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Fo r ewo r d

On 18 November 1998, the Dutch Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Minister of
Defence requested the Advisory Council on International Affairs (AIV) to produce an
advisory report on developments in the international security situation since 1993, and
their effects on Dutch defence policy and on the role of the Dutch armed forces. Views
on the international security situation have consistently played an important role dur-
ing the past decade, not only in formulating Dutch security and defence policies, but
also in shaping the Dutch armed forces on the basis of these policies. The Minister of
Foreign Affairs and the Minister of Defence have made clear that an analysis of the
changes that have taken place in the international security situation will also play a key
role in a defence white paper that will be published at the end of 1999.

The preparation of this report coincided with the Kosovo crisis, in which the Nether-
lands was involved as a member of the Atlantic alliance. The AIV wishes to stress that it
was not asked in this context to give its opinion on topical issues relating to the prob-
lems surrounding Kosovo. At the same time, this report does discuss problems affect-
ing the implementation of crisis management operations and their potential long-term
impact. Where relevant, reference is also made to problems which have arisen in rela-
tion to the international intervention in Kosovo.

The AIV discussed this report during its meeting on 18 June 1999, when it also agreed
on a procedure leading to the adoption of the report. The report was prepared by the
Committee on Peace and Security (CVV), which consists of the following persons: 
A.L. ter Beek* (chair), Professor G. van Benthem van den Bergh* (deputy chair), 
Dr A. Bloed, Dr P.P. Everts*, Professor F.J.M. Feldbrugge*, Lieutenant-General G.J.
Folmer* (ret.), J.G.N. de Hoop Scheffer*, Professor K. Koch*, Dr M. van Leeuwen*, 
D.A. Leurdijk*, Rear Admiral R.M. Lutje Schipholt (ret.), L. Sprangers, Professor B.A.G.M.
Tromp*, General A.K. van der Vlis* (ret.), E.P. Wellenstein* and Professor F. Wielinga.
Those members whose names are marked with an asterisk (*) were members of the
working party chaired by General A.K. van der Vlis (ret.) which was responsible for
drafting the report. W.K.N. Schmelzer of the AIV’s European Integration Committee also
contributed to the preparatory work on the report. Assistance was provided by the offi-
cial advisors of the CVV, Commodore H. Emmens, E. Kwast (Ministry of Defence), Ms S.T.
Blankhart, and B. ter Haar (Ministry of Foreign Affairs), and also by H.A. Würzner (the
secretary of the CVV) and two trainees, Ms K.M.M. Boeije and Ms E. Eryigit.
As part of the preparatory work for the report, members of the working party attended
the conference on ‘The Future of War’ that was organised by the Groningen-based Foun-
dation for War Studies in St. Petersburg from 24 to 27 February 1999. They also visited
London to familiarise themselves with the UK’s Strategic Defence Review, and the NATO
headquarters in Brussels to find out about the latest developments within the Atlantic
alliance. A list of the people and organisations consulted is included as an annexe to
this report. The AIV would like to thank the people and organisations concerned for
their assistance, and also wishes to express its great appreciation for the support it
received from the Royal Netherlands Embassy in London and the Dutch permanent mis-
sion at NATO in accomplishing its fact-finding missions.

The contents of this report are not restricted to a general assessment of the interna-
tional security situation. As is clear from the enclosed request for a report, the AIV was
asked in particular for its opinion on the latest developments in the Russian Federa-
tion, developments in the field of European defence cooperation and the issue of ‘new



security risks’, such as weapons of mass destruction and terrorist groups. The AIV
decided to structure the report as follows in order to deal with these various aspects in
a coherent way. Following a brief introduction setting out the principles underlying the
report, Chapter II describes the developments in the international security situation.
Chapter III discusses the changes which have taken place since 1993 in the internation-
al organisations which play a key role in shaping Dutch security and defence policy.
Chapter IV goes on to examine the detail of this policy. The closing chapter, Chapter V,
sets out the conclusions and recommendations. There is a separate set of annexes
including the letter requesting the AIV to produce a report, a description of develop-
ments in the international security situation since 1993, a list of people and organisa-
tions consulted by the AIV, and a glossary of abbreviations.



I Introduction

The fact that more and more issues have an international security dimension is of par-
ticular relevance to a country like the Netherlands. After all, the Netherlands has a
strong international orientation that is only likely to grow stronger in the future. The
large volume of goods and services that the country exports and imports as compared
with its domestic output shows how crucial foreign trade and international services
have become to the wealth of the nation.1 Moreover, thanks to its geographical loca-
tion coupled with its status as one of the most open economies in the world, the
Netherlands also acts as a vital processing and transshipment centre for its European
hinterland. This is a position which not only benefits the Dutch economy, but also
makes the Netherlands a vital link in the European economic chain.

Because of its international position, the Netherlands has a direct interest in stability
and security, both in Europe and in the world as a whole. As a result, a knowledge of
how instability is caused and how mechanisms for preventing, removing or controlling
these causes can be strengthened is of national importance. In order to make an
effective and efficient contribution to stability around the world, the Netherlands needs
to make coherent and consistent use of its international policy instruments (consisting
of diplomacy, armed force, development cooperation and economic instruments). How-
ever, because of the fact that these instruments are limited in their scope, the Nether-
lands can only achieve success by joining forces with like-minded countries. This it
does through the United Nations, its specialist organisations, the international financial
and economic institutions (i.e. the World Bank, the IMF and the WTO), and regional
organisations and arrangements (i.e. NATO, the EU, the WEU, the OSCE and the Coun-
cil of Europe).

In addition to the importance of guaranteeing a stable international environment, Dutch
security policy is also dictated by a number of statutory and constitutional obligations.
These include the duty to defend Dutch territory and to promote observance of the rule
of law throughout the world, as well as certain responsibilities in relation to the Dutch
overseas territories. Upholding the international legal order is not simply a question of
supporting political stability, but also involves promoting good governance and respect
for human rights. Moreover, the principle of the universality of human rights means that
the Netherlands is in principle not entitled to make any distinction between different
regions or different cultures: the obligation to respect human rights applies all over the
world.2 In this sense, there is no fundamental difference between the Dutch contribu-
tions to UN peacekeeping operations in Cambodia and Haiti and the role played by
Dutch forces in Bosnia-Hercegovina, for example. At the same time, Dutch military
capacity is not unlimited, which means that the deployment of Dutch armed forces is
subject to certain practical constraints. Moreover, as a member of the regional organi-
sations referred to above, the Netherlands is required to observe special Atlantic and
European obligations.
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2 Advisory Council on International Affairs, Universality of Human Rights and Cultural Diversity, The Hague

1998, p. 36.



The Advisory Council on International Affairs (AIV) was asked to analyse the changes
which have taken place in the international security situation since the publication of
the Dutch Defence Priorities Review in 1993, and also to make an assesment of their
impact on Dutch defence policy and the role played by the armed forces. In other
words, the word ‘security’ is used in this report basically in a military sense and is 
taken to refer primarily to the use of military action to prevent, help prevent, contain 
or help end violence. Against this background, the AIV interprets the term ‘security’ 
as having a much broader definition than simply ‘the absence of violence between
nations’. However, the definition should not be so broad as to include the absence of
any risk whatsoever, including economic and ecological risks and to extent to the 
all-embracing concept of ‘human security’.

The 1993 Defence Priorities Review provides the point of reference for the letter
requesting the AIV to produce a report. This review is the most recent policy document
published by the Dutch government in which defence policy is examined in the frame-
work of an comprehensive security analysis. The relatively short period of time covered
by the report (barely six years) – plus the fact that the security situation is always
prone to sudden and dramatic change – means that extreme caution must be exer-
cised in making any long-term predictions. At the same time, anyone recommending
changes in the make-up of the armed forces must bear in mind that far-reaching reor-
ganisations, changes in doctrine and the development and purchase of new equipment
are matters that take up a great deal of time and cost a lot of money. Given that any
change in course takes time and imposes certain restrictions on the armed forces over
a period of many years, the AIV takes the view that it has only a limited amount of lati-
tude in which to frame this report.

In the absence of a clearly defined threat such as existed during the Cold War, it is not
practicable to translate changes in the security situation into changes in the responsi-
bilities and resources of the armed forces. For this reason, the Defence Priorities
Review sets out certain military ‘goals’, notably in terms of the Dutch contribution to
the allied (or other international) military capacity for crisis management. Under these
goals, the Netherlands should be capable either of deploying a battalion or units of
equivalent size on four peacekeeping operations, concurrently over a period of three
years, or of contributing a brigade-sized unit to a single peace-enforcing operation.
When the Defence Priorities Review was debated in Parliament, the Lower House
accepted these goals as representing, in the light of the size of the Dutch armed
forces, a reasonable contribution to the maintenance of the international legal order,
stability and security. This was recently confirmed during the debate on a framework
memorandum for the 2000 Defence White Paper.

These goals also form the basis on which the AIV has formulated its own arguments.
We shall be returning to this later on in the report. However, the AIV wishes to point
out at this stage that simply the need for keeping sufficient units on stand-by for
deployment on international missions in accordance with the goals set (such that
these missions can be properly seen through to completion) requires the commitment
of additional financial resources over and above the figures quoted in current long-term
Dutch projections. In other words, the AIV believes that these projections need to be
revised upwards. If there is no political review of the situation, there is a risk not only
that the Netherlands will not be able to achieve the goals, but also that the armed
forces will become overstretched and hence lose their attraction both to the general
public as a whole and to potential recruits in particular. Because these various aspects
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are all closely interlinked, the armed forces may find themselves trapped in a vicious
circle that could severely undermine the contribution which the Netherlands is able to
make to the maintenance of international peace and security.

Obviously, the AIV has made judgements of its own in drawing its conclusions, without
taking account of the points made in the framework memorandum. After all, this report
constitutes the contribution that the AIV was specifically requested to make to the
preparatory work for the 2000 Defence White Paper. At the same time, we shall be
indicating during the course of the report where the AIV’s views differ from those set
out from those in the framework memorandum published by the Ministry of Defence
last year.
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II Developments in the international security 

situation since 1993

This chapter discusses the changes which could affect the international security situa-
tion at the start of the new millennium. The emphasis is on the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, the growing importance of information technology, the
development of cross-border crime and terrorism, and the refugee problem. The chap-
ter concludes by examining a number of issues that are specific to certain regions.

II.1 Changes in the security situation

Due to the rapid dissemination of expertise on military technology and the advances
made in the fields of communication, information and transport, it is becoming easier
and easier to get hold of weapons. As a result, we have seen a ‘scaling down’ process
in the 1990s: as a consequence of the fact that military equipment has become more
readily obtainable, and at the same time more effective and more powerful, the actors
who are able to make credible threats of violence, even over a long range, have grown
increasingly small in scale (i.e. to include smaller countries and non-state actors).3 As
a result, local or regional security problems can escalate more easily or spill over into
the international arena. Indeed, with the media providing a steady stream of up-to-date,
round-the-clock news on events all over the world, people have become only too aware
of just how easily conflicts can affect other countries. In the light of these factors, it is
difficult to draw any clear conclusions on the way in which security risks can occur, and
on their relative significance. Bearing this constraint in mind, we shall nevertheless
attempt to categorise the various security risks in terms of various types of threat.

Proliferation of weapons of mass destruction4

The ending of the East-West conflict following the collapse of the Berlin Wall has led to
an increased readiness to reach agreements on arms control. With the exception of
China, the major nuclear powers (i.e. the Russian Federation, the United States, France
and the United Kingdom) have gradually reduced their nuclear arsenals since the start
of the 1990s. Various states have now publicly ended their nuclear arms programmes,
surrendered their nuclear arsenals and/or placed their stocks of enriched uranium
under international supervision. Despite the progress that has been made, however,
there are still more than 30,000 tactical and strategic nuclear warheads in existence, 
a substantial proportion of which are held by the economically and politically unstable
Russian Federation. Even if there is a further reduction in their nuclear armoury, the
nuclear powers still possess tremendous firepower. In addition, the issue of the prolif-
eration of weapons of mass destruction is also affected by the emergence of new
nuclear powers, even though the latter have only a small number of nuclear weapons 
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3 M. Shubik, ‘Terrorism, Technology and the Socioeconomics of Death’, in: Comparative Strategy, vol. 16,

1997, p. 407.

4 The AIV stresses that the issue of proliferation should not restricted to weapons of mass destruction.

For a study of the proliferation of light arms, the reader is referred to a previous report entitled Conven-
tional arms control: urgent need, limited opportunities, The Hague 1998, pp. 24-31.



at their disposal. India and Pakistan in particular entered a new stage in their nuclear
arms race following the completion of their test programmes in 1998, and this is likely
to have a far-reaching impact on the balance of military power in the region. Other
states refuse for strategic reasons to publish any information on their nuclear arms
programmes.

These developments have been played out against the background of the renewal of
the Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1995, when over 170 countries reiterated their intention
of not obtaining any nuclear arms, on condition that the five officially recognised
nuclear powers should do their utmost to abolish these weapons. Apart from the fact
that it is unclear whether all nuclear states are prepared to take this step, there is the
further problem of dismantling the weapons themselves. This is an expensive process
that will take up a great deal of time and which, because of the nuclear fuel that is
released, may itself lead in turn to a further proliferation of nuclear weapons.5

The process of chemical disarmament is both slow and ambivalent. Although the 
Chemical Weapons Convention has now been ratified by over 110 states, the signato-
ries have been given a lengthy period of between 10 and 15 years in which to dispose
of their chemical arsenals. Moreover, the very countries suspected of developing chemi-
cal weapons have not acceded to the Convention. There is a great deal of uncertainty
about the position of states such as Iran, North Korea and Libya. The remaining part 
of the Iraqi arsenal would - for the time being at least - appear to have been disabled
by the UNSCOM inspections programme and the joint UK and US bombing campaign in
December 1998.

Very little is known about the the actual proliferation of biological weapons. Even
though 140 countries have ratified the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention (known as
the ‘BW Convention’), the Convention still does not have a verification mechanism. It is
generally accepted that Iraq and the Russian Federation continued to develop biological
weapons for a long time right up to the early 1990s, even though both were signatories
to the BW Convention. It is also suspected that a number of other countries, including
China, Egypt, Israel, Iran, Libya, North Korea, Taiwan and Syria, either still possess or
are still developing biological weapons.6

In addition to the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, there have been alarm-
ing developments in relation to delivery systems. The threat posed by the relatively sim-
ple Iraqi SCUD missiles during the Gulf War has given rise to increasing concern in
recent years about the proliferation of ballistic missiles in Asia, the Middle East and
North Africa.7 This concern has been exacerbated by technological developments which
have made missiles easier to use and missile sites more difficult to trace with the aid
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5 For a wider debate on the pros and cons of the proliferation of nuclear weapons, see: S.D. Sagan and

K.N. Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons; a Debate, New York 1995.

6 R.A. Falkenrath, ‘Confronting Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Terrorism’, in: Survival, vol. 40, 1998,

No. 3, p. 46.

7 See, for the Middle East: E. Blanche and D. Lennox, ‘Shifting Balance’, in: Jane’s Defence Weekly, vol.

31, 1999, No. 10, pp. 59-72.
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of radar.8 Syria and Egypt have now purchased the latest type of SCUD missile, whilst
Libya still possesses a number of old SCUD missiles. Iran is currently developing a bal-
listic missile (the Shihab 3) in collaboration with China which should be capable of hit-
ting targets anywhere in Israel. North Korea is said to possess a three-stage missile
with a range of 5,000 km9, whilst Pakistan and India are competing with each other to
produce medium-range missiles that are capable of carrying any nuclear payload. There
is a clear risk of a further modernisation of such missiles in Asia. A committee set up
by the US House of Representatives recently concluded that thefts of American military
secrets have given China access to sufficient information to enable it to modernise a
great deal of its nuclear arsenal, which is still based on designs dating back to the
1950s.10 With the information now available to it, China should be capable of produc-
ing mobile, intercontinental missiles, intercontinental submarine missile launchers and
missiles equipped with multiple nuclear payloads. Against this background, it is hardly
surprising that many countries have decided to prioritise the development of an ade-
quate defence system for protecting themselves against a ballistic missile attack.

Information technology
Undeniably, the rapid developments in the field of communication and information tech-
nology have also had an impact on international peace and security. An increasing num-
ber of both states and non-state actors now have access to information and communi-
cation equipment which, just ten years ago, would have been available only to the
major powers. This includes increasingly powerful mobile communication equipment,
devices for jamming radio communications and other electrical equipment, freely avail-
able coders, commercial observation satellites11 and the Global Positioning System
(GPS) that is now available to anyone who wants to use it. Moreover, it is now fairly
easy to find information on the internet on how to manufacture weapons of mass
destruction, purchase weapon systems or recruit mercenaries.

Certain commentators have claimed that the battles of the future will not be fought out
solely within physical confines, but will spill over more and more into cyberspace as the
struggle for information supremacy becomes ever more important.12 The National
Defense Panel, which was commissioned by the US Department of Defense to study
security threats in the 21st century, has concluded that this type of development is
one of the greatest challenges for US security. At the same time, the Panel accepts

8 Even the old SCUD missiles used by Iraq during the Gulf War were difficult to spot. T. Keany and E.A.

Cohen (Gulf War Air Power Survey (GWAPS), Summary Report, Washington 1993, pp. 84-87) claim that

only 15% of the Iraqi SCUD missile launchers were destroyed during the Gulf War. See also V.J. Warner,

‘Technology favors future land forces’, in: Strategic Review, vol. 26, 1999, No. 3, p.50.

9 Ministry of Defence, framework memorandum for the 2000 Defence White Paper, The Hague 1999, p.9.

10 Report of the Select Committee on U.S. National Security and Military/Commercial Concerns with the

People’s Republic of China (Cox Report), Washington 1999, pp. 72-78.

11 ‘Ordinary’ commercial observation satellites are getting better and better. The Ikonos 1, which is due to

be launched in May 1999, is designed to offer an optical resolution of one metre from an altitude of

300 km. See S. Rispens, ‘Spoorzoeken vanuit de Ruimte’, in: Intermediair, 6 May 1999, p. 31.

12 For example, R.J. Bunker, ‘Technology in a Neo-Clausewitzian Setting’, in: G. de Nooy (ed.), The Clause-
witzian Dictum and the Future of Western Military Strategy, The Hague 1997, pp. 75-91.
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that the threats and opportunities emanating from information technology are both
complex and difficult to identify.13 For example, it is not at all clear whether a well-
organised military machine could really be manipulated through its information sys-
tems. After all, the widespread distribution of data carriers and communication sys-
tems means that organisations are less dependent on specific information channels,
thus making it virtually impossible for individual outsiders to gain complete control over
information flows. Indeed, the problems associated with information technology are
more likely to be caused by organisations finding it impossible to cope with the mas-
sive quantities of information which they are required to assimilate than by a single
information channel being manipulated or disabled.14

Even if the military risks posed by the communication revolution would appear to be
limited for the time being, it is clear that civil systems are far less impregnable that
they used to be. Because they are all interlinked, an act of sabotage affecting a single
civil information system could easily disable adjoining systems, and consequently dis-
rupt society as a whole and perhaps even spark off a disaster.15 The vulnerability of
civil information systems means not only that they need to be properly protected, but
also that an effective contingency plan needs to be drawn up to deal with the potential
consequences of sabotage, including both procedures that are tried out at regular
intervals and physical (including military) capabilities.

