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This Food for Thought paper is a document that gives an initial reflection on the theme. The content is not reflecting 
the positions of the member states but consists of elements that can initiate and feed the discussions and analyses in 
the domain of the theme. All our studies are available on www.finabel.org
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DIRECTOR'S EDITORIAL

Given the recent conflicts in Europe’s neighbourhood, improving the EU’s external action programme has 
become cogent. However, this improvement (especially on the financial side) has been somewhat difficult 
due to the fragmentation of the tools available. In this sense, the European Peace Facility (EPF) fills a 
void in the EU’s external action toolbox by creating a single instrument to finance Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (CFSP) actions with military and defence implications. However, at the political level, it 
creates a controversial policy that faces a lot of criticism. The EPF has a global geographical reach and will 
replace the existent Athena mechanism and the African Peace Facility.  Indeed, the EPF will, for the first 
time, allow the EU to arm non-EU actors through its train-and-equip clause, aiding foreign governments 
to increase regional stability. Financed outside the realm of the EU budget, member states (MS) have 
managed to convene approximately €5 billion to fund the EPF from 2021 to 2027. Many NGOs and 
other peace organisations have been alarmed by this development, especially because the EPF will provide 
military coalitions and national armies with small arms. These small arms have been claimed to be most 
at risk of misappropriation. The EPF will focus mainly on the Horn of Africa, which, in recent years, has 
suffered serious conflict and poor governmental management leading to potential authoritarian states.  
This analysis intends to contribute to the academic debate intended to establish whether the EPF legitimis-
es and aids the CFSP’s military capabilities abroad. Thus, this analysis aims to bridge the political debate 
concerning the EPF with the underlying causes of its creation, including the EU’s ambition to become 
a stronger global actor and promote global stability. This paper will begin by analysing the EU’s existing 
capabilities in security and defence, followed by the developments that have led to the creation of the 
EPF. Subsequently, we will look at the EPF itself and its controversial provisions, including its source of 
finance, the role of the EU’s institutions within the EPF, and the political debate surrounding this instru-
ment. Lastly, we will analyse the case study of the EU’s integrated strategy in the Sahel and focus primarily 
on Mali and whether the use of the EPF and the EU’s military missions in the region have succeeded.  

This topic is relevant for Finabel MS as it concerns an innovative instrument that will allow the EU and its 
MS to finance and supply equipment and infrastructure in regions it previously could not reach. It will also 
help MS increase their influence and maintain stability and peace in other regions. MS will be informed 
of the new methods to provide military assistance abroad and therefore be able to use this instrument with 
ease.

Mario Blokken
Director PSec
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ABBREVIATIONS

AFISMA   African-led International Support Mission in Mali 

APF   African Peace Facility 

AQIM   Al-Qaeda group in the Islamic Maghreb 

ATT   Arms Trade Treaty 

AU   African Union 

CBSD   Capacity Building for Security and Development Initiative 

CSFP   Common Foreign and Security Policy 

DEVCO   DG International Cooperation and Development 

DRC   Democratic Republic of Congo 

ECOWAS  Economic Community of West African States 

EDF   European Development Fund 

EEAS   European External Action Service 

EPF   European Peace Facility 

ESDP   European Security and Defence Policy 

EU   European Union 

EUTMS   EU Training Missions 

IMF   Integrated Methodological Framework 

FAC   Foreign Affairs Council 

FYROM   The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 

IfS   Instrument for Stability 

IcSP   Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace 

MNLA   National Movement for the Liberation of the Azawad 

NATO   North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 

NGO   Non-Governmental Organisation 

TEU   Treaty of the European Union 

UN   United Nations 

UNSC   United Nations Security Council 
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INTRODUCTION 

This paper will treat recent innovations in 
the field of defence and security and, more 
specifically, the birth of the European Peace 
Facility (EPF) mechanism, which replaced 
the previous ATHENA mechanism and the 
African Peace Facility (APF). The reason why 
the European Union (EU) decided to invest 
time and money in a new plan for defence 
and security is surely linked to the growing 
need for affirmation on an international lev-
el. The first attempts at military cooperation 
date back to the 90s, but concrete and notable 
steps towards creating a real and functional 
mechanism were only taken in 2003. How-
ever, the above-mentioned Athena and APF 
were structured to be non-budgetary tools. 
Therefore, the actions they allowed were rath-
er limited and not effective. To obtain more 
influence on third countries and 
ensure stability in these coun-
tries that can affect EU MS, 
the EU implemented a new 
mechanism: the EPF. This new 
tool allows the EU to carry out 
training and provide equipment 
to third countries that struggle 
to maintain internal or external 
stability. The EPF consists of an 
off-budget fund with a finan-
cial ceiling of €5.692 billion, 
financed by MS contributions. 
Even though the EPF became 
operational only recently, on 1 
July 2021, several controversies 
have already arisen. Besides the 
ethical implications deriving 

from the fact that a civil organisation is ac-
tively involved in the military field by provid-
ing training and lethal equipment, it must be 
highlighted that the EPF is also controversial 
regarding its political and legal implications. 
These controversial issues will be thoroughly 
analysed in the following chapters to explain 
the connection between the theoretical risks 
and their concrete management. This back-
ground will allow the reader to understand 
the Mali case study. In Mali, on 18 August 
2020, a group of soldiers from the Malian 
army orchestrated a coup d’État and arrested 
President Ibrahim Boubakar Keita. The pres-
ident was forced to resign and dissolve the 
government and national assembly. Although 
the putschists promised to organise elections 
and reinstate the constitutional order, no ac-
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tions were taken to this end. The coup has 
further destabilised the Sahel area and has 
had severe consequences for the EU and its 
military operations in the region. Those con-
sequences will be expanded upon in this Food 

1. Tuomas Forsberg, “The power of the European Union - What explains the EU’s (lack of ) influence on Russia?”, Politique Européenne 1, no.39 (2013): 22-42. 
2. Henrik Larsen, “The EU: A Global Military Actor?”, Cooperation and Conflict 37, no. 3 (2002): 283.
3. Giovanni Grevi, Damien Helly, and Daniel Keohane, (2009) ‘European Defence and Security Policy - The first 10 years (1999-2009)’, Institute for Security Studies. [online] Available at: 
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf 

for Thought to correctly single out the role of 
the EU in the latest events in the Sahel and 
answer the original question: does an instru-
ment like the EPF boost the image of the EU 
as a global actor?

THE BIRTH OF THE EPF AND ITS GENERAL FRAMEWORK

2.1 The Power of the European Union 
and the Birth of a Defence and Security 
Programme 

Although the EU is an organisation that has 
been active for well over half a century, its 
approach to the international scene has un-
dergone several changes. Many times, the EU 
has alternated between moments of strong 
presence on the international scene and mo-
ments in which its presence was decidedly 
more marginal, often determined by the in-
dividualism of its MS or by the opposition of 
other international actors. This has led to a 
discrepancy in the academic perception of the 
EU. Some scholars recognise a decisive Eu-
ropean influence on all current international 
developments. Other academics believe that 
the power of the EU is merely superficial and 
that the EU does not affect the national and 
international superpowers in an incisive way.1 
Precisely by a progressive spread of the latter 
school of thought, the EU has strengthened 
its role on the international stage in recent 
years. In particular, this emphasis was ap-
plied to the EU as an external actor. This is, 

in fact, the area in which European influence 
has always been more fragile. According to 
the classical realism International Relations 
(IR) theory, to achieve this increase in glob-
al and external action, three sectors must be 
strengthened, and their capacity for inter-
vention needs to be increased. The first is the 
economy, which is supposed to be strong; the 
second is diplomacy, which must be capil-
lary and effective politically; and the third is 
military capacity.2 While the diplomatic and 
the economic sectors have been in a constant 
state of development and improvement since 
the birth of the EU, it must be admitted that 
it is a relatively young actor when it comes 
to the military. In fact, in December 1998, 
French President Jacques Chirac and British 
Prime Minister Tony Blair signed a bilateral 
agreement (known as the St. Malo Declara-
tion), which led to the launch of the Europe-
an Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) the 
following: year.3 The development of a Euro-
pean military power thus began in 1998 and 
has led to revolutionary developments in the 
EU’s security and defence policy compared to 
the vague progress made in the previous 50 

https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf
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years.4 Indeed, in the first half-century follow-
ing its creation the EU, scarred by its recent 
history of war and destruction, sought only to 
establish its presence on the diplomatic scene. 
However, these ideals of absolute pacifism 
failed in the 1990s when one of the bloodi-
est conflicts of the post-war period occurred 
on the European continent: the Balkan Wars. 
This made the EU realise that it did not have 
the necessary tools to pacify such a conflict, 
although it was profoundly affecting many of 
its MS.
Aware of its inability to effectively intervene 
in conflicts, the EU understood the need to 
increase its influence in external relations and 
launch its first military missions. The first 
military mission ever undertaken by the EU 
was called Concordia. This mission started 
in 2003 in the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia (FYROM) and was a takeover of 
a previous UN mission in 2001. For the first 
time in its history, the EU had a leading role in 
negotiation and conflict resolution. Since the 
Concordia mission represented an impressive 
success, the following year, a similar mission 
was launched in Bosnia and Herzegovina to 
stabilise the situation in the Balkans after the 
wars. This operation, called EUFOR Althea, 
certainly improved relations between the EU 
and NATO and strengthened the EU’s posi-
tion as a geopolitical actor.5 These two first 
missions are pivotal to understanding the 
development of a security and defence policy 
within the European Union. In EU external 
relations, they represented the first occasion 
to step out of “the traditional approach of us-

4. Maartje Rutten, “From St Malo to Nice. European Defence: core documents”, Chaillot Papers, no. 47 (May 2001): 87. 
5.  Eva Gross, Operation CONCORDIA (fYROM) in European Security and Defence Policy - The first 10 years (1999-2009), in Institute for Security Studies, 2009,  p. 174.
6. Eva Hagström Frisel, Emma Sjökvist, To Train and Equip Partner Nations, in FOI: International Military Missions no.7468, 1.

