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Abstract 

In conflict management, the United Nations possesses a central role, but it relies on states and 

regional organizations to fulfil its mandates. One of such regional organizations, which 

partakes in UN-mandated conflict management efforts, is the European Union. Although 

declaring support for the UN through the promotion of effective multilateralism, the extent of 

the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated efforts varies. Against this background, this study 

seeks to find out, what explains this variation. More specifically, it explores how two factors - 

coherence and leadership of member states – affect the extent of the EU’s implementation of 

UN-mandated conflict management efforts. 

In order to identify, which of the two factors better explains varying extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts, a comparative study is 

constructed to empirically research the EU’s involvement in implementing UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts in the Mali War from 2012 onwards and the Second Libyan Civil 

War between 2014 and 2020. Document analysis is used to determine the relevant UN 

mandates and the subsequent extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts, meanwhile a combination of qualitative content analysis of speeches and 

statements together with document analysis is used to determine the leadership and coherence 

of EU member states. 

Whereas in the case of Mali, the EU implemented UN-mandated conflict management efforts 

to a complete extent, the extent of the EU’s implementation of such efforts was partial in the 

case of Libya. Identifying the presence of coherence and leadership of member states in both 

cases, the study concludes that although the coherence of member states does explain a varying 

extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts, leadership 

of member states does not, at least not by itself. The results of this thesis shine light on why 

the EU’s extent of implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts can vary, in 

addition to indicating problematic areas for decision-makers in the EU who strive for the EU 

being a promotor of effective multilateralism on the global stage. 

Keywords: European Union, conflict management, United Nations, effective multilateralism. 
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Introduction 

The United Nations (UN) and its Security Council (UNSC) are primarily responsible for 

maintaining international peace and security, as per Article 24 of the Charter of the UN (United 

Nations, 1945). In order to tackle threats to peace and security, the UNSC can mandate states 

to fulfil its resolutions and perform duties under that responsibility. As time has passed since 

the creation of this multilateral system in the post-World War II era, regional organizations 

have become more prominent in supporting the UN in its conflict management efforts (see 

Berman, 1998; Griffin, 1999). In the regionalization of conflict management, several regional 

organizations have themselves wished to contribute to maintaining international peace and 

security through supporting either UN-led or UN-mandated conflict management efforts. 

One example of such organizations is the European Union (EU), which has in the last decades 

sought out a greater global role and envisioned itself as a dominant actor in providing for the 

security of Europe. The concept of effective multilateralism has emerged as the centrepiece of 

the EU’s approach to conflict management, which perceives the UN and the UNSC as having 

the primary responsibility in managing conflicts and emphasises an international order based 

on rules (see Biscop & Drieskens, 2006; Drieskens, 2014; Kissack, 2010). Even though at first, 

the regionalization of conflict management was thought to take place with regional 

organizations helping with managing conflicts in their respective regions, the EU has taken it 

upon itself to manage conflicts outside of Europe. 

This shift has coincided with the EU developing a common security policy and military 

capabilities through the CSDP (Common Security and Defence Policy), and its predecessor, 

the ESDP (European Security and Defence Policy). The CSDP policy domain encompasses 

both civilian and military capabilities and as a result, the EU can assist other countries in 

building capacities in the security sector (enhancing counter-terrorism or border-guarding 

capabilities) and launching military operations (a terrestrial force, a naval force, or a training 

mission). These options have been exercised, as the EU has launched twelve military operations 

since 2003, after the ESDP was developed in the EU (European External Action Service, 

2021b). Beyond civilian and military options of the CSDP, the EU’s conflict management 

toolbox is complimented by its development and neighbourhood policies (Koenig, 2017; 

Novakova & Petrov, 2016). At least rhetorically, the EU has supported a rule-based multilateral 

order and a closer UN-EU cooperation for managing conflicts, since such policy was notably 

stated in the Global Strategy of the EU in 2003 (Council of the EU, 2003). Although expressing 
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support and promising greater cooperation with the UNSC in conflict management (Drieskens, 

2014), it has not fulfilled all UN-mandated conflict management efforts, which have been 

required by the UNSC. 

This leads us to the puzzling phenomenon, that the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-

mandated conflict management efforts can vary between cases. While this is obviously the case 

for UN conflict management further away compared to geographically nearer to Europe, 

variation can also be observed when it comes to conflicts in the regions surrounding the EU. 

Thus, the fundamental reasons behind this variation need further attention. So far, this variation 

has largely remained unexplained. Realist literature, which has engaged with the EU’s 

involvement in conflict management in general, explains the EU’s involvement in conflict 

management with the interests of the EU and its member states (see respectively Gegout, 2009; 

Hyde-Price, 2006). Accordingly, the EU would be involved with conflict management, if the 

EU’s and its member states’ interests would be at stake (and to the extent, that they are at stake). 

Constructivist literature (e.g., Monteleone, 2015) would however explain the EU’s 

involvement with conflict management via a common security culture, which has been a result 

of integration in foreign and security policy of the EU, with the result of pursuing effective 

multilateralism and supporting the UN. 

Another set of literature has focused more specifically on explaining the cooperation between 

the EU and UN in conflict management, but has not explained the variance in extent of the 

EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts. Here, the exact nature of 

the UN’s envisioned operations has been highlighted as one factor, which has influenced 

cooperation between the EU and the UN (see Biscop & Drieskens, 2006; Forti, 2018), as the 

EU has become more favourable of UN-mandated operations instead of UN-led operations. 

Yet, this factor would not explain differences in the extent, to which the EU supports solely 

UN-mandated efforts, which are the focus of this study. While different practices of the EU 

and the UN could create difficulties in inter-organizational cooperation (Kuehne, 2009), this 

factor could not be used to explain variance in the extent of the EU’s cooperation with the UN 

in conflict management in the same time period for different conflicts. Institutional coherence 

of the EU has also been highlighted as a factor which could explain the extent of the 

cooperation between the EU and the UN in conflict management (Koenig, 2016), as 

institutional incoherence between the EU’s institutions hinders the EU’s conflict management 

activities and subsequently, the extent of its cooperation with the UN. 
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Most prominently, two factors appear in literature explaining cooperation between the EU and 

the UN in conflict management - these are coherence and leadership of member states 

(Charbonneau, 2009; Major, 2008; Peters, 2013). Firstly, cooperation between the EU and the 

UN in conflict management is presumed to be larger when there is coherence between EU 

member states in relation to a certain conflict. Secondly, cooperation between the EU and the 

UN in conflict management is presumed to be larger when leadership is present by EU member 

states in relation to a certain conflict. 

The aim of this master’s thesis is to shine light on this phenomenon and examine the underlying 

factors which cause this variation. In order to approach this puzzle, the research question is: 

What explains the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts? While initially approached in an open-ended manner, the thesis subsequently focuses 

more specifically on two explanatory factors based on related theoretical literature – the 

leadership and coherence of EU member states. These factors are chosen, as they most 

prominently appear in literature in relation to conditions, under which the EU cooperates with 

the UN in conflict management and can therefore be assumed to matter also for when the EU 

engages in support of the UN and implements UN-mandated efforts. With this in mind, the 

more narrowly defined aim then is to ascertain, whether one or both of the variables explain 

varying extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts, or 

should one or both of the variables be reconceptualized to better capture the essence of causal 

logic in this question. 

Thus, two hypotheses are derived in order to predict the empirical relationship between 

coherence of EU member states, the leadership of EU member states, and the extent of the 

EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts. Firstly, it is presumed, 

that if there is coherence among EU member states in relation to a certain conflict, the extent 

of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts will be larger. 

Secondly, it is presumed, that if there is leadership by one or more EU member states in 

responding to a certain conflict, the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts will be larger. 

To determine, which of the factors explains the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-

mandated conflict management efforts, a comparative study will be constructed, which will 

examine the cases of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts 

in Mali and Libya. In the case of the former, the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-
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mandated conflict management efforts will be analysed with regard to the Mali War, in the 

time period of 2012 (when the war broke out) onwards. In the case of the latter, the extent of 

the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts will be analysed with 

regard to the Second Libyan Civil War, in the time period between 2014 (when the civil war 

broke out) and 2020 (when a permanent ceasefire agreement was reached). These cases prove 

especially useful in approaching the research question and the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts. While playing out in the 

vicinity of the EU, both conflicts attracted EU involvement following UN-mandates, but to 

varying extents. Therefore, these two cases provide an opportunity to explore what explains 

the varying extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts, 

and more specifically to determine the roles of leadership and coherence, as other possible 

explanatory factors are controlled for. In the empirical part of the study, the study relies on 

qualitative content analysis and document analysis. As sources, UNSC resolutions, CFSP 

decisions by the Council of the EU, national documents on bilateral military missions and 

diplomatic initiatives, and speeches and statements of government ministers and heads of state 

of EU member states are used, alongside selected secondary sources. 

This thesis is structured as follows. In the first chapter, a literature review is provided on the 

UN and the UNSC, and their cooperation with regional organizations. Then, the focus will shift 

more specifically to the cooperation between the UN and the EU in conflict management, with 

an overview of the EU’s conflict management capabilities being provided. In the second 

chapter, an overview of realist and constructivist factors related to theoretically explaining the 

EU’s involvement in conflict management overall will be given, which will be followed by an 

overview of factors discussed in literature, related to explaining the extent of the cooperation 

between the EU and the UN in conflict management. In the methodology chapter, the 

methodological considerations of the thesis will be elaborated, including the logic behind 

selecting the cases and methods of data collection and analysis. In the analysis part, an 

empirical analysis of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts 

in Mali and Libya will follow, with the findings of the research being discussed. Firstly, the 

case of Mali is analysed with a view on the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts. Secondly, the case of Libya will be similarly analysed. The 

chapter concludes with a discussion of findings and the comparative assessment of factors that 

explain the difference of extent to which the EU implemented UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts in Mali and Libya. In the conclusion, the results of the thesis will be 
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concluded with the most important findings of the thesis being underscored. Limitations of the 

thesis will also be discussed, as well as avenues for future potential research. 
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1. Conceptual framework: the UN and its cooperation with 

regional organizations for conflict management 

This chapter provides a detailed account of the UN’s conflict management efforts and the 

regionalization of conflict management. Firstly, the role of the UNSC in tackling issues related 

to the maintenance of international peace and security is discussed, with an emphasis on its 

binding resolutions, which are the main tool for the UNSC. Further, the chapter explains the 

trend of the regionalization of conflict management, which has happened in the post-Cold War 

era, which sees the greater involvement of regional organizations in UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts instead of states. The chapter will conclude with a sub-section detailing 

the cooperation between the EU and the UN in conflict management. 

1.1. The UN Security Council and conflict management 

With the end of World War II and the subsequent creation of the UN, the envisioned approach 

to resolving conflicts has been via the UNSC. As per the Charter of the UN, the UNSC is the 

main organ to determine threats to international peace and security and it can decide to take 

necessary measures to maintain peace and security (United Nations, 1945). In the case of 

enough votes and the lack of a veto by a permanent member, the Security Council can take 

binding decisions which institute legal obligations for all UN member states. It can do so via 

resolutions – documents which are adopted, if at least nine of the fifteen members of the 

Council support it and no permanent member of the Council vetoes it. Resolutions related to 

conflict management and resolution can be of varied nature – they can initiate or prolong 

peacekeeping or other types of missions, establish arms embargoes, impose sanctions, endorse 

the peaceful settlement of disputes and respecting territorial integrity. The UN and the UNSC 

can thus contribute to the maintenance of international peace and security. 

Resolutions (especially when concerning civilian or military missions) can however be 

problematic due to their ambiguous wording, and this can lead to difficulties in conflict 

management. This can either produce a situation, where countries can over-interpret or under-

interpret resolutions to take either more or less actions than the UNSC has foreseen. A case of 

the former from recent history is the NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization)-led coalition, 

which has been criticized for over-interpreting UNSC resolution 1973 while intervening in 

Libya by acting in a manner perceived by some as overreaching what was set out in the 

resolution (Reykers, 2017: 2-3). Similarly, the military intervention in Kosovo could be 
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interpreted as either having been conducted with the approval of the UNSC or having seriously 

violated international law. In addition to the two types of cases, situations can arise where the 

security situation on the ground cannot be solved via means provided by the resolution. An 

example of this would be the UNPROFOR (United Nations Protection Force) mission, where 

the UN commander in Bosnia declared a large gap between what the UNSC resolution called 

for and what means were provided for soldiers to enforce the resolution (Weiss et al., 2016: 

75). Yet, countries and regional organizations can also be wary of fully implementing UNSC 

resolutions due to several reasons which can contribute to less action being taken than was 

required by the resolution. These reasons can include the lack of political will or material 

capabilities to do so. Thus, the vague wording of UNSC resolutions can lead to different 

interpretations and implementation by states and regional actors. 

As the UN does not possess its own standing forces or other direct enforcement mechanisms, 

other actors (namely, states and regional organizations) are obliged to fulfil binding resolutions 

of the UNSC. In the earlier decades of the introduction of this system states played the primary 

role, with regional organizations developing greater actorness and institutional mechanisms for 

participating in conflict management efforts. In recent times however, a new multilateralist-

regionalist rapport has emerged, with regional groupings being at the forefront instead of states 

(see Biscop & Drieskens, 2006; Boulden, 2013; Charbonneau, 2009; Hettne & Soderbaum, 

2006; Peters, 2013; Wilson, 2008). The UNSC still possesses the primary role of authorizing 

the use of force and determining the limits and boundaries of any activities, and it would thus 

be the role of concerned states and regional organizations to fulfil the warranted tasks (Boulden, 

2013: 16-18). Military operations are not only limited by peacekeeping missions. They can also 

be acceptable to enforce sanctions, which have in recent decades become increasingly 

prominent in conflict management efforts of the UN (Charron, 2012). An example of this 

would be maritime operations to enforce embargoes. Operations like this have been authorized 

by the UN in conflicts in the Balkans, Haiti, Iraq, Libya, and Lebanon. Apart from the case of 

Lebanon (where the Maritime Task Force UNIFIL (United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon) 

enforced the embargo), the operations have been UN-mandated, not UN-led (Fink, 2011: 238-

239). The role of states and regional organizations is therefore important to help fulfil demands 

of the UNSC. 