Cross-border crime
The emergence of organised crime, which due to the use of modern communication
information and transportation technology is becoming increasingly internationalised,
plays a key role where the authority of central government has been either undermined
or entirely eliminated.16 In a number of cases, violent conflicts or socio-economic ten-
sions have been accompanied by the rise of ‘no-go’ areas or criminal ‘grey zones’ in
which the state either no longer has any authority whatsoever or the authority of the
state is scarcely respected and groups of organised criminals find it fairly easy to set
up a flourishing trade (such areas include Afghanistan, the border between Thailand
and Myanmar, the Bekaa Valley, the Andes, the Xinjiang region of China and certain
parts of metropolises such as Karachi, Lima, Istanbul, Lagos, Rio de Janeiro and Los
Angeles). The link between political and economic tension and the rise of cross-border
crime is also evident in the immediate vicinity of Western Europe. In Bosnia-Hercego-
vina, for example, a number of paramilitary units have used the ‘Balkan route’ since

13 National Defense Panel, Transforming Defense. National Security in the 21st Century, Washington

1997, pp. 13 and 42.

14 L. Freedman, The revolution in Strategic Affairs, (Adelphi Paper 318), Oxford 1998, pp. 49-64.

15 W. Church, et al., ‘1997-1998 Infrastructural Vulnerability Report’, (Journal of Infrastructural
Warfare/Centre for Infrastructural Warfare Studies), San Francisco 1998, illustrates the vulnerability of

telephone systems, satellites, the Internet, public utility services and air traffic by listing the accidents

and near accidents that have been caused by computer problems.

16 Despite this, there has been only one instance to date in which a criminal organisation has attempted

to wrest overall authority from the government of a state. This happened in Colombia in the 1980s,

when the leaders of a number of drug rings openly declared war on the state. The drug barons lost the

war, and subsequently confined themselves to maintaining control over their limited territories. See C.

Basiouni, ‘Organized Crime and New Wars’, in: M. Kaldor, B. Vashee, New Wars, London, 1997, p. 45.
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1994 to generate income from drug trafficking.17 Similarly, Somalia has acted as one
of the key transit points for shipments of drugs to Western Europe and the United
States since the early 1990s, whilst Albania has been a hotbed of large-scale, illicit
arms trafficking since 1997. Once this type of criminal activity has taken root, it is
often extremely difficult to eradicate, as has been shown by the drugs syndicates in
northern Thailand and Burma which were set up over 50 years ago to support the
Kwomintang and which continue to prosper. Piracy is a separate type of organised,
cross-border crime which has been allowed, thanks to government inaction, to place
shipping under increasing pressure, particularly in Asia (e.g. in the Gulf of Bengal, the
Strait of Malacca and the China Sea).

In some cases, guerrilla movements undertake criminal activities in the areas they con-
trol in order to sustain themselves. Accusations of this nature have been made about
organisations such as the PKK (which operates in Turkey and Iraq), the NPA (the Philip-
pines), the Tamil Tigers (Sri Lanka), the FARC (Colombia), Sendero Luminoso (‘Shining
Path’, Peru) and the Khmer Rouge (Cambodia). These organisations all operate like
criminal organisations: they collect ‘protection money’ that is used to fund militias and
illicit exports (in some cases using exiles living abroad). In all these instances, there is
a clear link between instability and criminal activities.

Terrorism
In terms of the threat posed by terrorism to the international security situation, the
main risk would not appear to be constituted by the ‘traditional’ terrorist organisations
such as the Irish Republican Army (IRA), the Red Brigades, the Japanese Red Army and
the Armenian and Palestinian Liberation Organisations. Most of these organisations
have a clearly defined political goal for which they try to generate the maximum of pub-
licity, partly with the aid of terrorist activities. Although their public activities consist
essentially of spectacular acts of violence, or threats of such acts, they often target
individuals. Traditional groups with a political ideology do not aim to kill or maim as
many people is possible. Rather, their objective is to win public support for their
cause.18 They also generally value the lives of their members and have an interest in
the preservation of the group as a whole. Although ‘traditional’ terrorist organisations
have caused major problems to governments in the recent past, there is some degree
of logic to their objectives and tactics, which gives the establishment an opportunity to
devise an effective counterterrorist policy.

More threatening, and also more difficult to combat, are the mystical or religiously
motivated groups which have emerged since the 1980s. They differ from the traditional
organisations in two important ways. First of all, their prime objective is not to win 
support for their cause among ordinary mortals. Instead, their activities appear to be
aimed at an immortal audience or a select band of converts. It is for this reason that
they often do not even bother to publicly claim responsibility for their acts of terrorism,
however ‘successful’ they may be. This makes them relatively difficult to trace. 
Secondly, there are certain religiously motivated groups whose intention seems to be

17 A. Politi, European Security: the New Transnational Risks, Chaillot Paper 29, Paris 1997, p. 23. The

Kosovo Liberation Front (UÇK) can probably be added to the list of Bosnian groups.

18 B. Roberts, ‘Has the Taboo been broken?’ in: B. Roberts (ed.), Terrorism with Chemical and Biological

Weapons, Alexandria 1997, p. 127.



to kill or injure as many people as possible, as is shown, for example, by the attacks
on the World Trade Center in New York and on the US embassies in Nairobi and Dar es
Salaam.

Some commentators have claimed that these ‘new’ terrorist groups would have no
qualms about using nuclear, chemical or bacteriological weapons19, as is illustrated by
the poison gas attack perpetrated by members of the Aum Shinri Kyo sect in the Tokyo
underground in 1995. And yet this has been the only practical instance of such terror-
ism to date. For this reason, it is too early to start talking about the growing popularity
of weapons of mass destruction among terrorists. At the same time, the potential ram-
ifications of terrorist organisations using non-conventional weapons are so serious that
there is already a need to take action to prevent non-state actors from gaining access
to such weapons. This is not simply a question of intensifying cooperation between the
armed forces and civilian investigative services; it is also clear that the issue has a
bearing on general policy on non-proliferation and counter-proliferation.20

Migration and refugees
The Final Declaration signed at the close of the International Conference on Population
and Development in Cairo in 1994 suggested that there were some 125 million
migrants in the mid-1990s, half of whom were to be found in developing countries.21

Although most international migrants head for a country bordering their own, interre-
gional migration is on the increase, particularly to the relatively wealthy countries of
the West.22

The AIV does not wish to claim that this report sets out to analyse the nature and grav-
ity of the refugee and migration problem. However, we do believe that, as the world
population becomes increasingly mobile, so there is undeniably a correlation between
the degree to which civilians are affected by conflicts and the difficulties faced by
Western countries in accommodating the ever growing numbers of migrants and
refugees. This can be seen inter alia from the origins of the groups of people who have
come to the Netherlands during the past decade, which is a clear reflection of the
countries affected by conflicts or political tensions at any given time.23 There is also a
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19 See, for example, Falkenrath, Confronting Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Terrorism.

20 See, for example, B. Hoffman, Inside Terrorism, London 1998, pp. 87-130.

21 United Nations, ‘Report on the International Conference on Population and Development, Cairo 5, 13

September 1994’, A/Conf. 17/113.

22 Number of requests for asylum: 1986 1993 1997
European Union: 191,020* 516,710* Not available

The Netherlands: 5,865* 35,399* 34,443** 

* Based on UNHCR figures

** Based on figures from Vluchtelingenwerk Nederland (Dutch Refugee Council)

23 See inter alia J. Wets, ‘Internationale Migratie aan het eind van de twintigste eeuw’, in: B. Bomert, H. de

Lange (eds.), Jaarboek Vrede en Veiligheid, Nijmegen 1998. According to figures published by Vluchtelin-

genwerk Nederland (Dutch Refugee Council), the largest groups of asylum-seekers entering the Nether-

lands in 1997 came from Iraq (9,641), Afghanistan (5,920), the former Yugoslavia (1,652), Sri Lanka

(1,497), Somalia (1,280), Iran (1,253), China (1,158) and Turkey (1,135).
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possibility that such groups may have an adverse influence on the security situation in
their host countries because they are carrying with them problems and frustrations
caused by the crises from which they are fleeing. Whilst this type of influence has
indeed had a limited effect on a number of Western countries, it may cause an acute
security problem if the balance of political power in the host country is upset by a mas-
sive flow of refugees (as has been the case, for example, in Macedonia and in the
Great Lakes region of central Africa).

To date, the political debate in the Netherlands on asylum and migration has been
largely reactive, with little public discussion of the actual causes of migration. However,
whether it will be possible to control such flows in the future will not depend on the
quality or capacity of Dutch policy on asylum-seekers and refugees, but to a much
greater extent on the opportunities for people to lead a full life in their own countries.
Whilst one can of course simply sit back and wait until conflicts start having an effect
on other regions, in the form of either refugee flows or perhaps cross-border crime or
even terrorism, it makes much more sense to adopt an active approach in finding an
effective solution to the causes of the crises themselves.

II.2 Continuity in the security situation

As in 1993, the world today is still the scene of dozens of violent conflicts causing
many tens of thousands of fatalities every year and forcing tens of millions of people
at the very least out of their homes and in some cases out of their countries.24 Some
studies suggest that there has been a sharp increase in the number of conflicts since
1993.25 If this is true, it is due not to a rise in the number of new conflicts, but to a
much greater extent to the fact that existing conflicts are tending to last much
longer.26 There are good reasons to conclude, therefore, that the conflicts and ten-
sions which have formed the seedbed for many security problems in the 1990s have
remained more or less the same. Most of today’s conflicts and tensions started before
the 1990s.27

24 A number of conflict studies have been published in recent years. See, for example, M. Sollenberg, P.

Wallensteen, ‘Armed Conflicts, Conflict Termination and Peace Agreements, 1989-1996’, in: Journal of
Peace Research, vol. 43, No. 3, 1997; C.P. Scherrer, Ethno-Nationalismus im Weltsystem, Münster

1997; and B. Jongman, ‘Oorlog en Politiek Geweld’, in: B. Bomert, H. de Lange (ed.), Jaarboek Vrede en
Veiligheid 1998, Nijmegen 1998. All these studies confirm the general picture of a world ravaged by a

multitude of conflicts. Opinions differ, however, on the precise number of conflicts, the course taken by

the conflicts, and their typology.

25 B. Jongman, ‘Oorlog en Politiek Geweld’, p. 33.

26 The average duration of a conflict rose from just a few months in 1945 to over 14 years in 1995. J.G.

Siccama and A. Oostindiër, Veranderingen in het Conflictpatroon na de Koude Oorlog; Misverstanden en
Feiten, The Hague 1995, p. 7.

27 Some studies claim that most of the conflicts that started after the Cold War had been either subdued

or terminated towards the end of 1997. See in this connection the findings of the Uppsala University

Conflict Data Project, discussed in: NOD and Conversion (Non Offensive Defence International Research
Newsletter), No. 48, 199, pp. 36-37.
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Annexe 2 to this report contains a more detailed analysis of the main trends in each
region during the past few years. These are summarised below.

II.2.1 The security situation in and around Europe
Despite the uncertainty as to how precisely the Russian Federation will develop in the
coming ten to fifteen years, it remains a fact that, today, Western Europe no longer
faces an immediate and massive military threat. This threat has receded and in its
place has come a range of conflicts, tensions and potential crises. The problems in
some of the Balkan states illustrate how difficult it is to control these tensions, as well
as how costly any solution is likely to be. There has been nothing to suggest that the
tensions in this region will ease in the foreseeable future. On the contrary, the humani-
tarian problems in Kosovo, the divisions in other parts of Serbia and Montenegro 
(i.e. in the Vojvodina and Sandzjak regions and between Serbia and Montenegro them-
selves) and the instability in the neighbouring countries of Albania, Bosnia and Macedo-
nia represent a continuing risk of the existing political and ethnic tensions spilling over
into other regions. Moreover, Europe is encircled by an ‘arc of instability’ comprising
not only parts of the former Soviet Union, but also the Persian Gulf, the Middle East
and North Africa. Because of the potential spill-over effects of crises in these areas,
and because the weapon systems held pose a considerable threat, in terms of the
range and destructive power, any crises and conflicts which affect these regions are 
of direct interest to the security of Europe.

The Russian Federation and the CIS
As was stated earlier, the Russian Federation continues to form an unpredictable factor
for European security in the long term. Although it now appears less likely that the Fed-
eration will undergo further fragmentation than it was just a few years ago, the coun-
try’s uncertain economic prospects, opaque power structure and lack of legal certainty
suggest that it may still be many years before there is any reversion to domestic stabil-
ity. As far as Russian foreign policy is concerned, it is difficult to make any firm predic-
tions, even for the short term. The Russians seem to feel rather powerless at the
moment, and this has led them to adopt an increasingly critical attitude to the West
and to seek to strengthen their ties with the CIS states. This heightened level of inter-
est in the CIS may be regarded as being part of an inevitable process of ‘regionalisa-
tion’ that is overtaking Russian foreign policy, now that Russia‘s domestic problems
are hampering its ability to make its mark on global or supra-regional issues. Indeed, 
it is scarcely able to come up with a suitable response to conflicts affecting only a 
limited region (as in the Caucasus). Russian defence policy is undergoing a similar
process of adjustment: under the 1997 National Security Concept, nuclear arms form
the mainstay of Russian security (at least on paper), even if it is threatened by regional
conflicts involving the use of conventional arms. Russia hopes that, by lowering the
nuclear threshold in this way, it can still maintain a ‘realistic deterrent’ that it is appar-
ently no longer able to guarantee with conventional means alone, now that its armed
forces have lost much of their strength.

Although the Russians still have tremendous firepower at their disposal, in terms of
their strategic nuclear arsenal, whether they will be able to maintain their stocks at 
current levels is a completely different matter. More than 60% of the Russian strategic
missile capacity has now passed its ‘sell-by’ date and is therefore not as reliable as it
was intended to be. The process of replacing these missiles with new SS-27s is pro-
ceeding so slowly that, regardless of whether Russian parliament ratifies the START
treaties or not, the country’s practical capability will effectively fall not just below the
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ceilings imposed by START II (i.e. 3,000 to 3,500 warheads), but actually under the
ceilings provided for in START III (i.e. 2,000 to 2,500 warheads).

At present, however, the greatest security threat is posed not by the size of Russia’s
military capability, but by poor management of army equipment, the increasing unrelia-
bility of weapon systems and early-warning systems, and by the desire of government
bodies and arms manufacturers to find new export markets for Russian products. Rus-
sia’s stocks of enriched uranium are poorly guarded, nuclear weapon systems switch
to combat mode of their own accord, and the staff responsible for maintaining Rus-
sia’s nuclear arsenal (who used to enjoy special privileges) have already gone on strike
more than once. In addition, there is also the problem of the enormous quantity of mili-
tary waste and the weapons of mass destruction which the Russians have dismantled
but have not been able to process.

Conditions in the other former states of the Soviet Union are so divergent that it is dif-
ficult to draw any general conclusions that would apply equally to all of them. What
they do share in any event are certain compelling reasons for remaining members of
the Russian-dominated Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). These include the
continued existence of a Moscow-oriented infrastructure, domestic political instability,
difficult economic conditions and the fact that, apart from the Russian Federation,
there is not a single country that is willing and able to enter into an effective aid rela-
tionship with one of these states. The question is whether the CIS will be capable of
evolving into anything more than its current form, which is basically an economic and
legal arrangement. There are many problem areas within the CIS, of which the Caspian
Sea region is a particularly egregious example. The political and ethnic tensions there
are more complex and more violent than in other regions. Never-ending crises are
afflicting an area that is of vital importance to the states involved on account of its
huge oil and gas reserves. However, as long as it proves impossible to find a lasting
solution to the conflicts in the region, oil and gas production figures will be confined to
their current modest levels, thus stemming the flow of a potentially key source of
income that is needed to solve the present problems.

North Africa and the Middle East
According to authoritative sources such as the World Bank, the Arab world (which is
taken to consist of North Africa and the Middle East) is one of the most unstable
regions in the world. The economic outlook is poor and power structures are fragile. A
combination of external support provided during the Cold War and high oil prices have
helped to sustain many regimes which would otherwise have faced insuperable prob-
lems a long time ago. In addition, a rising number of Arab countries are now confronted
with Islamic fundamentalism, which thrives on the sense of hopelessness that has tak-
en grip of large numbers of the Arab underclass. The authority of the state is also at
risk of being undermined by cross-border tensions (e.g. affecting the Kurds and Pales-
tinians, and pitting Shi‘ite against Sunni Muslims), whilst inter-state tensions between
Israel and a number of its neighbours (e.g. Iran, Iraq and Syria), many of which are also
at loggerheads with each other, continue to provide a seedbed for new, open conflicts.
Finally, tensions between Turkey and its Arab neighbours also have to be taken into
account.

II.2.2 Regions elsewhere in the world
European security interests will not always be immediately threatened by changes in
the stability of more remote regions. At the same time, it is becoming increasingly
common for faraway conflicts to have an impact in other parts of the world (in the



shape of terrorism, crime or refugee flows), despite the large distances involved. More-
over, certain security risks in these regions may definitely be regarded as potential
global problems because of the nature of the weapon systems which the warring fac-
tions have at their disposal and the scale of the economic disruption which these
weapons can potentially cause.

One of the main factors that is capable of leading in due course to grave problems with
both regional and global ramifications is the rivalry between China and the United
States and the Chinese attempts - prompted by this rivalry - to secure a dominant posi-
tion for themselves in Asia. China’s conventional arms build-up and the modernisation
of its nuclear capacity should also be seen in the light of the power vacuum in the
south and east of the Russian Federation, the tensions in and around the China Sea
(i.e. affecting Vietnam and the Philippines) and the constant friction between China and
a number of its neighbours, i.e. Taiwan, South Korea, India and Japan. In this frame-
work, China has helped Pakistan to develop medium-range missiles and has probably
also provided North Korea with the know-how it needs in order to develop long-range
missiles. Despite the apparent willingness shown by the Asian states to engage in eco-
nomic cooperation, their main interest in the field of security would appear to lie in
bilateral relations. The weakness of the regional security mechanisms in Asia should
also be regarded as a serious shortcoming, particularly in the light of the massive con-
ventional (and, to a certain extent, nuclear) arms race.

The security situation in sub-Saharan Africa revolves primarily around intrastate con-
flicts and the emergence of ‘failed states’. The region has lost much of its strategic
value to the big powers since the end of the Cold War. African leaders who, ten years
ago, could count on foreign support in their efforts to curb domestic unrest and ten-
sion, now find themselves bereft of any such aid. This has given irregular, armed
organisations an opportunity to establish a local power base and generate income
from the sale of raw materials or the pursuit of criminal activities. Key external players
in the region (e.g. the US, France and the UK) have tried to compensate for the decline
in their direct involvement in African conflicts by encouraging African regional organisa-
tions, or African countries, to take on more responsibility for crisis management them-
selves. It is unclear, however, even disregarding the problems which these countries
are bound to encounter in assembling the necessary military and other resources,
whether they share enough common interests for such an approach to be effective.