ing enlargement, the neighbourhood policy, 
trade, development cooperation, and interna-
tional agreements to spread the EU model of 
integration and advance its interests”.6

2.2 New Geographical Horizons for the 
European Security and Defence Policy: 
Operation Artemis 

Although the Balkans represented the right 
moment for the EU to develop its security 
and defence policy (SDP), the EU soon felt 
the need to expand its activities. The opportu-
nity to do so arose in Africa, which was (and 
in some cases still is) torn apart by internal 
conflicts. Thus, the EU had the opportunity 
to further develop its CSDP programme in 
the continent. Its first African military inter-
vention, Operation Artemis, took place in 
the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) 
in 2003. However, the first contact between 
the DRC and the EU dates back to Decem-
ber 2002, when the EU called for the end of 
violence in the Ituri region. At the same time, 
the UN’s Security Council called for and suc-
ceeded in withdrawing Ugandan troops from 
the same region. This led to several internal 
conflicts between clans that further escalated 
the situation in the DRC. In 2003, the UN 
observers reported massacres among civilians, 
and the humanitarian conditions quickly de-
teriorated, which resulted in an increasing 
number of displaced refugees. The peacekeep-
ers sent by the United Nations (UN) started 
risking their own lives, as they were directly 
attacked and lacked the skills or capabilities to 
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defend themselves or end the violence.7 Giv-
en the state of ferocity in the DRC, the UN 
General Secretary Kofi Annan requested the 
then-High Representative for Common For-
eign and Security Policy Javier Solana for EU 
support. Among the MS, France was the first 
country to show a willingness to participate 
in this mission. This intervention gave birth 
to Operation Artemis nearly a month before 
the EU formal decision to join the mission. 
France had a preeminent role in managing 
the operation and mainly provided troops 
and generals. France, Germany, Sweden, the 
UK, and Belgium all sent significant forces to 
the DRC. However, most of the other Euro-
pean countries remained aloof from the bat-
tlefield and only provided support to the mis-
sion headquarters in Paris.8 Therefore, while 
Operation Artemis represents an important 
precedent in the history of European military 
missions on the African continent, it should 
be emphasised that it was substantially driven 
by a single nation and its foreign policy. This 
demonstrated the lack of cohesion of the EU 
on the front of military interventions. There 
was still a long way to go to create an authen-
tic common foreign and security policy for 
Europe. Not all MS welcomed the expansion 
of the EU’s powers in this sector. The reasons 
for this mistrust will be clearly explained in 
the following paragraphs.

 2.3 Financing of Military Operations: 
the ATHENA Mechanism and the 
African Peace Facility (APF) 

7. Michael Koenig, (2012), ’Operation Artemis’: The efficiency of EU peacekeeping in The Congo’, E-International Relations. [online]. Available at: https://www.e-ir.info/2012/10/05/
operation-artemis-the-efficiency-of-eu-peacekeeping-in-the-congo/  
8. Ryan C. Hendrickson, Jonathan R. Strand, Kyle L. Raney, “Operation Artemis and Javier Solana: EU Prospects for a Stronger Common Foreign and Security Policy”, Canadian Military 
Journal. [online] Available at:  (http://www.journal.forces.gc.ca/vo8/no1/hendrick-eng.asp) 
9. Article 41(2) of the Treaty on European Union
10. Maria Stern, Joakim Ojendal, “Mapping the Security Development Nexus: Conflict, Complexity, Cacophony, Convergence?”,  Security Dialogue 41, no.1 (2010) 5- 30.
11. Council Decision  2015/528/CFSP of 27 March 2015 establishing a mechanism to administer the financing of the common costs of European Union operations having military or 
defence implications (Athena) and repealing Decision 2011/871/CFSP

For the first part of its history, the EU, as a 
global military actor, mainly focused, through 
CSDP, on peacekeeping and crisis manage-
ment operations. However, after a few years 
of limiting its actions to these operations, 
the EU felt the urge to further develop this 
programme by strengthening African capa-
bilities through military means and train-
ing. Nevertheless, the idea of giving support 
through military equipment and training to 
external countries was strongly contested by 
some MS. The basis for this contestation was 
Article 41(2) of the Treaty on the European 
Union (TEU), which prohibited the use of 
the EU budget for “expenditure arising from 
operations having military or defence impli-
cations”.9 However, some other countries and 
many European economists appealed to the 
so-called ‘security nexus’. According to this 
theory, security and development are inter-
connected; drawing on the EU development 
budgets to support any kind of security op-
erations would be possible.10 The European 
Council, meeting in Helsinki on 10 and 
11 December 1999, agreed in particular 
that “cooperating voluntarily in Union-
led operations, Member States must be 
able, by 2003, to deploy within 60 days 
and sustain for at least one year, military 
forces of up to 50,000 to 60,000 persons 
capable of the full range of Petersberg 
Tasks”.11

Taking into account what has been said 
before – since legally speaking opera-
tions having military or defence impli-

https://www.e-ir.info/2012/10/05/operation-artemis-the-efficiency-of-eu-peacekeeping-in-the-congo/
https://www.e-ir.info/2012/10/05/operation-artemis-the-efficiency-of-eu-peacekeeping-in-the-congo/
http://www.journal.forces.gc.ca/vo8/no1/hendrick-eng.asp
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cations cannot be financed from the EU 
budget – two different mechanisms for 
financing of military operations were cre-
ated, namely the ATHENA mechanism 
and The African Peace Facility (APF). 
On 17 June 2002, the Council approved 
the arrangements to finance EU-led crisis 
management operations with military or 
defence implications. Later, on 14 May 
2003, the Council confirmed the need for 
a rapid reaction capability, particularly for 
humanitarian and rescue tasks. Eventual-
ly, on 22 September 2003, the Council 
decided that the EU should be able to 
flexibly manage the financing of common 
costs of military operations of any scale, 
complexity, or urgency. By 1 March 2004 
at the latest, this would be facilitated by 
setting up a permanent financing mech-
anism to assume charge of the financing 
of common costs of any future EU mili-
tary operation.12 On 23 February 2004, the 
Council adopted Decision 2004/197/CFSP 
to establish a mechanism to administer the 
common costs of EU operations with military 
or defence implications for the EU.13 That 
mechanism was called Athena, and it was of-
ficially implemented on 1 March 2004. All 
EU MS, except for Denmark, agreed to con-
tribute financially to EU military operations. 
Moreover, Denmark decided to opt out of 
CSDP on military matters completely. In 
general, Athena can finance the common 
costs of EU military operations and the na-
tional costs linked to national contingents. 

12. Ibid.
13. Council Decision 2004/197/CFSP of 23 February 2004 (O.J. No L 63, 28 February 2004, p. 68).
14. Council of the European Union Press Office, ‘Financing of military operations: the ATHENA mechanism.’   [online] Available at:  https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/athena/ 
[Accessed 27 July 2021]. 
15. Matthias Deneckere, (2019) ‘The uncharted path towards a European Peace Facility’, ECDPM. [online] Available at: https://ecdpm.org/publications/uncharted-path-towards-europe-
an-peace-facility/
16. Ibid.

Occasionally, Athena can fund further ex-
penses, but only when requested by the Op-
eration Commander and approved by the 
Special Committee. The Special Committee 
manages all operations under the authority 
of the MS, which, in turn, finance the whole 
mechanism. Moreover, in this Athena Special 
Committee, the duty of general management 
falls on an administrator appointed by the 
EU Council. In the decision-making process, 
third states, which contribute to financing a 
certain operation, may be allowed to partic-
ipate in the meetings relevant for that oper-
ation. However, they are not allowed, under 
any circumstances, to vote. The EEAS and 
the Commission can also attend the Special 
Committee’s meetings but cannot vote ei-
ther.14 Furthermore, the mechanism works as 
an intergovernmental system, and the amount 
of funds requested by each MS is based on 
its Gross National Income.15 In 2017, €61 
million was allocated to the Athena mech-
anism compared to around €70 million the 
year before. This only covered a tiny part of 
the total costs of military CSDP operations 
(between 5% and 15%). The remaining costs 
are meant to be covered by participating 
MS on a “cost[s] lie where they fall” basis.16 
The other mechanism to be analysed is the 
African Peace Facility (APF). This mechanism 
was established to donate funds to the African 
Union (AU). Created in 2004 and planned to 
be active until 2021, the African Peace Facility 
is a fund dedicated to promoting continental 
stability and peace. Between 2004 and 2019, 
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it provided €2.7 billion in financial support to 
the AU and other African institutions to sup-
port conflict prevention. More than 91% of 
this was spent on peace support operations, re-
sulting in a set of 16 different missions spread 
across the continent. It is important to un-
derline that this mechanism exclusively covers 
mission costs such as troop transport, soldiers’ 
living expenses, communication infrastruc-
ture, and medical equipment. It was forbid-
den to cover soldiers’ salaries, arms, ammu-
nition, or military equipment and training.17 
However, the introduction of this mechanism 
was not smooth. On the contrary, its results 
were rather controversial. Again, exactly as 
with the Athena mechanism, not everyone 
agreed on the supposed link between develop-
ment and security. Consequently, many coun-
tries (12 out of the then 15 MS) expressed sev-
eral doubts about using part of the budget for 

17. International Crisis Group, “How to Spend It: New EU Funding for African Peace and Security”, Africa Report no. 297, (2021): 3. [online] Available at: https://reliefweb.int/sites/
reliefweb.int/files/resources/297-eu-au-funding-2021.pdf [Accessed 18 July 2021]
18. Sébastien Loisel, “La création de la «Facilité de paix pour l’Afrique - Jeux sectoriels dans l’élaboration d’un instrument européen de gestion des crises”, Politique européenne 51, no. 1.
19. Santopinti and Maréchal, EU Military Assistance Under the New European Peace Facility, 9.