When the UN acts to secure peace in conflicts, either directly or indirectly, it does so via 

conflict management efforts, which are tasks meant to ensure the end of violence in that specific 
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conflict (Badache et al., 2022: 551-552). Thus, conflict management efforts can include various 

types of missions (peacekeeping, training, monitoring missions, humanitarian, police), but they 

can also entail the imposition of sanctions on people and entities. Conflict management efforts 

can be classified as being either UN-led or UN-mandated (sometimes named in literature 

respectively as either UN-managed or UN-authorized (Boulden, 2013: 25)). Military 

peacekeeping operations of the UN fall under the first category, as they are under the direct 

command and control of UN institutions and personnel. There is a clear structure of command, 

at the top of which is political oversight from the UN headquarters in New York and forces 

fight under the UN flag (Berdal, 1996; Reykers, 2017). In the post-Cold War era, UN-mandated 

operations have however become more prominent. In such cases, countries or regional 

organizations can initiate operations not under direct UN command and control to fulfil UNSC 

resolutions. These operations can include sanctions enforcement, implementation of peace 

agreements, forceful intervention in intrastate conflicts or outright combat activities in 

interstate conflicts (Lowe et al., 2010: 25). In contrast, for UN-mandated operations, actors 

implementing UNSC resolutions have a larger margin in the exact scope of their operations, as 

the interpretation of the extent of the resolutions is by-and-large up to the actors themselves. 

As previously mentioned, the NATO-led implementation of UNSC resolution 1973 in Libya 

has been a source of controversy due to the interpretation of the resolution. Thus, UN-led and 

UN-mandated operations need to be differentiated when analysing conflict management efforts 

of the UN. This matters for considerations of the present study, as the difference re-emerges in 

the empirical analysis below, insofar as only UN-mandated efforts are analysed in this thesis.  

UN-led and UN-mandated efforts can also simultaneously exist with relation to the same 

conflict zone. In such hybrid arrangements, it is the expectation of the UN that they would 

support the efforts, capabilities, and goals of one another in the same conflict zone (Karlsrud, 

2015). An example of this in practice would be the UN’s conflict management efforts in the 

Central African Republic, where the UN-led stabilization mission MINUSCA was supported 

by the EU’s military operation EUFOR RCA and the African Union’s (AU) military and police 

operation MISCA, which both were UN-mandated operations. Such arrangements are however 

not only limited to purely military means. UN-mandated efforts can also include several types 

of capacity-building (be that in increasing the abilities of local border guards to deal with 

migration, reforming the security sector to better deal with terrorist organizations or increase 

societal resilience towards radicalisation) (Cusumano & Hofmaier, 2020). The UN can also 

impose a mandate of implementing an arms embargo against a certain state, which would have 
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to be fulfilled by states or regional organizations. In addition, the UN can establish sanctions 

regimes, where it identifies individuals or entities that need to be sanctioned by member states. 

Such sanctions measures include travel bans and asset freezes (Eriksson, 2016). 

1.2. The UN Security Council and regional organizations 

Whereas UNSC resolutions mandate countries to participate in conflict management, the UN 

increasingly relies on regional organizations for implementing conflict management efforts. In 

the post-Cold War era, the UN and the UNSC have pushed for greater involvement of regional 

organizations and actors in the processes of international conflict management (Boulden, 

2013). This has happened due to emerged security situation, where the proliferation of failed 

states and greater emergence of conflicts which require resolution or management has grown 

the need for peace enforcement and peacekeeping (Berman, 1998; Hettne & Soderbaum, 2006). 

Although this shift has been most notable in the post-Cold War era, the Charter of the UN has 

always been consistent with the concept. In Chapter VIII of the UN Charter, regional 

arrangements or agencies are encouraged to deal with matters of international peace and 

security in harmony with the UN and it is mentioned that the UNSC can utilize regional 

arrangements or agencies under its own authority. It is also noted, that (except for actions of 

self-defence against an enemy state), enforcement action explicitly needs UNSC authorization, 

thus unilateral action is not permitted (United Nations, 1945). Both UN member states 

individually and together via a regional grouping can be delegated lawful power of military 

action from the UNSC (Lowe et al., 2010: 9-10). Thus, the possibility of the regionalization of 

UN conflict management has in legal terms existed in the UN Charter since the inception of 

the UN, but it has gained more traction and attention after the end of the Cold War. 

The push from the UN towards the regionalization of conflict management (and subsequently, 

the involvement of regional organizations in UN-led and UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts) has not been unidirectional, as certain regional organizations have themselves wanted 

to take on a larger role. Among these have been the Economic Community of West African 

States (ECOWAS), the AU, and the EU 1. As the UN does not maintain its own military forces, 

countries or regional organizations are called upon to do their part and contribute resources 

(financial support, manpower, and material capabilities) to either UN-mandated or UN-led 

 
1 This has also been the case for NATO as a purely military alliance, although its classification as a ‘regional 
arrangement’ has been questioned and subsequent suitability to support the UN according to Chapter VIII of the 
UN Charter has been doubted by some (see Wilson, 2008). 
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military operations. In turn, the states and regional organizations receive legal endorsement 

from the UNSC and legitimacy for operations and other actions (Major, 2008: 9). In the case 

of sanctions regimes, countries (and in certain cases, regional organizations) must implement 

sanctions agreed by the UNSC, as it does not possess direct enforcement mechanisms. Overall, 

the regionalization of conflict management has been driven burden-sharing, by which regional 

actors and international organizations have formed deeper cooperation, as they are concurrently 

involved in conflict management efforts (Tardy, 2014: 99-101). Thus, both the UN and regional 

organizations have pursued the regionalization of conflict management in the form of greater 

involvement of regional organizations in the implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts. 

Importantly, regional organizations can be involved in UN-mandated operations beyond the 

geographical scope of the concerned organizations themselves. This is largely due to the 

ambiguous wording of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter. In academic approaches towards this 

issue, the question of conflict management in Africa has emerged as most pertinent (see 

Gegout, 2009; Hengari, 2011; Olsen, 2009). For example, although the ECOWAS and the AU 

(both regional organizations in Africa with conflict management capabilities) exist in Africa, 

the EU has also significantly featured in conflict management efforts there since the 1990’s. 

An explanation can be found in the ambiguous wording of Article 53 of the UN Charter, which 

merely states that regional arrangements or agencies can be utilized by the UNSC in conflict 

management efforts. It can be argued that the involvement of the EU in African conflicts is not 

in the spirit of the Charter, as the EU is a European regional organization (Hengari, 2011: 156-

159). Yet, both the UN and the EU have advocated for a greater European role in helping 

manage conflicts in Africa and it can be seen that such involvement is taking place and is an 

important feature of conflict management efforts. Thus, the idea is reinforced that regional 

organizations can be involved with conflict management beyond their own territory. 
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1.3. UN-EU cooperation in conflict management 

Moving on to a specific example of the UN’s cooperation with regional organizations, the EU 

has emerged as an important partner for the UN. Cooperation between the two organizations 

can be understood as a form of inter-organizational cooperation. The dynamics of this 

relationship, including in the sphere of conflict management, can thus be on the general level 

explained through the lens of inter-organizational cooperation. Inter-organizational 

cooperation can be viewed as a process, where separate organizations bring each other’s actions 

into conformity through negotiation (Keohane, 2005: 51). International organizations adjust 

their own policies to seek results positive for all involved organizations. As all organizations 

have their own rational interests, they will pursue them either separately or together with other 

like-minded organizations (Biermann & Koops, 2017). Cooperation can also take place due to 

normative considerations, as it can be considered a norm of good governance for different 

international organizations to enhance cooperation with one another. Yet, cooperation between 

organizations is not considered as the default position of relations – rivalry is widespread, and 

conflicts can arise with ease (Biermann & Koops, 2017: 19-23). Thus, cooperation of 

international organizations requires efforts and poses challenges. 

Cooperation between international organizations can be to a considerable extent divided into 

three categories (Biermann & Koops, 2017: 21). In the most basic sense of cooperation, 

organizations can share information between themselves and involve each other in discussions. 

This type of cooperation can also vary, as there can be informal information-sharing or 

institutional liaison-mechanisms. Furthermore, there may be a reluctance to share sensitive 

information. Secondly, in a more ambitious sense of cooperation, organizations can coordinate 

their policies, as they have shared strategic goals and/or outcomes beneficial to all concerned 

parties. Yet, there are no concerns about the autonomy of the organizations, as decisions are 

still taken by the organizations themselves, but acting together proves to be more constructive 

than unilateral action. Finally, in the most intensive category of inter-organizational 

cooperation, joint decision-making can take place. In this type of cooperation, the largest 

potential gains can be achieved by organizations, yet they may lose autonomy of action in the 

process. 

One subfield of inter-organizational cooperation, which is of particular importance and interest 

to this study focusing on cooperation between the EU and the UN, is cooperating in conflict 

management efforts. This tends to happen owing to limited resources of organizations on their 
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own (Brosig, 2017). The organizations may not have sufficient resources to act on their own in 

conflict management. For example, when it comes to UN efforts in crisis management, the UN 

itself may not have sufficient resources. Thus, cooperation and coordination may take place, as 

international organizations have shared problems relating to ongoing conflicts they wish to 

solve. Such cooperation can take many forms, including coordinating the distribution of 

military resources (equipment or personnel), deploying people with specific civilian expertise 

to conflict zones, or financial resources. Regarding civilian or military missions, one 

organization can rarely offer resources for a multi-faceted approach due to the scarcity of 

resources, thus multiple missions may be concurrently launched in the same conflict zone in a 

coordinate manner by different organizations (Brosig, 2017: 467). Thus, different 

organizations are not offering the same functional outputs in conflict zones at the same time, 

but their competences can complement each other to form an exclusive response. Yet, for 

military missions, large-scale convergence has not emerged between international 

organizations, as they fear losing institutional autonomy. Thus, a pragmatic solution often 

happens, in which compromises are taken with regards to not lose autonomy but coordinate the 

division of resources or pool them in conflict management efforts. An example of this 

happening in practice would be the EU and AU’s conflict management efforts in Africa, where 

in general the EU refrains from directly partaking in peace enforcement operations yet supports 

such efforts of the AU directly or with its own operations (Brosig, 2017: 467). It can thus be 

seen that international organizations cooperate in conflict management efforts mainly owing to 

limited resources, but pragmatic solutions often take place, where organizations do not lose 

autonomy. 

At the turn of the 21st century, the changing overall security situation in the post-Cold war era 

and emerging new threats caused European states to seek a new and comprehensive strategy to 

approach and tackle related issues. At the heart of this new strategy would be the EU, which 

was envisioned to become the dominant actor in a European approach to security (Olsen, 2009). 

While trying to also establish a military dimension to this, it became mostly focused on crisis 

management. Thus, the ESDP and its successor – the CSDP – were born, to in principle 

reinforce the promotion of these key objectives alongside other policies in the EU’s toolbox, 

such as development and neighbourhood policy. A predecessor to the ESDP were the so-called 

Petersberg tasks, which were stated in 1992 with the Petersberg Declaration, with which the 

Western European Union (WEU) would be entrusted with the military tasks related to 

peacekeeping and crisis management (Western European Union, 1992). At the turn of the 
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century, most tasks of the WEU had been transferred to the EU. As hope was laid upon the EU 

to become the guarantor of stability and peace in a new Europe, newly emerging conflicts in 

Europe and its near vicinity pushed it to be more involved with conflict management. 

The EU’s approach to conflict management has evolved over time. In the 1990’s, it was most 

focused on diplomatic efforts and economic mechanisms. This was reinforced by the notion of 

the EU as a purely normative, civilian, and economic power, but not an entity with military 

capabilities (see Biscop & Drieskens, 2006; Monteleone, 2015; Stewart, 2011). Yet, as the EU 

was unable to cope with several security challenges that Europe was faced with in the 1990s, a 

need for the introduction of a common security policy and military capabilities was felt. For 

this reason, the EU developed the ESDP/CSDP, which provided the capabilities to do so, being 

centrally focused on crisis management. Civilian CSDP missions outside the EU usually 

involve capacity-building in the respective host countries to provide both internal and external 

security (Tardy, 2018: 2). These capacities can include assisting in security reform and 

enhancing counterterrorism or border-guarding capabilities. The EU’s development policy also 

reinforces its conflict management efforts by helping to address root causes of conflicts by 

supporting state-building efforts and democratization efforts (Hughes, 2009: 279-281). The EU 

can also provide dialogue and mediation support to help tackle emerging or ongoing crisis’ via 

diplomacy, assist neighbouring states via the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), 

implement sanctions and provide financial aid. 

Although civilian aspects constitute the central feature of conflict management and CSDP 

(Tardy, 2016: 1), the EU also has the possibility of conducting military operations since the 

formulation of ESDP. Its military operations can be broadly divided into three categories – a 

terrestrial force (EUFOR), a naval force (EU NAVFOR) and a training mission (EUTM). To 

date, the EU has authorized twelve military operations since ESDP was transferred to the EU 

in 1999 (European External Action Service, 2021b). For example, it has launched a terrestrial 

force in the Democratic Republic of Congo in 2006 (EUFOR RD Congo), an ongoing naval 

force to Somalia since 2008 (EU NAVFOR Somalia) and an ongoing training mission to the 

Central African Republic since 2016 (EUTM RCA). 

The emerged multi-pronged conflict management approach of the EU (especially the 

emergence of the CSDP and its military aspects) and partaking in military operations outside 

Europe have caused some doubt about the justification of still ascribing the terms ‘normative 

power’ or ‘civilian power’ to the EU today compared to the turn of the millennium (Bickerton, 
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2015). Yet, normative power also includes the pursuance of multilateralism over unilateralism, 

and this has been the feature of the EU’s foreign policy since first set out in the Global Strategy 

of 2003. Participating in conflict management under the UN-umbrella does not therefore 

exclude analysing the EU as a normative power if it partakes in legitimate and legal military 

operations under the auspices of the UN. Therefore, the EU can remain a normative power with 

advanced military capabilities if it serves the interests of the UN and a multilateral international 

order. 