In South America, where the economic cooperation created by the establishment of the
MERCOSUR common market has led to an easing of military tensions, recent develop-
ments have been much more encouraging. Nevertheless, the South American democra-
cies (many of which are still relatively young) remain at risk from the effects of the
drugs trade, international crime and illicit sales of natural resources. The intensive
trading in cocaine with North American and European criminal organisations shows that
distance is becoming increasingly irrelevant to such non-state actors, thanks to the
benefits offered by modern transport and communication equipment.
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III Changes in international security instruments

III.1 NATO

Although there were critics who claimed at the end of the 1980s that NATO had lost its
raison d‘être, there are very few people today who would doubt the alliance’s value.
This shift has been due largely to a general consensus that security cooperation within
NATO remains of vital significance to Europe’s security, both now and in the future.
This applies not only to NATO’s ability to project an image of stability in Central and
Eastern Europe, but also to NATO’s integrated military structure, which has played a
key role in managing crises, for example in Bosnia-Hercegovina, and Kosovo. As a final
factor (and in view of the uncertain future of Europe’s security), this structure contin-
ues to be important for the general defence role.

External trends
NATO’s influence now extends wider than ever. The recent enlargement of NATO follow-
ing the accession of the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland is important not only in
military, but more particularly in political terms, as it means that a larger number of
countries are committed to maintaining a stable and democratic Europe. The latest
expansion does not mean, incidentally, that the door is now closed to other new mem-
bers. In other words, the Washington Summit (1999) should be seen as an halfway
stage in a process that has not yet come to an end.28 In order to strengthen relations
between NATO and Russia at the same time, in part in the light of Russia’s critical
stance on the expansion of NATO, the two parties have set up a Permanent Joint Coun-
cil (PJC) as a means of fostering a structural dialogue between them. Differences of
opinion have at times made the work of the Council exceedingly difficult, as was very
clearly the case during the Kosovo crisis in the spring of 1999. Nevertheless, the AIV
believes that the PJC continues to be a vital instrument for fostering mutual under-
standing. In addition to placing its relations with Russia on a more systematic footing,
NATO has also intensified cooperation in the framework of the Partnership for Peace.
This is a process which has been given an important political dimension with the
establishment first of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) and later of the
Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC). The alliance has also entered into a separate
partnership with Ukraine and has started a dialogue with a number of Mediterranean
countries.
Thanks to the use of partnerships and dialogues, NATO has evolved in the 1990s from
an organisation whose prime concern was the defence of its own territory into a broad-
based security organisation that seeks to promote wider stability in Europe. This new
NATO is both more open and more complex. Whereas, in the old days, consensus had
to be achieved among sixteen countries, today, there are nineteen allies who all need
to be brought into line. Moreover, security policy itself has become more complicated.
The allies are regularly confronted with local frictions, tensions, humanitarian disasters
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and conflicts (some of which are close to the convention area) that are capable of
developing into crises with an international impact. This has changed the considera-
tions taken into account in relation to out-of-area operations. Whereas the alliance’s
prime concern in the past was with protecting vital interests, humanitarian arguments
are now starting to play an increasingly prominent role. This has also had an impact on
the decision-making process at NATO, as became clear during the Kosovo crisis. The
nature of the threat, the interests of the NATO member states and hence the factors
that affect their domestic politics may vary from one conflict to another.

In this new constellation, the core objective is to reconcile the requisite political con-
sensus within the ranks of the NATO member states with decisive and unequivocal mili-
tary action. Decisiveness implies that NATO must retain the initiative and not be drawn
into taking reactive decisions at a late stage, whilst unequivocality means that crisis
management operations should have a clear aim from the outset and that the
resources committed to such operations should be compatible with the agreed aim. If
the allies are not prepared to commit to a particular operation the military resources
which it requires, then they should ask themselves whether it would not be wiser to
restrict themselves to non-military options. This problem was illustrated by the very
public decision that was taken during the Kosovo crisis to rule out any use of ground
forces in advance. However understandable such a step may have been in the light of
the domestic political pressures affecting various allies, the AIV believes that announc-
ing such a restriction beforehand led, from a military viewpoint, to an undesirable ten-
sion between the aims of the military operation (i.e. putting an end to the humanitarian
tragedy in Kosovo) and the available options for the use of military resources. Whilst
the use of NATO air power may have put an end to Serbian brutalities in Kosovo, it was
unable to prevent Serbian military and paramilitary units from feeling safe enough over
a period of many weeks to undertake a large-scale, organised campaign directed at
expelling Kosovars and committing human rights violations. Moreover, it also meant
that, when the time came to fill the power vacuum that had been left in Kosovo, the
response came too late and was backed by insufficient forces.

The new Strategic Concept
NATO’s new Strategic Concept, which was adopted at the Washington Summit on 
24 April 1999, seeks to provide a response to the changes which have taken place in
the international security situation during recent years. It also provides a common view
of the alliance’s ‘fundamental security tasks’ at the start of the 21st century. The
allies have made clear that, alongside collective defence, cooperation, dialogue and
‘crisis management tasks’ are all vital in order to counteract the threats and risks fac-
ing the member states.

The allies still regard the collective defence task imposed under Article 5 of the North
Atlantic Treaty as forming the cornerstone of the alliance. According to the Strategic
Concept, the non-Article 5 ‘crisis management task’ requires an ability to conduct a
wide range of operations, varying from a low to an extremely high level of force. This is
defined as an ability ‘to stand ready, case-by-case and by consensus, in conformity
with article 7 of the Washington Treaty, to contribute to effective conflict prevention
and to engage actively in crisis management, including crisis response operations.’ The
geographical boundaries set by the Strategic Concept are the same as the ‘Euro-
Atlantic area’ that is open to a wide variety of interpretations. This means that, in prin-
ciple, NATO’s range of operation is a question of what the allies decide among them-
selves, as is the issue of the legitimacy of the use of force outside NATO’s treaty area.
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The Concept refers in this connection to the ‘primary responsibility’ held by the Securi-
ty Council for the maintenance of international peace and security, and claims that the
alliance ‘is committed to the Washington Treaty and the UN Charter’, and to interna-
tional law in general. Section III.3 discusses the issue of the legitimacy of military
operations in more detail, now that the Kosovo crisis has brought the matter to the
forefront of public attention.

The Strategic Concept devotes special attention to the development of a European
Security and Defence Identity within NATO, stressing its desirability and even necessity.
In the text of the new Strategic Concept, NATO localises the European Security and
Defence Identity as lying either with the WEU ‘or as otherwise agreed’. The aim of this
wording is to leave the door open for an EU role, as is clear from the press commu-
niqué which was issued at the same time and which refers to ‘EU-led operations’. The
AIV will be returning to this issue in Section III.2.

The Defence Capabilities Initiative
The Washington Summit also adopted a Defence Capabilities Initiative (DCI) in addition
to the Strategic Concept, and established a High-Level Steering Group to implement it.
This initiative is needed in the light of the increasing importance of crisis management
operations which the NATO member states believe necessitate a further flexibilisation
of NATO armed forces. Among the critical comments made during the debate on the
DCI was that a number of NATO member states have shortcomings in relation to its
ability to maintain an operational presence, as well as in relation to the swift deploy-
ment of its forces: NATO armed forces do not include enough rapid-deployment units,
and also do not have enough logistical support and combat-support units. It has also
been claimed that NATO needs to devote more energy to the fields of strategic trans-
port capacity, intelligence capacity, protection against weapons of mass destruction,
and communication and information systems.

Although the DCI has had the effect of placing the question of the adequacy of NATO’s
military strength on the political agenda, it is not clear whether this will be enough to
encourage the allies to close any gaps that need closing. This applies particularly to
the European member states, where the greatest problem lies in persuading them to
surrender part of their national political and military independence in favour of collec-
tive effectiveness.29 This can be achieved only if there is maximum political cohesion
among the allies and if wider European security interests are accorded a more promi-
nent place in the debates on national defence budgets.

Transatlantic relations
The AIV stresses the importance of good transatlantic relations. This requires a perma-
nent commitment on the part of both the United States and Canada on the one hand
and the European countries on the other. However, the absence of an acute military
threat against Western Europe brings with it a risk of US and European interests grow-
ing apart. The United States and the European Union (or, as the case may be, certain
members of the European Union) have frequently found themselves at loggerheads
with each other during the 1990s, particularly on certain trade questions. These have
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included disputes about the US laws on sanctions with an extraterritorial effect (i.e.
against Iran, Libya and Cuba), about bananas and about the use of hormones in cattle
farming. However, there have also been disagreements on political issues, for example
on the role played by the United Nations, the ban on the production of land mines and
the establishment of an international criminal court.

Despite such disagreements, the Western European countries and the United States
have proved reliable allies in the field of security because they share a common set of
values and vital interests. This is underscored by the fact that the United States, both
during the air campaign at the time of the Kosovo crisis and during the decisive phase
in the conflict in Bosnia, took charge of operations and accounted for the bulk of the
military action.

At the same time, transatlantic security relations have undergone certain shifts in
emphasis during the past few years. Now that Western Europe is no longer facing an
immediate, large-scale threat, the instability in other regions, primarily the Middle East
and East Asia, has taken on more importance for the United States. In addition, the
United States regards the development of increasingly sophisticated missile systems
in China and North Korea as posing a threat to the territorial integrity of some of its
partners in Asia (i.e. Japan, South Korea and Taiwan) and even to part of the United
States itself. Just how worried the United States is about these developments is evi-
denced by the government’s plan to study, despite tremendous resistance from the
Russian Federation and China, new defence systems that are capable of protecting the
country against ballistic missile attack.

Future transatlantic defence relations should not be seen simply in geostrategic terms,
but also in the framework of new developments in military technology. It is quite possi-
ble, for example, that massive US investment in new military technology will lead to a
sea change in the nature of US and European cooperation. According to the US
defence study entitled Joint Vision 2010, US defence policy in the medium term will no
longer revolve solely around relatively large combat units, but will focus as well – and
to increasing degree – on smaller, more versatile units which are capable of bringing
massive firepower to bear on targets.30 This will open up an opportunity for the United
States to limit its military activities in crisis management operations to the supply of
firepower and thus minimise the number of troops deployed. The European countries
have neither the political conviction nor the financial resources to follow the US in this
technological re-orientation. If there is a further widening of the gap between the US
capability to deploy more sophisticated resources and the European capability in this
area, this may create a highly undesirable imbalance in the division of responsibilities
between the Europeans and the Americans.31

As an additional factor, the importance of the military synergy which underpinned the
system of collective defence during the Cold War would appear to be on the wane now
that NATO has decided to place more emphasis on crisis management operations.
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These operations no longer rely on the element of automatic military assistance provid-
ed by the system of collective defence. Whether and how the allies participate in crisis
management operations has become a matter that is decided on a case-by-case basis,
and depends heavily on domestic politics. The AIV regards this as an alarming develop-
ment, particularly in the light of the current differences in US and European capa-
bilites. After all, the most recent experiences with crisis management operations have
shown that NATO (at least where there is a high level of technological sophistication)
depends greatly on US military potential. For example, the ratio of US to European mis-
sions during the air campaign in connection with the Kosovo crisis was at least 7 to 1.
This figure points to a serious deficit in terms of the ability of the European countries
to conduct technically complex military support or preparatory operations on their own,
even where the crisis in question has a direct impact on European interests. Given that
there are no guarantees that the Americans will continue to contribute to such opera-
tions, the European countries must be able to assume this responsibility themselves.
To this end, they need to possess a more powerful military capability than is currently
the case.

Notwithstanding the above, the European NATO member states have demonstrated that
they are still capable of taking the lion’s share of the military role in the SFOR and
KFOR peacekeeping operations.

The AIV is concerned about the imbalance between US and European military power,
as this could create the impression that Europe is continually shifting its military
responsibilities to the US and is not prepared to accept an equal share of the burden.
This could, in turn, play into the hands of those political forces in the US which are
keen to see a further reduction in American involvement in European security. The AIV
is convinced that the Americans can be persuaded to remain involved only if the Euro-
pean countries succeed in showing the Americans that they, aware of the significance
of transatlantic ties, are willing and able to take on more and more security responsi-
bilities of their own.

III.2 The European defence capacity

In recent years, an increasing number of member states of both NATO and the Euro-
pean Union have endorsed the desirability of a European military capacity for crisis
management operations. The AIV believes that the development of such a military
capability is not only desirable, but also both necessary and urgent. We have already
underlined the need for the European allies to try and achieve a greater degree of bal-
ance in transatlantic military relations. However, the presence of such a capability is
also intrinsically important for the European Union itself. To date, the European Union’s
foreign and security policy has remained inadequate and unable to keep up with the
pace of European  financial and economic integration, thus preventing  the Union from
assuming its responsibilities in an effective manner.

It was the inadequacy of the European Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and
the poor results of the European input in the Balkans that prompted the UK govern-
ment to conclude that the adjustments made to the CFSP under the Treaty of Amster-
dam were not sufficient for an effective European security policy. The UK-French St.
Malo declaration (issued in December 1998) concludes that, in addition to the CFSP,
the European Union must possess credible military force and an appropriate and deci-
sive political decision-making process. France has for some time been in favour of
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strengthening the CFSP in this way. At the same time, the French attitude to NATO is
becoming increasingly pragmatic, apparently as a result of the experiences gained with
the coalition during the Gulf War, with IFOR/SFOR in Bosnia, and with the military oper-
ations in and around Kosovo. This attitude is reflected inter alia in France‘s member-
ship of the Combined Joint Planning Staff and the Capabilities Coordination Cell in
NATO’s International Military Staff, which has made it relatively easy for France to join
NATO-led crisis management operations.

Since the St. Malo declaration, other EU member states have expressed their support
for the UK-French standpoint on increasing Europe’s military power, resulting in the
conclusions which the Cologne European Council drew on the issue in June 1999.32

Conditions for a European military capability
At the Cologne summit, the European heads of government stated that the European
Union must have a credible military capacity at its disposal and that a number of basic
conditions need to be met to bring this about: sufficient military resources should be
available, the military structures must be adequate, and political control must be effec-
tive. Such objectives are ambitious and can be achieved only if they are backed by gen-
uine political resolve and decisiveness. The problem is whether the EU member states
will be willing to surrender part of their national sovereignty on defence in order to
secure greater multinational effectiveness. If they are not, the European Union will sim-
ply find itself muddling on, thereby undermining not only its own credibility, but also
transatlantic relations and hence the effectiveness of NATO itself.

A) Military resources
The European countries cannot properly shoulder responsibility for defence as long as
they are not prepared to commit the necessary resources. Even now, a shortage of
European resources is making it difficult to sustain military operations, especially now
that European forces are active in both Bosnia and Kosovo. Both operations look like
representing long-term commitments, because of the complexity of the problems and
the intensity of the emotions felt by the parties involved. This is bound to draw heavily
on Europe’s ability to relieve its forces.

The question now is how to set about improving Europe’s military capability. One of the
options is to make more efficient use of European resources by dividing responsibili-
ties, intensifying multilateral cooperation and setting up joint programmes for funding
European defence procurement. The AIV believes that such military cooperation will be
indispensable in any event if the European countries wish to continue to have access
to ever more expensive weapon systems which they feel are essential to their defence,
in a political climate generally characterised by shrinking defence budgets.

The problem is, however, that such cooperation inevitably encounters practical prob-
lems, in that countries wish to retain full control over how their armed forces are
equipped and deployed. Discrepancies in national industrial interests form an 
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additional stumbling block.33 In the absence of other forms of coordination, the NATO
planning system therefore remains for the time being the most important tool for coor-
dinating national decision-making and international cooperation. It has become clear
during the course of the 1990s that this system is in need of improvement now that
the allies are equipping their armed forces more for crisis management tasks. This is
yet another reason for supporting the Defence Capabilities Initiative.

In order to make a European defence capability more effective, the EU member states
will at least have to demonstrate a willingness to work closely in organising their
armed forces. This also means committing the necessary financial resources. After all,
any form of military coordination is more likely to result in additional expenditure (in
the form of investments in adjustments) than in savings, even if it leads to closer mul-
tilateral cooperation or to some form of burden-sharing. Insofar as a more efficient sys-
tem of European cooperation generates financial benefits, these will be the product of
additional investment up front. Another factor to take into account is that, if certain
European countries decide to link cooperation to a programme of spending cuts, this
may easily give other countries the impression that they are more eager to shift their
responsibilities onto others than to share them.34 Such a development will be counter-
productive, in that it will make countries less willing to extend their cooperation and
hence make it difficult to improve the European defence capability. In the AIV’s opin-
ion, this line of argument means that strengthening the European defence capability
will necessarily mean setting new goals. This is bound to affect the level of defence
expenditure among the European countries concerned.

B) The military structure
The decisions on the European defence capability that were taken at the Washington
Summit and at the Cologne European Council hold out the prospect of a Common For-
eign and Security Policy (CFSP) and a common EU defence policy being developed in
close consultation with NATO. The alliance has demonstrated a willingness to make its
resources available for ‘European operations’ in the form of Combined Joint Task
Forces (CJTF).35 NATO has now made the necessary preparations, which means that a
European command structure headed by the deputy SACEUR36 can be used for opera-
tions conducted by European countries. The key point about making use of NATO is
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that it enables complex military operations to be performed. Moreover, it also prevents
the expensive and unnecessary duplication involved in building up an autonomous
European defence force. The Cologne European Council also held open the possibility
of strictly European operations, i.e. without the use of NATO resources. The AIV
believes that this option would not necessarily be incompatible with the approach out-
lined above, given that strictly European operations will remain limited for the time
being to small-scale military operations which do not require any separate military
structure.

The integration of the WEU in the European Union (as was decided in principle in
Cologne) will provide the European Union with a modest military apparatus for support-
ing the decision-making process in the Council of Ministers. It should be remembered,
however, that a number of problems still need to be resolved before any final decision
can be taken on this integration at the end of the year 2000. What action, for example,
needs to be taken about the forms of association between the WEU and various coun-
tries which are not members of the European Union, such as Turkey, Norway, Iceland
and former Warsaw Pact states? Will it be acceptable to NATO for EU member states
which are members neither of NATO nor of the WEU to also be allowed to make use of
NATO resources? Are these states themselves actually interested in using NATO’s
resources, and are they actually prepared to perform the whole range of the WEU’s
Petersberg tasks?37 Although these are all points which still need to be worked out,
new forms of consultation are nevertheless beginning to emerge that could provide
suitable channels in the future for harmonising the various international structures 
(i.e. NATO and the EU, including the WEU, the European security and defence identity –
which has yet to be defined – and the CFSP) during crisis management operations. For
example, the Ministers of Defence of the European Union have held one session of
informal consultations in Vienna (in the autumn of 1998), and have also met informally
in Bonn on one occasion with the Ministers of Defence of other European NATO mem-
ber states (in the spring of 1999). It is possible that further informal meetings along
these lines will be held in the future, and that these may eventually form the basis for
a new consultative structure. The AIV wishes to stress that the integration of the WEU
in the EU will lead ipso facto to the institutionalisation of such consultations in the
CFSP.

