to shape certain practical outcomes. On the other hand, the term seeks to 

evince that being a technology, once developed and assembled, this body of technical 

knowledge and practices can be deployed in various and distinct environments. Therefore, 

the term seeks also to emphasize a pivotal characteristic of UN state-building processes: its 

standardized character and their indiscriminately application in different ‘post-conflict’ 

scenarios across the world. 

 

In order to function, this normalizing technology must place ‘post-conflict’ states 

and their populations under a refined surveillance framework which is fundamental to the 

process of seeking to govern them, to conduct their conducts towards a determinate end, 

both through the attempt of internationally disciplining the ‘post-conflict’ state as an 

individual entity and, domestically, through the constant exercise of a biopolitical power 

over life-supporting processes of its population. In order to bring light to this process, this 

thesis assesses the analytical tools and dimensions discussed above. Bearing in mind the 

framework aforementioned, the thesis evinces through what instruments a ‘post-conflict’ 

state is individualized and ‘made visible’; it analyses how an individual ‘post-conflict’ 

state and its distinct spheres in the field becomes ‘visible’ to UN headquarters in New 

York. Furthermore, it questions also through what instruments UN decision-makers in the 

field ‘see’ the variety of fields of the ‘post-conflict’ state ‘reality’. Regarding the techne 

aspect of the process of government, the thesis discusses the mechanisms and instruments 

deployed and rendered operational in the attempt of governing ‘post-conflict’ states and 

their populations. Several of these instruments, notwithstanding the fact that they presented 

in bureaucratic, technical and power-denying tones, they are pivotal to the functioning of 

the normalization process that ‘post-conflict’ states and their populations are subject. 



75 

 

Therefore, the thesis problematizes the very devices through which the normalization 

dispositif operates.  

 

In regards to the episteme of this process, the thesis explores the function of 

several theories and concepts that underpin such activity, such as ‘failed states’, ‘good-

governance’, ‘capacity-building’, and so on. It questions how such concepts are presented 

during state-building processes. Most importantly, the thesis interrogates their function and 

functioning within the normalization process which ‘post-conflict’ states and their 

populations are subject. Furthermore, it problematizes the fact that rather than empty or 

neutral conceptualizations and notions, their purpose in this process rests on not only 

legitimizing the whole normalization enterprise but also rendering such process 

operationally smooth. The last dimension of the aforementioned framework, the forms of 

identifications, is addressed in the thesis through the exploration of how ‘post-conflict’ 

states’ and their populations are identified. This dimension is explored by assessing the 

kind of conducts that are expected to be shaped; through the delineation of the 

characteristics of institutions, and their modus operandi, that are fostered throughout the 

whole process; and most importantly, clarifying the kind of conducts that are fostered and 

constitute the objective of the various practices performed within the normalization process 

that ‘post-conflict’ states and their populations are subject.  

 

It is through this framework in mind that the thesis renders visible the 

normalization attempt being operated both at the international and the national levels. At 

the international level, the disciplining mechanism deployed by the UN in ‘post-conflict’ 

scenarios is evinced through mapping out UN’s instruments of knowing, assessing, 

monitoring, individualizing, codifying, rewarding and punishing individual ‘post-conflict’ 

states. These are mainly instruments like standardized data collection/reporting, reports, 

statistics benchmarks, performance indicators, and so on. The thesis, therefore, elucidates 

aspects such as through what mechanisms the UN engagement with a ‘post-conflict’ state 

is monitored, and how ‘progress’/‘regression’ is assessed. Rather than mere institutional or 

technical instruments, these are fundamental pieces of the disciplining mechanism under 

which ‘post-conflict’ states are subject. In fact, these are the instruments that in fact ensure 

whether these states are in fact being normalized or not. 
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At the national level, the thesis elucidates the exercise of a deep biopolitical 

power over ‘post-conflict’ populations. It examines the spheres which the UN, in 

particular, and the constellation of international actors surrounding its country team in the 

field (such as UN agencies, international financial institutions, and so on), in general, 

exercise a great amount of supervision, influence and control. The thesis analyses how 

pivotal spheres of a ‘post-conflict’ state – namely the disciplinary, political and economic 

governance, and the socio and biopolitical spheres – are highly influenced, structured and 

shaped by internationals. The thesis evinces that, rather than merely superficially, the 

surveillance framework deployed towards ‘post-conflict’ states has a more capillary reach. 

It shows that through this surveillance framework, those intervening oversee, and seek to 

shape, a wide range of aspects of population’s lives of ‘post-conflict’ states. Hence, the 

thesis sheds light not only pivotal aspects of each sphere in which this is carried out but 

also the instruments through with this process is rendered operational. 

 

The theoretical and conceptual tools delineated throughout this chapter allow the 

problematization of state-building as a dispositif, rather than a set of disparate and 

completely autonomous practices and actors. It allows reflecting state-building practices as 

more than the mere (re)construction of state institutions or the expanding of its capacities, 

which would be merely an ‘etatisation of society’ (in a Foucauldian sense) (Foucault, 

1991: 103). Rather, it allows the problematization of it as the dispositioning of a whole set 

of governing processes that might permeate the state or not. In fact, it enables the very fact 

of building institutions not as a mere institution-building exercise, but as a part of this 

dispositioning process where the construction and the structuring of institutions are an 

important part of the conduction of ‘post-conflict’ states. In short, it enhances the 

elucidation of the operation of the state-building dispositif in conducting ‘post-conflict’ 

states and their populations. 

 

As already discussed, the state-building practice is often thought as a ‘post-

conflict’ tool used at peacebuilding efforts in order to create the conditions to reduce the 

risk of the reemergence of violence. As a consequence, most of the time, state-building is 

reflected by problematizing each aspect of it or the performance of specific actors carrying 
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out determined activities, and not the process as a whole. As such, what is commonly seen 

is, for instance, the observation of constitution-building efforts, processes of money 

lending by the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the food programs developed by the 

World Food Programme (WFP), security sector reforms, the housing construction by the 

HABITAT, electoral processes assistance, development activities by the UNDP, the 

financing of reconstruction efforts by the World Bank and so on, individually. It is seeking 

precisely to avoid this discrete and partial observation of state-building processes that this 

thesis works with the notion of state-building dispositif. 

 

The elements of this state-building dispositif are the actors, theories, discourses, 

concepts, practices, instruments, institutions and so on, which are deployed to the shaping 

and conducting of ‘post-conflict’ states and their populations. This notion facilitates the 

understanding of the wide distinct series of actions, experts, practices, procedures, 

concepts that are part of the state-building process. All these elements, in fact, may not be 

interrelated at all and quite often can be very conflicting. Nevertheless, they can be 

understood as part of one comprehensive and coherent whole. It is precisely this sense, 

which is inherent to state-building processes, that this notion of dispositif seeks to capture. 

Obviously, the delineation of each and every aspect of this process is nearly impossible. In 

fact, it might be even counterproductive in the sense that the analyst’s attention could be 

distracted from the very core elements of it. Therefore, this thesis, for instance, focuses on 

the processes, notions, and practices developed and carried out by the UN country team, 

primarily, and the constellation of actors surrounding it. 

 

In addition, the state-building dispositif must make use of a set of theories and 

concepts. A fundamental operating concept of the process is the notion of ‘failed state’. 

This concept is at the heart of the very existence and need of the state-building dispositif. 

As already discussed, state-building emerges in the international scene in order to address 

the question of ‘fragility’ and this question is rendered operational through the notion of 

‘failed states’. This concept emerges when the orthodox thinking observing the 

international scene problematizes the ‘fragility’ and the ‘lack of capacity’ of some state 

structures, or their ‘bad governance’ (Doornbos, 2006: 2). This notion is very much 

connected with another operating notion of this state-building dispositif – the 
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reinterpretation of the concept of sovereignty as capacity. It is the idea of state capacity 

that links both notions. The reverse of this same coin is that the state-building dispositif has 

to pay a significant amount of attention to ‘capacity-building’ efforts in ‘post-conflict’ 

states. Nevertheless, the thesis problematizes the fact that, under this power-denying notion 

of ‘capacity-building’, there is the functioning of a deep power relation which attempts to 

(re)restructure not only ‘post-conflict’ state institutions but also its populations and the 

very relationship between them. Just as any normalization process, this (re)structuring, 

operating through the power-denying notion of enhancing ‘post-conflict’ state capacity, is 

directed towards some very specific objectives; which in the case analyzed in this thesis, it 

has to do with rendering operational the liberal peace argument in ‘post-conflict’ states. 

 

Underpinning these objectives, there is another notion which it is important to the 

operation of the state-building dispositif: ‘good governance’. Since the 1990s, several 

international organizations, especially those working on development assistance and the 

provision of finance ‘support’, started to embrace a new motto – ‘good governance’ 

(Wouters and Ryngaert, 2005: 69). Indeed, it was the World Bank who played a key role in 

disseminating the ‘good governance’ notion among the international organizations 

(Zanotti, 2005: 468). Actually, the idea of ‘governance’ is important since it frames the 

area of intervention. For the WB, governance means "the manner in which power is 

exercised in the management of a country's economic and social resources for 

development” (1992: 92). Despite the importance of the term ‘governance’, what is the key 

operative word of the notion is the adjective ‘good’. At this point, it is perceptible that 

whereas the financial institutions emphasized the macro-economic reforms as a borrowing 

requirement, the political ones placed more attention to democratic principles, human 

rights and rule of law (Wouters and Ryngaert, 2005: 69-77).
36

 Hence, the function of the 

notion ‘good governance’ is twofold. Firstly, through the idea of ‘governance’, it structures 

the very area that should be intervened and therefore it delineates where – namely the state 

structures, its modus operandi, and its relationships with its own population – the 

internationals should focus their actions and influences. Secondly, through the idea of 

‘good’, it delineates how those areas intervened should in fact behave; it frames the kind of 

                                                   
36 For more in regards to this relationship, especially between ‘democracy’ and ‘good governance’, see for 

instance (Knight, 2007). 
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outcomes expected from the intervention performed. Regarding the construction of peace 

in ‘post-conflict’ scenarios, this notion of ‘good’ directly refers to a neoliberal-democratic 

polity with respect for human rights and underpinned by rule-of law. 

 

Furthermore, the implicit and unsaid idea of the ‘good governance’ notion is that 

there is a ‘bad’ governance. While there is a ‘good’ and ‘correct’ governance, which 

should be stimulated and fostered, the other side of the coin is the ‘bad’ and ‘inappropriate’ 

governance which must be intervened and corrected. This correction of the ‘bad’ 

governance towards a ‘good’ one would come through economic, political and social 

reforms like the reduction of trading barriers and tariffs, privatization of state-owned 

properties, deregulation and liberalization of the economy, marketization of public 

services, budgetary discipline, respect for human rights, NGO engagement, rule of law and 

so on (Wouters and Ryngaert, 2005: 73; Zanotti, 2005: 468). More profoundly, this 

correction can come through the very delineating and shaping of the modus operandi of the 

institutions built in ‘post-conflict’ institutions. It is Zanotti, for instance, who elucidates 

that ‘good governance’ “became the organizing concept for UN interventions in diverse 

fields, the key for achieving not only democracy but also development and peace” (2005: 

469). This notion is also essential to a key process pursued by the UN – ‘post-conflict’ 

states self governing themselves. This ‘good governance’ notion is also what frames the 

template under which the local actors should act upon themselves and constantly 

(re)evaluate their own conducts. Hence, the state-building dispositif certainly aims at 

stimulating a local agency, but it is circumscribed by this template. This is when the 

normalization process becomes most effective, when ‘post-conflict’ states conduct their 

own conducts, self-governing themselves, and restructuring and stimulating the 

functioning of their own structures under this ‘good governance’ notion. This is an 

important element of the ‘normalization’ process under which ‘post-conflict’ states and 

populations suffer by the state-building dispositif. 

 

As already mentioned, in Foucault’s reflections, those that were normalized – the 

‘abnormal’ ones – were the sick, the pervert, the delinquent, the mad and so on; these were 

the ones that needed to be intervened in order to be normalized to become more ‘normal’ 

elements of the society in general. In the international sphere, it is clear which are 
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constructed as the ‘normal’ and ‘abnormal’ elements. The ‘normal’ elements are the 

Western-liberal-democratic states while the ‘abnormal’ ones are the other states. It is from 

this understanding of the international reality that is deduced the ‘norm’ – that the states 

should resemble liberal democracies. This is the norm against which the ‘abnormal’ states 

are intervened in order to make them resemble more like the ‘normal’ ones. 

 

One should not forget, however, that the ‘normal’ and ‘abnormal’ are not inherent 

and natural conditions. The ‘normal’ and ‘abnormal’ conditions need to be constructed as 

such, so they become crystallized and constituted as facts. Although both conditions are 

constructed, state-builders move on the ground having both conditions assumed as true 

facts, even though most of times unconsciously, and therefore they are the background that 

shape the practices in the field. The Mozambican novelist Mia Couto perhaps best captured 

the essence of this construction when he writes in one of his novels that “the facts are only 

true after being invented” (Couto, 2002: 111).  Regarding the ‘normal’ condition within the 

international scenario, the construction of this condition is underpinned by a dual essential 

narrative and understanding – the state formation in Western Europe as the path of 

organizing a political entity and becoming states, and the equaling of liberal values with 

peace and prosperity. In the case of the ‘abnormal’ condition, this ‘abnormality’ is 

constructed through the idea of state fragility and the ‘failed state’ notion. 

 

Considering the former, instead of understanding the process of state formation in 

Western Europe as a process that is located both in time and space, and not at all 

replicable; this process is understood, even though sometimes unconsciously, as the 

‘normal’ historical path of creating and forming states. Therefore, the normalization 

process of ‘post-conflict’ states seeks to place these states in this ‘normal’ historical path. 

Francis Fukuyama, in his The Origins of Political Order (2011), perhaps best sums up this 

understanding of what is this ‘normal’ path for the creation of a state, which is highly 

shared by the state-builders. For him, a ‘successful’ state would combine a stable balance 

of three important political institutions – the state itself, the rule of law, and an accountable 

government – and the result of a twofold interaction – among the states themselves and 

among the social groups within the state’s society. Therefore, in Fukuyama’s eyes, a 

‘successful’ state formation process produced a state that one the one hand, concentrated 
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the power, made the citizens compliant with the laws, and defended itself and its 

population from outside threats; and, on the other hand, had a rule of law and an 

accountable government limiting state’s power, making it operate within certain rules, and 

ensuring that the state would be subordinated to the will of the population (Fukuyama, 

2011: 15-16). 

 

Interestingly, observing the practices developed on the ground in a ‘post-conflict’ 

state, it stands quite clear that the normalization process is much more than the attempt of 

‘correcting’ these states’ institutions, behaviors and practices; it is as if the state-builders 

seek to ‘correct’ these states’ history. Even though current ‘post-conflict’ state-builders 

rhetorically argue that each place has its own specificity and characteristics, and as a 

consequence has its own developing path, this could not be farer from the reality on the 

ground. In fact, the attempt of implementing in ‘post-conflict’ states the resulting elements 

of a very-long-time process that took place in Western Europe – the state itself, the rule of 

law, and an accountable government – has a silenced element. Indeed, through the pursuit 

of inserting these elements in ‘post-conflict’ states, state-builders demonstrate an 

understanding that the process that took place in Western Europe is the ‘normal’ and 

‘correct’ historical path of the formation of states. Therefore, even though this might not 

consciously be perceived by state-builders, what is pursued is more than the mere 

institution-building; it is the very ‘correction’ of ‘post-conflict’ states’ history itself that is 

pursued. In this sense, ‘post-conflict’ state-building becomes an instrument through which 

state-builders can seek to place ‘post-conflict’ states within ‘the’ ‘normal’ and ‘correct’ 

historical path; ‘speeding up’ their passage through this path. 

 

In regards to the second narrative which underpins the ‘normal’ condition, it has 

to do with an understanding that equates the liberal values with peace and prosperity. 

Hence, the consequential ‘norm’ taken from this understanding, as already said, rests 

fundamentally in the notions advanced by thinkers such as Kant (1905 [1795]), 

Schumpeter (1966 [1919]), Montesquieu (2002 [1748]) and others that liberalism – in 

political, economic, and social terms – has a pacifying effect on states, both internally and 

externally (Richmond, 2008: 89-90). Consequently, according to this argument, those 

“liberally constituted states are more internally peaceful, prosperous and humane and even 
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better environmental managers than non-democracies” (Newman et al., 2009: 11). 

Therefore, the adherence to liberalism is equated with the way towards peace and 

prosperity, which is the very essence of, as it was already aforementioned, the ‘liberal 

peace’ argument. 

 

In addition, one should not forget that the ‘abnormal’ condition also needs to be 

constructed as such. It is in this construction of ‘abnormality’ and at the normalization 

process that the ‘failed state’ notion works perfectly. This is an a contrario concept; that is, 

it incorporates a subliminal dichotomy, unspoken, of what it is a ‘successful’/’normal’ 

state (Pureza et al., 2007a: 3), which, as already mentioned, is the liberal-democratic one. 

The ‘failed states’ are thus those states that ‘failed’ to behave as ‘normal’ states. In 

addition, those states are constructed as pathologies of the international scene that need to 

be cured. They are portrayed as ‘abnormal’ states through analogies such as “degenerative 

disease” (Zartman, 1995: 8), “serious mental or physical illness” (Helman and Rather, 

1992: 12), or even “dead leaves that accumulate in a forest” (Krasner and Pascual, 2005: 

155). Therefore, the ‘failed state’ notion is herein understood as having a fourfold function, 

even though they are not, most of the time, clearly visible. They are: (1) relational, in the 

sense that it construes the problematization of these states in relation to other states; (2) 

‘constructive’, in the sense that constructs these states as ‘abnormals’; (3) hierarchical, in 

the sense that, while problematizing these states in relation to other states and constructing 

them as ‘abnormals’, clearly hierarchizes the states in the international scenario; (4) 

prescriptive, in the sense that while delineation the reality that interests to describe, it also 

inherently frame what should be enhanced and where the interventions should focus 

(Pureza et al., 2006: 2-5). 

 

Therefore, this notion not only works making the state-building dispositif emerge 

as a proper solution to insecurities in the international scenario, but also as a sort of 

negative parameter, essential in the ranking processes of the states and indispensable for 

any normalization process. It is precisely while characterizing certain states as ‘failed’ or 

‘fragile’ that one is, subliminally and essentially, raking these states in comparison with 

other states – the ‘normal’ ones. More than that, this raking process is done while 

intimately connecting the ‘failure’ or ‘fragility’ of these states with the international 
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insecurities and underdevelopments. It is such mechanism that creates the urgent need of 

reforming these states and correcting their behaviors so they stop being ‘failed’. Otherwise, 

the world, under the orthodox line of thinking, becomes highly insecure and its overall 

development is impaired. Moreover, these corrections and interventions are portrayed as a 

beneficial relationship due to the possibilities open by the reinterpretations of sovereignty 

as capacities and gradations. It is this twist that enables such deep social structural 

reengineering process, such as ‘post-conflict’ state-building, to be performed through 

power-denying notions of ‘capacity-building’, ‘advising’, or ‘mentoring’, and be portrayed 

as in fact enhancing ‘post-conflict’ states range of actions, rather than limiting them.  

 

Consequently, numerous economic, political and social reforms are carried out, in 

light of the notion of ‘good governance’ and underpinned by the liberal peace argument, 

aiming precisely at making these states stop being, even though potentially, a threat to the 

international system; stop having a ‘deviant’ behavior in the international scene. It is under 

this framework that for instance, all the institutions that are built in ‘post-conflict’ 

environments should be perceived. Therefore, rather than a mere exercise of institution-

building, these several (re)structuring enterprises are the very operation of the exercise of 

the ‘dispositional’ power over ‘post-conflict’ states and their populations in the sense of 

‘correcting’ their modus operandi; ‘correcting’ how each one of these spheres should 

‘properly’ behave. These practices, as might be quite clear at this point, are essential to the 

normalization process that ‘post-conflict’ states and their populations are subject. It is 

through their internal normalization that their international normalization is achieved. It is 

under this framework that, for instance, structural adjustments imposed by the IMF, 

stimulating certain kinds of economic conducts, and blocking others, by the ‘post-conflict’ 

states through, for example, the concession (or denial) of funding and credits to these states 

should be understood. In essence, it is aimed so that the economy in general behaves in a 

specific way. One might also think about the vast and profound reforms in the political 

sphere such as, for instance, the creation of whole juridical, legislative and executive 

systems (or in fact exercising these powers), constitution writing, definition of electoral 

systems, or the passing of laws. On the social sphere, it is clear, for instance, the 

management of a variety of key areas of the lives of the populations in question, including 

movement in the territory, education, health, food programs, demographics, housing, or 
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jobs, to name a few. Under this framework, all these actions are essentially conductions of 

conducts which have the objective of stimulating, or discouraging, certain kinds of 

behaviors, so the politics and the population in general behave ‘accordingly’. Intervening 

on the levels of the state and of the population, the state-building dispositif places both 

levels in a complex power network whose the objective is to conduct their conducts so they 

can become more similar to a liberal-democratic state and population. 

 

Therefore, to normalize these ‘abnormal’ and ‘failed’ states is to find instruments 

to render operational a ‘good’ kind of governance, which is underpinned by the ‘liberal 

peace’ normative framework and argument, which in essence means to implement 

‘normality’ in these countries. In fact, this can be pursued through several instruments 

ranging from sanctions to war. However, in ‘post-conflict’ contexts and within the 

narrative of building peace, it is the state-building dispositif that emerges as the fittest 

instrument to intervene in ‘post-conflict’ states in order to make them resemble more like 

liberal democracies, to normalize them and their populations. Hence, in a normalization 

process happening in the international scenario through the construction of peace, making 

use of a state-building dispositif, not only the ‘post-conflict’ state are intervened aiming at 

their normalization, to make them behave in accordance to an established international 

‘norm’, but also their relationship with their own populations and how the populations 

themselves should behave are problematized and sought to be normalized. Indeed, the 

state-building dispositif seeks to normalize the ‘post-conflict’ state’s conducts so they start 

to behave ‘accordingly’ international ‘norms’; accordingly what was constructed was a 

‘normal’ behavior expected of the states within the current international scene – being a 

liberal-democratic-market-oriented state. 

 

 

Methodological Remarks 

This thesis departs from the understanding of state-building as a dispositif – an assemblage 

of actors, concepts, narratives, theoretical notions, institutions and practices. In order to 

grasp, in Foucault’s own words, such “heterogeneous ensemble” of disparate elements, this 

thesis is, as it could not be otherwise, methodologically anchored essentially on a 

qualitative approach. This is the kind of approach that not only allows the observation of 
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the power relations entrenched on the whole state-building process, but also enables the 

refined understanding of the relationship between these elements that composes it and their 

role in the very functioning of the state-building process. In order to render its theoretical 

argument operational, this thesis makes use of the empirical illustration of the UN state-

building process in Timor-Leste.  

 

In this sense, this endeavor started initially by critically reviewing the secondary 

sources of the UN peacebuilding efforts and state-building processes in general and then 

complemented this literature with the ones dealing with the UN engagement with Timor-

Leste. Supported by this analysis of secondary sources, this thesis lays extensively on 

primary sources in regards to the UN engagement with Timor-Leste. In order to collect the 

relevant information about this process, and to render its argument operational, the thesis 

laid essentially on the combination of two methodological instruments: archival research 

and fieldwork (direct observation and interviews). In regards to the first instrument, 

relevant documents include mainly UN documentation – resolutions, reports, and 

evaluations from the UN system – but also documents from other international 

organizations, non-governmental institutions, research centers and think-tanks, as well as 

national reports and legislation. During this process, this thesis benefited a lot from the fact 

that nearly all UN documentation, and most of the documentation of the aforementioned 

actors, at least in regards to its engagement with Timor-Leste, is available online. The UN 

online and open-source archival proved to be an essential and invaluable resource, since it 

allowed most of the archival documents to be collected mainly electronically. 

 

In addition to the archival analysis, this thesis complemented the collection of 

primary sources with fieldwork, which enabled the invaluable opportunity of first-hand 

observation of how the state-building process has been consolidated and, simultaneously, 

provided access to key actors in the process. The fieldwork consisted mainly of qualitative 

semi-structured interviews and direct observation. In addition to a first-hand observation of 

the process, the fieldwork also enabled supplementing of the documentation already 

collected.  
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The fieldwork was pivotal mainly to the conduction of interviews with key actors 

of the process. The interviews were conducted in three different sites – Dili, which 

comprises the vast majority of the interviews, Lisbon, and, to a lesser extent, Brussels. The 

interviews in Dili were made between June and July of 2012, while the ones done in 

Lisbon were conducted in May 2012 and those in Brussels in September 2011. The overall 

number of interviews was 50. The interviewing process certainly benefited from the 

snowball effect and covered a widespread range of actors, both international and Timorese 

ones, representing a wide sort of spheres of the intervention in Timor-Leste.  

 

In regards to the actors interviewed, the research reached high-level officials from 

international organizations, international agencies, state cooperation agencies, embassies, 

and international financial institutions. In addition, the research also included interviews 

with high and mid-level officials, both in office and former ones, of the Timorese state, 

members of local NGOs, along with Timorese academics. In regards to the spheres, the 

interviews covered a wide range of the fields that characterize the UN intervention in 

Timor-Leste. Notwithstanding the fact that these spheres are hardly differentiated on the 

ground, they can be characterized as: (1) the disciplinary sphere, which namely covers the 

police, the army, and the justice system; (2) the political and economic governance sphere; 

and (3) the socio and biopolitical sphere, which essentially covers the area of the life-

supporting processes of the Timorese population and its surrounding conditions. In regards 

to the first sphere, the interviewees were actors such as, for instance: high and mid-level 

officials and advisors of the UN and Timorese Police, a former Timorese Minister of 

Defense, leaders of NGOs active in the security sector and high-level officials of the 

Timorese justice system. In regards to the second sphere, the actors interviewed can be 

characterized, for instance, as: high-level advisors of the Timorese President, a former 

Timorese President and Prime-Minister, high and mid-level officials and representatives of 

the Timorese government, of the UN, of other international organizations such as the Asian 

Development Bank (ADB) and the WB, of foreign governments and development 

agencies, as well as leaders and activists of Timorese NGOs. In regards to the last sphere, 

the actors interviewed can be characterized as high and mid-level officials and policy 

advisors of the UN and its agencies, as well as of the Timorese government, leaders of 

Timorese NGOs and also Timorese academics. 
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The fieldwork was also instrumental in allowing direct observation. While in 

Timor-Leste, the research profited very much from the fact that it was the parliamentary 

election period. This allowed a close observation of the campaigning period and the 

electoral process. Furthermore, the research was certainly enriched by the fact that the 

author was able to be an international accredited electoral observer in the 2012 

Parliamentary elections. This is a relevant point because an election process’ importance, 

in a ‘post-conflict’ context, is mainly twofold: (1) on the one hand, an election process is a 

fundamental element of the UN state-building process in any ‘post-conflict’ scenario; 

indeed, in a not very distant past, this even functioned as an key milestone to spark UN exit 

plans; (2) on the other hand, an election process is a crucial element of the normalization 

process carried out by the UN in a ‘post-conflict’ state, due to the fact that the occurrence 

of elections is perceived as a pivotal element of a democratic process, which, in turn, is 

understood as crucial to a ‘normal’ behavior of the political sphere of a ‘normal’ state. This 

electoral observation proved to be very much informative and insightful in the sense that 

provided the opportunity to observe part of the normalization process that Timor-Leste is 

subject from within. 

 

As already mentioned, this thesis renders its argument operational through the 

empirical illustration of the UN state-building process in Timor-Leste. Timor-Leste 

emerges as the most suitable choice due to the unique position and relevance that the case 

has within the conflict-resolution and peacebuilding rationale of the UN. On the one hand, 

the country is very often presented as a ‘success’ case in regards to UN engagement in 

‘post-conflict’ scenarios.
37

 On the other hand, the UN engagement with the country is 

noticeably characterized by: the distinct kinds and large variety of UN peace instruments 

deployed to the country; the depth of its engagement; and the wide range and the kinds of 

activities carried out in Timor-Leste. Therefore, one can perfectly argue that Timor-Leste 

is a paradigmatic case within the UN rationale in regards to the consolidation of peace. 

Indeed, very few places, if any at all, had an UN engagement for so long as Timor-Leste 

had and as many peace instruments deployed, which in Timor-Leste were nearly all at 

UN’s hand. This makes Timor-Leste not only a very appropriate case, but also, and most 

                                                   
37 Personal interview, Gary Gray, UN Political Affairs Officer (Dili, July 6th 2012). 
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importantly, it makes the critical analysis of the state-building process there something of 

the utmost importance. 

 

Many aspects regarding the Timorese case have already been studied. One could 

mention, for instance, the detailed historical analysis of its annexations during World War 

II and the mid-1970s, and its independence quest, (Dunn, 2003; Magalhães, 2007; 

Kingsbury, 2009), along with the Portuguese and Indonesian diplomatic negotiation 

process regarding its independence (Teles, 1999), or even the multidimensionality of the 

process of the construction of the Timorese identity (Mendes, 2005). Indeed, the case of 

Timor-Leste has already been used for larger critiques within the IR discipline when, for 

instance, José Pureza, departing from the case, poses a critical questioning of the dominant 

reading of international relations (2001). In regards to UN involvement with Timor-

Leste,
38

 it ranges from mere balloting monitoring, during the referendum carried out in the 

country, to profound state-building missions, as profound as, not only (re)creating 

governmental institutions, but in fact exercising “all legislative and executive authority, 

including the administration of justice” (S/RES/1272: 2). In fact, several dimensions of the 

state-building process there were already evinced (Mendes and Saramago, 2012). 

Regarding this unprecedented involvement (Goldstone, 2004: 84) were already uncovered 

several elements, for instance: the evolution of Timor-Leste’s juridical system (Santos, 

2002), the ill-configuration of the missions (Suhrke, 2001: 2), and the reluctance to include 

Timorese participation in decision-making processes (Chopra, 2000: 31). Even the 

contradiction of the UN, through the voice of Jean-Christian Cady, Deputy Special 

Representative of the Secretary-General of UNTAET, declaring Timor as an “undeniable 

success” (Goldstone, 2004: 83) while a rigorous analysis shows the neglect of the everyday 

needs of the Timorese population (Richmond and Franks, 2009: 86), and their inheritance 

of a “failed sate” (Goldstone, 2004: 95) was delineated. 

 

The path herein proposed adds further clarifications and elucidations to those 

already made in the literature. The first one is refining the problematization of the UN 

state-building process in Timor-Leste. Consequently, different set of practices and 

                                                   
38 UNAMET (1999), UNTAET (1999-2002), UNMISET (2002-2005), UNOTIL (2005-2006), UNMIT 

(2006-2012). 
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relations that are entrenched to the process that are often silenced can be observed. In 

addition, and most importantly, it enables the reproblematization of highly visible practices 

that are carried out during the UN state-building process in Timor-Leste and quite often 

perceived as a ‘normal’ kind of engagement. The path of examination herein proposed 

allows the observation that these practices, rather than unproblematic engagements, are 

very much arbitrary. Furthermore, it helps the observation that those actors, practices and 

procedures carried out on the ground, even though conflicting and contrasting with one 

another, are part of a comprehensive whole that seeks to direct Timor-Leste toward a 

determinate direction. 

 

Indeed, observing the case of the UN engagement with Timor-Leste, it is enabled 

the visualization of deep power relations and social reengineering process being operated 

through power-denying notions such as ‘capacity-building’, ‘advising’, or ‘mentoring’. 

Most importantly, it renders visible the attempt of normalization and government of 

Timor-Leste and its population being operated through the very narrative of constructing 

Timorese autonomy, fostering the country’s independence, and enhancing the sovereignty 

of a ‘post-conflict’ state. Moreover, the terra nullis mentality and the sense that Timor-

Leste was being built ‘from scratch’ (Suhrke, 2001: 13; Goldstone, 2004: 85; Richmond 

and Franks, 2009: 111, note 86), which was (and still is) pervasive throughout the UN 

engagement with the country provide a rare opportunity to investigate and evince the 

‘arrangement of things’, the disposition/functioning of the technologies of power and 

conceptual tools delineated by Michel Foucault. In fact, even though Foucault did not have 

in mind, when problematizing his theoretical and analytical tools, neither the construction 

of peace nor Timor-Leste, the country provides a solid case for the observation of the 

formation, and operation, of a surveillance framework, characteristic of any normalization 

process, operating both internally and externally in Timor-Leste. It elucidates how the UN 

closely monitors and seeks to conduct each movement of the country in several spheres – 

the disciplinary; the political and economic governance; and the socio and biopolitical one 

– and seeks to shape the Timorese behavior, and attempts to ensure the ‘proper’ behavior 

of each one of these spheres and, as a consequence, of Timor-Leste as a country. Most 

importantly, it allows the clarification of towards what end this process heads to and 

through what procedures and techniques this process is operated.  
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Consequently, such enterprise allows the observation of different processes and 

elements present throughout the construction of peace in Timor-Leste. It is precisely this 

kind of effort that not only gives visibility for many concerning aspects of the whole 

process, which frequently pass as natural and unproblematic, but also, and most 

importantly, opens the space for questioning the processes carried out throughout the 

construction of peace in our current international scenario, which certainly gives room for 

the very transformation of them.  

 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter discusses the theoretical framework underlying this thesis, providing an 

analysis of the state-building dispositif and a methodological roadmap. The first five 

sections discuss theoretical tools developed by the French philosopher Michel Foucault 

such as: dispositif, normalization, discipline, biopolitics, government, and governmentality. 

The next section clarifies the dimensions observed by the thesis while delineating the 

manner in which this the conceptual tools aforementioned became operational. Departing 

from this framework, the next section of the chapter argues that a normalizing mechanism 

is in full activity in ‘post-conflict’ reconstruction efforts. One might think, for instance, 

about all the adjustments and restructurings carried out on these states that seek precisely 

to alter and shape their behavior – their conducts. In this sense, state-building becomes, 

more than a mere conflict-resolution instrument, a very comprehensive normalizing 

dispositif which aims to intervene in ‘post-conflict’ states seeking to normalize them, to 

make them behave in accordance to an established ‘norm’. This ‘norm’, in the case of 

international relations in general and ‘post-conflict’ scenarios in particular, is certainly 

underpinned by the ‘liberal peace’ argument. Consequently, not only the state per se, but 

also their relationship with their own population, and how the population itself should 

behave, are intervened and sought to be normalized in light of this ‘norm’. Therefore, not 

only the ‘post-conflict’ states are disciplined through rewards and punishments, 

instruments that aim to correct their ‘deviant’ behavior, and then make these states behave 

‘accordingly’, but also their populations are sought to be conducted in such a way that their 

lives are regularized and managed, that they also start to behave ‘properly’. Such 
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regulation occurs essentially through the biopolitical power exercised over all aspects that 

surround and maintain their lives. Finally, in its methodological section, the chapter 

clarifies the methodological tools that enable the development of this argument. Moreover, 

it explains that, due to the width and depth of the UN engagement with Timor-Leste, the 

UN state-building process in the country is the most suitable example to render such 

argument operational. In order to start further clarifying it, the thesis delineates the manner 

in which Timor-Leste emerged as an urgent need in the international scenario. It is 

precisely this development that is process traced in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 3 – The Emergence of Timor-Leste as an International Urgent Need 

At the beginning of the year 2002, the eastern half of the small island of Timor, in 

Southeast Asia, entered in the realm of the international system as a newly independent 

state. Timor-Leste became an independent democratic republic on May 20
th

 2002, under 

the auspices and conduction of the UN. To be more precise, on May 2002, Timor-Leste 

restored its legal independence. This process was neither short nor smooth. On the 

contrary, Timor-Leste had a very long, tortuous and violent road towards regaining its 

legal independence. In fact, the UN state-building process in Timor-Leste was the 

instrument used by the international community to deal with the international urgent need 

that Timor-Leste had become over the years. After all, the process of seeking to build a 

liberal peace and to construct a liberal democratic state in Timor-Leste is a process that 

sought to put an end to a long and violent period of occupations, violence and killings in 

that part of the island (Richmond and Franks, 2009: 83). In addition, due to the extreme 

conditions in which the country found itself after long years of Portuguese colonization, 

Japanese occupation during the Second World War, and, from 1975 onwards, bloody 

violent Indonesian occupation, it is also clear that UN state-building was also a process of 

seeking to address issues of development, security and state ‘fragility’ in Timor-Leste. 

Simultaneously, due to the range, scope, depth and novelty of activities performed on the 

ground, employing nearly all the instruments at its disposal, the UN engagement with 

Timor-Leste, according to Oliver Richmond and Jason Franks, “represented an important 

marker in the liberal statebuilding (sic) process” (2009: 83). Indeed, Timor-Leste, due to 

the unprecedented scope of UN engagement, is considered as a ‘test case’ regarding state-

building processes (Suhrke, 2001). 

 

In this sense, this chapter process traces the long road that Timor-Leste travelled 

until the UN state-building enterprise and clarifies the process through which Timor-Leste 

emerged in the international scenario as an urgent need. Throughout this whole process, 

Timor-Leste and its independence not only became part of the international agenda, but 

also, and most importantly, progressively relevant in the international scenario to the point 

of unavoidability. The elements herein analyzed, combined, are fundamental parts of the 

process in which Timor-Leste became an urgent need within the international scene and 
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the intervention in the country highly necessary, which led to the formation of the state-

building dispositif that was directed and deployed to Timor-Leste. The chapter is organized 

around three sections. The first one presents the trajectory of Timor-Leste until the 

Timorese struggle and despair started to become less invisible internationally. It addresses 

the Timorese path until the Indonesian invasion, annexation and occupation of Timor-

Leste. The second section discusses pivotal episodes in the process of Timor-Leste 

becoming an urgent need within the international scenario during the Indonesian 

occupation. Furthermore, it addresses the tripartite negotiations of the Timorese 

Referendum of 1999 and the massive violence which occurred before it. The third section 

delineates Timor-Leste as an international urgent need. It discusses the bloody violence 

occurred during and after the results of the referendum process which led, firstly, to the 

deployment of a military international force to Timor-Leste in order to restore security, 

and, secondly, to a massive state-building dispositif in order to deal with the country.  

 

 

Timor-Leste as an Invisible Urgent Need 

Timor-Leste was a Portuguese colony from the eighteenth century
39

 until mid-1970s, but 

the Portuguese presence in Timor dates back to the sixteenth century (Cristalis, 2009: xiii; 

Kingsbury, 2009: 28-30). The Portuguese, however, only firmly established themselves in 

their part of the island of Timor during the latter part of the nineteenth century. Initially, 

the ruling method of the Portuguese colonial process was essentially based on the ruling 

via local chiefs and the exploitation of local alliances/rivalries. This kind of arrangement 

was modified over time. By the beginning of the twentieth century, a “new administrative 

structure was imposed, based on concelho (“councels” (sic) or districts) divided into postos 

(posts) which were in turn comprised of suco (villages comprising small groups of 

households)” (Kingsbury, 2009: 35-36). 

 

In nearly all colonial domination relationships, any political and economic change 

in the metropolis certainly has its effects in the colony and this was not different in the 

                                                   
39 For a comprehensive approach of Timor’s history see for instance (Carey and Bentley, 1995; Taylor, 1999; 

Dunn, 2003; Magalhães, 2007; Kingsbury, 2009: Chapter 2; Molnar, 2010). For an account of Timor in the 

history of Portugal see, for instance (Oliveira, 2004). 
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relationship of Portugal and Timor-Leste. In the first three decades of the twentieth 

century, Portugal went through a series of economic and political turbulences, ranging 

from a revolution that deposed the monarchy, the implementation of a short-lived republic, 

and the beginning of an authoritarian government under the leadership of António de 

Oliveira Salazar (Kingsbury, 2009: 37). Under Salazar’s Estado Novo, the notion of 

‘civilizing mission’ in the colonies strengthened and the control of the colonies became 

tighter (Kingsbury, 2009: 38). 

 

During the Second World War, Timor-Leste, due to its strategic position, had 

foreign troops on its soil; such as the Dutch and the Australian who, respectively, sought to 

protect its Dutch East Indies and use Timor as a buffer zone against the Japanese 

expansion. The attack on Pearl Harbor by the Japanese led the Dutch and Australian to 

send four hundred troops, on December 17
th

 1941, to the island aiming to pre-empt a 

possible Japanese takeover (Taylor, 1999: 13; Kingsbury, 2009: 38). This was understood 

by the Japanese as a clear indication that Timor-Leste was not ‘neutral’ anymore and that 

the Allies sought to use it as a military base in the Pacific War. Consequently, the Japanese 

sent two thousand troops and invaded the island (Taylor, 1999: 13; Kingsbury, 2009: 38). 

 

The war led to massive devastation. James Dunn (2003) says that official 

estimates suggest that 40,000 Timorese died as a result of the war (2003: 22). 

Nevertheless, applying the typical population growth rate of Timor-Leste, he argues that 

the figure can easily reach 60,000 (Idem). For António Magalhães (2007), this might 

represent from 11,4% to 15% of the Timorese population; a figure just comparable, for 

him, with the ones of the Soviet Union and Poland (2007: 9). Moreover, in addition to the 

impressive figure of dead people, one should not forget that the “main towns and villages 

had been destroyed, [and] the livestock population was at a third of its 1939 level and most 

people were starving” (Taylor, 1999: 14). Dunn (2003) gives a graphic picture of the 

aftermath situation when he states that “[t]he war seemed to have taken the country back to 

Stone Age” (2003: 23). After the war, Timor-Leste returned to Portuguese authority 

(Cristalis, 2009; Kingsbury, 2009: 39) and the reconstruction efforts were tremendous for 

Portugal. 

 



96 

 

Only in December 15
th
 1960 Timor-Leste entered the UN agenda when it was 

placed into UN’s list of ‘non-self-governing territories’ (A/RES/1542). In theory, 

according to Chapter XI of the UN Charter, Portugal was required to promote, among 

other things, “the well-being of the inhabitants” of the territory (UN, 1945: Article 73 

Paragraph B) and also "to develop self-government and take due account of the political 

aspirations" of its people (Idem). Furthermore, the UN General Assembly, on December 

1960, passed Resolution 1514 on “the granting of independence to colonial countries and 

peoples” stating that colonialism was very much contrary to the UN Charter 

(A/RES/1514). All this put Portugal in an uncomfortable and isolated position 

internationally (Kingsbury, 2009: 40). Nevertheless, in practice, Portugal maintained that 

the “Portuguese-administered territories listed by the Assembly are overseas provinces of 

Portugal, and that it has no obligations regarding these territories under Chapter XI” (UN, 

1999b) and continued to administer Timor-Leste until the mid-1970s. 

 

During the mid-1970s, Portugal experienced a revolution that ended its 

authoritarian regime. In a revolution that became known as the Revolução dos Cravos 

(Carnation Revolution), the Movimento das Forças Armadas (Armed Forces Movement – 

MFA) deposed Marcelo Caetano, who replaced Salazar in 1968, on April 25
th
 1974. One 

of the pillars of this movement was the general dissatisfaction with the costly and failing 

colonial wars. Therefore, following the revolution, the independence process of the 

Portuguese colonies became possible (Kingsbury, 2009: 43). The revolutionary process at 

the metropolis certainly opened a window of opportunity for Timorese to think politically 

about its future and this undoubtedly meant to think in terms of its own independence. 

Facing this clear chance of political independence, local Timorese political activists 

formed three major political parties, which supported three different paths for Timor: (1) 

the Associação Popular Democrática Timorense (Timorese Popular Democratic 

Association – Apodeti), which pursed the integration with Indonesia; (2) the União 

Democrática Timorense (Timorese Democratic Union – UDT), which sought the 

continuation of the relationship with Portugal; and (3) the Associação Social-Democrata 

Timorense (Timorese Social Democratic Association – ASDT), which was later renamed 

as Frente Revolucionária de Timor-Leste Independente (Revolutionary Front for an 
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Independent East Timor – Fretilin) and sought the complete independence of Timor-Leste 

(Ibidem: 43-44). 

 

 

The Indonesian Invasion and Annexation 

By mid-January 1975, UDT and Fretilin agreed on a coalition. Two months later, the 

coalition agreed with Portugal to have a three-year transitional government that would end 

with the Timorese full independence (Taylor, 1999: 39). Nevertheless, as it is already 

known, this window of opportunity for the Timorese legal independence rapidly closed. By 

this time Indonesia had already decided to annex Timor-Leste. This Indonesian decision 

had the concurrence of major regional and global powers such as Australia, New Zealand, 

the United Kingdom and the United States of America (Kingsbury, 2009: 48). There were 

essentially two factors underpinning this decision. The first one had to do with the Cold 

War rationale of that time, which led to the perception that Indonesia had a crucial role in 

the region in regards to the containment and avoidance of communist revolutions to 

spread. After all, one should not forget the impact that the communist revolutions in 

Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia had among the north-American policy makers both in 

regards to the revolutions themselves and in regards to Indonesia as a key regional player  

(Kingsbury, 2009: 48). Magalhães (2007: 174-176) evinces precisely that this fear of 

‘domino effect’ that was present at the north-American society at that time, in regards to 

those revolutionary processes, is best captured by a whole series of articles published, for 

instance, in the Times, Newsweek and other well-known north-American magazines. In 

this context, Indonesia was perceived by policy makers as the major, if not the unique, 

barrier capable of holding the advance of this communist wave at that part of the world.  

 

The second factor has to do with the notion, that was publically sustained by 

Australia’s Prime Minister, that small states were not viable (Kingsbury, 2009: 48). Having 

in mind, just as most of the western political leaders of that time, the events in Southeast 

Asia, Gough Whitlam declared to the President of Indonesia, General Hadji Suharto, that 

the annexation would be the best solution for the Timorese and for the region (Magalhães, 

2007: 179). Additionally, one should not forget that, as Magalhães (2007: 197-204) 

argued, the Australian interest in appropriating the gas and oil of Timor’s Sea also played a 
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key role in the Australian position in regards to the Indonesian invasion and then 

annexation of Timor-Leste. 

 

Under what became known as Operasi Komodo (Operation Komodo),
40

 

Indonesian agents started to disseminate a wide range of false information throughout 

Timor-Leste as part of a clear misinformation strategy (Dunn, 2003: 73; Kingsbury, 2009: 

48). They disseminated, for instance, hostile information regarding Fretilin through UDT 

supporters, which consequently strengthened the argument against, and the group 

opposing, the coalition between the UDT and the Fretilin. Consequently, the coalition 

ended later on May 27
th
 1975 (Kingsbury, 2009: 48). Due to this misinformation strategy, 

the UDT was led to believe that Fretilin would perform a coup on 10 August. Aiming to 

anticipate this movement, the UDT performed its own coup, supported by the police, in 

order to demonstrate its own strength. With the support of junior army officers and by the 

majority of local troops, Fretilin responded to that coup. As a consequence, a very bloody, 

although brief, civil war
41

 took place in Timor-Leste (Ibidem: 49). It was by the end of 

August that the Fretilin’s military support, reorganized as Forças Armadas de Libertação e 

Independência de Timor-Leste (National Armed Forces for the Liberation of East Timor – 

Falintil), could re-establish the order throughout Timor-Leste (Idem). 

 

In this rough context, the UDT and Apodeti members reached to Indonesia and 

sought its support. They presented this support plea as if it was something grounded on the 

wishes of the Timorese population (Taylor, 1999: 51). This plea led to the invasion of 

Timor-Leste by Indonesian troops, firstly under the overall perception of being members of 

UDT troops, on October 8
th
 and 16

th
. As Indonesia continued to send more troops, its 

presence on the territory could not be disguised anymore. On November 24
th

, Fretilin 

appealed to the Security Council (SC) asking for the withdrawal of the Indonesian troops 

from Timor-Leste (Taylor, 1999: 63). Observing that an Indonesian invasion seemed close, 

Fretilin thought that a declaration of independence would help weighting in their favor. 

                                                   
40 This is a plan that was designed by an Indonesian think-tank named Center for Strategic and International 

Studies based in Jakarta aiming at the annexation of Timor-Leste largely through subversive actions (Dunn, 

2003: 73; Kingsbury, 2009: 48). 