The cornerstone of the EU’s foreign policy and international role has for decades been the 

concept of effective multilateralism and generally supporting the UN. This is also case for the 

EU’s role in international conflict management (see Biscop & Drieskens, 2006; Drieskens, 

2014; Kissack, 2010). The EU’s support for the UN reflects in the conflict management 

activities of the EU. This can be traced back to the beginning of the EU’s active involvement 

in conflict management. At the beginning of the EU’s active engagement in conflict 

management via the ESDP, heads of state and government of the Union adopted the European 

Security Strategy at a meeting of the European Council in December 2003. As then High 

Representative for Common Foreign and Security Policy, Javier Solana emphasized that as an 

economic powerhouse with a population of several hundred million people, Europe via the EU 

should play a role in global security (Biscop, 2016). In the Strategy (Council of the EU, 2003: 

11), an international order based on effective multilateralism is described as the main method 

of the EU partaking in providing security and prosperity: 

In a world of global threats, global markets and global media, our security and prosperity 
increasingly depend on an effective multilateral system. The development of a stronger 
international society, well-functioning international institutions and a rule-based 
international order is our objective. […] The United Nations Security Council has the 
primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security. 
Strengthening the United Nations, equipping it to fulfil its responsibilities and to act 
effectively, is a European priority. 

With the Strategy, the formulation of the EU supporting the UN and the UNSC at the core of 

the international order was made. The Strategy considers effective action of the UN a priority, 

sees the UNSC as possessing primary responsibility in international conflict management and 

emphasises the ruled-based international order as a key objective of the EU’s foreign policy. 

This strategic view of international security expressed in 2003 has been later reinforced 

multiple times, such as in the Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security 

Policy (European External Action Service, 2016: 7-8). In the Global Strategy (an updated 
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doctrine replacing the European Security Strategy of 2003), an international rule-based 

multilateral order is described as the system best serving the interests, values, and priorities of 

the EU, with the UN being at the core of such an approach. Therefore, the concept of effective 

multilateralism has remained as the foundation of the EU’s foreign policy, especially in 

maintaining international peace and security with the UNSC spearheading such efforts. 

Both the EU and the UN have sought closer cooperation in conflict management. As the EU 

has pursued a greater role in global affairs, it needs legality and legitimacy for its activities 

from the UN. Yet, as the UN needs states and regional organizations to fulfil its mandated 

activities and operations, in the EU it has a partner who wants to contribute and the UN can 

thus save its own reputation by not just making declaratory statements (Kurowska & Seitz, 

2011; Tardy, 2009). The cooperation has been formalized and institutionalized in various 

settings since 2003 (European Union & United Nations, 2003) when a declaration was signed 

to deepen cooperation and take practical steps to provide for joint training standards and 

procedures for civilian and military personnel partaking in operations. In 2012, the Council of 

the EU agreed on a Plan of Action to enhance CSDP support to UN peacekeeping, which set 

out to optimize EU military and civilian support for UN efforts (Council of the EU, 2012). It 

included the EU planning to creating lists of both civilian and military capabilities, to 

potentially have available for UN-led or UN-mandated efforts if needed. Later, priorities of the 

strategic partnership in areas of peace operations and crisis management have been agreed 

upon. All the mentioned agreements and declarations are examples of a closer cooperation on 

conflict management developing over time between the UN and the EU. 
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2. Theoretical framework: explaining the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts 

In this chapter, factors related to explaining the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-

mandated efforts in conflict management will be described. Firstly, the rationale behind the EU 

being involved with conflict management overall will be discussed on the basis of the existing 

literature, with an emphasis on the EU’s and its member states’ interests and identity. Then the 

discussion will turn to explanatory factors behind the cooperation between the EU and the UN 

in conflict management, as there is a significant body of literature that deals with why the EU 

is involved with conflict management efforts of the UN. In this literature, some factors have 

been identified as the underlying reasons behind this involvement. Broadly, these factors can 

be divided into realist and constructivist explanations. For example, some (Gegout, 2009; 

Hyde-Price, 2006) point to the interests of influential member states and the EU itself, 

meanwhile others (Monteleone, 2015; Rogers, 2009) discuss the importance of a European 

identity, which guides it to conflict management. 

One set of factors that can explain the involvement of the EU in conflict management are the 

interests of the EU and its member states. First and foremost, realists would emphasize the 

interests of the member states in shaping EU foreign policy, highlighting how influential 

member states can pursue their own interests through the EU and its CSDP (Hyde-Price, 2006). 

According to this logic, the EU participates in conflict management, if it is in the interest of 

influential member states of the EU. However, the EU’s own interests can also play a role 

(Gegout, 2009: 407), where the EU’s foreign policy would be driven purely by its own material 

interests and the recognition of its international standing. Thus, also its conflict management 

efforts outside its own borders would also be driven by its interests. These interests could 

include ensuring the security of member states, enhancing trade relations with other states for 

economic benefit or defend existing relations from deteriorating, and boosting the EU’s 

prestige on the world stage by being a peace-promoting actor with an involved role outside of 

its own region. It can be presumed that similarly, the extent of the EU’s cooperation with the 

UN in conflict management will be tied to the fact if the EU’s interests are at stake (and to the 

extent that its interests are at stake) in that certain conflict. 
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Another set of (constructivist) literature (Monteleone, 2015; Rogers, 2009) has moved beyond 

realist explanations and stressed the importance of a stronger common European identity, 

which has pushed the EU to be a stronger international actor and thus be involved in conflict 

management outside Europe. This European identity has contributed to the emergence of a 

common security culture, as societies share similar beliefs and attitudes about security and 

peace. As Monteleone (2015: 88) argues, for the EU to be politically credible on the world 

stage, it needed to be seen as a legitimate actor by others. The pursuance of effective 

multilateralism and supporting the UN was a key part of the international legitimization of the 

EU. Even though the beginning of the EU’s global posture was not intensive, national and 

European elites socialised in new institutions and the strategic cultures of member states started 

converging. This pushed for larger integration in foreign and security policy, for which the 

application was in areas of emerging conflict. The emergence of a common security culture of 

the EU has also pushed for a more prominent role for the EU to partake in conflict management. 

This explains, how ideational factors beyond realist explanations can help understand the 

reasons behind the EU’s conflict management efforts. 

Turning to explanations of the extent of cooperation in conflict management between the UN 

and regional organizations, several factors have been identified by the literature that can 

explain it. More generally, one way of categorizing them can be related to either aspects 

relating to the UN or aspects relating to the regional organization, in the case of this study, the 

EU. Below, aspects related to the UN will be discussed first, after which the focus will turn to 

factors related to inter-organizational cooperation, and finally, to aspects relating to the EU. 

From the UN-side, the exact nature of operations which the UNSC envisions in its mandate is 

a key factor in explaining the extent of cooperation between the EU and the UN in conflict 

management. If the mandate provided by the UNSC resolution requires contributing to UN-led 

efforts under joint UN-command such as peacekeeping operations, the EU may be more wary 

in implementing the UN mandate. Previous failures in UN-led missions in Bosnia and Rwanda 

have turned the EU and its member states more in favour of conducting operations with purely 

EU forces, where communications between the headquarters and personnel on the ground 

would be more efficient (Biscop & Drieskens, 2006: 127). In the case of strict requirements for 

operations, the EU would be more wary of implementing the requirements of the UN, as it 

would lose autonomy in its actions (although some degree of autonomy loss is inherent in 

conflict management operations). This is also the case for lengthy wide-ranging 
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multidimensional missions, as they require more resources (which are of scarce supply), thus 

making them difficult to sustain (Forti, 2018: 5-6). In the case of UN-mandated operations with 

specific mandates however, the extent of the EU’s implementation of the UN in conflict 

management efforts can be expected to be larger, as the EU is more able and willing to conduct 

such operations, maintaining operational control and autonomy. It can thus be expected that 

the extent of the EU’s support to conflict management efforts of the UN is larger, if the UN 

has agreed upon UN-mandated operations with specific and narrow goals, rather than wide-

ranging multidimensional UN-led operations, which the EU is uncertain to support. However, 

according to this possible explanation of varying extent of the cooperation between the EU and 

the UN would not explain variance in the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts, as only UN-mandated efforts would be considered. 

Furthermore, theory of inter-organizational cooperation explains that managing inter-

organizational relations is a complex process and often the result is not of great effectiveness 

(Biermann & Koops, 2017: 19-28). Institutional factors affect the extent of the EU’s 

cooperation with the UN in conflict management, as misinterpretations can arise from a lack 

of awareness regarding the other organization’s institutional tensions and procedures, or 

different practices of the organizations (Peters, 2013). In conflict management efforts, a lot of 

coordination and liaison needs to take place, yet for the UN and EU the structures of 

headquarters, chains of command on the ground, strategic operational planning strategies are 

all different. These complicated structures mean that limited resources of both the EU and the 

UN must deal with these differences instead of conflict management (Kuehne, 2009: 10-12). 

This in turn means that varying procedures and practices of the EU and the UN also affect the 

extent of the EU’s cooperation with the UN in conflict management. However, when 

comparing the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts in the cases 

of conflicts happening in roughly the same time-period, this factor becomes negligent, as inter-

organizational relations during the same period can be considered controlled for in both cases. 

Institutional coherence is another factor regarding EU-UN cooperation in conflict management 

which needs to be considered when explaining the extent of the cooperation. Many different 

institutions of the EU participate in the processes of conflict management, in the preparatory, 

consultatory and decision-making phases and the interests of these institutions can affect the 

extent of the cooperation between the two organizations. As all the phases combine the 

intergovernmental (European Council, the Council of the EU, and the Political and Security 
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Committee (PSC) as the central preparatory committee for CFSP/CSDP) and supranational 

(European Commission and the European External Action Service (EEAS), who sets the 

agenda for EU foreign policy and conducts preparatory work for mission-planning) aspects of 

foreign policy formulation of the EU, the interaction of different EU-level institutions can 

provide institutional incoherence (Koenig, 2016: 65-67), which affects the EU’s actions and 

positions. The EEAS and the secretariat of the Council conduct continuous monitoring of 

developments regarding international affairs and assess potential arising threats. It is then up 

to the PSC, to analyse the situation and deliberate whether the EU needs to act. If launching a 

mission is considered necessary, the PSC and EU foreign ministers design an approach to the 

conflict and construct an operational plan for a mission. Although formally the final decision-

making power in CSDP-related issues lies with foreign ministers of the EU, who need to reach 

a unanimous decision, they work in tandem with the EEAS and the PSC. It is the same with 

the final decision to launch a CSDP operation – the foreign ministers in the Council need to 

unanimously agree to launching it and afterwards the PSC has political control of the operation 

and its strategic direction (Piechowicz & Szpak, 2022; Rehrl & Weisserth, 2010). If these 

institutions are not working in sync, institutional incoherence and ‘turf-wars’ emerge, where 

the EU is not acting as one actor on the world stage. Tensions between the Council, the EEAS, 

the Commission, and the Parliament can hinder the extent of the EU’s conflict management 

activities and such a lack of cohesive strategy can turn to the EU supporting the UN’s conflict 

management efforts less, as happened with the Libya crisis in 2011, where plans for a military 

operation (EUFOR Libya) were made under UNSC resolution 1973, but it never materialised 

(Koenig, 2016). Institutional incoherence can thus affect the extent of the cooperation between 

the EU and the UN in conflict management. 

Now, attention is turned towards two factors, which most prominently appear in literature on 

the EU’s cooperation with the UN in conflict management, which can be used to explain the 

extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management as well.  

Firstly, authors have found that the extent of the EU’s cooperation with the UN in conflict 

management is dependent on the coherence of member states of the EU (Major, 2008; Peters, 

2013). The EU does not function as a unitary actor, especially in the domain of foreign and 

security policy, as both the spheres of intergovernmentalism and supranationalism are engaged 

in decision-making processes (Major, 2008: 12-13; Peters, 2013:653-656). The extent of the 

cooperation between the EU and the UN in conflict management has been identified to be 



25 
 

larger, if it serves, and at the very minimum does not contradict the interests of any member 

state, as they can individually prevent the EU’s engagement via the CSDP2. Thus, the 

coherence of member states needs to be considered in explaining the extent of cooperation 

between the EU and the UN in conflict management, as coherence is determined by the 

existence of disagreements between member states. If there are no disagreements, coherence 

exists between member states. In conflict management, there needs to be collective support to 

cooperate with the UN, so the EU’s engagement would not contradict the interests of individual 

member states. National cost-benefit assessments therefore play a role in the extent and type 

of UN-EU cooperation – if the assessments are affirmative, then the extent of EU-UN 

cooperation is wider, but in the case of a negative assessment, the extent is narrower (Peters, 

2013:653). This illustrates that analysing cooperation between the UN and EU does not involve 

merely the two international organizations, but also the EU member states and their national 

interests. Whereas in general the coherence of member states has been found to play a key role 

in determining the extent of the EU’s cooperation with the UN in conflict management, similar 

logic can be extended to the EU’s implementation in UN-mandated efforts and empirically 

tested. This leads to the first hypothesis of the study: 

H1: If there is coherence between EU member states in relation to a certain conflict, 

the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts will be larger. 

In addition to the coherence of member states, the presence or absence of leadership by 

individual influential member states prominently appears in literature on explaining the 

cooperation between the EU and the UN in conflict management (Charbonneau 2009: 551-

552), and can also be used to explain the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts. If a member state of the EU demonstrates political leadership and 

willingness to engage in managing a conflict, they can effectively lobby for certain foreign 

policy decisions and pressure other states to agree in addition to the potential of significantly 

designing the common EU position. This has been especially noted in the case of France, who 

has intensive interests in Africa and has demonstrated leadership in taking a more active role 

in conflict management there (see Boulden, 2013; Olsen, 2009). Yet, leadership of certain 

influential member states can also prove crucial, as this can either support or hinder the EU 

 
2 The EU can only adopt decisions related to security and defence policy with unanimity among member states, 
as per Article 42 of the Treaty on European Union (European Union, 2012). 
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from taking common action. This was the case in Chad and the Central African Republic, where 

Germany and the United Kingdom were wary of potential costs of an operation and suspicious 

of France taking advantage of the EU to further its own interests. Germany was also against 

the preliminary proposal of launching the EUFOR RD Congo mission, as its troops were 

already stationed in Gabon and were thus not available for deployment (Major, 2008). After 

significant compromises were made, missions to the three mentioned countries launched but 

not at the size at first imagined and with limited mandates. The aspect of leadership (or lack 

thereof) of EU member states thus proved crucial in determining the extent of the EU’s 

cooperation with the UN in conflict management. Similarly with the aspect of coherence, the 

logic of the role of leadership in shaping the extent of the EU’s cooperation with the UN in 

conflict management can be extended to researching the extent of the EU’s implementation of 

UN-mandated conflict management efforts and empirically tested. This leads to the second 

hypothesis of the thesis of the study: 

H2: If leadership is present by one or more EU member states in relation to a certain 

conflict, the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts will be larger. 