The CJTF concept, which is key to the development of a European defence capability
within NATO, has now been tested twice in exercises (Allied Effort in 1997 and Strong
Resolve in 1998). In addition, core units have been established in three NATO head-
quarters which can be used for forming CJTF headquarters for two large-scale opera-
tions and one small-scale operation. The exercises have shown that the concept is
indeed suited for combined operations, but that it also has its limits. This was illustrat-
ed by the course of events surrounding the NATO-led operations in Bosnia, in which
national interests continually led to major ad hoc adjustments in pre-defined staff
structures. Indeed, virtually all countries which have supplied troops to IFOR/SFOR to
date have demanded a corresponding degree of influence in the line of command. Any
future CJTF combined operations will therefore have to take account of such national
claims, as these are bound to be made.

The next constraint imposed on the CJTF concept is the fact that NATO as an organisa-
tion has hardly any capabilities of its own. The alliance only actually ‘owns’ a limited
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number of collective resources such as military staffs, the CJTF headquarters, a num-
ber of pipelines, some communication systems and various AWACS aircraft. NATO’s
main strategic capabilities lie in the hands of the United States, which always makes
some form of American involvement inevitable.38 Moreover, it is reasonable to assume
that the Americans will wish to remain part of the lines of command, even if the
resources which they have lent their allies are used in a purely supportive capacity.
The United States has made no secret of this wish. The Americans are keen to main-
tain the Single Strategic Process Concept under which NATO’s North Atlantic Council
first reaches a consensus on the conditions under which resources are to be deployed
before actually committing them.39 There is no reason to expect any ‘automatic’ dele-
gation of equipment for European operations or a firm guarantee that the necessary
resources will invariably be made available on any occasion on which they are
needed.40 Until now, the best that the US waa willing to offer as regards the use of
American NATO resources in European crisis management operations was a presump-
tion of access. The AIV nevertheless feels it is important that it is made clear in good
time what this presumption of access actually means. The clearer the definition, the
less risk there is of parallel military structures being developed outside NATO.

C) Political control
In their St. Malo declaration, France and the United Kingdom stated that they first
wished to improve practical cooperation before moving on to discuss the issue of politi-
cal control and the institutional aspects of a European defence capability. Whether
practical cooperation will lead in future to the unambiguous use of a European defence
capability will not only depend on the willingness of these two countries. It will depend
first and foremost on the ability of the European Union as a whole to formulate a com-
mon definition of its strategic interests. As long as there is no such consensus, there
is unlikely to be any coherent European action and European operations will probably
be nothing more than simply ad hoc ‘coalitions of the willing’.

In turn, a European strategic consensus is closely bound up with the development of
an effective European institutional framework that is capable of responding swiftly,
intelligently and decisively to international developments. The Treaty of Amsterdam
included various institutional adjustments for this purpose, such as the appointment of
a High Representative for the CFSP. The recommendations made by the Cologne Euro-
pean Council suggest that the Union is also thinking of establishing a permanent com-
mittee for political and security issues that would take its instructions from the various
EU capitals. This committee would be responsible in the first instance for the day-to-
day implementation of the CFSP, the development of common strategies and the politi-
cal command over European operations. The High Representative and his staff would
play a coordinating role here. However, if the High Representative does not also chair
this committee for political and security issues, the AIV believes that this could lead to
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disastrous confusion and rivalry. By appointing retiring NATO Secretary-General Solana
to this new office, the EU member states have in any event made clear that they wish
to see the CFSP closely harmonised with NATO’s security policy.

The Dutch contribution
The AIV believes that the Netherlands should contribute in a number of different ways
to the formation of a European defence capability. The government should, in consulta-
tion with like-minded countries, argue in favour of the further intensification of military
cooperation, provided that it does not conflict with existing NATO structures. The
Netherlands should also seek to achieve more intensive European cooperation in the
field of defence planning, in order to improve European military capabilities. Firm sup-
port for the Defence Capabilities Initiative should form part of this. At the same time,
the Netherlands should join forces with like-minded countries in drawing up plans for a
common funding basis for European strategic capabilities.

The Netherlands should also promote the establishment of common European strate-
gies for enhancing the cohesion of political control.41 At the same time, the govern-
ment should conduct intensive talks with the United States in order to prevent any
weakening of transatlantic ties. The Netherlands has a key role to play in this respect
on account of the good security relations between the US and the Netherlands. This is
particularly true now that, in the wake of the St. Malo declaration, the United Kingdom
also needs to take account of the French desire for a more autonomous European
defence policy.

III.3 The United Nations and the OSCE

Both the United Nations (UN) and the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (OSCE) are umbrella organisations with a particular responsibility for the main-
tenance of international peace and security. The UN is the only global forum in which
security and stability, human rights, sustainable social and economic development and
environmental problems are all discussed in relation to each other. The UN is the only
conflict management instrument that is capable of producing results in those regions
in which there is no adequate regional security arrangement. As a regional organisation
under Chapter VIII of the UN Chapter, the OSCE is the prime European forum for con-
flict prevention and preventive diplomacy.

The special position of the UN Security Council as the organ with primary responsibility
for the maintenance of international peace and security has once again come under
pressure, following the temporary atmosphere of euphoria in the wake of the collapse
of the Berlin Wall. This has been a consequence of the debates on intervention which
have been sparked off by a number of acute humanitarian emergencies characterised
by massive violations of human rights in predominantly domestic political conflicts. In a
number of instances, such emergencies have led to coercive action with humanitarian
aims being authorised by the Security Council, and these have cast a new light on the
classic principle of non-intervention. The examples include the UN operations in Soma-
lia, Rwanda and Bosnia-Hercegovina. However, there have also been a number of 
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non-UN interventions, including the action taken by the ECOWAS regional organisation
in Liberia (1990) and operation Provide Comfort in northern Iraq (1991). The decision
to intervene in Kosovo (1999) was also taken outside the Security Council after vari-
ous unsuccessful attempts had been made to reach a consensus in the Council on the
use of military force, in accordance with Resolutions adopted earlier under Chapter VII
of the UN Charter. Although the modalities of these operations are highly divergent, it
cannot be denied that the readiness of the ‘international community’ to interfere in
domestic conflicts has prompted a fundamental debate on issues such as the political
basis for such action, its legal basis, and the relations between the UN and regional
organisations or arrangements.

Humanitarian interventions take place at the borderline between the constantly evolv-
ing international law on human rights and international humanitarian law on the one
hand, and the limitations imposed by the UN Charter on the unilateral use of force
against states on the other (Article 2.4).42 Apart from situations of individual and col-
lective self-defence (Article 51), the Charter prohibits the use of force unless explicitly
mandated by the Security Council. Because the Security Council may find itself locked
in a stalemate, however, this requirement may sometimes form a serious impediment,
not only when humanitarian disasters strike, but in all situations of an exceptional and
urgent nature. Despite this, the AIV believes that this does not give NATO or any other
organisations or states a right to do just as they like. The fact that the UN and its
related security systems have continued to thrive in spite of all the tensions during the
Cold War has been largely thanks to the readiness of states to respect the UN Charter.
For this reason, the future of the organisation requires great restraint and prudence in
this sensitive area.

In the light of developments in the 1990s (both in the Security Council and in humani-
tarian law and state practice), the AIV feels that the time is now right to clarify the
legal basis for humanitarian interventions, however difficult it may seem to achieve an
international consensus in this area.43 In this connection, the AIV points specifically to
the recommendations issued by the International Law Association in 1970 and to the
recommendations made by the Advisory Committee on Human Rights and Foreign Poli-
cy and the Advisory Committee on International Law Issues in 1992.44 These commit-
tees formulated a number of basic principles:

– intervention is permitted only in an emergency in which basic human rights are
being violated, or there is a threat of basic human rights being violated, on a 
massive scale;

– the action taken should be commensurate with the gravity of the situation;
– the effect of the intervention on the state structure of the country in question

should be limited to whatever is needed in order to accomplish the intervention;
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– the intervention may not itself pose such a threat to international peace and 
security as to be capable of causing a greater loss of human life than the emer-
gency itself would have caused.

The developments in Europe in the field of crisis management operations have also
underlined the importance of creating a network of divergent and complementary secu-
rity organisations. The OSCE has a unique role of its own to play in this respect. The
organisation continues to provide an important framework for regional action and mutu-
al agreements in a number of areas, including from a military viewpoint (CFE). The AIV
believes that the OSCE’s role can be extended in those fields in which it holds a com-
parative advantage. This applies, for example, to activities in relation to elections, sup-
port for political processes, minority rights issues and forms of temporary international
governance (as in Bosnia), verification and the establishment of democratic institutions
(as in Kosovo), and monitoring (as in the CIS).
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IV Dutch security and defence policy

At the time of the Cold War, the position occupied by the armed forces in Dutch politics
centred on their mission of preventing or withstanding, in conjunction with their NATO
allies, a massive attack aimed at the NATO treaty area. The responsibilities assigned
to the armed forces and the resources allocated to them were designed with this
objective in mind. The position changed, however, following the collapse of the Berlin
Wall. Since the 1993 Defence Priorities Review, crisis management has become one of
the armed forces’ key responsibilities alongside the defence of the alliance and the
traditional tasks relating to the defence of all parts of the Kingdom of the Netherlands.
Today, therefore, the armed forces are regarded to a much greater extent than before
as one of the range of instruments available to the government in implementing its for-
eign policy. This shift in emphasis means that the tasks and resources allocated to the
armed forces depend to an increasing degree on the objectives of Dutch foreign policy
as this is shaped in various international fora.

IV.1 Security policy

Many of the security risks and potential threats described earlier in this report
emanate from tensions caused by a wide variety of political and socio-economic fac-
tors. Because of their complexity, the most effective way of dealing with these factors
is a combination of development cooperation, diplomacy, economic instruments and,
where necessary, military force. Close international cooperation can also help to
enhance the effectiveness and efficacy of such action. It goes without saying that
every crisis requires its own particular strategy and mix of instruments: in some cases,
a military input is unavoidable and the emphasis has to be placed on the prevention of
any escalation of violence. In other cases, however, there is little point to any military
intervention, which means that the accent must be placed on encouraging political dia-
logue, promoting reliable judicial process or fostering economic development. Many
crises have their own specific dynamics requiring a coherent package of policy mea-
sures that are also capable of responding to any increase or decrease in tension.

In the netherlands, the importance of a coherent policy was signalled early on in the
1990s. For example, policy documents such as the Defence Priorities Review and the
policy document published by the Directorate-General for International Cooperation enti-
tled Een Wereld in Geschil (‘A World of Dispute’)45 stressed the fact that an effective
foreign and security policy requires better coordination of policy instruments, including
development cooperation, diplomacy, economic instruments and, if necessary, military
force. The 1995 Review of Foreign Policy46 argued in favour of more than just the com-
plementarity suggested by previous policy documents, claiming that the growing inter-
dependence of international problems required more than simply good coordination
between military and non-military aspects of security. The foreign policy review suggest-
ed that the various instruments of foreign policy should be ‘combined’, ‘clustered’ or
‘fused’. However, in the event, the main focus was on achieving greater cohesion in
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policy, whilst there was less interest in changing the actual substance of policy.47 The
AIV believes that it would be to the advantage of the country’s external security policy
if the process of enhancing the cohesion in the instruments of foreign policy was
based on a philosophy embracing all the various facets of policy such that this philoso-
phy was capable of providing momentum and shape for this process. In the AIV’s opin-
ion, the formulation of such a philosophy requires a more detailed political and interde-
partmental elaboration of the priorities set out in the ‘security cluster’48 of the foreign
policy review.

The AIV wishes to stress in this context that the adoption of a comprehensive
approach as proposed here should not be at the expense of the unique character of
each of the various policy instruments. This means, for example, that if armed force is
used, the primary aim should be the application of organised, controlled force. Only in
exceptional situations, in which swift action is required or in which there are unusual
security risks, may the armed forces be required to perform civilian duties, such as the
provision of emergency relief or assistance with government responsibilities.49

Whether monitoring the observance of human rights should become a standard feature
of crisis management operations is a matter that needs to be discussed at more
length, both in the Netherlands and within the framework of the CFSP.

In formulating a philosophy to underpin Dutch security policy, the AIV believes that no
strict distinction should be made between crises and conflicts at the lower and the
upper end of the scale of force. The two types of conflict can easily overlap and should
be seen as part of a single continuum, i.e. a continuous scale starting at relatively
small-scale, internal conflicts caused by poor governance, violations of human rights,
scarcity, ethnic or socio-economic conflict and ending with cross-border conflicts and
interstate violence with a regional or global impact. Because of the nature of this con-
tinuum, security policy must be designed so as to anticipate each subsequent step in
a crisis and hence prevent any escalation. The crisis in Kosovo, which erupted after
having smouldered for many years, demonstrated once again that it is not enough to
identify risks and a potential for violence in good time, but that it is essential for the
political decision-making process to be adequate and to be more than simply a
response to events. As we have pointed out several times before,50 a strategy for
dealing with crises can only be successful if early warnings are translated effectively
into early decisions.
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Mounting tension and violence may have an impact beyond the borders of their country
of origin, and this may take the form of rising international crime, terrorism, refugee
flows or economic disruption. Because of the process of scaling down already referred
to in this report, and developments in the field of transport, communications and infor-
mation, this impact is being felt over ever longer distances and is becoming increasing-
ly relevant to the security situation in Europe. The traditional distinction between
defence and crisis management is beginning to blur. The aim of crisis management is
to restore or establish a stable environment to counteract risks and threats, and to
reduce these where possible. In this sense, there is considerable overlap between 
crisis management and defence.

The traditional distinction between external and internal security is also fading. Until
now, the strategy used for dealing with the cross-border effects of crises has been pri-
marily of a reactive nature with a domestic political dimension. In the view of the AIV,
insufficient use has been made of international security instruments in this respect.
This has led to a tendency to concentrate on removing the effects of crises and to
ignore their causes (i.e. external tensions and crises). In this light, the AIV requests
the government to look into the possibilities for formulating a comprehensive strategy
for dealing with external and internal security problems. The AIV believes that such a
strategy requires the removal of many interdepartmental barriers. It needs to be direct-
ed through a central, supra-ministerial construct, bringing together a wide variety of
expertise. Special task forces could be created to deal with specific issues. The AIV
again emphasises in this context that the various security instruments (i.e. the armed
forces, the police force, etc.) must be allowed to retain their own unique identity.

IV.2 Defence policy

IV.2.1 The tasks of the armed forces
As we have indicated, international security risks should be seen as a continuum. This
does not mean, however, that it is possible to easily rank these risks, because the 
relevance of each risk to the Netherlands depends not on one, but on a whole range of
factors, all with their own internal dynamics:

1) the possibility of certain risks occurring;
2) the amount of damage which might be caused;
3) the distance to Dutch territory;
4) the nature and availability of weapons;
5) considerations of international solidarity.

An analysis of these factors does not necessarily lead to a clear ranking that can be
used as a basis for setting military priorities: for example, whilst there may be only a
slight chance of a certain risk occurring, the damage associated with the risk may be
substantial (e.g. terrorism using weapons of mass destruction), and vice versa. As we
have already explained, although the distance to Dutch territory remains an important
factor in assessing security risks, it has lost some of its importance due to develop-
ments in communications and transport and also to the process referred to in this
report as ‘scaling down’. In addition, the proliferation of all sorts of weapons,51

including weapons of mass destruction, means that the nature and availability of
weapons is a factor that is steadily assuming more importance.
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Because of the wide variety of relevant and sometimes conflicting factors, it is difficult
to interpret the international security situation in terms of its direct impact on the size
and equipment requirements of the Dutch armed forces. As a further complication, the
way in which the armed forces are equipped is already largely a matter of international
agreement, notably within NATO. For this reason, the way in which defence policy is
shaped is determined not only by international security, but also and more particularly
by the government’s political ambitions. These ambitions were defined for the first time
in the post-Cold War era in the Defence Priorities Review. They were subsequently rati-
fied by Parliament and were recently confirmed in the government’s framework memo-
randum for the 2000 Defence White Paper. The AIV has assumed that these ambitions
still hold good, although it does wish to point out that this is only feasible and accept-
able if the political and military leadership is prepared unequivocally to bear responsi-
bility for the constructive deployment of the armed forces, even if this involves clear
risks for the security of military personnel. To this end, the armed forces must be able
to rely on their being and remaining properly equipped in both quantitative and qualita-
tive terms in order to adequately discharge the responsibilities assigned to them. If the
armed forces are not given a clearly defined mission and are not properly equipped,
this may undermine public support for them.

As we have already pointed out, it is impossible to rank security risks in general terms.
In other words, the five factors listed above should be carefully analysed in relation to
each situation as and when it occurs. For this reason, the AIV will be restricting itself
to a general description of the minimum capability which the armed forces must pos-
sess in order to give a credible account of themselves in performing their responsibili-
ties as arising from the international security situation, in the light of the government’s
political ambitions. Such an approach is not new. In fact, it has been in use for some
time. In 1993, for example, the Dutch military capability was designed with a number
of functions in mind: the defence of NATO territory, peacekeeping operations, and the
defence of all parts of the kingdom. The description of these functions needs to be
refined in the light of the continuum of tension and violence in which conflicts and
crises are framed. In accordance with the capacity planning used by the UK govern-
ment for its Strategic Defence Review, the AIV has broken down this list of functions
into 10 specific responsibilities, all of which affect the armed forces and which the 
AIV believes the armed forces should remain capable of performing. Each of these
responsibilities is associated with its own potential for violence and its own operational
modalities. There is a certain degree of overlap between these responsibilities, a 
number of which can be performed concurrently with a single military operation. For
this reason, it is not possible to use the list given below as a basis for the allocation
of resources. The available resources must be suitable for performing a maximum
number of tasks.52

1) National responsibilities relate to the protection of Dutch territory insofar as this
involves a military component (e.g. the provision of duty ships and the protection of
Dutch airspace), as well as certain civil duties which civil organisations cannot perform
or cannot perform on their own (e.g. bomb disposal, certain guard duties, the policing
of airports, photo reconnaissance, hydrography, military engineering, dealing with large-
scale emergencies, etc.). Helping to protect the population in the event of calamities
may also be regarded as such a civil duty. In the AIV’s opinion, national responsibilities
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are likely to become more important in the future, in the light of the gradual intermin-
gling of internal and external security, but also because of the vulnerability of society
as a result of advances in information technology.

2) Kingdom responsibilities are similar to national responsibilities and are regulated
by the ‘Charter for the Kingdom of the Netherlands’. They include the external defence
of the Netherlands Antilles and Aruba, military support and assistance in the event of
calamities, and the management of the Antillean and Aruban coastguards.