developments on military operations.18 Given 
these doubts, France mainly carried out the 
project since it had the strongest interests in 
Africa. After many negotiations among the 
MS, the APF was approved, but with a clause. 
The APF must be “exceptional and transi-
tional”, and, above all, it must be limited to 
civilian measures.19 As briefly mentioned 
above, the APF mechanism was prohib-
ited from contributing to African peace 
support by providing combat equipment 
or military training to local soldiers. 
Nevertheless, despite this ban, the APF 
was never just a civilian mechanism. By 
funding transports, accommodations, 
and food supplies for military person-
nel, the EU enabled most of the recent 
military operations in the region. This 
kind of assistance constituted the ba-
sis on which most peace missions were 
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built, clearly outlining the essential value 
of EU intervention in the military field. 
In general, the APF concretely improved 
the influence and power of the EU on the 
global security and defence sector, but 
it nonetheless proved to be limited. As 
noted above, it is not possible to finance 
any military activity, and it prohibits the 
EU from engaging in bilateral military 
cooperation with a third country.20 The 
need to overcome these limits arose roughly 
10 years ago when the first military training 
missions were launched in Somalia and Mali, 
and the EU did not have the means to equip 
and train its partners’ soldiers. To fill this huge 
gap, the EU adopted the ‘Train and Equip’ 
formula, which uses the development bud-
get for equipping soldiers and troops who 
fall under the scope of a bilateral agreement 
of training.21 This formula was concretised in 
the “Capacity Building for Security and De-
velopment” (CBSD) under the Instrument 
contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP). 
However, CBSD faced the same limits of any 
other instruments used before as the Europe-
an Commission prohibited financing any sort 
of military equipment.22

2.4 The New European Peace Facility 
(EPF) Proposal

As discussed in the previous paragraphs, un-
til 2017, the EU had several different tools 
available, but none of them allowed complete 

20. Ibid.
21. Ibid.
22. European Commission Fact Sheet, Question and Answers: Measures in support of security and development in partner countries. [online] Available at: (https://ec.europa.eu/commis-
sion/presscorner/detail/it/MEMO_16_2408) [Accessed 13  July 2021]
23. Matteo Bonomi, “Walking the Strategic Talk. A Progressive EU Foreign Policy Agenda Conference Report”, IAI Istituto Affari Internazionali 36. [online] Available at: https://www.
esteri.it/MAE/resource/doc/2020/04/iai_-_eugs_watch.pdf )
24. Ibid.
25. Consiglio Europeo, L’UE istituisce lo strumento europeo per la pace. [online] Available at: (https://www.consilium.europa.eu/it/press/press-releases/2021/03/22/eu-sets-up-the-europe-
an-peace-facility/). 

management of military missions. Many 
gaps remained in security and defence. The 
EU soon felt the urge to merge the Athena 
mechanism and the APF into a more effective 
instrument that could concretely impact the 
military dimension of EU intervention. On 
13 December 2017, during a conference on 
the future of EU security and defence policy, 
Federica Mogherini, the then EU’s High Rep-
resentative for Foreign Affairs and Security 
Policy, announced the idea of creating a Euro-
pean Peace Facility (EPF)23 and only one year 
later a concrete proposal was presented to the 
EU MS.24 However, concrete adoption of this 
new instrument had to wait three more years, 
progressing through various negotiations, 
to be officially adopted as the main Europe-
an defence and security mechanism. On 22 
March 2021, the Council adopted a decision 
establishing the EPF, an extra-budgetary fund 
worth around €5 billion for 2021-2027, fi-
nanced through contributions from EU MS.25 
But, besides the huge flow of money directed 
to this mechanism, what is unique about the 
EPF and what makes it so different from its 
predecessors? First, this new mechanism is 
meant to deal with three distinct missions:
• funding EU military operations;
• supporting their partners in their opera-

tions of peacekeeping; and
• providing military training, equipment, 

and infrastructure to partners’ armed 
forces.

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/it/press/press-releases/2021/03/22/eu-sets-up-the-european-peace-facility/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/it/press/press-releases/2021/03/22/eu-sets-up-the-european-peace-facility/
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The previous mechanisms already supported 
the first two missions. As was explained pre-
viously, the Athena mechanism was used to 
cover all EU military operations expenses. On 
the other hand, the APF, created under the 
European Development Fund and managed 
by the Directorate-General for International 
Cooperation and Development (DEVCO), 
used to support the AU’s peace support op-
erations.26 However, the best news comes 
from the third point of action. The EPF 
goes beyond Africa by removing any kind 
of geographic border and allowing the 
EU to operate worldwide militarily.27 This 
new tool enables the EU to notably expand 
its competencies by getting permission to 
transfer defence equipment, including lethal 
equipment and allowing for military support 
to a single third state in the framework of a 
bilateral relationship.28 It goes without saying 
that such a development and augmentation 
of activities requires a considerable amount 
of money. For this reason, as mentioned, €5 
billion were allocated for this new mechanism 
compared to the ‘mere’ €2.4 billion allocat-
ed to the APF over the past years. With these 
funds, the EU can transfer non-lethal and le-
thal weapons to its partners to improve their 
defence equipment. 

2.5 Legal Basis
It goes without saying that this mechanism 
has had pivotal implications on the legal side. 
High Representative Federica Mogherini pro-
posed establishing the EPF on the basis of 
Article 30(1) of the TEU.29 According to this 

26. Eva Hagström Frisell, Emma Sjökvist, To Train and Equip Partner Nations – Implications of the European Peace Facility, 2.
27. Santopinti and Maréchal, EU Military Assistance under the new European Peace Facility, 12.
28. Ibid.
29.   Beatrix Immenkamp, European Peace Facility - Investing in international stability and security, in European Parliament Think Tank [online] Available at: (https://www.europarl.europa.
eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2021)690641) 
30. Ibid.

Article,
any MS, the High Representative of 
the Union for Foreign Affairs and Se-
curity Policy, or the High Representa-
tive with the Commission's support, 
may refer any question relating to the 
common foreign and security policy 
to the Council and may submit to its 
initiatives or proposals as appropriate.

As mentioned in the previous paragraph, the 
process of creating the EPF has correctly car-
ried out the steps indicated in Article 30(1) 
TEU. After Mogherini’s proposal, the Coun-
cil decided to implement this instrument un-
der the CFSP with the support of the Com-
mission.30

2.6 EPF’s General Framework

One of the main pillars of the EPF is the abil-
ity to supply weapons in the context of mili-
tary operations. However, a distinction must 
be made when it comes to exporting weapons. 
Most of the MS have exported and still ex-
port arms and weapons to countries outside 
the EU, mainly for economic reasons. Profits 
coming from the sale of weapons abroad still 
make up the vast majority of their financial 
profits. The EU, on the other hand, does not 
hide behind any economic purpose: the export 
of arms is subordinate to the stability of part-
ner countries, and the will to support peace 
and, for this reason, monitoring the money 
flow is essential to maintain a clean image for 
the EU. However, so far, no actual tools or 
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mechanisms have been created to guarantee 
the effectiveness of these controls. The Coun-
cil decision only stated the possible interven-
tion of the Political and Security Committee 
in case of controversial actions, but such an 
intervention seems unlikely.31 However, this is 
not the only risk related to the EPF, as there is 
also the risk that the support provided by the 
EU will not be considered satisfactory by its 
partner countries. This is especially true when 
comparing the EU’s actions to support from 
countries with a strong history of military in-
tervention, such as Turkey and Russia, which 
provide arms, tools, and equipment without 
the need for precise monitoring.32 Another 
risk is then constituted by the possibility that 
the troops equipped and trained by the EU 
can exploit the knowledge and tools acquired 
to carry out actions that go beyond EU plan-
ning, as occurred in Mali. This case study will 
be analysed in the following chapters, along 
with a deeper analysis of the critical aspects of 
the new EPF.33 It is also necessary to consider 
the possibility that troops and soldiers includ-
ed in the EU support programs may decide 
to desert these programs and join groups of 
insurgents. In this case, EU intervention 
would no longer provide a benefit to internal 
stability but rather the exact opposite, namely 
the nourishment of pre-existing rivalries and 
conflicts.34 As a result, many risk management 
strategies have been proposed to the EU MS 

31.  Marijn Hoijtink and Hanna L. Muehlenhoff, ‘The European Peace Facility and the Legitimation of European Arms Exports.’, E-IR. [online] Available at: https://www.e-ir.
info/2021/06/01/gunning-for-peace-the-european-peace-facility-and-the-legitimation-of-european-arms-exports/. 
32. Eva Hagström Frisell, Emma Sjökvist, To Train and Equip Partner Nations, 2.
33. Ibid.
34. Ibid.
35. Beatrix Immenkamp, ‘European Peace Facility - Investing in international stability and security’ European Parliament Think Tank.  [online] Available at: (https://www.europarl.europa.
eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2021)690641) [Accessed 26 July 2021].
36. Article 31 of the TEU.
37. Eva Hagström Frisell, Emma Sjökvist, To Train and Equip Partner Nations, 3.
38. Elena Lazarou, ‘Peace and Security in 2020 Overview of EU action and outlook for the future’, European Parliamentary Research Service. [online] Available at: (https://epthinktank.
eu/2020/09/10/peace-and-security-in-2020-overview-of-eu-action-and-outlook-for-the-future/) [Accessed 1 August 2021].