While, as portrayed, a range of factors can be identified from the literature as potentially 

relevant for explaining the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts, two stand out as being more prominent than others. These two factors are 

coherence and leadership of member states. Therefore, in the following empirical analysis, the 

focus will be on the factors specified in this chapter, to find out which better explains variation 

in the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts, 

meanwhile the two hypotheses will be empirically tested. This choice of factors does not mean 

that other factors mentioned in this chapter do not play a role, but in this study, these are focused 

on in a setting where other factors can be controlled for, as set out in the methodology chapter 

below. 
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3. Methodology 

This chapter explains, how the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts and the factors which determine it, in particular the coherence and 

leadership of member states will be empirically studied. A few-N comparative study will be 

constructed, to identify how coherence and leadership of member states account for a varying 

extent of the EU’s implementation of UN conflict management efforts. 

3.1. Research design and case selection 

To find out, how the two factors - coherence and leadership of member states - affect the extent 

of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts, a few-N 

comparative study will be constructed for empirical analysis. In these types of studies, the logic 

of experiments is mimicked, where purposeful case selection forms the logic of enquiry in a 

situation, where a natural experiment cannot be conducted. Thus, a causal inference can be 

established between the independent and dependent variable(s). Few-N studies allow 

researchers to analyse cases in more depth, rather than opt for the breadth of cases in large-N 

quantitative studies. The focus on causal mechanisms helps to analyse the cases in detail, 

shining specific light to how exactly the independent variable shapes the dependent variable 

(Barakso et al., 2013: 205). As a large number of comparable cases can be difficult to establish, 

few-N studies can be useful to study certain phenomena, similarly exhibited in a small number 

of cases (Krasner, 1985: 140-141). This will be useful for this study, as it enables to explain, 

what determines the extent of the EU’s involvement in UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts and more specifically, to find out whether coherence or leadership of member states 

plays a bigger role in explaining this extent. 

Comparing few cases can be achieved via two distinct types of systems design: the most similar 

systems design (MSSD) and most different systems design (MDSD). In the former, similar 

cases will be chosen, in which a key explanatory feature is different. That feature then accounts 

for the observed difference in the outcome of the cases. In the latter, different cases are chosen, 

which share only the key explanatory factor, which causes similar outcomes to occur for both 

cases (Landman, 2002: 70). In this thesis, a MSSD approach will be chosen, where two 

otherwise similar cases will be compared, to analyse what causes a different outcome to be 

observed. In MSSD approach, the key notion is to isolate the key factor (the independent 

variable), which causes different outcomes (variation in the dependent variable) to emerge from 
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otherwise similar cases. As the cases will be otherwise similar, several control variables (which 

could alternatively influence the outcome for differing cases, in other words, potential 

alternative explanations than the ones of interest) are implied to exist. In such a controlled 

comparison, it can thus be seen, how variation in the independent variable leads us to variation 

in the dependent variable, as alternative explanations are eliminated. This logic is suitable for 

achieving the aims of this study (namely, to determine, whether coherence or leadership plays 

a bigger role in explaining the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts), because it allows to deeply examine and contrast two similar cases, where 

the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts differed. 

In this way, other factors found by literature to potentially play a role are controlled for, and 

the research designs allows to specifically focus on the two factors of interest and to determine, 

whether coherence or leadership better explains the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-

mandated conflict management efforts. 

For this MSSD study, the two similar cases will be the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts in Mali and Libya in the context of the Mali War (ongoing from 

2012) and the Second Libyan Civil War (lasting from 2014 to 2020). For both cases, the UN 

was at the forefront of conflict management efforts, with both UN-led and UN-mandated 

efforts, although UN-mandated actions via resolutions of the UNSC were more prevalent. They 

include UNSC resolutions 2071 (UNSC, 2012b), 2100 (UNSC, 2013), 2213 (UNSC, 2015b), 

and 2240 (UNSC, 2015d) to name a few. These efforts were multi-faceted, comprising of 

various conflict management efforts mandated upon countries and regional organizations. They 

included the implementation of sanctions, the enactment of capacity-building civilian missions, 

and military missions. For both cases, the EU participated in UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts and was clearly an important actor in them. Yet, the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated efforts varied between the cases and this difference is key in 

the MSSD study. Therefore, these two cases are particularly good cases for approaching 

research puzzle of the thesis, as they share many vital characteristics (see below). Comparing 

them allows to identify, what causes the difference in the extent of the EU’s implementation 

of UN-mandated conflict management efforts, and more specifically, whether coherence or 

leadership plays a larger role in explaining the difference in extent. 

While there are many explanations, this study focuses on two factors, as they have been most 

prominently appeared in existing literature (see above in chapter ‘Theoretical framework: 



29 
 

explaining the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts’). These two factors are the coherence and leadership of member states, as alternative 

explanations are controlled for via the case selection. 

Considering potentially relevant factors that could explain variation in the extent to which the 

EU has implemented UN-mandated conflict management efforts other than the ones this study 

focuses on; in both cases the conflicts took place outside the geographical scope of Europe and 

no direct security threats emanated for member states of the EU. However, related to both 

conflicts, indirect effects to Europe were present via irregular migration to the EU happening 

due to the conflicts and terrorist threats originating from the two states due to extremist 

organizations operating there. The EU’s material interests in both conflicts were also slim, as 

marginal trade relations existed between the EU and the two countries, with Libya making up 

around 0.5% of total EU trade and Mali even below 0.1%) (Directorate General for Trade, 

2022). Similarly for both cases, the EU’s conflict management efforts have not been hindered 

by apparent institutional incoherence, as different institutions of the EU have been pursuing 

the same agenda. A level of multilateral coherence is also existent in both cases, as no 

permanent member of the UNSC has opposed the UN-mandated actions (and thus, their 

subsequent implementation) with a veto. While these aspects could, at least potentially, affect 

the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts, they are 

similar across the two cases. Hence studying the cases of Mali and Libya allows to identify 

what effect coherence and leadership of member states have in the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts. 

3.2. Operationalization of variables 

The study singles out two independent variables, which are proposed to be competing 

explanations for the varying outcomes in the dependent variable. These independent variables 

are coherence and leadership of member states. The first independent variable – coherence of 

member states - will have a dichotomous classification and will thus be classified as 

‘coherence’ when the member states’ positions align and ‘incoherence’ when they do not. The 

values of this variable will be established through any direct or indirect references made to 

disagreements between influential member states of the EU. The sources for collecting relevant 

data and the methods of analysis used in analysing the collected data will be elaborated upon 

in the subsequent subsection ‘Data collection and analysis’. 
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The second independent variable – leadership - will have a dichotomous classification and take 

the value of either ‘present or ‘absent’.  If no state is found to exhibit leadership with regard to 

the foreign policy issue in question, the variable will be classified as ‘absent’. If one or more 

states are found to exhibit leadership with regard to the foreign policy issue in question, the 

variable will be classified as ‘present’. There will be four indicators to consider for determining 

the value of the leadership variable in the cases. Two of these indicators will be references to 

leadership in speeches and statements, either made by representatives of countries made 

towards their own country, or towards other countries. The third indicator of leadership will be 

establishing bilateral military missions in the concerned conflict areas, meanwhile the fourth 

will be pursuing national diplomatic initiatives to resolving the conflict. If any of those 

indicators is present for a certain case, a country can be deemed as demonstrating leadership in 

the case and thus, the variable of leadership will be assigned the value ‘present’. In none of the 

indicators are present, it will be assigned the value ‘absent’. 

The dependent variable of the study will be the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-

mandated efforts, which can be classified as either ‘complete’, ‘partial’, ‘limited’, or ‘non-

existent’. As the hypotheses are formulated to compare the extent of the EU’s implementation 

of UN-mandated conflict management efforts in a larger/smaller comparison, these 

classifications will form a whole scale, in order to compare the extent for different cases. This 

designation’s maximum value will be ‘complete’, and its minimal value will be ‘non-existent’. 

Subsequently, ‘limited’ will designate a higher extent of implementation than ‘non-existent’, 

‘partial’ a higher extent of implementation that ‘limited’, and ‘complete’ a higher extent of 

implementation than ‘partial’. In order to determine the extent, the study relies on three 

indicators of the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts: the full implementation of UN-mandated sanctions, the full implementation of UN-

mandated civilian missions, and the full implementation of UN-mandated military missions. 

All the three components are required by UN resolutions to be fulfilled by states and regional 

organizations. Accordingly, if the EU has fully implemented all three of the components, the 

extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts will be 

classified as ‘complete’. If two out of the three are fully implemented, the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts will be classified as ‘partial’. If 

one out of three is fully implemented, the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts will be classified as ‘limited’. Finally, if none are implemented, 

the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts will be 
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classified as ‘non-existent’. To determine the extent to which the EU has implemented UN-

mandated actions, the study will go beyond mere declaratory statements and consider them 

implemented only if the actions are what the UN requires. For example, if the EU is launching 

a CSDP mission with an alleged implementation of a UNSC resolution, yet the mission 

mandate focuses on another area, that mission will not be considered as having in reality 

implemented the resolution. 

3.3. Data collection and analysis 

The study relies on a variety of sources to measure the variables empirically. To measure the 

extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated efforts, material from three types of 

primary sources will be analysed. Firstly, UN sources will be used to identify the specific UN 

mandates related to the conflicts of Mali and Libya, and to subsequently compare them with 

the actions of the EU. To achieve this, all UNSC resolutions concerning Mali from 2012 

onwards and Libya from 2014 onwards will be gathered from UN databases. Separately, lists 

of sanctioned entities and individuals relevant to the conflicts in question will be gathered from 

the UN Security Council Consolidated List of sanctions. The resolutions will be further 

analysed to identify all concrete tasks which the UN mandates countries and regional 

organizations to undertake. Declaratory statements, such as calls to contribute to peaceful 

settlements of disputes and dialogue will not be considered in this regard, as they cannot be 

clearly followed by concrete measurable actions. They will subsequently not be classified as 

UN-mandated conflict management efforts within the framework of this thesis. In contrast, 

calls to set up civilian or military missions differ in that regard, as they can be followed by the 

required missions being deployed or not. 

Secondly, in order to establish the extent, to which EU actions meet the demand set by the UN, 

and therefore the extent to which the EU implements UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts, attention will turn to the EU’s CFSP decisions adopted by the Council of the EU. For 

this, CFSP decisions related to the two conflicts in question published in the Official Journal 

of the European Union and accessible through the EUR-Lex database will be identified and 

analysed. Council decisions, related legislation, and subsequent amendments, on sanctions, 

civilian missions, and military missions, related to the two conflicts from the set time periods, 

will be used as sources. The latter are equally important, as for sanctions there may be 

additional persons and entities upon whom sanctions have been placed, meanwhile for civilian 

and military missions, the nature and mandate of them can change over time. The method of 
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analysis used for determining the UN mandates and the subsequent extent of the EU’s 

implementation of those mandates will be document analysis. Document analysis is a 

qualitative research method, which entails systematically reviewing documents (Bowen, 2009). 

These documents can be of varying written form, but for the purpose of this thesis, UNSC 

resolutions, sanctions lists, EU CFSP decisions and related legislation will be analysed. 

Furthermore, analysis of primary sources is complemented with insights from secondary 

sources regarding the EU’s actions in the conflicts in question, where deemed necessary to gain 

a deeper understanding of the nuances of the EU’s actions. 

Thirdly, to determine the coherence of EU member states, speeches and statements of heads of 

state and government ministers of member states will be analysed. Four of the largest member 

states – Germany, France, Italy, and Spain - will be chosen to establish the coherence of the 

member states, alongside the United Kingdom, a member of the EU until 2020. Thus, speeches 

and statements of heads of state and government ministers dealing with foreign and security 

issues of the mentioned five member states will be gathered and analysed, where the conflicts 

in Mali (from 2012 onwards) and Libya (between 2014 and 2020) are explicitly addressed. The 

speeches and statements are collected from websites of national foreign ministries, defence 

ministries, prime ministerial offices, and presidential offices (if applicable), where the 

keywords ‘Mali’ and ‘Libya’ will be used to find all relevant speeches and statements from the 

chosen time periods. Although these websites contain material in both English and the official 

languages of the countries, only material in English will be used for the analysis with the 

expectation that the content does not differ between languages.  

Finally, for establishing leadership in the two cases, the same speeches and statements chosen 

by the criteria described above will be used to partly establish leadership of EU member states. 

In addition, national documents and legislation will be used to establish leadership through the 

launching of bilateral missions and the pursuit of national diplomatic initiatives to resolve the 

conflicts. For the latter, document analysis will be used to determine, if leadership is exhibited 

via those indicators. These sources will be supplemented by secondary sources, where deemed 

necessary, to gain further insight into the exact nature of the missions and initiatives not 

explicitly present in primary sources. 

The method of analysis used for the speeches and statements in this thesis is qualitative content 

analysis (QCA). QCA can be defined as “a careful, detailed, systematic examination and 

interpretation of a particular body of material in an effort to identify patterns, themes, biases, 
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and meanings” (Lune & Berg, 2017: 182). It is used to systematically reduce the amount of 

content and extract data, where the content can be written text, spoken text, images, video or 

audio (Roller, 2019). By using QCA, inferences can be made about the social and contextual 

dimensions of the data. In this thesis, the material which QCA will be applied is speeches and 

statements of politicians, thus textual material will be analysed. Differing to a quantitative 

content analysis, the coding frame will not be finalised before starting work on the material. 

Rather, as content and context can be understood better as data collection is underway, the 

coding frame will be altered during data collection, when necessary, as new findings can shape 

the inquiry (Roller & Lavrakas, 2015: 233-234). 