3) Defence diplomacy. This is understood as embracing a wide variety of responsibili-
ties ranging from the activities of military attachés and military support for the UN sec-
retariat to exchanges in the framework of the Partnership for Peace, and activities
relating to non-proliferation and arms control, as well as the provision of practical sup-
port to regional organisations and assistance with the dismantling of weapons of mass
destruction in the former Soviet Union.

4) The obligation to promote the international legal order is enshrined in the Dutch
constitution and also has a military component. This principle is an important motive
underlying the active international stance adopted by the Netherlands, and hence the
Dutch contribution to a wide range of military operations conducted by the United
Nations. The duties performed by Dutch forces participating in international operations
range from UN policing and observation duties to assistance with the prosecution of
war criminals in the context of SFOR. The Dutch contribution to the fight against drugs
trafficking in the Caribbean may also be considered in this category.

5) Supporting Dutch interests basically means promoting stability in areas in which
the Netherlands has a particular interest, often of an economic nature. One example of
this, that also served the objective of maintaining the international legal order, was the
mine-sweeping operation in the Persian Gulf during the Iran-Iraq war. This function also
includes flying the flag in support of Dutch exports.

6) The evacuation of Dutch nationals. Where necessary, the armed forces must be
able to intervene rapidly in order to evacuate, or assist in the evacuation of, Dutch
nationals in crisis situations.

7) Humanitarian duties. The armed forces can pave the way for the provision of
humanitarian aid by helping to protect both the civilian population and relief workers.
They can also supply logistical support, including transport, taking their lead from the
aims and requirements of, and the priorities set by, governments and relief organisa-
tions (including NGOs).53

8) Crisis management outside NATO territory. In view of the increasing degree of
overlap between self-defence and crisis management, a Dutch interest may be served
by the deployment of Dutch forces outside NATO territory. The duties performed range
from preventive observation operations to large-scale peace enforcement, and may
also include humanitarian interventions.

9) Collective defence by NATO in a limited region. If a crisis as referred to in point 8
spills over into another region, this may warrant a collective defence action in a limited
region. In view of the collective nature of this type of campaign, it would be logical for
the Dutch to participate in such action.

36

53 Advisory Council on International Affairs: Humanitarian aid: redefining the limits, p. 36.



10) Defence against a massive attack aimed at NATO territory. The principle of the
alliance being able to defend itself against attack remains one of the cornerstones of
NATO. Improbable though such an eventuality may seem now, it must be taken into
account when planning the structure of the armed forces.

IV.2.2 The resources of the armed forces
In order to perform all the functions listed above, the armed forces need a broad struc-
ture in which all the various services (Navy, Army, Air Force and Military Police) are rep-
resented. After all, they all have vital roles to play in any necessary military action,
although the contribution made by each service (in both quantitative and qualitative
terms) may vary from one operation to another, depending on the nature of the opera-
tion and the international framework of which the Dutch forces are a part. It is against
this background that the AIV makes a number of recommendations and puts forward a
number of arguments in this section that are aimed at producing an opimal mix in
terms of the structure of the armed forces, the equipment available to them and the
skills of the military personnel.

International cooperation
In order to maximise the effectiveness of cooperation among NATO partners (and this
cooperation should be strengthened in the future by the planned strengthening of the
European defence capability), the contributions made by the Netherlands and its part-
ners should be harmonised as much as possible. This is a point which successive
Dutch governments have been swift to recognise, as is illustrated by the close cooper-
ation in the form of the German-Dutch army corps and the Anglo-Dutch Amphibian
Landing Force, as well as the Dutch-Belgian Maritime Command and Dutch-Belgian
cooperation in the field of fighter aircraft and air transport. Providing the political will is
there, the intensification of such cooperation could play a key role in developing a
European defence capability. Specialisation and the cross-border integration of parts of
the armed forces could help substantially in reducing current European deficits in rela-
tion to military equipment. However, as we have already pointed out, there is no rea-
son to expect that such cooperation will generate any short-term savings.

International cooperation does not imply that Dutch forces will in future be acting only
in existing European and/or NATO operations. Depending on the political judgement
that is made, the Dutch contribution may vary from individual personnel for observation
or verification missions to a role in UN and OSCE operations, CJTF operations or ad
hoc coalitions of the willing, either inside or outside NATO structures. Such a wide
range of options requires versatility on the part of the available military units. This may
necessitate a modular structure as described in the framework memorandum,54 which
may prove particularly valuable where small units need to be deployed. This is a point
which should be taken into account when planning the structure of the armed forces,
for example, in relation to the allocation of logistic resources. At the same time, how-
ever, the armed forces must retain a capability for operating higher up on the scale of
force. In this connection, divisions are important for general defence purposes, and
brigades should be available for deployment, either on their own or in combination with
other forces, on peace-enforcing missions.55 These higher levels of force require well-
trained personnel who are capable of operating as members of a large force, as well
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as a high degree of integration of weapon systems and support instruments. This is
where we begin to see the limitations of an overemphasis on ad hoc and modular
structures. The synergy generated by large forces may be lost if too much emphasis 
is placed on ad hoc structures, and this may in turn be detrimental to operational
effectiveness.

In this connection, the AIV agrees with the recommendation made in the framework
memorandum that the cooperation in the German-Dutch army corps should continue.56

This corps not only offers military benefits, but is also extremely valuable from a politi-
cal viewpoint. As it sets an example to other countries as a model of far-reaching bilat-
eral cooperation within NATO. It is worth remembering that the army corps has more
than a merely defensive function57 and is now also involved in preparing for crisis
management operations. The AIV strongly urges the Dutch government to continue on
this track and to ensure that the German-Dutch army corps is also able to make an
operational contribution to crisis management missions. In one of its previous reports,
the AIV proposed entrusting the corps with certain duties in relation to arms control,
such as verification.58

Equipment
In principle, the armed forces should be able to operate over large distances. This
means that they must have access to sufficient logistic resources, as the framework
memorandum also recognises.59 However, the need to operate over large distances
also increases the chance of the forces having to operate outside the NATO treaty
area, thereby also increasing the need for a reliable observation capability. As this type
of capability is scarce enough as it is within NATO, the AIV believes it is inappropriate
for the armed forces to be facing imminent cutbacks in this particular area.60 In the
light of recent developments in relation to weapons of mass destruction and ballistic
missile systems (see Section II.1), the AIV endorses the plans outlined in the frame-
work memorandum for attaching a higher priority to theatre missile defence.

If the armed forces are to continue to perform a wide range of duties in the future,
they must have access to a correspondingly wide range of equipment. Because conflict
and violence escalate and de-escalate along a continuum, heavy arms may be needed
even for peacekeeping operations. After all, peacekeeping can easily turned into peace
enforcement, for example, if one of the former warring factions fails to stick to an
agreement. Where necessary, a peacekeeping force must be able to control any esca-
lation of violence, partly in order to guarantee the safety of its own personnel. The
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higher the level of violence, the greater the need for an integrated range of different
military resources. It is clear from recent experience, for example, that units involved
in large-scale crisis management operations must be supplied with tanks and/or other
heavy equipment right from the very outset. In addition, it should be assumed in princi-
ple that both the air force and the navy will have a role to play either in paving the way
for these operations or in supporting them once they have gone into action.

State of preparedness
Although the AIV supports the Dutch government in its aim of enhancing the prepared-
ness of the armed forces, it takes the view that the manpower increase of 800 pro-
posed in the framework memorandum falls far short of what is necessary. It is not just
the strengthening of the European defence capability that requires larger numbers of
stand-by forces, they are also needed to perform the tasks which the armed forces are
currently required to perform. The AIV wishes to express its concern at the fact that
the Netherlands does not have a single complete, mission-ready mechanised unit at its
disposal at present, since all Dutch units of this type consist largely of mobilisable
troops. As these troops can only be deployed in ‘exceptional circumstances’,61 the
armed forces are compelled to respond to ‘ordinary’ crisis management operations by
using a ‘pick ‘n’ mix’ formula to put together a suitable force. Not only is this a time-
consuming exercise, but it also means that the government cannot meet the basic cri-
terion of rapid reaction that is an essential condition for effective crisis management.
Moreover, using a ‘pick ‘n’ mix’ formula raises the likelihood of the force in question
consisting of an ad hoc coalition of relatively untrained units, whose presence also
reduces the state of preparedness of the brigades or divisions from which they have
been removed. 

The AIV also recommends investigating whether, in addition to increasing the number
of standby units, more effective use can be made of the mobilisable component of the
armed forces. Since the suspension of conscription in the Netherlands in 1997, former
regular professionals on fixed-term contracts are increasingly taking over jobs in mobil-
isable units from former conscripts. Unlike conscripts, these former regulars volun-
teered to join up, and are therefore generally more highly motivated than conscripts.
Moreover, they also received a longer period of training, which means they can be
deployed more rapidly at higher levels of force, whilst they can also be trained to per-
form a number of different jobs. The potential represented by former regulars can only
be fully exploited, however, if the system of mobilisation is made more flexible. The AIV
therefore urges the government to ensure that mobilisable units and personnel are not
only to be deployed in ‘exceptional circumstances’ but also on regular military mis-
sions; in other words, to regard them more as reservists as is done both in the United
States and the United Kingdom. These two countries called up large numbers of
reservists both during the Gulf War and at the time of the Kosovo conflict. If such a
system is to work in the Netherlands, the armed forces must be able to sign contracts
with personnel which not only set out the stand-by conditions, but also lay down the
frequency of exercises and the financial arrangements. Clear agreements with employ-
ers on the release of staff (i.e. employer support) are another prerequisite. In this con-
nection, there is a need to identify the lessons that can be learned from the practical
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experience gained in the United States and the United Kingdom.62 It goes without say-
ing that all this cannot be achieved without sufficient financial resources.

Equipment belonging to mobilisable or reserve units is not simply left to gather dust in
a store. Instead, it is used for training purposes and as spare capacity during major
maintenance and updating programmes. It is also used by active units which do not
normally have access to such equipment, as is the case with armoured personnel car-
riers used by the netherlands Marine Corps during the SFOR operation. Because, there-
fore, there is a need to make effective use of both mobilisable personnel and the per-
tinent equipment, the AIV concludes that it would be a mistake to abolish three tank
battalions, as is currently suggested by the Netherlands government.63 The AIV also
wishes to point out that such a step would lead to the number of tanks available to the
army being reduced from 913 at the beginning of the 1990s to 330 today, with the
prospect of a further reduction to 180 in the near future. Cutbacks of such severity
would result in an inordinate loss of fighting strength on the part of the land forces,
and hence undermine their power and effectiveness.64

The change which this report proposes should be made from a mobilisable capacity to
a reserve capacity is not obviously compatible with the ‘reconstitution model’ that the
government would appear to favour.65 This latter model would imply disposing of cer-
tain military equipment on the assumption that the amount of warning that would be
given of any new, large-scale threat is now so great as to give the government suffi-
cient time to prepare a general defence capability in good time by ‘reconstituting’ the
requisite forces. Despite the short-term financial attractions associated with this mod-
el, it does have a number of serious drawbacks. For a start, the reconstitution of new
units is bound to be regarded as a provocation at a time of rising tension. Secondly,
acquiring new equipment and training the necessary personnel (particularly new offi-
cers) is an expensive and extremely time-consuming task. Combined with the sluggish-
ness that is bound to affect the decision-making process as long as there is no clear
need for urgent action, the ‘reconstitution model’ may eventually lead to unacceptable
shortcomings in the nation’s defence.

Personnel
The staff of the armed forces have worked with exceptional dedication in recent years,
both in the Netherlands and abroad, in doing their best to put Dutch defence policy
into effect. All the Netherlands’ allies and partners recognise the quality of the Dutch
armed forces. The armed forces need sufficient numbers of high-quality, motivated per-
sonnel in order to maintain this standard.
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Unfortunately, the uncertainties created by the many reorganisations within the Dutch
armed forces which have been implemented in recent years have not been conducive
to morale. The situation has been further exacerbated by the gap between the terms of
employment that have become commonplace in civil society and those offered by the
Ministry of Defence. The problem seems not so much the level of pay, but much more
aspects such as the frequency with which personnel are sent to crisis areas, and the
level of the foreign allowances paid. Especially now that more and more is expected of
military personnel, partly because crisis management operations such as those in the
Balkan are turning into long-term affairs, the nature of their terms and conditions of
employment has become a crucial factor in the context of the government’s desire to
preserve effective armed forces.

A unit that is sent to serve abroad on a six-month tour of duty needs a six-month induc-
tion period, plus another six-month ‘rest period’ for leave, job changes and training on
its return home. For this reason, the Ministry of Defence assumes that, in principle,
any active unit should always be backed up by two equivalent units. It is unclear
whether the armed forces are adequately equipped to effectuate this type of rotation
system, especially in the light of the long-term operations that are currently under way
in the Balkans. Even in 1993 when the Defence Priorities Review was being drafted,
there were insufficient units available, for example among the Marine Corps and the
armoured infantry divisions. Moreover, it is asking a great deal of soldiers’ families
that they should be sent to serve in crisis areas for six out of every eighteen months.
The AIV is therefore in favour of gradually reducing the frequency of rotation. Interest-
ingly, those countries which have a more substantial tradition of participation in crisis
management operations, such as the United Kingdom, try to ensure that each unit on
active service is backed up by a larger number of units, so that the frequency of rota-
tion is lower. Lowering the frequency of rotation also means making more time avail-
able for enhancing the state of preparedness for combined operations. This is an issue
which has been neglected as a result of the current frequency of rotation.

Proper training is a vital part of the operation of a professional armed service. This is
not simply a question of practising operating in teams, but also of the training of indi-
vidual servicemen. With weapon systems packing ever more power, all ranks operating
in the field are required to bear more and more responsibility. As a consequence, spe-
cial attention needs to be paid to the training of military personnel, including regulars
on fixed-term contracts. At present, these contracts are for relatively short periods of
time. The armed forces would stand to benefit more from the investment made in their
training if they were offered contracts for longer periods of time. This would also have
the effect of enhancing the quality of reservists, as would be required in the light of
the change from mobilisable to reserve units proposed in this report.

As a final point, the general state of preparedness of the Dutch armed forces has also
come under pressure as a result of the difficulties in recruiting new personnel. To
some extent, these difficulties would appear to be a consequence of the shortcomings
in the terms and conditions of employment to which we have already referred. These
have the effect of reducing the attraction of the Ministry of Defence as an employer,
particularly at a time when there is a shortage of talent on the labour market. However,
we also have the impression that the problem is caused partly by structural factors, in
view of the increasingly tough physical, psychological and intellectual demands
imposed on servicemen and servicewomen. The AIV therefore urges the Minister of
Defence to conduct a thorough review of the recruitment problems, in the light of the
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need for further raising the mission-readiness of the armed forces and also with a view
to offering professional servicemen and servicewomen longer contracts.

Financial resources
Following a series of spending cuts at the Ministry of Defence, the percentage of the
Gross National Product which the Netherlands spends on defence each year has fallen
from 2.9 per cent in 1990 to less than 1.8 per cent in 1998. If the current long-term
projections are not revised upwards, the financial resources committed to the armed
forces under the 1999 Defence Budget will be 12.2 per cent lower in real terms (i.e.
disregarding wage and price increases, and extraordinary items) than the figure quoted
in the Defence Priorities Review in 1993.66 Moreover, this Spring the Dutch govern-
ment assumed that efficiency improvements would generate savings totalling NLG 100
million in 2003 and that a one-off postponement of investment expenditure would pro-
duce a saving of NLG 150 million in the year 2000, gradually falling to NLG 25 million
in 2003. At the same time, the amount allocated for peacekeeping operations in the
general budget for international cooperation has been raised by a figure of NLG 50 mil-
lion for 1999 and 2000, in line with the anticipated scale of Dutch contributions to
international military operations.

Against this background, the AIV believes that ostensibly limited spending cuts are hav-
ing a disproportionate effect. After all, staff costs (in the form of salaries, pensions
and redundancy payments), which account for over half of the Dutch Defence Budget,
are more or less fixed. This means that the opportunities for cutting spending at the
Ministry of Defence are inevitably largely limited to efficiency drives, the postponement
of investments or operational restrictions.

Moreover, not all efficiency drives have generated savings. For example, while greater
inter-service integration has undeniably improved the armed forces’ ability to conduct
modern, integrated warfare, this form of cooperation has not produced the financial
benefits expected of it. Moreover, the potential for efficiency gains is not unlimited,
and the limits would now appear to be coming into view. Any further efficiency drives
may result in a loss of expertise among the armed forces.67

The deferment of investments has created a ‘backwash’ effect. The risks inherent in
this backwash have become increasingly pressing in recent years. According to the
1998 Annual Review of Equipment Policy published by the Ministry of Defence, the
investment ratio68 posted by the armed forces has not risen above 22.7 per cent dur-
ing the period since 1993.69 This is well under the figure which the Defence Priorities
Review claimed was necessary for keeping the military organisation in good shape, viz.
28-30 per cent.70 This low level of investment prevents the armed forces, whose
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equipment is already liable to rapid wear and tear as a result of intensive use during
crisis management operations, from modernising their equipment properly, and also
means that they are compelled to postpone replacement acquisitions. The result is a
vicious circle in which worn-out equipment leads to higher and higher operating costs.

Finally, insofar as spending cuts have been imposed in the form of changes in opera-
tional activities, the armed forces have not hived off any of their responsibilities.
Instead, these spending cuts have been distributed as evenly as possible over the full
spectrum of military responsibilities. This was based on the assumption that, if certain
specific military tasks were hived off, the damage inflicted on the fighting strength of
the Dutch armed forces would be disproportionate to the savings that this would actu-
ally generate.71 At the same time, these cuts have led to a number of less than ideal
effects, such as a gradual decrease in the number of mission-ready units among the
brigades, lower standards of training and a reduced state of preparedness.

The pressure on the Defence Budget which has resulted from the various trends
described above is not compatible with the tenor of the recommendations made in this
report. Resolving the personnel problems, raising the level of mission-readiness, build-
ing more mobile and more flexible armed forces, introducing theatre missile defence
and building up a military capability for European defence purposes will indisputably
cost a great deal of money. The AIV believes that these resources cannot be generated
by undertaking yet another reorganisation of the military apparatus, again postponing
investments or deciding on further operational changes. It is high time to accept the
consequences of the changes in the international security situation, the international
political ambitions to which the Netherlands aspires, the need for a credible Dutch con-
tribution to the European security and defence identity, and the government’s responsi-
bility to ensure that the Dutch armed forces are properly equipped and are staffed by
sufficiently motivated, well trained personnel.
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V Summary and recommendations

Developments in the international security situation since 1993

Since the end of the Cold War, the world has undergone a period of great upheaval, the
changes difficult to understand and the future hard to predict. Various regions, such as
the Balkans and the Middle East, have been subject to growing instability. The AIV
believes that the international security situation has certainly not improved since the
publication of the Defence Priorities Review in 1993; if anything, the situation has
become more complex. This is the background against which the title of this report
should be interpreted: ‘From unsafe security to unsecured safety’. Whilst the certainty
associated with the threat emanating from the Warsaw Pact or the Soviet Union may
now have disappeared, it has been replaced by a fundamental uncertainty about how
the new security situation will develop.