41 From 1,500 to 2,000 lives were lost in this civil war (Dunn, 2003: 278). For more see, for instance (Dunn, 

2003: Chapter 8). 
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They sensed that an independent state would increase the chances of success in two 

spheres – on the external and on the internal fronts. On the one hand, in regards to the 

external sphere, it was thought that the UN would help an independent state. It was sensed 

that the UN would be inclined to deliberate favorably if Timor did not have to rely on 

Portugal. On the other hand, on the internal sphere, based on the feelings coming from the 

military front, it was sensed that the independence declaration could motivate the soldiers. 

It was thought that if they were going to die, they would prefer to die for their own 

country. Hence, on November 28
th
 1975, the Fretilin declared the independence of the 

territory. The new born country was the República Democrática de Timor-Leste 

(Democratic Republic of East Timor)
42

 (Taylor, 1999: 63). 

 

Although Timor-Leste was recognized as an independent state by twelve 

countries, these states did not have enough influence in the international scenario. Those 

states had neither international nor regional weight. The independence was not recognized, 

for instance, by the states that supported Indonesia’s annexation – such as the USA, 

Australia, or the UK –, by its former colonial power Portugal, and also by the UN 

(Kingsbury, 2009: 49). In the next day, members of UDT and Apodeti, having the 

Indonesian authorities behind, along with two other minor political parties signed in Bali, 

Indonesia (and not in Balibo Timor-Leste) the Balibo Declaration, which was drafted by 

Indonesian intelligence. This document argued that the Timorese population was claiming 

for the integration with Indonesia (Magalhães, 2007: 213). In fact, the document was 

signed by UDT and Apodeti members, without any consultation with the population, and 

the document was in reality an Indonesian pretext to invade Timor-Leste. This set the 

scenario for Indonesia to call for a full-scale military invasion, by sea and air on December 

7
th
 in what became known as the Operasi Seroja (Operation Lotus). This movement was 

welcome by international and regional powers, such as the United States of America and 

Australia. In fact, the US President Gerald Ford and his Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 

were in Jakarta and met with President Suharto the day before the invasion (Dunn, 2003: 

243; Magalhães, 2007: 186-187). This is a clear indication in regards to their concurrence 

and approval of the whole operation and also the role that the Indonesian invasion had 

                                                   
42 Francisco Xavier do Amaral was sworn in as the country’s first President; Nicolo Lobato was appointed 

Prime Minister; Mari Alkatiri as Minister of State for Political Affairs; and José Ramos-Horta the Minister 

for Foreign Affairs and External Information (Kingsbury, 2009: 49). 
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within the international chess game of that time, which was also shared by Australia and 

the UK. 

 

In the very day of the invasion, Portugal cut diplomatic relations with Indonesia 

and later presented a plea at the UN Security Council. The plea was accepted and the 

Council condemned the Indonesian military invasion and called upon Indonesia to 

“withdraw without delay all its forces from the Territory” (S/RES/384). Nevertheless, no 

concrete action was pursued (Magalhães, 2007: 285-286). In few days, Indonesia had 

seventy thousand troops on the ground (Kingsbury, 2009: 50). By mid-December, a 

Provisional Government which was formed by UDT and Apodeti leaders was installed. 

Furthermore, a few months after the beginning of the invasion, at the end of May 1976, the 

Indonesian government chose 37 Timorese that were forced to sign a plea in which a 

‘People’s Assembly’ (Assembleia do Povo) asked that Timor-Leste would become part of 

Indonesia. After obtaining the approval of the Congress, President Suharto accepted this 

‘plea’ on July 16
th

 1976 and Timor-Leste became Indonesia’s 27
th

 province with the 

official name of Timor Timur (Magalhães, 2007: 211). In spite of all this, the UN, the SC 

and the General Assembly continued to consider Timor-Leste an autonomous territory 

under the administration of Portugal (Idem). By that time, both Falintil and Fretilin 

members retreated into the hills and began what would be a twenty-four-year war of 

“attrition and survival”, and resistance
43

 (Kingsbury, 2009: 50). 

 

The Indonesian invasion was extremely brutal (Kingsbury, 2009: 50), 

precipitating massive killings throughout the country. Magalhães (2007) states that the 

precise statistics are difficult to obtain; especially in a territory that was almost totally 

closed to the world for a long period of time. Nevertheless, he advances the figure of dead 

people ranging from 180,000 to 308,000 (around 30 to 45 % of the Timorese population) 

and above 80% destruction of people’s livelihoods, mainly agriculture and cattle. In 

addition to the many thousands of people that died, many more were tortured, including 

children and elders, and many women were raped (2007: 215). James Dunn (2003) argues 

that after the four years of the invasion, Timor-Leste was a “killing field (…) compared 

                                                   
43 For a comprehensive and deep account of this period, see for instance (Gama, 1995; Dunn, 2003: Chapter 

11; Magalhães, 2007: Volume 2; Kingsbury, 2009: Chapter 3). For an account from one of the resistance 

movement leader’s perspective see for instance (Niner, 2000). 
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with the worst cases in the contemporary world, much worse than Bosnia, for example” 

(2003: 292). For Magalhães (2007), the invasion of Timor was, without a doubt, one of the 

worst humanitarian tragedies of the twentieth century (2007: 215). Indeed, the Indonesian 

actions in Timor-Leste can be described as a bloody genocide that had the acquiescence of 

major international and regional powers. 

 

But the Indonesian brutality certainly did not stop there. Dunn (2003) points out 

several other bloody examples throughout Indonesian occupation, such as: (1) the “killing 

of as many as 2000 people in Dili area, in the first week or so of the invasion”; (2) “the 

mass killings that occurred in 1976 at Suai and Aileu”; (3) “in 1977 in the Bobonaro area 

and at Quelicai”; (4) “in 1978 in the Matabian area (thousands were killed by 

indiscriminate air attacks on the civilian population)”; and (5) the “executions after June 

1980 attack by Fretilin” (2003: 292). Furthermore, two other massacres should be 

mentioned – the Lacluta massacre of September 1981 and the Creras massacre of August 

1983. Regarding the former, apparently part of the Fretilin guerrilla was captured with 

their women and children. Part of the women was taken away by the Indonesian military, 

while the rest, along with the men and children were killed. In addition, their bodies were 

covered with dry grass and leaves and set on fire (Dunn, 2003: 292). Even pregnant 

women were not spared. They “had their stomachs sliced open, and sharpened stakes were 

driven into their vaginas” (Gama, 1995: 102). The military “did not even bother to use 

their guns, but killed with knives and clubs” (Idem). Four hundred people are said to be 

killed in this tragedy (Dunn, 2003: 292). In regards to the latter, the Creras massacre, this 

“was one of the worst of its kind” (Dunn, 2003: 292). The massacre was a reprisal for the 

killing of fifteen or seventeen Indonesian military men by Fretilin. This massacre, which 

took place allegedly on August 1983 21
st
 and 22

nd
, was carried out after the raping and 

killing of some Timorese girls, including a wife of a Timorese official (Idem). According 

to Dunn (2003), “[f]irst some 200 Timorese were burnt alive in their homes, while another 

500 were killed at the Be Tuku River” (Idem). Moreover, he evinces that there were solid 

evidences that “more than 1000 Timorese of all ages were massacred” in this particular 

round of killing (Idem). Indeed, this systematic killing and massacres evinces, most 

importantly, that the “slaughter that decimated East Timor’s population was of genocidal 

character” (Ibidem: 293). 
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In spite of all this, the Indonesian government was very much successful in 

obtaining the silence of the western media through several actions such as the murder of 

journalists; the total blockage of the access to the territory; attending the interests of the 

powerful states involved; and through a large misinformation strategy. Without all this, the 

enormous silence, and invisibility, that surrounded the Timorese case would be simply 

impossible (Magalhães, 2007: 217). Magalhães (2007: 219-228) argues that for thirteen 

years Timor-Leste was almost absolutely closed to the outside world. The Indonesian 

government, greatly limiting their presence, carefully selected the journalists and the 

humanitarian agencies that had access to Timor-Leste. This lack of, or poor, information in 

regards to the Timorese reality was certainly in the interest of Indonesia. Without 

information in the media regarding Timor-Leste, the Indonesian government could frame 

the reality in favor of its own position. Most of the people did not even know where 

Timor-Leste was located. This informative shield led to a complete invisibility and silence 

regarding the critical situation in Timor-Leste and the series of killings that was taking 

place in the country. Due to this informative blockade, the situation in Timor-Leste did not 

appeared on the news; and not being on the news, it was practically as if Timor-Leste was 

virtually non-existent. 

 

Therefore, as grave as the situation in Timor-Leste was, it did not, at that time, 

result in an international dispositif to address the situation. The situation in Timor-Leste 

was certainly brutal and definitely there was need; in fact, an urgent one. Nevertheless, the 

situation in Timor-Leste was not perceived as an international urgent need. In reality, at 

that time, due to the fact that the Indonesian government was very effective in shielding 

the country in regards to information, the situation in Timor-Leste was barely visible at all. 

Hence, it is not that the elements of a dispositif do not exist. Certainly, some of these 

elements are created and designed in the very moment when an urgent need emerges. 

However, most of the time, the narratives, concepts, institutions, actors and other elements 

of a dispositif already exist. But they need to be construed as a coherent whole so they 

form a consistent assemblage. In the case of the state-building dispositif, in general, the 

urgent need that this dispositif must address lays very much on the notion of ‘failed states’, 

or the mere possibility of their emergence, and on the idea of these states becoming a threat 
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to the international security. In other words, the mere possibility of the emergence of a 

‘failed state’ somewhere can spark the necessity of the deployment of a state-building 

dispositif. However, in order to this possibility to be sensed, the situation in question needs 

to be, firstly, at least visible and this was what started to happen in regards to Timor-Leste. 

 

 

The Construction of Timor-Leste as an International Urgent Need 

The invisibility of Timor-Leste within the international scenario only started to change 

almost two decades after the Indonesia invasion. A series of events made the Timorese 

situation visible in the international scene and built up the need for addressing it 

internationally. Some of these events include the Santa Cruz Massacre (1991); the Nobel 

Peace Prize awarded to José Ramos-Horta and Bishop D. Carlos Filipe Ximenes Belo 

(1996); the dinner of Nelson Mandela and Xanana Gusmão at the Presidential Palace in 

Jakarta (Indonesia) as well as the pre and post referendum violence. Each of these events is 

highly relevant per se. However, perceived collectively, they were certainly decisive to the 

construction of Timor-Leste as an international urgent need. With this new visibility of the 

Timorese situation, not only the intervention was perceived as inevitable but the state-

building dispositif was considered the fittest instrument to be deployed. This state-building 

dispositif would have to address, simultaneously, the triangular and self-reinforcing 

narrative of security, development and peacemaking in the case of Timor-Leste. 

 

 

The Santa Cruz Massacre 

The Indonesian informative shield was to some extent cracked after the Pope’s visit of Dili 

on October 12
th
 1989. It can be said that John Paul II somewhat put Timor-Leste on the 

international press map with his visit. The Timorese youth and the resistance sought to 

benefit from the fact that, for the first time, there were numerous international journalists 

in the country due to the coverage of the Pope’s visit. They could organize their first public 

manifestation and the whole world would see it (Magalhães, 2007: 390). If this information 

shield was somewhat cracked with the Pope’s visit, it was completely shattered after the 

Santa Cruz Massacre on November of 1991.  
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The Santa Cruz Massacre, where around 270 people died (Kingsbury, 2009: 62), 

was certainly not the worst and the bloodiest massacre conducted by the Indonesian 

military in Timor-Leste. Nevertheless, despite all brutal massacres carried out by the 

Indonesian military, “[i]t was not until November 1991 that the world at large was given a 

visible glimpse of the East Timorese ordeal” (Dunn, 2003: 292). The Santa Cruz Massacre 

opened the eyes of the world to the situation in Timor-Leste. In October 1991, a 

Portuguese delegation, in concurrence with the Timorese resistance, was scheduled to visit 

Dili. This visit was cancelled by the Indonesian government which led to a protest on 

October 28
th
 (Kingsbury, 2009: 61). One of the organizers of the protest, Sebastião Gomes 

Rangel (eighteen years old), was identified by the Indonesian government and killed at the 

Motael’s Church. Several other protesters were detained and one more killed. In the 

following days, there were several incursions made by the Indonesian military in numerous 

houses in different parts of the country often beating the families (Magalhães, 2007: 401). 

 

On November 12
th

, many people headed to the Santa Cruz cemetery in a 

procession honoring Sebastião Gomes. Two thousand people were gathered in the 

cemetery seeking to benefit from the presence of journalists to peacefully demonstrate 

against the Indonesian occupation and expose the Timorese desire for self-government 

(Magalhães, 2007: 401). Moreover, they thought that the presence of the UN Special 

Rapporteur on Torture in Dili would prevent the Indonesian government from employing 

the usual violence against them. Still, the military surrounded the cemetery, blocked the 

entrance and shot 2,000 unarmed and pacific protesters at the Santa Cruz cemetery. During 

the following days, those that were wounded and were in the hospital were murdered, and 

about eighty more protesters were also killed on November 15
th

 and the following days 

(Magalhães, 2007: 401; Kingsbury, 2009: 61). 

 

This massive killing was not left unheard and the journalists played a key role in 

its dissemination. Many reports were certainly crucial to the wide diffusion of the tragedy; 

nevertheless, it were the images of the British journalist Max Stahl that woke the world up 

and gave a graphic picture of the cruel situation in Timor-Leste (Magalhães, 2007: 402-

403). Stahl’s “chaotic, desperate film of this incident captured the wanton violence in all 

its fearful desperation” (Kingsbury, 2009: 61). This film was sent out of Timor-Leste and 
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hit the television broadcasts and “it leapt to prominence around the world, replayed over 

and over. This footage of the carnage at Santa Cruz became the signature image of East 

Timor for world’s television audiences” (Idem). This was in sharp contradiction with the 

Indonesian discourse that Timor-Indonesia’s relationship was smooth, everything was 

settled in the territory and that the Indonesian rule was welcome by the Timorese 

(Magalhães, 2007: 402-403; Kingsbury, 2009: 61). 

 

The Santa Cruz Massacre definitely gave a new momentum for the global 

solidarity campaign for Timor-Leste. There were many protests all over the world, 

including Portugal and Australia (Magalhães, 2007: 403; Kingsbury, 2009: 63). Some 

states started to change their relationship with Indonesia. Damien Kingsbury (2009), for 

example, argues that Lisbon, “pushed by the Portuguese people wracked with guilt over its 

abysmal failure in East Timor and the terrible consequences of that failure, increasingly 

championed the East Timorese cause in international fora, including the United Nations” 

(2009: 63). The situation was also discussed at the European Parliament since Portugal was 

a member of the European Economic Community (Magalhães, 2007: 405). 

 

The Timorese issue also penetrated through the US Congress. José Ramos-Horta, 

for instance, was very active in galvanizing US Members of Congress support for the 

Timorese cause. Nevertheless, the Congressional voice was not heard in the Executive 

branch. The US Executive, since President Jimmy Carter, and throughout the 

Administrations of Presidents Ronald Reagan and George H. W. Bush, supplied the 

Indonesian government not only with diplomatic support, but also with money and arms 

(Taylor, 1999: 214; Dunn, 2003: 314). Days after the Santa Cruz Massacre, the situation 

changed following a Congressional declaration on Timor-Leste calling for the suspension 

of the US military training funds for the Indonesian government (Idem). However, the 

manifest change in the US policy towards Indonesia only occurred when President Bill 

Clinton took office. This was a clear influence of his Vice-President Al Gore, who was 

active regarding this matter in the Senate (Idem). Australia was also timid about revising 

its relations with Indonesia. The farthest that Australia went was to pressure Indonesia to 

produce a credible investigation report. This report, despite its contradictions, was 

sufficient to maintain the USA, the Australian, and the Japanese support and their 
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continuing cooperation with Indonesia (Magalhães, 2007: 404). However, other countries, 

such as the Netherlands, Canada and Denmark, decided otherwise, suspending their 

support and assistance to Indonesia (Idem). 

 

Nevertheless, the most important fact was that, from November 1991 onwards, 

Timor-Leste and the atrocities carried out there were not restricted to a few people, 

anymore. The misery and the poverty, in which the Timorese population lived, along with 

the bloody brutality of the Indonesian, were not invisible anymore to the eyes of the rest of 

the world. Due to both the dissemination work done by the journalists through the printed 

media and the striking video that circulated over and over throughout international 

televisions, the closed argument and constructed discourse of the necessity of the 

Indonesian annexation became, to say the least, very much questionable. The massacre of 

Santa Cruz put firmly Timor-Leste and, most importantly, the Timorese despair on the 

international agenda. This undoubtedly represented a turning point in regards to 

Indonesia’s occupation of Timor-Leste. It was a moment in which Timor-Leste and the 

situation of the Timorese population started to become not only as an international 

concern, but also to emerge as an international urgent need that had to be addressed. 

 

 

The Nobel Prize Award and the Dinner at the Presidential Palace 

José Ramos-Horta, along with Xanana Gusmão, is one of the most well-known leaders of 

the Timorese resistance. Despite the fact that Timor-Leste would only become a UN 

member in 2002, its people and the resistance were already represented at the organization; 

mainly through the work of Ramos-Horta who often integrated Mozambique’s or 

Vanuatu’s missions. This work was pivotal to aggregate friends and allies sympathetic to 

the Timorese cause (Magalhães, 2007: 437). He also developed a campaign to have 

Timorese Bishop Ximenes Belo awarded with the Nobel Peace Prize in 1995, which was 

not successful. However, the following year, the Nobel Peace Prize was awarded to both 

Bishop Ximenes Belo and Ramos-Horta (Nobel Foundation, 1996). 

 

 The Nobel Peace Prize placed the Timorese struggle into a higher level in the 

international agenda. To some extent, the Prize represented the international community’s 
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recognition of the importance of the Timorese struggle. Furthermore, the Prize not only 

recognized the struggle but, most importantly, associated it with a notion that has, 

consciously or unconsciously, a heavy positive weight worldwide – ‘peace’. This symbolic 

sign brought consequences that went farther than the symbolism of the gesture, which was 

already very important in itself. It brought also very practical consequences. The Nobel 

Peace Prize was a ceremony that was broadcasted by the vast majority of the televisions of 

the world (although not in Indonesia). Therefore, the Prize gave the Timorese cause a high 

and broad attention worldwide, which not only gave more visibility for the cause but also 

associated it, due to the very characteristic of the prize, with peace and the pursuit of it 

(Magalhães, 2007: 438-439).  

 

The Prize set the stage for the Timorese voice to be heard worldwide. In the 

prestigious and internationally visible stage which is the Nobel Lecture, Ramos-Horta 

(1996) remembers that the violence of the Indonesian government is not restricted to the 

Timorese and was also directed also to the Indonesian people. Moreover, in his lecture, 

Ramos-Horta, side the Timorese with the oppressed people of the world (Idem). Most 

importantly, Ramos-Horta argues for the “[t]he right of the people of East Timor to self-

determination” (Idem) and delineate his vision of a peace plan. As a result of the Prize, 

many diplomatic doors, political and religious leaders, and personalities in general, which 

were once closed to the leadership of the Timorese resistance, were now wide open. 

Consequently, the Prize not only brought more international attention to the Timorese 

cause, but also opened new perspectives in terms of struggle and new diplomatic paths 

(Magalhães, 2007: 438-439). 

 

In addition to the Nobel Peace Prize awarded to Ramos-Horta and Ximenes Belo, 

it is necessary to mention another event that was also crucial to raise the Timorese cause 

globally and construe it as an international urgent need – the dinner of Nelson Mandela and 

Xanana Gusmão at the Indonesian Presidential Palace in Jakarta (Indonesia). In a state visit 

to Indonesia, the South-African President Nelson Mandela expressed his wish of meeting 

Xanana Gusmão, the leader of the Timorese resistance, who was in jail since November 

20
th
 1992 (Kingsbury, 2009: 63). Unable to refuse a desire from President Mandela, one of 

the most prestigious political leaders of the world, President Suharto conceded Mandela’s 
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request. On July 15
th

 1997, Suharto gave permission to Xanana Gusmão to leave the 

Cipinang prison and visit Mandela at the guest house of the Presidential Palace in Jakarta 

(Magalhães, 2007: 441). 

 

This dinner had both practical and symbolical consequences. After the dinner, 

Mandela expressed publicly that he was greatly impressed with Xanana Gusmão. He 

expressed his impression regarding the exceptional political and humane feature of the 

former, and that he would ask Suharto to release not only Xanana Gusmão but also other 

Timorese political prisoners (Magalhães, 2007: 442). In practical terms, the gesture of the 

dinner completely changed the status of Xanana Gusmão in Indonesia. Until then, he was 

treated by Indonesian authorities and the press as a ‘common’ prisoner. Dinning at the 

Presidential Palace left this attitude simply unsustainable from that moment onwards. On 

the symbolical side, but not having any less practical consequences, through the simple act 

of dinning with Xanana Gusmão, Mandela was giving him an enormous international 

prestige. More than that, being himself in a similar position – of a prisoner leading a 

resistance struggle – in the recent past, before becoming the President of South Africa, 

Mandela was clearly indicating not only the prominence of Xanana Gusmão, but also the 

he could in fact become the president of an independent Timor-Leste. Indeed, 

symbolically, the dinner with Mandela framed Xanana Gusmão as the Timorese Mandela 

(Ibidem: 440-441).  

 

 

The Road to the Timorese Referendum 

Around the year 1996, the situation in regards to Indonesia started to change. The financial 

community, who had, to some extent, supported President’s Suharto ‘economic miracle’ 

during almost thirty years, stopped supporting the Indonesian military government 

(Magalhães, 2007: 445-450). By the year 1997, a serious economic and financial crisis 

affected Southeast Asia in general, but this crisis was much more severe in Indonesia in 

particular (Ibidem: 450). From August 1997 onwards, the Indonesian economy was 

beginning to collapse, with the rupiah, Indonesian currency, going through a fast 

devaluation process. By the beginning of 1998 the rupiah had experienced a free fall, 

which led to some important events, such as: (1) the disappearance of Indonesian middle 
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class savings; (2) the inflation of prices of basic food products; and (3) the vanishing, in a 

few months, of the economic gains seen under the Suharto’s period (Kingsbury, 2009: 65). 

The economic performance was the major pillar of support of the Indonesian military 

regime. Therefore, when this pillar disintegrated, significant parts of Indonesian society 

started withdrawing their support to the military regime – students, business leaders and 

also part of the military itself (Ibidem: 66). The economic-financial crisis was so severe 

that President Suharto resigned on May 21
st
 1998. This paved a solid path not only to 

Indonesia’s democratization, but also opened a large window of opportunity to a serious 

reconsideration of the Timorese issue (Martin and Mayer-Rieckh, 2005: 126; Magalhães, 

2007: 451). 

 

Bacharuddin Jusuf Habibie, Indonesia’s vice president, succeeded Suharto. He 

started to consider the fact of Timor-Leste having a special autonomous status within 

Indonesia. Therefore, he started the discussions on the issue with Portugal, who was still 

the legal and recognized authority of Timor-Leste, with the mediation of the UN.
44

 At the 

end of January 1999, on the eve of a high-level negotiation round between the Portuguese 

and Indonesian officials at the UN, Junus Yosfiah, the Indonesian Minister of Information, 

announced President Habibie’s decision to start a consultation process asking the Timorese 

people whether they preferred a large and special autonomy within Indonesia or its 

independence (Magalhães, 2007: 462). 

 

In practical terms, a Timorese referendum on its political future was clearly on the 

table. This meant that what was decided, in fact, was that if the Timorese population, after 

a process of popular consultation, rejected the autonomy proposal, Indonesia would grant 

Timor-Leste its independence. This consultation process should be a direct and universal 

vote, under the auspices of the UN, and without the presence of a peacekeeping mission 

(Teles, 1999: 389). Indonesia, Portugal and the UN agreed, on March 11
th

 1999 that the 

organization would be responsible for organizing and supervising the referendum, which 

should take place that year, probably July or August,
45

 and it would include the Timorese 

                                                   
44 For a deeper insight of the tripartite negotiation period see, for instance, (Teles, 1999). For a personal 

account of one of the main negotiators, former Secretary-General Personal Representative Ambassador 

Jamsheed Marker, see (Marker, 2003). 

45 The referendum was initially agreed to be held on August 8th, but actually took place on August 30th. 
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population within the territory as well as the diasporas (Ibidem: 390). Obviously, this 

decision was received with deep reluctance by the Indonesian Army (TNI), especially its 

Commander-in-chief, General Wiranto (Kingsbury, 2009: 68) and also by most of the 

Timorese leaders, including Xanana Gusmão (Idem). 

 

According to Patrícia Teles (1999: 390), this window of opportunity led to 

different actions from the different actors involved. Envisioning the prospect of an 

independent Timor-Leste, a possible transition period was beginning to be planned by 

Portugal and the UN. On the one hand, the Portuguese created a workgroup constituted by 

different ministries to elaborate a transition plan for both scenarios – autonomy and 

independence. The UN, on the other hand, created a contact group formed by the USA, 

Japan, Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and Canada to supervise the 

mediation role performed by the organization. The European Union and Portugal offered to 

be responsible for the financing of the organization of the popular consultation and even 

for a possible transition period to independence (Idem). 

 

On May 5
th

 1999, Portugal and Indonesia, under the auspices of the UN, signed in 

New York three agreements on the issue of Timor-Leste. In the first agreement, it was 

established that the UN would be responsible for the organization of a mission to carry out 

and supervise the popular consultation – which would be based on a direct, secret and 

universal ballot – on the Indonesian autonomy proposal. The second agreement dealt with 

the modality of the consultation. It covered aspects such as: the date of the consultation; 

the questions to be put to the Timorese; the entitlement to vote; the schedule of the 

consultation process; and the funding, security
46

 and operational phases of the consultation 

(Portugal and Indonesia, 1999b). The third agreement was centered on the issue of security 

and stated that Indonesia was the main responsible for this matter. Moreover, Indonesia 

would be responsible for the general maintenance of law and order, as well as for the 

security of UN personnel (Portugal and Indonesia, 1999c).  

 

                                                   
46 Although Indonesia would be responsible for the whole security dimension of the consultation process, a 

number of UN security personnel along with a number of international civilian police would be deployed to 

Timor-Leste. 
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Most importantly, the agreements were underpinned by an understanding, which 

was shared by the parts involved, the UN Secretary-General (S/1999/862) and the Security 

Council (S/RES/1262), that the whole referendum process was composed essentially by 

three phases (Teles, 1999: 417). After Phase I, which was the consultation process itself, 

there would be an interim phase (Phase II) which comprised the period “between the 

conclusion of the popular consultation and the start of the implementation of its result” 

(S/1999/862). Later, Phase III would be the actual implementation of the results of the 

referendum. In case of acceptance, by the Timorese, of the autonomy proposal, on the one 

hand, Indonesia had to start the constitutional arrangement in order to accommodate this 

new legal framework; on the other hand, Portugal had to initiate the process of properly 

removing Timor-Leste from the UN list of Non-Self-Governing Territories and the 

removal of the issue of Timor-Leste from both General Assembly and SC agendas 

(Portugal and Indonesia, 1999a; Article 5). However, if, on the contrary, the Timorese 

people rejected the autonomy proposal, Indonesia had to initiate the proper legal measures 

in order to restore the status that Timor-Leste had under the Indonesian law prior to July 

17
th
 1976, and both Indonesia and Portugal would transfer the authority in Timor-Leste to 

the UN. The UN, by its turn, would have to initiate the process of enabling Timor-Leste to 

begin the process of independence (Portugal and Indonesia, 1999a; Article 6). 

 

From the UN side, on May 7
th

, under resolution 1236 (S/RES/1236), the Security 

Council welcomed the May 5
th
 Agreements, and on June 11

th
 1999, under resolution 1246 

(S/RES/1246), the SC established, until August 31
st
 1999,

47
 the United Nations Mission in 

East Timor (UNAMET). The main objective of UNAMET was to “organize and conduct a 

popular consultation (…) on the basis of a direct, secret and universal ballot, in order to 

ascertain whether the East Timorese people accept the proposed constitutional framework” 

(S/RES/1246) advanced by Indonesia. 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
47 The mission would be later extended firstly, under resolution 1257 (S/RES/1257) until September 30th 

1999, and then, under resolution 1262 (S/RES/1262), until November 30th 1999. For more on the financing of 

the mission see, for instance (A/54/380). 
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The Pre-Balloting Violence 

The decision of letting the Indonesian responsible for the security of all the territory was 

seen as something risky and extremely dangerous, since the very beginning of the 

negotiation process (Magalhães, 2007: 466). This was a concern shared by both the 

Timorese leadership and the UN. Nevertheless, at that time, it was understood also that this 

narrow window of opportunity of having a referendum should be seized; even if this meant 

leaving the Indonesians in charge of the security of the balloting process (Idem). However, 

the option of having Indonesia responsible for the provision of a secure environment was 

negligent, to say the least, for anyone with an attentive perception of the developments on 

the ground even before the May 5
th

 agreements. Indeed, this decision would in fact prove 

to be catastrophic. 

 

Since a massacre that took place on November 16
th
 1998 in Alas, where nearly 

fifty Timorese were killed, it was clear that the Indonesian army were creating and 

sponsoring, once more, militias in order to maintain the control and terrorize the Timorese 

population without clear military involvement (Magalhães, 2007: 468). In January 1999, 

President Habibie’s decision of letting the Timorese be independent in case of rejection of 

the autonomy proposal, which collided with General Wiranto’s view of Indonesia’s future, 

set the stage for a looser establishment, and use, of the TNI-associated militias in Timor-

Leste (Kingsbury, 2009: 68). The militias would do the repressive and violent work that 

the military did not want to do directly (Magalhães, 2007: 468). The militias were 

constituted mainly by elements from the police, the military, pro-integration people and 

also by pro-independence people that, through death threats, were forced to integrate the 

armed groups (Ibidem: 474). 

 

The violence led by the TNI-associated militias was gaining momentum. From 

January to April, many pro-independence activists and supporters were killed, tortured and 

had their homes ransacked and destroyed (Martin, 2001: 25). In late-January 1999, another 

massacre, this time led by the Mahidi militia, in Ainaro, resulted in around thirty dead 

people (Magalhães, 2007: 468). Nevertheless, the Liquiçá Massacre would become the 

most emblematic example of the militia’s violence and the Indonesian military 

acquiescence. On April 6
th

 1999, militia BMP, supported by the TNI and assisted by the 
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police, surrounded a church in the city of Liquiçá where pro-independence activists were 

sheltered following the burning of their houses in the previous days (Kingsbury, 2009: 69). 

Around noon, the police launched tear gas inside the church forcing those in the interior to 

come out (Idem). When the people were coming outside, the militiamen, supported by the 

TNI, entered the church and its surroundings, shooting people and attacking them with 

machetes (Idem). Although the official number of casualties was sixty-one, it is widely 

believed that around two hundred were killed in this massacre (Idem). This was in fact the 

worst massacre since Santa Cruz in 1991 (Martin, 2001: 25). In the next day, sixteen more 

people were killed in Ermera and fifteen others in Maliana on April 14
th

 (Magalhães, 2007: 

470). On April 17
th

, at a large gathering of pro-integration militia and supporters, Eurico 

Guterres, who was the commander of the militia Aitarak, in Dili, spoke along with João 

Tavares, head of the militia Halilintar, in Bobonaro, Guterres literally urging “all pro-

integration militias to conduct a cleansing of all those who betrayed integration (…) 

[c]apture and kill if you need” (Quoted in Martin, 2001: 25). After this, the BMP and 

Aitarak militias attacked several pro-independence homes (Idem). The situation in Timor-

Leste was bloodily violent. 

 

 

Timor-Leste as an International Urgent Need 

Oddly enough, it was within this environment that the security dimension was accorded to 

lay under Indonesia’s responsibility on May 5
th

. The violent events continued even after 

the signing of the agreement. Nevertheless, despite all the obvious concerns regarding 

security, the main Timorese leadership, along with the Portuguese, thought that they had to 

explore the opportunity of independence. It was perceived by them that they might not 

have a second opportunity. In addition, it was also understood that the occupation had been 

bloody brutal for more than twenty three years and this would certainly not change at that 

moment. Since there was no safe environment to perform the pro-independence campaign, 

the UN Secretary General sent its Director for Asia, to consult Xanana Gusmão on whether 

cancelling or not the consultation. Xanana Gusmão demonstrated no big concerns since he 

was confident that the Timorese would choose for independence. For him, as long as the 
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registration proceeded,
48

 the pro-independence supporters would win
49

 (Magalhães, 2007: 

470-473). Despite all the intimidation, threats and violence perpetrated by the Indonesian 

militias, the registration encompassed 98% of the possible voters (Magalhães, 2007: 473). 

This represented just over 450 thousand Timorese inside and outside the territory
50

 

(Kingsbury, 2009: 70). 

 

As already noticed, the organization of the vote by UNAMET proceeded within 

an environment of embedded violence, destruction and intimidation. This, along with some 

operational problems, delayed the actual vote to August 30
th
 (Kingsbury, 2009: 72). The 

wave of terror and threats was clearly increasing with the proximity of the referendum 

(Idem). On August 26
th
, many militiamen gathered in Dili organizing widespread violence, 

killing at least eight people (Magalhães, 2007: 477). In addition, there was also the real 

threat of a civil war in case the pro-autonomy proposal failed (Idem). This threat was 

somewhat worldwide known, since Timor-Leste and the atrocities carried out there were 

not invisible anymore and this concern of a civil war was circulating even on the pages of 

important international newspapers such as the Washington Post and the International 

Herald Tribune (Idem). In addition, there were also warnings coming from high-level 

officials on the ground. The Military Commander of Timor-Leste, Coronel Noer Muis, for 

instance, warned even about a bloodbath in the case of victory of the pro-independence 

movement (Idem). 

 

In fact, clear signs of open violence were coming from militias’ head. Eurico 

Guterres, head of Aitarak, for instance, was quite clear about transforming Timor-Leste in 

a sea of fire in the case of pro-independence victory and whether the independence actually 

                                                   
48 The registration, which was supposed to begin on June 22nd, in fact began on July 16th despite the serious 

security situation. The registration process should last until August 4th but it was extended until 6 August 

(Teles, 1999: 401). 

49 One the one hand, the pro-autonomy side was namely composed by the Front Bersama Pro-Otonomi 

Timor Timur (United Front for East Timor Autonomy – UNIF), which was constituted by the pro-autonomy 

parties – the Barisan Rakyat Timor Timur (Forces of the East Timorese People – BRTT) and the Front 
Persatuan Demokrasi dan Keadilan (Forum for Unity, Democracy and Justice – FPDK) – and the militia 

umbrella organization PPI. On the other hand, all the pro-independence supporters were under the Conselho 

Nacional da Resistência Timorense (National Council of Timorese Resistance – CNRT) (Teles, 1999: 404-

405). For a deeper account of both pro-autonomy and pro-independence sides and their evolution, see for 

instance (CTF, 2008: 48-53). 

50 437,200 in Timor-Leste and 13,090 abroad (Teles, 1999: 403). 
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came to reality (Magalhães, 2007: 477; Kingsbury, 2009: 72). By that time, it was already 

known the actions of the militias few days prior to the ballot. The militia was consistently 

rioting, destroying, killing, torturing, and burning houses in order to intimidate the 

Timorese, which also represented a clear escalation of the violence (Magalhães, 2007: 

478). The issue was even a matter of discussion in the Security Council days before the 

ballot (S/PV.4038). This led to nearly sixty thousand Timorese to abandon their houses and 

take refuge in the mountains just a couple of days before the ballot in order to avoid such 

wave of violence (Magalhães, 2007: 478). 

 

Considering the amount of violence perpetrated throughout all the years of 

occupation and the crescent spiral manifested in the prior days to the voting, the actual day 

of the vote was relatively calm (Magalhães, 2007: 478; Kingsbury, 2009: 72). There were 

some cases of outbreaks of violence, but since early in the morning there were long lines at 

the ballot stations of Timorese waiting to vote for their destinies (Idem). Many of them had 

walked long distances through the night to have their voices heard and many others were 

wearing their best clothes in a clear sign of the importance of the occasion (Magalhães, 

2007: 478-479; Kingsbury, 2009:72-73). Around nine o’clock in the morning, almost 50% 

of the registered voters had already voted (Teles, 1999: 406). Despite all the intimidation 

and violence campaign perpetrated by the pro-autonomy militias, with a tacit consent of 

the TNI, the consultation process had an outstanding voter turnout of 98.6% (Martin, 2001: 

160). The result was crystal-clear. In an unquestionable indication of the Timorese desire 

for independence from Indonesia, 78.5% rejected the autonomy proposal while 21.5% 

supported it (S/1999/944). 

 

Following the day of the vote, the security situation deteriorated once more and 

after the announcement of the results the situation became extremely violent. The pro-

autonomy militias and the Indonesian military, supported by the non-action of the police, 

started a large-scale destruction campaign. Indeed, it was a ‘scorched earth’ campaign with 

the clear consent of the TNI. Despite all denials of supporting the militias, General 

Wiranto said that the military would not stop the militias (Kingsbury, 2009: 73). They 

wanted to spoil the bases of any possibility of a viable independent Timorese state. 

According to Teles (1999: 411), the first half of September was stage of a systematic 
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policy of disappearances, rapes, murders, looting, forced dislocations, deportations, and all 

sorts of destruction of infrastructures and houses. In a short period of time, an estimate of 

two thousand Timorese were killed, around 230,000 were forced to flee to West Timor, 

and other several hundred thousand were internally displaced (Beauvais, 2001: 1103). 

Moreover, more than 70% of the territory’s infrastructure was completely destroyed 

(Kingsbury, 2009: 73). Even the UN staff was evacuated by the Australian Defense Force 

to Darwin under what became known as the Operation Spitfire (White, 2008: 82). 

 

Certainly, this widespread violence was not a result of random events. They were 

coherently targeting specific places and people. This understanding of a systematic and 

deliberated planning of the killings was also substantiated by a report developed the UN 

High Commissioner for Human Rights, Mary Robinson, where she informed that what 

took place in Timor-Leste was a series of “systematic killings, displacement, destruction of 

property and intimidation carried out by militia groups and elements of the security forces” 

(E/CN.4/S-4/CRP.1; Paragraph 50). Moreover, she stated that there were indications that 

the forcible displacements were “deliberate and long-planned action[s]”, and that the plan 

for the “systematic attacks on villages and the displacement of East Timorese were 

reportedly leaked as early as July” (Ibidem; Paragraph 29). Robinson ends the report 

concluding that there was “overwhelming evidence that East Timor ha[d] seen a deliberate, 

vicious and systematic campaign of gross violations of human rights” (Ibidem; Paragraph 

47). 

 

Pairing these allegations, Patrícia Teles (1999: 412) also argues that this post-

referendum violence was carefully orchestrated by the Indonesian authorities. This 

understanding was also shared by the Security Council. In fact, on the ground, a mission of 

the Security Council deployed to Jakarta and Dili to investigate the tragedy, concluded that 

there was “strong prima facie evidence of abuses of international humanitarian law” 

(S/1999/976; Paragraph 21). Moreover, it reported “the impunity with which pro-

autonomy militias were allowed to carry out violent activity” (Ibidem; Paragraph 14). For 

the mission, all this violence simply could not have occurred without the involvement of 

high-level officials of both Indonesian military and police (Ibidem; Paragraph 19). Indeed, 

for the SC mission, “[t]he involvement of large elements of Indonesian military and police 
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in East Timor in organizing and backing the unacceptably violent actions of the militias 

ha[d] become clear to any objective observer” (Idem). In regards to the degree of 

destruction of Timor-Leste, a UNAMET report is bluntly clear when states that there were 

plenty of evidence of “nothing less than a systematic implementation of a ‘scorched earth’ 

policy in East Timor, under the direction of the Indonesian military” (Ibidem; Annex, 

Paragraph 1). 

 

 

Timor-Leste as a Threat to Peace and Security 

This massive violence led to a huge international outrage. Consequently, this led to a series 

of protests and a wide solidarity campaign worldwide. It should be noticed, for instance, 

the protests vocalized by the Australian and Portuguese governments and population 

(Kingsbury, 2009: 74). It was clear by that time that the most effective means of a rapid 

response would be a UN-sanctioned multilateral intervention (Martin and Mayer-Rieckh, 

2005: 131). Nevertheless, no country was willing to intervene without Indonesia’s 

authorization or Security Council’s approval. The latter would depend on the consent of 

both China and Russia, who would only approve such kind of intervention after 

Indonesia’s consent. Therefore, gaining Indonesia’s consent was a key element in this 

intervention process. Indeed, Indonesia was subject to a crescendo amount of diplomatic 

pressures from different sides, which was led mainly by UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan 

and Australia’s Prime Minister John Howard (Idem). 

 

The bloody wave of violence perturbed also the United States of America who 

joined the diplomatic pressure on Indonesia to accept an international peacekeeping force 

on Timor-Leste. The pressure came through several channels, essentially: (1) military 

pressure by the commander-in-chief of the US Forces in the Pacific, Admiral Dennis Blair, 

who said to General Wiranto, on September 8
th
 in Jakarta, that the military ties between 

both countries could be suspended; (2) private pressure inside the IMF with US officials 

saying that the Fund could deny financial assistance to the country, which at that time was 

critical for Indonesia’s recovery from the financial crisis; and (3) through US officials 

(Kingsbury, 2009: 74). Chief among them was President Bill Clinton who publicly said 
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that “if Indonesia does not end the violence, it must invite – it must invite – the 

international community to assist in restoring security (…) it would be a pity if the 

Indonesian recovery were crashed by this” (Quoted in Kingsbury, 2009: 74; emphasis in 

the original). The pressure came also from regional actors. On a meeting of the Asia-

Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), scheduled to take place in New Zealand on 

September 9
th
, Canada pressured successfully the organization to hold a Special Ministerial 

Meeting with Timor-Leste on the agenda. Usually, the organization kept its meetings 

strictly attached to economic matters. Therefore, Indonesia expected that its regional allies 

would be absent of this meeting. However, nearly all participants attended the meeting 

showing a great regional concern over the Timorese situation (Martin and Mayer-Rieckh, 

2005: 131-132). 

 

With this amount of pressure, Indonesia ended up accepting an international 

peacekeeping intervention on September 12
th

 1999. On September 15
th

, in the SC, the 

situation of Timor-Leste was acknowledged as a threat to international peace and security 

and it was decided that a course of action should follow this conclusion. Under resolution 

1264 (S/RES/1264), “[d]etermining that the present situation in East Timor constitutes a 

threat to peace and security” (S/RES/1264), the SC authorized the creation of a 

multinational force to intervene in Timor-Leste – the International Force in East Timor
51

 

(INTERFET). Acting under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, the force was created “to 

restore peace and security in East Timor, to protect and support UNAMET in carrying out 

its tasks and, within force capabilities, to facilitate humanitarian assistance operations” 

(Idem). The INTERFET, which was led by the Australian Major General Peter Cosgrove, 

was authorized to “take all necessary measures to fulfill this mandate” (Idem), which is the 

diplomatic language for permission for the use of force. 

 

In regards to the deployment of INTERFET, an important point should be 

mentioned before advancing any further. The deployment of INTEFET represents a 

turning point in regards to the status of Timor-Leste within the international agenda; not so 

much because of the operation per se, but due to what it represented. It is true that Timor-

Leste is somewhat part of the UN agenda since December 1960 when the territory entered 

                                                   
51 For a more comprehensive account on the INTERFET, see for instance (Breen, 2001; White, 2008). 
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the UN list of ‘non-self-governing territories’ (A/RES/1542). Furthermore, it is also true 

that the situation in Timor-Leste was highly grave, to say the least. Nevertheless, it is also 

true that Timor-Leste was not understood, for a long time, as an international emergency; 

as painful as it is for the Timorese living under an unspeakable situation. As a consequence 

of the visibility that Timor-Leste already had and the long history of bloody violence, at 

that moment, an armed intervention in Timor-Leste could not be avoided anymore. At that 

point, Timor-Leste had to be intervened. 

 

Nevertheless, the intervention could be done without changing the status that 

Timor-Leste had in the international scene. This was certainly not the case of Timor-Leste. 

The framework under which Timor-Leste was intervened at that point is that what is 

instructive here. The very fact that the UN, through the Good-Offices of its SG, was 

overseeing the negotiations between Indonesia and Portugal and the fact that the UN 

deployed, passing inevitably by the SC, a mission to organize and oversee the referendum 

indicates that Timor-Leste was already in a way part of the international concern. 

However, one should not forget that INTERFET was deployed under Chapter VII of UN 

Charter. The chapter is undoubtedly clear regarding its function within the international 

scenario; it addresses any threat to international peace and security. Indeed, its first 

paragraph is crystal-clear in this regards when says that this is the chapter that guides the 

actions directed “to maintain or restore international peace and security” (UN, 1945: 

Chapter VII, Paragraph 39). Evoking Chapter VII while deploying INTERFET, the UN is 

not only symbolically, but in fact legally, framing the situation in Timor-Leste as a threat 

to international peace and security. Therefore, the deployment of INTERFET under 

Chapter VII of the UN Charter represents precisely the peak of the process of the 

emergence of Timor-Leste as an international urgent need. Indeed, this is the point where 

Timor-Leste became more than ‘just’ an international concern but in fact became 

crystallized as an urgent need in the international scene. 

 

On the ground, despite several occasions when a large-scale conflict between 

INTERFET and TNI could erupt (Kingsbury, 2009: 74), the Australian-led multinational 

force efficiently controlled the violence in a matter of weeks. Due to this fact, the mission 

was often praised “as one of the most successful peacekeeping operations in recent 
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memory” (Beauvais, 2001: 1103, footnote 10). On the INTERFET’s arrival, the situation 

in Timor-Leste was of vast destruction. There were not only hundreds of thousands of 

people displaced, either in the mountains or across borders, but also most of the buildings 

and houses were burned by the TNI and the militias (Kingsbury, 2009: 75). In the first 

periodic report of the INTERFET, of September 29
th
 (S/1999/1025), it was reported that 

“[a]part from improvements in the security situation in Dili, the general security situation 

in East Timor remains poor” (Ibidem; Paragraph 11). Moreover, the “civil infrastructure 

had been seriously degraded and where there was no effective civil administration” 

(Ibidem; Paragraph 22). Lastly, the report stressed the importance of the agreement on the 

transition to the Phase III of the May 5
th

 Agreements, and its implementation. 

 

According to Teles (1999: 419), in the field, it was sensed a vacuum of both 

power and authority. Therefore, the UN had to strength Phase II and expedite Phase III of 

the May 5
th

 Agreement. According to Phase II, in case of rejection of the proposal, 

Indonesia would still be responsible, during an interim period, for the maintenance of 

peace and security in Timor-Leste. However, it was clear that this was not the case 

anymore. Therefore, bearing in mind that the situation in Timor was “critical”, the 

Secretary-General, on a report to the SC (S/1999/1024), proposed a series of measures, 

such as the redeployment of UNAMET; the deployment of 460 civilian police officers; the 

dispatch of legal experts to provide legal advices and evaluate the legal and judicial 

systems; and the deployment of civil affairs officers and experts in local administration to 

make the preparations for setting up an administration in Timorese territory. 

 

In order to address Phase III of the agreement, the UN addressed the process of 

enabling Timor-Leste in the pursuit of its independence. This was sought in a context 

where Timor-Leste was already framed as an international urgent need and the harsh 

reality on the ground, which was palpable not only in regards to the widespread destruction 

of Timorese infrastructure but especially in regards to lives of the Timorese, was highly 

visible. In addition, one should not forget that this whole process developed within an 

international scenario where the notion of ‘failed state’, or the threat of it, has a 

considerable weight. An international scenario where the issues are extensively framed 

departing from the notion of ‘failed state’, the Timorese situation of vast destruction, 
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misery, lack of institutional support to deal with the crisis, along with the vacuum of power 

and authority that was visualized by the UN, becomes an international urgent need, under 

mainstream rationale, not only in humanitarian terms, but also in security terms. 

 

Therefore, the crystallization of Timor-Leste as an international urgent need was 

followed by the emergence of a correspondent dispositif. This dispositif should address the 

situation, which means to shape this urgent need properly. This dispositif should put an end 

to a long and brutal history of invasions, dominations, and violence in Timor-Leste. 