participating in the EPF. So far, the main tool 
used in this sense is the provision of unanim-
ity for any decision made in the EPF sector.
Furthermore, only the HR/VP and MS are al-
lowed to propose actions so that the European 
Parliament will not have any power of con-
trol but will only obtain regular briefings and 
updates about the EPF.35 Moreover, another 
tool for risk mitigation comes straight from 
some MS, which called upon the provision of 
Article 31 of the Treaty on the Europe Union 
(TEU)36 to withdraw from certain specific ac-
tions of the EPF.37 Besides these techniques 
of legal containment, the only action taken 
by the EU for managing the risks mentioned 
above is represented by the establishment of 
the secretariat of the EEAS. This secretariat 
conducts risk assessments for new EPF ac-
tions and proposes necessary mitigation mea-
sures and conditions for potential assistance. 
The EEAS aims to reinstate the dialogue with 
authorities and local NGOs.38 Eventually, the 
EPF upheaves new questions about how risk 
management practices deem military support. 
At the same time, it provides an acceleration 
of the procedure of militarisation of the EU. 
The extraordinary results and critical issues 
will be analysed further in the following chap-
ters by giving an overview of one of the most 
controversial EPF missions: the training and 
equipment of the Mali forces.  
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ANALYSIS OF THE EPF FRAMEWORK AND ITS IMPLICATIONS
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The EU’s intentions to create an integrated 
approach to foreign conflicts and crises have 
been expressed in multiple strategies and pol-
icy papers. In its 2016 EU Global Strategy, 
the EU also recognised the need to include 
regional, local, and global actors.39 The EU 
has since introduced multiple legal instru-
ments that increase its strategic capabilities, 
including the EPF. As established in the last 
chapter, this tool will allow the EU to fund 
military training and provide equipment and 
infrastructure to foreign nations. Indeed, it 
has both a military and political element, as 
its purpose will be to increase the effectiveness 
of EU military training and increase the EU’s 
presence in foreign countries.40 The origin of 
such a tool was driven by the EU’s objective 
to increase its foreign military presence and 
increase its geopolitical power to advance its 
foreign strategy. The EPF will drive the EU 
to become “a more robust and credible securi-
ty actor”.41 A further potential reason for the 
development of the EPF by the EU concerns 
the EU’s desire to be at the same level as oth-
er multilateral security organisations. Indeed, 
the EU aims to provide military equipment 
to foreign nations more easily. However, it is 
still bound by its intricate constitutional com-
plexities, such as complex decision-making 
procedures, which will continuously slow it 
down.42 As evident from the first chapter, the 
EPF aims to provide a different instrument 
for the EU and fill a gap within the EU’s fi-

nancial tools.
Following the initial analysis of the EU’s ex-
istent strategic military capabilities and, in 
turn, the creation of the EPF, this chapter will 
provide a deeper analysis of the framework 
of the EPF and its controversial provisions. 
These are a novelty in the EU’s military ca-
pabilities and have caused great controversy 
among MS, which greatly differ in their opin-
ions. 

3.1 The EPF’s and its Controversial 
Provisions

While the EPF contributes to the EU’s global 
ambitions and increases its military capabili-
ties, it has also brought many dilemmas. In-
deed, the EPF did not arise without criticism, 
as providing lethal equipment and training to 
foreign troops in conflict states may worsen 
their condition. Particularly when some of 
these states “have (semi-)authoritarian re-
gimes and/or a poor track record on human 
rights and good governance”.43 Furthermore, 
other factors are required to be taken into con-
sideration when providing lethal equipment 
to a foreign state. These include analysing the 
mode of governance existent in such a state 
and whether there is any political polarisa-
tion within the military or the state itself that 
could lead to a potential military coup. Critics 
have also expressed fears of the EU’s transition 
from ‘soft’ power to ‘hard’ power.44 Indeed, 
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the EU has traditionally boasted a strong eco-
nomic power, which has provided it with a 
degree of influence and soft power within the 
external field. However, the EU has been at-
tempting to build and increase its external se-
curity and defence capabilities throughout the 
years. Indeed, this is evident in the European 
Procurement directive, the EDF and more re-
cently, the EPF. The EPF allows the EU to 
supply lethal weapons to foreign states, which 
will aid these states in conflict prevention and 
peacebuilding while also furthering the EU’s 
geopolitical agenda. 
As mentioned in the first chapter, this finan-
cial instrument will allow the EU to supply 

45. Ibid.

lethal weapons to support ongoing EU mil-
itary missions and finance other countries 
that do not have existent EU military man-
dates with current EU military missions. This 
poses many questions for legislators and crit-
ics as the EU will have the liberty to choose 
countries that perhaps have not been on their 
radar before.45 Furthermore, it may also lead 
to regional and local discontent within some 
foreign countries that do not wish to have 
western (EU) intervention. First, we will look 
at the general risks of the EPF, which include 
the ‘Train and Equip’ clause and the supply 
of small arms. Afterwards, we will discuss the 
specific risks of the EPF, including situations 
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of local discontent with the government and/
or military forces resulting in the misuse of 
the EPF. 

3.1.1 ‘Train and Equip’ clause
The most significant EPF controversy does 
not come from applying this mechanism but 
from the text itself, in the ‘Train and Equip’ 
clause, which allows the EU to arm foreign 
forces. This clause is a novelty for the EU as 
it will be the first time it will be able to di-
rectly provide foreign states and their military 
with lethal weapons and infrastructure.46 The 
‘Train and Equip’ clause also compensated for 
the recurring shortcomings in the EU train-
ing missions (EUTMs).47 Indeed, in the first 
training mission to Somalia, the EU faced 
significant legal constraints that prevented it 
from providing military equipment and infra-
structure. In turn, without equipment, train-
ing is not as effective. The Somali forces also 
suffered from a lack of non-lethal equipment, 
such as boots, water bottles, and adequate 
living conditions. The development of EPF 
will help fill this capability gap of the EUTMs 
and thus provide both lethal and non-lethal 
equipment. By providing this equipment to   
foreign troops, their morale will increase, 
which consequently improves military capa-
bilities.48

46. Hoijtink and Muehlenhoff, (2021), ‘The European Peace Facility and the Legitimation of European Arms Export’.
47. Eva Hagstrom Frisell and Emma Sjokvist, (2021), ‘To train and equip partner nations - implications of the European Peace Facility’, FOI. [online] available at: https://www.foi.se/
rest-api/report/FOI%20Memo%207468, p. 4
48. Ibid. 
49. Saferworld, (2021) ‘Weapons for peace? What to expect in 2021 from the EU’s new ‘peace facility’. [online] available at: https://www.saferworld.org.uk/resources/news-and-analysis/
post/936--weapons-for-peace-what-to-expect-in-2021-from-the-euas-new-apeace-facilitya.
50 Ibid.
51. Ryan Klem, (2019),’EU Weapons Exports will backfire’. PeaceLab. [online] available at: https://peacelab.blog/2019/08/eu-weapons-exports-will-backfire.
52.  Deneckere, “The uncharted path towards a European Peace Facilit”, 9.
53. Eva Hagström Frisell, Emma Sjökvist, To Train and Equip Partner Nations, 2.
54. Ibid.

3.1.2 Distribution of Small Arms
Notably, the EPF also includes a clause that 
allows for the procurement of small arms.49 
This has caused great controversy as small 
arms “frequently [cause] the most harm and 
[are] most at risk of misuse and diversion in 
fragile contexts”.50 Furthermore, several 
arms experts have said that small arms 
have a long life span, making them possi-
bly highly detrimental, as the EPF will be 
focusing on the Horn of Africa, a region 
already “awash with weapons that have 
accumulated over decades of war”. 51

3.1.3 Specific Risks that the EPF Could 
Aggravate
When the local population holds a certain 
distrust of a state's security forces, it causes 
internal division. As will be established in the 
following chapter, many young people in Mali 
have joined “non-state armed groups”52 due to 
this sense of insecurity.  Indeed, the situation 
in Mali escalated when the democratically 
elected government of Mali was overthrown 
in 2020.53 The coup was led by the Mali 
Armed Forces and was the second coup in the 
last 10 years.54 The political situation in Mali 
is extremely unstable, and therefore there lies 
considerable danger in providing training and 
weapons to their armed forces. On the oth-
er hand, the military personnel involved in 
the coup has not been proven to have been 
trained by the EU. However, this event clearly 
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illustrates the risk involved in training foreign 
military troops without properly assessing the 
region's stability.
Another example is Somalia, where lethal 
weapons ended up in the wrong hands due to 
the lack of civilian oversight and other moni-
toring schemes.55 The EU had funded an AU 
mission in Somalia to deter Al-Shabaab, but 
the terrorist organisation continuously confis-
cated equipment from the EU’s operation.56 
Once again, this demonstrates how the EPF 
can be a dangerous tool in conflict-torn coun-
tries and, instead of promoting peace and 
security, can unintentionally drive regional 
instability. 
In other cases, the arms provided by the EPF 
were used to suppress the civilian population 
by impeding protests. In turn, supplying 
lethal weapons to third states can be disad-
vantageous for the EU and end up causing 
further regional instability. Furthermore, 
training foreign military forces and providing 
them with weapons can also illegitimate the 
operation, as some have previously commit-
ted human rights breaches or failed to protect 
civilians. Indeed, if the lethal weapons provid-
ed by the EU end up in the wrong hands, this 
could consequently undermine and discredit 
the EU itself.57 According to a study, anoth-
er concern of applying this ‘Train and Equip’ 
tool to foreign troops is that trainees might 
potentially “desert their troops” and join ad-
versary groups.58   
 This can occur when there is a shift in loyalty 
55. Ibid.
56. Lucia Montanaro and Tuuli Raty, (2019), ‘EU’s new €10bn ‘peace facility’ risks fuelling conflict’, EU Observer. [online] available at: https://euobserver.com/opinion/146718.
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62. Ibid, 3. 
63. Ibid. 
64. Alexandra Brzozowski and Tiago Almeida, (2021), ‘EU adopts €5 billion fund to train and equip foreign military forces’, Euractiv. [online] available at: https://www.euractiv.com/
section/eu-council-presidency/news/eu-adopts-e5billion-fund-to-train-and-equip-foreign-military-forces/. 