QCA will begin with choosing the material to be analysed and this selection has been already 

reasoned in this chapter. Secondly, a coding scheme will be worked out to work through the 

material and assign codes to specific parts of the content. Preliminary coding will follow, 

during which the coding scheme can be altered when and how the researcher deems necessary, 

and additional coding will also take place. Finally, as raw data is coded, themes and patterns 

will emerge from which interpretations can be made by the researcher. As QCA in this thesis 

will not be used for a wide-ranging analysis, the coding frame can be narrow and consist of 

few codes. In analysing the speeches and statements of government ministers and heads of 

state, explicit references to leadership will be coded. These can be in the form of a country’s 

politician stating that it views its country as a leader or another country as a leader with regard 

to the policy area in question. Thus, phrases such as ‘leader’, ‘leadership’, ‘burden-sharing’, 

‘initiative’, and ‘forefront’ will be coded. A lack of such references is also informative, as it 

strengthens the argument that no member state is exhibiting leadership in that question. For the 

coherence of member states, the coding frame for the speeches and statements will include 

references being made to any disagreements (either directly or indirectly) between the member 

states on the issue of the specific conflicts. In addition, the positions of member states will be 

established with regard to the preferred outcome of the conflict and rhetorical support provided 

to actors of the conflict via QCA. 
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4. Analysis: explaining the extent of the EU’s implementation of 

UN-mandated conflict management efforts in the cases of 

Mali and Libya 

In this chapter, the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts will be analysed. Firstly, the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated efforts 

will be established in the case of Mali according to the indicators of sanctions, civilian 

missions, and military missions, before an overall assessment is made. Then, the coherence and 

leadership of EU member states will be established in order to see, which of the two factors 

better explains varying extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts empirically. Secondly, the case of Libya will be analysed in the same 

manner. Lastly, the results of the empirical analysis of the two cases will be analysed and 

discussed. 

4.1. Explaining the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts in the case of Mali 

The Mali file has been on the UNSC agenda since 2012, when the first resolution regarding the 

Mali War was adopted. The first resolution was UNSC Resolution 2056 (UNSC, 2012a), with 

which the UNSC expressed support to efforts by the Malian government, ECOWAS, and the 

AU to re-establish the governments rule over Mali and restore the country’s territorial integrity. 

Between 2012 and the summer of 2022, twenty resolutions related to the conflict have been 

adopted in total by the council, with the last at the time of writing being Resolution 2649 

(UNSC, 2022b). These resolutions have been of a varying nature, although some common 

themes emerge. For instance, they have called upon UN member states and regional 

organizations to support the Malian political process, coordinate efforts between different 

multilateral initiatives to prevent threats emerging from terrorist groups, assist the Malian 

government in civilian capacity-building and to help train the Malian army. 

Now, attention will be turned specifically to the three types of actions required by resolutions 

chosen in the methodology section of the thesis. Thus, resolutions requiring the implementation 

of sanctions against individuals and entities, establishing civilian and military missions will be 

further analysed. 
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The extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts in 

the case of Mali 

A targeted sanctions regime with regard to the conflict in Mali was first established with UNSC 

Resolution 2374 (UNSC, 2017c), which was adopted on the September 5, 2017. In the 

resolution, the UNSC decided that all member states should implement travel bans and asset 

freezes to individuals and entities designated by the relevant Sanctions Committee of the UN 

(which was created with the same resolution). In the resolution, a period of one year is provided 

to member states from the date of adoption to implement the measures. Eight individuals have 

been named on the sanctions list by the 2374 Mali Sanctions Committee, meanwhile no entities 

have been listed. The first three individuals were listed in December 2018 and the remaining 

five in July 2019. The UNSC has subsequently renewed the targeted sanctions regime and the 

mandate of the 2374 Sanctions Committee once a year with Resolutions 2432 (UNSC, 2018b), 

2484 (UNSC, 2019b), 2541 (UNSC, 2020c), 2590 (UNSC, 2021), and 2649 (UNSC, 2022b). 

With these resolutions, no substantive change to the content of the original resolution 2374 has 

been made. Rather, as the measures set out in each resolution renew the sanctions for a year, 

they have to be renewed as they would otherwise not be in effect anymore. 

Turning to the EU’s implementation of the sanctions, the Council of the EU adopted Council 

Decision (CFSP) 2017/1775 on September 28, 2017, which implemented resolution 2374 of 

the UNSC (Council of the EU, 2017e). This Council CFSP decision was the basis for other 

subsequent decisions determining sanctioned individuals and entities, as at that moment no 

such designations had been made by the UN. The sanctions mandated by the UN were further 

implemented by Council Implementing Decision (CFSP) 2019/29 (Council of the EU, 2019a) 

on January 9, 2019, which implemented sanctions on the individuals designated by the 2374 

Sanctions Committee in December 2018. Further, Council Implementing Decision (CFSP) 

2019/1216 (Council of the EU, 2019b) on July 18, 2019, implemented sanctions on the 

individuals designated by the 2374 Sanctions Committee earlier in the same month. In both 

instances, asset freezes and travel bans were imposed on the persons identified by the UN 

Sanctions Committee. The EU can thus be sees as having fully implemented the UN-mandated 

sanctions designated by the UNSC. 

As the Mali War quickly became an intensive conflict, it was clear that the government in 

Bamako would need assistance in increasing resilience vis-à-vis emerging threats. States in the 

Sahel were notably fragile and the situation in Mali was rapidly deteriorating in 2012. This led 
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to the UNSC adopting Resolution 2085 in December 2012, with which the Council expressed 

grave concern over the humanitarian crisis and lack of security in the country (UNSC, 2012c). 

As the situation in Mali was determined to threaten peace, security, and stability of the Sahel 

region, the Council urged member states and regional organizations to assist in building the 

capacity of the Malian security forces and provide training on international humanitarian law 

and human rights. This assistance was necessary to support the State of Mali to restore their 

authority across the country and their territorial integrity. The need to provide capacity-building 

to the government of Mali was further emphasized by several resolutions, in which cooperation 

and coordination with other multilateral initiatives were called for. 

Resolution 2085 of the UNSC formed the basis of the EU’s capacity-building response to the 

conflict in Mali. In March 2014, the Foreign Affairs Council approved of a crisis management 

concept, by which a CSDP civilian mission would be launched in Mali to assist its internal 

security forces (Council of the EU, 2014c). The concept envisioned a civilian mission, by 

which three branches of the security forces in Mali would be trained – police, the gendarmerie, 

and the national guard. On the basis of the concept, the Council of the EU adopted Council 

Decision 2014/219/CFSP (Council of the EU, 2014a), with which the establishment of a CSDP 

civilian mission was decided, in support of the three branches of internal security forces 

mentioned above. The mission was named EUCAP (European Union Capacity Building 

Mission) Sahel Mali. The objective named in the legislation was to support the State of Mali 

in their efforts to redeploy their authority and legitimacy across the country’s territory. 

After deliberations and the confirmation of the Concept of Operations, the Council of the EU 

decided on launching the mission EUCAP Sahel Mali with a start date of January 15, 2015, 

lasting for a period of 24 months, as set out by Council Decision (CFSP) 2015/76 (Council of 

the EU, 2015a). Further on, Council Decision 2014/219/CFSP has been amended by several 

other Council Decisions. These have mainly concerned the funding of the operation, as the 

Council has decided to provide additional funding to EUCAP Sahel Mali with several 

decisions. Regarding more substantive amendments, Council Decision (CFSP) 2017/50 

(Council of the EU, 2017a) prolonged the civilian mission until January 2019 and also included 

provisions for increasing the interoperability of the mission with internal security forces of 

other Sahel G5 nations. With Council Decision (CFSP) 2017/1102 (Council of the EU, 2017b), 

a regional coordination cell was established within the structure of EUCAP Sahel Mali, in order 

to further enhance cooperation between the EU, Mali, and other states of the G5 Sahel 
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grouping. As the terrorist threat in the region is a cross-border problem that concerns all states 

of the Sahel, such cooperation was also encouraged by the UNSC, namely with Resolutions 

2227 (UNSC, 2015c), 2295 (UNSC, 2016c), and 2364 (UNSC, 2017b) (adopted between 2015 

and 2017). With Decision (CFSP) 2018/2008 (Council of the EU, 2018f), the EUCAP Sahel 

Mali mission was extended to last until January 2021 and Council Decision (CFSP) 2021/14 

(Council of the EU, 2021) prolonged it until January 2023. In the latter decision, close 

coordination with the UN stabilization mission MINUSMA (United Nations Multidimensional 

Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali) in the implementation of security sector reform was 

also noted, although practical cooperation between the two operations was taking place since 

the establishment of EUCAP Sahel Mali (Baudais & Souleymane, 2022). 

In EUCAP Sahel Mali, (internal) security sector reform was at the forefront of the EU’s efforts. 

To achieve security sector reform, a training programme was set up by the EU to train police 

officers and other officials related to internal security (Djiré et al., 2017: 43-45). Overall, as 

envisioned, three types of internal security officials have been trained (police, gendarmerie, 

and national guard officers). In the EU’s training programme, both high-level training of 

commissioners and local training of lower-level officers took place. In addition, EUCAP Sahel 

Mali assisted Malian authorities in creating a new recruitment and training policy for police 

officers. Logistical resources to support training initiatives have also been provided, which 

includes IT and digitalization support to Mali. At the initiative of EUCAP Sahel Mali, the civil 

society sector and security forces have been brought together for collaboration between the two 

groups and increase mutual trust (Vogelaar, 2018). EUCAP Sahel Mali has also assisted in 

strengthening the operational capacities of Mali’s security forces in the fight against terrorism 

and organized crime, border management, rule of law, and human rights (European External 

Action Service, 2021a). Given this, the EU has thus fully implemented the UN-mandated 

civilian missions in Mali. 

Similar to the reasoning behind the state of Mali needing assistance in security sector reform, 

it also needed assistance in enhancing the capacity and training their armed forces. Already in 

July 2012, the UNSC highlighted this need by adopting Resolution 2056 (the first resolution 

concerning the conflict in Mali) and urged member states to assist in the reform and capacity-

building of the Malian armed forces (UNSC, 2012a). Further, in October 2012, the UNSC 

adopted Resolution 2071, in which it called upon member states and regional organizations to 

provide coordinated support to efforts related to military training (UNSC, 2012b). The need to 
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train the armed forces of Mali has been apparent throughout UNSC resolutions concerning the 

Mali crisis and is referenced in almost every resolution. Urging member states and regional 

organizations to partake in such efforts is by-and-large the only requirement from member 

states of the UN, which would entail deploying a military mission to Mali. However, 

Resolution 2071 of the UNSC would form the basis of the EU’s military response in its conflict 

management efforts in Mali. 

A few days after UNSC Resolution 2071 was adopted, the Foreign Affairs Council of the EU 

invited the High Representative to draw up plans for a CSDP military mission, which would 

entail training the armed forces of Mali. A crisis management concept followed, which was 

swiftly approved by the Foreign Affairs Council in December 2012. In January 2013, Council 

Decision 2013/34/CFSP (Council of the EU, 2013a) was adopted, which decided that a CSDP 

military mission of the EU would be created to train the Malian Armed Forces. The mission 

would be named EUTM Mali (European Union Training Mission in Mali). According to 

Decision 2013/34/CFSP, the objectives of EUTM Mali would be to support the training of the 

Malian Armed Forces and to advise them on issues related to command and control, 

international law, and the protection of human rights. The mission was launched by the 

adoption of Council Decision 2013/87/CFSP (Council of the EU, 2013b) in February 2013, as 

the Mission Plan was approved by the Council with a mandate lasting for 15 months. In April 

2014 with Council Decision 2014/220/CFSP (Council of the EU, 2014b), Decision 

2013/34/CFSP was amended to extend the period of the training mission until May 2016 and 

to provide more funding to the operation. The third mandate for EUTM Mali was provided by 

Council Decision (CFSP) 2016/446 (Council of the EU, 2016b) in March 2016, with which the 

mandate of the mission was extended for another two years, and additional funding was 

granted. As the UN requested that the mission coordinated with MINUSMA and enhanced the 

interoperability of the armed forces of the G5 Sahel states (as mentioned in Resolutions 2164 

(UNSC, 2014c) and 2227 (UNSC, 2015c)), clauses relating to those requirements were 

included in the amendment of the Council Decision. Council Decision (CFSP) 2018/716 

(Council of the EU, 2018a) provided the fourth mandate for the operation and a fifth mandate 

was provided by Council Decision (CFSP) 2020/434 (Council of the EU, 2020a), the latter 

prolonging the mission until 2024. Decision (CFSP) 2020/434 also amended the mission 

mandate to include coordination with ECOWAS, MINUSMA, and Operation Barkhane. 
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In EUTM Mali, soldiers of the Malian Armed Forces were provided technical and tactical 

military training. They were also trained in their conduct in discipline by European military 

instructors. Even though the first approach was for European instructors to directly train the 

Malian troops, that was changed to focus on ‘training the trainers’. That meant training local 

instructors who would go on to train local troops (Baudais & Souleymane, 2022: 7). Overall, 

over 15 000 members of the Malian Armed Forces were directly or indirectly trained, owing 

to the contribution of EUTM Mali (EU Training Mission Mali, 2022). As the focus of the 

mandate shifted more towards supporting the G5 Sahel framework, courses have been provided 

for the Joint Force staff of the G5 Sahel (JF-G5S). Beyond the G5, EUTM Mali has also 

coordinated its training activities with actors of MINUSMA and Operation Barkhane. This is 

particularly evident via the creation of a new coordinative body in 2018 – the Military 

Coordination Instance in Mali (ICMM). The ICMM brings together representatives of EUTM 

Mali, MINUSMA, JF-G5S, Barkhane, and the Malian Armed Forces, on a quarterly basis to 

share intelligence and coordinate their operations (Baudais & Souleymane, 2022: 10). Yet, as 

the mission mandate(s) of EUTM Mali emphasized, its troops would not partake in combat 

operations, as set out by Article 1 of the mission mandate in Council Decision 2013/34/CFSP. 

Having considered this, the EU fully implemented the aspect of the UN mandates related to 

military missions in the case of Mali. 