Consequently, and most importantly, to shape the urgent need properly, this dispositif 

would have to address, simultaneously, the triangular narrative of: (1) security; by seeking 

to overcome Timorese ‘fragility’ by pursuing the institutional strengthening and 

(re)construction of its state and therefore attempting to avoid the transformation of Timor-

Leste into a ‘failed state’ within the international scenario; (2) development; by seeking to 

exercise a profound influence and supervision over several life-supporting processes of the 

Timorese population; and (3) peace; by pursuing a negative and positive peace and by 

underpinning the whole activity carried out by this dispositif with the normative 

framework shaped by the liberal peace argument. It is against this background that state-

building emerges as the fittest instrument to address the situation in Timor-Leste. 

 

Therefore, in this context, still considering the situation in Timor-Leste a “threat 

to peace and security”, the UN created on October 25
th
 1999, under resolution 1272 

(S/RES/1272), the United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET). 

The mission would have something unprecedented – it would be “endowed with overall 

responsibility for the administration of East Timor and will be empowered to exercise all 

legislative and executive authority, including the administration of justice” (Idem). The 

mission would be responsible for several activities such as: (1) to provide security and 

maintain the law; (2) to establish an effective administration; (3) to assist in the 

development of civil and social services; (4) to ensure the coordination and delivery of 

humanitarian assistance, rehabilitation and development assistance; (5) to support 

capacity-building for self-government; and (6) to assist in the establishment of conditions 

for sustainable development (Idem). 
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Therefore, all the power was with the UN and they would act to transform almost 

every part of Timor-Leste and Timorese life. Indeed, the general feeling was that not only 

it was urgent to act on Timor-Leste, but also, under the shared understanding that Timor-

Leste represented a “true meaning of emptiness”, it was understood that the UN had to 

literally “invent” Timor-Leste (Traub, 2000: 74). Indeed, according to Richmond (2011), 

the “Indonesian withdrawal and the conflict that ensued between pro-independence and 

pro-Indonesian supports, provided the platform for a standard liberal state-building 

programme” (2011: 84). This state-building programme, as many others in different parts 

of the globe, “focused on establishing a neoliberal state in one of the world’s remotest and 

poorest, territories” (Idem) if the globe. After all, at that time, Timor-Leste was already 

crystallized as an international urgent need, and nothing more ‘rational’ and ‘natural’ than 

the emergence of the state-building dispositif and its deployment to Timor-Leste. Most 

importantly, nothing more ‘natural’ than, through this state-building dispositif, 

transforming the overall disorderly situation of the country and normalize it by seeking to 

make Timor-Leste behave more like a ‘normal’ state of the international scenario, to make 

it resemble more like liberal democracies. After all, under the rationale of those working 

within the state-building dispositif, this is ‘the’ path to form a state and to achieve peace 

and prosperity. 

 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter process traces the path in which Timor-Leste became an urgent need within 

the international scenario. This is an essential element to the emergence of a dispositif. In 

the case of Timor-Leste, the country experienced a long history of violence and despair. 

This was a consequence of the fact of being a former colony of Portugal, invaded by Japan 

during the Word War II, and invaded and annexed by Indonesia on December 1975. 

Nevertheless, this whole process was simply invisible to the rest of the world. This 

situation began to change and Timor-Leste started to emerge as an international urgent 

need due to series of events, such as the highly broadcasted Santa Cruz massacre, the 

Nobel Prize awarded to José Ramos-Horta and the Bishop D. Carlos Filipe Ximenes Belo, 

the dinner of Nelson Mandela and Xanana Gusmão at the Presidential Palace in Jakarta, 

and the pre and post referendum violence. These events not only put Timor-Leste on the 
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map of the international media, but were also part of the process of construing the country 

as an international urgent need. This process reached its peak with the Referendum of 1999 

and deployment of INTERFET, after the Liquiçá Massacre, under Chapter VII of the UN 

Charter. The deployment of INTERFET both symbolically and legally crystallized the 

situation in Timor-Leste as a threat to international peace and security, as an international 

urgent need that should be addressed. As a result, a dispositif emerged in order to address 

this urgent need ‘properly’. Addressing the urgent need that Timor-Leste became meant 

that the dispositif should address essentially three aspects simultaneously – security, 

development and peace. It is at this point where the state-building dispositif, underpinned 

by the liberal peace normative framework, emerges as the fittest instrument to the task of 

addressing the situation in Timor-Leste properly and normalizing the country. 
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Chapter 4: The United Nation’s Engagement with Timor-Leste and its Shortcomings 

Although in a very limited manner, Timor-Leste was somehow under the United Nation’s 

(UN) radar for quite some time. One should remember, for instance, that: in late 1960’s the 

General Assembly (GA) positioned Timor-Leste in its ‘Non-Self-Governing Territories’ 

list; in mid-1970’s the UN immediately repudiated the Indonesian invasion of the territory 

and never recognized the Indonesian claim over the country; and since early 1980’s, at the 

request of the General Assembly (GA), successive Secretaries-Generals (SG) resorted to 

their good offices with Portugal and Indonesia holding regular talks with them and 

Timorese representatives, aiming at resolving the status of Timor-Leste. Nevertheless, the 

UN never had an actual presence in Timorese territory. The UN started to have a deeper 

relationship with Timor-Leste in 1999 when the Timorese tragedy became internationally 

visible and, most importantly, Timor-Leste emerged as an urgent need in the international 

scenario. This fact triggered the deployment of a vast state-building dispositif towards the 

country. Since 1999, the United Nations deployed five different peace operations to Timor-

Leste: UNAMET (1999), UNTAET (1999-2002), UNMISET (2002-2005), UNOTIL 

(2005-2006) and UNMIT (2006-2012). Timor-Leste stands out for having in its territory 

five consecutive UN peace operations. There is no other case in the UN with so many 

missions with different levels of engagement and depth of involvement. Collectively, the 

manner in which the UN sought to deal with Timor-Leste as an international urgent need 

constitute in an overall project “intended to end civil war and years of foreign oppression 

through the creation of liberal peace and the construction of an independent liberal 

democratic state” in Timor-Leste (Richmond and Franks, 2009: 83). 

 

This chapter discusses the UN engagement with Timor-Leste and its 

shortcomings. This, of course, does not intend to be an exhaustive account of each one of 

the missions deployed to the country. On the contrary, the intention is to present them so 

they can be understood not individually but collectively; which is more instructive to 

understand the UN engagement with Timor-Leste. This chapter is structured around five 

sections. The first section deals with the delineation of UN peace operations deployed to 

Timor-Leste bringing attention to the main elements and characteristics of each of them. 

The second section evinces the linearity of the mindset underpinning the UN conflict-
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transformation rationale which was behind the overall UN engagement with Timor-Leste, 

while the third one focuses on the reactive, rather than preventive, nature of this 

engagement. The fourth section sheds light on some structural shortcomings of the whole 

UN state-building process directed at Timor-Leste. Finally, the fifth section discusses the 

2006 crisis and also evinces several pivotal strands which were fundamental regarding the 

Timorese reality, but were clearly neglected by the UN state-building effort in the country 

and which are underneath the 2006 crisis. 

 

 

The United Nation’s Missions in Timor-Leste: An Overview 

The relationship between the UN and Timor-Leste only become denser when the country 

emerged as an international urgent need. The UN, after a tripartite negotiation with 

Portugal and Indonesia, was entrusted to organize and conduct a referendum in Timor-

Leste regarding their political future. On June 11
th

 1999, under the Security Council (SC) 

resolution 1246 (S/RES/1246) the SC established the United Nations Mission in East 

Timor (UNAMET). The mission was initially mandated to be on the field until August 31
st
 

1999. However, due to an environment of widespread violence and intimidation on the 

ground and to technical issues acknowledged by the SG himself (S/1999/830),  the 

mission’s end date was extended twice: firstly, under resolution 1257 (S/RES/1257), 

extending the end date to September 30
th

 1999; and secondly, under resolution 1262 

(S/RES/1262), until November 30
th
 1999. 

 

The mission’s mandate was “to organize and conduct a popular consultation” 

(S/RES/1246: 2), which was initially scheduled to happen on August 8
th

 1999, regarding 

the Indonesian autonomy proposal, which should be based on “a direct, secret and 

universal ballot” (Idem). In order to fulfill this mandate the mission had essentially three 

components: (1) a political one, which would be responsible for overseeing the political 

environment of the balloting process, in regards to fairness and the freedom of all the 

parties involved on the process to carry out their activities; (2) an electoral one, which 

would be responsible for everything related to the balloting process, namely the 

registration and the actual voting; and (3) an informational one, which would be 

responsible for explaining on the ground the terms of the Indonesian proposal, and the 
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consequences of each choice, and for providing information regarding the procedures of 

the voting (Ibidem). 

 

On August 30
th
 1999, the voting day, around 98% of the registered voters casted 

their vote and the vast majority of the Timorese (78.5%) voted against the autonomy 

proposal (Martin, 2001: 160; S/1999/944). This was a clear indication of the Timorese will 

for independence. Following the clear rejection of the autonomy proposal, the security 

situation deteriorated drastically and a massive violence, perpetrated by the TNI-sponsored 

militia, was experienced throughout the country (Teles, 1999: 411). Due to the widespread 

violence, the Indonesian government suffered a huge international pressure and agreed 

with an international intervention force to deal with the situation. Hence, on September 

15
th
, the SC, under resolution 1264 (S/RES/1264), authorized the deployment of an 

Australian-led multinational force – International Force in East Timor (INTERFET) – to 

Timor-Leste in order to handle the security situation. Notwithstanding the vast destruction 

found when arriving in Timor-Leste, not only in terms of infrastructures, but also in terms 

of people displaced, the actual direct violence in the country was successfully contained 

and controlled in a short period of time (Beauvais, 2001: 1103, footnote 10). 

 

It was only on October 19
th

 1999 that the Indonesian government formally 

recognized the Timorese rejection of its autonomy proposal. Only after this formal 

recognition of the referendum, the UN could begin the procedures to assist the Timorese 

on their road towards independence. Therefore, on the October 25
th
 1999, the SC, under 

resolution 1272 (S/RES/1272) Chapter VII of the UN Charter, established the United 

Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET) initially until January 31
st
 

2001. Later on, the mission would also be responsible for assisting the Timorese on two 

major elections: (1) on August 30
th
 2001, for the Constituent Assembly, which would be 

responsible for writing the Timorese Constitution and saw Fretilin (Frente Revolucionária 

de Timor-Leste Independente) winning 57.4% of the votes (UN, 2001); and (2) on April 

14
th
 2002, the Presidential election (which was won by Xanana Gusmão

52
) (UN, 2002b). 

Due to delays in the timetable of the elections, the mission was extended twice: (1) on 

                                                   
52 Xanana Gusmão won with 82.69% of the votes and run against Francisco Xavier do Amaral, who was the 

first President of Timor-Leste and had 17.31% of the votes on that election (UN, 2002b). 
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January 31
st
 2001, under resolution 1338 (S/RES/1338), until 31

st
 January 2002; and (2), 

January 31
st
 2002 under resolution 1392 (S/RES/1392), until May 20

th
 2002. 

 

The mission was essentially responsible for paving the Timorese road to 

independence and it was endowed with all the legislative, executive and judicial authority 

on the country (S/RES/1272). Therefore, the UN, in a unprecedented manner,
53

 actually 

assumed the sovereignty of the territory (Suhrke, 2001: 1; Richmond and Franks, 2009: 

87). Furthermore, the UN mission sought to act upon and shape nearly all aspects of not 

only the future Timorese state and but also of population’s lives. Notwithstanding all this 

power and the vast scope of the mission, it is important to notice that INTERFET still 

remained in command of the military operations in Timor-Leste. Only on February 2000 

the command was transferred from INTERFET to UNTAET (UN, 2006).  

 

In addition to the provision of security and the maintenance of the law and order 

throughout the territory, the mission was also responsible for several activities, such as:  

the development of civil and social services; the coordination and delivery of humanitarian 

assistance; and the assistance to the development of the country. Nevertheless, the pivotal 

objective of UNTAET was to establish a state administration; to literally create a Timorese 

state and support the Timorese on their path to legal independence. Essentially, UNTAET 

was responsible for both creating the fundamental political bases of the future Timorese 

state and to form its police and defense forces. This would be pursued essentially through 

something that literally became a permanent mantra throughout all the engagements 

between the UN and Timor-Leste – ‘capacity-building’ (S/RES/1272). 

 

In order to fulfill its mandate, the mission was structured around three main 

components: (1) a governance and public administration one, which, through ‘good 

governance’, would oversee the development of governance, administrative and rule of law 

activities, and would head, in addition to the work of the district administrators, five 

divisions – (a) judicial affairs, (b) civilian police, (c) economic, financial, and development 

affairs, (d) public services, and (e) electoral operations; (2) humanitarian assistance and 

                                                   
53 The UN already had similar missions, such as UNTAC (United Nations Transitional Authority in 

Cambodia) in Cambodia and UNMIK (United Nations Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo) in 

Kosovo. Nevertheless, UNTAET was much deeper than them (Richmond and Franks, 2009: 87). 
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emergency rehabilitation, which would be responsible for ensuring a comprehensive 

delivery of humanitarian assistance, facilitate the reintegration of the displaced persons and 

refugees, and to undertake emergency rehabilitation of the critical infrastructures and 

services, to promote social well-being and the restoration of the civil society; and (3) a 

military one, which, with the approved strength of up to 8,950 troops and up to 200 

military observers, would be responsible for maintaining a secure environment throughout 

the Timorese territory (S/RES/1272). 

 

Before the restoration of the Timorese independence, which would happen on 

May 20
th
 2002, the UN established, under resolution 1410 (S/RES/1410) and still under 

Chapter VII, the United Nations Mission of Support in East Timor (UNMISET), which 

would be mandated, initially, until May 20
th

 2003. The mission was responsible chiefly for 

assisting the development of the newly independent Timorese state. As already indented in 

the mandate, and also due to the very unstable security environment, UNMISET was 

extended three times: (1), on 19
th
 May 2003, under resolution 1480 (S/RES/1480) until 20

th
 

May 2004; (2), on May 14
th

 2004, under resolution 1543 (S/RES/1543) until November 

20
th
 2004; and, (3), on November 16

th
 2004, under resolution 1573 (S/RES/1573) until 

May 20
th

 2005. 

 

In order to assist Timor-Leste to attain self-sufficiency, the mission’s mandate had 

essentially three aims: (1) “to provide assistance to core administrative structures critical to 

the viability and political stability” of Timor-Leste; (2) “to provide interim law 

enforcement and public security and to assist in the development of a new law enforcement 

agency”; and (3) “to contribute to the maintenance of the external and internal security” 

(S/RES/1410). The manner in which these objectives would be pursued was, once again, 

through ‘technical’ assistance and ‘capacity-building’. In order to achieve these aims, the 

mission was structured around three components: (1) a military one, which would be 

composed by an initial strength of up to 5000 troops, including 120 military observers; (2) 

a civilian police one, which would be initially composed by 1250 officers; and (3) a 

civilian one, composed by three units: (a) a civilian support group, (b) a serious crimes 

unit, and (c) a human rights unit (Idem). 
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In spite of a violent environment on the ground and the persistence of some 

alarming challenges, which will be later delineated in this chapter, the UN presence in 

Timor-Leste, in the form of a heavy peace operation, was scaled down in 2005 and 

UNMISET ended on May 20
th

 2005. However, the UN presence continued to be felt in 

Timor-Leste. It was felt not only through its agencies, but also in terms of a mission, 

though lighter than the previous ones. On April 28
th
 2005, the SC, under resolution 1599 

(S/RES/1599), established the United Nations Office in Timor-Leste (UNOTIL). The 

mission, which was mandated initially until May 20
th

 2006, was thought to be an UN 

political mission in Timor-Leste whose main objective would be to consolidate the 

activities carried out by UNMISET. 

 

According to the mandate (S/RES/1599), the mission had three objectives, 

namely: (1) to support the development of critical state institutions; (2) to support further 

development of the police and of the Border Patrol Unit; (3) to provide training regarding 

democratic governance and human rights; and (4) to monitor and review progress of all the 

previous objectives. Once again, the manner in which these objectives would be pursued 

would be, similarly to all the engagements of the UN with Timor-Leste, ‘capacity-

building’ through the mentoring and advising of the experts. Therefore, to fulfill these 

objectives, the UN dispatched several advisers, which would be totaling 45 directed to 

objective one, 75 to objective two, and 10 to objective three. They would focus on 

transferring skills and knowledge in order to build capacity of the Timorese public 

institutions (Idem). Notwithstanding the fact that UNOTIL was a narrower mission in 

terms of scope, the mission was still very much focused on ‘capacity-building’ the state 

structures and the structuring of the Timorese governance.  

 

This was a mission that represented the process of scaling down, and phasing out, 

of the UN in Timor-Leste. Nevertheless, nearly a year after the beginning of this process, 

on April-May 2006, Timor-Leste and particularly the capital Dili experienced a bloody 

wave of violence. Oliver Richmond and Jason Franks (2009), for instance, go as far as 

saying that Dili “exploded into gang violence, type of which had not been seen since the 

Indonesian withdraw in 1999” (2009: 84). Responding to a request of the Timorese 

government to the UN (S/2006/319), an international force, the Australian-led Joint Task 
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Force 631
54

 – the International Stabilization Force (ISF) – was deployed on May 27-30
th

 

2006 to deal with the situation (CIGI, 2009: 3). These events had a big impact within the 

UN and lead the Security Council to extend UNOTIL’s mandate three times.
55

 In fact, the 

UN was trying to buy some time before figuring out how to deal with a devastating process 

that became known as the 2006 crisis, which will be delineated later on this chapter, and 

the kind of engagement it would have with Timor-Leste from that time onwards. A crisis 

that began with discrimination complains within the Timorese army, escalated so seriously 

that had grave consequences in several different dimensions: humanitarian, economic, 

political, security, social, to name just a few. 

 

In order to respond to this severe and multi-dimensioned situation, on August 25
th
 

2006, under resolution 1704 (S/RES/1704), the Security Council decided for the 

establishment of a fifth peace operation. It established a multidimensional integrated 

mission – the United Nations Integrated Mission in Timor-Leste (UNMIT) – which was 

mandated until February 25
th

 2007, but there was already the intention to renew it for 

further periods until its end on December 31
st
 2012. The mission’s mandate was extremely 

vast and dealt with several dimensions. This is demonstrated by the fact that UNMIT had 

nothing less than fourteen objectives. Apart from protecting UN personnel and property, 

and monitoring and reviewing the progress of its activities, the mission should 

(S/RES/1704): (1) support the government and its institutions enhancing their democratic-

governance culture, as well as facilitate the national reconciliation process; (2) support all 

aspects of the presidential and parliamentary elections scheduled for 2007, which included 

technical support, policy advice, verification, as well as all the security arrangements; (3) 

restore and maintain public security, including law enforcement, in the country until the 

reconstitution of the national police (Polícia Nacional de Timor-Leste - PNTL in 

Portuguese), and support the national police through training and institutional 

strengthening; (4) support the state in the maintenance of a continuous presence in three 

border districts; (5) assist the government in reviewing its security sector, which meant 

                                                   
54 The Force was consisted of a 2500-man-strong force composed by Australian, New Zealander and 
Malaysian troops, in addition to a large contingent of Australian Federal Police (AFP) officers (CIGI, 2009: 

3; Richmond and Franks, 2009: 84). Portugal also sent a bilateral force composed by members of its National 

Guard (GNR – Guarda Nacional Republicana in Portuguese). 

55 The extensions were all on 2006 (S/RES/1677; S/RES/1690; S/RES/1703). 
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reforming the whole security framework, including the armed forces, the ministry of 

defense, the police and the ministry of interior, through advising and capacity-building; (6) 

build capacity of governmental institutions in areas where specialized expertise was 

required, such as the justice sector; (7) further strength the national institutional and 

societal capacity, as well as instruments for monitoring and reporting the human rights 

situation, and promote justice, including for women and children; (8) facilitate relief and 

recovery assistance; (9) assist in the implementation of relevant recommendations in the 

Secretary-General’s report on Justice and Reconciliation, including the assistance of the 

Office of the Prosecutor-General and the provision of personnel to resume the activities of 

the former Serious Crime Unit; (10) cooperate with other UN agencies and support 

Government and relevant institutions, in designing poverty reduction and economic growth 

policies and strategies to achieve the development plan of Timor-Leste; (11) mainstream 

gender, children and youth perspectives through policies, programs, and activities; and 

(12) provide information to the population regarding the 2007 election, disseminate the 

work of UNMIT, and build local media capacity. 

 

In order to achieve these objectives, the SG recommended the mission to be 

structured along three components: (1) a police one, which would comprise of up to 1608 

police personnel and should be responsible for maintaining law and order, advising and 

assisting the rebuilding of PNTL and help the police in providing a secure environment 

during the pre-election and post-election phases (S/2006/628: 34); (2) a military one, 

which would be composed essentially by 34 military liaison and staff officers, and in 

addition to providing the security for the mission’s headquarters, would be responsible for 

assisting the UN police when necessary in terms of public security, to provide liaison with 

the international security force, and also to provide advice to the Timorese security forces 

(Idem); and (3) a civilian component, which should engage with a wide range of 

dimensions, such as – political affairs, planning and best practices, elections, legal affairs, 

human rights and transitional justice, administration of justice, democratic governance, 

economic development, humanitarian affairs, gender, HIV/AIDS, public information and 

outreach, joint operations and joint mission analysis centers, and some administrative tasks 

(Ibidem: 36-40). All these areas would be pursued through the same UN modus operandi 

so far in its engagement with Timor-Leste – ‘capacity-building’ through experts. 
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Unsurprisingly, UNMIT’s mandate was extended six times
56

. The mission’s mandate was 

extended several times due to an unsecure and violent environment in Timor-Leste 

(including gang violence and an attack, on February 2008, against the President and the 

Prime Minister) and because of two major election seasons, for both the Parliament and the 

Presidency, scheduled to take place in the country.  

 

The first election season, from April to June 2007,
57

 saw José Ramos-Horta being 

elected President, in a second round, with nearly 70% of the votes.
58

 On the Parliamentary 

elections, Fretilin, led by Mari Alkatiri, had around 29% of the votes.
59

 On the second 

election season, during the first semester of 2012,
60

 it was Taur Matan Ruak, the last 

commander of Falintil (Forças Armadas de Libertação e Independência de Timor-Leste), 

who was sworn in as President of Timor-Leste with nearly 60% of the votes.
61

 A few 

months later, during the Parliamentary elections, the party led by Xanana Gusmão, 

Congresso Nacional de Reconstrução de Timor-Leste (National Congress for the Reconstruction of 

Timor-Leste
62

 - CNRT in Portuguese), was the first-most voted with nearly 36% of the 

votes. It was only after Xanana Gusmão was sworn in as the country’s President, that the 

UNMIT, on 31
st
 December 2012, ended its mandate. Table 4.1 below provides a 

comprehensive overview of the UN-sanctioned missions deployed to Timor-Leste 

regarding their dates, resolutions and extensions. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
56 The extensions were: (1) on 2007 (S/RES/1745), (2) on 2008 (S/RES/1802), (3) on 2009 (S/RES/1867), (4) 

on 2010 (S/RES/1912), (5) on 2011 (S/RES/1969), and finally (6) on 2012 (S/RES/2037). 

57 The presidential elections had two rounds: the first one happening on April 9th and the second one on May 

9th 2007. The parliamentary elections happened on June 30th 2007. 

58 For the detailed results of each candidate of the presidential elections of 2007, see (STAE, 2007b). 

59 For the detailed results of the parliamentary elections of 2007, see (STAE, 2007a). 

60 The Presidential elections took place on March-April 2012; the first round on March 17th and the second 

round on April 16th 2012. The Parliament elections took place on July 7th 2012. 

61 For the detailed results of each candidate of the presidential elections of 2012, see (STAE, 2012). 

62 At that time, CNRT had Xanana Gusmão as President and José Ramos-Horta and Mario Carrascalão as 

Vice-Presidents. 
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Table 4.1: UN-Sanctioned Peace Operations Deployed to Timor-Leste 

Missions UNAMET INTERFET UNTAET UNMISET UNOTIL UNMIT 

Resolution S/RES/1246 S/RES/1264 S/RES/1272 S/RES/1410 S/RES/1599 S/RES/1704 

Initial 

Mandate 

From June 11
th
 

1999 

Until August 

31
st
 1999 

From 

September 15
th
 

1999 

Until February 

28
th
 2000 

From October  

25
th
 1999 

Until January 

31
st
 2001 

From May 20
th
 

2002 

Until May 20
th
 

2003 

From May 20
th
 

2005 

Until May 20
th
 

2006 

From August 

25
th
 2006 

Until February 

25
th
 2007 

Extensions 

Until 

September 30
th
 

1999 

S/RES/1257 

 
Until January 

31
st
 2002 

S/RES/1338 

Until May 20
th
 

2004 

S/RES/1480 

Until June 20
th
 

2006 

S/RES/1677 

Until February 

26
th
 2008 

S/RES/1745 

Until 

November 30
th
 

1999 

S/RES/1262 

Until May 20
th
 

2002 

S/RES/1392 

Until 

November 20
th
 

2004 

S/RES/1543 

Until August 

20
th
 2006 

S/RES/1690 

Until February 

26
th
 2009 

S/RES/1802 

  

Until May 20
th
 

2005 

S/RES/1573 

Until August 

25
th
 2006 

S/RES/1703 

Until February 

26
th
 2010 

S/RES/1867 

  

Until February 

26
th
 2011 

S/RES/1912 

Until February 

26
th
 2012 

S/RES/1969 

Until December 

31
st
 2012 

S/RES/2037 

 

 

The Linear Mindset in the UN Engagement with Timor-Leste 

Observing the UN engagement with Timor-Leste, the first thing that strikes the analyst is 

the width and depth of the scope the missions. After all, it is more than clearly observable 

that UN activities included, for instance: the actual sovereignty over the territory; the 

creation of state institutions and the structuring of their modus operandi; actions taken in 

the realm of population’s health, education, and others; and even the fostering, through the 
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power-denying notion of ‘good governance’ and ‘capacity-building’, of certain values – 

liberal democratic ones. Secondly, another thing that stands out, while analyzing the UN 

peace operations deployed to Timor-Leste, is their number and their duration. Timor-Leste 

was subject of five UN peace operations and they were on Timorese soil for more than a 

decade. As already indicated, no other case in the UN was subject to this kind of 

engagement. Nevertheless, in addition to all this, there is another element of the whole UN 

interaction with Timor-Leste that does not stand out so clearly while analyzing it and that 

even pass unnoticed by an inattentive analyst – its underpinning linear mindset. It is only 

by taking a step back and seeking to understand the UN peace operations deployed to 

Timor-Leste collectively that it is possible to perceive the linearity of the conflict-

transformation approach, underpinning the UN peace rationale, behind the whole UN 

engagement with Timor-Leste.
63

  

 

This, obviously, does not mean that one can find a carbon copy of the UN peace 

rationale on the ground. Furthermore, it is certainly very difficult to clearly delineate each 

distinct conflict-resolution instrument adopted by the UN when analyzing ‘post-conflict’ 

environments. Indeed, it is even harder to look at the reality on the ground, on any ‘post-

conflict’ scenario, where there are more gray zones than clear-cut phases and conflict-

resolutions instruments overlap, and seek to precisely outline which phase of the conflict is 

developing or even to match it with a conflict-resolution instrument. Notwithstanding the 

fact that it is impossible to find a perfect match between conflict phases and peace 

instruments, this step back makes it clearer that it was precisely that what was sought by 

the UN in Timor-Leste – to match different phases of the conflict with an analogous 

conflict-resolution instrument. Taking this step back and understanding the UN peace 

operations as a whole also clarifies not only the fact that the UN deployed to Timor-Leste 

most of its peace instruments, but also, and most importantly, their linear progression, 

which went from peacemaking to peacebuilding. Indeed, it is perceptible that, collectively, 

each phase of the conflict was correspondent to an UN conflict-resolution instrument. 

Michael Smith and Moreen Dee (2006: 454-455), for instance, also point to this matter. 

Hence, the delineation developed below builds upon their work and goes further. In fact, a 

                                                   
63 Part of the research of this section was developed under the European-Union-funded COST Short Term 

Scientific Mission at the Brussels-based think-tank GRIP (Groupe de Recherche et d'Information sur la Paix 

et la Sécurité) under the reference ECOST-STSM-IS0805-050911-007628. 
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more comprehensive understanding of this picture is achieved by bringing to the scene 

periods of UN engagement with Timor-Leste that the authors overlook, namely the UN 

Secretary-General’s good offices and negotiations that reached the May 5
th

 1999 

agreements, UNOTIL and UNMIT.  

 

The first peace instrument used in the UN engagement with Timor-Leste might be 

characterized as peacemaking. The peacemaking, as a conflict-resolution instrument,  for 

the UN “normally includes measures to address conflicts in progress and usually involves 

diplomatic action to bring hostile parties to a negotiated agreement” (2008: 17). In Timor-

Leste, therefore, the peacemaking phase might be argued to involve all the SG’s good 

office efforts and all the negotiations, developed under the UN auspices, which led to the 

agreement signed in New York on May 5
th

 1999. As already mentioned, this agreement 

would determine the establishment of a mission designed to carry out and supervise a 

Timorese referendum on the Indonesian autonomy proposal. Indeed, the process of ballot 

conduction, and therefore the UNAMET, should also be understood as part of this 

peacemaking phase since it was not only a direct consequence of the negotiations, but also 

because this process was as a pivotal element of bringing all the key parties of the conflict 

– Timorese, Indonesians, and Portuguese – together. 

 

In addition to the peacemaking, Timor-Leste was also subject to the deployment 

of the instrument of peace enforcement. As aforementioned, the peace enforcement 

instrument is understood by the UN (2008: 18) as the employment, under the authorization 

of the SC, of coercive actions, which certainly include the use of the military force, in 

order to deal with a situation which the SC understands to be a threat to international peace 

and security. In the case of Timor-Leste, this instrument might perfectly be understood to 

be deployed twice. The first occurrence was with the deployment of the INTERFET 

mission, which was a military mission that sought to restore order in Timor-Leste right 

after the announcement of the rejection by the Timorese of the autonomy proposal offered 

by the Indonesian government. This peace instrument was also deployed, for a second 

time, to Timor-Leste with the deployment of the International Stabilization Force (ISF) in 

order to respond to the April-May 2006 crisis. 
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The third peace instrument deployed to Timor-Leste was peacekeeping. As 

already aforementioned, peacekeeping, as a conflict-resolution instrument, for the UN 

(2008) is understood as “a technique designed to preserve the peace, however fragile, 

where fighting has been halted, and to assist in implementing agreements achieved by the 

peacemakers” (2008: 18). In the case of Timor-Leste, one might understand that this 

instrument was more present, although in different degrees, during the period of the 

missions of UNTAET, UMISET and UNMIT. In these periods, not only there was, in the 

UN’s eyes, a ‘peace’ to be kept, but also the UN was a fundamental element in the very 

maintenance of the security of the country. In fact, for some periods, and not short ones, 

the UN was de facto responsible for this realm. Indeed, this responsibility, in different 

periods, was materialized in the form of the actual policing of the country and the 

responsibility of even the security of the borders. 

 

Lastly, the other peace instrument that Timor-Leste was subjected to was the 

peacebuilding. This instrument is understood by the UN (2008) as already mentioned, as a 

conflict-resolution instrument that “involves a range of measures targeted 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” 

(2008: 18). Aiming to address “the deep-rooted, structural causes of violent conflict”, it 

concentrates its activities on “the functioning of society and the State, and seek to enhance 

the capacity of the State to effectively and legitimately carry out its core functions” (Idem). 

Hence, the main objective of this instrument is to create the conditions for a sustainable 

and long-lasting peace. Observing the UN engagement with Timor-Leste, this instrument 

might be understood as being present, in different degrees, during the missions of 

UNTAET and UNMIT. This instrument, due to the scaling down of the UN presence on 

the field, became reduced at the UNOTIL. Nevertheless, as a response to the 2006 crisis, 

this peace instrument became deeper and wider with UNMIT. The deployment of different 

peace instruments during the UN engagement with Timor-Leste would have, roughly 

speaking, the picture of Figure 4.1 below. 
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Figure 4.1: The UN Conflict-Resolution Rationale Present in Timor-Leste 
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Source: Adapted from (Smith and Dee, 2006: 455). 

 

In this figure it is clear that the conflict-resolution instruments deployed to Timor-

Leste were seeking not only to deal with the amount of violence that was perceived on the 

ground but also to mach a phased and linear understanding of the conflict and its 

transformation. This linear and phased understanding of the conflict-cycle
64

 means less a 

clear-cut delimited phase sequence of each instrument than the progression from 

peacemaking towards peacebuilding, with several overlapping and grey zones among the 

peace instruments. In fact, this is precisely the kind of understanding that underpins the 

UN rationale regarding its approach to peace, which is delineated in the Capstone Doctrine 

(UN, 2008: 19). 

 

From the period of the UN Secretary-General’s good offices to the period of the 

UNMIT, the UN engagement with Timor-Leste might be characterized as passing through 

nearly all conflict-resolution instruments; going from peacemaking to peacebuilding. The 

point here is certainly not to distinctly and decisively divide the Timorese situation into 

clear-cut periods. Instead, the point is precisely to evince that this kind of a linear rationale, 

although hardly feasible in reality, was behind the UN engagement with Timor-Leste. In 

                                                   
64 For more in regards to the phases of a conflict, see for instance (Ramsbotham et al., 2005: 11-12). 
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fact, until the April-May 2006 crisis, it could even be argued that Timor-Leste passed 

through the whole conflict-cycle. Therefore, being subject to nearly all conflict-resolution 

instruments designed to the whole conflict cycle, Timor-Leste, under this rationale, should 

be characterized at that time as a country experiencing a strong path of development. 

However, this could not be farer from the reality on the ground. Indeed, the 2006 crisis 

came to prove precisely the opposite. The crisis evinced the fragile basis of the linear and 

phase mindset underpinning the UN conflict-resolution rationale, and consequently, of the 

whole engagement with Timor-Leste. 

 

This linear and phased conflict-resolution approach, if successful, could make a 

positive and strong argument for this kind of understanding in regards to the 

transformation of violent conflicts throughout the globe with Timor-Leste as its best-case 

example. Nevertheless, the mere occurrence of the 2006 and 2008 crises, along with the 

very slow development of the country, shows precisely the opposite. It makes the case, at 

least, for the severe questioning, if not the entire rethinking, of this linear rationale, which 

underpins the UN rationale in general and its engagement with Timor-Leste, in particular. 

Instead, precisely the opposite occurred. Due to the depth of the UN intervention, the 

number of missions, the range of the instruments deployed and of the activities performed, 

Timor-Leste has, more than any other ‘post-conflict’ country, to be a successful case. 

Since so much is at stake for the UN in the case Timor-Leste, namely the whole conflict-

resolution rationale and peacebuilding approach of the organization, rather than rethinking 

its approach, Timor-Leste is increasingly presented as a success. Otherwise, the very 

credibility of this kind of rationale and of the UN as a conflict-transformation actor would 

be imperiled. This, more than any achievement on the ground or the kind of peace created, 

is a pivotal reason of the effort of portraying of Timor-Leste as a successful case of 

conflict transformation. 

 

 

The Reactive Nature of the UN Engagement with Timor-Leste   

In addition to its linearity, the UN engagement with Timor-Leste has another distinct 

characteristic – its reactive, rather than preventive, character. The persistent reactive nature 

of the UN approach towards Timor-Leste is perceived since the very beginning of the 
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engagement. One might think, for instance, notwithstanding the Good Offices exercised by 

successive SGs since early 1980’s, the UN hardly sought to prevent the successive 

violence in Timor-Leste. In fact, the UN engagement with Timor-Leste only became 

denser, on late 1990’s, as a reaction to the fact that the harsh and violent condition under 

which the Timorese lived became internationally visible and Timor-Leste emerged as an 

urgent need in the international scenario. Indeed, this reactive nature is perceived 

persistently throughout the whole UN engagement with the country, when the mission’s 

mandates were certainly modified, adapted and extended, but constantly in a reactive 

manner, rather than in a preventive one. 

  

On June 11
th

 1999, taking into account the SG’s report to the Security Council
65

 

(S/1999/595), UNAMET was established to conduct the Timorese referendum, which was 

initially scheduled for August 8
th
 1999. Nevertheless, the environment in Timor-Leste was 

already tense before the signing of the tripartite agreements. The bloody violence 

perpetrated by the militias, with the consent of the Indonesian military, made UNAMET 

organize the referendum within a very unstable environment. The cases of destruction, 

violence and intimidation, were recurrent. Reacting to such unsecure scenario and to some 

technical issues regarding the organization of the referendum (S/1999/830), the actual 

voting date had to be postponed to August 30
th

 (Kingsbury, 2009: 72). Consequently, the 

UN had to extend the end date of UNTAET until September 30
th
. 

 

In order to prepare the UN role in Timor-Leste after the referendum results the SG 

(S/1999/862) recommended the restructuration of the mission, which was accepted by the 

SC. Therefore, on August 27
th
, under resolution 1262 (S/RES/1262), UNTAET’s mandate 

was again extended, until November 30
th

, and incorporated the following components: (1) 

an electoral unit, which would, depending of the results, either work on the elections of a 

Regional Council if autonomy is accepted or the coming elections if the proposal gets 

rejected; (2) a civilian police one, which would be composed by up to 460 personnel and 

would both “to continue to advise the Indonesian police and to prepare for the recruitment 

                                                   
65 As it will be further explored later on the thesis, the Secretary-General’s reports to the Security Council 

(SGRSC) constitute a valuable instrument of making the situation in Timor-Leste ‘visible’, and a valuable 

instrument to asses, monitor and correct the conducts performed on the ground. The missions, and 

consequently the actions on the field, were constantly monitored by these recurrent reports and properly 

adjusted based on them. 
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and training of the new East Timorese police force”; (3) a military one, which, while being 

increased to 300 officers and deployed to the 13 districts, it would, in addition to inform 

the UN Special Representative (UNSR) in regards to security matter, make a liaison work 

with the Indonesian military, the pro-integration militias and the Falintil; (4) a civil affairs 

one, which would also be deployed to the 13 districts and be responsible for advising the 

UNSR regarding the political environment on the ground and impacts on the political 

stability of Timor-Leste. In addition, this component would be responsible for maintaining 

a liaison with the Indonesian authorities and other actors on the ground, promoting the 

respect for the rule of law and human rights, and providing humanitarian assistance as well 

ensuring timely contingency planning for potential humanitarian problems after the 

elections; and (5) the continuation of the informational one. 

 

Nevertheless, the mission neither sought nor was equipped to prevent a fairly 

possible consequence of the referendum results in case of a clear choice for independence 

– the extreme violence of the militias. The country experienced a wave of disappearances, 

rapes, murders, looting, forced dislocations of the population, deportations, and all sorts of 

destruction of the infrastructures and houses (Teles, 1999: 411). Kingsbury (2009: 75), for 

instance, remembers that “most of the territory’s buildings had been burned by the TNI and 

its proxy militias”. In fact, the destruction was not limited to the infrastructure (which 

more than 70% was destructed); it also reached people’s lives. Indeed, nearly 2,000 people 

was killed, around 230,000 forced to go to West Timor, and other several hundred 

thousand were internally displaced (Beauvais, 2001: 1103). As a reaction to the large-scale 

violence experience in Timor-Leste, the UN sanctioned the deployment of INTERFET to 

the country in order to cope with the situation. 

 

As a consequence of the referendum results, the UN would assist the Timorese on 

its road towards independence and, taking into account the SGRSC (SG, 1999), UNTAET 

was established. Regarding the path to independence, the National Council of Timorese 

Resistance (CNRT in Portuguese) – which was the umbrella organization for all the pro-

independence supporters during the referendum and which continued to be a pivotal actor 

afterwards – understood, in SG’s (S/2001/42) perception of the Timorese political reality, 

that it should be a two-phased process: (1) the composition of a Constituent Assembly; 
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and, (2) the Constitution drafting. On that same report, the SG admits that the timetable for 

the first elections, which were planned for the end of 2001, might be postponed due to 

several reasons, including security. Therefore, merely reacting in regards to the situation, 

the SC, welcoming the SG’s (S/2001/42) recommendations extended the UNTAET’s 

mandate for one year. 

 

During this time, it was still on debate whether the Constituent Assembly would 

be later sworn in as the country’s first legislature or another round of elections would be 

necessary. This debate divided major Timorese political actors. On the one hand, the 

former argument was supported mainly by Fretilin’s Mari Alkatiri and Francisco “Lu-Olo” 

Guterres. Fretilin was expected to have a big victory on the elections for the Constituent 

Assembly and, consequently, having the majority of a future Parliament. On the other 

hand, the latter argument was advanced majorly by Xanana Gusmão and his supporters. 

They had very little to lose and certainly a lot to gain with another election taking place 

(Kingsbury, 2009: 100). 

 

On August 30
th
 2001, the Timorese voted for the Constituent Assembly. In that 

election, which had a turnout of over 90%, the Timorese elected 88 members. As 

anticipated, the Fretilin won 55 seats, which represented a convincing majority of the seats 

available
66

 (UN, 2001; Kingsbury, 2009: 100-101). After this election, a new Council of 

Ministers, all Timorese, sworn into office and this council along with the Constituent 

Assembly, was responsible for leading Timor-Leste during the period before its 

independence (UN, 2002a). Reacting to the coming Presidential elections (which were won 

by Xanana Gusmão) and to the prospect of the declaration of the Timorese restoration of 

the independence to be postponed to May 20
th

 2002, the SC, welcoming the SG’s 

(S/2002/80) recommendation, extended the mission’s mandate until this date. In fact, May 

20
th
 2002 represented three main events in Timorese political scene, namely: (1) the 

Constituent Assembly was transformed into the first Timorese Parliament,
67

 elevating Mari 

                                                   
66 In order to see the numbers of the seats won by each of the parties on the election race, see for instance 

(UN, 2001). 

67 This movement, lead by Fretilin, still has important repercussions on current Timorese political scene. Two 

examples of it, to name a few, are for instance: (1) Xanana Gusmão forming majority government with other 

minority parties, and bypassing Fretilin on the 2007 legislative elections, notwithstanding the fact that 

Fretilin actually won the elections; and (2) Xanana Gusmão forming a government coalition with other 
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Alkatiri, Fretilin’s Secretary-General, to Prime Minister (PM) and retaining the political 

power on Fretilin’s side; (2) Xanana Gusmão was sworn in; and (3) Timor-Leste formally 

entered into the international scenario as an independent state. During an event in Dili, 

where Xanaxa Gusmão and Mari Alkatiri were sworn in, the UN formally handed over the 

authority of the territory back to the Timorese, and the President Xanana Gusmão formally 

presented the UN SG Kofi Annan the Timorese request to join the UN (UN, 2006).  

 

Adapting to the new reality, a legally independent Timor-Leste, the UN, very 

much in line with the SG’s recommendations (S/2002/432), established UNMISET in 

order to assist the Timorese state. Reacting to the ‘inexistence of local expertise’ to fulfill 

posts on the Timorese state, the SG recommended a key element to the mission: the 

‘Civilian Support Group’, which was a group composed by 100 personnel dispatched to fill 

core functions within the newly independent state (S/RES/1410). They were a “small 

group of experts to provide critical assistance to the emergent Government” (S/2002/432: 

10). According to a previous SG’s assessment, the UN “has identified approximately 100 

core functions for which local expertise does not exist, but which are essential to the 

stability and functioning of government” (S/2001/983: 10).  

 

Their distribution rationale would be the following: “[t]wo thirds of these 

positions are intended as mentoring functions (advisory and training), and one third would 

be direct line functions” (Idem). The areas covered would be public finance, banking, 

justice, infrastructure, and other positions necessary for maintaining government 

functioning (Idem). The SG recommended their distribution to be: “financial and central 

services (42); internal systems in the Council of Ministers, the Chief Minister’s office and 

various ministers (27); essential services, such as water and sanitation, power, roads, 

housing, ports, and health (17); and the legal/justice systems (14)” (S/2002/432: 11). They 

would provide expertise as well as to ‘capacity-build’ the Timorese government. 

Therefore, they were the ones who actually run critical positions in the Timorese state. 

Those were the ‘few’ people who would ‘assist’ in the UN’s objective of achieving 

Timor’s self-sufficiency and also those who would constantly monitor, assess and conduct 

                                                                                                                                                          
parties and possibly leaving Fretilin out of its next government, notwithstanding the fact that Fretilin was 

second-voted party on the last 2012 legislative elections. 
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behaviors on a micro-level. Through ‘advising’, they would be the ones ensuring that 

Timor-Leste behave accordingly – as a liberal state. 

 

Regarding UNMISET per se, the SG, due to his perception of a still unsecure 

environment (S/2003/243), recommended (S/2003/449) the extension of UNMISET’s 

mandate for another year, until May 20
th

 2004. The security environment in Timor-Leste, 

in the SG’s opinion, had a “sharp increase in the frequency and the magnitude of security-

related incidents” (S/2003/243: 2). He (Idem) mentions, for instance: (1) disturbances in 

Baucau from 18 to 26 of November 2002; (2) a protest in Dili, on December 4
th

 2002, 

which evolved from a protest in front of the Parliament building to a riot where several 

buildings were put on fire, including houses owned by the PM’s and his family, and the 

mosque of Dili was damaged (including the houses of its compound which were burned). 

In these riots, seventeen Timorese were injured by the gunshots and two of them died; (3) a 

event, on January 3
rd

 2003, that a group of nearly 30 armed men, with automatic weapons, 

attacked villages near Atsabe, in the district of Ermera. In these attacks, five people were 

killed; (4) another event, on February 24
th

 2003, where a small group of armed men, with 

semi-automatic weapons, attacked a bus that was going from Maliana, in Bobonaro, to 

Dili. In this attack, two people were killed and five injured; and (5) the credible evidence 

suggesting the return of the militias and armed groups in the country. These incidents, in 

the SG’s understanding, exposed both the scope of the issues that might emerge in the 

future and the inadequacy of the means available to address these issues (S/2003/243). 

Therefore, he concluded that the downsizing and phasing out phases had to be rescheduled 

(Idem). 

 

The security environment, once more, led the UN to revise both military and 

policing strategies (S/2003/243) and also exposed the shortage of preventive measures. 

Furthermore, it was clear that the challenges that Timor-Leste would face after 20
th

 May 

2004, the forecasted date for UNMISET’ end, would be great. It was patent that the 

previous understanding that Timor-Leste would be self-sufficient in two years was 

unrealistic. In fact, the SG acknowledges that the plan was prepared “at a time of 

optimism” (S/2003/243: 1). Even Mari Alkatiri, Timor-Leste’s PM, asked UNMISET to 

remain for a period beyond May 2004 (PRTL, 2004). Hence, before the expiration of the 
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mission’s mandate, on February 13
th

 2004 (S/2004/117) and on April 29
th

 (S/2004/333), 

the SG recommended some structural changes. 

 

Therefore, accepting SG’s recommendations (S/2004/117; S/2004/333), 

UNMISET’s mandate was extended twice and structurally redesigned, firstly, to 

contemplate three objectives: (1) to support Timorese public administration, justice system 

and the field of serious crimes; (2) to support the development of the law enforcement, 

which would be responsible for a combination of operational and training tasks; and (3) to 

be a support for the security and stability of the country, which would be carried out by the 

military side of the mission. The manner in which these elements would be pursued did not 

change; it remained the actual performance of tasks and the mentoring and ‘capacity-

building’ through the deployment of advisers and experts; which would be composed by: 

58 civilian advisers,
68

 157 civilian police advisers,
69

 42 military liaison officers, 310 

formed troops and an International Response Unit composed by 125 individuals.  