This uncertainty is magnified by the developments which have taken place in the
1990s in the fields of communication, information and transport. These developments
have facilitated a scaling-down process enabling smaller and smaller parties (i.e. small
and medium-sized states, as well as non-state actors) to gain access to massive
destructive power which they can deploy over increasingly large distances. It is in this
context in which the ‘new threats’, such as the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, the abuse of information technology, terrorism and cross-border crime,
should be seen. In themselves, these threats are not new, and in certain respects (for
example, terrorism with weapons of mass destruction) it remains difficult to say what
sort of impact they will have on European security. At the same time, the AIV con-
cludes in general terms that the risks associated with the ‘new threats’ are tending to
become more substantial as the technology advances.

The Dutch Defence Priorities Review was written in a climate dominated by the geopo-
litical changes sparked off by the collapse of the Berlin Wall. Today, however, the key
factor affecting security policy is the increasing global interdependence. The degree to
which various regions depend on each other has become even more marked than at
the beginning of the 1990s. Although many Western Europeans may live under the
impression that the most relevant security risks are those affecting Central and East-
ern Europe, developments in the ‘arc of instability’ encircling Europe (and passing
through the Caucasus, the Middle East and North Africa) are just as important. Con-
flicts which break out there and which are initially confined to a limited region may, if
they are not quickly brought under control, evolve relatively swiftly into international or
even regional conflicts that may affect not only our economic interests, but also our
physical safety.

There has been no change in the alarming economic and social state of the Russian
Federation during the 1990s. The quality of the Russian military apparatus has been
severely eroded, and this constitutes a risk in itself in the light of the country’s nuclear
potential. Russian foreign policy has become increasingly regional in its orientation,
whilst a similar trend has occurred in relation to defence policy, where the threshold 
for the use of nuclear weapons has been lowered (on paper at least). Although the
process of fragmentation which the Russian Federation has undergone would appear 
to have come to a standstill, exactly how the country will develop the future and what
effect this will have on international security remains unclear.
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The prospects are equally grim in other regions. The deep ethnic divisions in Bosnia-
Hercegovina and Serbia, and the potential instability in the neighbouring countries of
Albania and Macedonia, harbour a risk of outbreaks of violence in south-east Europe.
In the Arab world, old power structures have come under pressure as sources of exter-
nal support have receded and economic prospects have become uncertain, and this
has added an extra dimension to the inter-state and cross-border tensions which have
already been afflicting this region for some considerable time. Asia is the scene of a
substantial conventional – and in some cases also nuclear – arms race. The lack of 
an effective regional security mechanism is a serious shortcoming in this connection.
Whatever the causes of the conflicts in sub-Saharan Africa may be, it is a fact that
many countries in this region do not have powerful leaders who enjoy both sufficient
public support in their own countries as well as sufficient external support from abroad
to control unrest and tensions.

Changes in international security instruments

NATO
The changes which have taken place in the international security situation since the
fall of the Berlin Wall have resulted in changes in the nature of the international securi-
ty instruments, most of which have occurred during the period after 1993. NATO, to
start with, has developed from an arrangement for collective defence into an organisa-
tion for security and defence cooperation with the more general aim of promoting sta-
bility in Europe. This has been reflected in a number of developments, such as the
intensified cooperation with the countries which are members of the Partnership for
Peace, the consultation arrangements which NATO has made with Russia and the
Ukraine, the structural dialogue with a number of Mediterranean countries and the
increasing accent on crisis management. This trend is also reflected in NATO’s new
Strategic Concept. The allies have made clear that cooperation, dialogue and crisis
management are all vital factors, in addition to collective defence, if the alliance is to
overcome the threats and risks facing its member states on the threshold of the 21st
century.

These various changes have made NATO more open, but at the same time more com-
plex. Similarly, the issues discussed by the NATO allies and the factors which need to
be taken into account have also become more complex. The allies are regularly con-
fronted with local frictions, tensions, humanitarian disasters and conflicts (some of
which are close to NATO’s treaty area) that are capable of developing into international
crises and in some cases require action outside NATO’s own territory. This has created
a need for a completely different kind of decision-making process than was used dur-
ing the Cold War for the purpose of collective defence. The key problem here is to rec-
oncile the requisite political consensus within the ranks of the NATO member states
with decisive and unequivocal military action. Decisiveness implies that NATO must
retain the initiative and not be drawn into taking reactive decisions at a late stage,
whilst unequivocality means that crisis management operations should have a clear
aim right from the very outset and that the resources committed to such operations
should be compatible with the agreed aim. If the allies are not prepared to commit to 
a particular operation the military resources which it requires, then they should ask
themselves whether it would not be wiser to restrict themselves to non-military
options. The AIV believes that more decisive action coupled with clear objectives will 
be critical factors in the success of future NATO crisis management operations.
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The AIV stresses the importance of good transatlantic relations. This requires a perma-
nent commitment on the part of both the United States and Canada on the one hand
and the European countries on the other. However, the absence of an acute military
threat against Western Europe brings with it a risk of US and European interests grow-
ing apart. Transatlantic security relations have also undergone certain shifts in empha-
sis during the past few years. Now that Western Europe is no longer facing an immedi-
ate, large-scale threat, the instability in other regions, primarily the Middle East and
East Asia, has taken on more importance for the United States. In addition, the bulk of
the massive US programme of investment in new military technology has been aimed
at the development of small, versatile forces which are capable of bringing massive
firepower to bear on targets. This will open up an opportunity for the United States to
minimise the number of troops it deploys. Because the European countries are not fol-
lowing the United States in this technological re-orientation, the result may be a highly
undesirable imbalance in the division of responsibilities between the Europeans and
the Americans. As an additional factor, the importance of the military synergy which
underpinned the system of collective defence during the Cold War would appear to be
on the wane now that NATO has decided to place more emphasis on crisis manage-
ment operations. These operations no longer rely on the element of automatic military
assistance provided by the system of collective defence. Whether and how the allies
participate in crisis management operations has become a matter that is decided on 
a case-by-case basis, and depends partly on domestic politics. The AIV regards this as
an alarming development, particularly in the light of the current US-European military
imbalance. After all, recent European experience has shown that a fully fledged US
input remains vital in operations where there is a high level of technological sophistica-
tion, because the Europeans simply do not have the military capability to handle such
operations, even where the crisis in question has a direct impact on European inter-
ests. Given that there are no guarantees that the Americans will continue to contribute
to such operations, the European countries must be able to assume this responsibility
themselves. To this end, they need to possess a more powerful military capability than
is currently the case.

In the opinion of the AIV, securing a lasting US commitment to European security
hinges on the ability of the European countries to demonstrate to the Americans that
they are willing and able to take on more and more security responsibilities of their
own. The further development of a European military capability can play a key role in
this respect, partly because it will help to bring about a more equal burden-sharing
between Europe and the United States. However, there are other reasons why the Euro-
peans urgently need to step up their military capability: there is a risk of European
financial and economic integration developing at a much more rapid pace than security
cooperation, and this could create an impression that the European countries are not
able to accept their own responsibilities in relation to their security.

The EU, the WEU and the ESDI
At the same time, the AIV would like to stress that the development of a European mili-
tary capability will only be credible if it meets a number of conditions:

– Firstly, the European countries need to have access to sufficient resources and
these resources need to be harmonised with each other. The AIV emphasises in
this connection that there are no grounds for assuming that the concept of Com-
bined Joint Task Forces means that any European operation will automatically have
access to NATO’s current military capability. This capability is largely American, and
is therefore always susceptible to an American refusal to allow it to be used. The
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AIV believes, therefore, that the enlargement of Europe’s military capability should
be seen as embodying a new commitment, requiring not only better coordination of
European defence planning, but also a higher level of investment.

– Secondly, effective political control is needed in order to achieve transparency and
cohesion in European policy. This is not simply a question of forming an efficient
institutional framework, but also of defining a set of common European strategic
interests. Special attention needs to be paid to harmonising the structures of NATO,
the EU, including the WEU, the European security and defence identity – which has
yet to be defined – and the CFSP. The AIV wishes to stress that the integration of
the WEU in the EU will lead ipso facto to the institutionalisation of consultations
between the European defence ministers in the CFSP.

– Thirdly, for reasons of efficiency and cost control, it is important not to create any
separate military command structures operating alongside NATO. The decisions tak-
en at the Cologne European Council also hold open the possibility of strictly Euro-
pean operations. The AIV believes that any strictly European operations should
remain limited for the time being to small-scale military operations which do not
require any separate military structure.

The criteria which the expansion of the European defence capability needs to satisfy
are ambitious, and require political resolve and decisiveness. The AIV believes that the
Dutch government should give its support to the further expansion of this capability.
The government should, in consultation with like-minded countries, argue in favour of
the further intensification of military cooperation, on the proviso that it does not con-
flict with existing NATO structures. The Netherlands should also seek to achieve more
intensive European cooperation in the field of defence planning, in order to improve
European military capabilities. Firm support for the Defence Capabilities Initiative
should form part of this. At the same time, the Netherlands should join forces with
like-minded countries in drawing up plans for a common funding basis for European
strategic capabilities. The Netherlands should also promote the establishment of com-
mon European strategies for enhancing the cohesion of political control. At the same
time, the government should conduct intensive talks with the United States in order to
prevent any weakening of transatlantic ties.

The United Nations
There have been various large-scale humanitarian emergencies in the 1990s, a num-
ber of which have led to interventions, in some cases mandated by the UN and in oth-
er cases without such a mandate. In the light of the developments in the 1990s (not
only within the Security Council, but also in relation to humanitarian law and inter-state
relations), the AIV feels that the time is now right to seek to clarify the legal basis for
humanitarian interventions, however difficult it may seem to achieve an international
consensus in this area. In this connection, the AIV points specifically to the recommen-
dations made by the International Law Association, the Advisory Committee on Human
Rights and Foreign Policy and the Advisory Committee on International Law Issues.

Dutch security and defence policy

The AIV takes the view that the developments which have occurred in the international
security situation in the 1990s are bound to have an impact on Dutch security and
defence policy. As a result of the developments since 1993, the need for viewing secu-
rity in a broad context has become even more urgent than was suggested in the
Defence Priorities Review of 1993. In many cases, problems which may affect security
in Europe are caused by conflicts and tensions which are not of a strictly military
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nature. Security risks should be seen as part of a continuum of tensions starting with
social and economic difficulties and culminating in outright warfare. This creates a
complex picture the intricacies of which are only multiplied by acceptance of the fact
that conflicts and crises may have an impact beyond the borders of their country of ori-
gin, in the shape of organised crime, terrorism or (as a separate factor) refugee flows.
Conflicts in other parts of the world are thus becoming increasingly important for the
situation in the Netherlands, even if they are confined physically to an area that is far
away from Dutch territory, or even remote from Europe. We can no longer afford to sim-
ply sit back and wait until crises escalate or spill over into other regions, thus posing a
direct threat to the security of Europe. In other words, the need to ‘get to the crisis
before it gets to us’ is becoming more and more urgent, thereby creating an overlap
between crisis management and the general defence function. It is precisely this devel-
opment which forms a powerful argument in favour of the further development of a
European security and defence identity and the CFSP, and in favour of the Netherlands
making a credible contribution to these.

Many conflicts and crises have their own specific dynamics requiring an anticipatory
security policy that is capable of responding to new developments or any increase in
tension. However, the AIV also believes that greater priority should be given to improv-
ing the cohesion in the use of all the various instruments of foreign policy. The AIV
urges the government to develop a comprehensive philosophy that is capable of provid-
ing momentum and shape to this cohesion. The AIV wishes to stress, however, that
the adoption of a comprehensive approach as proposed here should not be at the
expense of the unique character of each of the various policy instruments, and that the
government should formulate a more comprehensive strategy for dealing with external
and internal security problems. This could be encouraged by placing security problems
in the hands of a central, supra-ministerial unit in which a wide variety of expertise is
amassed. Special task forces could be created to deal with specific issues.

In the absence of a clearly defined, massive threat as existed at the time of the Cold
War, it is not possible to measure the impact of changes in the international security
situation in terms of changing responsibilities and resources of the Dutch armed
forces. For this reason, the 1993 Defence Priorities Review set certain military ‘goals’,
notably in terms of the Dutch contribution to the allied (or other international) military
capacity for crisis management. These goals were subsequently endorsed by Parlia-
ment and were recently confirmed in the government’s framework memorandum for the
2000 Defence White Paper. The AIV has assumed that these goals still hold good,
although it does wish to point out that this is only feasible and acceptable if the politi-
cal and military leadership is prepared unequivocally to bear responsibility for the con-
structive deployment of the armed forces, even if this involves clear risks for the secu-
rity of military personnel. To this end, the armed forces must be able to rely on their
being properly equipped in both quantitative and qualitative terms in order to adequate-
ly discharge the responsibilities assigned to them. If the armed forces are not given a
clearly defined mission and are not properly equipped, this may undermine public sup-
port for them.

Defence planning must be based on the goals which the government has set itself as
described above. In practice, this means that the Dutch armed forces must be capable
of performing a wide variety of tasks of both a domestic and an international nature,
and of operating over large distances and to the maximum level of force. The frame-
work memorandum also argues in favour of the creation of modular units. Whilst this
type of structure could certainly enhance the flexibility of the armed forces, the AIV is
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concerned that the synergy generated by large forces may be lost if too much empha-
sis is placed on ad hoc structures. The AIV would like instead to see better use being
made of multinational forces, and therefore urges the Minister of Defence to ensure
that such forces, and in particular the Dutch-German army corps, are also given more
responsibilities in the field of crisis management, in addition to their current collective
defence function.

Although the AIV supports the Ministry of Defence in its aim of enhancing the state of
preparedness of the armed forces, it takes the view (where improved recruitment meth-
ods allow) that the number of additional personnel required is far greater than the fig-
ure of 800 proposed in the framework memorandum. The AIV wishes to express its
concern at the fact that the Netherlands does not have a single complete, mission-
ready mechanised unit at its disposal at present, since all units of this type consist
largely of mobilisable troops. One of the consequences of this policy is that the armed
forces are compelled to respond to every crisis management operation by using a 
‘pick ‘n’ mix’ formula to put together a suitable force, which raises the likelihood of the
force in question consisting of an ad hoc coalition of relatively untrained units. The AIV
advises the Minister of Defence, in addition to improving the state of preparedness of
units, to make more effective use of the mobilisable component of the armed forces.
This component needs to be more flexible, partly so that it can be deployed on crisis
management operations. For this reason, mobilisable units should be converted into
reserve units, along the lines of the units already existing in the US and the UK. The
armed forces should be able to sign contracts with regular personnel on fixed-term con-
tracts setting out the stand-by conditions, the frequency of exercises and the financial
arrangements. Clear agreements with their new employers are another prerequisite,
and lessons can be learned in this respect from the practical experience gained in the
US and the UK.

Against the background of the proposed change from a mobilisable to a reserve capac-
ity, the AIV advises the Minister of Defence to act with extreme caution in disposing of
any further mobilisable equipment (which already performs a valuable role in the pre-
sent circumstances). This would also help to prevent the gradual and insidious imposi-
tion of a ‘reconstitution model’, which implies a (temporary) reduction in the military
capability for performing the general defence task, on the assumption that the amount
of warning that would be given of any new, large-scale threat is now so great as to give
the government sufficient time to prepare a general defence capability in good time by
‘reconstituting’ the requisite forces. The AIV believes that this model has two serious
drawbacks. Firstly, the reconstitution of new units is bound to be regarded as a provo-
cation at a time of rising tension. Secondly, acquiring new equipment and training the
necessary personnel (particularly new officers) will be an expensive and extremely
time-consuming task.

The AIV feels that more attention needs to be paid to the staffing problems affecting
the armed forces. Although the staff of the armed forces have worked to exceptionally
high standards over the past few years, both motivation and staff numbers have come
under pressure in recent times. The many reorganisations which the Dutch Ministry of
Defence has implemented in recent years have not been conducive to staff morale,
and the situation has been exacerbated by the growing gap between the terms of
employment that have become commonplace in civil society and those offered by the
Ministry of Defence. Finally, the long duration of crisis management operations and the
high frequency of rotation are also factors to be taken into consideration. The AIV
believes that the combination of all these various factors ultimately places a great
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strain of the private lives of the servicemen and servicewomen concerned. The AIV
therefore advises the Minister of Defence to gradually reduce the frequency of rotation,
and to make use of the experience gained in this respect by the UK. At the same time,
the AIV is also in favour of offering regular personnel longer contracts, as this could
have a beneficial effect on both the preparedness and deployability of military person-
nel. This applies not only to the mission-ready units, but also to the reserve units
which this report proposes should be created. Finally, the AIV recommends conducting
a thorough review of the system of recruitment used by the armed forces.

The AIV has concluded that the international security situation has not improved since
the Defence Priorities Review was published in 1993. If anything, it has become more
complex. Insofar as a link can be established with a general assessment of the securi-
ty situation, there are therefore no grounds for lowering the targets which the govern-
ment has set itself in this respect. On the contrary: these targets will have to be
raised if the Netherlands is to make a serious contribution towards the strengthening
of Europe’s defence capability.

The AIV has also concluded that the spending cuts imposed on the Ministry of Defence
in recent years have led to financial pressure on the Defence Budget which is not com-
patible with the tenor of the recommendations made in this report. Resolving the per-
sonnel problems, raising the level of mission-readiness, building more mobile and
more flexible armed forces, introducing theatre missile defence and building up a mili-
tary capability for European defence purposes will indisputably cost a great deal of
money. The AIV believes that the requisite resources can no longer be generated by
undertaking yet another reorganisation of the military apparatus, again postponing
investments or deciding on further operational changes. Moreover, no major social
organisation can be exposed with impunity to an endless series of ad hoc measures;
these are bound eventually to affect its ability to fulfil its objectives. The AIV would
therefore like to see a greater degree of stability and long-termism in the policy on the
Defence Budget, with the levels of expenditure being set to match the objectives which
the armed forces are expected to meet. We already stated in the introduction to this
report that the need for having a sufficient number of mission-ready units on stand-by
for operations in foreign countries will require an extra level of investment beyond the
figure quoted in the current long-term projections. In addition, more money is also
needed for the other tasks referred to elsewhere in this report. All this inevitably
implies, in the view of the AIV, an increase in the long-term projections for the Ministry
of Defence. Without such a political re-orientation, there is a risk that the armed forces
will become less able to do their job, and hence lose both public support and their
attraction to potential new recruits. In view of the close relationship between these
aspects, the armed forces may find themselves caught in a vicious circle the effects of
which will be highly damaging.
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The Dutch armed forces have been radically restructured and scaled down during the past
decade. This has taken place in a number of stages, each of which has begun with an
assessment of the international security situation. These regular assessments have formed
a key element in the whole decision-making process, as changes in international relations
are a major factor to take into account in determining security and defence policy and in
formulating decisions on the size and equipment needs of the armed forces. These assess-
ments have therefore helped to ensure that the right decision has been taken at each
stage. It is for this reason that an analysis of the international security situation forms an
important part of the preparation of the new Defence White Paper which the government
has undertaken to publish as part of its coalition agreement.