Overall, an assessment can be made that the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-

mandated conflict management efforts in Mali was ‘complete’, as the EU fully implemented 

the UN’s mandates on sanctions, civilian missions, and military missions. The EU implemented 

required sanctions on all individuals placed on the UN sanctions list by the relevant working 

group. The EU also provided support to the civilian capacity-building of Malian security forces 

and to the military training of the Malian Armed Forces as UNSC resolutions required. 

Coherence of EU member states in the case of Mali 

For the coherence of member states of the EU, its member states’ positions are coherent on the 

Mali War. No direct references to any disagreements between member states was found via 

QCA of speeches and statements. No such indirect references were found as well, as all states 

expressed support for the internationally recognized government and authorities of Mali, 

meanwhile the activities of terrorist groups were denounced. For the selected EU countries, 

two priorities emerged in Mali: achieving stability via the restoration of the government’s 

power and stopping terrorists operating in the country. This was identified for all of the 
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countries. Illustrating the position of Germany, Chancellor Merkel said on the question of Mali: 

‘We intend to help stabilise Mali and ensure that the country can develop positively’ (Federal 

Government, 2016). The UK named its goal in participating in the conflict management and 

the deployment of European forces as ‘restoring Mali’s territorial integrity’ (Simmonds, 2013). 

This was similar for France, as the goal was that ‘the Malian government can ensure its 

presence throughout its territory’ (Presidency of the Republic, 2016). Italian ministers 

reiterated the political support of Italy for a UN resolution, which reaffirmed strong 

commitment to the territorial integrity of Mali (Terzi & di Paola, 2013). Spain also stated that 

the ‘transition will be essential to lay the foundations of a future democratic, stable, and united 

state’ (Ministry of Foreign Affairs & European Union and Cooperation, 2013). France 

emphasized the anti-terror element of managing the conflict in Mali, as President Hollande 

declared that it ‘remains the basis of our presence in the Sahel’ (Hollande, 2016). For the UK, 

one of its priorities in the region would be ‘countering terrorism’ (Foreign & Commonwealth 

Office, 2013) and a similar priority was voiced by Germany (Steinmeier, 2015). 

Thus, it can be concluded, that for the coherence of member states in the case of Mali, the 

variable is assigned the value ‘coherence’, as no direct or indirect indicators of disagreements, 

or conflicting goals between member states was found from speeches and statements of 

government ministers and heads of state. All of the influential EU member states had a position 

of helping to stabilise Mali and restoring the country’s territorial integrity, meanwhile most 

also emphasized the anti-terrorist aspects of managing the conflict. 

Leadership of EU member states in the case of Mali 

When it comes to demonstrated leadership by member states of the EU, it will be analysed with 

regard to the Mali War, as it emerges from statements and speeches of government politicians 

and heads of state from the selected countries. In addition, the establishment of bilateral 

missions and diplomatic initiatives will be considered. From evidence following below, it can 

be seen that France was identified to be the only EU member state demonstrating leadership 

with relation to managing the conflict in Mali. 

Firstly, bilateral national military and civilian missions established in Mali by EU member 

states during the Mali War will be considered. In this regard, France clearly stands out as the 

only EU member state to establish such missions. In January 2013, after the Malian interim 

government asked for military assistance, France launched Operation Serval in Mali (Ministry 
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of Armed Forces, 2022). The operation’s goals included the stopping of terrorists’ aggression 

and the recovering of Mali’s territorial integrity. Although support personnel and equipment 

from allied countries was used in the operation, it was primarily a French-led operation, where 

French troops endured the most of combat operations (Shurkin, 2014: 5-12, 35-36; Spet, 2015). 

Operation Serval was replaced with the anti-jihadist Operation Barkhane in 2014, which 

operated in all of the G5 Sahel countries (Ministry of Armed Forces, 2022). This was another 

French-led operation, although the extent of allied support was larger compared to Operation 

Serval, as is evident from the fact that troops from Estonia, Sweden, and the Czech Republic 

also participated in the operation. Yet, it was initiated on France’s initiative and with French 

troops making up the majority of the involved personnel (Erforth & Tull, 2022). As no other 

EU member state demonstrated such initiative of launching military or civilian missions in 

Mali during the Mali War, France demonstrated leadership related to the management of the 

conflict in that regard. 

Secondly, turning to diplomatic initiatives by an individual member state or a group of member 

states as an indicator of leadership, EU member states’ separate participation in diplomatic 

initiatives regarding conflict resolution in the Mali War shall be considered. In 2015, the 

Malian government and armed rebel groups signed an agreement as a culmination of the so-

called Algiers Process. The Agreement for Peace and Reconciliation in Mali was the first 

instance of the war, when such an agreement was made between warring parties (Keita, 2018). 

Although signatories of the agreement were Malian actors, France contributed to the mediation 

and the finding of a compromise. It was subsequently designated a ‘friend of the mediation’ by 

the mediation team as the only EU member state (Pellerin, 2020). France and Germany 

launched a new diplomatic platform for stability in the Sahel (including Mali) to contribute to 

the security of the region via development, named the Sahel Alliance (Ministry for Europe and 

Foreign Affairs, 2022). Even though other EU member states joined the grouping later, its 

creation was proposed by the two influential EU members following the Franco-German 

Ministerial Council in July 2017. Still, France was the largest donor for the initiative (Venturi, 

2019: 8-10). Thus, France can be viewed as the main EU member state demonstrating 

leadership with regard to the conflict resolution in Mali, although Germany is also a minor 

actor in this sense. 

Moving on to self-references towards leadership roles in speeches by government politicians, 

France clearly emerges as the only clear leader in the case of the EU’s member states’ 
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approaches to the conflict management in Mali. Taking rhetorical responsibility and ownership 

of conflict management efforts have been present throughout the conflict for France, but not 

for other influential EU member states. Already as the Mali War started, the French 

government viewed itself as leading the international reaction to resolving it. As the French 

foreign minister Laurent Fabius put it in a speech to the National Assembly at the beginning of 

2013: ‘the international community is rallying around the French government’ (Fabius, 2013). 

In a press conference from the same time, the minister referenced vital French interests being 

at stake in the war, which resulted in France acting on behalf of the international community 

and urging others to join them (Fabius, 2013a). As the conflict continued and European states 

contributed more alongside France, it still viewed itself as the clear leader in the conflict 

management in Mali. In 2015 the President of France, Francois Hollande, noted that as France 

needs to shoulder its international responsibility and referenced his country as leading the way 

in Mali. He later described the Mali War as one of the key global issues, where France has a 

special responsibility to act in tackling the terrorist threat. Even as he acknowledged the 

contribution of other European nations, it was not described as a joint effort, but European 

partners providing France with reinforcements (Hollande, 2015). As the war persisted, France 

saw itself as a leader in pursuing new multilateral initiatives to manage the conflict. As foreign 

minister Jean-Yves Le Drian said about the creation of the G5 Sahel Joint Force: ‘France is 

playing a major role in this effort,’ (le Drian, 2017) referencing the fact that France was 

mobilising support of other European allies in the conflict management efforts. These examples 

illustrate how French cabinet politicians have continuously seen France as a clear leader among 

European states in approaching the conflict in Mali. 

Beyond this, other member states of the EU have clearly recognized French leadership, most 

notably in the first years of the conflict. In January 2013, German foreign minister Guido 

Westerwelle commended the French military intervention and explained how the prominent 

role of France is expected, as it has historical ties to the Sahel region (Westerwelle, 2013a). 

The pioneering role of France in the fight against terrorism has also been noted by Germany 

(Steinmeier, 2015). The theme of needing to alleviate France’s burden in Mali is also prevalent 

in the speeches and statements of German politicians. Minister Westerwelle explained the 

launching of common European initiatives with the need to alleviate the burden borne by 

France in 2013 (Westerwelle, 2013b), meanwhile the Minister of State for Europe, Michael 

Roth said in 2016 that the European missions in Mali have eased the burden of France in 

managing the conflict (Roth, 2016). As European states reacted to the conflict, the United 
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Kingdom also supported the leading role of France. As Foreign Office Minister Mark 

Simmonds said in his speech to Parliament in 2013: ‘France, which has an historic relationship 

with Mali is quite rightly in the lead’ (Simmonds, 2013). Similar to Germany, the UK’s 

politicians have also referenced historical French ties with Mali and have thus portrayed France 

as rightfully being a leader in conflict management there, as Prime Minister David Cameron 

backed French military action in Mali (Cameron, 2013). For Italy and Spain, speeches and 

statements on the Mali War are scarce, but in broad terms French leadership is indirectly 

referred to, as endorsement and verbal support are provided to French military missions. 

To conclude, for the case of Mali, the variable leadership is assigned the value ‘present’, as 

according to the four indicators set out to measure leadership, France has launched bilateral 

missions in Mali, undertaken diplomatic initiatives to solve the conflict, identifies itself as a 

leader with regard to managing the conflict and is recognised by other EU member states as a 

leader in the same regard. 

4.2. Explaining the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts in the case of Libya 

The Libya file has been on the UNSC agenda since 2011, when the first resolution regarding 

the (first) Libyan Civil War was adopted. The first resolution was UNSC Resolution 1970 

(UNSC, 2011), with which the violence against civilians was condemned and the violation of 

human rights by authorities was deplored. The violence in Libya remained on the agenda of 

the Security Council after the Libyan Civil War of 2011 ended. For the purpose of this thesis, 

attention will be turned to the Second Libyan Civil War, which lasted from 2014 to 2020. 

During that time, the UNSC adopted a total of thirty resolutions with the last being Resolution 

2546 (UNSC, 2020d). It is also important to consider selected earlier resolutions, as newer 

resolutions have been based on them. For example, such is the case with the imposition of 

sanctions with regards to the Second Libyan Civil War, which have been implemented 

according to Resolution 1970, which itself was the first UNSC resolution regarding the Libyan 

Civil War of 2011. Similar to the case of Mali, these resolutions have been of varying nature. 

They have included the imposition of sanctions, the assistance of the Libyan government in 

civilian capacity-building, the enforcement of an arms embargo on the high seas off the coast 

of Libya, and inspecting vessels suspected to be involved in the illicit export of oil. 
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The extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts in 

the case of Libya 

When it comes to the determining extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts, the first aspect to consider is the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated 

sanctions. For Libya, a targeted sanctions regime was first established with Resolution 1970, 

which was adopted on February 26, 2011, at the beginning of the civil war (later known as the 

First Libyan Civil War) which resulted in the overthrow of dictator Muammar Gaddafi. With 

that resolution, the UNSC obliged member states to implement travel bans and asset freezes to 

individuals and entities, which would be designated by a newly established Sanctions 

Committee. The 1970 Sanctions Committee has designated individuals and entities to be 

sanctioned in relation to conflicts in Libya since that time, although the First Libyan Civil War 

ended in 2011 and intermittent periods of peace and conflict have appeared after. Concerning 

this study, sanctions implemented with regard to the Second Libyan Civil War fill be 

scrutinized, so entities and individuals listed by the 1970 Sanctions Committee since May 2014 

will be relevant to analyse. Overall, between May 2014 and the end of 2020, eight individuals 

have been named on the sanctions list by the 1970 Libya Sanctions Committee, meanwhile no 

entities have been listed (UNSC, 2022a). Six individuals were listed in June 2018, one in 

September 2018, and one in November 2018. During the course of the Second Libyan Civil 

War, once a year the sanctions regime was renewed with resolutions 2144 (UNSC, 2014a), 

2213 (UNSC, 2015b), 2278 (UNSC, 2016a), 2362 (UNSC, 2017a), 2441 (UNSC, 2018c), and 

2509 (UNSC, 2020a). 

Turning to the EU’s implementation of the sanctions, resolution 1970 of the UNSC was 

implemented by the EU with Council Decision 2011/137/CFSP (Council of the EU, 2011) on 

February 28, 2011. This Council CFSP Decision formed the basis for implementing sanctions 

on individuals and entities designated by the UN. Further, Regulation (EU) 2016/44 (Council 

of the EU, 2016e) was adopted, to specify the restrictive measures imposed on persons who 

would be sanctioned. With regard to the Second Libyan Civil War, the first individuals listed 

by the 1970 Sanctions Committee were designated in June 2018 and in September 2018. The 

EU sanctioned these individuals in September 2018 with Council Implementing Regulation 

(EU) 2018/1245 (Council of the EU, 2018c) and Council Implementing Regulation (EU) 

2018/1285 (Council of the EU, 2018d). In November 2018, with Council Implementing 

Regulation (EU) 2018/1863 (Council of the EU, 2018e), the EU sanctioned the last person 
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placed on the sanctions list by the UN. In both instances, asset freezes and travel bans were 

imposed on the persons identified by the UN Sanctions Committee. 

The EU has thus fully implemented the UN-mandated sanctions designated by the UNSC with 

regard to the case of Libya, as in practice asset freezes and travel bans were implemented 

swiftly on all the persons designated by the 1970 Sanctions Committee. During the Second 

Libyan Civil War no entities were listed by the UN and subsequently the EU could not have 

implemented such sanctions anyway. 

The second aspect analysed in the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts is the implementation of civilian missions. During the Second Libyan Civil 

War, the UNSC repeatedly called for member states to assist the Libyan government in building 

their capacity in securing Libyan borders, investigating migrant smuggling and human 

trafficking in the country. UNSC Resolution 2240 adopted in October 2015 was the key 

resolution, which was also referenced by other subsequent resolutions with relation to these 

objectives (UNSC, 2015d). The need to provide capacity-building assistance was later 

reinforced by other resolutions and the three objectives were present throughout the resolutions. 

The EU’s civilian mission to help manage the conflict in Libya was EUBAM (European Union 

Border Assistance Mission) Libya, which was launched already in 2013, before the Second 

Libyan Civil War. As its mandate was altered during the conflict this thesis concerns, analysing 

it will be relevant. As can be seen from Council Decision 2013/233/CFSP (Council of the EU, 

2013c) which launched EUBAM Libya, the objectives of the mission were strictly related to 

securing the borders of Libya in the short term and to developing a broader immigration and 

border management strategy for the long term. No references to assisting Libyan authorities in 

the areas of migrant smuggling and human trafficking were made in the original mandate. 