 

Secondly, acknowledging SG’s (S/2004/888) further recommendations, 

UNMISET’s mandate was again extended and structurally modified. The SG perceived 

that several structural issues still remained unanswered. They were, for instance: (1) the 

fact that Timor-Leste had not yet reached the critical threshold of self-sufficiency; (2) the 

weakness and fragility of Timorese public administration, especially the finance, banking, 

and justice sectors (some of the ‘mentors’ were still performing critical tasks); and (4) the 

“formidable challenges” that PNTL still faced, including “a lack of professional skills and 

values, policing experience, necessary equipment and infrastructure, and management and 

coordination capabilities” (S/2004/888: 14). Notwithstanding the fact that none of these 

issues can be properly solved in six months, the end date of UNMISET remained May 20
th

 

of 2005. 

 

                                                   
68 These advisers would be divided in: “19 advisers in the area of finance, 16 in other key ministries, 

including those related to security, and 8 within other organs of government. It would also include 15 

advisers in justice-related areas, including 7 acting judges and judge mentors” (S/2004/333: 6). 

69 The advisers would essentially mentor and train the Timorese police, in light of the understanding that “all 

training and capacity building efforts would seek to reinforce respect for human rights and the rule of law, in 

accordance with international standards of policing” (S/2004/333: 9). 
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It was in such unstable environment that UNOTIL was established. Once more, 

the UN did not have a preventive approach. In fact, as it will be further discussed later on 

this chapter, the organization clearly neglected several fundamental strands of the 

Timorese reality. This neglect culminated on the 2006 crisis, which took place during the 

process of UN scaling down and almost a month from the end of UNOTIL. As a result of 

the bloody events of April-May 2006, the state institutions, including the police and the 

armed forces, simply melted, 38 people were dead, more than 1,650 houses in Dili were 

damaged or destroyed, and nearly 150,000 people were internally displaced (ICG, 2008: 

3). It was literally a humanitarian catastrophe. Reacting to the situation, the UN sanctioned 

the deployment of the international force – ISF. 

 

However, the violence and the crisis continued. In fact, more people died between 

August 2006 and February 2007 than during the crisis itself (ICG, 2008: 3). Moreover, in 

June 2006, there were several resignations: the Prime Minister, the Minister of Defence, 

the Minister of the Interior, and the Minister of Foreign Affairs, José Ramos Horta. Later, 

Ramos-Horta was sworn in as an interim Prime Minister (IFP, 2009: 9). The crisis led the 

UN, once more reactively, to successively extend UNOTIL’s mandate. These were serious 

developments and, on a report on August 8
th
 2006 (S/2006/628) the SG acknowledges that 

these violent events “were only the precursor to a political, humanitarian and security crisis 

of major dimensions with serious consequences for the young State of Timor-Leste” 

(Ibidem: 1). He reported that the “crisis led to the displacement of about two thirds of 

Dili’s inhabitants due to fears for their safety and the significant destruction of private 

housing” (Ibidem: 7). More than a short-term political crisis, he saw the crisis as a 

“complex one with political, institutional, historical, social and economic dimensions”, 

with deep and long-term issues to be addressed (Ibidem: 8). In reaction to the grave 

situation, the SG (S/2006/628) recommended the establishment of a multidimensional 

integrated mission.  

 

Therefore, the SC decided, in line with SG’s recommendation (S/2006/628), for 

the establishment of UNMIT. UNMIT’s mandate, once again reactively, was successively 

extended. The first extension was on late February 2007. The SG recommend the 

mandates’ extension because there were some serious challenges in the judicial sector, as 
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well as within the PNTL and the military, and “the security situation in the country 

remain[ed] volatile and the political climate fluid” (S/2007/50: 18). Another element that 

was causing instability in Timor-Leste was the gang groups’ violence; groups which were 

usually formed by martial art groups.
70

 From June 2006 to December 2007, more than a 

hundred people died and properties were destroyed due to constant political, communal 

and gang violence (CIGI, 2009: 4).  

 

In addition, UNMIT’s extension was intended also to cover the period of both the 

presidential and parliamentary elections, which were scheduled to take place in mid-2007. 

They could potentially trigger instability or even violence. The period of the elections, 

from April to June 2007, proceeded without major incidents, calm and with only few 

incidents of violence related to the campaigns (ICG, 2008: 3). The political problems and 

also violent events would come later with the formation of the government. After the 

Parliamentary elections, Fretilin, led by Mari Alkatiri, had most of the votes but the party 

did not have an absolute majority or the ability to form a majority government in coalition 

with other parties. The second-most voted party, Xanana Gusmão’s, had nearly 24% of the 

votes. However, bypassing Alkatiri and Fretilin, Xanana could forge an alliance with the 

third and fourth-most voted parties and formed a majority government named Alliance for 

a Parliamentary Majority (AMP). The announcement, on August 2007, by the President 

Ramos-Horta, that Xanana Gusmão and AMP would form the government led to some 

rioting, with many people with the Fretilin’s flag, and throwing of stones and burning 

down of buildings in Dili, Baucau and other places (ICG, 2008: 3). 

 

Near UNMIT’s end, another incident broke out on Dili’s streets. It was an attack 

against both the President and the Prime Minister. On 11
th

 February 2008, an armed group 

led by Alfredo Reinado, a former Commander of F-FDTL (Falintil-Forças de Defesa de 

                                                   
70 It should be noted that these martial arts groups is something that have its origins in the late 1980’s during 

the Indonesian occupation. Therefore, they are neither new nor completely outside the political framework. 

Some of these martial arts groups, in 2006, were even linked to established political parties – such as the 
Fretilin, the PD (Partido Democrático; Democratic Party in Portuguese), or the PSD (Partido Social 

Democrata; Social Democratic Party in Portuguese), to name a few – the security forces, pro-Indonesia 

militia, or were led by forms resistance fighters, such as the Colimau 2000, CPD-RDTL, Orsnaco, and the 

Sagrada Famiglia (Scambary, 2006: 4; Kingsbury, 2009: 153). The discussion of these groups is something 

that is outside the scope of this thesis. For more in regards to this subject, see for instance (Scambary, 2006; 

Kingsbury, 2009: 144-145; 152-153). 
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Timor-Leste – Falintil Defense Forces of Timor-Leste), attacked the President, José 

Ramos-Horta, and the Prime Minister, Xanana Gusmão. The attack resulted in a nearly 

fatal injury of the President and the killing of Reinado.
71

 Reacting to the attacks, 

condemning them “in the strongest possible terms”, and welcoming the SG’s (S/2007/711; 

S/2008/26) recommendations, the SC decided to extend UNMIT’s mandate once more. 

 

The mission’s mandate would be extended again four times. Firstly, until 

February 26
th

 2010, to support the local (suco) elections which were scheduled to take 

place on 2009 and due to the persistent fragile situation (S/RES/1867). Therefore, UNMIT 

was called to enhance efforts for “addressing critical political and security-related issues 

facing the country, including enhancing a culture of democratic governance” (Idem), and 

regarding the justice sector, and the security sectors reforms. Secondly, until 26
th

 February 

2011, due to the fact that some of the previous concerns continued, such as the rule of law, 

development, security, security sector reforms in regards to delineating roles and 

responsibilities of F-FDTL and PNTL, justice in regards to strengthening legal 

frameworks, and the enhancement of a culture of democratic governance (S/RES/1912). 

Thirdly, in reaction to the fact that parliamentary and presidential elections were scheduled 

for 2012, UNMIT’s mandate was once more extended. The mission should pay more 

attention to the police and armed forces, and focus on the security sector and justice 

reforms, through training, advising, and capacity-building and strengthening of institutions 

(S/RES/1969). Finally, UNMIT’s mandate was extended, until December 31
st
 2012 and 

accepting the SG’s (S/2012/43) recommendations, the process of scaling down was started. 

During the first semester of 2012, Timor-Leste held both the Presidential and the 

Parliamentary elections.
72

 This, in the eyes of the UN, was a major challenge not only for 

the Timorese political institutions, but also for the security forces. On May 20
th

 2012, Taur 

Matan Ruak was sworn in as President and a few months later, during after Parliamentary 

elections, Xanana Gusmão’s party (CNRT) was the winner. The period of both campaigns 

were relatively calm and with no widespread violence.
73

 Despite violent incidents which 

occurred when Xanana Gusmão announced that he would not form government with 

                                                   
71 For more on the 2008 attack, see for instance (Tanter, 2008). 

72 The first round of Presidential elections took place on March 17th and the second round on April 16th 2012. 

The Parliament elections took place on July 7
th

 2012. 

73 The author was an international electoral observer during the Parliamentary elections. 
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Fretilin, and after Xanana was sworn in, the UN thought that UNMIT’s job in the country 

was done and finished the mission. 

 

 

Some Structural Shortcomings of the UN Engagement with Timor-Leste 

Although the engagement with Timor-Leste is presented as a success case by the UN 

(Goldstone, 2004: 83), it had several serious shortcomings from its very beginning. One 

could begin, for instance, with the very structure of UNTAET. From its start, the mission 

had key internal structural contradictions. Firstly, one can definitely point towards the very 

tools assembled. UNTAET was essentially a state-building mission but it was equipped 

with peacekeeping tools (Suhrke, 2001). Consequently, UNTAET was a mission which 

was directed towards long-term objectives but was endowed with short-term instruments. 

One could also bring attention, for instance, to the lack of collaboration, or even 

competition, between the Department of Political Affairs (DPA) and the Department of 

Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), which certainly affected the structuring of the 

mission.
74

  

 

Secondly, the mission had no structure to accommodate the Timorese 

participation in the decision-making processes, neither within the administration of the 

mission itself nor through political consultation (Suhrke, 2001). One should remember that 

the UN was not mandated to create a Timorese state, organize the country as it wants and 

later hand it over the Timorese; instead, it was mandated to ‘assist’ the Timorese in this 

process. Therefore, the lack of a structure to incorporate the Timorese voice was a 

fundamental shortcoming. In fact, the failure to incorporate the Timorese participation 

“from the outset put UNTAET on a difficult course vis-a-vis the local population” (Ibidem: 

2). The subsequent missions, as it was already mentioned, had the intention of supporting 

the development of a post-independence state, namely through institution-building in, and 

strengthening, the governance, security and judicial dimensions. Nevertheless, the blocking 

of Timorese population remained constant. Indeed, according to Richmond (2011: 84-85), 

“the focus was on institutional development and on establishing liberal governance from 

the top down, ignoring the very politicized and active citizens of the new state”. Indeed, 
                                                   
74 Personal interview. Mónica Ferro, Portuguese Parliamentary (Lisbon, May 8th 2012). 
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due to the great, and myopic, focus on institution and ‘capacity building’ a whole set of 

political experience, history, culture and needs of the Timorese ended up being 

marginalized (Ibidem: 87). 

 

Paradoxically, an engagement that would aim to support the Timorese to build 

their state prevented, sometimes “methodologically”, the Timorese participation (Chopra, 

2002: 981). According to Chopra (2000: 32), this was even rooted in the planning phase of 

the UNTAET mission which did not include any real contact or participation of the 

representatives of Timor-Leste. Notwithstanding the effort made by Xanana Gusmão of 

outlining the Timorese role as a form of Transitional Council, this idea was rapidly 

rejected (Idem). The prevention of the Timorese participation, or information about the 

whole intervention, might also be observed in the very language on which the laws were 

written by UNTAET. Despite the fact that Timor-Leste has eighteen languages, the Tetum, 

despite differences of it between different regions of the country, worked from a long time 

as a sort of a lingua franca (Carvalho, 2001: 65). Nevertheless, very few of the legislative 

instruments were written in Tetum; only nine to be more precise. The whole set of 

Regulations, Directives, Executive Orders and Notifications promulgated by the UNTAET 

were available in English and Portuguese, some in Indonesian and very few in Tetum. 

Although the Portuguese language played a key role in the genesis of the Timorese cultural 

and national identity and also on the resistance movement (Ibidem: 70), the use of the 

Tetum was more widespread among the population. However, this fact was neglected by 

the UN. Notwithstanding the fact that the writing of the laws in Portuguese is a good sign; 

the indication that in any case of a divergence among translations of UNTAET legislation 

the English text is the one that prevails leaves little space for not interpreting the very 

language of the laws that the Timorese should comply as a barrier and an obstruction of the 

full participation of them on the whole process of rebuilding their own country. 

 

On the field, the Special Representative of the Secretary General and the 

Transitional Administrator, Sérgio Vieira de Mello,
75

 had all the powers in his hands since 

the UN Security Council convened all executive, legislative, and judiciary powers to the 

UNTAET. Vieira de Mello sought immediately to open a channel of communication with 

                                                   
75 For a decisive biographical account of Sérgio Vieira de Mello, see for instance (Power, 2008). 
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Xanana Gusmão, but this was not adequate to the huge task he had, since this approach 

was based on a very personal relationship rather than a more institutional and permanent 

one (Chopra, 2000). This was attempted when, on December 2
nd

 1999, a National 

Consultative Council was established to “provide advice to the Transitional Administrator 

on all matters related to the exercise of the Transitional Administrator’s executive and 

legislative functions” (UNTAET/REG/1999/2). However, they would not have any 

governing role, or greater say, whatsoever. The views and opinions of the Council were 

accepted only after the approval of Vieira de Mello (Chopra, 2000: 32). This widened even 

more the already existent gap between the UN’s de jure authority on the paper, and the 

CNRT’s de facto legitimacy on the field. 

 

This kind of engagement of the UN rested majorly on a sense that Timor-Leste 

was a sort of terra nullius which lacked the proper skills to develop, or to participate in the 

construction of, a state. Jarat Chopra (2002: 981), former Head of the Office of District 

Administration of UNTAET, was crystal-clear: the whole project was assumed as “an open 

season on institutional invention”. Therefore, local political and social structures, which 

had a broad reach and legitimacy throughout the population, and also cultural 

considerations, were ignored by the internationals. Those were “less significant than results 

in building the institutional, security, political and economic architecture of a liberal 

peace” (Richmond, 2011: 86). In parallel with this, ‘capacity building’, something that 

rapidly became a mantra among internationals in Timor-Leste (Richmond and Franks, 

2009:100), was thought to be developed through the tutoring of the Timorese state 

institutions by internationals. Indeed, the Timorese state ended up being created, and key 

state functions were carried out, by international experts who were deployed along the 

successive missions. However, this was only possible due to another mantra, the ‘lack of 

local capacity’ one, which functioned also as an instrument to legitimate their own control 

of the Timorese governance (Richmond, 2011: 86). In addition, this ‘lack of capacity’ 

mantra also underpinned and to some extent ‘legitimized’ “an internationally recruited 

civil administration, mostly staffed by persons with no expertise of the country or 

knowledge of locally understood languages” (Suhrke, 2001: 11). 
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While analyzing the UN intervention in Timor-Leste, José Manuel Pureza and 

other researchers (Pureza et al., 2007b) rightly point out some shortcomings and 

shortcomings on different dimensions of the process. On the military/security dimension, 

they evince the expeditious matter of incorporating former rival combatants on the police 

and the army generated a tension between the two (Ibidem: 23). In fact, uncertainty 

regarding the status of Falintil delayed the security sector reform. Later, it was decided for 

the establishment of the FDTL with Falitin as its nucleus (Martin and Mayer-Rieckh, 2005: 

134). Those who were not recruited would be assisted and demobilized though the Falitin 

Reintegration Assistance Programme (FRAP). Nevertheless, resentments with the selection 

process on both generated a number of security incidents among former Falintil members 

(Idem). Regarding the formation of the police, this was a slow process since no UNTAET 

member was initially assigned to carry out this. Hence, the institutional development of the 

police was initially neglected. Indeed, by the independence day, neither the police nor the 

army could fully perform the public security and the defense of the country (Ibidem: 135). 

 

On the political-constitutional dimension, Pureza (Pureza et al., 2007b: 20) sheds 

light on the case of official language and judicial system as sources of contradictions. They 

point out, for instance, the arguments advanced by both internationals and locals in regards 

to the two subjects. Whereas the former advocated for the use of the Indonesian language, 

or even English, and the use of the common law, the latter advocated for the use of 

Portuguese and a civil model. Moreover, they point also to contradictions regarding the 

training of police and judicial authorities. The former were trained in Australia with the 

UNTAET’s regulations as its base, while the latter were trained majorly in Portugal having 

as its base the legislative projects at the time, which would be adopted later though with 

modifications (Ibidem: 23). Indeed, Ian Martin and Alexander Mayer-Rieckh (2005: 137) 

argue that “the administration of justice was seriously inadequate (…) there was no 

coordinated or comprehensive strategy to develop the rule of law sector, and funding was 

inconsistent and inadequate”. 

 

In regards to the socio-economic dimension, according to Pureza (Pureza et al., 

2007b: 23-24), there were little progress in terms of the development on these areas for the 

Timorese population. Despite several years of intervention, the daily life of the Timorese 
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was barely improved. This is perhaps best epitomized by the disturbing fact that after more 

than a decade on the ground and millions of dollars spent, not even Timor-Leste’s capital 

Dili does have as basic as sanitation.
76

 Richmond (2011: 85), for instance, correctly 

remembers that the Human Development Index (HDI) of Timor-Leste only marginally 

improved since 1999.
77

 In fact, since 2002, there was a 10 per cent increase in the number 

of those living under the poverty line (Ibidem: 160). Indeed, in 2007, nearly half of the 

population (49.9%) was living in poverty (UNDP, 2011d: vii). Despite more than a 

decade-long intervention and the great potential to generate revenue from gas and oil,
78

 

poverty is the still persistent in the country (Richmond, 2011: 160). According to 

Richmond and Franks (2009: 90-91), “there has been little or no improvement in the 

social-economic situation since the promises of independence”. In fact, they bring a 

disturbing picture which is worth quoting at length:
79

 

East Timor has a particularly low Human Development Index (HDI) due to the 

high level of poverty (…) Life expectancy is 55.5 years, infant mortality is 90 

per thousand births, half of the population are (sic) illiterate, only 30 per cent 

have their own drinking water facilities and 73 per cent have no access to 

electricity. Unemployment figures are considered to be about 20 per cent in 

urban areas such as Dili, while this is believed to be verging on 44 per cent for 

urban youth. The economy meanwhile is weak, GDP in 2004 grew only 

modestly at under 2 per cent and with a population growth of 3 per cent this has 

probably increased poverty. (Richmond and Franks, 2009: 91) 

 

On the psycho-social side, similarly to other peace missions, this was the 

dimension least focused according to Pureza (Pureza et al., 2007b: 24). The dimension was 

somewhat touched with the creation of the Commission for Reception, Truth and 

Reconciliation (Comissão de Acolhimento, Verdade e Reconciliação – CAVR) which was 

                                                   
76 This is perhaps another result of the disturbing fact that just nearly 10% of the assistance allocated to 

Timor‐Leste, July 1999 – June 2009 actually reached Timorese economy. For the detailed numbers, see for 
instance (La’o Hamutuk, 2009). 

77 For the numeric of the index see (Richmond, 2011: 218-219). 

78 During the first quarter of 2012, the fund was estimated to have nearly US$ 10 billion. For a detailed 

account of the Timor-Leste Petroleum Fund, see for instance (La’o Hamutuk, 2012).  

79 For deeper and concise view of the Timorese statistical profile in regards to the Socio-Economic 

Development, see for instance (UN, 2011c). 
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a step forward but the short resources directed towards the Commission limited a lot its 

contribution (Idem). 

 

Notwithstanding all this, the whole construction of the Timorese state was 

portrayed as a success by the UN (Goldstone, 2004: 83). However, according to Richmond 

and Franks (2009), what was celebrated on May 2002 was in fact a “state that existed only 

in name and the substance of the newly created state was indeed fantasy” (2009: 93). This 

interpretation of the Timorese reality is very much connected with the idea of a “phantom 

state” developed by David Chandler (2006). For him, this kind of situation occurs when it 

is perceived that a state may have some governance and administrative structures but it is 

not endowed with the political will of a society. They might have international legal 

sovereignty, but their policy-making are extensively controlled and supervised by 

international institutions (Ibidem: 43-44). Additionally, this links to the Christopher 

Bickerton’s notion of the state-building process as a state-failure process. For him, state-

building, while neglecting fundamental strands of the local environment and relegating the 

local population to a passive role of merely receiving institutions built, is indeed removing 

the popular will from the political process of their creation. Consequently, the institutions 

created are not deep-rooted in their societies. As a result, state-building, while building 

institutions with few social or political foundations, in fact creates institutions with very 

weak basis and that constantly need the international support to endure (Bickerton, 2007: 

93; 100). 

 

 

State-Building as State-Failure?: The 2006 Crisis and its Neglected Strands 

In fact, the 2006 crisis, and also the 2008 violent events, corroborates this line of thought. 

All these elements aforementioned led Chopra (2002: 996) to argue about a round of state-

failure in Timor-Leste and Richmond (2011: 2), for instance, to refer to an “ever-fragile 

state” when talking about Timor-Leste. Indeed, Pureza and other researchers (Pureza et al., 

2007b: 17) expose that, paradoxically, the processes of state-building and state-failure, in 

Timor-Leste, are not oppositional or dissociated processes. On the contrary, for them, 

Timor-Leste is the best example to illustrate an apparent contradiction of the state-building 

being a state-failure process. In fact, the 2006 crisis, with its strands neglected by the UN, 
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is perhaps most instructive of this process. Obviously, this thesis does not intend to 

exhaustively deal with, or explain, neither the events nor their deep root-causes.
80

 They are 

discussed herein due to the fact that they are the most iconic illustration of both the 

fragility of the peace built by the UN and of its state-building enterprise in Timor-Leste, 

due to UN’s neglect of fundamental strands of Timorese reality. 

 

 

The 2006 Crisis 

The open violent conflicts, which became known as the 2006 crisis, and especially their 

consequences are something greatly significant due to the fact that they are highly 

symptomatic in regards to exposing the fragile basis of the state-building process carried 

by the UN in Timor-Leste. In less than four years after Timor-Leste gained independence, 

and nearly one year after the scaling down of UNOTIL, Timorese police and army were 

fighting each other in the streets of the capital. Indeed, these events were the iconic 

example of the collapse of the security sector in Timor-Leste and a potentially damage to 

what was built so far in the country. The April-May events, per se, actually had their 

beginning when, in January 2006, 159 soldiers of the F-FDTL signed a petition, to 

President Xanana Gusmão (who as President was also the supreme army commander), 

complaining about discrimination – particularly in regards to, salaries, promotions and 

accommodation – against the westerners (Loromonu in Tetum) and favoring the easterners 

(Lorosae in Tetum)
81

 (ICG, 2008: 2). This group became known as the ‘peticionários’ 

(petitioners in Portuguese). 

 

As a consequence of the fact that the government gave a minimal response to their 

claim, nearly a month later, on February 17
th

, nearly 600 soldiers left their barracks on 

protest and organized a strike (Kingsbury, 2009: 142). The negotiations only served to 

increase the number of soldiers joining the protests and the ones leaving their barracks 

(ICG, 2008: 2). After consultation and meetings between the Prime Minister, the Defense 

Minister and the Commander of Faltintil-FDTL, they were ordered to return to their 

                                                   
80 For a deeper understanding of the events, see, for instance (Curtain, 2006; ICG, 2006, 2008; Kingsbury, 

2009: 138-153; Richmond and Franks, 2009: 89-93). 

81 This division will be further explained later in this chapter. 
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barracks; something that was not followed (Kingsbury, 2009: 142). Alleging 

insubordination, on March 16
th

, the army’s leader, Brigadier-General Taur Matan Ruak
82

 

decided for the dismissal of 594 soldiers, which was nearly 40% of the entire armed forces 

(CIGI, 2009: 3).  

 

The dismissal led, beginning on April 28
th

, to a four-day demonstration held by 

the petitioners, but that also included unemployed youths and members of the organization 

Colimau 2000, at the government palace (Kingsbury, 2009: 142). At that time, the Police 

Commander Paulo Martins thought that had the situation under control. However, the 

situation quickly turned into a riot, and a violent one, with two deaths on the April 28
th

 and 

three on the 29
th
. The violence, which was mainly led by the youths who joined the 

protests, rapidly spread out throughout the streets of Dili and the police was unable to 

control it. This situation led the Prime Minister, Mari Alkatiri, to send the armed forces
83

 

to control the situation and restore the order, which resulted in three deaths (ICG, 2008: 2).  

 

The situation, which already had the potential to be problematic, became even 

more inflamed. On May 3
rd

, Major Alfredo Alves Reinado,
84

 Chief of the military police, 

entered on the scene, and, along with his group, became an important player in the violent 

incidents. He, along with seventeen of his men, breaking their ranks, leaving the chain of 

command, and taking their weapons with them, deserted to protest on what they 

understood as a deliberate attack on civilians on the part of the army (ICG, 2008: 2; CIGI, 

2009: 3). Although they were not formally part of the petitioners, their claims were similar 

(CIGI, 2009: 3). However, the next month was stage of a series of violent events between 

the police and the army, and among the protesters themselves. The International Crisis 

Group (ICG) (Ibidem: 2), a Brussels-based think-tank dedicated to the analysis of violent 

conflicts throughout the globe, lists, for instance: (1) “the killing of an unarmed policeman 

in Gleno”; (2) “a clash between army officers and Reinado’s group in Fatuahi, near Dili”; 

and (3) “a joint attack by petitioners, armed civilians and police on army headquarters in 

                                                   
82 He is the current President of Timor-Leste. 

83 The organization had no experience in crowd control. 

84 For more in regards to his participation in the crisis, se for instance (ICG, 2006: 9-11). It should be noted 

also that this man also took part on another violent event that happened in Timor-Leste – the murder attempt 

of the President, José Ramos-Horta, and the Prime Minister, Xanana Gusmão, in 2008. 
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Tacitolu, which left five people dead”. The escalating violence between the police and the 

army culminated in a “gun battle between F-FDTL and PNTL forces on May 25, 2006, in 

and around the PNTL Headquarters building in central Dili” (CIGI, 2009: 3). 

 

 

The Neglected Strands of the Crisis 

As already discussed, the crisis not only shattered the Timorese state apparatus, including 

the military and the police, but also left the country in a drastic situation with 

humanitarian, political, institutional, historical, social and economic outstanding 

proportions. It is true that, perhaps, the 2006 crisis could not be completely avoided. 

Nevertheless, it is also true that if the UN sought to have a preventive stance, rather than a 

successive reactive one, towards its engagement with Timor-Leste and pursued a rigorous 

understanding of the Timorese reality, the crisis could conceivably have a different 

proportion. The events of April-May 2006 are better understood as the culmination of a 

series of events and processes, also violent, which were taking place in Timor-Leste that 

surfaced. Most importantly, it is essential to have in mind that these events were merely the 

surface of several other deeper intricate multi-level strands that were apparently neglected 

or underestimated by the UN throughout its state-building process in Timor-Leste, which 

renders visible the fragility of the whole process.  

 

Remarkably, these strands are intrinsically related to fundamental dimensions of 

the overall ‘post-conflict’ reconstruction processes – Disarmament, Demobilization and 

Reintegration (DDR); Security Sector Reform (SSR); the political environment; and the 

socio-economic dimension. The strands are, for instance: (1) the poor reintegration process 

that the fighters of the former guerrilla who did not enter in the army; (2) the structural 

dissatisfactions and divisions present within the armed forces; (3) the poor and tense 

relationship between the police and the army; (4) the grievances and differences among the 

Timorese political elite; and (5) the socio-economic condition in which the Timorese lived 

(and still live), which was desperate, to say the least; to mention a few. 

 

The first strand of the 2006 crisis that immediately emerges is related to the 

process of DDR, which is a key part of UN ‘post-conflict’ reconstruction efforts. In Timor-
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Leste, the program was directed to Falintil during UNTAET. It was already mentioned that 

the FDTL has its origins in the transformation of Falintil into a regular armed force. 

Nevertheless, not all the Falintil fighters were incorporated by the armed forces. The FDTL 

absorbed some of the veterans but others were left unemployed (ICG, 2006). Those that 

were left out of the force received a small financial assistance
85

 in order to reinitiate their 

lives within civil society. It is needless to say that this reinsertion was more than difficult 

and that the money was rapidly spent. Furthermore, these men were 25 years in the jungle, 

with no family, fighting a resistance war, and certainly had difficulties in becoming 

fisherman or owning a small business. When that money was over, many of them started to 

regroup;
86

 obviously, outside the security framework of the Timorese state. In addition, a 

deep resentment emerged when these former fighters, which were not incorporated in the 

military, saw that many of the police officers that were being recruited, vetted and 

retrained, worked for the Indonesian force during the occupation, being former members of 

either the Indonesian army or police, while they, who fought for the Timorese 

independence, were unemployed (Idem). 

 

A second strand has to do with another fundamental part of UN ‘post-conflict’ 

reconstruction efforts – the Security Sector Reform (SSR). It results of tensions that were 

increasing within the army for some time. Kingsbury (2009: 142), for instance, remembers 

a long-standing disquiet within the F-FDTL in regards to several issues, such as (1) their 

status vis-à-vis  the PNTL; (2) the general pay and conditions of the organization; (3) the 

lack of a clear purpose; and (4) a disappointment with the civilian politics. In addition, 

there were also tensions and divisions within the F-FDTL that date back to the guerrilla 

time.
87

 It has to do, for instance, with the perceived role that each person had during the 

struggle for independence. The division had to do with the perceived degree of resistance 

to or connivance with the Indonesian occupation based on geographic distinctions, which 

divided the people between Lorosae (easterners in Tetum) and Loromonu (westerners in 

Tetum). 

 

                                                   
85 The amount of this financial assistance was US$ 550 and was part of the FRAP program. 

86 Personal Interview, Luís Bernardino, Major of the Portuguese Army (Coimbra, May 16th 2012). 

87 Personal Interview. Nelson Belo, Director of the Timorese NGO Fundasaun Mahein (Mahein Foundation 

in Tetum) (Dili, July 3rd 2012). 
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This division, which in fact did not have much of an echo within the Timorese 

society, was based on the assumption within the army that those of the resistance who were 

on the western side of the country, and therefore nearer of Indonesia, had a less prominent 

participation within the resistance movement or that their participation was less 

confrontational than those who were on the eastern side of the country who had a more 

confrontational approach towards the Indonesian occupation, a more prominent 

participation in the resistance movement, and therefore suffered more during the 

Indonesian rule (Kingsbury, 2009: 145-146). This was somewhat a false dichotomy, in the 

sense that “easterners” and “westerners” both resisted and were co-opted. Yet, this was 

something that was claimed by the soldiers; especially by the “western” soldiers (the 

majority of those recruited) in regards to the “eastern” F-FDTL leadership (Idem). 

Considering that the Timorese military force was in fact the conversion, on February 2001, 

of the former independence guerrilla force (Falintil) into an army force, this assumption 

was something that could easily lead to, or be the trigger of, deep tensions. Indeed, this 

was exactly what occurred. It was precisely this assumption that led to concrete 

dissatisfactions which had been externalized for a while in Timor-Leste and was 

downplayed and mismanaged. They include, for instance: (1) on December 2003, 42 

soldiers were discharged after complaining about unfair dismissals, travel distances and 

poor communications. There was a presidential commission, on August 2004, that 

suggested some improvements on these matters but they were not implemented; and (2) on 

26 February 2005, there was a group of soldiers which started to raise some issues 

regarding discrimination and mismanagement directly with the President. Indeed, their 

complains were similar to the ones made, on January 2006, by the petitioners, which was 

the trigger of the 2006 crisis (ICG, 2008: 2). 

 

The third strand also has to do with SSR; it is the strained relationship between 

the armed forces and the national police. Firstly, one should not forget the backbone of 

each organization. Whereas the police had several former Indonesian police officers, and 

even military, in its organization; the army had as its very core the former Timorese 

guerrilla men.
88

 Therefore, there were in the country two organizations, that due to their 

                                                   
88 The very name of the Timorese armed force, Falintil- Forças de Defesa de Timor-Leste (F-FDTL), is 

preceded by the name of the armed arm of the Timorese resistance – Falintil.  
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ontology are armed, in which it is not hard to imagine that there were people who fought 

on different sides during the Indonesian invasion and occupation, and the Timorese 

resistance. In addition, the ICG (2008: 2) also draws attention to the fact that there were no 

concrete actions to approximate both institutions. As anecdotal as it may be, the ICG 

remembers that, in the eyes of the US State Department, the only actions that aimed at 

improving the relationship between the police and the army were a series of high-profile 

goodwill meetings and a football match that the President was the referee. Therefore, it is 

hardly not observable that having two, potentially rival, armed divisions of the state, in 

addition to limited efforts of narrowing the distance between the two and making them 

collaborate with each other, is the very recipe for a severe instability, to say the least. 

 

In fact, this led to a deep-rooted tension between the two organizations that was 

externalized through many violent situations, which, in turn, feedback the tension. Indeed, 

although this tension exploded in the form of the violent events of the 2006 crisis, the crisis 

was in fact the culmination of a series of incidents that exposed this deep tension between 

the Timorese army and the national police (ICG, 2008). This tension had grown over the 

previous years with some incidents, such as the ones mentioned by the ICG: (1) on 

September 2003, the alleged assault on soldiers by a group of police officers which led to a 

confrontation at the police station in Dili; (2) on January 2004, clashes during a game of 

volleyball led to the detention of some police officers by soldiers in Los Palos; (3) on 

December 2004, soldiers looted the police station in Becora, where one of their officers 

was detained and allegedly mistreated (Ibidem: 2). 

 

The forth strand has to do with a fundamental part of state-building efforts – the 

political environment. The UN simply neglected the political history of Timor-Leste. The 

events of 2006 might be also understood as grievances and differences, between Falintil 

and Fretilin, which dates back to the times of the resistance,
89

 being brought into the 

government politics. During the crisis, it was more than clear that part of the political and 

the security elite saw it as a political opportunity (ICG, 2006: i). They understood it as an 

opportunity to “augment their own claim to power, vent their frustrations, or indeed protect 

                                                   
89 Personal Interview. Nelson Belo, Director of the Timorese NGO Fundasaun Mahein (Mahein Foundation 

in Tetum) (Dili, July 3rd 2012). For a more detailed account of these splits, see for instance (ICG, 2006: 2-5). 
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themselves” (Richmond and Franks, 2009: 97). At the surface, the beginning of the events, 

the dismissal of the soldiers in March 2006, might be understood as part of a power 

struggle between the PM, Mari Alkatiri, and the President, Xanana Gusmão
90

 (ICG, 2006: 

i). Therefore, it could be seen as an attempt to both destabilize the Fretilin’s government, 

which was led by Alkatiri, and the Xanana’s ascendance over the military, since most of 

the army was personally loyal to him (he was the commander of the Falintil during the 

guerrilla time). The PM and the President certainly had their differences but they were part 

of a larger split between Falintil’s commander, Xanan Gusmão, and the Fretilin’s central 

committee. This difference is rooted in both political and ideological disputes within the 

resistance movement.  

 

The origin of these disputes may be found in the early 1980s. Until that time, the 

politics was the major pillar of the resistance, which made Fretilin’s central committee the 

resistance’s most important body. From 1981 onwards, the fighting increased in 

importance and actually superseded the politics. Therefore, Xanana Gusmão took a larger 

role in the decision-making (ICG, 2006: 3). Xanana Gusmão, and other leader, took some 

decisions that were far from popular among the hardliners of Fretilin, for instance: (1) to 

initiate negotiations with the Indonesians; (2) to reach out to the Catholic Church and to 

other parties; and (3) to abandon Marxism in order to increase the united front (ICG, 2006: 

3). In 1984, a split took place; some senior members of Falintil, that were also members of 

the Fretilin’s central committee, tried a failed a coup attempt against Xanana Gusmão. Still 

in 1984, Xanana Gusmão, made another decision that was badly received by the Fretilin’s 

central committee, and lead to another split – he proposed the dissociation of the Falintil 

from the Fretilin, which was only accepted on December 7
th
 1987 (Ibidem: 3-4). This 

dissociation in practice meant that the political side of the resistance was concentrated in 

the diaspora, with pivotal members of the central committee based in Angola and 

Mozambique, and the armed side remained in the country and became undoubtedly loyal 

to Xanana Gusmão. This might be seen as a built-in divide between Fretilin and the 

                                                   
90 Indeed, the whole situation became quite worse after an incendiary speech gave by Xanana Gusmão on 

March 23rd 2006, which clearly collided with the government’s decision of dismissing the soldiers (ICG, 

2006: 7-8). 
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military, and consequently Xanana Gusmão
91

 (ICG, 2006: 4). In fact, this division had 

profound implications for the Timorese politics after its independence and still has 

repercussions nowadays.
92

 

 

Lastly, but certainly not less important, another significant strand has to do with 

another pivotal element of UN state-building process in Timor-Leste – its socio-economic 

dimension. The fifth strand is the very environment in which all these events took place. 

As it was already portrayed, the Timorese socio-economic reality was, and certainly still is, 

in a desperate condition. Just to give an idea, the 2006 crisis found solid ground to be 

initiated and to develop in a country where the Human Development Index (HDI) was very 

low (UNDP, 2006a: 286). Furthermore, the level of poverty was, and still is, very high. 

Timor-Leste was the poorest country in the region with a per capita income of only $370 a 

year (UNDP, 2006c: 1). In fact, few years earlier in 2001, around 40% of the population 

lived below the poverty line of $0.55 per capita per day (percentage higher in rural areas), 

and the situation barely changed (Ibidem: 2). More strikingly, 64% of the population 

suffered from food insecurity (Ibidem: 1). 

 

In an environment such as this, life expectancy can hardly be high. In Timor-

Leste, it was estimated at only 55.5 years (54.0 years for men and 56.6 years for women) 

(UNDP, 2006c: 1). The population was still vulnerable to respiratory, diarrheal diseases, 

malaria, dengue fever, TB and leprosy (Idem). In regards to education, the situation was 

also very difficult. The adult literacy rate was only 50.1% (56.3% for men and 43.9% for 

women) (Idem). The unemployment rate was around 9%, but in urban areas, such as Dili, 

it could reach around 30% (Ibidem: ii; 8). This figure was much worse among the youth; 

where it reached 23% (Ibidem: 8) and could be more than 43% among urban youth (WB, 

2005: 19). This figure was especially disturbing because in such environment with no 

opportunities and as severe as this one, the martial gangs became much more attractive to 

                                                   
91 Another example, still in this strand and related to the splits between Fretilin’s central committee and 

Xanana Gusmão that might be pointed is the case of Rogério Lobato. He was a member of the committee, 
lived in Angola and Mozambique during the Indonesian occupation, and, as interior minister, he controlled 

the police. He use to encourage rivalry with the defence force, who were loyal to Xanana Gusmão, and also 

used the events of the crisis to continue it and also try to increase his power (ICG, 2006: i). 

92 Indeed, it is not hard to hear in Timor-Leste that the country is only calm and stable when there is 

understanding between its three big figures: Xanana Gusmão, Mari Alkatiri, and José Ramos-Horta; 

otherwise, there is the potential for instability. 
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the youth, which could be very destabilizing. Therefore, it was not hard to imagine that, in 

such socio-economic picture, a very small sparkle could literally light Timor-Leste on fire. 

 

Notwithstanding all the concerns that the SG had, one should not forget that by 

this time Timor-Leste was presented to the whole world as a case of success. Therefore, 

this was a crisis perceived to be more than a threat to the stability of the newly independent 

state. Most importantly to the organization’s image, the violent events were deemed to be a 

threat to the credibility of various UN officials pointing Timor-Leste as a success story 

(Richmond and Franks, 2009: 84). Indeed, what was at stake here, and therefore 

threatened, was the organization’s credibility as an effective conflict-transformation actor 

and the very rationale which underpins its actions. Nevertheless, the very fact that these 

strands were neglected, the crisis happened, and that the Timorese institutions simply 

disintegrated during the events supports the understanding of state-building processes 

being in fact state-failure ones. 

 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter discusses the UN engagement with Timor-Leste through the analysis of the 

main elements and characteristics of UN peace operations deployed to the country. This 

elucidation is important to give a panoramic view of the whole UN reconstruction effort in 

Timor-Leste, which was an effort of creating a liberal peace in Timor-Leste through the 

instrument of state-building. In addition, the chapter evinces two fundamental 

characteristics of the UN engagement with Timor-Leste. The first characteristic is the 

linear mindset underpinning the UN conflict-resolution rationale that characterizes the 

whole engagement with the country, which made use of nearly all peace instruments at its 

repertoire – from peacemaking to peacebuilding. The second pivotal characteristic evinced 

is the reactive nature of the UN engagement. Rather than pursuing a preventive approach, 

the structural changes, modifications and extensions of the missions throughout the UN 

engagement with Timor-Leste are mere reactions to what was happening on the ground. 

The chapter also sheds light on the some structural shortcomings of the whole UN state-

building process in Timor-Leste. Most importantly, the chapter evinces, after delineating 

the 2006 crisis, the several strands of Timorese reality that were neglected by the UN 
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during its state-building process in Timor-Leste and culminated in the crisis. Hence, 

through the delineation of them, the chapter exposes not only that the UN overlooked 

fundamental dimensions of the Timorese reality, but also the apparent contradiction that, in 

Timor-Leste, its state-building process ended up being in fact a state failure one. 

Paradoxically, the appearance of Timor-Leste as a successful case is fundamental to the 

UN. Due to the depth of the UN engagement with the country – the number of missions 

(and their several extensions), their duration and depth and the range of peace instruments 

deployed – Timor-Leste has to be understood internationally as a successful case. 

Otherwise the whole conflict-resolution rationale and peacebuilding approach of the UN, 

and the very reputation of the UN as a conflict transformation actor, would be in check. 
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Chapter 5 – The Surveillance Framework: Steering, Monitoring and Structuring 

This chapter delineates the surveillance framework which is fundamental to rendering 

operational the normalization process pursued in the country. The normalization dispositif 

under which Timor-Leste is subject to be merely operational and to in fact function, must 

be accompanied by the setting up of a series of steering, monitoring and structuring 

instruments which are dispersed throughout and over Timor-Leste. These enable not only 

the monitoring of the conducts of the Timorese state and its population, but especially their 

shaping and, most importantly, the proper correction of these behaviors whenever 

necessary. Nevertheless, notwithstanding its importance to the functioning of the 

normalization dispositif, these instruments are by no means unified or centralized. On the 

contrary, they are highly decentralized, present in multiple sites, and quite often they have 

no direct relation at all with each other. Nonetheless, when understood collectively and 

within the theoretical framework advanced by Michel Foucault, these instruments form a 

surveillance framework that is pivotal to the normalizing assemblage operating in Timor-

Leste.  

 

This surveillance framework is a crucial element to the close monitoring of the 

Timorese conducts since it places Timor-Leste under constant and frequent scrutiny and 

observation. This framework enables those intervening to assess whether Timor-Leste, as a 

country, and its population, are being conducted towards a certain direction, and whether 

they are conducting themselves accordingly. It further enables state-builders to ensure that 

Timor-Leste conducts are heading towards a ‘convenient end’. A pivotal point in regards 

to these surveillance instruments is that they might appear at first as merely technical, 

institutional and bureaucratic instruments; as ‘normal’ and ‘natural’ ones. However, these 

instruments place Timor-Leste inside a disciplinary mechanism, which is formed by 

several individual instruments that are interrelated and that collectively underpins a power 

framework that seeks to normalize Timor-Leste. These instruments work in two 

dimensions – from outside and from within the country. Although it is difficult to clearly 

dissociate the two dimensions, since most of the instruments perform on both of them, it is 

possible to observe that some instruments were designed to work more on the steering, 

monitoring and structuring of the conducts of Timor-Leste as a state, while others were 
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better designed to work on the surveillance and structuring of the conducts within the 

fundamental spheres within the Timorese state, such as the disciplinary, political and 

economic governance, and the socio and biopolitical spheres. Furthermore, it can be also 

observed that whereas some instruments were designed to work on several spheres at once, 

others were designed to deal more with a specific sphere. Nevertheless, rather than seeking 

to understand each surveillance instrument individually, it is more instructive to 

understand them collectively working in an interrelated manner to form a surveillance 

framework supervising Timor-Leste. 

 

The presence of such instruments is widespread within the UN relationship with 

Timor-Leste. Nevertheless, not all of them are essential to the functioning of the 

normalization dispositif deployed to Timor-Leste. There are certainly surveillance 

instruments that are clearly more important than others. Indeed, some of them are pivotal 

and essential to the very functioning, and are the very structure, of the normalizing 

dispositif under which Timor-Leste is subject. This chapter delineates the functioning and 

the role of these ones. In order to explore such surveillance instruments, the chapter is 

structured in six sections, each one dealing with the functioning of one of these 

instruments; respectively: the Secretary-General’s Report to the Security Council; the 

National Priorities Program; the UNDP Assistance Framework; the Police Arrangement; 

the Monthly and Local Governance Reports; and, finally, the Index of Laws of Timor-

Leste and the Accountability Mechanism of Key Institutions. 

 

 

The Secretary-General’s Reports to the Security Council 

The Secretary-General Reports to the Security Council (SGRsSC) is a key surveillance 

instrument which used by the UN to monitor and steer its engagement with Timor-Leste. 

These reports might be loosely described as a sort of UN communication channel between 

the Secretary General and the Security Council. This is one of the channels, perhaps the 

most relevant one, in which the Secretary General, on a regular basis, keeps in touch with 

the SC and exposes to the members his/her approach on peace and security issues. These 

reports are usually submitted pursuant to statements of the president of the SC, resolutions 

of the council, or due to the direct request of the body. They can go from elaborating on 
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issues such as the rule of law and transitional justice in conflict and post-conflict societies, 

to civilian capacity in the aftermath of a conflict, passing through the role of women on 

peace and security. However, the most frequent, and possibly the most pressing, topic 

addressed is related to UN peace operations on the field. These reports are a pivotal 

instrument to the SC in New York so its members can have a clearer picture of how things 

designed on the mandates are progressing on the field. This is a crucial way for the SC to 

observe the impacts on the field of its decisions and of the mandates and how to correct 

them whenever deemed necessary. Therefore, the SG’s reports dealing with UN peace 

operation in the field are important in several aspects. They are fundamental to the 

disciplinary process carried out by the UN while seeking to normalize the conflict or ‘post-

conflict’ state.  

 

In regards to Timor-Leste, the SG report is an instrument which was operational 

throughout the whole UN engagement with the country – from its very beginning while 

monitoring the May 5
th

 Agreements (and their implementation) to the assessments of later 

UN peace operations.
93

 This report operates as a sophisticated instrument of not only 

periodically making sure that the Timorese state is actually behaving as it is expected and 

designed, by the UN, but also of signaling where and when corrections on its conducts 

might be exercised. Hence, as it was aforementioned, the SG report is a pivotal instrument 

in the normalization process sought by the UN in Timor-Leste. Its importance in Timor-

Leste, as in other ‘post-conflict’ states, is fivefold, all interrelated.  

 

First, the SG’s reports are important as an individualizing mechanism. Usually, 

the SG’s reports deal with only one ‘post-conflict’ country and assess it in depth. The 

report observes the several spheres that are being addressed by the peace operation 

deployed and assesses each one in depth. This allows each ‘post-conflict’ country to be 

observed individually. It is through this instrument that from a ‘mass’ of several ‘post-

conflict’ states one state can be singled out as an ‘individual’ ‘post-conflict’ state to be 

assessed individually and consequently normalized. Therefore, it is the SG reports that 

                                                   
93 The last SGRSC released by the time of the writing of this chapter is dated from October 15th 2012. 

However, as long as the UN keeps a mission on the ground, the organization will continue releasing a 

SGRsSC. 
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enables the UN to individualize Timor-Leste;
94

 to treat Timor-Leste as an individual entity 

within the international system. It is only by this process that the country can be turned into 

an individual ‘case’ to be dealt with. This individualization mechanism is crucial to the 

normalization process, since what is sough in a normalization process is to shape and alter 

the behaviors of an individual. This might appear somewhat paradoxical since in a 

normalization process the individual is shaped in relation to others, to the ‘normal’ ones. 

Nevertheless, notwithstanding the fact that this individual is sought to be conducted in 

relation to others, in the end, it is a set of behaviors of an individual that is sought to be 

‘corrected’, to be normalized. Indeed, all the SGRsSC in regards to Timor-Leste dealt 

solely with Timor-Leste and with the UN peace operations established on Timorese soil. 

Hence, although the actions towards Timor-Leste were always related to other states (how 

‘normal’ states should behave in the international system), it is the Timorese situation that 

is observed in depth and individually. This is what enables the Timorese condition, and its 

respective missions, to be dealt with individually by the Security Council. It is due to this 

‘individuality’ that the Timorese behavior can be observed and properly corrected. 