A painstaking approach to the process of change can help to create firm, broad-based sup-
port for defence policy, both in the armed forces and in society as a whole. One of the
means of ensuring due care is by drawing on the views of external experts in preparing poli-
cy. For this reason, we are asking the Advisory Council on International Affairs (AIV),
against the background of the forthcoming publication of the Defence White Paper, to
assess the international security situation and its impact on Dutch defence policy and the
role of the Dutch armed forces, taking account of the constraints imposed by the coalition
agreement. Special attention should be given to the following aspects of the international
security situation:

– changes in international security and stability since the publication of the Defence 
Priorities Review in 1993;

– changes in the Russian Federation and their effects on stability and security in Europe;
– changes in European cooperation, in the framework of the European Union with a view 

to strengthening NATO’s European pillar;
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– the significance of new security risks, including weapons of mass destruction and
terrorist groups

Changes in international security and stability
The process of change within the armed forces has continued since the Defence Priorities
Review, inter alia with a large-scale reorganisation which has led to the creation of a profes-
sional force. The Defence Priorities Review was reassessed in the explanatory memoran-
dum accompanying the 1998 budget, when the government stated that international devel-
opments since 1993 did not in themselves constitute any grounds for changing its plans.
The main thrust of the reassessment was an evaluation of experience with a restructured
and scaled-down army and with peacekeeping operations. The need for preparing a new
Defence White Paper, in which full account will be taken of the new round of spending cuts
agreed under the coalition agreement, provides a good opportunity for a fresh look at the
international security situation. Can the AIV describe in general terms how international
security and stability have changed since 1993? Has there been a decline or an increase in
the level of security and stability? What new security risks have emerged? Have the devel-
opments in Europe been consistent with those elsewhere in the world? In the new security
situation, the Netherlands has frequently been requested to make a military contribution to
crisis management operations. What consequences does the AIV believe this has for Dutch
defence policy?

The Russian Federation
Relations with the Russian Federation have undergone dramatic changes in recent years.
The West and Russia have now become partners in security, even if their interests are by
no means always convergent. Through the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in
Europe, the OCSE, they both play active roles in promoting peace and security in Europe.
The peacekeeping and humanitarian aid operations in and around Bosnia are another exam-
ple of the new partnership. The Permanent Joint Council (PJC) provides a forum in which
the NATO countries can consult with Russia on matters relating to security and defence.

However, because of the political and economic problems facing Russia, it is not at all
clear whether the country will actually be able to play a stabilising role in the coming years,
particularly in its relationship with other former Soviet republics. The Caucasus and other
regions contain flashpoints where tensions can easily erupt into conflicts affecting the
whole of the Russian Federation, as well as Russia’s relations with its neighbours. How is
the situation likely to develop in the future? Will the Russian Federation remain capable of
promoting peace and stability, or should the West assume that Russia itself will become a
source of instability? And, if this did happen, what impact would it have on relations in
Europe?

European cooperation
Little progress has been made in recent years in developing a common foreign and security
policy (CFSP) and a common defence policy. A large number of institutional changes still
need to be made if the European Union’s external policy is to become more effective.
Whilst talks are in progress within the Union on how to bring this about, it is much more
important that the member states themselves bring their policies closer into line with each
other. At present, the member states, particularly the larger ones, often disagree, thus
paralysing the development of a CFSP.

Some progress has been made, however, in developing a European security and defence
identity within NATO, which has been reflected in the formulation of the concept of a Com-
bined Joint Task Force. Many European countries are also involved in one or more multina-



tional operations, including preparing and implementing peacekeeping operations. It is 
interesting to note that countries from outside NATO (i.e. neutral countries and countries
from Central and Eastern Europe) are also taking part in these operations. This is an impor-
tant form of practical collaboration. Countries without sufficient resources to enable them
to contribute independent units to peacekeeping operations can still take part in such oper-
ations by contributing to a multinational force. Moreover, this type of operational coopera-
tion can also lead to closer political ties.

For obvious political and military reasons, it is important to keep the North American allies
closely involved in the promotion of peace and security in Europe and other parts of the
world. However, close involvement does not necessarily imply a permanent state of Euro-
pean dependence on the United States. In other words, the European countries must be
capable of conducting operations under a European flag, although we must assume that
they will still make use of NATO resources in such cases. This is an additional reason for
developing a European security and defence identity, a process in which the Netherlands is
playing an active role.

The British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, recently spoke out in favour of a more effective CFSP
and common defence policy, arguing that Europe should be better equipped to perform cri-
sis management operations, if necessary on its own. Exactly how this should be done was
a matter that was open to discussion, he said, and Britain would be pleased to play a role
in this debate.

Does the AIV regard these and other developments as opening up new prospects for the
CFSP and for a common defence policy in the relatively short term?

New security risks
It is clear that, in the new security situation, the territory of the Netherlands and its neigh-
bours is no longer under any direct threat. There can be no doubt that Europe has become
a safer place in this respect. However, other factors have emerged which are capable of
generating certain threats and which need to be subjected to an in-depth risk analysis.
These factors include, in particular, the threat posed by weapons of mass destruction and
the activities of terrorist groups. The nuclear tests recently conducted by India and Pakistan
have once again drawn attention to the problem of the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and their delivery systems. This is a subject on which the Advisory Council on
Peace and Security published a report at the end of 1992. The government continues to
pursue an active policy in support of non--proliferation. The question we now need to
answer, in preparing the Defence White Paper, is: what are the risks potentially facing the
Netherlands and what sort of weapons should be made available to the armed forces so
that they can defend themselves against these risks?

The risks associated with terrorist activities are, if anything, even more difficult to pin
down. Whilst terrorist attacks will not necessarily be directed against the state of the
Netherlands itself, there is a chance that they will be aimed at individuals and property in
the Netherlands or at Dutch interests abroad. Because the fight against crime is primarily a
police responsibility, the armed forces play a supporting role. In practice, the armed forces
will be used only if the scale and level of sophistication of the resources used by terrorists
are such that the police are unable to deal adequately with them. What is the AIV’s opinion
on the new security risks, and what effects does the AIV believe they will have on defence
policy?



We - and the Minister for Development Cooperation - therefore request the AIV to produce a
report addressing these and any other issues which may have a bearing on its assessment
of the international security situation and its impact on defence policy. We shall be sending
the Lower House a framework memorandum in January 1999, which will be fleshed out in
the Defence White Paper that will be published later in the year. We should be grateful if
you could produce your report in the spring of 1999, preferably by 1 May, so that there is
sufficient time to take account of its findings in preparing the Defence White Paper.

J.J. van Aartsen
Minister of Foreign Affairs

F.H.G. de Grave
Minister of Defence



Annexe II

DEVELOPMENTS IN THE INTERNATIONAL 

SECURITY SITUATION SINCE 1993

1. The security situation in Western Europe

For a long time, the main threat to Western Europe was the risk of a war with the Soviet
Union. Today, the risk of any direct and large-scale military conflict occurring between West-
ern Europe and the Russian Federation has become even more unlikely than in 1993, when
the Defence Priorities Review was published. Not only does Russia not have the logistical
resources and infrastructure that it would need in order to conduct such a war, but both the
quantity and the quality of its military resources are insufficient. Even if a restoration sce-
nario is played out, and the current crisis in the Russian Federation therefore leads to the
emergence of a new, expansionist regime, it is reasonable to assume that the military
ambitions which such a regime would have for the short and medium term (i.e. five to ten
years) could scarcely go beyond the reconstitution of the former Soviet Union. If this hap-
pened, the regime would first have to overcome opposition in a number of neighbouring CIS
states and also deal with the tensions in the Caucasus. Quite how the political and military
situation will evolve over a longer period of time (i.e. more than ten years) is impossible to
foresee, based on the information currently available. What is clear, however, is that the
Russian threat has now been replaced by a whole range of tensions and conflicts on the
periphery of Western Europe (i.e. in the Balkans, North Africa and the Middle East) which,
either directly or through their side-effects, have a bearing on the security situation in West-
ern Europe. The main cause of concern is provided by those states which are losing their
ability to deal with social, ethnic and economic tensions. The danger which these tensions
represent to Western Europe is not the type of territorial threat for which NATO was found-
ed. Instead, the main threat lies in the consequences of such conflicts, which sometimes
undermine the credibility of Europe’s capacity to resolve such conflicts, and hence under-
mine the security of Western Europe.

The Balkans provide an excellent illustration of the gravity of these risks. Whilst the Civil
War in Bosnia-Hercegovina may have ended on paper, in practice the combatants continue
to wage war day in day out with unflagging energy. The only gain is that they are no longer
using military force to this end. In the light of the extremely deep-rooted feelings of resent-
ment in the country, it is unlikely that Bosnia-Hercegovina will be able to fend for itself in
the near future, let alone that it will become possible for foreign troops to withdraw. The
international community had to go to tremedous expense to preserve peace in this country
with a population of no more than four million. However, it is not just relations between
Bosnian Muslims, Serbs and Croats which remain tense. Events in Kosovo have shown that
relations between Serbs, Montenegrins, Kosovars, Albanians and Macedonians in other
parts of the Balkans remain fraught and can very easily engender humanitarian tragedies
on a massive and unpredictable scale that will leave deep scars on many generations to
come. Both Albania and Macedonia remain so volatile as to rule out any lasting peace or
development in the region within the foreseeable future. Events in Bosnia and Kosovo have
shown that, as soon as smouldering tensions in this region erupt into open conflict, they
become well-nigh impossible to control and can only be contained at extremely high cost
and with the aid of long-term action. Refugee flows that cannot be accommodated in the
region, rising crime and possibly even terrorism may all have a direct impact on the situa-
tion in Western Europe.



2. Regions which are directly relevant to European security

Europe’s principal security interests lie in controlling or preventing threats that may
emanate from a small number of regions that are either part of or border directly on Euro-
pean territory. The situation in the states of the former Soviet Union, particularly in the
Caucasus, and also in the Persian Gulf, North Africa and the Middle East, is sometimes
described as having led to the formation of a ‘arc of instability’ surrounding Europe.1 Partly
because of the range of the weapon systems available to the parties and the potential
scale of the side-effects, crises and wars in the region may have a direct bearing on Euro-
pean interests.

The Russian Federation
As stated above, the Russian Federation remains the most unpredictable factor affecting
European security, not so much because it poses an immediate threat, but more on
account of its domestic instability. Behind the facade of a democratic system that is in the
process of construction lies an opaque power structure meshed to some extent with crimi-
nal interests. Most of the aid which the West has provided would appear to have been
spent on capital flight, consumer goods and on plugging holes in the state budget, and not
on structural adjustment. The ideas put forward by the IMF have not generated any tangible
results. The political stability, transparency and legal certainty which are prerequisites for
the success of any economic reforms are simply absent. Economic conditions in Russia are
poor and the prospects are unclear. Russian GNP has fallen by 50% since 1991 and three-
quarters of all domestic trade takes place in the form of barter.2 Personal incomes have
plummeted, employees are sometimes fortunate to be paid their wages and health care
has more or less broken down.

As a consequence of the attempts made by Presidents Gorbachev and Yeltsin to break the
power of the Communist party, and the subsequent erosion of centralised authority, the
Russian Federation has been undergoing a process of fragmentation in recent years. This
has resulted in a confusing patchwork of arrangements between the centre (i.e. Moscow)
and the 89 constituent entities (i.e. the regions). This process would now appear to have
come to a halt. Apart from in Chechnya and Dagestan, separatist fervour in the regions
would seem to have abated. Even the wealthier more powerful regions now recognise that
cooperation with Moscow generates a degree of stability that is vital to their economic
development. In addition, the yawning gap that exists between these ten richest regions
(which are net contributors to the Federation) and the remaining regions (which depend on
payments received from Moscow) precludes any regional solidarity vis-à-vis Moscow. The
wealthier regions have been able to sign advantageous treaties with Moscow and are loath
to give up their privileged position now that it is generating income. The poorer regions, on
the other hand -which are also those where the calls for autonomy have been loudest- are
financially dependent on Moscow, which gives them much less freedom of movement. It is
also worth remembering that regional dependence on the Federation is not only financial:
all the regions rely on the Soviet infrastructure which the Federation inherited, such as the
transport and communications network, the energy supply system and the industrial 
structure.

1 Defence Committee, Report on the Strategic Defence Review, London 1998, p. L.

2 T. Sommer, ‘Zeit der Wirren’ in: Rußland am Abgrund, (Die Zeit) 1998, p. 3.



The next presidential elections in the Russian Federation are due to be held by the summer
of 2000. Because the present Russian President is no longer in effective control of the
country, and is also not directing Russian foreign policy, even the broad thrust of this policy
in the short term remains a matter of guesswork. The only possible conclusion one could
draw is that the Russians are likely to become increasingly suspicious of the West on
account of the Western policy on Iraq and Kosovo. In recent years Russia’s foreign policy
seems to have undergone a fundamental shift in its orientation, moving away from the glob-
al arena in order to concentrate more on regional problems and on strengthening ties with
the CIS states. This change was confirmed explicitly in the 1997 National Security Concept,
which also claimed that Russian security is based on a ‘realistic deterrent’ guaranteed by
the Russian nuclear potential. The document states quite candidly that the maintenance of
a nuclear deterrent allows Russia to reduce spending on the armed forces and spend the
money in other sectors instead. Unlike the former Russian military doctrine dating back to
1993, the new doctrine therefore no longer makes any distinction between conventional
and nuclear weapons, even in connection with regional conflicts. Russia now reserves the
right to use all possible force in averting any threat to its own territory.

Whilst the officially announced reorganisations of the Russian army have had very little
effect to date, there has been a dramatic decline in the actual size of the armed forces in
the past few years. The number of active military personnel has fallen from 4 million in
1991 to under 1.5 million today. According to NATO estimates, Russian defence expendi-
ture also declined in 1997 (for the ninth year in succession), by 10%. The amount spent on
defence in 1998 represented about 14% of expenditure during the peak year of 1988.
Moreover, current expenditure consists chiefly of personnel costs and not of investment in
new equipment. In spite of this, the Russian Federation still has an ambitious programme
for the development of new weapon systems on paper. NATO believes, however, that Russia
will no longer be capable of implementing such programmes after 2001. Whereas, in 1988,
the armed forces of the Warsaw Pact had more than twice as many tanks, armoured vehi-
cles, artillery pieces and fighter aircraft at their disposal than the NATO forces, the situa-
tion today is that the Russian army has less than half the conventional arsenal available to
NATO.3

In terms of strategic nuclear weapons, however, the Russians can still boast an enormous
amount of firepower. However, their problem is whether they are capable of maintaining
that nuclear arsenal at current levels. Production of intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBMs) has now fallen to just a few per annum. Since 1991, one new strategic nuclear
weapon has been successfully tested (the SS-27/Topol-M). Some commentators have
claimed that, even if there was a new arms race, Russia would probably still have to dis-
pose of its outdated SS-18s (MIRVed) and SS-19s during the coming years, and that it
would not be able to keep its arsenal of SS-24s and SS-25s operational beyond 2020.4

Even now, almost 60% of Russia’s strategic missiles have already reached the end of their
maximum useful lives.5 If the Russians decided to go for the cheapest option and replace

3 Sources: The Military Balance (IISS, London, 1997), ‘World Armaments and Disarmament’, SIPRI 
Yearbook 1997, and ‘Disarmament and Security’, IMEMO Yearbook 1992.

4 V. Baranovski, A. Pikayev, ‘Russia’s Security Interests and Concerns in the Euro-Atlantic Region’, 

Discussion Draft for the Institute of East West Studies, (unpublished paper), Berlin 1998.

5 P. Rusman, ‘Data on the Environmental Impact of the Nuclear, Chemical and Biological Weapons 

Complex, Including Strategic Delivery Vehicles, of the Former Soviet Union’, unpublished article based 

on information from a Groningen University database, p. 10.



all their obsolete systems with SS-27s, the state of their industrial and financial capacity is
such that their strategic nuclear force would not number more than 2,000 warheads by the
year 2020. And even this would only be possible if Russia managed to substantially boost
the production of SS-27s.6 In this light, it can only be a matter of time before the Russian
parliament realises that ratification of the START II Treaty is basically in their own interests.
Under the START II Treaty, both the United States and the Russian Federation are obliged to
reduce the number of their strategic warheads to a level of 3,000-3,500 in 2007. Even if
the Russian parliament fails to ratify the treaty, the available potential will in fact fall not
only under the ceilings defined in START II, but even under the ceilings which the next
treaty, START III (on which talks have yet to commence) is likely to impose, i.e. between
2,000 and 2,500. There is another reason why the Russian Federation stands to benefit
from the ratification of START II, and this is a question of money: under the terms of the
Nunn-Lugar programme, if START II is ratified, the United States will assume responsibility
for the destruction of missile systems. If START II is not ratified, however, Russia itself will
have to pay for dismantling its SS-18s and SS-19s, and the amount of money involved is
likely to be similar to the cost of deploying the new SS-27s.7

At present, however, the greatest security threat is posed not by the size of Russia’s mili-
tary capability, but by poor management of army equipment, which has made weapon sys-
tems increasingly unreliable, and by the desire of government bodies and arms manufactur-
ers to find new export markets for Russian military products. In the strategically so
important nuclear sector, the progress of the arms programme was severely disrupted
recently when a series of strikes broke out at the Ministry of Atomic Energy (Minatom). This
industrial action was caused by deep-seated discontent among employees about the fact
that salaries have not been paid for some considerable time, even in this strategically vital
sector. This has increased the risk of Russian nuclear experts offering their services to for-
eign states, and of soldiers trying to sell weapons of mass destruction (or parts for such
weapons) on the black market.8 Only a small proportion of the Russian stocks of highly
enriched uranium and plutonium is properly guarded,9 whilst financial restrictions have also
severely undermined the reliability of its nuclear capacity in recent years. Systems tend to
suddenly switch to combat mode of their own accord10 and some estimates suggest that
no more than one third of the early-warning radar capacity is actually operational at pre-
sent.11 Despite these problems, Russia insists on maintaining its nuclear defences in a
high state of alertness, which is in itself a situation that may lead to dangerous misunder-
standings.12

6 Baranovski and Pikayev, op. cit.; NATO agrees with this analysis.

7 N. Novichkov, ‘Russia Awaits Next Move on START Ratification’, in: Jane’s Defence Weekly, 
10 February 1999.

8 The Russian Federation has 1,050 metric tonnes of highly enriched uranium, which is over half the

world stocks. Source: PIOOM World Conflict Map.

9 P. Rusman, op. cit., p. 9.

10 P. Rusman, op. cit., p. 10.

11 Fifth Pugwash Workshop on ‘The Future of the Nuclear Weapon Complexes of Russia and the USA’, 

in: Pugwash Newsletter, vol. 35, No. 2 (November 1998), p. 37.

12 In 1995, for example, a Norwegian scientific missile was mistaken for a US ICBM, despite the fact

that the Russian authorities had been notified of its launching. The resultant security alert almost

prompted the Russians to retaliate.