between state armed forces and local armed 
groups.59 This is a tangible risk in foreign 
states, where locals distrust the government 
and, therefore, its military forces and in situa-
tions where the relationship between the gov-
ernment and the military has been damaged, 
causing the military to seek other, usually 
illegitimate alternatives.60 Indeed, if the gov-
ernment neglects the welfare of its people or 
soldiers, then the latter tend to divert to other 
communities and take their skills and weap-
ons with them.61 This example will be evaluat-
ed more thoroughly in the following chapter. 
 Based on the analysis above, it is evident that 
the ‘Train and Equip’ clause gives rise to press-
ing concerns on the potential misappropria-
tion of skills and equipment, which can work 
against local people and even the democratic 
structures of the concerned country.62 There-
fore, legal and political safeguards are of ut-
most importance within an instrument such 
as the EPF. Indeed, members of the European 
Parliament have emphasised the importance 
of strong legal and political safeguards to pre-
vent these weapons from being misappropri-
ated.63 Other stakeholders, such as non-profit 
organisations, have also shown strong dissent 
for implementing the EPF mechanism and 
have expressed serious concerns that provid-
ing lethal weapons to a state in conflict could 
cause problematic situations, such as creat-
ing an authoritarian state.64 Another critique 
arose from a Belgian think tank that claimed a 
similar opinion regarding the misuse of lethal 
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weapons and training in countries that suffer 
from “poor governance and management”.65 
Thus, these safeguards should include human 
rights checks, monitoring schemes, and effec-
tive exit protocols if the EU has to quickly 
withdraw assistance in case of serious viola-
tions, breaches of trust, or internal conflicts.66 
However, the benefits of providing training 
and weapons to third states are evident as the 
EU will be able to assist and ensure stabili-
ty in other states and act as a true global ac-
tor.67 Nevertheless, the issue here is that the 
EU must assess when such weapons should 
be provided and when it should refrain from 
doing so.68

3.2 Source of Finance for the EPF and 
the Role of the European Institutions

As mentioned in the first chapter, the EPF 
will be financed outside of the EU budget. 
The reason for this goes back to Article 41.2 
TEU,69 which prohibits the EU budget from 
financing “operations having military or de-
fence implications”.70 In turn, this means 
that the institution responsible for the EPF is 
the Council. Conversely, the European Par-
liament holds a solely advisory position and 
boasts no parliamentary control.71 Indeed, it 
will have a restricted role both within the EPF 
and in ensuring its transparency and account-
ability.72 In an attempt to reassure concerned 
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MS, The Council has stated that it will make 
sure the EPF is in accordance with “interna-
tional standards”.73 Furthermore, included 
in the EPF is the Integrated Methodological 
Framework (IMF), which provides a risk as-
sessment for the EPF to follow the procedure 
on a case-by-case basis for assistance measures 
that include the provision of lethal weapons.74  
The IMF also has a political aspect. The coun-
try that will be supplied with equipment and 
infrastructure has to undergo a test of compli-
ance with international law, physical security, 
stockpile management, and export control.75 
In other words, the IMF ensures that the EU 
complies with international law and the Arms 
Trade Treaty (ATT). The latter has been for-
merly criticised for merely legitimising “arms 
trade and maintains racialised global hierar-
chies”. 76

Another reason why the EU’s budget does 
not finance the EPF is to ensure that cer-
tain MS who do not wish to participate 
in “sensitive transfers” may do so.77 This 
will also include a financial abstention from 
contributing to the EPF. Thus, while still con-
tributing to the EPF, these states may public-
ly assert that they abstained from supporting 
specific missions and have no affiliation with 
any resulting consequences.78 
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3.3 Legal Safeguards of the EPF: Article 
64 

The EU put legal and political safeguards to 
ensure that the EPF is used for its intended 
objectives. Article 64 of the Council deci-
sion79 includes a suspension and termination 
of assistance measures provision. This provi-
sion may be resorted to by MS or the High 
Representative in situations where there are 
existing concerns that the country provided 
with assistance can no longer guarantee the 
effectiveness and safe use of the equipment   
and infrastructure.80 However, as has been 
noted by the IMF, this provision is highly po-
litical, and a thorough case-by-case analysis of 
the circumstances is required.81

 Because the EPF is a highly political in-
strument, the EU and its MS are required 
to vote unanimously, and therefore undergo 
the decision-making process as determined 
by the Common Foreign and Security Poli-
cy. Furthermore, as mentioned, a case-by-case 
analysis is required, which considers the risks 
and conditions of the concerned foreign state. 
This assessment also includes a constant ex-
change with local authorities, NGOs, and 
other stakeholders in the field. In turn, this 
assessment ensures a well-studied approach 
while simultaneously reducing the develop-
ment of any potential risks. Other preventive 
measures that ensure the correct implementa-
tion of the EPF include conditions linked to 
human rights and humanitarian law. Others 
suggest that the EU should follow the UN’s 
human rights due diligence policy until the 
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EU develops its own. Indeed, many precau-
tionary measures may be introduced within 
the EPF to ensure the correct use of the train-
ing and equipment by foreign troops. This 
could include preventive measures analysing 
where such resources should go and follow-up 
mechanisms to ensure that trained personnel 
and equipment do not end up switching sides. 
As mentioned, the IMF provides a legal and 
political safeguard for the EPF to ensure com-
pliance with the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT). 
Notably, the 2019 update to the Common 
Position 2008/944/CFSP failed regarding 
the common rules governing controls of EU 
MS exports of military technology and equip-
ment with the ATT.82  Specifically, Article 
7.4 was not updated, which demands state 
parties to refrain from exporting any mili-
tary equipment if there is the risk that it is 
being used “to commit or facilitate serious 
acts of gender-based violence or serious acts 
of violence against women and children”.83 
Follow-up mechanisms are of paramount im-
portance, as trained personnel may end up 
applying their knowledge in ways that the EU 
did not intend. Therefore, the EU has pro-
posed to begin offering training in remote 
locations and “for trainees to be accompa-
nied by partner units in the field to moni-
tor the implementation of the training”.84  
Based on the analysis above, the EPF rep-
resents the EU transition from its previous-
ly characteristically soft power into hard 
power. However, the EPF and its procedures 
have also posed serious questions in the EU 
community, including questions relating to 
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management practices and the legitimacy 
of providing lethal weapons to conflict-torn 
countries. Furthermore, the fact that the EPF 
falls outside the EU’s budget scheme and 
excludes supervision from some of the EU’s 
institutions leads to increasing concerns on 
accountability issues. Lastly, the IMF, which 
supposedly aids in the legality and supervi-
sion of the EPF, further legitimises the EU’s 
involvement as an external actor in foreign 

85. Hoijtink and Muehlenhoff, (2021), ‘The European Peace Facility and the Legitimation of European Arms Export’.
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DIEEEA50-2015_UE-Sahel__JAMT_ENGLISH.pdf.

states and conceals the politics and repercus-
sions of this move. In the following chapter, 
the EPF and its application in the Horn of 
Africa will be analysed. Furthermore, we will 
also be able to evaluate whether these legal 
and political safeguards work. Simultaneous-
ly, the EU’s attempts to strategically use these 
global security instruments to prevent migra-
tion to Europe, tackle counter-terrorism and 
assist marginalised people will be discussed.85

CASE STUDY ON MALI AND THE TRAINING OF 
 THEIR MILITARY FORCES  

4.1 The EU Integrated Strategy in the 
Sahel

Following the analysis of the EPF and its 
general and specific risks, we can now discuss 
both the Sahel case study in general and Mali 
specifically. 
The EU and Sahel countries are partners 
bound by history and geography, and the 
EU’s involvement in the Sahel crisis is not 
new. The first official EU intervention com-
menced in March 2011 with the EU Strategy 
for Security and Development in the Sahel. 
Its main aim was to achieve peace, security, 
and stability in the region and fight extremist 
violence and radicalisation.86

In the beginning, the strategy targeted 
Mali, Mauritania, and Niger, while Burki-
na Faso and Chad were only included in 

March 2014, resulting in the involvement 
of all the G5 Sahel countries. The Coun-
cil reconfirmed the strategy in 2015. In 
April 2015, the Foreign Affairs Council 
(FAC) adopted the Sahel Regional Action 
Plan (2015-2020) to strengthen the sta-
bility and security in the region. This was 
a reaction to the deteriorating situation 
in the region because of the rebellions in 
northern Mali, the fall of the Libyan re-
gime, and the rise of the Islamic State of 
Iraq and the Levant.87

Furthermore, in the 2020s, the Sahel 
Region faces new challenges because of 
the aggravation of the existing tensions, 
insufficient economic growth, unem-
ployment, migration, and the Covid-19 
health crisis. As a cooperation partner, 
the EU is engaged to contribute to fur-
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ther improving the situation in the Sa-
hel region. In this light, the EU Coun-
cil approved a new set of conclusions for 
its new Sahel Strategy on 16 April 2021, 
known as the EU’s Integrated Strategy 
in the Sahel.88 This Strategy ensures the 
long-term continuation of the cooperative 
partnership with the G5 Sahel countries. 
The key priorities of the EU’s Integrated 
Strategy in the Sahel are to provide a specific 
legal framework to fulfil its policies and ac-
tions and to contribute to the fight against 
terrorism, armed groups, organised crime, 
and cross-border trafficking. This is in full ac-
cordance with the 2020 Council conclusions 
on EU external action on preventing and 
fighting terrorism and violent extremism.89 
Furthermore, this strategy aims to continue 
supporting the development of the security 
sector reform by using the principles of de-
mocracy, International Humanitarian Law, 
and the specific legal provisions of Interna-
tional Human Rights Law as a legal basis. It 
aims to support the development of the de-
centralisation process in the region by pursu-
ing initiatives to strengthen the trust between 
state institutions and civilians and support 
the increasing public participation in local 
decision-making processes. Under Resolution 
2250 on Youth, Peace, and Security, the EU’s 
Integrated Strategy in the Sahel aims to give 
the youth a central place in policies and devel-
opment.90 Moreover, in accordance with the 
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, 
the Strategy aims to contribute to achiev-

88. EU’s Integrated Strategy in the Sahel (2021). [online]. Available at: https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-7723-2021-INIT/en/pdf.
89. Council conclusions on EU external action on preventing and fighting terrorism and violent extremism (2020). [online] At: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/44446/st08868-
en20.pdf.
90. Resolution 2250 on Youth, Peace and Security (2015). [online] Available at: https://www.un.org/press/en/2015/sc12149.doc.htm
91. 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (2015). [online] Available at: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/21252030%20Agenda%20for%20Sustainable%20
Development%20web.pdf.
92. Rachel Dicke, “ The European Union Training Mission in Mali: A case study” Croatan International Relations Review 20, no.71 (2014), 91-119. 

ing the Sustainable Development Goals.91 
The key mechanism through which the EU 
plans to achieve the aforementioned priorities 
and implement the EU’s Integrated strategy 
in the Sahel is stronger political cooperation 
and dialogue between the EU and its MS and 
between the G5 Sahel and its MS.