 

Second, the SG reports are important regarding the construction of a field of 

visibility. It is through the SG reports that the SC and its members actually ‘see’ the 

‘reality’ on the ground of a determinate peace operation. It is through these reports that the 

SC members get familiarized with what is happening in the countries where UN peace 

operations are deployed during the period covered by the report. This is one of the pivotal 

instruments that enable the ‘reality’ in the field to be periodically rendered ‘visible’ to the 

SC. In fact, it is only after ‘seeing’ this ‘reality’ that the Security Council can act 

accordingly. In Timor-Leste, this is what enables the ‘reality’ in the country to become 

‘visible’ to the SC members therefore constructing a field of visibility to the SC members, 

so they can shape and correct properly, several spheres of Timor-Leste. Along the several 

SG reports that dealt with Timor-Leste, it is observable that the reports dealt, in a great 

                                                   
94 By the time of the writing of this chapter, all Secretary-General’s Reports to the Security Council dealing 

with Timor-Leste, including corrections and addenda, were: (S/1999/513; S/1999/595; S/1999/705; 
S/1999/803; S/1999/862; S/1999/1024; S/2000/53; S/2000/53/Add.1a; S/2000/53/Add.1b; S/2000/738; 

S/2001/42; S/2001/436; S/2001/719; S/2001/983; S/2001/983/Corr.1; S/2002/80; S/2002/432; 

S/2002/432/Add.1; S/2002/1223; S/2003/243; S/2003/449; S/2003/944; S/2004/117; S/2004/333; 

S/2004/669; S/2004/888; S/2005/99; S/2005/310; S/2005/533; S/2006/24; S/2006/251; S/2006/251/Corr.1; 

S/2006/580; S/2006/628; S/2007/50; S/2007/513; S/2008/26; S/2008/501; S/2009/72; S/2009/504; 

S/2010/85; S/2010/522; S/2011/32; S/2011/641; S/2012/43; S/2012/765). 
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amount of detail, with a very wide set of spheres of action of the Timorese state and its 

population. These areas are distinct as governance and public administration, political 

developments, humanitarian assistance, capacity-building efforts, social processes, 

administration of justice, security reforms, infrastructure, biopolitical processes such as 

health and education, jobs and gender, among other. Usually, the reports are divided by big 

‘staring’ clusters, such as structuring a functioning public administration, political and 

security developments, economy and infrastructure, promotion of human rights and justice, 

socio-economic development, or culture of democratic governance and dialogue, followed 

by a respective disaggregation of key subjects inside these clusters. This division has a 

very close relation with the SC mandate and with the Council’s own requests regarding the 

areas that it wants to be assessed. In this way the UN is able to provide an analysis both 

wide and deep regarding Timor-Leste and its ‘reality’. Indeed, this is a way of the SC not 

only keep a close attention whether, and how, its mandate is being implemented, but above 

all, exam whether the Timorese state is actually making the proper changes that the UN is 

seeking. This can go from, and be as diverse as, the kind of legislation that is passing in the 

Parliament to the criminal rates of the country or the gender quota within the Timorese 

police force (among innumerous examples, see for instance, S/2011/641). Hence, what 

happens is that several actions of the Timorese state within a wide range of spheres turn 

out to be not only ‘visible’ but in fact under UN surveillance. Since the UN, through these 

reports, actually ‘see’ whether the Timorese state is in fact conducting itself accordingly 

and can scrutinize several spheres, in the end, it is the whole country that is put under UN 

surveillance. 

 

Third, the SG reports are also pivotal due to its monitoring character. The reports’ 

monitoring mechanism is clearly not dissociable from the former mechanisms, since they 

are the ones that enable the proper monitoring of the developments on the ground. Since 

the SG reports elaborate, and render visible, the several areas which are under UN 

intervention, it is possible to measure performances, to measure how ‘good’ or ‘bad’ the 

implementation of the mandate, and the whole peace operation, is progressing. This is 

fundamental as an examination and progress assessment instrument, which is fundamental 

for future corrections that might take place within the peace operation. In Timor-Leste, this 

monitoring aspect is clear observable since several aspects of the conducts of the Timorese 
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on several spheres were under UN close observation. In addition, an essential element of 

this monitoring aspect is not only the range of the spheres under close watch, although this 

is certainly pivotal, but also the frequency and the regularity of the monitoring. In order to 

a normalization process to be effective, those under this kind of practice should be, and 

also know that they are, frequently and regularly monitored. Indeed, the SC, on its 

mandates regarding Timor-Leste, expressly requests the SG to regularly inform of 

developments on the ground and in regard to the implementation of its mandates. 

Furthermore, even the timeframe in which the SG should monitor the Timorese situation is 

expressly requested. During the period of over a decade of UN intervention in the country, 

there were almost forty SG reports focusing on Timor-Leste. Taking the whole period into 

account, a simple average indicates that the SG presented a report every four months. 

However, in the case of Timor-Leste, there are periods where the reporting was much more 

intense, whereas during other periods the reporting was less regular. In the very beginning 

of the UN engagement with Timor-Leste, for instance, the SG issued a report almost on a 

monthly basis. On the opposite pole, there were also reports that took five, seven, and also 

eight months, from the previous report, to be released by the SG. However, they are the 

minority of the reports issued. Indeed, the vast majority of the reports were released three, 

four or six months after the previous report. In fact, more than half of all the SG reports on 

Timor-Leste were presented either three or six months after the previous report one. This 

indicates a clear consistency of the monitoring mechanisms and how close it was.  Most 

importantly, this is a significant indication that the UN was monitoring Timorese conducts 

closely and constantly, which not only placed Timor-Leste under UN surveillance but its 

very actions under a periodic and constant international examination. 

 

Fourth, the SG reports work also as an essential progress assessment mechanism. 

The SC, on its mandates, expressly requests these reports to be formulated by the SG, 

explicitly indicating both the timeframe in which the SG should deliver his report and the 

areas which the SC wants to have a progress assessment. Indeed, this request is pervasive 

through SC mandates regarding Timor-Leste as a way to perform a progress assessment of 

the Timorese conducts. Therefore, the SG reports play an essential role not only on placing 

Timor-Leste under surveillance and monitoring it, but also on evaluating how its conducts 

are being performed. In fact, this is a manner in which the SC scrutinizes whether the 
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Timorese are conducting themselves accordingly to what was stipulated by the SC 

mandates regarding the several spheres observed by the reports. This is not something 

concealed or subliminal. Strikingly, several SG reports on Timor-Leste are literally named 

“progress report”. It is through this instrument that the UN ‘sees’ whether Timor-Leste is 

‘behaving’ accordingly and also where corrections, regarding the Timorese conducts, may 

be needed.  

 

Last, as obvious as it may sound, the SGRsSC are fundamental also due to their 

reporting character. There is no doubt that the UN has many other reporting mechanisms in 

order to inform the SC.
95

 Nevertheless, the SGRSC is certainly a crucial one not only due 

to its regularity and broad area of scrutiny, but also because of the fact that it is delivered 

by a high-level office. This is important because, based on the progress assessment of what 

is working or not in the field, SG suggests corrections and adjustments to further UN 

actions on the ground are more likely to be accepted. Consequently, the SC regularly 

changes or creates new mandates based on recommendations formulated by the SG on his 

reports. Therefore, the SGRsSC did not merely ‘report’ what was happening in Timor-

Leste. Based on their progress assessment, they also proposed suggestions and 

modifications to the peace operation’s mandate in the field. The SG, through his reports, 

made detailed recommendations regarding the future mandates ranging from activities to 

be performed to the size, structure and budget of the missions. In turn, the SC frequently 

not only acknowledged or welcomed the SG recommendations, but in fact incorporated 

                                                   
95 For instance, the public briefings delivered at the SC meetings. Nevertheless, although this is one 
important reporting mechanism, since the situation in a given country is discussed and debated, these 

briefings are usually consolidated at the SGRsSC. However, they complement the picture of the observation 

of how monitored and supervised Timor-Leste was; the country was on the agenda of several SC meetings: 

(S/PV.3998; S/PV.4013; S/PV.4019; S/PV.4031; S/PV.4038; S/PV.4041; S/PV.4042; S/PV.4043a; 

S/PV.4043b; S/PV.4045; S/PV.4057; S/PV.4085; S/PV.4097; S/PV.4114; S/PV.4133; S/PV.4147; 

S/PV.4165; S/PV.4180; S/PV.4182; S/PV.4191; S/PV.4195; S/PV.4198; S/PV.4203; S/PV.4206; S/PV.4228; 

S/PV.4236; S/PV.4244; S/PV.4265a; S/PV.4265b; S/PV.4268; S/PV.4308; S/PV.4321a; S/PV.4321b; 

S/PV.4351a; S/PV.4351b; S/PV.4358; S/PV.4367; S/PV.4368; S/PV.4397; S/PV.4403a; S/PV.4403b; 

S/PV.4404; S/PV.4456; S/PV.4462a; S/PV.4462b; S/PV.4463; S/PV.4522a; S/PV.4522b; S/PV.4527); 

(S/PV.4534; S/PV.4537; S/PV.4540; S/PV.4542; S/PV.4598; S/PV.4646a; S/PV.4646b; S/PV.4715; 

S/PV.4735; S/PV.4744; S/PV.4755; S/PV.4758; S/PV.4843; S/PV.4913; S/PV.4963; S/PV.4965; S/PV.4968; 
S/PV.5024; S/PV.5074; S/PV.5076; S/PV.5079; S/PV.5132; S/PV.5171; S/PV.5179; S/PV.5180; S/PV.5251; 

S/PV.5351; S/PV.5432; S/PV.5436; S/PV.5445; S/PV.5457; S/PV.5469; S/PV.5512; S/PV.5514; S/PV.5516; 

S/PV.5628; S/PV.5634; S/PV.5682; S/PV.5739; S/PV.5740; S/PV.5791; S/PV.5801; S/PV.5833; S/PV.5843; 

S/PV.5844; S/PV.5958; S/PV.5959; S/PV.6085; S/PV.6086; S/PV.6129); (S/PV.6205; S/PV.6275; 

S/PV.6276; S/PV.6278; S/PV.6332; S/PV.6405; S/PV.6485; S/PV.6487; S/PV.6664; S/PV.6714; S/PV.6720; 

S/PV.6721; S/PV.6858; S/PV.6859). 
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them on the next mission mandate. As Chapter four clearly evinced, in Timor-Leste this 

pattern was clear and present on SC mandates. In this way, not only the UN assessed the 

conducts of the Timorese state and its populations, but it was also able to make corrections 

where these behaviors were not conforming to what was expected. In other words, it is 

through this instrument that the UN, in light of ‘progresses’ or ‘regressions’ on the field, 

could actually modify its structuring and conducting towards Timor-Leste in order to seek 

to ‘correct’ the conducts of the Timorese state and its population, so they could start 

conducting themselves normally. 

 

At this point, it is clear that the SGRsSC are a pivotal piece of a larger process. 

These dynamics of rendering visible, individualizing, monitoring/assessing, reporting and 

correcting is clearly a disciplinary mechanism resembling those explored by Michel 

Foucault in his studies. Whilst in Foucault’s analysis the disciplinary mechanisms sought 

to discipline the deviant behaviors of the lepers, the poor, and the delinquent, in the 

international scenario it seeks to normalize the ‘abnormal’ ‘post-conflict’ states. It is in this 

context that the SGRsSC play an essential role; in regards to Timor-Leste, the SGRsSC is a 

fundamental instrument within the normalization process sought by the UN in the country. 

With it, Timor-Leste is placed within a network that might appear as merely technical, 

institutional or bureaucratic. However, these reports are far from being a part of a mere 

bureaucratic process; they position Timor-Leste inside a surveillance framework of a 

disciplinary process formed by several individual mechanisms – rendering visible, 

individualizing, monitoring/assessing, reporting and correcting – that are interrelated and 

that collectively form a power framework that seeks to normalize the country. Indeed, in 

the case of Timor-Leste, the SGRSC was a refined instrument for rendering the Timorese 

‘reality’ ‘visible’ and functioning as a steering and monitoring instrument of its 

normalization process, providing, therefore, updated and relevant information and 

recommendations so the SC could adjust the Timorese conduct whenever deemed 

necessary. Therefore, rather than a mere UN procedural process, the SGRSC is a crucial 

instrument of the normalizing state-building dispositif deployed by the UN which sought to 

shape, alter, and conduct Timorese behaviors so the country can be transformed into a 

‘normal’ state within the international scenario.  
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Despite the fact that the SGRsSC play a central role in the normalization process 

sought by the UN, this process could not function properly without other complementing 

surveillance instruments. Apart from structuring and conducting the conducts of Timor-

Leste as a state, and therefore ensuring that the country follows the ‘proper’ and ‘normal’ 

behavior of a country within the international system; in order to be more ‘effective’, the 

UN normalization process makes use of other instruments that follow the same rationale 

presented but work within the Timorese state. Although they are very much decentralized 

and quite often not related at all, it is important to notice that, combined, they are a part of 

an assemblage that places Timor-Leste into a framework of power that seeks to visualize, 

scrutinize, oversee, monitor and correct several aspects of the country; seeking, in the end, 

both from within and from outside Timor-Leste, to normalize the country. Hence, it is 

important to shed some light on some of these instruments. 

 

 

The National Priorities Program 

Another surveillance instrument worth mentioning is the National Priorities Program 

(NPP). This is, in fact, a Timorese mechanism within the Timorese state. NPP is an 

institutional mechanism that was created in order to face the challenges posed by the 2006 

and 2008 crisis. Among other issues, the Timorese Government that took office in the 

beginning of August 2007 had to deal with several complex issues, such as: 65 IDP camps 

in Dili and the surrounding areas; nearly 400 former F-FDTL asking (sometimes violently) 

for their return to the military; the threat posed by Major Alfredo Reinaldo and his militia; 

martial arts gangs engaging in a series of violent acts; and a shrinking economy (Ministry 

of Finance, 2010: 11) to name just a few. Organized around a Secretariat and Working 

Groups (WG) focusing each on a determinate national priority, this was a mechanism 

designed essentially to construct the Timorese national priorities, through the prioritization 

of the Timorese challenges, and to plan, in an organized manner, the overcoming of these 

challenges. NPP was created, as a mechanism to enable the Timorese Government “to 

prioritize these challenges, re-establish safety and security and restore functioning public 

institutions in a considered and coordinated manner” (Ibidem: 12). Therefore, this would 

be essentially a mechanism that would help the Timorese Government to set the Timorese 

national priorities so the proper actions and focuses could be followed. Hence, it is fair to 
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understand this mechanism as an instrument of national-priorities-building; where the 

Timorese national priorities are constructed. Indeed, for the UN, the “National Priorities 

have become the centerpiece of the Government’s socio-economic development planning 

and programming, set by and for Timor-Leste” (Idem). Not surprisingly, the NPP would 

be, propagated by the UN as, “the first comprehensive Government-owned and 

Government-led planning and progress monitoring mechanism” (UN, N/A-d). Figure 5.1 

below summarizes the Timorese National Priorities from 2008 to 2010. 

 

Figure 5.1: Timorese National Priorities 2008-2010 

 

Source: (Ministry of Finance, 2010: 14). 

 

Nevertheless, this is not the whole picture. NPP also functioned as an important 

entry point for international influence over the Timorese state and as an UN surveillance 

instrument in the sense that the UN sought to use it as a manner of shaping Timorese 

conducts not from outside the country but from within Timor-Leste. This can quite clearly 

be understood as an instrument for the UN not only influence the very process of setting 

the priorities, but also for monitoring the state actions in regards to the achievement of the 

priorities set. This was a direct consequence of the very structure of the mechanism. As 

mentioned, NPP was designed along two main elements: (1) a Secretariat, which was under 

the Ministry of Finance; and (2) the Working Groups (WGs), each one focusing on one 

National Priority. The UN presence, and influence, is pervasive throughout the whole 

mechanism. Its influence was felt both in the Secretariat, whose main role is to coordinate, 
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support with policy recommendations and also monitor the overall process of building the 

Timorese national priorities, since it is a body ‘assisted’ by the UN and other international 

actors; and in the Working Groups, which can be understood as a forum where different 

actors – such as Ministries, Secretaries of State, autonomous agencies, other branches of 

government, as well as development partners and international actors (not only the UN and 

its agencies/programs, but also international financial institutions, and other states) – meet 

around a specific national priority. Due to the organization of the Working Groups, it was 

not uncommon for the UNMIT or a UN agency – like the WFP, UNICEF, or UNDP – to 

co-lead a Working Group. 

 

The Secretariat is a body that, although led by the Ministry of Finance, is 

‘assisted’ by international experts from the World Bank and the UN and AusAID which 

has as its mains objective to “assist with policy recommendations, and address any 

performance issues” (Ministry of Finance, 2010: 13). It was the role of the Secretariat to 

provide “executive assistance for overall coherence, regular monitoring and follow-up, as 

well as coordination” to the Working Groups (UN, N/A-d). Meeting on a regular basis, 

each of these WGs is headed by a Timorese ministry, with the assistance of one or more 

than one international actor, which serves as lead assistants or co-leaders (Ministry of 

Finance, 2010: 13; UN, N/A-d). This is the case, for instance, of the UNMIT in the WG 

dealing with Security (WG five in 2009) or the UNDP with the WG of the Justice (WG 

seven in the same year) (UN, N/A-d). Consequently, each of the working groups identifies 

several objectives and targets that will be pursued in regard to each national priority and 

compile them into a matrix. Apart from this, the Secretariat also established a set of 

monitoring, tracking and evaluation systems in order to guide the WGs and to ensure that 

all WGs follow a common standard of operational performance (Ministry of Finance, 

2010: 13). In this way, not only the work of each WG is under supervision and also 

monitored but also, and especially, the pursuit of the national priorities. Figure 5.2 below 

further clarifies this point by exemplifying one priority.
96

 

 

 

                                                   
96 In order to have access to these matrixes for the years of 2009 and 2010, see for instance (Ministry of 

Finance, 2010: 25-46). 
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Figure 5.2: National Priorities Consolidated Matrix 

  

Legend: √ = completed target ► = ongoing target † = stalled target 

Source: (Ministry of Finance, 2010: 26-27). 

 

The National Priorities Program might look like a mere institutional forum where 

a consensus-building is sought around what the Timorese national priorities should be and 

a bureaucratic mechanism where proper projects and actions in order to achieve each of 

them are thought. This might even be seen simply as a technical device built in order to 

harmonize and coordinate objectives, resources and actors towards the goals set in terms of 

national priorities, and an instrument to effectively analyze the proper progress of the 

projects and whether the goals set are being achieved or not. All of this is in fact true. In 

fact, this is a state management mechanism that might even be found in several states. 

Nevertheless, there is also another side to all this. There are at least two main points that 

should be also brought into light in regards to this mechanism, namely: (1) that this 

becomes a surveillance instrument through which Timorese state’s actions turns out to be 

under a close international supervision; and (2) in line with other areas where the UN 

exercised its power, a deep amount of influence was exercised by international experts in a 

fundamental and structuring element of the process of building Timorese political policies. 

 

In regards to the first point, the mechanism is recognized by the Timorese 

government, as an important tool to guide the government development efforts as well as 

to facilitate the engagement with international actors while strengthening their relationship 
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(Ministry of Finance, 2010: 12). Therefore, this mechanism actually guides and directs the 

Timorese actions in terms of the projects elaborated and public policies formulated. 

However, the other side of this is that given the fact that this is a mechanism also 

constituted by major international actors – like the UN and its agencies, international 

financial institutions, and also national development agencies of other states like AusAID 

or USAID – a direct consequence of this constitution is that all the actions of the Timorese 

state immediately become under a close international watch. Rather than a mere 

bureaucratic mechanism, the National Priorities Program enables the international state-

builders, those intervening in Timor-Leste, to have a great surveillance power over the 

Timorese state’s actions, and therefore monitor and shape them accordingly. This is a 

mechanism that rather than a technical arrangement, it enables a close international 

scrutiny of the Timorese conducts. 

 

Just as it will be further discussed in the next section, which deals with the United 

Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF), this is done namely through the 

following elements: (1) the delineation of the goals and objectives, with their respective 

targets, to be achieved; (2) the clear temporization of each target, namely quarterly; and (3) 

the specification of where each actor involved is expected to act, in a clear delineation of 

responsibilities. Figure 5.3 below exemplifies such framework.
97

 In addition to them, as it 

would be expectable, a whole set of tracking and evaluation systems were in place to 

ensure the proper progress of the activities. This is composed by “regular working group 

meetings/monthly reports, analytical quarterly progress summaries, and a peer review 

every six months” (UN, N/A-d). Indeed, all these elements combined form a “robust 

monitoring framework” (Idem). This ‘robust monitoring framework’ not only servers the 

Timorese Government to guide its own actions, but, obviously silently, also places its very 

actions under international scrutiny. It places Timor-Leste under a surveillance framework 

that makes visible what kind of policies the Timorese are pursuing and whether the 

Timorese are progressing accordingly or not; a framework that enables the shaping of the 

Timorese conducts so it can behave accordingly and in the end become a ‘normal’ state 

within the international scenario. 

                                                   
97 Once more, in order to have access to these matrixes for the years of 2009 and 2010, see for instance 

(Ministry of Finance, 2010: 25-46). 
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Figure 5.3: National Priorities Quarterly Targets 

 

Source: (Ministry of Finance, 2010: 31). 

 

In regards to the second point aforementioned – the influence exercised by 

international experts in a highly important and also structuring aspect of the Timorese 

political policy and policy-building – here again is perceived the normalizing power being 

exercised through the very role of the international experts through the already known 

power-denying notions like ‘supporting’, ‘advising’, ‘capacity-building’ and so on. At this 

point, it is already well-known that in ‘post-conflict’ scenarios the international experts 

influence not only the implementation of national policies already designed by the national 

authorities, but also the very designing of these policies. In Timor-Leste, and also in other 

‘post-conflict’ countries, this went as far as these international experts actually being the 

authorities designing and implementing public policies. Observing the National Priorities 

Program it is visible that the influence of the international experts took a step further, by 

becoming institutionalized and highly influencing key processes of the Timorese political 

policy, such as, for instance, the process of thinking about what should be the national 

priorities, the process of setting these national priorities and also the process of pursuing 

the national priorities established. 
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Both points aforementioned place the international actors in a very privileged 

position within a fundamental state management mechanism that is hardly seen in an 

independent state. This, of course, does not mean that the international experts actually 

decide what will be the Timorese national priorities or the policies that it will be elaborated 

to accomplish the established targets. Nevertheless, they certainly seek to influence such 

decisions. Even further, the most important point here is to bring to light that the great 

amount of influence exercised by international state-builders – over the process of setting 

the Timorese national priorities and the achievement of them – is as deep as being even 

institutionalized in Timor-Leste. As already mentioned before, these priorities are 

references that guide the very public policies that will be designed in order to overcome the 

Timorese challenges. Consequently, through the influence over the process of setting these 

priorities and the priorities itself, the direct control and influence of the policies becomes 

less necessary (notwithstanding, this direct control does not disappear from the relationship 

between the Timorese and the internationals), since the influence was already exercised at 

the origin of the process; where it will structure these policies. Hence, what is seen with 

the NPP mechanism is the internationals exercising a high amount of power through the 

shaping and influencing, and perhaps most importantly the supervision, of key elements of 

the process of defining a pivotal element of a sovereign state – its own national priorities. 

 

Attentively thinking about the National Priorities Program then, rather than a pure 

institutional bureaucracy that merely seeks to synchronize and bring together different 

objectives, projects and actors, the National Priorities Program, due to its own composition 

in regards to the presence of international actors and their relevance in the process, can 

also function as another surveillance instrument through which the Timorese state’s actions 

becomes under a very close observation by international actors and under a great amount 

of influence by them. The framework and the modus operandi of the instrument in fact 

place all the actions of the Timorese Government under a regular and periodic international 

scrutiny, placing a fundamental structure of Timor-Leste under an uninterrupted 

international examination and surveillance. Furthermore, observing this mechanism it is 

also observable that the Timorese actions are not only under a close scrutiny, but also its 

own process of deciding its own national priorities is under a severe amount of influence 

by international ‘experts’. Hence, this mechanism, more importantly, enables not only the 
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conducting of the Timorese state by influencing the delineation of its own national 

priorities, but also the proper monitoring of the Timorese Government actions in order to 

ensure that in the end, Timor, as a state, is more effectively normalized and therefore starts 

behaving accordingly in the international sphere. 

  

 

The United Nations Development Assistance Framework 

Another important surveillance instrument of the UN engagement with Timor-Leste is the 

United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF).
98

 UNDAF is a UN 

document that is a key instrument for the UN action on the field, since it constitutes a 

framework where the actions of distinct actors on the field can become not only more 

operational but also more coherent. Nevertheless, rather than a mere technical UN 

instrument that seeks to harmonize different actors strategies/policies/activities and 

divergent objectives into a coherent platform, the UNDAF is pivotal for the normalizing 

state-building dispositif operating in Timor-Leste. The importance of this instrument is 

essentially threefold: (1) to group the several actors intervening in Timor-Leste together 

and to enable them to work as a one whole; (2) to work, from within Timor-Leste, as an 

important element in the disciplinary process that seeks to normalize the country; and (3) 

to attach the Timorese National Priorities to the Millennium Development Goals, in an 

effort of bringing Timor-Leste behavior closer to these standards. 

 

In regards to the first importance of UNDAF aforementioned, this instrument 

seeks to be the framework that delineates the field where the development assistance 

carried out by the UN (and other international actors such as the international financial 

institutions and other states) will be performed. Therefore, all the actions and goals carried 

out by those several international actors on the field should, at least theoretically, align and 

converge according to this document. This enables the panoply of actors composed by 

UNMIT and the constellation of actors gravitating around it (each with its own set of 

                                                   
98 This section is based on the current United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) for 

Timor-Leste (UNDP, 2008e) which covers the period of 2009-2013. Since the UNDAF is a standardized 

document, the rationale presented here is also valid for UNDAFs for previous periods, such as (UNDP, 

2002). 
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disparate programs and objectives), to pursue coherence and coordination. It is the 

UNDAF that enables them to seek to work as a comprehensive and coherent whole.  

 

Nevertheless, even if these actors and their actions lack coherence and 

coordination, the very existence of the instrument, and its high relevance in the 

intervention process in Timor-Leste, is important due to the reason that it enables the 

analyst to problematize this high variety of actors and disparate programs and objectives as 

a coherent whole. Most importantly, it clearly indicates that these diverse elements in fact 

form not only a coherent assemblage but an assemblage that seeks to function towards a 

common direction since it is there that are set the priorities to be followed and the overall 

objectives to be pursued. Therefore, this is an encompassing surveillance instrument that 

brings some sort of consistency and density to the whole normalization enterprise. This 

instrument facilitates the conduction of the conducts of Timor-Leste since it enables the 

actions and influences performed in the key pillar spheres of the country – the disciplinary, 

the political and economic, and the socio and biopolitical ones – to be conducted towards a 

common end, obviously ‘convenient’ to the internationals. Therefore, the UNDAF works 

by rendering operational, from within the country, the normalization process that Timor-

Leste is subject to. 

 

In order to better grasp the importance of UNDAF as a grouping mechanism, one 

should remember that there are nearly two dozen organizations – from the International 

Labor Organization (ILO), World Food Program (WFP), UNDP UNESCO, to UNICEF, 

the international (and regional) financial institutions, among others – gravitating around 

UNMIT that are part of the UN Country Team. Each one of them has several projects and 

programs, with innumerous objectives. Just to give a very brief idea of how encompassing 

it is, one might think, for instance, of: (1) numerous initiatives of the ILO in areas like the 

(1.1) employment promotion (ILO, N/A); and (1.3) labor market governance and working 

conditions; (2) the several activities performed by FAO in terms of a (2.1) national 

program of food security; (2.2) ‘capacity building’ and technical ‘assistance’; and also 

(2.3) ‘assistance’ in the increasing food production and enhancing sustainable food 

security (FAO, N/A; UN, N/A-j); (3) the fact that the ADB has more than thirty initiatives 

in areas ranging from microfinance (ADB, 2004), economic policies and strategies for 
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development planning (ADB, 2002) and infrastructure (ADB, 2005, 2007) to ‘capacity-

building’ in the areas macroeconomic policies (ADB, 2009), governance and public sector 

management (ADB, 2003), and ministries of infrastructure, planning and finance; (4) the 

activities performed by the WFP in areas such as (4.1) mother-and-child health and 

nutrition; (4.2) school feeding program; (4.3) food for work; and (4.4) ‘capacity-building’ 

and technical assistance to ministries in order to enhance the food security and also food 

security monitoring systems (WFP, N/A); or (5) the wide scope of projects carried out by 

the UNDP touching areas as diverse as (5.1) democratic governance;  (5.2) poverty 

reduction and achievement of the MDGs; (5.3) projects dealing with strengthening the 

national police capacity in Timor-Leste (UNDP, 2011c); and also (5.4) environment and 

sustainable development (UNDP, N/A-a, b, c, e); or even (6) the more than forty projects 

carried out by the World Bank touching on several aspects of the Timorese life as diverse 

as education (WB, 2006b, 2010); youth (WB, 2008); health (WB, 2007a); gas (WB, 

2006a); petroleum (WB, 2007b); social protection (WB, 2011); and justice with its “Justice 

for the Poor” project (WB, N/A-b), to name just a few. These examples are by no means 

exhaustive. In fact, they are just a fraction of the whole picture. They merely give a small 

idea of the width of both the scope and the range of the normalizing assemblage operating 

in Timor-Leste. 

 

In addition to the importance of the UNDAF as a grouping mechanism, it is also 

clear that the UNDAF works as a key instrument in the disciplinary process under which 

Timor-Leste is subject. This is the second reason why UNDAF in important to the UN 

engagement with Timor-Leste. Rather than a mere bureaucratic procedure seeking to 

harmonize the UN and other actors’ actions and to optimize resources; the UNDAF also 

has other functions – such as individualizing, rendering visible, monitoring/assessing, 

reporting and correcting – that are interrelated and that collectively form a power 

framework that seeks to conduct and normalize Timor-Leste. UNDAF’s functions follow 

closely those of the SGRSC. However, whereas the SGRSC is an instrument that enables 

the normalization of Timor-Leste as a state and worked majorly from outside the country, 

the UNDAF is a pivotal instrument in the normalization process of Timorese spheres and 

worked within the country. It enables what could be seen as a huge and nebulous thing – a 
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whole country with its several spheres – to become more tangible and, especially, more 

manageable and, consequently, its normalization more feasible. 

 

The very first function of the UNDAF in the normalization process is, as the 

SGRSC, to individualize. Whereas the latter individualizes Timor-Leste as a ‘post-conflict’ 

state, the former individualizes each sphere within this ‘post-conflict’ state. Although the 

UN acts on several areas at once, through this document, each one of them is 

individualized and therefore can be focused individually. It is through this 

individualization process that what would at first be indistinct areas become distinct, and 

therefore enables the UN to act upon them. Furthermore, it is due to this process of 

individualizing the areas that these can be each one disaggregated into sub-elements and 

these, by their turn, into other sub-elements. This enables the Timorese ‘reality’ to be 

rendered operational and therefore a vast sphere becomes workable and, most importantly, 

manageable. Secondly, as a consequence of the first function, the UNDAF functions also 

as a steering instrument. This brings the element of ‘visibility’ to the normalization process 

in the sense that the Timorese ‘reality’ in its diverse, but also distinct due to the 

individualization process, areas becomes ‘visible’ for those who are intervening in Timor-

Leste. It is through these functions that a field of visibility in regards to the Timorese 

‘reality’ is formed.  

 

Consequently, the state-building dispositif can delineate the field where it will act 

and influence, and therefore seek to conduct the Timorese conducts. As a result, the 

intervening dispositif starts to be in the position to influence the fundamental spheres of a 

state – the disciplinary, political and economic governance, and the socio and biopolitical 

spheres – giving a clearer picture of how wide and deep was the UN influence over 

Timorese spheres. In the UNDAF language used in the 2008 document (UNDP, 2008e: 5), 

this influence over those spheres was translated into the three major areas of intervention: 

(1) Democratization and Social Cohesion, which includes also deepening state-building, 

and work on security and justice; (2) Poverty Reduction and Sustainable Livelihoods, 

focusing in particular vulnerable groups, including youth, women, IDPs and disaster-prone 

communities; and (3) Basic Social Services, which includes education, health, nutrition, 

water and sanitation, and social welfare and social protection. Crosscutting these areas of 
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intervention, subjects like gender, youth, human rights, prevention, and environment also 

have importance and would be fostered by the state-builders. These areas of intervention 

reflect, as it would be expected, a sort of continuation from the UNDAF document 

focusing on the period of 2003-2005 but with a different configuration. In this document 

(UNDP, 2002: 12-16) the areas of intervention were placed under the headings of: (1) 

Income Poverty and Hunger; (2) Education and Culture; (3) Health; (4) Gender; and (5) 

the Environment and Natural Resources. In the 2008 document, the areas of intervention 

were disaggregated and became objectives. Figure 5.4 below evinces the UNDAF overall 

objectives for the 2009-2013 period. 

 

Table 5.1: UNDAF 2009-2013 Objectives 

Objective 1 

By 2013, stronger 

democratic institutions 

and mechanisms for 

social cohesion are 

consolidated 

 

 state organs and institutions are more efficient, transparent, accountable, 

equitable and gender-responsive in planning and delivery of services 

 people have greater access to effective, transparent and equitable justice  

 Timorese society is better able to internalize democratic principles and use 

nonviolent conflict mitigating mechanisms 

 

Objective 2 

By 2013, vulnerable 

groups experience a 

significant 

improvement in 

sustainable livelihoods, 

poverty reduction and 

disaster risk 

management within an 

overarching crisis 

prevention and 

recovery context 

 vulnerable groups, particularly IDPs, disaster-prone communities, women and 

youth, benefit from opportunities for sustainable livelihoods 

 local communities and national and district authorities practice more effective 

environmental, natural resource and disaster risk management 

 youth have better employability and access to sustainable gainful employment 
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Objective 3 

 

By 2013, children, 

young people, women 

and men have 

improved quality of life 

through reduced 

malnutrition, morbidity 

and mortality, 

strengthened learning 

achievement and 

enhanced social 

protection 

 

 20 percent more children access, and 25 percent more children complete, free 

compulsory quality basic education 

 families and communities have improved access to and utilization of quality 

health care services 

 families and communities have improved feeding and caring practices and 

increased access to and utilization of quality nutrition services 

 vulnerable populations, particularly from rural areas, enjoy safe living 

environment, including increased access to safe water, sanitation and hygiene 

 vulnerable populations, especially children and women, benefit from quality 

social protection, particularly social welfare services, including in emergencies 

Source: Author’s compilation based on (UNDP, 2008e: 5-6). 

 

Each of these objectives, in turn, is composed by its own set of targets.
99

 It is at 

this point that a field of visibility in regards to the Timorese ‘reality’ becomes to be 

constructed. Moreover, this field of visibility is constantly fed by periodic documents, 

reports, surveys, publications, releases and so on, that by its turn, are supplied by periodic 

data collection instruments such as census, national statistics, governmental numbers and 

so on.
100

 All these elements not only provide a clearer picture, for those intervening, of the 

numerous spheres of Timor-Leste, but also frames what constitutes the Timorese ‘reality’ 

in the eyes of those intervening. It is in this ‘reality’ that international state-builders will 

intervene, making the areas that are not part of the UNDAF objectives simply invisible 

and, therefore, not part of the Timorese ‘reality’. 

 

Not dissociated from the formation of the construction of a field of visibility 

through the delineation of the spheres of intervention (through the establishment of the 

aforementioned objectives), UNDAF has also a monitoring function. This function is what 

places Timor-Leste and the Timorese under a constant surveillance and a periodic 

examination. The UNDAF document enables a vast area of Timor-Leste and of the 

Timorese lives to become under a close international watch. One should also remember 

that what is under a very close scrutiny is whether the Timorese conducts, at the diverse 

                                                   
99

 For a further detailed observation of all 2009-2013UNDAF objectives, see (UNDP, 2008e: Annex A). 

100 For a clearer picture, see (UNDP, 2008e: Annex B). 
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areas aforementioned, are being shaped according to what was planned by the UN and its 

behaviors are being headed towards the documents’ objectives. This is done essentially 

through five elements: (1) a very detailed delineation of the targets and objectives to be 

achieved; (2) the specification of the responsibilities and roles of each actor involved; (3) 

the exposition of the amount of resources that are allocated, by each intervening actor, to 

each intervened area’s objective; (4) the signaling of the sources of verification of where 

the indicators of each objective must be reflected; this being a report, a document, the 

national statistics, or even a legislation when it is the case; and (5) the delineation of an 

evaluation calendar stipulating surveys, studies, and also reviews of the UNDAF itself in 

order to monitor the process.  

 

All these elements are compiled, as expected, along matrixes and tables 

throughout the document. The first, second, and third elements aforementioned are visibly 

exemplified by Annex 1 where one can clearly see how the UN compile such elements.
101

 

The fourth element aforementioned, the signaling of the sources where the results of each 

objective must be reflected, is rendered operational by a different table. Annex 2 best 

illustrates it. Finally, the fifth element aforementioned, the delineation of an evaluation 

calendar in order to monitor the process, is best exemplified by Annex 3. There, it was 

stipulated a whole set of surveys, studies, and reviews in order to assess and monitor the 

very UN surveillance instrument that UNDAF is so it can be changed and revised 

whenever necessary and, in turn, review and revise the very normalization process  

 

Separately, these tables and matrixes might perfectly pass as mere technical 

instruments that are pivotal for the management of any modern state. However, it should 

not pass unproblematically the fact that they are used by the UN in order to structure and 

influence Timorese conducts from within the country. Collectively, they form a pivotal 

instrument of the surveillance framework that was set up around Timor-Leste and the 

Timorese in order to shape several spheres of the country. Hence, they are far from mere 

‘technical’ instruments. Therefore, rather than mere a ‘technical’ instrument, as Mitchell 

Dean (2010: 41) remembers, such instruments – like matrixes, tables and so on – are what 

make it possible, on the one hand, to ‘picture’ not only who and what will sought to have 

                                                   
101 For more detailed and in depth information see (UNDP, 2008e: Annexes A, B and C). 
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its conducts conducted, but also how different locales and agents are to be connected with 

one another, and the kind of objectives to be sought enabling the visualization of such 

diagram of power. In addition, on the other hand, rightly remembering Bruno Latour’s 

phrase, Dean also sees that these instruments also enable one to “think with eyes and 

hands”; bringing attention to the fact that ‘seeing’ and acting are interconnected (Idem). 

These matrixes, while enabling those intervening in Timor-Leste to ‘think with eyes and 

hands’, they, simultaneously, enable those intervening to ‘visualize’ the Timorese ‘reality’, 

and also ‘place’ the Timorese ‘reality’ in ‘their hands’. In this way, Timor-Leste becomes 

not only manageable and conductible, but also the very process of conducting can be 

properly monitored. 

 

Therefore, rather than mere a ‘technical’ instrument, the UNDAF document gives 

a detailed image of the aims to be pursued in each intervening area; it indicates where each 

one involved in the intervention, either internationals or Timorese, should act, and also 

what must be done by each actor in each intervened area. It is through this clear picture 

that enables the proper monitoring of the Timorese conducts. One must also remember that 

an almost immediate consequence of this periodic scanning and monitoring that Timor-

Leste, and the Timorese, are subject is a ‘progress’ assessment. This evaluation assessment 

is what enables the UN to say that Timor-Leste is making the proper changes or not; 

whether Timor-Leste is properly conducted. This is what makes possible for the UN to 

follow the changes made in each of the intervened areas that compose the Timorese 

‘reality’ in the eyes of the UN. Indeed, this is what seeks to ensure that not only Timor-

Leste will behave accordingly, but, specially, that, in the case of any misconduct in any 

specific area, it will be promptly pinpointed and properly corrected. It is the correction 

function that ensures that any misbehavior, when spotted, will be properly corrected so 

Timor-Leste, and the Timorese, can once more continue behaving accordingly. Indeed, this 

correction function is what completes the disciplinary process that fosters a normalization 

framework in Timor-Leste which the UNDAF is a key instrument. 

 

Along with the two pillars presented previously underlying the importance of 

UNDAF as a pivotal instrument for the normalizing state-building dispositif, there is a 

third one: to append the Timorese National Priorities with the Millennium Development 
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Goals (MDG),
102

 in the effort to bring Timor-Leste, as a state, to behave more according to 

these standards. Hence, the UNDAF also plays an important role in the normalization of 

Timor-Leste, as a state, in the international scenario, but, once more, from within the 

country. The point here is not, obviously, to argue for or against the MDGs. This kind of 

discussion, in addition of being misplaced, certainly extrapolates the scope of this thesis. 

Nevertheless, one cannot avoid to understand the MDGs as elements of a state behavioral 

norm of the current international scenario, whether agreeing or not with them. Indeed, it is 

indisputable that the MDGs constitute a whole set of international standards that the UN 

fosters the states around the world to achieve. The UN seeks to provide a framework in 

which the states start behaving according to the established goals. These efforts, obviously, 

are denser and deeper in ‘post-conflict’ states than in other states. In this case, the UN 

seeks to mold and shape the states’ conducts in order to achieve those standards. In the 

end, the objective is that more states comply with those standards. 

 

  In the case of Timor-Leste, and other ‘post-conflict’ states, the state-building 

dispositif, which has the UN as its core, emerges and seeks to normalize the country, 

including the areas of the MDGs. The UNDAF plays a key role in this. Apart from the 

elements already shown, the UNDAF is also important in the effort of seeking to make 

Timor-Leste, as a state, to behave according to the MDGs. This is done through the 

alignment of the Timorese national priorities for the country with the MDGs. In each of the 

major objectives of the UNDAF there is this grouping of the several objectives of the 

document and the national priorities seeking to make them head towards a common MDG. 

This is perhaps more illustrative at the Figure 5.4 below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
102 For more regarding the UN Millennium Development Goals see (UN, N/A-b). 
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Figure 5.4: UNDAF Alignment of Objectives 

 

Source: (UNDP, 2008e: 15). 

 

Rather than a mere harmonization or synchronization of efforts and objectives, the 

UNDAF is an important element in connecting what is understood as a national priority 

with a set of international standards in order to make Timor-Leste, as a state, behave 

accordingly and become more of a ‘normal’ state. It is true that the very core of the MDGs 

is to seek to improve and to enhance the population’s lives. Nevertheless, one the other 

hand, it is also true that, precisely because of that, this process constitutes an exercise of a 

biopolitical power par excellence. Therefore, this does not weaken the instrument as an 

important surveillance instrument or the argument of the UN pursuit of the normalization 

of Timor-Leste. On the contrary, the pursuit of making Timor-Leste complying and 

behaving according to the MDGs, in fact, reinforces the argument of exposing the overall 

UN objective of seeking to make Timor-Leste behave as a ‘normal’ state in the 

international scenario; of making it comply with these international standards. 

 

Lastly, another element pervades the UNDAF document – the notion of ‘good 

governance’. The notion of ‘good governance’ has mainly two functions: (1) through the 

noun ‘governance’, to structure the area where the intervention must occur; and (2) 

through the adjective ‘good’, to frame the kind of outcomes expected from the intervention 



190 

 

performed. In the case of a normalization process, in which the UNDAF is a pivotal 

instrument, the interventions done in the key spheres of Timor-Leste are performed in light 

of, and underpinned by, the notion of ‘good governance’. It is true that the notion ‘good 

governance’ does not appear literally in the current document in regards to Timor-Leste, as 

it was the case of the UNDAF document for the period of 2003-2005 where there is a 

specific section literally dealing with ‘good governance’ and where one can clearly know 

the understanding of what it means for the UN (UNDP, 2002: 11-12). Nevertheless, 

closely observing the very areas of intervention delineated in the current document and the 

objectives pursued, it is clear that this notion underpins the intervention, even if not clearly 

explicitly. 

 

In the UNDAF document for the period of 2003-2005, it is clear that, through the 

notion of ‘good governance’, not only the area of intervention was framed, but also the 

kind of intervention and the expected outcomes were delineated. Furthermore, one can also 

notice how this notion was expected to be fostered within the Timorese state. In this 

document one can read under the heading of “’good’ governance” that, in the UN’s 

understanding (UNDP, 2002: 11), “[i]n the western democratic tradition, ‘good’ 

governance is usually expressed in terms of – among other things – political democracy, 

community participation and hence decentralisation (sic), transparency and integrity, 

‘small’ government, and market liberalisation (sic)" (Idem). Moreover, “[p]articularly 

important are questions such as free and fair elections, an independent and impartial 

judicial system, a comprehensive legal system, and the free-flow of information” (Idem). 

This, as it was expectable, was designed to be fostered and encourage by the international 

experts. One could expect that this fostering of the ‘good governance’ notion was 

something done in a concealed or secretly manner in the very exercise of ‘advising’, 

‘capacity-building’ and ‘counseling’. However, this is in fact clear in the very document 

when it states that fostering was to be done by the “international advisers whose primary 

function will be to transmit technical skills and know how, and to inculcate in their 

counterparts the values and attitudes normally associated with prevailing notions of ‘good’ 

governance” (Idem). 
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Observing the current UNDAF document for Timor-Leste, there is no reason to 

believe that this rationale changed. On the contrary, observing the very areas delineated for 

intervention and the objectives set to be achieved, one can clearly see the kind of economic 

and political reforms, and the focus on democratic principles, human rights and rule of law 

that characterize the notion of ‘good governance’ (Wouters and Ryngaert, 2005: 69-77). 

Moreover, having also in mind that after the 2006 and 2008 crises the UN intervention 

became deeper and wider, one can only conclude that rather than a rupture between the 

two documents, one can in fact observe a clear continuity between them, indeed, a much 

denser continuity. 

 

At this point is clear that the UNDAF document is a pivotal operative instrument 

in the normalization process carried out by the state-building dispositif. It is a refined 

instrument, working from within the ‘post-conflict’ state, responsible for not only seeking 

to group the intervening assemblage – in regards to its actors, projects, and objectives – 

together, but also for placing the Timorese ‘reality’ under a surveillance framework that 

seeks to make sure that fundamental spheres of Timor-Leste – the disciplinary, the political 

and economic, and the socio and biopolitical ones – and its population, are actually 

behaving as it was designed and expected by the UN, and for signalizing when and in 

which areas the corrections are needed. 

 

 

The Police Arrangement and the Disciplining of the Police 

Another field where the UN’s exercise of its power and influence was deeply felt was at a 

key pillar of the disciplinary sphere of the Timorese state – the national police (PNTL). In 

the disciplinary sphere, the UN exercised its disciplining and normalization power namely 

in three dimensions: (1) the reform, restructuring and rebuilding of the police institutions 

and their functioning; (2) the normalization and disciplining of the very policemen/women; 

and (3) the manner and timing in which the Timorese police would conduct the police 

operations on its own country. Just as in other spheres, the UN intervention here also 

navigated between macro and micro aspects, going from the timing the Timorese would 

police their own country, and how their police institutions would look like and be 

internally organized, to shaping the conduct of the very individual policemen/women. All 
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these elements were consolidated in an Agreement between the UN and Timor-Leste that 

became known as the Police Arrangement (UN and DRTL, 2006). Rather than a mere 

technical agreement between two equal parts, this is a pivotal document that functions as a 

fundamental structuring instrument within the normalization process that Timor-Leste was 

subject to and the disciplining of the Timorese police. This was the document that framed 

and structured the UN actions within the field of the police. The aim was to produce a 

stable, predictable, disciplined police institution. Remarkably, in Timor-Leste, a sort of an 

apparent paradox is perceptible in this sphere – the formation of a disciplined discipline 

sphere. This means that the very disciplinary institutions of Timor-Leste were disciplined 

and built in a disciplinary manner. Hence, through rewards and punishments, not only their 

macro institutional configurations are shaped but even their micro detailed aspects are 

structured.
103

 Therefore, the sphere which should be the definitive element of discipline in 

the country is in fact disciplined by internationals; being in fact a disciplinary institution 

that is under the constant gazing, shaping, structuring and conducting of international 

actors. 