Assisting the border securing capacity would be achieved by training, mentoring, and advising 

Libyan authorities. The mission was first approved for a period of 24 months. With several 

Council decisions (2015/800 (Council of the EU, 2015c), 2015/2276 (Council of the EU, 

2015d), 2016/207 (Council of the EU, 2016a), 2016/1339 (Council of the EU, 2016d)), more 

funding was provided to the mission and its duration was prolonged. Yet, the first substantive 

change to the mandate of the mission came in July 2017, when with Council Decision (CFSP) 

2017/1342 (Council of the EU, 2017c), after a strategic review was composed on the mission, 

to amend the mandate to include assisting Libya in comprehensive civilian security sector 
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reform. In the decision, a possible new CSDP civilian mission was mentioned, which would 

have had a broader mandate than the EUBAM mission. 

Instead of a new CSDP mission being launched, the Council decided to further amend the 

mandate of EUBAM Libya with Council Decision (CFSP) 2018/2009 (Council of the EU, 

2018b). In the decision, the new objective of the mission included addition to the prior objective 

of border management. The EU took upon itself to assist the Libyan authorities in disrupting 

criminal networks, which were involved with migrant smuggling and human trafficking. To 

achieve this goal, the EU supported the capacity building of Libyan Ministry of Interior 

officials. This objective remained unchanged for the remaining time period of the Second 

Libyan Civil War, during which EUBAM Libya was in operation. Given this, the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated civilian missions in the case of Libya can be considered as 

fully implemented. 

The third aspect in determining the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts is the implementation of military missions, as the UNSC has also called 

for military action to take place with regard to the conflict in Libya. These calls can be divided 

into three categories of specific action - inspecting vessels on the high seas suspected of human 

trafficking, inspecting vessels on the high seas suspected of exporting crude oil in an illicit 

manner, and implementing an arms embargo on the high seas. For all of the mentioned 

objectives, military action would have been necessary. 

UNSC resolution 2146 became the key resolution, which authorized member states of the UN 

to inspect vessels on the high seas off the coast of Libya, which would be suspected of exporting 

crude oil in an illicit manner, as the UNSC deemed such actions to constitute a threat to the 

peace and security of Libya (UNSC, 2014b). This authorization was later extended by 

resolutions 2208 (UNSC, 2015a), 2278 (UNSC, 2016a), 2362 (UNSC, 2017a), 2441 (UNSC, 

2018c), and 2509 (UNSC, 2020a). For inspecting vessels suspected of human trafficking, 

resolution 2240 of the UNSC became the point of reference. In said resolution (UNSC, 2015d), 

the UN called upon member states and regional organisations to deter the smuggling of 

migrants and human-trafficking on the high seas. Such calls were later reiterated by resolutions 

2312 (UNSC, 2016d) and 2380 (UNSC, 2017d). With resolution 1970 adopted in 2011, the 

UN imposed an arms embargo on Libya. As the Second Libyan Civil War grew in intensity, 

the UN called upon member states to strictly implement that arms embargo by resolution 2213 

(UNSC, 2015b) and called upon member states to cooperate with the GNA in the 
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implementation of said embargo with resolution 2362 (UNSC, 2017a) and resolution 2441 

(UNSC, 2018c). In addition, the UN authorized states to inspect vessels off the coast of Libya 

on the high seas, suspected of carrying arms with resolution 2292 (UNSC, 2016b). This 

authorization was later extended by resolutions 2420 (UNSC, 2018a), 2473 (UNSC, 2019a), 

and 2526 (UNSC, 2020b). 

Considering the three categories of specific action demanded by the UN, the EU decided to 

launch a CSDP naval mission in the Southern Central Mediterranean in 2015. This mission 

would become to be known as EUNAVFOR MED (Operation Sophia). The mission was 

established by Council Decision (CFSP) 2015/778 in May 2015 (Council of the EU, 2015b). 

The mission was established for a preliminary 12 months. The decision did not include 

references to specific UNSC resolutions however it was noted that the mission would aim to 

disrupt the work of smuggling and trafficking networks in the Mediterranean in accordance 

with UNSC resolutions. This was the only task set out by the mission description in Article 1 

of the decision. Thus, the inspection of vessels suspected of exporting crude oil in an illicit 

manner and vessels suspected of carrying arms in violation of the arms embargo would not 

have been undertaken, as it was not specified in the mission mandate. In June 2016, the 

description of the mission was amended by Council Decision (CFSP) 2016/993 (Council of the 

EU, 2016c) to include a secondary mission of contributing to preventing arms trafficking 

related to UNSC resolution 2292. Yet, the core task of the mission remained related to 

preventing human smuggling and trafficking. With Council Decision (CFSP) 2017/1385 

(Council of the EU, 2017d), the theme of illicit exporting of oil was first added to the mandate 

of Operation Sophia, as the Council of the EU agreed that the operation shall conduct relevant 

information-gathering and surveillance activities. Despite this, the inspection of vessels 

suspected of illicitly exporting oil was not a part of the mission’s mandate and thus not 

exercised. 

In March 2019, with the extension of the mandate of the mission, the Council of the EU 

instructed the commander of the operation to suspend the work of naval assets. This did not 

mean that the operation itself would be suspended, as air assets continued their surveillance 

activities (Council of the EU, 2019c). In September of the same year, the operation was 

extended for another six months, with the naval assets remaining suspended (Council of the 

EU, 2019d). This happened due to the opposition of the Italian government to the nature of the 

operation, which in name combatted human trafficking, but as a consequence brought too many 
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migrants to Italy. As interior minister Matteo Salvini said: ‘Sophia was meant to fight people 

smugglers and ended up bringing 45,000 migrants to Italy’ (Taylor, 2019a). No consensus was 

reached within the EU about the continuation of Operation Sophia on previous terms due to an 

Italian veto being used. In practice this means that in the time period from March 2019 until 

March 2020, vessels on the high seas suspected of human trafficking, exporting illicit oil, or 

transporting arms in violation of the arms embargo were not inspected as required by the UNSC 

resolutions mentioned above. 

In March 2020, with Council Decision (CFSP) 2020/472 (Council of the EU, 2020b), the EU 

decided to launch a new military mission, named EUNAVFOR MED Irini, which would begin 

work with the adoption of the decision for a period of one year. In the description of the 

mission, the core task is named as the implementation of the arms embargo based on UNSC 

resolutions 1970 (UNSC, 2011), 2292 (UNSC, 2016b), and 2473 (UNSC, 2019a). Secondary 

tasks of Operation Irini were declared to be conducting monitoring and information-gathering 

on the illicit exports of oil from Libya and the detection and monitoring of human trafficking 

networks. The former would be conducted by all assets of the mission within their means, the 

latter would only be conducted by air assets. The EU would thus only conduct the 

implementation of the arms embargo with naval assets from March 2020 until the conclusion 

of the Second Libyan Civil War in October 2020. 

Taking this into account, the aspect of the EU’s implementation of military missions according 

to the UN mandates corresponds with the criteria laid down above as not fully implemented. 

Overall, an assessment can be made that in the case of Libya, the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts can be classified as ‘partial’. 

This is due to the EU implementing sanctions and civilian missions according to the UN 

mandates, as described above, but not completely implementing the UN mandates in the 

domain of military missions. More specifically, the implementation of the arms embargo on 

the high seas off the coast of Libya was implemented as a secondary task between June 2016 

and March 2019 and not implemented at all between March 2019 and March 2020. In March 

2020, when Operation Irini was launched and a mission with the core task of implementing the 

arms embargo began, the detection of human trafficking networks would no longer be 

conducted by naval assets, which in turn meant that the EU would no longer fulfil that part of 

the UN mandates. Ultimately, this means that there was not a vast difference between the UN-
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mandated efforts and the EU’s implementation of those efforts, but such a difference was still 

identified. 

Coherence of EU member states in the case of Libya 

Considering the coherence of member states in the case of Libya, policy preferences differed 

between influential member states. These differences will be viewed in two dimensions – the 

GNA (Government of National Accord)/LNA (Libyan National Army) dimension and the 

migration dimension. 

Firstly, speeches and statements of French, Italian, German, British, and Spanish government 

politicians were analysed to identify, which sides of the Second Libyan Civil War were 

supported. All states expressed support for the GNA, which can be expected, as it was 

considered by most states and the UN as the legitimate government of Libya from the end of 

2015. However, a temporal shift can be explained at around 2017, with the theme of engaging 

in dialogue with the LNA and General Haftar. This shift was brought about due to France and 

President Macron, who were the first European nation to host General Haftar for peace talks 

(Lacher, 2021: 15). In French statements, leaders of the two sides were often depicted equal. 

For example, in 2017, after President Macron had met with both Prime Minister Sarraj (GNA) 

and General Haftar (LNA), he named them ‘the two main protagonists of the crisis’ (Macron, 

2017). Meanwhile, there was no reference to the fact that the GNA was considered by the 

international community to be the legitimate representative of the Libyan people. Particularly 

telling is the French response to the LNA’s offensive on Tripoli in the spring of 2019, as the 

French foreign ministry named it ‘ongoing clashes’ and addressed ‘all the Libyan stakeholders, 

urging them to accept a ceasefire’ (Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs, 2019). With 

calling the LNA to ensure protection for civilians and both sides for de-escalation, the lack of 

condemnation for the offensive is apparent. This was in stark contrast to officials of other EU 

countries and opposition was present not only from Italy. German Chancellor Merkel 

condemned the advance of General Haftar’s troops on Tripoli (Federal Government, 2019) and 

British Foreign Minister Jeremy Hunt stated that there was ‘no justification for LNA move on 

Tripoli’ (Hunt, 2019). As parties of the Libyan conflict and international mediators met for the 

Berlin Conference on Libya in January 2020, coherence in the previously divisive GNA-LNA 

question was reached within the EU. At the spearhead of this was the call for the formation of 

a new, unified, and effective government of Libya, with all actors in Libya being urged to 
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respect that (Federal Government, 2020). EU member states France, Germany, and Italy signed 

this declaration, alongside other non-EU states. 

Secondly, later on in the conflict, the issue of the migration dimension of the conflict 

management proved divisive for influential EU member states. As touched upon previously in 

analysing the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated military missions in the case of Libya, 

the mandate of Operation Sophia was extended twice with its naval suspended between March 

2019 and March 2020. Already in 2018, Italy voiced concerns on the fact that it was receiving 

a large number of migrants rescued at sea due to the nature of Operation Sophia. Italian Defence 

Minister Elisabetta Trenta voiced her opposition to the then-current mandate in November 

2018 to ‘change the mission’s mandate by introducing a rotational criteria as regards 

disembarkation ports, based on a fair sharing principle’ (Ministry of Defence, 2018). However, 

France looked to downplay the migration issue facing Italy, with President Macron stating that 

the flow of refugees had diminished. He also referenced incoherence between European 

member states: ‘it is not a migration crisis, it is a political crisis, that of the very ability to tackle 

this challenge,’ (Macron, 2018) hinting at disagreements with Italy. Later, as the EU launched 

Operation Irini in 2020, the Italian Foreign Ministry lauded the fact, that it focused on 

implementing the arms embargo and that the mission ‘does not provide for ports of 

disembarkation in Italy in the event of sea rescues’ (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2020).  

These two dimensions demonstrate, that for the variable regarding coherence of member states 

in the case of Libya, the value will be ‘incoherent’. At first incoherence emerged via influential 

EU member states expressing support for warring parties of the conflict (namely, France for 

the LNA and other states for the GNA), meanwhile later incoherence emerged in the migration 

question. This incoherence also influenced the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-

mandated military conflict management efforts, as there was first no consensus among member 

states regarding the implementation of the arms embargo on the high seas off the coast of Libya. 

Later on, incoherence regarding the migration question translated into the EU not implementing 

the UN mandate on migration related questions. 

Leadership of EU member states in the case of Libya 

In this subsection, leadership by member states of the EU will be analysed with regard to the 

second civil war of Libya, with the aim to find out whether it accounts for the partial extent of 

the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts. 
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Firstly, bilateral national military and civilian missions established in Libya by EU member 

states during the second civil war of Libya will be considered. In this regard, Italy is the only 

EU member state to establish such missions. Firstly, from September 2016 until the end of 

2017, Italy deployed a task force of 300 servicemembers to Libya via Operation Hippocrates 

(Ministry of Defence, 2019b). Within the operation, medical assistance was provided to Libyan 

forces via a field hospital, command and logistical component, and a protective unit. Secondly, 

Italy launched in March 2015 Operation Mare Sicuro to ensure maritime security and protect 

Italian interests in the Mediterranean (Ministry of Defence, 2017). Although not initially taking 

place within the territorial waters of Libya, in August 2017 it was extended there after such a 

request was made by the GNA to support the Libyan Navy. Thirdly, at the beginning of 2018, 

Italy launched a new Bilateral Mission of Assistance and Support in Libya (MIASIT) to assist 

the internationally recognized Government of National Accord, which united Operation 

Hippocrates and Operation Mare Sicuro under a new framework (Ministry of Defence, 2019a). 

No other EU countries officially established unilateral or bilateral military missions in Libya, 

although French special were in 2016 covertly active on Libyan territory, as recognized by the 

French President François Hollande (Stephen, 2016). With regard to military and civilian 

missions, Italy is thus the only EU member state to demonstrate clear leadership in the conflict 

management efforts, as no other country officially established such missions in Libya. 

Concerning diplomatic initiatives to manage the conflict in Libya, three states demonstrated 

leadership in this regard. Firstly, France demonstrated leadership, as President Macron invited 

Prime Minister Sarraj and General Haftar to France for negotiations and to promote inter-

Libyan dialogue between the warring parties in 2017 (Presidency of the Republic, 2017). 

Secondly, Italy demonstrated leadership, as it organized the Palermo Conference in 2018, 

which included several international actors beyond the representatives of fighting Libyan 

factions (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2018). Finally, Germany demonstrated leadership in this 

regard, as it led the Berlin Process under the UN-aegis to reach an end to the conflict, which 

culminated with the Berlin Conference in January 2020 (Federal Foreign Office, 2020). This 

means that not one, but several influential member states of the EU demonstrated leadership 

with respect to diplomatic initiatives to manage the conflict in Libya. 