4.2 EU Presence in Mali and its 
Objectives

The conflict between the Tuareg people and 
Mali’s Government has been ongoing since 
the 1960s, with the proclamation of Mali’s in-
dependence. In the 1990s, the Tuareg people 
began a rebellion to achieve territorial auton-
omy. The situation worsened in 2011 when 
the recently created regional al-Qaeda group 
in the Islamic Maghreb (AQIM) moved to 
Tuareg land because of the Libyan revolution. 
In March 2012, the AQIM group and the 
leading rebel group, the National Movement 
for the Liberation of the Azawad (MNLA), 
joined forces and created a harsh military rule 
in the north. After a few months, both groups 
moved towards the capital of Mali, Bamako. 
When they reached Konna, the Mali govern-
ment asked for the French intervention.92

The French intervention commenced on 
11 January 2013 in the form of Opera-
tion Serval and was carried out in accor-
dance with Article 51 of the UN Charter, 
according to which “nothing shall impair 
the inherent right of individual or collec-
tive self-defence if an armed attack occurs 
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against a Member of the United Nations 
until the Security Council has taken mea-
sures necessary to maintain international 
peace and security”.93

Almost a week later, on 17 January 2013, 
the EU Foreign Ministers held an emer-
gency meeting of the Foreign Affairs 
Council (FAC), during which they dis-
cussed the establishment of the EU Train-
ing Mission in Mali (EUTM). This fol-
lowed Resolutions 2071 and 2085 of the 
UN Security Council (UNSC) and was 
in accordance with the Malian Authori-
ties Direct Appeal to the EU, and led to 
the approval of the EUTM, and the nam-
ing of French General Francois Lecointre 
as Mission Commander.
According to Resolution 2071 of the 
UNSC, the UN MS and internation-
al and regional organisations, including 
the EU, should provide coordinated as-
sistance, expertise, training, and capac-
ity-building support to Mali's security 
and armed forces. This was carried out to 
restore the Malian government authori-
ty and reduce the threat from the rebel 
groups.94 Meanwhile, according to Reso-
lution 2085 of the UNSC, the African-led 
International Support Mission in Mali (AF-
ISMA) was carried out in cooperation with 
the EU for an initial period of one year.95 
The launch of the EUTM in Mali was de-
cided on 18 February 2013 to commence 
the operation in March of the same year. 
The headquarters were established in the 
northeast of Bamako. Approximately 500 

93. Article 51 of the UN Charter (1945). [online] Available at: https://www.un.org/en/about-us/un-charter/full-text
94. Resolution 2071 of the UNSC. (2012) [online] Available at: https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/736069?ln=zh_CN
95. Resolution 2085 of the UNSC. (2012) [online] Available at: http://unscr.com/en/resolutions/2085
96. Ibid.
97. European Council, Long-term EU budget 2021-2027 and recovery package, 2021.
98. EU Training Mission in Mali (2016), pg.1. [online] Available at: https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/csdp/missions-and-operations/eutm-mali/pdf/factsheet_eutm_mali_en.pdf 

European soldiers were deployed for an op-
eration to train 650 Malian soldiers. The 
mission itself was placed under French com-
mand with an initial budget of €12 million.  
The EUTM’s activities in Mali were planned 
to cooperate with other international actors 
such as the UN and the Economic Commu-
nity of West African States (ECOWAS).96 
After the expiration of the initial mandate, 
the EUTM in Mali was extended by the 
Council of the EU for two years. On 15 
April 2014, the completion of the EUTM 
in Mali was extended to 18 May 2016. 
This longer period was financed by increas-
ing the additional common costs of the EU 
MS to a total of around €27.7 million.97 
This trend continued. To continue providing 
military training to the Malian Armed Forc-
es, the EU Council approved EUTM Mali’s 
third mandate in March 2016, which would 
last until May 2018.98 This third mandate 
increased the EUTM responsibility in three 
main areas:
• it extended the area of responsibility by 

including the cities of Timbuktu and 
Gao;

• it started to support the headquarters 
and the units of military regions; and

• it improved the interoperability between 
the Malian Armed Forces and the other 
G5 Sahel Joint Force armies.

  
In 2018, the EU Council approved the 
EUTM Mali’s fourth mandate to last until 
May 2020. Under the fourth mandate, the 
EU support increased its training and adviso-
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ry activities. In 2020, it was decided yet again 
to extend the EUTM in Mali until 18 May 
2024, making it the first time that a mandate 
of the EUTM has been extended for such a 
long period.99

In accordance with the fifth mandate, the 
EU Council authorised the extension of 
the EUTM not only in Mali but in all 
G5 Sahel countries. Also, considering the 
long-term duration of the fifth Mandate 
of the EUTM in Mali, the Council pro-
vided the mission with a total budget of 
€133.7 million.100

(i) The Identified Challenges by the 
EUTM in Mali
From the beginning, the EUTM faced several 
challenges, some of them particularly relevant 
for this research paper. Mali was characterised 
by a weak government unable to provide pro-
tection, assistance, or public services to the lo-
cal population. The lack of education and em-
ployment opportunities in Mali led the young 
population to join the armed rebel groups. 
Moreover, the lack of political cooperation 
at the Sahel regional level led to unilateral 
or poorly coordinated action, undermining 
security, effective regional initiatives, and the 
rule of law. Mali was subject to an insufficient 
operational and strategic capacity in security, 
law enforcement, and judicial sectors. It was 
unable to efficiently control its territory or en-
sure respect for human rights in its response 
to the various security threats. Finally, Mali 
was unable to prevent the development of vi-
olent extremism and radicalisation caused by 

99. EUTM Mali Mandate, (2021), [online] Available at:  https://eutmmali.eu/en/mandates/ 
100. Ibid.
101. Human Rights Watch, Mali Events 2020. [online] Available at: https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2021/country-chapters/mali. 
102. EEAS, (2014), ‘Training Mission in Mali’. [online] Available at: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2014_2019/documents/sede/dv/sede240914factsheeteutmmali_/sede-
240914factsheeteutmmali_en.pdf
103. Ibid.

the increase of poverty and social exclusion.101

(ii) The Main Objectives of the EUTM
The main objective of the EUTM in Mali 
was to restore democratic and constitutional 
order. Furthermore, it aimed to restore the 
state’s authority throughout the country and 
achieve a national dialogue in a territory to 
achieve higher human rights standards and 
the rule of law.102

The main aim of the EUTM is to support 
the Malian armed forces in their operation-
al needs by providing them advice regarding 
command, operational preparation, human 
resources, and logistic support. The mission 
is carried out in full accordance with inter-
national humanitarian law and human rights 
law. The EUTM aims to settle armed conflicts 
and bring stability and transmit European 
values to Mali. The current crisis management 
strengthens the perception that the EU MS 
are unwilling to use the civilian and military 
structures and institutions developed under 
the Treaty of Lisbon and designed for com-
prehensive crisis management.103

4.3 Success of the Mission

Despite the EUTM’s influence in Mali, the 
mission progresses relatively slowly. The Ma-
lian Armed Forces are still far from being 
self-sufficient effective, and well-functioning 
armed forces able to address security chal-
lenges. The EUTM in Mali progressed slowly 
because of several challenges.
One of the main challenges was the failure of 
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the Malian government and the Ministry of 
Defence to implement all the EUTM training 
and education programmes. The government 
supports ad hoc training operations, while the 
Ministry of Defence seems to prioritise the 
quick operationalisation of the Malian Armed 
forces to fight the security threats.
Another challenge is that Mali lacks the neces-
sary mechanisms to follow up on the trainees' 
performance after the EUTM training ends. 
Furthermore, the mission’s mandate has pre-
vented EU soldiers from accompanying the 
trainees out in the field. There is also a lack 
of political coordination between the EUTM, 
the Malian government, and the UN Multidi-
mensional Integrated Stabilisation Mission in 
Central Africa. Moreover, the EUTM cannot 
provide the trained units with equipment and 
weapons under the current legal regulations. 
However, the EPF might change this situa-
tion.

Despite the fact that the Malian Armed Forc-
es need the necessary equipment to carry 
out their operations successfully, equipping 
them in the current conditions increases the 
risk of misuse against the civilian population. 
Furthermore, it is important to emphasise 
that the EU limits its engagement mainly 
to financial assistance via the EDF, the IFS, 
the European Neighbourhood Policy Instru-
ment, and other relevant programs. Indeed, 
this kind of development aid will not bring 
sustainable improvement to the general situ-
ation in the Sahel region and, more specifi-
cally, Mali. The biggest obstacle is the deeply 
rooted corruption in this region comprising 
the governments, its institutions and also, to 
some extent, the aid industries. Without close 
supervision and guidance, the financial aid 
vanishes without any positive effect on the 
ground.
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CONCLUSION

The EPF boosts the image of the EU as a 
global actor and strengthens the EU’s capa-
bilities to support security and stability on the 
international stage. Furthermore, it develops 
a stable funding arrangement to provide mil-
itary support to international partners, par-
ticularly African nations. However, the EPF 
has been the object of criticism, especially 
regarding its ability to send military aid and 
weapons to foreign conflicts in which CSDP 
military missions are deployed, as seen in the 
case of Mali. Despite this criticism, the EPF 
represents a turning point in the history of the 
EU by bringing something fundamental that 
the EU lacked in the field of military assis-
tance, namely flexibility.
Indeed, under the Athena mechanism and the 
APF, the EU was subject to a series of con-
straints and strict legal regulations, especially 
regarding its ability to provide equipment for 

those territories in conflict. While the EPF 
allows for more flexibility, this does not nec-
essarily mean that the EU will start transfer-
ring lethal equipment to countries all around 
the world. Rather, its main aim is to ensure 
that the EU is no longer prevented from 
sending weapons to conflict regions because 
of abstract legal regulations. The main issue 
regarding the EPF does not have to do with 
whether the EU should have the competence 
to transfer arms to its international partners 
but to understand when the EU should do so 
and when it should refrain from doing so.
It should be reiterated that the EU will have 
to be judged on a case-by-case basis regard-
ing its decision to send arms to poor and 
conflict-ridden countries. Therefore, the EU 
should be prepared for an open debate regard-
ing the appropriation of the implementation 
of the EPF, especially in African countries.