 

In regards to the police institutions to be built, one must remember the fact that 

UNMIT was established as a reaction to the 2006 crisis. Hence, due to this environment, 

the institutions of the police received a considerable focus. This is perceptible, for instance, 

throughout the several mandates of the Security Council, either establishing or renewing 

the mission’s mandate. In this area, the UN ‘capacity-building’ efforts were not only 

aiming to completely (re)structure and (re)build the police institutions, but also to structure 

and build a certain kind of institutions. The institutions (re)built should follow a series of 

standards, which were pre-established by internationals, such as: (1) respect for national 

laws; (2) respect for international and national criminal justice norms and standards; (3) 

respect for democratic values and the values of the rule of law; (4) maintenance and 

promotion of respect for the rule of law, public safety, public order, security and stability; 

(5) respect for human rights; (6) impartial, de-politicized and non-partisan approach; (7) 

commanding of public respect and public confidence; and (8) rejection of all corrupt 

practices (UN and DRTL, 2006: 8-9). Once more, the point is not being either for or 

against these standards, but to shed light on the fact that a fundamental pillar of the 

                                                   
103 For an analysis of such process in the case of Haiti, see (Zanotti, 2011: Chapter 5). 
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disciplinary sphere of Timor-Leste would have its field of possible actions previously 

structured and comply with standards already structured by internationals. 

 

The whole process of “reform, restructuring, and rebuilding” of the Timorese 

national police institutions focused on two dimensions – structural and procedural. Hence, 

the focus was not only on the formation of the institutions, but also on how they should 

work. Initially, UNMIT pursued a phase of a thorough assessment of several areas of the 

Timorese police such as the organizational, operational, administrative, managerial, 

logistical, budgetary and financial; and the assessment of aspects like the internal 

accountability mechanisms, external oversight,  support structures, human-resources 

management systems and procedures, internal discipline system and its institutional 

arrangements for coordination with the defense sector (UN and DRTL, 2006: 9). After this 

initial assessment phase, which is, as already elucidated, an important phase of any 

disciplinary mechanism, the UN would pursue the actual rebuilding and restructuring of 

the institutions. 

 

In the more macro and structural dimension, in the UN eyes the rebuilding should 

be aimed at: building a whole disciplinary system, capacity-building PNTL institutionally 

and in terms of how these institutions would operate, structuring their procedures, 

developing PNTL’s administrative capacity, strengthening its administrative systems for 

budget, finance and personnel (UN and DRTL, 2006: 9). The efforts were not only 

targeting the structural aspect of the police institution and the shaping of the internal 

manners of the Timorese national police; the UN also had in mind, characterizing a very 

disciplinary attitude and the disciplinary manner of the intervention, the detailed 

structuring of the very plan through which the rebuilding was pursued. The plan, in the 

eyes of the UN, should: (1) “contain a detailed statement of the aims and objectives to be 

achieved”; (2) “list specific actions to be taken for the purpose of achieving those aims and 

objectives”; (3) “clearly allocate responsibilities for the taking of those actions”; (4) “set 

out projected timelines for the taking of those actions and the achievement of those aims 

and objectives”; (5) “elaborate benchmarks and performance targets to measure whether 

those aims and objectives have been met”; and (6) “set out the procedures and process by 

which the plan may be amended, if need be, and by whom” (UN and DRTL, 2006: 9-10). 
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This provides a clear image of the vast and deep scope of the whole enterprise. In light of 

the crisis of 2006, the (re)building efforts in this area were thought to be drastic and 

profound. This document would later culminate and be supplemented by other ‘capacity-

building’ efforts and projects, with the ‘assistance’ of UNMIT experts and UNDP 

consultants, throughout the UN intervention in this area with, for instance, the ‘Security 

Sector Review in Timor-Leste’ (UNDP, 2008a); or, even, after the Timorese resumption of 

executive policing over its own country in March 2011 with, for instance, the UNDP 

‘Project Strengthening the National Police Capacity in Timor-Leste’ (2011c). 

 

In parallel with all the ‘capacity-building’ efforts of “reform, restructuring, and 

rebuilding” the institutions of the Timorese national police, another normalizing and 

disciplining practice was being performed – the training of policemen/women. This is the 

second dimension where the UN exercised its disciplining and normalization power over 

this fundamental part of the Timorese disciplinary sphere. Rather than a mere practice 

under the label of a practical or a technical assistance, the training of the policemen/women 

was another normalizing and disciplining mechanism portrayed as a ‘capacity-building’ 

practice, just as the other several which Timor-Leste and the Timorese were subject to, 

presented with power-denying notions such as ‘monitoring’, ‘counseling’, ‘supporting’ and 

so on. In regards to this practice, the normalizing and disciplining power was exercised 

through the power-denying program designed to issue a “certification” of the police 

officers. This was in essence a disciplinary and normalizing framework that through this 

“certification” program, the UN sought not only a different kind of police officers but, 

essentially, a different kind of subject and subjectivity. 

 

This “Registration and Certification Programme” was detailed in the Police 

Arrangement (UN and DRTL, 2006: Annex). It was a program aiming at the training of the 

Timorese police officers. This might, at a first sight, look like an ordinary technical device 

deployed to train police officers, which in fact is something quite common in several 

states. Nevertheless, once more, this is far from being a mere technical device. Indeed, this 

mechanism places the Timorese police officers within a power framework which was 

already pre-established and previously structured by internationals in order to shape their 

behaviors so they behave and possess certain values that were also pre-determined by 
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internationals. Therefore, rather than a mere ‘training’ program, this in fact becomes a 

disciplining and normalizing mechanism directed to Timorese police officers which was 

composed by three parts: (1) identification and registration; (2) provisional certification; 

and (3) final certification.  

 

The first part of this normalizing mechanism – the identification and registration – 

dealt essentially with the identification of the individuals who were serving the Timorese 

national police. These individuals should be properly “identified” and later “registered by 

UNMIT as PNTL police officers” (Ibidem: 14). This was an initial attempt, something that 

would be continued during the whole program, aimed at the construction of ‘steering’ 

mechanisms and the creation of record-keeping instruments within the police. As already 

mentioned, a disciplinary mechanism can hardly function without the construction of such 

instruments. This first part was aiming essentially at the construction of instruments that 

would enable the UNMIT to know who these policemen/women were. Indeed, in the 

document it clearly states that “[i]mmediately upon the entry-into-force of this 

Supplemental Arrangement, the Government shall provide UNMIT with the necessary 

documentation identifying all individuals who are serving with the PNTL or any of its 

units” (Ibidem: 17). This clearly characterizes not only the attempt of the UN to know who 

these individuals were, but also the very power hierarchy underpinning the process through 

the very words used in the document. This, as it will be later evinced, was not the only 

example. 

 

After this first part of identification and registration, comes the second part of the 

provisional certification. Those who were properly registered were “provisionally certified 

by the Government upon the proposal of the Police Commissioner for service as PNTL 

police officers” (UN and DRTL, 2006: 14). Although the certification was issued by the 

Timorese government, a crucial element of this whole process is the Police Commissioner, 

who is the head of the whole police component of the UN on the field. As it will be seen 

soon, s/he is also responsible, or highly determinant, for key elements of the whole 

Timorese police chain, for instance the police operations, the promotion of the officers, 

and even the standards that the police officers must follow during the certification program 

and afterwards. This provisional certification would be valid for six months with the 
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possibility of renovation, upon agreement by the Police Commissioner, or successive 

periods of six months (Idem). This certification renewal depended upon the successful 

completion of the training program. 

 

Those provisionally certified would have a card certifying this, indicating when 

the provisional certification was granted and when the certification was renewed, if it ever 

was (UN and DRTL, 2006: 14). More than that, the Police Arrangement stated that the 

Timorese government had to require all those who were provisionally certified to provide 

UNMIT with information in regards to their “personal and professional conduct and 

activities, their financial dealings and their property holdings” (Ibidem: 17). Furthermore, 

in a very characterizing manner of a highly disproportionate power relation, the Police 

Arrangement clearly affirms that the Timorese government “shall, without delay, without 

restriction, qualification or exception and free of charge, make available to UNMIT such 

documentation, records or information within its possession or under its control” (Idem). 

This information, apart from being a steering and record-keeping instrument, which also 

enabled the UN to place all of police officer’s personal lives under a close surveillance and 

scrutiny, it would also underpin the Police Commissioner’s decision “on the renewal of 

their provisional certification or the granting of final certification for service [of these 

police officers] with the PNTL” (Idem). Hence this information would also be considered 

in the reward and punishing process of the disciplinary mechanism which is this 

certification program. 

 

In fact, this provisional certification is what authorized the police officers to serve 

as police officers at the PNTL, which means that they could only be police officers after 

this screening, scrutinizing and identification process. Nevertheless, although this is a key 

element of the normalization process, the most important part of this is that these police 

officers must be part of a ‘training’ process. This is the part of the whole process that most 

directly sought to shape and conduct the conducts and behaviors of the policemen/women 

seeking that they become not only normalized, but also had a different subjectivity. Indeed, 

all the policemen/women had to undergo the training process “in accordance with the 

programme (sic) designed, developed and provided by UNMIT” (UN and DRTL, 2006: 

14). 



197 

 

 

In this training program, the performance of the police officers was individually 

assessed and evaluated, and the renewal of their certification depended upon the successful 

completion of these training activities. They would be evaluated in regards to aspects that 

an international actor, the Police Commissioner, would decide. The Police Commissioner 

was responsible for “elaborate[ing] and issu[ing] detailed directives” in regards to not only 

the training process but, specially, in regards to the performance standards that the police 

officers must comply (UN and DRTL, 2006: 15). The police officers would be evaluated 

not only in regards to operational aspects such as their “technical skills”; “professional 

demeanour (sic)”; or the “satisfactory performance of their duties”, but also in regards to 

deeper elements that characterize the pursue of certain kind of subjectivity, focusing on 

aspects like their “proven respect for human rights”; “demonstration of gender sensitivity”; 

and “proven adherence to standards of democratic policing and international and national 

criminal justice norms and standards” (Idem). These were the parameters that would frame 

the whole training process and evaluation of the police officers. In addition to this frequent 

and individual evaluation, their evaluation would also be capilarized since the police 

officers would “be regularly evaluated by co-located United Nations police officers” 

(Idem). This was by no means restricted to the police officers alone. In fact, the PNTL 

General Commander was also subject to this kind of conducting since the Police 

Commissioner would “assist” his/her “capacity-building (…) through constant mentoring, 

monitoring and supervision” (Ibidem: 6). 

 

Since the third, and final, part of the training process – the final certification – and 

the very promotion of the police officers depended on their complete compliance and 

fulfillment of these performance standards, the policemen/women ended up being put 

inside a power framework that through punishments (the non renovation of their 

certification and therefore preventing them from being police officers) and rewards (the 

renewal of their certification, their promotions inside the organization, and the possibility 

of obtaining a final certification) sought to shape and conduct their very behaviors. 

Therefore, in addition to structure the institutions (and how they should work) and to the 

fact that the entire institution was under the international authority (the Police 

Commissioner) the instrument put the Timorese police officers within an international 
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disciplining framework that sought not only to normalize them, but also to construct a 

specific kind of subjectivity on them, a liberal one. 

 

In addition to the two dimensions just exposed, one should not forget that there 

was also a third dimension in which the exercise of the UN disciplining and normalizing 

power in the sphere of the Timorese police was felt: the manner and timing in which the 

Timorese police would conduct police operations in its own country. The manner in which 

the police officers would in fact police their own country was a direct consequence of their 

normalization pursued during their training program. Their policing would, undoubtedly, 

be binding by the standards delineated by the UN Police Commissioner and that was 

thought to be entrenched on them during the whole certification program. Otherwise, since 

their very possibility of continuing to be exercising their police duties depended on 

following these standards, without their “proven adherence” to, and in fact performance of, 

these standards they would not be able to be police officers at all. This is certainly 

important since, as it was evinced, these standards directed not only the very behaviors of 

the policemen/women, but also the manner in which the Timorese would perform their 

policing activities. Since, the police institution is a relevant institution within any society – 

separating those who have a ‘normal’ behavior from those who have an ‘abnormal’ and 

‘deviant’ one, and in the correction of these behaviors – an important consequence of the 

disciplining and normalization of the Timorese national police attitude and behavior 

towards the very policing act is that very understanding of what is perceived as a ‘normal’ 

and ‘deviant’ behavior throughout the Timorese society and within the Timorese social 

body was also, although indirectly, sought to be shaped and conducted. This is not a small 

thing since those actions surpass, a lot, the power-denying shield of technicality and 

expertise of policing, and affects the whole Timorese society. It is another effort, albeit 

indirectly but by no means less invasively, of normalizing the Timorese society from 

within itself. 

 

Finally, a second important aspect of this third dimension of the UN normalizing 

and disciplining power directed at the sphere of the Timorese police is the timing in which, 

and how, the Timorese would be allowed to have the responsibility of the policing of their 

own country. This was clear in the three-phased approach adopted: initial, consolidation, 
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and full reconstitution phases. The initial phase was marked by the UN possessing full 

control of, and the primary responsibility for, the whole policing activities throughout 

Timor-Leste (UN and DRTL, 2006: 5). Although the operations would also be conducted 

by Timorese police officers that were “certified”, the main part of the job would be done 

by UN police officers. Furthermore, the Police Commissioner had overall command and 

control in regards to the whole chain of command of the police. He could appoint UN 

Commanding Officers who would have the command and control over the police 

operations within a determined District or Unit (Ibidem: 6), and, as it was already evinced, 

the UN Police Commissioner would determinate the very rules and “performance 

standards” that the whole Timorese police should comply. In sum, this phase was 

characterized by the UN being the police de facto in Timor-Leste. 

 

During the consolidation phase, the UN would begin to “progressively hand over 

(sic) responsibility for the conduct of police operations within Districts or by Units to the 

PNTL” (UN and DRTL, 2006: 6). This ‘progressive’ hand-over would, once more, occur 

within a power framework where through punishments and rewards the fact of the 

Timorese becoming responsible for policing of their country was closely subject to 

alterations and ‘corrections’ to the behavior of Timorese police institutions and Timorese 

police officers themselves. The hand-over of responsibility, which was still in regards to a 

District or Unit and not for the overall policing operation, would occur once the UN Police 

Commissioner “consider[ed] that the body of PNTL police officers serving in that District 

or Unit ha[d] achieved the benchmarks and attained the performance targets set out for this 

purpose” (Idem). However, this hand-over was something very limited since the PTNL 

Commanding Officer of the District or Unit that was subject to the hand-over would 

continue to be under the command and control of the UN Police Commissioner. Moreover, 

the UN police officers serving in a district or unit that was subject to the hand-over of 

responsibility would also continue under the “exclusive” command and control of the UN 

Police Commissioner (Idem). Furthermore, even the Timorese police officer’s conducts 

and behaviors of the Timorese police officers would continue to occur since the UN police 

officers would continue to serve alongside them and, most importantly, continue to 
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“advise, support and assist them in conducting police operations” (Idem); continually 

correcting their behaviors.
104

 

 

The third and final phase – full reconstitution – was characterized by the full 

hand-over of the responsibility for the conduct and the command and control of all police 

operations in Timor-Leste. Unsurprisingly, this would occur only when the UN Police 

Commissioner “certifie[d] that the PNTL [wa]s fully reconstituted and capable of 

conducting police functions throughout the territory of Timor-Leste in accordance with the 

benchmarks and performance targets set out” (UN and DRTL, 2006: 8). Indeed, a main 

part of this process is that “at least 80% of the officers in each district must be fully 

certified” (UN, N/A-c), and it was already evinced what were the standards they should 

follow.  

 

Although the hand-over would be expected to occur in this phase, the UN 

disciplining and normalizing power would be far from terminating. Even after the hand-

over, the UNMIT would continue to ‘support’ the Timorese national police. Firstly, there 

would be no decrease in the number of UN police officers, and they would continue in the 

field in all districts (Idem). Secondly, and most importantly, the UN would “continue to 

support the PNTL by advising, providing operational support and monitoring the progress 

of PNTL officers” (Idem). The UN would continually and frequently “monitor, advise and 

provide operational support in case of emergencies to the PNTL Officers in their daily 

course of work” (Idem). As already predictable, this would place the Timorese police 

officers under a severe scrutiny and surveillance framework since, for the UN, this 

“[m]onitoring involves observing the response of the PNTL Officers while they work. 

They will also keep records and evaluate the progress” (Idem). Hence, the Timorese police 

officers, and the Timorese national police, as an institution, would remain under close 

international observation, even regaining the responsibility for policing their own country, 

which scrutinized how they would perform their policing, since the UN would continually 

and frequently “assess the professionalism of the PNTL as a policing institution and make 

sure that they meet human rights standards” (Idem). 

                                                   
104 This correction of the Timorese policing behavior was a constant throughout the UN engagement with 

Timor-Leste and it is still present. 
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At this point it is clearly perceptible that the UN approach, often pursued through 

the power-denying notions like ‘capacity-building’, ‘certification’, ‘training’, ‘assistance’, 

and so on, to this pivotal element of the disciplinary sphere of Timor-Leste in fact placed 

the whole Timorese police, as an institution, and the very policemen/women inside this 

institution, within a three-layered disciplining and normalizing framework. This is also 

what brings a somewhat paradoxical situation of a disciplined discipline; a disciplined 

disciplinary institution. This is observable in not only the fact that the very process of 

reforming, restructuring and rebuilding the Timorese national police was fundamentally 

developed in a disciplinary manner; but also in the fact that the Timorese police, that is 

supposed to be a crucial element of the application, and the maintenance, of the discipline 

in Timor-Leste, is essentially structured, shaped and conducted by international actors; 

international actors that during the whole process of its rebuilding, and even afterwards, 

exert continued control, scrutiny and supervision over the institution and the 

policemen/women. 

 

Therefore, the three dimensions herein observed – the reform, restructuring and 

rebuilding of the police institutions and its functioning; the normalization/disciplining of 

the very policemen/women, and the manner and timing in which the Timorese police 

would conduct the police operations in its own country – in fact places the whole Timorese 

police institution and its officers within a framework that seeks to structure and to conduct 

their conducts. Indeed, rather than a mere bureaucratic mechanism of ‘technical’ 

assistance, what is observable is a three-layered power framework that puts the Timorese 

police institution and the very policemen/women subject to a deep, and hierarchical, power 

relation that through their constant monitoring, supervision, correction and continually 

making them to abide by internationally-built performance standards, pursues to discipline 

and to normalize them; and as a consequence the whole Timorese society. 
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The Monthly Governance Reports and the Local Governance Reports 

The Monthly Governance Reports and the Local Governance Reports
105

 are two kinds of 

reports, issued by the Democratic Governance Support Unit of the UNMIT, that are 

directed precisely to seek to influence another fundamental sphere of Timor-Leste – the 

political and economic governance one. The reports seek to periodically shed light, in a 

very detailed manner, on several governance activities carried out at the state and the local 

levels, respectively. Rather than mere technical instrument used to merely describe and 

report what is being carried out on several fronts on the field, these reports are very 

capilarized monitoring instruments of the Timorese governance sphere. These are pivotal 

instruments through which the UNMIT places the whole Timorese political governance 

under a deep surveillance and scrutiny. Again, this is not something veiled or concealed. In 

fact, UNMIT openly states that it “monitors closely governmental activities” (UN, N/A-

m). Through the periodically (monthly) and detailed examination of several areas of the 

governance activities of Timor-Leste, in the end, these instruments in fact form a deep and 

encompassing surveillance framework frequently scanning, observing, and monitoring the 

Timorese actions within the governance sphere. Indeed, functioning as surveillance 

instruments par excellence, the whole Timorese governance sphere ends up being 

subjected to this international surveillance. This surveillance framework, especially in 

regards to the governance sphere, is pivotal for the normalization process that Timor-Leste 

is subject to. 

 

It is not by coincidence that these reports are elaborated by the Democratic 

Governance Support Unit (DGSU) of UNMIT. This very fact is another evidence of the 

role played by these instruments in the normalization process in Timor-Leste; in the whole 

process of seeking to make Timor-Leste start abiding by ‘international’ rules of 

governance and behaving as a democratic polity. The very subtitle, for instance, of the 

monthly governance reports – “The State of Democratic Governance in Timor-Leste” – is 

very indicative in this sense and leaves no room for doubt in regards to their role in the 

normalization process (see for instance UN, 2011a). These instruments, among others 

                                                   
105 Since the reports that deal with the same level of analysis, either national or local, are a standardized 

instrument with very few structural differences among them, this section will mention and problematize the 

report without specifying or referencing a month in particular, since the analysis developed is applicable for 

the whole instrument. These reports can be accessed at (UN, N/A-m). 
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already explored, enable the UN to closely observe, in a very systematic and periodic 

manner, what is, and is not, being done in this field; it enables the UN to exam whether 

Timor-Leste is actually correcting its own conducts and behaving according to a ‘normal’ 

state of the international system. 

 

These monthly governance reports have under their scope a wide range of 

governance activities and focus on two different scales: (1) one at the level of the national 

government; and (2) the other at a more local government level. Whilst the “monthly 

governance reports” focus on the national state structures – such as the Office of the 

President, the National Parliament, the Council of Ministers, the Ministry of Finance, the 

National Police of Timor-Leste, and so on – the local governance report deals with the 

main activities of the district administration – such as its finance, activities, projects and 

etc – of the several districts of Timor-Leste.
106

 The level of scrutiny of the Timorese 

governance sphere, through the monitorization of these institutions, at both levels was 

profound. This occurs, as it is quite expectable in normalization processes, through a series 

of visualizing elements such as graphs and tables in order to clearly expose the government 

‘performance’ around several activities so they can be better monitored, and consequently 

corrected whenever needed. These documents are precisely a compilation of a series of 

these ‘performance’ graphs and tables in regards to several governance issues. 

 

At the level of the national government, the very first institution observed is the 

Office of the President of Timor-Leste. In regards to this institution, the performance 

graphs and tables of the Monthly Governance Reports focus on how many promulgations 

(decree laws, laws, presidential decrees and resolutions) were executed by the President 

each month; even the number of press releases made public by the President’s Office, and 

their content, were under scrutiny. Figure 5.5 below best exemplifies this point. As it is 

expected, this quantitative scrutiny is accompanied by a more qualitative monitoring 

focusing also on what are the themes of the promulgations in a clear attention to the kind 

of promulgations done. Still, scrutinizing the President Office, the report also monitors the 

President’s actions, the very action of being a President, through the monitoring of the 

                                                   
106 The Timorese districts are: Aileu, Ainaro, Baucau, Bobonaro, Covalima, Dili, Ermera, Lautem, Liquica, 

Manatuto, Manufahi, Oecusse, Viqueque. 
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diplomatic accreditations received by him/her and even his/her visits either overseas or to 

the Timorese districts. 

 

Figure 5.5: Promulgations by the President 

 

Source: (UN, 2010a: 2).  

 

The same close monitoring framework was also in place in regards to the 

Timorese National Parliament. The monitorization of the National Parliament is namely 

twofold: (1) through the monitoring of the Parliament as a whole; and (2) through the 

monitoring of the political parties represented there, along with its very Parliamentary 

members. In regards to the performance assessment of the parliament as a whole, on a 

more quantitative note, the ‘performance’ graphs and tables focus, firstly, on the 

‘productivity’ of the Parliament, focusing on the number of laws, resolutions and other 

legislative instruments approved in the Parliament; and also the press releases made public. 

Figure 5.6 below illustrates this point. On a more qualitative note, this monitoring 

mechanism focus on which subjects where approved. Furthermore, it is also focused on the 

plenary sessions of the Parliament. Under scrutiny were the main issues that were on the 

agenda and discussed, and the issues that were not on the agenda, along with the ones that 

were raised in the plenary; even the parliamentary extraordinary activities or 

announcements are under observation. Interestingly enough, the report brings also a list of 

the pending issues to be approved by the Parliament with their respective status, in a clear 

evidence that the UN is closely tracking not only what was actually approved, but also 

what is pending to be approved by the National Parliament. 
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Figure 5.6: Legislative Instruments Approved by the National Parliament 

 

Source: (UN, 2010a: 5). 

 

This mechanism is supplemented by a set of tables that expose the status 

(published, being drafted, pending promulgation, and others) of all legal acts – such as 

decree-laws, government decrees, government resolutions, proposal of laws, national 

parliament resolutions, and presidential decrees – since 2008. This, as already mentioned 

previously, not only forms the visibility of the whole legislative body, but also enables its 

close monitoring. The bodies within the Parliament are also subject to this surveillance 

framework. This is the case of the specialized standing committees of the Parliament,
107

 

which are certainly not left out of this close scrutiny, in the sense that all the main 

activities of each of the committees are also closely observed demonstrating that the UN 

eyes closely monitors even what the Parliament committees are discussing, approving and 

doing. 

 

Still in regards to the surveillance of the Timorese Parliament, another aspect 

regularly monitored by the DGSU was the attendance of the Members of Parliament to the 

Plenary Sessions. In fact, the UN went a step further and literally compared the official and 

the actual attendance records. Whilst the “official” attendance records are the ones 

prepared by the Secretariat of the National Parliament, which are based on the signature of 

the congressmen/women on the presence list of the National Parliament, the “actual” 

                                                   
107 The Specialized Standing Committees of the Timorese Parliament are: Committee A – Constitutional 

Issues, Justice, Public Administration, Local Power and Government Legislation (12 members); Committee 

B – Foreign Affairs, Defence and National Security (10 members); Committee C – Economy, Finance and 
Anti-Corruption (12 members); Committee D – Agriculture, Fisheries, Forest, National Resources and 

Environment (10 members); Committee E – Poverty Elimination, Rural and Regional Development and 

Gender Equality (9 members); Committee F – Health, Education and Culture (8 members); Committee G – 

Infrastructures and Social Equipments (7 members); Committee H – Youth, Sports, Employment and 

Professional Training (5 members); Committee I – Internal Regulation, Ethics and Mandate of the Members 

of Parliament (5 members) (UN, 2011b: 14). 



206 

 

attendance was a round-up average of attendance congressmen/women on the Plenary 

Sessions elaborated by the Democratic Governance Support Unit of UNMIT, which is 

based on actual counting of members of the Parliament who were at the beginning and at 

the end of the morning and afternoon plenary sessions. This kind of monitoring is very 

much indicative of not only the hierarchical manner in which the whole normalization 

process occurs, but also the very degree of surveillance and scrutiny under which the 

Timorese state, and population, are subject in their own country. Figure 5.7 illustrates this 

point. 

 

Figure 5.7: Average Attendance of Timorese Members of the Parliament 

 

Source: (UN, 2010a: 7). 

 

The UN surveillance framework is pervasive throughout several Timorese 

institutions. This is clear, for instance, in regards to the surveillance of: (1) the Ministry of 

Finance in terms of the state budget expenditure and execution rate carried out; (2) the 

Court of Appeal through the monitoring of the status of the penal and civil cases of the 

country; (3) the Office of the Prosecutor-General in terms of the status of criminal cases; 

(4) the number of cases and the very activities performed by the Provedor of Human 

Rights and Justice, Inspector General, and Anti-Corruption Commission; among many 

others. Even the legal acts approved by the Council of Ministers and the issues analyzed 

during its meetings that took place during a certain month, along with the number of 
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meetings of the National Priorities Working Groups and the matters discussed, are under 

UN close supervision. 

 

The civil society was also not spared from this surveillance mechanism. In this 

regards, the report also paid a close attention to the range of activities, meetings, events, 

trainings, workshops, seminars, conferences and so on carried out at the Timor-Leste NGO 

Forum, which is a forum that seeks to congregate the NGOs, both national and 

international, working in Timor-Leste. In fact, they were not only under this surveillance 

mechanism, but also under the constant attempt, made by the international actors, of being 

conducted, in terms of being pushed, through funding, to carry out certain kind of projects 

that sometimes are not considered by the Timorese as their main concern. Unsurprisingly, 

this is not something specific to Timor-Leste. Just as in other ‘post-conflict’ scenarios, this 

conduction is pursued, as it could be expected, through the disciplinary mechanism of 

funding, in the sense that certain kinds of projects find the necessary funding while others 

do not.
108

 

 

In regards to the local level, the Local Government Reports, through its 

‘performance’ graphs and tables, scrutinizes several themes related to the governance 

aspects of each one of the Timorese districts. Therefore, enables the close monitoring of 

very crucial elements of the local governance, which also constitutes another element of 

the surveillance framework of the governance sphere of the country as a whole. The report 

monitors areas, among others, such as (1) the main activities (such as coordination and 

public meetings, events, ceremonies, among others) that were carried out at each district, 

focusing on their number and also the subjects dealt in these activities; (2) the very 

information flow of each district, monitoring not only the quantity of incoming/outgoing 

official documents in respect to each Timorese district, but also the very content of these 

documents, and therefore controlling the flow of information/instructions between the 

district and Dili, and among the districts themselves; (3) the finance of each district, 

monitoring both the amount of money received from each district and also from where that 

money comes; (4) the judicial activity in each district through the monitoring of the 

                                                   
108

 Personal interview, Mauzinho Nunes, Acting Director of Local NGO Forum FONGTIL (Dili, July 4
th
 

2012). 
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number and the status (new, solved, pending) of the civil and penal cases of the district 

courts; (5) the projects carried out in each district controlling both the number and the kind 

of projects, along with their status; (6) a crucial source of the development of any modern 

economy – electricity – through the monitoring of the electricity consumption, the current 

production and capacity to produce more of it by each Timorese district; (7) the 

compliance of the ‘international standards’ fostered through the close attention to the 

number of the district civil servants officially trained and also to the subjects on which they 

are trained; (8) even the number of visits of senior state officials (the President, Prime 

Minister/Vice Prime Minister, Members of the Parliament, Minister/Secretary of State, and 

others) to each district, and the reasons of the visit, were closely observed by the report. 

 

Despite these several governance elements that are closely monitored by this 

surveillance instrument, the report is used also to monitor other elements of the districts 

apart from the governance sphere. This instrument enables, for instance, the UN also to 

better monitor and clearly picture its own presence in each district through the close 

observation of not only the number of UN staff in each district, but also which programs, 

projects, or activities are being carried out by UNMIT, and the constellation of UN actors 

that gravitate around it, in each Timorese district.  

 

The civil society is also not out of this surveillance framework constructed by the 

UN. Through this surveillance instrument, the UN, for instance, monitors the information 

flow that passes through the community radios of each district. Apart from monitoring the 

number of hours that these radios broadcast, the UN also paid close attention to the radio 

programs broadcasted in each community radios. This enables the UN not only to know 

which radios broadcast, but also to observe which programs are being broadcasted through 

this channel, and perhaps most importantly, to observe whether its own programs were 

being broadcasted in each district. Another element that the UN also has under close 

observation is the NGOs’ activities in each Timorese district. This surveillance instrument 

enabled the UN to ‘see’ which NGO acts in which district and the very projects (advocacy,  

capacity-building, training, assistance, and so on), and sectors (education, health, justice, 

economy, and so on), that are being performed. Furthermore, as it would be expected, the 

biopolitical sphere of the population is also not left out of the surveillance framework. 
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Through this instrument the UN also monitored several biopolitical processes such as: (1) 

the district education profile, (2) the district health care profile; or (3) the district 

demographic profile, through the monitorization of the population number, average growth 

rate, average household size, female and male population distribution, the average age at 

the 1
st
 marriage and the fertility rate, in each district. 

 

All these examples leave little room for doubts in regards to the deep and 

encompassing surveillance framework that the Timorese governance sphere and also the 

Timorese people were subject to. This surveillance framework installed by the UN, 

through the use of several elements, which these Monthly Governance Reports and the 

Local Governance reports are part, is a framework that seeks to closely monitor the 

Timorese conducts and actions. It is a framework that seeks to observe not only what kinds 

of activities and conducts the Timorese are performing, but especially whether the 

Timorese state, and population, are performing the activities and conducting themselves 

accordingly; whether these behaviors need to be fostered of corrected, and most 

importantly, whether Timor-Leste is closer to being, and behaving as, a ‘normal’ state 

within the international scenario. 

 

 

Other Steering and Scanning Instruments 

In addition to all the instruments exposed and delineated so far, there are other instruments 

that have their structuring function somewhat diminished and are more characterized by 

their steering, scanning and monitoring functions. Although it is to some extent difficult to 

clearly dissociate these functions from one another, it is clear that there are some 

instruments in the normalizing state-building dispositif that have more the function of 

placing Timor-Leste into a permanent and constant framework of surveillance. This is 

certainly the case, for instance, of the Index of Laws of Timor-Leste (ILTL) (UN, 2012) 

and the Accountability Mechanism of Key Institutions (AMKI) (UN, 2011b). They both 

function as surveillance instruments; but whereas the former was directed to the Timorese 

laws, the latter was directed to its fundamental institutions. 
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The first instrument, the Index of Laws of Timor-Leste, is a document that was 

prepared by the UNMIT Democratic Governance Unit and the UNMIT Office of Legal 

Affairs. The intention was to consolidate in one document all the Timorese legislative 

instruments published in the Official Gazette of RDTL from May 20
th

 2002 to January 15
th

 

2012. This index enables anyone to search through the Timorese laws by the general 

subject of legislation, by a more specialized subject, the reference of the law, by its title in 

Portuguese (along with its translation to English), and the date of publication (Idem). The 

second instrument, the Accountability Mechanism of Key Institutions, has more an 

examining function. This accountability mechanism is a document that focuses on several 

important Timorese institutions. The vast majority of them are within the Timorese state or 

state-related, such as the Presidency, the National Parliament, the Central Bank, the 

National Petroleum Authority, the National Electoral Commission and others. The ones 

that are not part of the state are the Church, the NGO-Forum, the Chamber of Commerce 

and the political parties. The document is intended to give a detailed account of the 

functioning, structures and explanation of the reason of each institution, with particular 

attention, to the state and state-related institutions. In this sense, this document focuses, 

independently of the kind of organization, on explaining and exposing the person at the 

head of the institution, the institution’s role, its mission, the respective mandates and 

competencies, its organizational structure when it is the case, the legislative body that 

underpins that institution, its staffing profile, its institutional contacts and its respective 

budget (UN, 2011b). 

 

There is no doubt that it can be very helpful, on the one hand, to consolidate the 

laws in one document, making it much easier to go through the Timorese legislative body; 

and, on the other hand, to have a very clear picture of the functioning of the Timorese state 

and its respective institutions. In fact, both instruments could very much function as a 

powerful tool in the hands of active citizens that would like to demand services from the 

Timorese state, or even of some Timorese non-governmental organization that seeks to 

check the Timorese state power or to demand a certain kind of legislation in some 

determinate area. However, having these documents, in English, in a society where the vast 

majority does not have English as its primary, secondary, or even tertiary language is not 

of much help at all. Having these documents compiled in English is clearly not the best 
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solution to foster accountability in a country where the vast majority of the people has a 

very limited command of the English language. Hence, the conclusion one can fairly reach 

is that the document was assembled by, and most importantly for, internationals.  

 

In this way, on the one hand, the Index of Laws turns out to be another 

surveillance instrument, which facilitates a lot the monitoring, by the UN, of what is being 

legislated in each sphere. One should not distract from the fact that the consolidating of the 

Timorese legislative body – by subject, sub-subject, title and its publication date – in one 

document is indeed a process of forming the very visibility of this sphere. It is the 

formation of this field of visibility of the Timorese legislative body that facilitates the 

process of enabling those intervening knowing, in a very fast and searchable manner, what 

kind of laws the Timorese state is passing in regards to each sphere. Hence, rather than a 

mere depoliticized bureaucratic document that seeks only to consolidate the laws in one 

place to better ‘organize’ things, this index indeed places Timor-Leste under a regular 

surveillance due to the constant monitoring of its legislative production. Obliviously, the 

consequences of this, of course, are not limited solely to the legislative sphere. In fact, this 

has also consequences in the normalization process as a whole. A pivotal consequence of 

this monitoring of the legislative production of the Timorese state is that the monitoring of 

the whole normalization process that Timor-Leste is subject to becomes highly facilitated. 

 

One the other hand, the Accountability Mechanism becomes a manner in which 

the internationals can keep scanning and mapping several Timorese institutions. Hence, in 

looking into all Timorese institutions, the Accountability Mechanism is more useful for 

those intervening in the country than to its population. Perhaps a clearer image of this 

mechanism is the image of an x-ray. Through the detailed delineation of each of these 

institutions, it is not only formed a field of visibility in regards to the Timorese state 

institutions, but, most importantly, this mechanism performs more of a scanning function. 

Through this scanning process, this mechanism would function as an instrument used to 

observe how these institutions are structured and assembled, whether there is some part 

missing, or whether there is something to be reformulated in terms of institutions in the 

normalizing process of the Timorese state institutions. 

 



212 

 

These instruments allow a kind of surveillance over Timor-Leste enables the 

visualization, by the UN, whether the changes envisaged (both within the Timorese state 

and legislative body) were in fact performed. They enable the UN to observe whether the 

Timorese are actually changing its behavior (which could be exemplified in the kinds of 

laws passed and the functioning of state institutions). Therefore, it allows the UN to assess 

how Timorese normalizing process is progressing and see whether any correction in the 

process, or in the Timorese behavior, is needed. 

 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter explores a series of surveillance instruments that were deployed throughout 

Timor-Leste and which are essential operational instruments of the normalization dispositif 

deployed to the country. These are not centralized and highly coordinated instruments; 

quite the contrary. However, they are instruments that although present in multiple and 

distinct sites, and not related to each other, they do form a coherent surveillance 

framework. Notwithstanding the fact that it is nearly impossible to delineate all steering, 

monitoring and structuring instruments that are actively operating throughout Timor-Leste, 

this chapter shed some light on the fundamental ones; namely the Secretary-General’s 

Reports to the Security Council, the National Priorities Program, the United Nations 

Development Assistance Framework, the Police Arrangement and the Disciplining of the 

Police, the Monthly Governance Reports and the Local Governance Reports, as well as the 

Index of Laws of Timor-Leste and the Accountability Mechanism of Key Institutions. 

Working both from within and from outside Timor-Leste, they are pivotal elements of the 

very functioning of the normalization state-building dispositif deployed to Timor-Leste. 

These are the instruments that enable not only the close monitoring and scrutiny of the 

conducts of the Timorese state, and its population, but especially the attempt of shaping 

them and, most importantly, their proper correction whenever necessary. The instruments 

herein explored, collectively, place Timor-Leste under a surveillance framework, which is 

what enables internationals to constantly and closely steer Timor-Leste, monitoring and 

scrutinizing fundamental spheres of the country, namely the disciplinary, political and 

economic governance, and the socio and biopolitical one. It is precisely due to the great 
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amount of influence over these structural spheres that Timor-Leste was transformed into a 

governance state. The delineation of this process is the core of the next chapter. 
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Chapter 6 – The Transformation of Timor-Leste into a Governance State 

This chapter problematizes another fundamental dimension of the United Nations (UN) 

engagement with Timor-Leste – the transformation of Timor-Leste into a governance state. 

The chapter sheds light on the UN effort to exercise the technology of power of 

government by outlining the international will, led by the UN, to conduct Timor-Leste and 

Timorese. Hence, this chapter explores the attempts of conduction of the Timorese state’s 

and population’s conducts, and on how it was rendered operational. This does mean that 

the UN wants, all the time, to conduct them and that this conduction is detailed and 

consciously planned. In fact, most of the time, when one talks to a UN official, one gets 

precisely the opposite narrative – they argue that what the organization seeks is that the 

Timorese state and population stand on their own feet. However, one should remember that 

this will to conduct is not visible in terms of an obligation to do something. On the 

contrary, government is a dispositional power. It is dispositional in the sense that a much 

subtler way to conduct is to dispose things and structures in a way that structure the field of 

possible actions of the other person or entity. 

 

In Timor-Leste, this will to conduct is visible through the transformation of 

Timor-Leste into a governance state; through the international effort to influence, shape 

and mold actions and process in pivotal dimensions of the state or population’s lives. This 

certainly does not mean that the conduction pursued is always successful, in the sense that 

the UN is always successful in making the Timorese state or population behave 

accordingly. The main point here is to render visible the power structure that was set up by 

the normalizing state-building dispositif deployed to Timor-Leste which has as its purpose 

the effort of conducting the country. Obviously, this power structure is not rendered 

operational as such. On the contrary, it is structured through power-denying notions; 

through notions that precisely while exercising power deny its very exercise. In the case of 

Timor-Leste, this UN will to conduct becomes visible on several levels, such as: the 

structuring of the state deciding what institutions the Timorese would have; the formation 

of these institutions; or the structuring of the manner in which these institutions would 

function. These, by their turn, shape how the Timorese state will behave and function. This 

movement might be understood as a structuring of structures. Therefore, one can conduct a 
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state not only by seeking to alter its behavior from outside, but also, from within, by 

structuring its own institutions and their respective modus operandi; especially when this is 

done with fundamental (structural) institutions, as it was done in Timor-Leste. This is 

certainly not the only dimension where this UN will to conduct can be felt. This will to 

conduct the Timorese is also visible on other dimensions such as the effort to influence the 

economic, social, security and political spheres; which, in essence, transforms Timor-Leste 

into a governance state. Certainly, this movement has a purpose. This attempt to conduct 

Timor-Leste and the pursuit to structure the field of its possible actions are an important 

part of the UN attempt to normalize the country. This will to conduct Timor-Leste seeks to 

turn Timor-Leste into a stable and predictable country; it seeks to make Timor-Leste start 

behaving more like a ‘normal’ state within international relations.  

 

In order to elucidate this process, this chapter clarifies the transformation of 

Timor-Leste into a governance state by exploring three fundamental moments of the UN 

engagement with the country. The chapter is structured in four sections. The first section 

delineates and further clarifies the notion of a governance state. Then, in the second 

section, the chapter explores the matter in which the UN shapes Timorese behavior, as 

voters, during the Referendum process of 1999. The section delineates the UN attempt of 

constructing a liberal Timorese voter during UNAMET. The third section evinces UN’s 

use of law-making as a dispositional instrument of structuring, and as a consequence 

conduct, present and future Timorese conducts. Therefore, it explores how the UN 

exercised its dispositional power by structuring pivotal structures of the Timorese reality. 

Finally, in its fourth section, the chapter sheds light on the international attempt, led by the 

UN, of influencing pivotal spheres of the Timorese state. Hence, the section evinces the 

international influence and supervision over crucial Timorese spheres such as: disciplinary; 

political and economic governance; and socio and biopolitical. 

 

 

Timor-Leste as a Governance State? 

Observing the UN power exercised during its engagement with Timor-Leste, one might 

think that its power rested solely on its de jure sovereignty over Timor-Leste. This 

understanding is quite reasonable. After all, according Jarat Chopra (2000) argues that the 
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“[t]he organisational (sic) and juridical status of the UN in East Timor is comparable with 

that of a pre-constitutional monarch in a sovereign kingdom” (Ibidem: 29). This kind of 

power is visible in several occasions, for instance: (1) the fact that all executive, legislative 

and judicial powers were on the hands of one man – Sergio Vieira de Mello – who was the 

UN Transitional Administrator and understood his own role in Timor-Leste as a 

“benevolent despot” (Power, 2008: 302); (2) the centralization of decision-making within 

the UN, which not only failed on including the Timorese in processes, but also on making 

the UN accountable to them;  (3) the UN obstruction of projects seeking to introduce local 

democracy where each sub-district would decide its own development priorities (Chopra, 

2000: 29-33), which would certainly dilute the centralization of power; (4) the fact that the 

Timorese could only apply for the “menial jobs” (Idem); (5) the fact that the international 

staff working in the mission, in accordance with international conventions, had immunity 

from prosecution, while the Timorese were, obviously, “fully subject to the rule of law, 

and can be tried and punished accordingly” (Ibidem: 29); (6) the UN exercising a 

sovereign role in agreements signed with international financial institutions, such as the 

World Bank (WB) (Ibidem: 30); or even (7) the UN making itself the administrator of the 

“immovable or movable property, including monies, bank accounts, and other property of, 

or registered in the name of the Republic of Indonesia, or any of its subsidiary organs and 

agencies, which is in the territory of East Timor” on its very first legislative act 

(UNTAET/REG/1999/1). All these elements leads the analyst to conclude that “[t]he UN’s 

sovereign government in East Timor has mimicked monarchical power” (Chopra, 2000: 

35) and that much of UN power rested, for instance, on its law-making monopoly.  

 

Nevertheless, these indicators could lead the inattentive analyst to miss that much 

of the UN power rested and was exercised through a technology of power previously 

delineated – government. In regards to government, this is a more ‘dispositional’ power in 

the sense that it is more concerned about “the disposition of things, that is to say, of 

employing tactics rather than laws, or, of as far as possible employing laws as tactics; 

arranging things so that this or that end may be achieved through a certain number of 

means” (Foucault, [1978] 2007: 137). Remembering Guillaume de La Perrière’s definition 

of government, exposed by Foucault, government “is the right disposition of things, 

arranged so as to lead to a convenient end” (quoted by Foucault, [1978] 2007: 134). The 
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“convenient end”, in the case of the UN in Timor-Leste, was certainly the construction of a 

liberal democratic state, which was underpinned by the attempt of implementing the liberal 

peace in Timor-Leste. This, as already discussed, is a kind of peace that “is actually aimed 

at stability in international order between sovereign states” (Richmond, 2011: 8). In the 

case of Timor-Leste, this has a close connection with the prevention of it becoming a 

‘failed state’ in the eyes of the international community. This process was pursued through 

the UN state-building process, which means the construction of stable, predictable and 

disciplined institutions that in the end, hopefully, will shape a stable, predictable, 

disciplined and, most importantly, ‘normal’ state within the international scene. 

 

In a more governmental exercise of power, the law-making is more a means to 

dispose and to shape a society aiming to achieve a determinate end, than a mere way of 

obtaining the population’s compliance with the law. It is precisely in its dispositional 

character where rested the real power of the UN throughout its whole engagement with 

Timor-Leste. Fundamentally, the UN power is clearly visible in the transformation of 

Timor-Leste into a governance state. Mark Duffield (2007), using Graham Harrison’s 

(2004) definition, says that a governance state “can briefly be described as a form of 

contingent sovereignty in which the international community exerts a good deal of control 

and oversight over the core economic, environmental and welfare functions of the state, 

that is, its core biopolitical functions” (2007: 82). This kind of relationship captures the 

fact that the core of Timor-Leste’s functions as a state was, and continued to be, subject to 

a constant international influence and supervision. It is not an absurd to understand that 

these core state functions can be grouped around, interrelated and quite often overlapping, 

spheres such as: (1) disciplinary, which influences, shapes and structures fields like 

policing, the military, law and order; (2) political and economic governance, which is 

composed by the structures that carry out these processes, how they operate and their very 

characteristics; and (3) socio and biopolitical, which encompasses all the life-supporting 

processes of the population and its surrounding conditions. This certainly does not mean 

that these are clear-cut and hermetic spheres; one sphere definitely influences and is 

influenced by the other. In fact, some state functions can be fairly part of all of these 

spheres simultaneously. Hence, a governance state is a state where the disciplinary, 
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political and economic governance, and the socio and biopolitical spheres – the state’s core 

– are highly influenced, structured and shaped by internationals. 

 

The transformation of Timor-Leste into a governance state happened along the 

whole UN engagement with the country and the dispositional character of the UN power, 

as it will be further evinced during this chapter, had different tones along its engagement 

with Timor-Leste. Initially, during UNAMET, it took it took the form of conducting the 

Timorese conduct in the sense of transforming the Timorese into a liberal voter. In 

essence, it took the form of ‘teaching’ the Timorese of how to ‘properly’ behave within an 

electoral environment. Then, during UNTAET, UN it was rendered operational through the 

structuring of Timorese structures. The importance of this structuring of structures is 

twofold. Firstly, this is important in order to match the UN actions with the narratives and 

discourses, such as ‘capacity-building’, frequently present along the UN engagement with 

Timor-Leste. This is what enables the UN to govern – to conduct conducts, to establish 

mechanisms and procedures that are destined to conduct Timor-Leste and the Timorese – 

through the very notion of ‘capacity-building’. Is what enables the UN, unproblematically, 

structure the possible field where, and how, the Timorese ‘ownership’ or ‘capacity’ might 

act and be exercised. One should remember that government neither necessarily collides 

with the governed perceived interests, nor presupposes that those who are governed are 

passive agents. One must bear in mind that government is not a repressive power. On the 

contrary, it is a power that fosters actions by those that are governed. In fact, to be most 

effective government needs ‘active’ and ‘free’ agents. There should be conducts to be 

conducted.  Secondly, this structuring of structures performed by the UN power is what 

makes it possible, and enables, the UN to conduct the Timorese state and its population 

from more afar than, for instance, during the UNAMET period. In other words, with this 

structuring of structures of the first phase of the UN engagement, it was opened the 

possibility of not being imperative for the UN to directly and, most importantly manifestly, 

conduct the Timorese state. It made possible the conduction to be rendered operational 

much less noticeably. 