Moving onto self-references of leadership, Italy and France stand out in managing the conflict 

in Libya during the Second Libyan Civil War. Both countries have presented themselves as 

crucial actors (or one of several crucial actors) in resolving the conflict. Already at the 
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beginning of 2015, Italy’s foreign minister Paolo Gentiloni referenced Italy as a leader in the 

conflict management with regard to Libya. ‘Italy is ready to take on key responsibilities, to 

help with monitoring the ceasefire and peacekeeping,’ (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2015) 

Gentiloni told the Italian parliament in a speech. He mentioned that Italy had pressed for 

mediation of the UN which resulted in the formation of the GNA and added that Italy was ready 

to take on a subsequent substantive role in managing the conflict. Although not assigning 

themselves sole responsibility, Italian government politicians offered to take the lead in also 

collaborating with European partners and via UN mechanisms. Later, Gentiloni confirmed that 

‘Libya’s unity and stabilisation are Italy’s priority goals’ (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2016). 

In statements released by the Italian foreign ministry, references to ‘a fundamental role’ (Italian 

Embassy in Washington, 2018) and ‘a leading role’ (Italian Embassy in Washington, 2017) 

played by Italy in the question were present throughout. This was later reinforced by other 

ministers, as Prime Minister Giuseppe Conte said in 2019 that ‘Italy is a convinced promoter’ 

(Conte, 2019), referencing Italy gathering support for the political process in Libya. 

For France, leadership was implied in statements of French politicians, meanwhile Germany 

also took on a prominent role of leadership towards the end of the conflict. In 2018, President 

Emmanuel Macron said on managing the conflict in Libya that France has ‘taken several 

initiatives to respond to this situation’ (Macron, 2018). In addition, he emphasized, that owing 

to French initiative, ‘the four major Libyan leaders in May this year, surrounded by the 

international community’ (Macron, 2018) would commit to a political process for resolving 

the conflict. French leadership was also underscored with references to pursuing a diplomatic 

solution to the crisis. For example, a statement by the French Presidential Office in 2019 

referenced all efforts undertaken by France over the past two years’ (Presidency of the 

Republic, 2019). Germany also demonstrated leadership towards the latter stages of the Second 

Libyan Civil War through leading the Berlin Process. In the words of German Foreign Minister 

Heiko Maas: ‘we [Germany] launched the Berlin Process’ (Federal Foreign Office, 2020). A 

further indication of Germany’s leadership in 2020 is the fact that EU member states’ foreign 

ministers delegated Germany the mandate to participate in the mediation of the conflict on 

behalf of the EU and its member states. Contrasting with self-references to leadership, 

references to the leadership of other influential member states were almost non-existent for the 

case of Libya. 
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Given this, for leadership of EU member states in the case of Libya, the empirical findings 

suggest that leadership was ‘present’. Although this leadership was of a different kind than in 

the case of Mali (multiple member states instead of one), leadership was nonetheless present. 

This means, that the functions of leadership, as described in the thesis in previous chapters, 

were still performed, but by several member states simultaneously instead of one. According 

to the indicator related to bilateral military and civilian missions, Italy demonstrated leadership. 

According to the indicator related to diplomatic initiatives, France, Germany, and Italy 

demonstrated leadership. According to the indicator related to self-references of leadership, 

Italy, France, and Germany stood out as the main EU member states demonstrating leadership. 

Thus, it can be concluded, that for the case of Libya, Italy, Germany, and France demonstrated 

leadership in managing the conflict and the empirical findings thus suggest that leadership of 

member states was present in the case of Libya. 

4.3. Discussion of findings 

In the section above, the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts in the cases of Libya and Mali was analysed. The results of the research 

revealed, that in the case of Mali, the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts was ‘complete’, whereas in the case of Libya, the extent of the 

EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts was ‘partial’. Furthermore, 

in both cases, the empirical evidence suggests that leadership of EU member states was 

identified to be present. It must be mentioned that the exact form of leadership differed between 

the cases (as in the case of Mali, it was leadership of one state, but in the case of Libya several 

countries demonstrated leadership), but in the end, leadership was still present, irrespective of 

its form. Yet, the coherence of member states varied in the two cases, with empirical evidence 

suggesting ‘coherence’ for the case of Mali, but ‘incoherence’ for the case of Libya. 

The empirical findings of the comparative study suggest that coherence of EU member states 

does explain the variation in outcome, but the presence or absence of leadership does not, since 

it was present in both cases, albeit in different form. This demonstrates that in a setting where 

other factors are similar, coherence, rather than leadership, explains variation in the extent of 

the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts on the background of 

the comparative perspective. 
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Another indicator of the research results is that despite the coherence or incoherence of EU 

member states, the extent of the implementation of sanctions and the extent of launching 

civilian missions was complete (i.e., support for the UN mandates with regard to sanctions and 

civilian missions was provided by the EU) in both the cases of Libya and Mali. However, a 

difference emerges when the military dimension is considered, which was a key aspect of the 

UN-mandated conflict management efforts in both cases. Yet, the EU’s extent of 

implementation of military missions was larger in the case of Mali (complete) compared with 

the case of Libya (partial), with the incoherence of EU member states proving decisive in 

influencing the outcome. This might be due to the fact that the implementation of sanctions 

and civilian missions is more acceptable to EU member states even in cases of otherwise 

incoherence of member states, but the implementation of military missions is viewed 

differently. Whatever it boils down to, this difference was observable across the two cases, 

meaning that the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts varied between cases, as it was larger in the case of Mali, yet smaller in the case of 

Libya. This difference could be explained by the fact, that launching military missions is more 

costly, as it requires member states to contribute military personnel and equipment to the 

common EU mission. 

Findings of the comparative study also indicate that leadership in the conceptualization used in 

this thesis does not explain the variance in the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-

mandated conflict management efforts in the cases of Mali and Libya. It was expected that if 

leadership was present from one or more EU member states in responding to a certain conflict, 

the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts would 

have been larger. Although valid for the Mali case, where leadership was present and the extent 

of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts was larger, it was 

not valid for the Libya case, where leadership was present, but the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts was smaller. 

With a view on the two analysed cases, the initial research question - What explains the extent 

of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts? – and more 

specifically, the question whether variation in the extent is explained by leadership or 

coherence, can thus be answered on the basis of empirical analysis, that the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts is larger when there is coherence 

of EU member states in relation to that certain conflict. In these two cases, other factors – 
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including leadership of member states – do not explain the observed variation in the extent of 

the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts. 

Even though leadership was found to not explain variation in these two cases, the empirical 

analysis of the two cases leads to a further issue stemming from the research results, that the 

variable regarding leadership needs further attention, as according to the literature (e.g., 

Charbonneau, 2009; Major, 2008), it was presumed to play a role in determining the extent of 

the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts. One such feasible way 

would be to approach the variable with an alternative conceptualization and view it in terms of 

more categories, rather than opt for merely a dichotomous (present or absent) approach. The 

results of the empirical analysis of the cases of Mali and Libya indicate that the specific type 

or form of leadership and the connection between leadership and coherence of member states 

could prove to be important. In the case of Mali, leadership was exhibited by one influential 

member state, but in the case of Libya, leadership was exhibited by several influential member 

states and their leadership was at times destructive. This means, that even though France and 

Italy demonstrated leadership in the case of Libya according to the criteria of the research 

framework of this thesis, their leadership was not constructive in working towards the same 

goal, but antagonistic towards different goals, as was apparent from the support to different 

sides of the conflict in Libya. As can be seen from the description of leadership exhibited in 

the two cases, they are still different, even though in this thesis they were both classified as 

being cases representing leadership. If such a reformulation of the variable regarding leadership 

was made, new case selections would also have to be made to follow the comparative logic. 
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Conclusion 

Against the background of variation in the extent to which the EU implements UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts, this study set out to find out, what explains the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts, and more specifically, whether 

coherence or leadership of member states explains variation in this extent. As the first step, the 

study approached answering this question on the basis of existing literature on explaining inter-

organizational cooperation and EU-UN cooperation in conflict management overall. Whereas 

the review of literature led to the identification of several potentially relevant factors, two stood 

out as particularly prominent: leadership and coherence of member states. Based on the 

literature, two hypotheses regarding the research question were formed, related to the two 

possible explanatory factors. Accordingly, the first hypothesis of the thesis was that if there is 

coherence of member states in relation to a certain conflict, the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts will be larger. The second 

hypothesis of the thesis was that if there is leadership by one or more EU member states in 

responding to a certain conflict, the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts will be larger. 

To research this issue and to determine empirically, which factor matters more (and 

subsequently, which hypothesis holds), a few-N comparative study was constructed, where the 

EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts in the Mali War and the 

Second Libyan Civil War were studied. For influential EU member states, the four largest 

current member states (Germany, France, Spain, Italy) were considered, alongside the United 

Kingdom during the time it was a member of the EU. It was deemed necessary to empirically 

ascertain for both variables and establish empirically, whether both of the variables indeed 

explain varying extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts.  

As a result of the empirical analysis, in the case of Mali, the coherence of EU member states 

was classified as ‘coherence’ and leadership was identified to be present (by France), which 

led to a ‘complete’ extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts. Yet for the case of Libya, coherence of member states was classified as ‘incoherence’, 

but leadership was also present (by France, Italy, and Germany), which led to a ‘partial’ extent 

of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts. The results of the 

empirical analysis revealed that leadership by one or more EU member states in relation to a 
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conflict did not explain the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts, as in both cases leadership was present, yet the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts varied. Consequently, the 

answer to the research question is that the coherence of member states was revealed to explain 

the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts, as in the 

case of incoherence of member states, the extent was smaller than in the case of coherence of 

member states. Adversely, leadership of member states did not explain the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts. Thus, on the basis of empirical 

analysis, the first hypothesis of the thesis was confirmed, meanwhile the second hypothesis 

was refuted. 

Moving on to wider implications of the findings of the research, the gap in the literature 

addressed by the thesis is about explanatory factors behind varying extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts. The research revealed, that 

empirically, the coherence of EU member states proves decisive in determining the extent of 

the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts, yet leadership by one 

or more influential member states, as it was observed in both cases, did not explain the 

difference in the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts in the cases of Mali and Libya. Therefore, it seems that authors stressing the importance 

of coherence of member states in determining the extent of cooperation between the EU and 

the UN in conflict management (e.g., Major, 2008; Peters, 2013) have a valid point, more so 

than those who stress the importance of leadership (e.g., Charbonneau, 2009). At least this is 

the case in settings, where other factors are controlled for between cases. Theoretically, this 

means that studies explaining the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict 

management efforts should focus in particular on coherence of member states. 

In practical terms, the wider implications of the results of this thesis could prove to be useful 

for policy-makers and politicians working in either EU institutions or for the EU’s member 

states, whose work is related to the conflict management efforts of the Union. If the EU 

alongside its member states wishes to be an effective actor on the global stage, it needs to back 

up its rhetoric with meaningful action. Although professing support for effective 

multilateralism and portraying itself as an actor always supporting the UNSC, the example of 

the EU’s involvement with the Second Libyan Civil War demonstrates, that the EU does not 

always fully implement the UN mandates related to conflict management. As this thesis 
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empirically evaluated, the coherence of member states with regard to the conflict in question 

can prove crucial in determining the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated 

conflict management efforts. Thus, efforts should be made by both the EU and its member 

states to reach coherence in relation to the management of conflicts for the EU to truly become 

an actor who promotes effective multilateralism in its actions, not merely in words. 

The empirical finding that in the cases of Mali and Libya, leadership did not explain the 

variation in the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts, does not mean that leadership plays no role, as it may or may not be a precondition that 

should also be fulfilled for coherence to explain the variation. Leadership and coherence of 

member states may not be fully unrelated, as is assumed in the literature, when either one or 

the other is singled out as important, but usually not a combination of the factors together. To 

illustrate this, it can be imagined that leadership of one or more states can in turn influence 

other member states of the EU to change or adapt their positions with regard to a certain 

conflict. Thus, leadership can influence the coherence of member states. In turn, specific 

positions of member states can create incentives for leadership, which means that the coherence 

of member states can influence the leadership of member states. This points towards the 

possibility, that the two variables may not fully be independent and thus, the interaction 

between leadership and coherence should be examined further in following research. 

Another limitation of the study is that it did not consider explanatory factors related to 

supranational EU institutions, which would explain variation in the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts. For example, further research 

would be needed to establish, whether these factors indeed have no explanatory role in 

approaching the research puzzle of this thesis. More specifically, the work of the European 

Commission, the EEAS, and the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and 

Security Policy could be investigated in more detail to determine, what role the supranational 

aspects of the EU’s policy-making possess in determining the extent of the EU’s 

implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts. Further studies on these factors 

could prove to be insightful, but relevant new case selection would have to be made, to 

determine, whether the mentioned factors have greater explanatory power compared to 

leadership and coherence, which this study focused on. 

Regarding the choice of sources and the subsequent choice of methods of analysis for this 

thesis, some limitations need to also be acknowledged. As publicly available material 
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(resolutions, decisions, legislation, speeches, and statements) was chosen to be used as sources 

in the thesis, no insider views were gathered to be considered for analysis. Further research into 

the topic of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management efforts could also 

be done by using interviews with foreign and security policy makers and officials in the EU as 

well as in the member states, to extract information not available in the public domain. As some 

indications made in the media (Taylor, 2019b) or by think-tanks (Mezran & Fasanotti, 2020) 

suggest, some French covert actions regarding the Second Libyan Civil War contradicted 

publicly stated policy. To gain a further understanding of actual (in contrast to publicly stated) 

policy positions, insider interviews could assist the researcher in developing a more realist 

understanding of the topic.  

Further studies into the topic could support or dispel the findings of this thesis. Avenues for 

further research are present. For example, alternative cases could be selected for conducting a 

comparative study. With choosing alternative cases, consideration would have to be given to 

which variables should be controlled for. Thus, cases could be chosen in a manner that the 

coherence of member states was controlled for, and a determination could be made on the effect 

of leadership on the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-mandated conflict management 

efforts. As mentioned above, considering the EU-side of explanatory factors could prove 

insightful, as would the incorporation of alternative sources and methods of analysis. Yet, given 

the limitations of this thesis, the variation of the extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-

mandated conflict management efforts can still be explained with the coherence of member 

states in relation to the conflicts, as established by empirical analysis of the cases of Libya and 

Mali. In addition, for the mentioned cases, leadership of influential member states was found 

to not be an explanatory factor behind a varying extent of the EU’s implementation of UN-

mandated conflict management efforts.  
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