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

TREATIES & LEGISLATION

Article 41(2) of the Treaty on European Union. [online] Available at: https://europa.eu/eu-
ropean-union/sites/default/files/docs/body/treaty_on_european_union_en.pdf   (Assessed:28 
July 2021).

https://europa.eu/european-union/sites/default/files/docs/body/treaty_on_european_union_en.pdf
https://europa.eu/european-union/sites/default/files/docs/body/treaty_on_european_union_en.pdf


27
The European Peace Facility (EPF) as a Union Response to Regional Conflicts

Consolidated Version of the Treaty on the European Union (2008) OJ C115/13. 
[online] Available: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:2b-
f140bf-a3f8-4ab2-b506-fd71826e6da6.0023.02/DOC_1&format=PDF (Assessed: 28 July 
2021).

 United Nations, Arms Trade Treaty, 24 December 2014. [online] Available at: https://www.
thearmstradetreaty.org/hyper-images/file/TheArmsTradeTreaty1/TheArmsTradeTreaty.pdf 
(Assessed: 28 July 2021).

SCHOLARLY

Bonomi Matteo, Walking the Strategic Talk. A Progressive EU Foreign Policy Agenda Confer-
ence Report, in IAI Istituto Affari Internazionali. [online] Available at: https://www.esteri.it/
MAE/resource/doc/2020/04/iai_-_eugs_watch.pdf  (Accessed 25 July 2021).

Brzozowski Alexandra, Almeida Tiago, EU adopts €5 billion fund to train and equip foreign 
military forces, in Euroactiv. [online] Available at: https://www.euractiv.com/section/eu-coun-
cil-presidency/news/eu-adopts-e5billion-fund-to-train-and-equip-foreign-military-forces/ 
(Accessed 19  July 2021).

Deneckere Matthias, The uncharted path towards a European Peace Facility, ECDPM. 
[online] Available: https://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/DP-248-The-uncharted-path-to-
wards-a-European-Peace-Facility-ECDPM-March-2019.pdf (Accessed: 23 July 2021).

Forsberg Tuomas , The power of the European Union - What explains the EU’s (lack of ) influ-
ence on Russia?, in Politique Européeenne 2013/1 (n° 39). [online] Available at: https://www.
cairn.info/journal-politique-europeenne-2013-1-page-22.htm (Accessed: 23 July 2021).

Gross Eva, Operation CONCORDIA (fYROM) in European Security and Defence Policy 
- The first 10 years (1999-2009), in Institute for Security Studies 2009. [online]  Available : 
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf (Accessed: 23 
July 2021).

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:2bf140bf-a3f8-4ab2-b506-fd71826e6da6.0023.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:2bf140bf-a3f8-4ab2-b506-fd71826e6da6.0023.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://www.thearmstradetreaty.org/hyper-images/file/TheArmsTradeTreaty1/TheArmsTradeTreaty.pdf
https://www.thearmstradetreaty.org/hyper-images/file/TheArmsTradeTreaty1/TheArmsTradeTreaty.pdf
https://www.esteri.it/MAE/resource/doc/2020/04/iai_-_eugs_watch.pdf
https://www.esteri.it/MAE/resource/doc/2020/04/iai_-_eugs_watch.pdf
https://www.euractiv.com/section/eu-council-presidency/news/eu-adopts-e5billion-fund-to-train-and-equip-foreign-military-forces/
https://www.euractiv.com/section/eu-council-presidency/news/eu-adopts-e5billion-fund-to-train-and-equip-foreign-military-forces/
https://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/DP-248-The-uncharted-path-towards-a-European-Peace-Facility-ECDPM-March-2019.pdf
https://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/DP-248-The-uncharted-path-towards-a-European-Peace-Facility-ECDPM-March-2019.pdf
https://www.cairn.info/journal-politique-europeenne-2013-1-page-22.htm
https://www.cairn.info/journal-politique-europeenne-2013-1-page-22.htm
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf


28

Hendrickson Ryan C., Strand Jonathan R., Raney Kyle L., Operation Artemis and Javier 
Solana: EU Prospects for a Stronger Common Foreign and Security Policy, in Canadian Mili-
tary Journal. [online] Available at: http://www.journal.forces.gc.ca/vo8/no1/hendrick-eng.asp 
(Accessed 21 July 2021).

Hoijtink Marijn, Muehlenhoff Hanna L., The European Peace Facility and the Legitimation 
of European Arms Export, in E-International Relations. [online] Available:  https://www.e-ir.
info/2021/06/01/gunning-for-peace-the-european-peace-facility-and-the-legitimation-of-eu-
ropean-arms-exports/  (Accessed 23 July 2021).

Immenkamp Beatrix, European Peace Facility - Investing in international stability and securi-
ty, in European Parliament Think Tank.  [online] Available at: https://www.europarl.europa.
eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2021)690641 (Accessed 26 July 
2021).

International Crisis Group, How to Spend It: New EU Funding for African Peace and Se-
curity, Africa Report N°297. [online] Available: https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/
resources/297-eu-au-funding-2021.pdf  (Accessed 18  July 2021).

Klem Ryan, EU Weapons Exports will backfire, in PeaceLab  [online] Available at: https://
peacelab.blog/2019/08/eu-weapons-exports-will-backfire  (Accessed 24 July 2021).

Koenig Michael, Operation Artemis: The efficiency of EU peacekeeping in The Congo, in 
E-International Relations, [online]. Available at: https://www.e-ir.info/2012/10/05/opera-
tion-artemis-the-efficiency-of-eu-peacekeeping-in-the-congo/Â  (Accessed 21 July 2021).

Larsen Henrik, The EU: A Global Military Actor?, in  Cooperation and Con-
flict, 2002, Vol. 37, No. 3. [online]  Available at: https://journals.sagepub.com/
doi/10.1177/0010836702037003673 (Accessed: 21 July 2021).

Grevi Giovanni, Helly Damien and Keohane Daniel, European Defence and Security Policy 
- The first 10 years (1999-2009), in Institute for Security Studies 2009. [online] Available : 
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf (Accessed: 21 
July 2021).

http://www.journal.forces.gc.ca/vo8/no1/hendrick-eng.asp
https://www.e-ir.info/2021/06/01/gunning-for-peace-the-european-peace-facility-and-the-legitimation-of-european-arms-exports/
https://www.e-ir.info/2021/06/01/gunning-for-peace-the-european-peace-facility-and-the-legitimation-of-european-arms-exports/
https://www.e-ir.info/2021/06/01/gunning-for-peace-the-european-peace-facility-and-the-legitimation-of-european-arms-exports/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2021)690641
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2021)690641
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/297-eu-au-funding-2021.pdf
https://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/297-eu-au-funding-2021.pdf
https://peacelab.blog/2019/08/eu-weapons-exports-will-backfire
https://peacelab.blog/2019/08/eu-weapons-exports-will-backfire
https://www.e-ir.info/2012/10/05/operation-artemis-the-efficiency-of-eu-peacekeeping-in-the-congo/
https://www.e-ir.info/2012/10/05/operation-artemis-the-efficiency-of-eu-peacekeeping-in-the-congo/
https://www.e-ir.info/2012/10/05/operation-artemis-the-efficiency-of-eu-peacekeeping-in-the-congo/
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0010836702037003673
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0010836702037003673
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/ESDP_10-web_0.pdf


29
The European Peace Facility (EPF) as a Union Response to Regional Conflicts

Lehoucq Fabrice, Military Coups d’État and Their Causes, in Oxfordre. [online] Available 
at:https://oxfordre.com/politics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.001.0001/acre-
fore-9780190228637-e-1868 (Accessed 19 July 2021).

Loisel Sébastien, La création de la Facilité de paix pour l’Afrique - Jeux sectoriels dans l’ élab-
oration d’un instrument européen de gestion des crises, in Politique européenne, Vol. 51, No. 
1. [online] Available at: https://www.cairn.info/revue-politique-europeenne-2016-1-page-86.
htm (Accessed: 23 July 2021).

Montanaro Lucia, Tuuli Raty, EU’s new €10 bn’ peace facility’ risks fueling conflict, in  EUob-
server. [online] Available at: https://euobserver.com/opinion/146718  (Accessed 23 July 2021).

Rutten Maartje, From St Malo to Nice. European Defence: core documents, in Chaillot Pa-
pers 2001 n°47 May 2001. [online] Available at: https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/
EUISSFiles/cp047e.pdf (Accessed: 23 July 2021).

Santopinti Federico, Maréchal Julien, EU military assistance under the new European 
Peace Facility, in Konrad Adenauer Stiftung. [online] Available at: https://www.observa-
toire-boutros-ghali.org/sites/default/files/EU%20military%20assistance%20under%20
the%20new%20european%20facility.pdf (Accessed 21 July 2021).

Saferworld, Weapons for peace? What to expect in 2021 from the EU’s new ‘peace facility 
[online] Available: https://www.saferworld.org.uk/resources/news-and-analysis/post/936--
weapons-for-peace-what-to-expect-in-2021-from-the-euas-new-apeace-facilitya  (Accessed 23 
July 2021).

Stern Maria, Ojendal Joakim, Mapping the Security Development Nexus: Conflict, Complex-
ity, Cacophony, Convergence?, in Security Dialogue, vol. 41, n° 1. [online] Available: http://
pdf2.hegoa.efaber.net/entry/content/1369/STERN_OJENDAL_Mapping_Security-Develop-
ment_Nexus_2010.pdf (Accessed: 23 July 2021).