 

This is fundamentally important after the Timorese legal/formal independence in 

2002, since an open and visible conduct of Timor-Leste would look like a direct 
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intervention in a sovereign state, and, most significantly, would also be contradictory and 

directly collide with the portrayal of UN previous actions of ‘building’ the Timorese 

independence. Evidently, this does not mean that the UN exerted less power upon the 

Timorese after 2002, but that the tone in which it was exerted modified. It means that the 

conduct of Timor-Leste needed to become less manifest. Over the time, the conduct of 

Timor-Leste had to be exercised more through power-denying notions such as ‘capacity-

building’, ‘advising’, ‘counseling’, ‘training’, ‘consulting’, ‘monitoring’, and ‘mentoring’ 

in order to the shaping of Timorese conducts become less noticeable. This is an important 

feature of portraying the normalization process as a less invasive process, or even as a 

beneficial relationship in as much as these notions can easily be argued to be quite distinct 

from an indisputable and manifest control of the core disciplinary, economic, political, and 

biopolitical spheres of Timor-Leste. They can be easily portrayed as mere technical or 

bureaucratic assistance. Moreover, they allow a great amount of power, without a relevant 

local accountability, to be exercised unproblematically and enable a deep exercise of 

power to be performed without bearing much responsibility of its consequences. Precisely 

because of that, they are power-denying; they are power-denying exactly due to the fact 

that the great amount of power and influence is regularly exercised but clothed in a 

technical and bureaucratic character. 

 

This kind of denial relationship and the governance state that Timor-Leste was 

transformed are visible since the beginning of the UN engagement with the country. As 

already explored in Chapter four, one must remember that the since UNTAET, the UN 

peace operations not only already legislated over the country, but also, through the several 

Security Council (SC) mandates, was called, among other activities, to: assist in the 

development of civil and social services; to ensure the coordination and delivery of 

humanitarian assistance, rehabilitation and development assistance; to provide security and 

maintain law and order throughout the territory of Timor; to assist in the establishment of 

conditions for sustainable development; to establish an effective administration and to 

provide assistance to core administrative structures critical to the viability of the country; 

to contribute to the maintenance of the external and internal security of Timor-Leste. Even 

with the beginning of UN’s pull out of the country, this kind of relationship was thought to 

continue with UNOTIL and its advising, monitoring and supervision character. Moreover, 
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it is true that this kind of relationship was undoubtedly accentuated in 2006 from the 

establishment of the UNMIT with its wide and deep mandate. However, the UN 

conduction of conducts felt by Timor-Leste and the country being characterized as a 

governance state is clear since the very beginning of the UN engagement with the country 

with UNAMET when the UN sought to shape a Timorese voter. 

 

 

The Liberal Timorese Voter 

The effort to conduct Timor-Leste and the Timorese is not something recent. In the case of 

the conduct of the Timorese, for instance, a fundamental effort began as early as the 

establishment of UNAMET. As already mentioned, UNAMET was responsible for 

organizing and monitoring the Referendum in regards to the autonomy proposal advanced 

by Indonesia. Therefore, one of the very first things that the UN did was to ‘teach’ the 

Timorese how to behave properly in an election environment. The whole set of practices 

expected to occur in a democratic election – such as campaigning, the interactions with the 

opposition, the formation of alliances, and the mobilization of supporters – needed to be 

‘taught’ and should occur within a framework pre-determined by the UN. Hence, the 

whole set of practices of the Timorese in the democratic environment that would begin was 

already defined by the UN through a pre-established framework. The UN, in this field, 

sought to transform the Timorese into liberal voters by conducting their behaviors; more 

precisely, by structuring the field of their possible behaviors, so they, in the end, would act 

appropriately in the UN’s eyes. 

 

This process was certainly not something hidden or veiled. On the contrary, the 

very name of the document that framed the behavior of the Timorese during the popular 

consultation leaves little room for doubt: “Code of Conduct for Participants” (UN, 1999a). 

This document provided the code of conduct for the “participants” (how the Timorese are 

referred along the whole document) during the campaign period. The very Preamble of the 

code determines that the whole campaigning should be performed “strictly according to the 

Code of Conduct” (Ibidem: Preamble). Therefore, the conducts of all “participants” “shall 

be bound” (Idem) by this Code of Conduct. From this, it should not be drawn the 

conclusion that the document induced the passivity of the Timorese. On the contrary, it 
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encouraged their active participation in the election. The Code of Conduct sought to both 

positively and negatively structure their behaviors. The document sought not only to 

negatively limit the Timorese actions, in the sense of prohibiting them of having certain 

behaviors during the consultation process. The Code of Conduct also induced the Timorese 

to actively behave in a certain manner. Therefore, their behaviors were stimulated on a 

determined direction, in the sense that certain practices were fostered and encouraged 

rather than others (which were prohibited), seeking to shape their conducts towards a 

specific outcome, a specific kind of Timorese voter. 

 

The effort to shape an active liberal voter is visible throughout the whole Code of 

Conduct. The document sought to structure several aspects, such as: freedom of speech and 

assembly; the language used during the campaign and the campaigning itself; the 

behaviors during the voting process; and the very acceptance of the results. At its very 

beginning, the document states that “[a]ll participants shall actively contribute to the 

creation of a climate of democratic tolerance” (UN, 1999a: Paragraph 1; emphasis added). 

Moreover, the Timorese should behave accordingly by “encouraging an understanding of 

the importance of democratic pluralism” (Idem). Other elements – such as freedom of 

assembly and of the press – were also included in the Code of Conduct that the Timorese 

should comply. The document went as far as noting to the Timorese that they should keep 

the secrecy of their vote but also “aid in maintaining the secrecy of the voting” (Ibidem: 

Paragraph 16). Even the acceptance of the results was regulated when the document 

instead of asking the Timorese to accept the balloting results, it stated in advance that “[a]ll 

the participants agree to accept the officially validated outcome of the popular 

consultation” (Ibidem: Paragraph 27). 

 

As aforementioned, the document also identified the behaviors the Timorese 

should not have. The code sought to structure also the kind of language that the Timorese 

should use while campaigning, by stating that they “shall at all times avoid using language 

which is inflammatory, defamatory, or threatens or incites violence in any form” (UN, 

1999a: Paragraph 11; emphasis added). The Timorese were also requested to “not [to] 

engage in, and (…) affirmatively discourage” (Ibidem: Paragraph 8) the prevention of 

people to attend, address or form, rallies, marches or demonstrations; or even the 
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destruction of poster and political material of adversaries. The document covered other 

aspects, like determining that “no participant shall” (Ibidem: Paragraph 15): kill, torture, 

injure, intimidate, threaten, forcefully compel someone to take part on the campaign or to 

vote in any direction on the ballot, or offer monetary incentive for other voters. The 

document goes on also pointing that the Timorese “shall not” procure the support of 

officials to promote or interfere on any campaign (Ibidem: Paragraph 19), and shall also 

cooperate with the voting officials in order to have a “peaceful and orderly polling and 

complete freedom for voters” (Ibidem: Paragraph 20).  

 

Obviously, most of the elements delineated in the document – from freedom of 

speech and assembly to the prevention of the use of violence or the attempt to avoid 

corruption – are valid and should be carried out in a democratic election process. 

Nevertheless, it should not pass unproblematically through the eyes of an attentive analyst 

the kind of freedom one have when performing a sovereign act of choosing and selecting 

an outcome in an election within an environment that is very much beforehand pre-

established by the internationals; an environment structurally built with no voice at all of 

the Timorese. Furthermore, this process evinces a very paradoxical, and frequent, feature 

of the UN engagement with Timor-Leste – the Timorese decision (or not) for its very legal 

independence, perhaps the most iconic example of the exercise of a sovereign act of a 

population, being performed within an environment that was a result of a decision-making 

process that clearly prevented the Timorese participation, while structuring their behaviors 

in their own country. In fact, this is a clear indication of how the conduct of Timor-Leste 

and of the Timorese was pursued through the very exercise of their freedom. This is visible 

precisely in the fact that the very exercise of their freedom to choose which way the 

country should go – either annexing to Indonesia or not – was performed in a field 

structured beforehand by the UN. Surely the Timorese could choose whichever path they 

preferred, but within the field of action previously structured by the internationals seeking 

to conduct the Timorese behavior, and also the behavior of the Timorese state. 
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The Structuring of Timorese Structures: Laws as Tactics 

The structuring, by the UN, of the field of action in which the behaviors of Timor-Leste 

and the Timorese could be performed certainly did stop after the Referendum. In fact, it 

became much denser and deeper. After the Referendum, during UNTAET, a huge amount 

of UN power rested on its ability to legislate. After all, the UN had the monopoly of the 

law-making in the country during this period. Nevertheless, the real power of the UN 

rested on the dispositional character in which the UN exercised this power. The 

dispositional power of the UN at that point took the form of structuring Timorese 

structures so they can shape the future behaviors of the Timorese state and the Timorese 

conducts towards a determinate end. With this process, the UN normalizing dispositif 

sought precisely to structure stable, predictable and disciplined Timorese institutions 

which, in turn, would structure a stable, predictable, disciplined and, most importantly, a 

‘normal’ Timor-Leste within the international scenario. 

 

During the UNTAET period, as already mentioned, the UN exercised legislative 

power in Timor-Leste, along with administrations of justice and the executive power. This 

power was exercised through four UN legislative instruments: Regulations, Executive 

Orders, Directives, and Notifications. Nevertheless, these four legislative instruments were 

used less as a means of obtaining the compliance of the law by the Timorese, than used in 

a dispositional and governmental manner. This UN dispositional power is clearly visible 

being exercised on different spheres, namely the ones which characterize a governance 

state (disciplinary, political and economic governance, and socio and biopolitical). 

Furthermore, it was also exercised on distinct levels – macro and micro ones. Hence, the 

UN legislative instruments navigated, in distinct spheres, through a macro level of 

structuring state institutions and their functioning and also on a more capillary one 

exercised over very micro aspects of the Timorese state and people’s lives. This means that 

they sought not only to structure the configuration of the future Timorese state, but also 

that the Timorese were placed on a UN power network that reached also micro aspects of 

their lives. Therefore, this is a power that was characterized by both its structuring and 

pervasive character. 
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This pervasiveness of UN power certainly makes one remember what Foucault 

exposed as the ‘microphysics of power’. To Roberto Machado (1979), Foucault understood 

the microphysics of power precisely as the fact that the power was exercised not only at 

the macro level and at the state mechanisms, but also at a micro level throughout the social 

body. In this way, the power was exercised not only above the people but also penetrated 

their very daily lives (Ibidem: xii). This is precisely what is observable while analyzing 

UNTAET legislative instruments – the UN power present not only above the Timorese, 

through the structuring of the state mechanisms but also reaching the molecular aspects of 

the Timorese lives. Taking each aspect targeted by the UN legislative instruments 

individually, one can grasp neither the depth nor the capillarity of the UN dispositional 

power in Timor-Leste. It is by taking a step back and seeking to understand them 

collectively that a clearer picture emerges. Therefore, rather than an exhaustive delineation 

of the areas where the UN legislated, the following examples give a clearer picture of the 

dispositional and structuring power exercised over Timor-Leste and its reach. Most 

importantly, it enables the visualization of the width of the normalizing dispositif deployed 

to Timor-Leste and also the depth of the process of making Timor-Leste a governance 

state. Taking all the aspects legislated combined, it is clear that UN measures are not 

senseless disparate and distinct actions. Notwithstanding the fact that they are indeed very 

often disparate, distinct and not related at all, they do form a coherent whole that exercise a 

great amount of influence over fundamental spheres of Timor-Leste. In essence, 

collectively, they sought to structure the behavior of the future Timorese state and, in turn, 

of the Timorese. In the end, it is precisely through these apparently disparate legislative 

instruments that the UN sought to discipline Timor-Leste from within; by structuring its 

structures and forming the very behavior the Timorese state would have. 

 

In regards to foundational elements of the future Timorese state, both on a macro 

structural level and on a micro capillary one, it is observable that the UN dispositional 

power reached several spheres. The construction of these elements is not something bad 

per se. However, this certainly constitutes a governmental power since those elements 

unquestionably shape and structure the future constitution and modus operandi of the 

Timorese state. Hence, the field of possible actions of the future Timorese state becomes 

structured a priori. The result is a future Timorese state that has its own functioning very 
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much structured by elements that were created during a process that proceeded with 

marginal hearing of the Timorese population; a process in which the Timorese had little, if 

any, participation.  

 

In regards to the political and economic governance sphere, on the one hand, on a 

macro level, the UN dispositional power is visible, for instance, in legislative instruments 

dealing with structuring issues, such as: the Code of Ethics which the judges and 

prosecutors should comply with;
109

 the creation of a Central Fiscal Authority;
110

 the 

creation of a Central Payments Office;
111

 the determination of the currency of the United 

States of America, the US dollar, as the official currency of Timor-Leste and its bank notes 

and coins as the legal tender of the country;
112

 and the creation of a border regime for 

Timor-Leste.
113

 Furthermore, UNTAET also shaped pivotal elements in regards to the 

management of the future Timorese state by structuring: the taxation system;
114

 the budget 

and financial management;
115

 the bank licensing and supervision;
116

 and the banking and 

payments authority.
117

 The structuring of the very organic of these institutions and of the 

future Timorese state was certainly not bypassed either. The number of ministries, their 

raison d’être and responsibilities, their political management and the composing bodies of 

each ministry was also structured.
118

 The UN went as far as regulating some operating 

rules of the Council of Ministers, such as how often they should meet (once a week), and 

the very working languages to be used (Portuguese and Tetum).
119

 Strikingly, even though 

                                                   
109 See, for instance, (UNTAET/REG/1999/3). 

110 See, for instance, (UNTAET/NOT/2000/2; UNTAET/NOT/2000/5; UNTAET/NOT/2001/19; 

UNTAET/REG/2000/1). 

111 See, for instance, (UNTAET/NOT/2000/3; UNTAET/NOT/2000/6; UNTAET/NOT/2000/15; 

UNTAET/NOT/2001/24; UNTAET/REG/2000/6). 

112 See, for instance, (UNTAET/REG/2000/7; UNTAET/REG/2001/14). 

113 See, for instance, (UNTAET/REG/2000/9; UNTAET/REG/2001/17). 

114 See, for instance, (UNTAET/DIR/2001/1; UNTAET/DIR/2001/2; UNTAET/REG/2000/18; 

UNTAET/REG/2000/32; UNTAET/REG/2000/35; UNTAET/REG/2001/16; UNTAET/REG/2001/17; 
UNTAET/REG/2001/20). 

115 See, for instance, (UNTAET/REG/2000/20; UNTAET/REG/2001/13). 

116 See, for instance, (UNTAET/REG/2000/8). 

117 See, for instance, (UNTAET/NOT/2002/14; UNTAET/ORD/2002/6; UNTAET/REG/2001/30). 

118
 See, for instance, (UNTAET/DIR/2002/08; UNTAET/REG/2002/07). 

119 See, for instance, (UNTAET/REG/2002/07). 
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these were fundamental structures of the future Timorese state, once more, most of the 

Timorese had not say on the matter. On the other hand, the UN power was not confined to 

the macro aspects of the state mechanisms. Its power was also experienced on a more 

capillary level. This is visible, for instance, in legislative instruments dealing with micro 

aspects, such as, the establishment of a table in regards to the payment of taxes on the 

importation of products like soft drinks and other flavored waters, beers, wines, other 

alcoholic beverages, tobacco and tobacco products, perfumes, electronics, and others.
120

 

Moreover, it also stipulated fees regarding the landing and taking-off of aircrafts
121

 and the 

use of Timorese ports.
122

 

 

In regards to the biopolitical sphere, the UN dispositional power also navigated 

through both macro and micro levels. The legislative instruments deployed by the UN 

dealt with biopolitical processes of the Timorese population, such as, communication, 

movement and labor. Regarding the communication, the UN power reached, for instance, 

the radio and television broadcasting over Timorese territory.
123

 In regards to the second, 

movement, the establishment of road traffic rules
124

 is a clear aspect of it. The capillarity of 

UN power in such a matter went as far as, for instance, determining the side of the road 

that should be driven on, the speed limit, determining places where parking was prohibited 

(Idem) and even determining the kind of traffic infringement notice for traffic offences.
125

 

Regarding the third process mentioned, labor, the dispositional power of the UN was felt, 

for instance, on the UN elaborating the very labor code of Timor-Leste.
126

 In this matter, 

the capillarity of the UN power reached, for instance, how labor disputes should be 

settled,
127

 how many hours should the Timorese work, their vacations and sick leaves, 

overtime compensations, the period of notice for terminating an employment contract and 

                                                   
120 See, for instance, (UNTAET/REG/2000/12). 

121 See, for instance, (UNTAET/NOT/2000/13). 

122 See, for instance, (UNTAET/NOT/2000/11). 

123 See, for instance, (UNTAET/ORD/2001/3; UNTAET/ORD/2001/5; UNTAET/ORD/2002/3; 
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the minimum elements that this contract should have,
128

 to point out just a few examples. 

Still on the biopolitical sphere, the UN power also touched more molecular aspects of the 

Timorese daily life. There were legislative instruments dealing with the registration of 

businesses
129

 and charitable organizations,
130

 the decriminalization of both defamation
131

 

and even adultery.
132

 Moreover, the spheres the UN dealt with went as far as regulating 

matters like the fees regarding the use of water;
133

 and the use of electricity and the price of 

the kilowatt-hour (kWh).
134

 The capillarity of the UN power reached as far as, on the one 

hand, establishing the fees for the postal service, literally defining the prices for sending 

letters, postcards, and even for photocopying;
135

 and, on the other hand, determining the 

public holidays in Timor-Leste.
136

 In addition of being clear examples of the deep reach of 

the UN power, once more, even though these elements surrounded the very life-supporting 

processes of the Timorese, most of them did not have any participation on the decision-

making process. 

 

Whilst, on the one hand, all these efforts, and certainly others not mentioned, of 

shaping the Timorese state institutions sought to correct its ‘deviant’ or ‘abnormal’ 

behavior through their normalization mirroring what is understood as ‘normal’ for its 

interventionist peers and seeking to construct a ‘normal’ state on the international 

community’s eyes; on the other hand, it was also important to deal with the ‘deviant’ and 

‘abnormal’ behaviors within the Timorese social body, such as the ‘criminals’ or the 

‘delinquents’, in order to normalize them and the Timorese social body. Hence, the UN 

dispositional power was also felt in the disciplinary sphere. In regards to the disciplinary 

sphere, as expected, the UN dispositional power in this sphere also navigated through 

macro and micro levels. 
                                                   
128 See, for instance, (UNTAET/REG/2002/5). 

129 See, for instance, (UNTAET/REG/2000/4; UNTAET/REG/2002/4). 
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On the one hand, on a macro level of the disciplinary sphere the UN dispositional 

power structured fundamental pillars of it, such as the police force,
137

 the prison service,
138

 

and the justice system
139

 dealing not only with their institutional framework but also with 

the manner in which they should operate. Regarding the first pillar, the police, the UN 

power went from structuring the very functioning of the police organization (establishing 

its general duties and competencies, hierarchy and chain of command),
140

 to the 

establishment of the very criteria that should be followed to the appointment of the 

commissioner of the police, and the personal and professional requirements for someone to 

be appointed as commissioner,
141

 and as a cadet.
142

 This pattern was also felt, for instance, 

in regards to the second pillar, the prison services, where the UN structured not only its 

duties and functioning, but also the very functions of the director and prison officers of the 

penal institutions.
143

 Lastly, in regards to the last pillar mentioned, the power of the UN of 

structuring structures went as far as structuring a fundamental element of it – the criminal 

procedures applicable to Timor-Leste.
144

 Still on the macro level, the development of a 

disciplinary sphere cannot exist without being accompanied by the construction of 

mechanisms which enable the Timorese state with instruments to properly ‘see’ its own 

population and the ‘deviant’ people amongst them. For this to happen, it is necessary to 

create record keeping instruments. On the one hand, in order to ‘see’ the ‘deviant’ people, 

such as the ‘criminals’ or the ‘delinquents’, it was stipulated that all penal institutions 

should keep records of all its inmates and the respective accusations and crimes;
145

 on the 

other hand, to ‘see’ all population, and render them ‘visible’, the Central Civil Registry 
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was created
146

 whose main objective was to maintain a register of the residents in Timor-

Leste. 

 

 On the other hand, on a micro level of the disciplinary sphere, the UN legislative 

instruments dealt with capillary details of such sphere, but details that in the end 

constituted the very essence of this sphere. Such detailed structuring of several aspects was 

felt, for instance, on the criminal procedures established in Timor-Leste with the UN 

structuring elements such as trial proceedings, criminal jurisdiction and even procedure for 

habeas corpus.
147

 In regards to the pillar of the police, the capillarity of the UN 

dispositional power went as far as stipulating, for instance, that while identifying, and 

recording, a suspect of a crime the police officers should also register the following 

information of the person: the name and address, nationality, prints (fingers, palm, toes, 

foot), photographs, and measurements (weight, height).
148

 Still in the micro level of 

structuring structures of the disciplinary sphere, in regards to the pillar of the prison 

system, the UN power went as far as stipulating how the Timorese should handle and deal 

with its own inmates. It was stipulated, for example: the inmate’s information that should 

be recorded (inmate’s identity, fingerprints, body measurements, charges, day an hour of 

admission, and so on); whether force should be used or not in case of inmate’s 

disobedience of orders (“reasonable force may be used by any Prison officer of the 

institution to compel the inmate to comply”); how the inmate’s should be separated inside 

a prison institution  (by gender, age, trial process, and so on); and that the prisoner shall be 

required to work. Even what would be interpreted as “offences against discipline” inside 

the prison institution, with the respective punishments (a warning or reprimand; a loss of 

privileges; performance of extra duties; confinement in the inmates sleeping quarters for a 

maximum of seven days; restitution; or confiscation of property associated with the 

offence) was detailed by the UN.
149

 Moreover, the UN power went as capillary as 

specifying the manner in which the recordkeeping of the punishments should be done, 

saying that in the case of a punishment, the manager of the prison “shall enter, in the 
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Punishment Book, a statement of the nature of the offence, the date of the offence, the 

name of the offender and the punishment imposed and shall sign and date the entry”.
150

 

This detailed structuring of micro, and fundamental, aspects of the disciplinary sphere was 

also felt on the pillar of the civil registry. The UN disciplinary power went as capillary as 

stipulating, for instance, even the kind of information about the Timorese that should be 

collected (such as the family and given names; the gender; the date and place of birth; the 

residential address; a digital photograph of such person; the signature or thumb print of 

such person; and even the height and the color of the eyes of a person).
151

 

 

There is no doubt that the examples aforementioned are not exhaustive regarding 

the governmental power exercised by the UN over Timor-Leste. There are several others in 

the same line. Nevertheless, they are certainly sufficient to characterize the kind of power 

exercised by the UN which used its legislative power in a dispositional manner.  The 

pattern usually followed the action on two dimensions: a more macro institutional and a 

more micro and capillary one. Hence, in addition to the institutional structuring and the 

very functioning of the organizations created, the UN structuring power also sought to 

structure micro aspects of their functioning in detail. Despite the deep structuring being 

operated, the elements aforementioned appear as if they were mere ‘technical’ aspects of 

the functioning of the structures. Nevertheless, it is precisely through these apparently 

‘technical’ aspects that the UN sought to structure the Timorese structures and shape the 

Timorese state and discipline it from within. Strikingly, even being a fundamental part of 

the formation of their state, most of the Timorese had no participation in the process. 

 

On the contrary, both the Timorese population and the newly created institutions 

ended up being in a complex network of power which sought to shape their conducts. All 

these legislative instruments were used, as already said, in a dispositional and a 

governmental matter seeking to normalize the Timorese state and in turn its population, 

focusing more prominently, at this phase, on the state. Most importantly, this phase of 

structuring of structures sought also, as a consequence, to structure the future behaviors of 

the Timorese state. The expected end result of all these efforts was, as already said, the 
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construction of stable, predictable and disciplined institutions that in the end, by 

extrapolation, would decisively shape a stable, predictable, disciplined – and most 

importantly – a ‘normal’ state within the international scene. Nevertheless, needless to say, 

this kind and magnitude of normalization procedure, through a deep structuring of 

structures, in a legally independent Timor-Leste, in order to continue operating, would 

have to change its tone. 

 

 

UNMIT and its Constellation 

The picture delineated so far not only exposes the pervasiveness and the microphysical 

characteristic of the UN dispositional power in Timor-Leste, but also its structuring 

character. Obviously, this kind of engagement neither ended after Timor-Leste achieved its 

legal independence nor the country ceased to be a governance state. Nevertheless, the 

tonality of the exercise of UN power and the manner in which Timor-Leste was handled as 

a governance state had to change. It means that the structuring of Timor-Leste and 

Timorese conducts had to become less noticeable and power-denying notions such as 

‘advising’, ‘capacitating’, and ‘counseling’ were essential, especially with the UN pulling 

out with UNOTIL. However, as already mentioned, after the 2006 crisis what was also at 

stake with this recurrence of violence was the issue of Timor-Leste being perceived as a 

failure. A perceived UN failure in Timor-Leste could jeopardize the UN own reputation as 

an effective conflict-transformation actor. Therefore, the UN response was the deployment 

of a wider and deeper peace operation to Timor-Leste – UNMIT. This in fact constituted 

the reinforcement of the UN normalizing state-building dispositif and the strengthening of 

the character of Timor-Leste as a governance state. After all, as previously referred in 

Chapter four, UNMIT activities encompassed several areas, among others, such as: 

enhance democratic-governance culture; assistance regarding political and legal affairs; 

build capacity in regards to administration of justice; engagement in activities dealing with 

humanitarian affairs and HIV/AIDS; and mainstream children, youth and gender issues 

through policies, programs, and activities throughout the country. Furthermore, the mission 

was tasked to cooperate and coordinate with UN agencies, funds and programs, along with 

the international financing institutions and donors to ‘assist’ the Timorese government to 

design programs and strategies to reduce poverty and promote economic growth. 
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Therefore, Timor-Leste as a governance state was subject to a normalizing state-

building dispositif that had UNMIT as its core but composed also by the constellation of 

actors – such as the UN agencies, funds and programs, and the international financing 

institutions – that gravitated around it. On can think, for instance, of 

organizations/programmes such as: the Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO), the 

International Labour Organization (ILO), the International Organization for Migration 

(IOM), the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR), the United 

Nations Capital Development Fund (UNCDF), the United Nations Development 

Programme (UNDP), the United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

(UNESCO), the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), the United Nations High 

Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF), the 

United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), the United Nations 

Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM), the United Nations Office for Project Services 

(UNOPS), the United Nations Volunteers (UNV), the World Food Programme (WFP), the 

World Health Organization (WHO), the Asian Development Bank (ADB), and the World 

Bank (WB). 

 

In addition, one should not forget that each of them had several projects directed to a 

number of spheres of the lives of the Timorese population, seeking to influence, structure 

and oversee almost every core function – such as disciplinary, economic, political, and 

biopolitical processes – of the Timorese state. With this in mind, it is possible to have a 

clearer picture that Timor-Leste was placed under a vast and profound normalizing 

dispositif where its core processes as a state and its populations were under a constant and 

continued monitoring and supervision. The normalizing state-building dispositif operating 

in Timor-Leste is not something recent. As a matter of fact, many of these actors and their 

projects are in Timor-Leste for a long time. However, with the deployment of UNMIT, the 

normalizing dispositif became undoubtedly deeper, wider, and denser. In regards to the 

core of the normalizing dispositif operating in Timor-Leste, UNMIT was divided in several 

inter-related subjects such as – UN police; security; rule of law; democratic governance; 

and development – each of them with its sub-components and orientations. Nevertheless, 

the normalizing dispositif operating in Timor-Leste, as already mentioned, went further 
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than the actions of the UNMIT. Observing the fields where these actors operate, it is clear 

that several areas of the Timorese lives and state were under continued scrutiny and 

international action. These areas are as disparate as, and its scope as wide as: feeding, 

sheltering, government structures, economic policies, infrastructure, nutrition, labor, 

gender, or health. Hence, their actions encompass a comprehensive range of spheres, from 

development, passing through security and political and economic governance matters. 

These fields, along with those where UNMIT acts, can be fairly grouped around those 

spheres where a governance state is subject to a great amount of international surveillance 

and influence – the disciplinary, the political and economic governance, and the socio and 

biopolitical ones. Indeed, closely observing this normalizing dispositif, it is patent that 

Timor-Leste’s disciplinary, political and economic governance, and socio and biopolitical 

spheres were under a frequent international gaze and influence in order to constantly seek 

to shape Timorese conducts on these fields so Timor-Leste starts to behave accordingly 

and in the end becomes normalized. 

 

Although disparate, diverse, and not rarely conflicting, all these elements and 

actors combined form a coherent and comprehensive assemblage encompassing, and, most 

important, seeking to influence, shape and oversee a wide range of Timorese’s state and 

population conducts. In fact, this move towards understanding all these elements as a 

coherent and comprehensive assemblage is also present in the very effort that the UN itself 

pursues when it seeks a ‘One UN approach’. Furthermore, the fact that this normalizing 

dispositif places Timorese disciplinary, political and economic governance, and socio and 

biopolitical spheres under scrutiny and constantly open for international influence is 

evident in the very areas that the United Nations Development Assistance Framework 

(UNDAF) focuses. This is a fundamental document of the UN engagement with Timor-

Leste and a key component of the normalizing dispositif by having the function of holding 

all those elements and actors together and seeking to make them work as a whole. The 

areas focused by the document (UNDP, 2008e: 5), which frame and structure the actions of 

all actors inside the normalizing dispositif, are: (1) Democratization and Social Cohesion, 

which includes also deepening state-building, and work on security and justice; (2) Poverty 

Reduction and Sustainable Livelihoods, focusing in particular vulnerable groups, including 

youth, women, internally displaced people (IDP) and disaster-prone communities; and (3) 
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Basic Social Services, which includes education, health, nutrition, water and sanitation, 

and social welfare and social protection. 

 

In order to have a clearer picture of the width and depth of the normalizing state-

building dispositif operating in Timor-Leste, it is necessary to further clarify its very 

structure. Hence, it is needed to outline the Timorese spheres that were under constant 

international supervision, influence and conduction. It is necessary to shed some light in 

the wide scope of the innumerous projects developed in the key spheres of the Timorese 

state. This delineation of the spheres under international influence is, by no means, 

intended to be exhaustive. On the contrary, this delineation serves the purpose of merely 

giving a clearer idea of how Timor-Leste was in fact a governance state; a state where 

although it is legally sovereign, its sovereignty is contingent due to the fact that the 

internationals have a great amount of surveillance, influence, and power over several 

processes within pivotal spheres of the country. 

 

 

The Disciplinary Sphere 

The international influence over the disciplinary sphere of Timor-Leste was exercised 

essentially over the basic three pillars of such sphere: (1) the police; (2) the military; and 

(3) the rule of law. Within the disciplinary sphere of a state, the institution of the police is 

undisputable pivotal. The main objective of the field handled by the UN police, present 

throughout several Security Council resolutions dealing with UNMIT (S/RES/1704; 

S/RES/1745; S/RES/1802), was twofold. Firstly, developing capacity and capability of the 

national police (Polícia Nacional de Timor-Leste – PNTL), and the Ministry of Interior, 

which could be fairly labeled as ‘capacity-building’; and, secondly, restoring and 

maintaining the public security in the country. These objectives would culminate in a 

document that established the basis of the UNMIT assistance to Timor-Leste, in terms of 

the restoration and maintenance of public security in the country and of the assistance to 

the “reform, restructuring and rebuilding” of the national police, which became known as 

the Police Arrangement (UN and DRTL, 2006). 
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In order to perform such tasks, UNMIT field directed to deal with the pillar of the 

police was organized around several units: (1) the National Investigation Department, 

which was composed by the Criminal Investigation team, a Prosecutions Support Unit, a 

Vulnerable Person’s Unit, an Evidence, Handling and Forensics Unit and a Criminal 

Records Management Unit; (2) the Operations Department, which was formed by a 

National Operations Centre, a Community Policing and Humanitarian Unit, the 

coordination of the Formed Police Units, the National Traffic Coordination Office, the 

Close Security Protection Unit, the Special Operations Unit, the Border Patrol 

Coordination Office and the Electoral Security and Planning Unit; (3) the Strategic 

Information Department, which comprised the Information Processing Unit and the 

Criminal Intelligence Unit; (4) the District United Nations Police, which was composed by 

13 UN Police District Headquarters responsible for a specific geographical area (District 

HQ); (5)  the Reform, Restructuring and Rebuilding Coordination Unit, which was 

composed by the Vetting, Selection, Registration and Certification of National Police Unit, 

the Specialized Units of Advisers and Mentors, the Legislative Review and Advisory Unit, 

the Unit of Advisers and Mentors who worked at the headquarters of the PNTL, and the 

Training Unit; (6) the Strategic Planning Unit, which was composed by the Policy 

Development Unit, the Program Development and Project Coordination Unit, and the 

Operational Readiness Inspections, Evaluation and Assessment Unit; and (7) the 

Professional Standards and Discipline Unit, which was formed by the Conduct and 

Discipline Unit, the Internal Investigation Unit, and the Audit and Evaluation Unit (UN, 

N/A-k). 

 

Observing how the pillar of the police was organized, one can have a clearer idea 

of how wide was the collective directed to influence a key element of the disciplinary 

sphere of Timor-Leste through the ‘capacity-building’ of the Timorese police. This was 

sought, evidently, through power-denying notions such as ‘training’, ‘capacity-building’, 

‘institutional development and strengthening’ of the Timorese Police; which, in fact, hide 

the deep power relations involved in such engagement. The purpose (the deep 

reorganization of the police institutions, and the normalization of the very 

policemen/women) and the means (through power-denying notions like ‘training’, 

‘support’, ‘mentoring’, ‘institutional development and strengthening’, ‘training’) to 
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achieve that purpose was certainly not veiled. Indeed, these were clearly expressed along 

the mandates. Moreover, observing, for instance, the “Arrangement” between the UN and 

Timor-Leste, the very name of the document calls for the “reform, restructuring and 

rebuilding” of the Timorese National Police and Ministry of Interior (UN and DRTL, 

2006: 1). Regarding the manner in which the restructuring would be pursued, once more, 

the very names of some of the components of the UN Police on the field are instructive 

regarding power relations being rendered operational through power-denying notions. 

They were for instance: ‘Specialized Units of Advisers and Mentors’; Legislative Review 

and Advisory Unit’; ‘Unit of Advisers and Mentors’; and ‘Training Unit’. 

 

The activities under the sign of the ‘capacity-building’ of the Timorese police 

would aim to several aspects, going from “developing the operational capacity of the 

PNTL, including by rationalizing its organizational structure and operational practices”, to 

“developing the PNTL’s administrative capacity, including by building and strengthening 

its administrative systems for budget, finance, personnel, procurement, logistics and assets 

management” (UN and DRTL, 2006: 9). Just as in the ‘capacity-building’ processes in 

other spheres, it aimed not only to the (re)formation of the institutions per se, but also at 

their very functioning, even if this bypassed Timorese laws and diminished the powers of 

Timorese officials. This was clear, for instance, regarding the Ministry of the Interior 

where its decrease of power was clear. The Police Arrangement clearly stated that the 

Minister “shall not exercise any authority or powers that he or she may enjoy under or 

pursuant to the national laws of Timor-Leste to take decisions or to issue directives, 

standing orders, instructions or orders with respect to (…) the conduct of police operations; 

or (…) the maintenance and enforcement of good conduct, good order and discipline” (UN 

and DRTL, 2006: 4). In a clear hierarchy of powers, it was also very clear in the Police 

Arrangement that the Minister “shall consult with the UNMIT Deputy SRSG for Security 

and the Rule of Law on any decision which he or she may intend to take to establish policy 

which may impact on the conduct of police operations or the maintenance and enforcement 

of good conduct, good order and discipline” (Ibidem: 4-5). 

 

In parallel with the ‘capacity-building’ task, and until the PNTL was properly 

‘capacity-built’, the UN police should also continue to assure the maintenance of public 
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order in the country, which could include interim law enforcement and public security. For 

this task, the UN took what it called a phased approach going from the UN policing of the 

country to the final hand-out phase where the Timorese would once more be responsible 

for their own policing.
152

 This meant that the Timorese would gradually, in consequence of 

substantial changes in institutions and the training of police officers in accordance to 

international established standards, regain the policing of its own country, which is a 

disciplinary framework par excellence. As for the UN police officers, although they were 

the police de facto of the country and were “vested with all police powers which are 

conferred on and enjoyed by PNTL police officers by and pursuant to the national laws of 

Timor-Leste”; unsurprisingly, they were “under the exclusive command and control of the 

Police Commissioner (…) [and] subject to the exclusive disciplinary authority of the 

United Nations” (UN and DRTL, 2006: 4). Furthermore, one should not forget that the UN 

was not only influencing and reconstructing the very core of the disciplinary sphere of 

Timor-Leste. Indeed, for a quite long period, this cluster was not merely influencing a key 

element of the disciplinary mechanism of Timor-Leste but it was in fact being the 

disciplinary mechanism of the country; which gives a clearer picture of the intensity of the 

character of Timor-Leste as a governance state. 

 

Still in the disciplinary sphere, UNMIT exercised its influence and structuring 

power also on a second pillar – the military. Within this subject, the Security Council, 

through several resolutions (S/RES/1704; S/RES/1745; S/RES/1802; S/RES/1867; 

S/RES/1912; S/RES/1969), asked UNMIT to have a pivotal role in the security sector. The 

approach and the means to this task was the usual – a deep institutional reform and 

‘capacity-building’ efforts done through advisors and consultants. UNMIT was responsible 

to perform a wide assessment of the Timorese security sector and then reform it. Indeed, 

UNMIT, right on 2006, is asked to conduct “a comprehensive review of the future role and 

needs of the security sector, including the Falintil-Forças Armadas de Defesa Timor-Leste, 

the Ministry of Defence, the PNTL and the Ministry of Interior” (S/RES/1704), in order to 

                                                   
152 On March 27th 2011, the PNTL recovered the responsibility for the conduct, command and control of all 

police operations in Timor-Leste (SG, 2011b: para. 8). Nevertheless, the PNTL will continue under UN 

Police oversight and normalization process through capacity-building, training, skills enhancement, specific 

advisory functions, and operational support (SG, 2011a: para. 60). 
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support the government on this area. Hence, the ‘assistance’ would need to go beyond the 

reform of the police to include other crucial elements of this sphere. 

 

The means to achieve it was the usual – “through the provision of advisers and in 

cooperation and coordination with other partners, in strengthening institutional capacity-

building” (S/RES/1704). Hence, the pattern of UN power exercise certainly remained since 

deep structural reconstructions, influencing, structuring and shaping a core sphere of a 

state – the disciplinary one – was to be operated through the power-denying and 

euphemistic notions of ‘advising’ and ‘capacity-building’. This kind of intervention was 

even further downplayed by the UN when it said that “[r]eviews of the security sector are 

periodically conducted by most countries to ensure that state institutions are able to 

effectively fulfil (sic) their role and responsibilities” (UN, N/A-h), as if this kind of activity 

is recurrently performed in states throughout the world. Even if it is true, which is at least 

questionable, this in fact reinforces the denial and downplaying of the deep power relation 

present in the UN engagement with Timor-Leste. Indeed, this is even portrayed as a 

beneficial and even empowering relationship, since to the UN, “[t]he review, reform and 

development of the security sector are vital to strengthening institutions that can weather 

future crisis without external assistance” (Idem). 

 

 In addition, it is clear the presence of the UNDP in this sphere.
153

 One might 

think, for instance, about the security sector assessment project initiated in June 2008 by 

the UNDP (2008a), in collaboration with UNMIT, that had essentially two pillars – 

“Security Sector Review in Timor-Leste” and a “Capacity Building Facility”. The main 

objectives of each pillar were, respectively: (1) to support Timor-Leste “in reviewing the 

security sector to inform security sector reform, crisis management and recovery, and to 

identify and support specific technical assistance and capacity development needs” 

(UNDP, N/A-f); and (2) to assist Timor-Leste in developing national capacity to manage 

the security sector through “oversight and accountability though promoting the four 

                                                   
153 The fact that the UNDP, a development UN agency, is part in the reform, restructuring and rebuilding of 
the disciplinary sphere might evoke a discussion about the ‘security-development nexus’. However, such 

discussion is off the limits of this thesis. For more about it see for instance (Duffield, 2010; Hettne, 2010; 

Stern and Öjendal, 2010; McCormack, 2011). 
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dimensions of security sector reform, namely, civilian oversight, operational management, 

financial accountability and policy research capacity” (Idem). As expected, the project was 

envisioned to be implemented with a heavy assistance of UNDP experts and consultants. 

This project was pivotal to the ‘capacity-building’ efforts of reform, restructuring, and 

rebuilding the key institutions of the disciplinary sphere dealing with policing and the 

military, in the sense that this was the element that would indicate the holes to be filled and 

what needed to be done in this area, therefore shaping and structuring the whole rebuilding 

process. Furthermore, there were other UNDP projects in this sphere. They dealt, for 

instance, with strengthening of civilian oversight and management capacity in the security 

sector (UNDP, 2011a) and strengthening the national police capacity (UNDP, 2011c). 

Whereas the former sought to enhance civilian oversight, management capacity, improve 

research and training capacity in the security sector, provide technical assistance for policy 

oversight, legal and institutional development and also capacity building for the 

Parliament, the Secretariats of State for Defense and Security and the Office of the 

President (UNDP, 2011a: 1); the latter sought to develop management and administration 

capacity of the police, strengthen and enhance its training capacity and internal oversight 

mechanisms, and provide technical assistance to the Secretariat of State for Security 

(UNDP, 2011c: 1). 

 

The third pillar, the rule of law, represented a clear international influence in 

another pivotal process of the disciplinary sphere of Timor-Leste, this time regarding the 

area of Justice. This pillar was essentially organized around the following areas: (1) Laws 

and Decrees; (2) Human Rights; (3) Serious Crimes Investigation Team; (4) Transitional 

Justice; (4) Administration of Justice Support; (5) The Justice System of Timor-Leste. 

Once more, the approach was directed to deep institutional reforms and the structuring and 

conducting power of the UN being operated through power-denying notions like ‘capacity-

building’, ‘assisting’ or ‘mentoring’. An important element of this pillar is the Serious 

Crimes Investigation Team (SCIT) which was mandated with an investigative task. Its 

main function was to assist the Office of the Prosecutor-General of Timor-Leste 

investigating the cases of serious human rights violations committed in the country in 1999 

(UN, N/A-i). Although the SCIT worked under the supervision of the Office of the 

Prosecutor-General, this was another clear case of a highly sensitive matter being highly 
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influenced by internationals; hence in line with the ‘governance state’ characterization of 

Timor-Leste. 

 

Nevertheless, there were more pervasive processes in this same pillar. This was 

the case, for instance, of the Human Rights and Transitional Justice Section (HRTJS) of 

UNMIT. This unit was established to “assist in further strengthening Timor-Leste’s 

capacity to monitor, protect and promote human rights and to promote justice and 

reconciliation” (UN, N/A-g). At a first sight, this might pass, to an inattentive observer, as 

one among many UN efforts to shape and conduct the Timorese conducts; as another key 

process of the Timorese state highly influenced by internationals. However, this unit has an 

important task inside the normalizing dispositif deployed to Timor-Leste. This unit was 

responsible for providing “human rights capacity development assistance and advice to 

ensure that Timor-Leste’s laws, regulations, policies and programmes [were] in 

compliance with international human rights standards” (Idem). Furthermore, “[t]he HRTJS 

also monitors the response of Timor-Leste’s State institutions in relation to the 

international standards on civil, political, economic, social and cultural rights that is has 

subscribed to” (Idem). In fact, this human rights unit also “observes and reports on the 

human rights situation in Timor-Leste. These reports are disseminated locally and 

internationally through the UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights and 

the UN New York Headquarters” (Idem). With this unit, rather than preaching human 

rights to Timor-Leste from outside, the UN was ensuring its structuring from within the 

country. 

 

Here, again, the presence of the UNDP is substantial and its modus operandi the 

same – its power and influence is exercised through the power-denying notion of 

‘capacity-building’. The UNDP’s (2009) project “Human Rights Capacity Building of the 

Provedoria for Human Rights and Justice” (PDHJ in Portuguese) seeks to ‘capacity-build’ 

and to strengthen “the human rights capacity of the PDHJ to ensure its effectiveness in 

developing and implementing programmes in accordance with its mandate for human 

rights” (Ibidem: 2). This would be done namely by enhancing the human rights knowledge 

of the PDHJ staff, and strengthening the PDHJ’s capacity to educate in regards to human 

rights, and its ability to reach out to the Timorese and to build strategic networks with 
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regional and international human rights actors (Idem). Hence, this project sought precisely 

to ‘capacity-build’ the institutional actor, within the Timorese state, that would be not only 

one important transmission link of the international human rights standards within Timor-

Leste, but also a crucial actor responsible for ensuring that the Timorese institutions 

actually abide by these standards. At this point, it is already quite clear that this framework 

of ‘ensuring compliance with standards’, ‘monitoring’, ‘reporting’, and so on, is a patent 

normalizing framework as evinced in the Chapter two. Hence, this HRTJS unit was 

thought to play an important role in the normalization process conducting and influencing 

the Timorese state’s conducts seeking to ensure that Timor-Leste complied with 

‘international standards’ regarding human rights – to make it a ‘normal’ state in the 

international scenario concerning this matter. Furthermore, it also seeks to make sure that 

this kind of behavior is internalized within Timor-Leste, overseeing its incorporation in the 

very legislative corpus of the country. Through the power-denying, notions of ‘assistance’ 

and ‘monitoring’, UNMIT sought not only to conduct the government of Timor-Leste 

through the conduct of its conducts but also the Timorese self-government. It sought to 

make Timor-Leste self-govern itself, to monitor and to conduct its own conducts, in the 

very light of these ‘international standards’ advanced by UNMIT. For this end, there is 

nothing more effective than seeking that the Timorese themselves write these ‘international 

standards’ on their own legislative body, which would clearly represent self-government 

effort par excellence. 

 

Still within the pillar of the rule of law, another two areas that are indicative of the 

great influence exercised over this disciplinary sphere of Timor-Leste are the 

Administration of Justice Support Unit (AJSU) and the Justice System Needs Assessment 

Report. Both can be seen as a consequence of the UNMIT mandate, where supporting, 

strengthening and building the capacity of state institutions namely the justice system was 

seen as key. The former was tasked to “strengthen national capacity in judicial line 

functions” and this was sought through the provision of “technical legal and corrections 

advice aiming at strengthening the justice institutions and legal framework” and also 

through the very training and specialization of lawyers and judges (UN, N/A-e). 

Complementarily, the Justice System Needs Assessment (Rapoza et al., 2009) was 

basically a report which the objective was mainly to identify existing needs of the 
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Timorese judicial system and to make recommendations for proper improvements. These 

two elements evince once more that a key component of the disciplinary sphere of Timor-

Leste, its legislative sphere, was under the gaze and great influence of internationals, 

seeking to shape and structure its functioning. Again, the UN power was navigated 

between macro aspects – such as the (re)construction of institutions or the adoption of 

foreign legislative models not always consistent with the Timorese reality – and micro 

features of the legislative practice such as the very drafting of laws (Rapoza et al., 2009: 

10-11). 