 SOFT LAW DOCUMENTS

2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (2015). [online]Available: https://sustainabledevel-
opment.un.org/content/documents/21252030%20Agenda%20for%20Sustainable%20Devel-
opment%20web.pdf (Accessed: 21 July 2021).

https://oxfordre.com/politics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.001.0001/acrefore-9780190228637-e-1868
https://oxfordre.com/politics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.001.0001/acrefore-9780190228637-e-1868
https://www.cairn.info/revue-politique-europeenne-2016-1-page-86.htm
https://www.cairn.info/revue-politique-europeenne-2016-1-page-86.htm
https://euobserver.com/opinion/146718
https://euobserver.com/opinion/146718
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/cp047e.pdf
https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/cp047e.pdf
https://www.observatoire-boutros-ghali.org/sites/default/files/EU%252525252520military%252525252520assistance%252525252520under%252525252520the%252525252520new%252525252520european%252525252520facility.pdf
https://www.observatoire-boutros-ghali.org/sites/default/files/EU%252525252520military%252525252520assistance%252525252520under%252525252520the%252525252520new%252525252520european%252525252520facility.pdf
https://www.observatoire-boutros-ghali.org/sites/default/files/EU%252525252520military%252525252520assistance%252525252520under%252525252520the%252525252520new%252525252520european%252525252520facility.pdf
https://www.observatoire-boutros-ghali.org/sites/default/files/EU%252525252520military%252525252520assistance%252525252520under%252525252520the%252525252520new%252525252520european%252525252520facility.pdf
https://www.saferworld.org.uk/resources/news-and-analysis/post/936--weapons-for-peace-what-to-expect-in-2021-from-the-euas-new-apeace-facilitya
https://www.saferworld.org.uk/resources/news-and-analysis/post/936--weapons-for-peace-what-to-expect-in-2021-from-the-euas-new-apeace-facilitya
http://pdf2.hegoa.efaber.net/entry/content/1369/STERN_OJENDAL_Mapping_Security-Development_Nexus_2010.pdf
http://pdf2.hegoa.efaber.net/entry/content/1369/STERN_OJENDAL_Mapping_Security-Development_Nexus_2010.pdf
http://pdf2.hegoa.efaber.net/entry/content/1369/STERN_OJENDAL_Mapping_Security-Development_Nexus_2010.pdf
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/21252030%252525252520Agenda%252525252520for%252525252520Sustainable%252525252520Development%252525252520web.pdf
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/21252030%252525252520Agenda%252525252520for%252525252520Sustainable%252525252520Development%252525252520web.pdf
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/21252030%252525252520Agenda%252525252520for%252525252520Sustainable%252525252520Development%252525252520web.pdf
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/21252030%252525252520Agenda%252525252520for%252525252520Sustainable%252525252520Development%252525252520web.pdf


30

European Commission Fact Sheet, Question and Answers: Measures in support of security 
and development in partner countries. [online] Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/commission/
presscorner/home/en (Accessed: 20 July 2021).

European Union External Action Service Strategy for Security and Development in the Sahel 
(2011). [online] Available at: https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/africa/docs/sahel_strate-
gy_en.pdf (Accessed: 20 July 2021).

EU-SAHEL, Regional action plan (2015-2020): a tangible holistic approach. [online] 

Available: http://www.ieee.es/en/Galerias/fichero/docs_analisis/2015/DIEEEA50-2015_
UE-Sahel__JAMT_ENGLISH.pdf [Accessed: 20 July 2021].

EU’s Integrated Strategy in the Sahel (2021). Available at: https://data.consilium.europa.eu/
doc/document/ST-7723-2021-INIT/en/pdf (Accessed: 21 July 2021).

Consiglio Europeo, L’UE istituisce lo strumento europeo per la pace. [online] Avail-
able:https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2021/03/22/eu-sets-up-the-eu-
ropean-peace-facility/ (Accessed 26 July 2021).

Council conclusions on EU external action on preventing and fighting terrorism and violent 
extremism (2020). [online] Available at: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/44446/
st08868-en20.pdf (Accessed: 21 July 2021).

Council Decision  2015/528/CFSP of 27 March 2015,  [online]. Available at:https://op.euro-
pa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/5aae6872-d51b-11e4-9de8-01aa75ed71a1 (Ac-
cessed 21 July 2021).

Council Decision 2004/197/CFSP of 23 February 2004, [online]. Available at: https://eur-lex.
europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32004D0197  (Accessed 21 July 2021)

Council of the European Union Press Office, Athena - financing security and defence military 
operations, [online] Available at: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/athena/  (Ac-
cessed 27 July 2021]).

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/home/en
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/home/en
https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/africa/docs/sahel_strategy_en.pdf
https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/africa/docs/sahel_strategy_en.pdf
https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/africa/docs/sahel_strategy_en.pdf
http://www.ieee.es/en/Galerias/fichero/docs_analisis/2015/DIEEEA50-2015_UE-Sahel__JAMT_ENGLISH.pdf
http://www.ieee.es/en/Galerias/fichero/docs_analisis/2015/DIEEEA50-2015_UE-Sahel__JAMT_ENGLISH.pdf
http://www.ieee.es/en/Galerias/fichero/docs_analisis/2015/DIEEEA50-2015_UE-Sahel__JAMT_ENGLISH.pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-7723-2021-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-7723-2021-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-7723-2021-INIT/en/pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2021/03/22/eu-sets-up-the-european-peace-facility/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2021/03/22/eu-sets-up-the-european-peace-facility/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/44446/st08868-en20.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/44446/st08868-en20.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/44446/st08868-en20.pdf
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/5aae6872-d51b-11e4-9de8-01aa75ed71a1
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/5aae6872-d51b-11e4-9de8-01aa75ed71a1
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%25252525253A32004D0197
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%25252525253A32004D0197
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/athena/


31
The European Peace Facility (EPF) as a Union Response to Regional Conflicts

Resolution 2250 on Youth, Peace and Security (2015). [online]Available at: https://www.
un.org/press/en/2015/sc12149.doc.htm (Accessed: 21 July 2021).

United Nations Charter (1945). [online] Available at: https://www.un.org/en/about-us/
un-charter/full-text (Accessed: 22 July 2021).

Resolution 2071 of the United Nations Security Council (2012). [online] Available at: https://
digitallibrary.un.org/record/736069?ln=zh_CN (Accessed: 22 July 2021).

Resolution 2085 of the United Nations Security Council (2012). Available at: http://unscr.
com/en/resolutions/2085 (Accessed: 22 July 2021).

Eu Training Mission in Mali (2014). [online] Available: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/
meetdocs/2014_2019/documents/sede/dv/sede240914factsheeteutmmali_/sede240914fact-
sheeteutmmali_en.pdf (Accessed: 24 July 2021).

Eu Training Mission in Mali (2016). [online] Available at: https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/
docs/csdp/missions-and-operations/eutm-mali/pdf/factsheet_eutm_mali_en.pdf (Accessed: 24 
July 2021).

https://www.un.org/press/en/2015/sc12149.doc.htm
https://www.un.org/press/en/2015/sc12149.doc.htm
https://www.un.org/press/en/2015/sc12149.doc.htm
https://www.un.org/en/about-us/un-charter/full-text
https://www.un.org/en/about-us/un-charter/full-text
https://www.un.org/en/about-us/un-charter/full-text
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/736069?ln=zh_CN
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/736069?ln=zh_CN
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/736069?ln=zh_CN
http://unscr.com/en/resolutions/2085
http://unscr.com/en/resolutions/2085
http://unscr.com/en/resolutions/2085
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2014_2019/documents/sede/dv/sede240914factsheeteutmmali_/sede240914factsheeteutmmali_en.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2014_2019/documents/sede/dv/sede240914factsheeteutmmali_/sede240914factsheeteutmmali_en.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2014_2019/documents/sede/dv/sede240914factsheeteutmmali_/sede240914factsheeteutmmali_en.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2014_2019/documents/sede/dv/sede240914factsheeteutmmali_/sede240914factsheeteutmmali_en.pdf
https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/csdp/missions-and-operations/eutm-mali/pdf/factsheet_eutm_mali_en.pdf
https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/csdp/missions-and-operations/eutm-mali/pdf/factsheet_eutm_mali_en.pdf
https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/csdp/missions-and-operations/eutm-mali/pdf/factsheet_eutm_mali_en.pdf


Created in 1953, the Finabel committee is the oldest military organisation for cooperation between 
European Armies: it was conceived as a forum for reflections, exchange studies, and proposals 
on common interest topics for the future of its members. Finabel, the only organisation at this 
level, strives at:

• Promoting interoperability and cooperation of armies, while seeking to bring together 
concepts, doctrines and procedures;

• Contributing to a common European understanding of land defence issues. Finabel focuses 
on doctrines, trainings, and the joint environment.

Finabel aims to be a multinational-, independent-, and apolitical actor for the European Armies 

member states. Finabel favours fruitful contact among member states’ officers and Chiefs of Staff 
in a spirit of open and mutual understanding via annual meetings.

Finabel contributes to reinforce interoperability among its member states in the framework of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), the EU, and ad hoc coalition; Finabel neither 
competes nor duplicates NATO or EU military structures but contributes to these organisations 
in its unique way. Initially focused on cooperation in armament’s programmes, Finabel quickly 
shifted to the harmonisation of land doctrines. Consequently, before hoping to reach a shared 
capability approach and common equipment, a shared vision of force-engagement on the terrain 
should be obtained.

In the current setting, Finabel allows its member states to form Expert Task Groups for situations 
that require short-term solutions. In addition, Finabel is also a think tank that elaborates on current 
events concerning the operations of the land forces and provides comments by creating “Food for 

freely applied by its member, whose aim is to facilitate interoperability and improve the daily tasks 
of preparation, training, exercises, and engagement.
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