 

These elements also had a close relationship with other UNDP’s projects. Since 

the UNDP has a considerable presence within the disciplinary sphere, the area of justice 

was also under its wide scope of action. At this area, it is worth mentioning, for instance, 

the UNDP project “Strengthening the Justice System in Timor-Leste” (UNDP, 2008b), 

which in essence was, just as the several others that Timor-Leste was subject to, a 

‘capacity-building’ effort. This project focused on the strengthening of institutional 

capacity of the justice system of Timor-Leste to enlarge the rule of law and improve access 

to justice of the Timorese (Ibidem: 16). Hence, the project pursued: (1) to enhance the 

skills of the actors within the justice sector; (2) the decentralization of the justice system 

and capacitating the district courts; (3) the strengthening of the prosecution service; (4) to 

strength the capacity of the correction services; and (5) improve the access to justice 

(Ibidem: 16-17). 

 

The UNDP was certainly not the only international actor influencing and shaping 

the area of justice in Timor-Leste; there were also other UN agencies, international 

financial institutions, state development agencies, NGOs, and individual states. This was 

the case, for instance, of: (1) the UNFPA implementing a gender-based initiative in the 

realm of justice, or helping in drafting the law on domestic violence; (2) UNICEF’s 

assistance on juvenile justice, children protection and the drafting of the Timorese juvenile 

justice legislation; (3) the World Bank’s monitoring mechanism for institutional efficiency 

of the institutions related to the justice sector and its “justice for the poor” project; (4) the 

Agency for International Development of the Australian Government (AusAID) with its 

project “Justice Facility” focusing on enhancing the provision of equal access to justice, 
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the institution ‘capacity-building’ in the realm of the justice sector for state institutions and 

civil society organizations; (5) the Agency for International Development of the 

Government of the United States of America (USAID) assistance to the superior councils 

of the Judiciary and Prosecution by supporting the recruitment of international judges and 

prosecutor inspectors; (6) Portugal, through its Development Cooperation Agency (IPAD), 

assisting the Ministry of Justice not only on overall legal advice but also, among other 

things, on legislative drafting and the establishment of the undergraduate law faculty at the 

National University of Timor-Leste (Universidade Nacional de Timor-Leste; UNTL in 

Portuguese); (7) Brazil providing technical expertise through the participation of Brazilian 

judges, prosecutors, public defenders and administrative staff within the judiciary in 

Timor-Leste (UNDP, 2008b: 10-11); among many others.  

 

This brief sampling of areas gives a clear idea of the amount of international 

influence the Timorese disciplinary sphere was subjected to. Nevertheless, this was not the 

only sphere where this happened. This amount of international influence and supervision 

was also present in the political and economic governance as well as in the socio and 

biopolitical spheres. 

 

 

The Political and Economic Governance Sphere 

This sphere is essentially composed by the structures and institutions that carry out 

political and economic processes along with their functioning and characteristics. It is no 

secret that the UN has exercised a considerable amount of power and influence on this 

sphere since the very beginning of its engagement with Timor-Leste. In fact, for a long 

period of time the UN operated this sphere directly. After Timor-Leste’s juridical 

independence this influence continued. Although the UNMIT, due to the 2006 and 2008 

crises, placed a big emphasis on the disciplinary sphere, this political and economic 

governance sphere was by no means left out of its influence and will to conduct.
154

 The 

                                                   
154 One should not forget the role of other actors on these conducting efforts in this sphere, and others like the 

biopolitical one, and their shaping during the whole UN engagement with Timor-Leste had the collaboration 

of several other actors. This is certainly the case, for instance, of the several structuring ‘capacity-building’ 

projects carried out, in several areas, by the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and the Asian 

Development Bank. Due to the scope of this thesis, this section will focus on the actions of the UN. For more 

on their actions and projects in Timor-Leste – which include actions on local governance, ‘capacity-building’ 
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UNMIT efforts on this sphere were concentrated on the subject of “democratic 

governance”. This subject rested essentially on two pillars: (1) electoral assistance; and (2) 

the enhancement of the democratic culture in Timor-Leste. In fact, they were the very first 

UNMIT objectives delineated in the UN Security Council’s (S/RES/1704) mandate that 

assembled the mission. This was thought to be accomplished through the exercise of a 

power and influence that were characteristic for its monitoring and oversight, and at the 

same time denying, tone. Rather than directly operating this sphere, the UN would, through 

‘supporting’, ‘advising’, close ‘monitoring’ and ‘overseeing’, make sure that Timor-Leste 

corrected its behavior and started to behave accordingly what is constructed as a ‘normal’ 

behavior within international relations. 

 

In regards of the first pillar, the electoral assistance, UNMIT was tasked by the 

SC, at a first moment, to support the country in the presidential and parliamentary 2007 

elections
155

 through technical support and electoral policy advice (S/RES/1704). Hence, 

during the 2007 elections the UNMIT “provided strong material and advisory support to 

the national electoral management bodies” – the Technical Secretariat for Electoral 

Administration (Secretariado Técnico de Administração Eleitoral – STAE) and the 

National Commission for Elections (Comissão Nacional de Eleições – CNE) (UN, N/A-f). 

The UNMIT continued its influence by institutional and personal ‘capacity-building’ not 

only at the STAE and CNE but also in the political parties (Idem). Unsurprisingly, the 

‘capacity-building’ effort was pursued through ‘advising’ and ‘mentoring’ carried out by 

internationals within these institutions. 

 

At this pillar, once more, the UNDP influence was felt. Through its project 

“Support to the Timorese Electoral Cycle” (UNDP, 2008d), UNDP partnered with UNMIT 

in ‘capacity-building’ the Timorese with, firstly, material assistance, and secondly focusing 

more on ‘capacity-building’ both individuals and institutions (UNDP, 2008d: 2). The 

UNDP influence rested essentially in three elements (UNDP, 2008d: 5): (1) supporting 

                                                                                                                                                          
efforts on political and financial structures and ministries, influence on the Oil funds, among many others – 

see, for instance (ADB, N/A; IMF, N/A; WB, N/A-a). 

155 This was in fact the fourth election carried out in Timor-Leste (the others were the Referendum in 1999, 

the elections for the Constituent Assembly in 2001, and the Presidential election of 2002) but the first one 

carried out in Timor-Leste as a legal independent country.   
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electoral institutions, through the development of capacity and professionalism of the 

STAE and CNE at both national and sub-national levels; (2) supporting electoral processes, 

through legal reform, revision of the electoral procedures, and civic education in terms of 

the electoral institutions; and (3) supporting political parties, through the development of 

capacity of the parties in areas such as institutional organization, inter-election functions 

and civic education, and also through discussions and workshops. This is a project that was 

key to a crucial overall objective of the UN normalizing dispositif deployed to Timor-Leste 

– to bring democratic procedures to its political sphere. An overall objective of this project 

was to “help strengthen and widen the principles of democracy and good governance, 

enhance participation and thus contribute to political stabilization in Timor-Leste” (Idem). 

In fact, this UNDP project was the pivotal element of the whole UN assistance in regards 

to electoral processes. Indeed, this project was understood as “the umbrella for all UN 

electoral assistance, whether it is being channeled through UNDP or provided through 

UNMIT’s mandate” (Ibidem: 2).  

 

These elements give a clear indication of how wide the scope of the UN 

intervention in this sphere was, and also, and perhaps most importantly, how pervasive the 

UN attempt to influence over this matter was. It is clear that through this approach, not 

only the institutions that should oversee the political development of the country, but also 

the very actors of the political field were under the influence and supervision of the UN. In 

this way, not only the political field where those actors would carry out its functions was 

being structured, but also the actors themselves, the political parties, were under the 

shaping and conducting power of the UN. 

 

Regarding the second pillar of the UN intervention in this sphere, UNMIT was 

responsible, tasked by the Security Council (S/RES/1704), for “enhancing a culture of 

democratic governance” in Timor-Leste. This meant that the UNMIT also became 

responsible for a deeper and structural aspect of the Timorese political institutions – their 

culture. With this, more than the structuring of the Timorese state institutions, something 

that was heavily done in the past during UNTAET, the UN was targeting simultaneously 

also the very environment where these institutions act. This is not to argue that the 

institution-building in the sphere of governance had ceased, because it certainly continued, 
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but to say that a lot of attention was placed also on the shaping and structuring – through 

the already well-known power-denying notions of ‘capacity-building’, ‘advising or 

‘mentoring’ – of their own ethos. Hence, it was not sufficient to target the structuring of 

institutions and its procedures, something that the UN already structured when it was the 

de facto and de jure power in the country; it was necessary to go beyond it. Indeed, 

enhancing a culture of democratic governance, for the UN, involved the ‘capacity-

building’ of the Timorese in areas like: “the separation of powers and independence of the 

branches of government”; “the exercise of power in accordance with the rule of law”; “the 

respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms”; and, “the transparency and 

accountability of a responsible civil service, functioning at both the national and local 

levels” (UN, N/A-l). Furthermore, the UN would call for an “integrated approach” so the 

Timorese state would welcome “a wide scope of political participation embracing a 

pluralistic system of political parties, a vibrant civil society and media (…) [and] promote 

and integrate women and minorities in all levels of the Government and society as a 

whole” (Idem). 

 

An important actor of these pillars was the Democratic Governance Support Unit 

(DGSU) of UNMIT. This unit was responsible for making sure that Timor-Leste would 

behave accordingly in terms of its political governance monitoring it and making proper 

corrections when necessary. This was a key unit responsible for having Timor-Leste and 

its political governance under scrutiny and international oversight. At this point, once 

more, this profound and deep power is not exercised in a concealed or hidden matter as it 

could be expected; after all, this can be understood as a great amount of control over a core 

process of a ‘sovereign’ state that the UN seeks to promote as a ‘success case’. On the 

contrary, Timor-Leste was transformed in a ‘governance state’ and this is constantly 

portrayed as a beneficial relationship. Indeed, the amount of power exercised over Timor-

Leste is as clear as the very goals of the unit. According to the UN, the DGSU would seek 

to ‘enhance a culture of democratic governance’ by “monitoring Governmental and civic 

activities, analyzing sources of information, and providing recommendations concerning 

the progress and or concerns in democratic governance in Timor-Leste” (UN, N/A-m). 

Indeed, the DGSU “oversight[s] functions of the four Constitutional organs: Executive, 

Parliament, Government and Judiciary to assess whether checks and balance system 
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functions fairly” and “assess development in decentralization and power sharing” (Idem) in 

the Timorese districts. 

 

This is another point where the presence and influence of the UNDP is felt. In 

fact, the UN agency has a whole segment of its activities directed, literally, to “Democratic 

Governance” projects.
156

 Apart from its initiatives in the realm of the electoral processes 

through the ‘capacity-building’ of key institutions and political parties, the UNDP was also 

an important actor in the very construction and shaping of the governance sphere of the 

Timorese national politics. This influence was felt not only in the judiciary sphere, as it 

was aforementioned, but also on the legislative sphere. One could mention, for instance, 

the UNDP project “Strengthening the Institutional Capacity of the Office of the President” 

(UNDP, 2007b), with the main objective of building the capacity of the Timorese 

President’s Office in institutional and advisory terms. The project was responsible for 

(Ibidem: 3): (1) building an institutional and an organizational structure for the Office; (2) 

designing the Office’s systems and processes; (3) training the Office’s staff in order to 

improve the agenda management, coordination and communications of the Office; and (4) 

enhancing the Office’s ability in the realm of policy analysis and advisory capacity in 

order to better support the Timorese President. At this point, again, despite the fact that the 

project would (re)construct the whole presidential Office; once more, the means of the UN 

intervention was the power-denying notion of ‘capacity-building’. 

 

  Another area where the presence of the UNDP was clear in this sphere was at the 

‘capacity-building’ efforts in regards to the Timorese Parliament. At this point, there are 

two projects worth mentioning – the “Strengthening Parliamentary Democracy in Timor-

Leste” (UNDP, 2006b) and the “Strengthening Institutional Capacity of the National 

Parliament in Timor-Leste” (UNDP, 2011b). The former was an extension of a UNDP 

project carried out since in 2003 (UNDP, 2003) which was also directed to the 

strengthening of the parliamentary democracy in Timor-Leste and, through the  ‘capacity-

building’ of the parliamentarians, focused on “building capacity among Deputies and 

Secretariat staff so that they may shape policies and laws that promote democratic 

governance” (UNDP, 2003: 2). The 2006 revised project (UNDP, 2006b: 2) would, 

                                                   
156 For more information regarding this segment of the UNDP activities, see (UNDP, N/A-b) 
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through ‘training’, ‘advising’, and ‘capacity-building’, focus on five areas: (1) building 

oversight capacity, through the consolidation of parliamentarian support systems and 

process that could provide the tools needed so the parliamentarians could not only control 

and monitor the government activities and expenditures, but also debate and analyze the 

National Budget; (2) legislative support, through the provision of experts and legal 

advisors that would train the Timorese parliamentarians in law drafting, and also in 

scrutinizing, debating and amending the bills proposed by the government; (3) democratic 

representation, through the consolidation of systems within the Parliament so the 

representatives could engage more with the population, and therefore incorporating more 

the popular demands; (4) gender mainstreaming, through the encouragement of making 

gender-related issues a transversal matter in the Parliament, and also through helping 

women representatives in designing policies in regards of issues that concern Timorese 

women; and (5) developing capacity of the Secretariat, through its ‘capacity-building’ on 

administrative services to the Parliament’s members and organs, and on their ability to 

provide advisory services in several issues like economy, legal, political, and so on. 

 

The second UNDP project – the Strengthening Institutional Capacity of the 

National Parliament in Timor-Leste – is also directed to the ‘capacity-building’ of the 

Timorese Parliament. The project seeks, in essence, to “strengthen the democratic 

foundations” of the Timorese Parliament through the enhancement of its oversight, 

accountability and transparency (UNDP, 2011b: 9). Just as in the disciplinary sphere, the 

intervention seeks to produce predicted, regular, and stable institutions so this can be 

extrapolate to Timor-Leste as a country. In the case of the Timorese Parliament, this would 

be done through its “effective, self-reliant, standardized and sustainable institutional 

capacity development” focusing on the enhancement of not only the institutional capacity 

of the Parliament, but also of the knowledge of the parliamentary members and the 

expertise of the parliament’ staff (Idem).  

 

Hence, this ‘capacity-building’ effort directed to the Timorese Parliament would 

be focused on four areas (UNDP, 2011b: 10-11): (1) strengthening the expertise of the 

Parliament’s staff, aiming at enhancing the human resources capacity of the Parliament; (2) 

improving the capacity of the parliamentarians to initiate and draft laws and also monitor 
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and scrutinize the bills proposed by the Government; (3) enhancing the Parliament’s 

oversight capacity through the improvement of its capacities to analyze, debate and 

approve the national budget, be an oversight of the government’s actions and financial 

expenditures, as well as incorporating the inputs from civil society on the law-making 

process; and (4) improving the Timorese Parliament’s relations with other Parliaments 

from Portuguese-speaking countries. This wide and deep project puts a crucial element of 

the Timorese state – its Parliament – under a close and constant international scrutiny and 

influence. It shapes, and closely monitors, not only the Parliament’s institutional structures, 

but also, and most importantly, the very behavior of the institution. This constant and 

permanent scrutiny of the Parliament is done through the monitoring and supervision of 

issues, among others, such as the number of the initiatives designed to oversee the 

Government’s actions, the quality of the parliamentary debates, and the number and 

quality of the laws proposed. Even how well the parliamentarians use their question hour 

in debates and whether they, and the Parliament’s staff, attend Portuguese language classes 

(and how well they perform in acquiring work competence in Portuguese) was monitored, 

and under the scrutiny of the UN (Ibidem: 9-10). 

 

The influence of the UNDP was also felt on other areas of the governance sphere. 

The other two worth mentioning deals with the local governance and the civil service. The 

former was influenced and shaped by the UNDP project focused on supporting the local 

governance in Timor-Leste (UNDP, 2007a). This is a project that succeeded two other 

projects, the Local Development Programme and the Local Government Options Study, 

and focused on building a local government system in Timor-Leste. In order to achieve 

this, the project focused on (Ibidem: 7): (1) the development of a local government system 

through the development of several procedures and processes, and the continuity of 

fostering the local government assemblies in order to foster decentralization; (2) the 

provision of technical support to the Government in order to improve its capacity on 

designing a comprehensive legal and regulatory framework on decentralization and local 

government; and (3) assisting the Government on actually implementing the reforms 

towards a functioning local government system. This kind of actions advanced by the UN 

are a clear indication that its will to shape and influence the Timorese governance sphere is 

not limited to the central political structures like the Government and the Parliament, but it 
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also sought to exercise its power on the level of the local government creating a wider 

power network. 

 

Another crucial area of this sphere where the UNDP had its activities focused is 

the civil service. The Support to Civil Service Reform project (UNDP, 2008c) is a 

‘capacity-building’ effort in regards to public management. It sought to develop capacities 

“(at systemic, organizational and individual levels) necessary to the enhancement of 

professionalism and integrity in public service management” in Timor-Leste (Ibidem: 1). 

The Support to Civil Service Reform was underpinned by four pillars (Idem): (1) a 

Management Information System that would enhance the ability for both operational 

matters like the personnel processing and more strategic ones like the strategic planning in 

regards of human resources of the civil service; (2) the enhancement of the strategic 

management of civil service, through the development of organizational plans, plans for 

capacity development, and action plans seeking also to improve the understanding of 

public sector management issues and roles; (3) the creation of a mechanism capable of 

providing, managing, and monitoring the technical assistance needed, and the mobilization 

of these technical assistance resources; and (4) efficiency and sustainability of the 

‘capacity-building’ efforts, through the targeted training and development of civil servants 

in order to increase the core capacities of the government.  

 

The Support to Civil Service Reform is in fact a revision, and a consolidation, of 

three previous projects which ended in 2006: the Human Resource Management (HRM), 

the Institutional Capacity Development Support (ICDS), and the Development Advisory 

Services (DAS) (Ibidem: 2). Hence, this project marked a clear continuity of the UNDP 

influence and shaping power exercised, through the power-denying notion of ‘capacity-

building, over the field of the Timorese public management and service. Indeed, during the 

ICDS,
157

 which was another ‘capacity-building’ effort aiming to shape three areas – skills 

and knowledge; systems and processes; and attitudes and behaviors – the UNDP filled 118 

“critical” posts throughout several Timorese ministries with ‘advisors’ in order to build 

and improve the Timorese governance ‘capacity’ (UNDP, 2005). 

 

                                                   
157 For more about the project, see for instance (UNDP, 2005, N/A-d). 



252 

 

 

The Socio and Biopolitical Sphere 

The socio and biopolitical sphere was another core sphere of the Timorese state where a 

great amount of international influence and shaping was felt. This sphere is composed 

essentially by the life-supporting processes of the population and its surrounding 

conditions. In a few words, this is the sphere formed by the set of phenomena that bind the 

population together; of the processes related to the Timorese lives and by the environment 

that influence those processes. This is a sphere under a great international scrutiny and 

influence; a sphere under the oversight of several distinct actors such as UNDP, UNMIT, 

UNICEF and so on, and where their actions seek to touch a very wide range of fields going 

from food and health to education and nutrition. 

 

Two elements of UNMIT were directed to this sphere – the ‘development’ and the 

‘humanitarian’ one. The first element was headed by the Socio-Economic Development 

Unit which was responsible for producing advice on poverty reduction and socio-economic 

policies and strategies. The second element was headed by the Humanitarian Coordination 

Unit which seeks to coordinate the work of several actors who are present on the 

humanitarian field. These elements act on a socio-biopolitical sphere par excellence. They 

are under constant supervision that seeks to influence and shape the Timorese policies and 

actions not only in the socio-economic sphere – such as infrastructure, poverty-reduction 

strategies, agriculture, and so on – as a whole but also specific biopolitical areas – like 

social services, food security, health, water and sanitation, sheltering, health, nutrition or 

education, among others. 

 

In regards to the ‘development’ area, the international power was exercised, 

among other channels, through the influence over the Timorese policies which were 

grouped around a ‘National Priorities Program’ (NPP). As already explored in Chapter 

five, NPP was clearly an institutional response that represented an effort to overcome the 

still present effects of the 2006 crisis, which ranged from IDPs, the militia, of Major 

Alfredo Reinaldo, the weak economy, among others. As previously mentioned, the very 

organization of NPP (organized around a Secretariat and Working Groups focusing each 

on a determinate national priority) institutionalized the international influence within the 
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Timorese state. This influence was felt through ‘policy recommendations’, ‘monitoring’ of 

the overall process of shaping the Timorese national priorities, and ‘assistance’. The 

international influence was felt even through the very leadership that, for instance, UNMIT 

or a UN agency – UNDP had on some Working Groups. Hence, it is not unreasonable to 

point to the fact that the UN influence in terms of its ‘development’ area is entrenched not 

only at the endpoint of the chain through the implementation of projects in the field, but 

also, in the very beginning of the chain; seeking to influence the very process of building 

the goals – the Timorese national priorities – which will shape and structure all the rest of 

the chain. This, by its turn, inevitably leads the UN to influence which projects will be 

pursued and the manner in which the priorities set will be achieved.  

 

At this point, on the one hand, it was clear that due to this influence certain areas 

received more attention than others. Here is very instructive, for instance, the focus 

received by the pillars of the disciplinary sphere, such as the rule of law or the police and 

the military (which were pivotal in the sense of making Timor-Leste a stable country in the 

international scenario) in comparison to sanitation or water (which still nowadays remain a 

fundamental challenge), for example. On the other hand, the NPP was also another 

instrument through which the UN could shape and structure the Timorese social and 

economic model from its very inception, from the very moment when the objectives are 

being designed. 

 

In regards to the ‘humanitarian’ branch of UNMIT, this was developed around 

what the UN calls a ‘cluster system’.
158

 This instrument consists in grouping together 

different actors – like UN agencies, NGOs, and other international institutions – around 

common areas within the humanitarian field. Each of these common areas constitute a 

cluster, and one of the main objectives of each of the clusters is to be a sort of forum and 

contact point for several actors, either part of the UN system or not, working around a 

certain field. This cluster system is a key example of the wide scope of the biopolitical 

power of several international actors, in particular the UN through UNMIT and its 

agencies, exercised over the life-supporting processes of the Timorese population. In 

                                                   
158 For more regarding the UN Cluster System, the clusters in Timor-Leste, and the cluster-specific 

documents and information, see (UN, N/A-a). 
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Timor-Leste, this mechanism was put in place essentially as a response to the crisis of 

2006 and to assist the Timorese on their recovery. The cluster system in Timor-Leste was 

composed by ten clusters. They were: (1) Camp Coordination and Camp Management and 

Emergency Shelter; (2) Early Recovery; (3) Education; (4) Emergency 

Telecommunications; (5) Food Security; (6) Health; (7) Logistics; (8) Nutrition; (9) 

Protection; and (10) Water, Sanitation and Hygiene. 

 

Notwithstanding the fact that this pillar was thought to cope with the 2006 

tragedy, its influence kept being felt afterwards. Its areas are a clear indication of the 

international influence over pivotal biopolitical processes of the Timorese population. It is 

clear their influence over multi-dimensional processes going from basic services to social 

dimensions. In all these clusters is perceptible the presence not only of the actions of 

UNMIT, but also the influence being exercised through projects, programs and action of 

other UN related organizations like, for instance, IOM, ILO, UNDP, UNHCR, UNICEF, 

WFP, WHO, FAO, among others.
159

 Despite of the biopolitical tone that all 

aforementioned clusters have, in the sense that they in several manners touch and seek to 

influence processes that are important to the lives of the Timorese population, some other 

clusters that are in place in Timor-Leste are biopolitical par excellence, in the sense that 

they influence and shape processes that are the cornerstone of the Timorese lives. This is 

the case, for instance, of education, health, food, nutrition, water, sanitation, and even 

hygiene.  

 

The cluster of education, for instance, sought to be a sort of a meeting forum for 

all the organizations working on the field of education in Timor-Leste. Among other 

things, this cluster sought to ‘capacity-build’ and strengthen the education sector through 

the development of programs related to the education of the Timorese having due attention 

to priority cross-cutting issues such as diversity/inclusiveness, gender, HIV/AIDS and 

human rights (UN, 2009a). Another cluster rendered operational in Timor-Leste, the food 

security one, sought not only to prepare and coordinate food security programs and 

activities, but also to ensure adequate food security contingency and preparedness 

                                                   
159 One can also see the presence of other kinds of organizations such as the ADB, IMF, the European 

Commission's European Community Humanitarian Office, AusAID, USAID, GIZ, Caritas, CARE, Red 

Cross, Oxfam, Save the Children and others. 
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planning. Apart from dealing with issues regarding the Timorese population, the cluster 

also seeks to ‘capacity-build’ the Timorese government to deal with the issue (UN, 2009c). 

In turn, the cluster that dealt with health had as its main objectives not only the 

coordination of actors within this sphere, but also the enhancement of the planning and the 

provision of health sector activities in Timor-Leste (UN, 2009b); while the nutrition cluster 

sought to intervene in order to ensure appropriate nutrition services for the Timorese 

population and also the technical quality of the programs in the area (UN, 2009d). Finally, 

the cluster dealing with Water, Sanitation and Hygiene focused on issues, for instance, 

such as: the water supply, excreta disposal, solid waste management and hygiene 

promotion (UN, 2009e). 

 

Each of the clusters of this cluster system functioned, as in several other spheres 

of the UN intervention, through the power-denying notion of ‘capacity-building’. It 

functioned by identifying gaps in the Timorese policies that needed to be improved, and 

developing plans and programs to address such gaps and also to ‘capacity-build’ Timor-

Leste to have an appropriate preparedness and response to such challenges. However, what 

this approach masks is the pervasive power that was exercised over the biopolitical sphere 

of Timor-Leste and the kind of international influence and supervision that the Timorese 

are subject to. These clusters formed a sort of a biopolitical web that is a crystallization of 

a biopolitical power par excellence due to its constant international influence, shaping and 

supervision in regards to a wide number of life-supporting and life-related processes – like 

sanitation, health, education, food, water, and even hygiene, to name a few – of the 

Timorese population. This cluster system is a clear evidence of not only the width but also 

the scope of the exercise of the biopolitical power of the UN in Timor-Leste and the depth 

in which the country was transformed into a governance state. 

 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter outlines the transformation of Timor-Leste into a governance state and also 

the UN efforts to conduct the country. The chapter delineates the governmental power that 

the UN exercised over Timor-Leste, which was a kind of power that the UN directed to 

Timor-Leste and the Timorese since the very beginning of its engagement with the 
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country. Its pervasiveness is perceived throughout several spheres and levels, such as 

structuring of the political field where the Timorese referendum would take place and the 

discipline of Timor-Leste as a state; the attempt of influencing biopolitical processes of the 

Timorese population; and a more capillary power sought to be exercised over very micro 

aspects of the Timorese state and people. Moreover, the chapter clearly illuminates the 

great amount of international influence in the very shaping and functioning of Timorese 

disciplinary, economic and political and biopolitical spheres; putting them under a constant 

international supervision, influence and conduct, which reinforces the characterization of 

Timor-Leste as a governance state. Hence, the chapter explores the UN effort to conduct 

Timor-Leste, aiming towards its normalization, being performed through the reform and 

(re)construction also of its pivotal spheres, namely through the (re)structuring of its 

institutions, the shaping of their ethos, and the influencing of pivotal life-supporting 

processes of the Timorese population. Moreover, the chapter evinces not only the panoply 

of actors of the normalizing dispositif which Timor-Leste is subject to, but also the wide 

scope and the high number of projects and programs that were deployed to these spheres. 

Through this delineation, it is possible to have a clearer idea of the width of the 

normalizing dispositif operating in Timor-Leste, which is rendered operational through 

power-denying notions such as ‘capacity-building’, ‘advising’, and ‘mentoring’. This 

chapter also evinces the UN normalizing power which seeks to normalize the Timorese 

state through structuring its institutions into stable, predicting institutions, and most 

importantly, into institutions that behave accordingly ‘international’ standards’. 

Consequently, it is envisioned that, through the structuring of the disciplinary, governance 

and biopolitical spheres, Timor-Leste itself would become a stable and predicting country 

and, in turn, it would start to behave more like a ‘normal’ state within the international 

relations. Finally, the transformation of Timor-Leste into a governance state evinces also a 

process of building peace that, in essence, is very hierarchical, top-down and entrenched in 

a deep and highly unequal power relation. Therefore, the kind of peace built hardly 

becomes rooted in Timorese structures. As a result, this is a process that lays, contrary to 

what might be perceived at its surface, a foundation that can easily fall apart. This is 

particularly concerning because this process renders visible the very unstable base in 

which the future of Timor-Leste and the Timorese is being built.  
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Conclusion 

This thesis problematizes the construction of peace in the current international scenario, 

seeking essentially to ‘unnaturalize’ what is quite often perceived as something ‘natural’, 

especially in contemporary efforts directed towards overcoming violent conflict throughout 

the globe. In order to advance its problematization, this thesis proposes a critical 

examination of the state-building process using theoretical and conceptual tools developed 

by the French philosopher Michel Foucault. Aiming at a distinct observation of the 

process, the thesis argues that the construction of peace in our current international 

scenario, the current reconstruction efforts in ‘post-conflict’ settings, is an attempt, by 

those intervening, to normalize the ‘post-conflict’ states and their populations. In order to 

render operational and clarify the argument, the thesis focuses on the UN intervention in 

Timor-Leste. In addition to delineating the structure and instruments through which the 

UN rendered operational its normalization effort directed to Timor-Leste, the thesis also 

clearly evinces that this normalization practice advanced by the UN in its state-building 

efforts, in fact, transforms the state into a governance state. Therefore, rather than 

enhancing and advancing the independency and autonomy in these states, which is the very 

surface of UN practices in ‘post-conflict’ scenarios (especially in Timor-Leste), the ‘post-

conflict’ state in case turns out to have its sovereignty highly dependent on internationals 

since its fundamental spheres are under a constant international influence, scrutiny and 

supervision. More concerning, the thesis sheds light on the fact that this kind of process, 

since it is highly hierarchical and top-down, constantly blocks local participation. 

Consequently, it cannot have deep roots in local structures. As a result, the outcomes 

achieved by the UN state-building efforts might have the propensity to be merely 

superficial and in need of a constant international monitoring. This was certainly the case 

of Timor-Leste. 

 

The normalization process pursued by the UN, as explained throughout the thesis, 

is essentially the attempt made by those intervening to make the ‘post-conflict’ state start 

behaving less as an ‘abnormal’ state and more as a ‘normal’ state within international 

relations. The normalization is a process in which those states perceived as ‘abnormal’ are 

intervened and have their behaviors shaped in order to have their actions resemble more 
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the ones of a ‘normal’ state. Obviously, there are no ontological kinds of conditions that 

are naturally ‘normal’ or ‘abnormal’. As could not be different, these ‘abnormal’ and 

‘normal’ conditions in the international sphere are, just as within societies, constructed 

through narratives, practices and, evidently, power relations. Within the international 

scene, as discussed, the perception of what a ‘normal’ condition means is underpinned by a 

dual understanding. On the one hand, there is the assumption, even though not always 

verbalized, that the path which developed in Western Europe, in regards to the political 

entities becoming what is commonly understood as the modern state, is the ‘correct’ and 

perhaps only path to be pursued in terms of both organizing a society politically and 

developing a political entity. It is due to this assumption that it is often pursued, in ‘post-

conflict’ reconstruction efforts, the implementation of what were the main outcomes of that 

path, namely: a centralized bureaucracy, which has the monopoly of the legitimate law 

making and use of violence; the rule of law; and a government that was accountable to its 

population. On the other hand, the second pillar that underpins the understanding of what a 

‘normal’ behavior means in the international sphere is the strong narrative, which is often 

veiled but certainly present, that naturally equates peace and prosperity with liberal values. 

Therefore, it is not by coincidence that what is perceived while analyzing the interventions 

in ‘post-conflict’ states is exactly the attempt of shaping their behaviors in order to make 

these states, along with their populations, behave as liberal entities and subjects. 

 

The other side of this same coin has to do with the construction of what an 

‘abnormal’ entity within the international relations means. This construction is rendered 

operational through the concept of ‘failed states’. On the one hand, their ‘abnormality’ is 

elaborated through analogies, quite often pathological, like “degenerative disease” or 

“serious mental or physical illness”. Underpinning such analogies there is a subliminal and 

unspoken dichotomy which also defines what is understood as a ‘successful’ and ‘healthy’ 

state, which are the ones that have the elements that resulted from the state formation 

process that took place in Western Europe and have liberal values. On the other hand, the 

other pillar of the construction of the ‘abnormality’ of these states is their constructed 

association with global insecurities and underdevelopment. Under this rationale, the 

picture portrayed is that the very existence of this kind of states, or the very threat of a state 

becoming one of them, poses not only a threat to the whole international system – due to 
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the easiness in which the insecurities can move around the globe nowadays – but also 

retards the overall development of the global population. 

 

Therefore, from this point of view, the normalization processes are perceived as 

an essential process for the proper regulation of the international system. This line of 

thinking is perhaps best exemplified in a presentation made by the a former British Foreign 

Secretary, Jack Straw, entitled “Failed and Failing States”, at the European Research 

Institute at the University of Birmingham. For him, “preventing states from failing and 

resuscitating those that fail is one of the strategic imperatives of our times” (Straw, 2002). 

In this rationale, different situations require different normalization processes. This picture 

is perhaps most iconic in a different part of the presentation when he says that in order to 

deal with this kind of states 

[w]e have a range of tools available.  Some are developmental - the provision of 

direct aid, debt relief, institutional capacity building and security sector reform.  

Some are diplomatic - including the application of political pressure, 

international mediation and international agreements to remove contributing 

factors to conflicts such as conflict diamonds and small arms control.  And 

some are more coercive, such as sanctions and direct military action. (Straw, 

2002) 

 

All of these ‘tools’ aim at the modification of the ‘failed’ state’s behavior; some 

are portrayed as beneficial relationships whereas others are certainly more difficult to 

disguise because they are more directly and visually aggressive. Usually, different kinds of 

normalization tools, often coupled with different degrees of aggressiveness, are rendered 

operational by the construction of different kinds of ‘abnormality’ and ‘abnormal’ other. It 

is certainly not by coincidence that, in the case of peace, for instance, its operacionalization 

is performed through the notions of ‘failed’ and ‘failing’ states. This is a notion that 

immediately brings the idea, though unconsciously, of reconstructing, ‘fixing’ even, 

something that is performing wrongly, and, simultaneously, the idea of how this 

reconstruction must be done due to its underpinning ‘successful’ state framework. One 

cannot avoid from noticing, for instance, that more aggressive normalization processes, 

through more drastic measures such as direct military actions and invasions for example, 

are rendered operational through the notion of ‘rogue state’, bringing both the notion of an 
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entity behaving in a very unacceptable way and that the correction of the behaviors of this 

entity must come through a severe punishment; quite often a violent one. 

 

Moreover, this presentation of former Foreign Secretary Straw is also instructive 

in the sense of evincing the medical rationale that is pervasive when addressing these 

issues and the pathological analogies that underpin the problematization of ‘failed states’. 

In a different part of the presentation, for instance, former Secretary Straw (2002) clearly 

argues that “[r]ather than waiting for states to fail, we should aim to avoid state failure 

wherever possible. Returning to my medical analogy, prevention is better than cure. It is 

easier, cheaper and less painful for all concerned”. In this way, whereas the ‘failed states’ 

are portrayed as pathologies of the international system, nothing more natural than 

portraying the intervention, even though pervasive with deep and entrenched asymmetric 

power relations, as therapeutic and as something beneficial for all parts involved. This is 

precisely the case of the construction of peace in ‘post-conflict’ settings. 

 

Hence, the construction of peace is just one among other tools used as a 

normalization process within international relations. This is a process especially directed 

towards ‘post-conflict’ states. As regards to the construction of peace in the international 

scene, this normalization process is rendered operational by a state-building dispositif. As 

already discussed, a dispositif – an assemblage of actors, narratives, concepts, theories, 

institutions – emerges as a response to an urgent need. In the international scenario, this 

urgent need is precisely the perceived emergency in dealing with those states that are 

understood as being ‘failed states’ and preventing those that are perceived as becoming 

‘failed’ from getting into this condition.  

 

This was certainly the case of Timor-Leste. In this case, the country became an 

urgent international need after a long process that culminated with a massive UN 

intervention in the country. In combination with all the humanitarian concerns that were 

directed to Timor-Leste, which in several cases were indeed very genuine and true, there 

was a real fear of Timor-Leste becoming a ‘failed state’. This fear, under the orthodox 

rationale aforementioned, equated Timor-Leste with a potential threat and an obstacle to 
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global development, even though not always openly verbalized. Therefore, a state-building 

dispositif was deployed to the country. 

 

By pursuing a distinct understanding of the international reality and the practices 

performed there, which is the very aim of this thesis, one can have refined observation of 

the construction of peace in our time. This distinct understanding certainly enables the 

observation of the fact that the construction of peace is essentially a pursuit of making 

‘post-conflict’ states behaving less as ‘abnormal’ states and more as ‘normal’ states in the 

international scenario and complying with what is portrayed as ‘international’ standards. 

Therefore, what an attentive observation of the reconstruction efforts performed in ‘post-

conflict’ countries brings, and certainly Timor-Leste is not an exception, is the 

understanding that the state-building dispositif, notwithstanding its rhetoric of building 

peace and preventing and transforming violent conflicts throughout the globe which are 

perceived in its very surface, is a pivotal element of the regulation of the international 

system. 

 

The normalization process, as previously elucidated, works through the attempt of 

governing ‘post-conflict’ states and their population’s lives, which although constructed to 

be perceived as being merely a bureaucratic and technical endeavor of (re)building the 

‘post-conflict’ apparatuses is sought through the pursuit of disciplining these states and 

exercising a biopolitical power over their populations. Consequently, ‘post-conflict’ states, 

and especially the case herein presented, turns out to be transformed into governance 

states. The thesis rendered visible such process by exploring in Timor-Leste namely five 

dimensions previously discussed – (1) visibility, by discussing how the UN actually 

renders Timor-Leste and its spheres ‘visible’ so it can act upon them, such as using a set of 

reports, tables or matrixes; (2) techne, by evincing the instruments through which the UN 

rendered such process operational such as the SGRsSC, UNDAF, NPP or the Police 

Arrangement; (3) episteme, by problematizing the notions and concepts that are 

fundamental to the functioning of the process, such as liberal peace, ‘failed state’, ‘good 

governance’ and ‘capacity-building’; (4) identification, by delineating the kind of 

behaviors the UN attempted to shape and, most importantly, the kind of behaviors the UN 

have set to Timor-Leste through several objectives and standards that the country had to 
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comply; and (5) the role of ‘experts’, by identifying several areas where the UN, through 

its several ‘advisors’, attempted to shape and conduct Timorese conducts. 

 

Therefore, the thesis evinced that the UN normalization process directed towards 

‘post-conflict’ states is pursued through the setting up of a surveillance framework, which 

is formed by a variety of instruments that were discussed in previous chapters. In the case 

herein problematized, this surveillance framework enables the close monitoring of Timor-

Leste’s and Timorese conducts placing the state apparatus and the country’s several 

spheres, along with its population, under a constant and frequent international scrutiny and 

observation. This close scrutiny, monitoring and assessment is what enables the very 

exercise of the dispositional power of the internationals in general, and the UN in 

particular, allowing the arrangement of pivotal and structural elements of the country in 

order to achieve the ‘right disposition of things’, remembering La Perrière’s definition of 

government exposed by Foucault. This framework is what allows the UN to pursue the 

conduct of Timor-Leste in the sense of seeking conduct and shape its conducts and 

behaviors towards a determinate end. This convenient end is what is understood as a 

‘normal’ behavior within international relations – state institutions and population 

pervasive with liberal modus operandi and values, even though shallowly. 

 

As discussed previously, this surveillance framework is formed by instruments 

that worked both from outside and from within the Timorese state. This is certainly a 

natural consequence of the very functioning of the normalization process operating in 

Timor-Leste, which works essentially two-dimensionally – on an international and national 

levels. In both dimensions, Timor-Leste and the Timorese were put into a mechanism of 

rendering visible, individualizing, monitoring/assessing, reporting and correcting their 

actions and behaviors, which is clearly a disciplinary mechanism; a mechanism that seeks 

to shape, alter, and conduct behaviors so Timor-Leste, and other ‘post-conflict’ states, 

become a ‘normal’ state within the international scenario. 

 

This mechanism, directed not only towards the state per se but also towards 

several aspects of the Timorese ‘reality’, operates through the interplay of several 

instruments delineated previously – such as the SGRsSC, the UNDAF, the NPP, the Police 
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Arrangement, or the Index of Laws – and is what underpins the attempt of normalizing 

Timor-Leste. This process, as explored throughout the thesis, is coupled with the attempt 

of a massive exercise of a biopolitical power, which is rendered operational through the 

transformation of Timor-Leste into a governance state; a state where its sovereignty is 

dependent due to the fact that its fundamental spheres – the disciplinary, political and 

economic governance, and the socio and biopolitical ones – are under a great amount of 

international control and oversight (Duffield, 2007: 82). A pivotal characteristic of the 

normalization process that takes place in Timor-Leste is that all these practices, no matter 

how deep, operate through very power-denying, almost even benign, notions such as 

‘capacity-building’, ‘good governance’, ‘mentoring’, ‘advising’, ‘empowerment’ and so 

on. 

 

Nevertheless, underneath this thin layer of technical and bureaucratic appearance, 

lays deep-rooted power, hierarchical and patronizing relations. By exploring these 

relations, the thesis brings several kinds of uneven engagements and interactions that are 

entrenched in current state-building practices to the discussion. Therefore, this thesis 

brings to light not only some key flaws and major implementation’s incongruities of the 

UN engagement with Timor-Leste, but, especially, some concealed processes and veiled 

power relations entrenched in this process. Most importantly, the thesis allows a profound 

reframing of how current state-building practices are understood. Rather than an effort of 

seeking to develop ‘post-conflict’ states and enable their actions internationally, the thesis 

evinces that, on the contrary, the construction of peace can be instrumentalized as a 

fundamental device in the regulation of the current international relations. 

 

As a consequence, the research herein presented enhances the discussion about the 

theme and also opens new research avenues to be further developed. Most importantly, this 

thesis enables the possibility of (re)conceptualizing and (re)problematizating some crucial 

concepts, notions, and processes of International Relations, in general, and Peace and 

Conflict Studies, in particular, such as ‘failed states’, ‘good governance’, ‘capacity-

building’, state-building, peacebuilding, and, most importantly, peace. Drawing on the 

insights produced by this thesis, it becomes clearer that the real changes regarding the 

transformation of the conflicts and the construction of solid foundations for the emergency 
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of a sustainable peace comes, necessarily, from a critical understanding and thought 

regarding the reflection about these processes. It comes, invariably, by the exhibition of the 

violence(s) of the orthodox truth surrounding current practices and by the deep rethinking 

of the very manner in which the transformation of violent conflicts is thought in the first 

place. It comes, therefore, by the search and observation of new facts, by the observation 

of the same fact but with different lenses, and by the construction and exposition of 

different truths.  

 

Therefore, the research that follows could not be different from seeking a different 

kind of thinking when problematizing peace. Rather than simply seeking to correct and 

adjust current practices, the research that follows is firmly rooted in the understanding that 

the real changes in regards to current state-building practices must come necessarily from a 

profound reconstruction of how peace, and peacebuilding efforts, are thought. Most 

importantly, it follows the advice of the Portuguese sociologist Boaventura de Sousa 

Santos (2000), of not satisfying ourselves with merely thinking about alternatives; but, 

instead, by pursuing an “alternative thinking of alternatives” (Ibidem: 29). Since most of 

peacebuilding efforts are carried out in ‘post-conflict’ states in the global South, and their 

character is highly entrenched in deep-power relations, the research that follows will walk 

through the path of seeking to problematize such practices departing from Southern 

epistemologies
160

 and decolonial reflections.
161

 

 

This path clearly follows the understanding of the Slovenian philosopher Slavoj 

Žižek that there are times and situations, so grave, where the most ‘practical’ thing to 

really do something is exactly to engage in a critical analysis of the surrounding reality 

(Žižek, 2009: 6). Bearing this in mind, it is quite hard not to agree with Foucault when he 

says that “the real political task in a society such as ours is to criticize the working of 

institutions which appear to be both neutral and independent” (Foucault apud Rabinow, 

1984: 6). The point of engaging in such endeavor is precisely to “criticize them in such a 

manner that the political violence which has always exercised itself obscurely through 

them will be unmasked, so that one can fight them” (Idem). Hence, the real task of 

                                                   
160

 For more, see for instance (Santos and Meneses, 2009). 

161 For more in regards to these discussions, see for instance (Mignolo, 2000). 
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someone concerned with the surrounding reality, especially academics, is to actively 

exercise criticism. 

 

This was the point of this thesis and it is the core of the research that follows – to 

pursue a critical analysis of the construction of peace in our contemporary international 

relations. Nevertheless, one must thus have in mind what the exercise of criticism means. 

The exercise of critique is not merely “a matter of saying that things are not right as they 

are. It is a matter of pointing out on what kinds of assumptions, what kinds of familiar, 

unchallenged, unconsidered modes of thought the practices that we accept rest” (Foucault, 

1988a: 154). It is about stretching the field of possible questions, the extension of the very 

terms of the political debate (Rose, 1999b: 277), broadening the spectrum of the visible. It 

is about enabling the thinking and acting otherwise regarding the practices and processes 

that are usually taken for granted and perceived as natural. Therefore, inverting Žižek’s 

point, there are times and situations where to do something is the least ‘practical’ 

engagement one can have. Our current time is certainly one of those moments. We live in a 

time where the utmost important engagement that one can have, especially those in 

academia, in order to practically engage with our surrounding reality is precisely to think; 

most importantly, to think critically. 
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Government 28-06-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Martins, Filipa 
Former Personal Advisor of 

the Minister 
Ministry of the 
Social Solidarity 18-10-11 

Lisbon - 
Portugal 

Miranda, Nelson Oil Transparency Officer 
Timorese NGO Luta 

Hamutuk 28-06-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Monteiro, 
Longuinhos General Commander National Police 06-07-12 

Dili - Timor-
Leste 

Nunes, Mauzinho Director 
Timorese NGO 

Forum 04-07-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Pereira, Luís 
Crisis Response & 

Operational Coordination 
European External 

Action Service 29-09-11 
Brussels - 
Belgium 

Rey, Juan Carlos Ambassador 
European 

Commission 03-07-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Rieske-Nielsen, 
Finn 

Acting Special 
Representative of the 

Secretary-General UNMIT 06-07-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Rodrigues, Roque Former Minister of Defence 
National 

Government 01-07-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Scheiner, Charles Director 
Timorese NGO La'o 

Hamutuk 28-06-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Shanahan, Michael Deputy of Head Mission Irish Aid 02-07-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Silva, Hernani 
Filomena Coelho 

Timorese Ambassador in 
Australia 

National 
Government 04-07-12 

Dili - Timor-
Leste 

Sousa, Luis Barreira Ambassador 
Portuguese 

Government 04-07-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Souza, Francisco Diplomat 
Brazilian 

Government 02-07-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 
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Sugden, Craig Resident Representative 
Asian Development 

Bank 03-07-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Tanaka, Mikiko Country Director UNDP 05-07-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Timur, Lere Ana Major General 
Timor-Leste 

Defence Force 03-07-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Viana, Joaozito 
General Manager - Deputy 

Director 
Timorese NGO Luta 

Hamutuk 28-06-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Ximenes, Cláudio President 
Timorese Court of 

Appeal 02-07-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 

Zeneves, Zenilton 
Community Transparency 

Initiative Officer 
Timorese NGO Luta 

Hamutuk 28-06-12 
Dili - Timor-

Leste 
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Annex 1 – The UNDAF Results and Resources Framework 

 

Source: (UNDP, 2008e: Annex A, page 35) 
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Annex 2 – The UNDAF Monitoring and Evaluation Framework 

 

Source: (UNDP, 2008e: Annex B, page 68) 
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Annex 3 – The UNDAF Monitoring and Evaluation Calendar 

 

Source: (UNDP, 2008e: Annex C, page 101) 