Alongside the problems relating to the maintenance of the Russian military apparatus, risks
also surround the processing of waste and the dismantling of army equipment. Given the
enormous quantities of waste that need processing,13 Russian capacity for dealing with
military waste products is alarmingly low. The Ministry of Environmental Affairs has estimat-
ed that it will cost as much as 700 billion dollars to process the radioactive waste alone.14

This is money that Russia simply does not have. The Ministry has also pointed out that the
urgency of this issue is overshadowed by the ecological problems surrounding the disman-
tling of the nuclear fleet. There are 100 obsolete nuclear submarines on the Kola Peninsula
at present, with a further 60 in Vladivostok. Over half of the submarines still contain
nuclear reactors and nuclear fuel. Where the reactors have been removed, these have sim-
ply been left to rust in unprotected sites. Whilst Russia’s current capacity does not allow it
to dismantle more than one of these vessels each year, even this target is beyond its
reach because of the financial crisis. The result is that countless nuclear vessels are either
gradually disintegrating or resting on the seabed after having been scuttled.15 A number of
Western countries, including Norway, Japan and the US, are currently assisting with the dis-
mantling of surplus submarines. However, the huge scale of the problem means that such
help is no more than a drop in the ocean.

As far as the reduction of chemical and biological weapons is concerned, estimates sug-
gest that, even with foreign assistance, it will not be possible to dismantle more than
about 5% of the arsenal to be dismantled under the terms of the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention (CWC). For the time being, the chemical weapons in question have been left to
stand in poorly guarded stores, where they are gradually deteriorating in quality. A further
complicating factor is that since the beginning of the 1990s the Russian chemical and bio-
logical warfare forces have gained sole control of decision-making on the chemical disarma-
ment programme. This means it is unclear whether Russia (disregarding the fact that it
does not have the financial resources needed to implement the programme) will be willing
to comply with its CWC targets.16

The Netherlands has also declared its intention of assisting the Russian Federation in dis-
mantling nuclear weapons and nuclear submarines, and in destroying chemical weapons.

The Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)
The Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) is also the subject of countervailing cen-
trifugal and centripetal forces. When the CIS was founded by the Russian Federation,
Belarus and Ukraine under the Treaty of Minsk in 1991, the founder members were able 

13 Seven billion tonnes of conventional waste, including heavy metals, 40,000 tonnes of waste from chemi-

cal weapons, 4 billion curies of nuclear waste stored in surface stores and 1.7 billion curies of nuclear

waste injected in underground storage sites.

14 P. Rusman, op. cit., p. 6.

15 Foreign and Commonwealth Office, The Nuclear Environment in Northwest Russia, London 1998, p. 8.

16 P. Rusman, op. cit., p. 2.

17 Relations between Russia and Ukraine are extremely complex. The main problem is the status of the 

Crimea. Relations between the two countries thawed considerably in 1997, when President Yeltsin 

travelled to Kiev to sign a treaty on cooperation and partnership, under which Russia agreed to >



to reach agreement on only a very limited range of functions. Countries such as Ukraine17

regarded the institution of the Commonwealth as simply a means of stripping the former
Soviet Union of its assets. The other former Soviet republics (with the exception of the
Baltic states and Georgia) did not join the CIS until they had received assurances about its
role: they insisted on being given a formal undertaking to the effect that the CIS could not
become either a state or a supranational organ. Despite this suspicion, the CIS has
remained in existence as a partnership and has even evolved further in certain respects
(e.g. with regard to legal and parliamentary cooperation).

Conditions in the other non-Russian former Soviet republics are so divergent that it is diffi-
cult to draw any general conclusions that would apply equally to all of them. What they do
share in any event are certain reasons for remaining members of the Russian-dominated
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). These include a high degree of reliance on the
current infrastructure, which is geared entirely towards the needs of Moscow, combined
with the fragile power base enjoyed by the relatively young governments, disastrous eco-
nomic conditions, ethnic divisions, and the fact that not a single country outside the CIS is
willing and able to enter into an effective aid relationship or alliance with the newly inde-
pendent states.

Among the many problem areas within the borders of the former Soviet Union, the Caspian
Sea region stands out as particularly unmanageable. The ethnic conflicts here are more
complex and more violent than in other regions of the CIS, whilst the economic interests of
the states directly involved (i.e. the Russian Federation, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kaza-
khstan and Turkmenistan) are vital to their survival, because of the presence of consider-
able oil and gas reserves (comparable in size to those in the North Sea).18 The presence
of these reserves also explains why a number of other powers have taken a close interest
in events in the region (in particular, Turkey, Iran, China and the US, as well as the EU
member states).

The large number of groups which are active in the region means that it is virtually impossi-
ble for one of them to gain the upper hand. In certain cases, acceptance of this fact, cou-
pled with a desire to exploit the region’s oil and gas reserves more effectively in order to
generate income, has led to a willingness to compromise, for example on the commercial
exploitation of the seabed.19 Despite this modest progress, however, many conflicts would
appear to be set to last a very long time, in view of the depth and nature of the tensions
involved (built as they are on ethnic rivalry, territorial disputes, widespread poverty, political
instability and incipient fundamentalism). The problems surrounding Afghanistan, Georgia,
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Dagestan and Chechnya would not seem to be capable of resolution
even in the medium term. This may make it difficult to boost oil and gas production in the
region, and hence push up oil and gas exports any higher than their current modest level of
one million barrels a day.

> recognise the Ukrainian-Russian borders in exchange for Ukraine recognising its borders with Belarus

and granting the Russian Black Sea fleet the right to remain in the Crimea for a period of 20 years. 

The Russian parliament ratified the treaty at the end of 1998.

18 F. Heisbourg, ‘Oil and International Tension in the 21st Century’, in: Militaire Spectator, vol. 168, 

p. 19.

19 Ibid., p. 19.



North Africa and the Middle East
Because of their close proximity to Europe, developments in the Middle East and North
Africa also continue to be relevant to the continent’s security. This region is often regarded
as being one of the most unstable in the world, and looks unlikely to lose this reputation in
the future. According to figures published by the World Bank,20 the average per capita
income in the MENA region (i.e. the Middle East and North Africa) has been falling by 2%
per annum for some time. There is virtually no other region in the world where there is so
much capital flight and so little foreign investment. Unemployment rates are among the
highest in the world and there is severe overexploitation of essential natural resources
such as water. Finally, it is also the region where population growth has been highest in
recent years.

There are two basic reasons why the countries in the Middle East and North Africa have not
been afflicted by even more crises in the past: firstly, the revenue from oil exports, and
secondly, the external support which various states (such as Syria, Egypt and Algeria) in the
region – which was considered of great strategic importance during the Cold War – received
from either the United States or the Soviet Union. These two factors have helped to main-
tain power structures which might not have survived in other conditions. Generally speak-
ing, most Arab regimes have a narrow power base, are autocratic and rule over states that
are the product of European colonisation and ethnically fragmented. The majority of the
incumbent leaders in the region are unlikely to remain in power for very long on account of
their extreme old age and/or poor state of health. As the economic problems become
graver and foreign support is withdrawn, so their political legitimacy is gradually under-
mined. One of the factors for which these conditions form a fertile breeding ground is fun-
damentalism, which has added an extra complication to the existing demographic, social,
ethnic and economic problems in countries such as Algeria and Egypt.21 In other countries
in the region (such as Syria, Iraq and Jordan), ethnic tensions and religious conflicts threat-
en to disrupt regional stability because of their international character (for example, the
problems surrounding the Kurds and the Palestinians, and the tensions between Shi‘ite
and Sunni Muslims). It is therefore quite possible that the Middle East and North Africa will
witness an increasing number of intrastate and cross-border conflicts. Combined with rapid
population growth in the region and severe unemployment, the result may be a continued
high rate of migration from the region to Europe, and perhaps even an increase in the rate
of migration.

The interstate conflicts in North Africa and Middle East, particularly those between Israel
and its neighbours, have been among the most intense in modern history. In spite of the
end of the Cold War, and the initial hope that the 1994 Oslo Agreements would herald a
new era of friendly neighbourliness, an atmosphere of suspicion continues to cloud rela-

20 World Bank, Claiming the Future, choosing prosperity in the Middle East and North Africa, Washington

1995.

21 Although the rise of Islam would appear to have been facilitated by the erosion of government structu-

res in the Middle East and North Africa, it has not been without its own problems. For example, during

the civil war in Lebanon (1975-1989), both the Sunnis and the Shi‘ites suffered more losses as a

result of internal violence than from fighting against Christians. In Afghanistan too, more mujahedeen

were killed by fellow guerrillas motivated by religious resentment than by Russian troops. See in this

connection: Saad Eddin Ibrahim, ‘Ethnic Conflict and State Building in the Arab World’, in: International
Science Journal, vol. 50, No. 2 (June 1998), p. 234.



tions between Israel and the majority of the Arab world. The so-called ‘final status’ 
questions, which have been deliberately left unresolved thus far in the talks between the
Israelis and the Palestinians,22 continue to form thorny issues and may remain a source of
tension in the future. The problems between Turkey and Syria, and between Turkey and
Iraq, demonstrate that tensions in the Middle East can impinge directly on NATO’s treaty
area. Now that Turkey is capable of using its newly built dams to block the flow of the rivers
Euphrates and Tigris for many months at a time, and thus cut off water supplies to both its
neighbouring countries, relations between them have sunk to a new low. In the absence of
a mechanism for preventing conflicts in the region, along the lines of the OSCE in Europe,
there is also a continual risk of conflicts arising between the Arab states themselves. Mod-
ern Arab history shows that weak regimes faced with cross-border ethnic or religious ten-
sions may seek an outlet in the form of foreign wars. These may be used, for example, as
a means of cementing cohesion or creating political stability on the domestic front. The
only way in which neighbouring states can defend themselves against such threats would
appear to be by expanding their military arsenals. Unfortunately, such a policy offers at
best only temporary relief.

3. Regions elsewhere in the world

Changes in the stability of remote regions do not necessarily constitute a direct threat to
European security interests. At the same time, long distances are becoming increasingly
irrelevant to the ability of faraway conflicts to have an impact in other parts of the world
(e.g. in the shape of cross-border crime, terrorism or refugee flows). Moreover, certain
security risks in these regions may be regarded as potential global problems because of
the nature of the weapon systems which the warring factions have at their disposal and the
scale of the economic disruption which these risks can potentially cause.

Asia
Asian states were among the leading proponents of the movement of Non-Aligned Countries
during the Cold War. This movement regards the integrity of the state as being the highest
good and espoused non-intervention in domestic affairs as one of its key principles. Whilst
the Asian countries have been prepared to form economic alliances such as ASEAN, they
have consistently focused their security efforts on bilateral relations and have not been
able to establish a regional security mechanism similar to the OSCE in Europe. The
absence of this type of framework in Asia forms a serious security risk,23 particularly on
account of the arms race which is going on in this part of the world. Whereas military
spending has fallen substantially around the world, it has actually risen sharply in Asia 
during the past ten years. The recent financial crisis in Asia may have put a brake on arms
imports, but it has certainly not put an end to the conventional – and in some cases
nuclear – arms race.24 In certain countries, the presence of large quantities of weapons,
coupled with weak state structures (as is the case in Pakistan and Afghanistan), is capable
of leading to sudden escalations of violence that may affect the region as a whole.

22 In particular, the future of the Israeli settlements on the West Bank, the status of Jerusalem and the

repatriation of Palestinian refugees.

23 F. Heisbourg, ‘A Secure Future for East Asians Supposes Collective Tending’ in: International Herald
Tribune, 2 March 1994.

24 T. Delpech, ‘Nuclear Weapons and the ‘New World Order’: early warning from Asia?’ in: Survival, 

vol. 40, No. 4, p. 66.



Many studies of the post-Cold War era fail to take proper account of the role played by Chi-
na, despite the fact that China is capable of evolving in due course into one of the more
serious players in the field of international peace and security. In its – otherwise under-
standable – desire to keep pace strategically with the United States, China is the only
major power to have substantially built up its nuclear arsenal and offensive missile capacity
during the 1990s. The Chinese programme for developing two new solid-fuel ICBMs capable
of carrying several nuclear warheads continues unabated, even though both the US and the
Russian Federation will be reducing their stocks of precisely these weapon systems if
START II is ratified. At the same time, there are no guarantees that China will remain politi-
cally and economically stable, particularly in the light of the tension created by the gap
between the rapid pace of its social and economic development and the slow pace of its
political reforms, its potential ethnic problems (e.g. in the Uygur region) and the tremen-
dous environmental difficulties facing the country. Growing domestic instability may lead to
an urge to assert itself internationally, but also to an erosion of state structures. Both fac-
tors are capable of having a profound impact on the regional and global security situation.

The build-up of the Chinese arsenal should also be seen against the background of the
power vacuum which has arisen in the south and east of the Russian Federation, the tense
relations around the China Sea, and the constant frictions between China and its neigh-
bours, Taiwan, South Korea, India and Japan. At the other end of the scale, China enjoys
close co-operative links with Pakistan, Myanmar (Burma) and North Korea. China has been
helping Pakistan for some considerable time to develop nuclear arms and missile technolo-
gy. The successful test which Pakistan conducted with its ‘Ghauri’ medium-range missile in
April 1998 was a result of this cooperation. The test caused a great deal of unrest in India,
as it demonstrated that Pakistan now has a weapon to match India’s strategic depth. India
responded in April 1999 by launching a new medium-range missile (Agni II) of its own. In
view of the short distances involved and the small nuclear arsenals on both sides, there is
now an even greater temptation for the Pakistani or Indian government to launch a decisive
first strike. The poor quality of the early-warning systems used by India and Pakistan and
the highly charged atmosphere surrounding the conflict in Kashmir are both potential caus-
es of misunderstandings and rash decisions to use nuclear weapons. The situation in east-
ern Asia is also fairly unstable. The three-stage missile which North Korea launched in
1998 is capable of hitting any target in Japan, including the US base in Okinawa, with a
substantial payload. China is said to have supplied North Korea with the (solid fuel) tech-
nology it needed in order to produce the missile.

Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa is a particularly egregious example of a region affected by intrastate
conflicts and populated by failed states. Of the 16 major conflicts which were being waged
in 1998, seven were in sub-Saharan Africa. Of these, five (in Rwanda, Burundi, Ethiopia and
Eritrea, Congo-Brazzaville and the Democratic Republic of Congo) broke out after 1993. Of
the 70 medium-sized conflicts (i.e. those which have caused between 100 and 1,000 fatali-
ties) that have taken place recently, 31 have occurred in sub-Saharan Africa. The situation
is unlikely to improve in the near future: there are a dozen or so African countries with the
potential for an escalation of tension in the near future. Because the region projects an
image of continuing and interconnected wars, some commentators believe that the region
as a whole is suffering from a combination of disintegrating state authority, anarchy and a

25 See, for example, R.D. Kaplan, The Ends of the Earth. A Journey to the Frontiers of Anarchy, 

New York 1996.



reversion to primitive barbarism.25 One of the most frequently cited causes of this situa-
tion is a combination of explosive population growth, a shortage of agricultural land, ethnic
rivalries and economic interests. Other commentators, however, take a different view, sug-
gesting that because of external interference during the Cold War the conflicts acquired a
permanent character, so that many of them have evolved into national and transnational
problems.26 Although there is a great deal of continuity in the African conflicts of the
1980s and 1990s, there are also certain differences between the two decades. Unlike ear-
lier conflicts, today’s African wars no longer involve a battle of ideologies. Instead, their
most striking feature has become a lasting reduction in both central state authority and
external interference. Many African governments are bankrupt and have lost all control over
their own territories. In many countries, this has led not to complete anarchy or to a form
of clan-based separatism, but rather to the emergence of military organisations that are a
cross between a regular army and a band of rebels, and which earn their income from
crime or sales of natural resources. Although similar developments also occurred during
the Cold War, for example in the Congo (1961-1965), Chad (1979-1982) and Uganda
(1977-1986), in each case the state authority remained intact because strong leaders,
backed by foreign support, were able to pursue firm centralist policies. Although similar
leaders exist in modern Africa, they have to manage without any substantial foreign sup-
port, making it virtually impossible for the state to regain its centralised authority.

Sub-Saharan Africa has lost much of its strategic value for the major powers since the end
of the Cold War27 In addition, the problems surrounding the UN peacekeeping operations
in Somalia (UNOSOM II), Rwanda (UNAMIR) and Angola (UNAVEM) have made Western
countries reluctant to intervene in the region. The main Western players in Africa (i.e.
France, the UK and the US) have therefore been encouraging African countries to take on
more crisis management responsibilities themselves, for example through the Organisation
of African Unity (OAU), ECOWAS, the IGAD and the SADCC. This is unlikely to be a long-term
solution, however. For the time being, the lack of consensus means that conflicts will con-
tinue to smoulder and flare up all over sub-Saharan Africa, and that potential African peace-
keepers will not see any reason to formulate a common strategy for dealing with such con-
flicts. At the same time, the regional and subregional organisations described above are
capable, if properly supported, of playing an important role in promoting regional stability,
as they can provide the foundations for defining common standards for interstate relations
and crisis management. Some commentators have suggested that the formulation of com-
mon standards could be the first step on the road towards a Conference on Security, Stabil-
ity, Development and Cooperation in Africa (CSSDCA), that is also sometimes referred to as
the Helsinki process for Africa.28

26 A. de Waal, ‘Contemporary Warfare in Africa’, in: M. Kaldoren and B. Vashee (eds.), New Wars, London

1997.

27 On the basis of the developments in the conflict in the Democratic Republic of Congo, some commen-

tators have referred in this connection to the ‘Africanisation’ of conflicts in sub-Saharan Africa, ‘fought

by Africans over African issues, and with the spoils of victory going to Africans’. See D. Shearer, ‘Afri-

ca’s Great War’, in: Survival, vol. 41, No. 2 (Summer 1999), p. 89.

28 F.M. Deng, ‘The Fate of the State and the International System; with Special Interest to Africa’, paper

given at the ‘Future of War’ Conference, St. Petersburg, 25 February 1999.



South America
Even though MERCOSUR, the South American economic community, does not have a securi-
ty dimension, it has undeniably led to an easing of military tensions in the region. Coun-
tries such as Brazil, Argentina and Chile, which were still caught up in an arms race in the
early 1990s, are increasingly adding an element of military rapprochement to their econom-
ic cooperation.29 As long as the South American states continue to enjoy stable relations,
the security risks in the region will remain limited to those associated with domestic prob-
lems. The main threats to the stability of the South American democracies, many of which
are relatively young, are drugs trafficking, international organised crime and illicit trading in
natural resources. The Andes region is the main source of concern, as it is the largest pro-
ducer of cocaine in the world and is an area in which criminal organisations have gained so
much control over the apparatus of politics and government that there is a danger of ordi-
nary citizens losing all interest in democratic government. The intensive trading contacts
between criminal organisations in South America (and Mexico) and their counterparts in
North America and Western Europe show that distance is becoming increasingly irrelevant
to non-state actors operating on a transnational scale.

29 See, for example, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, ‘MERCOSUR Regional Policy Document’, The Hague 1998,

pp. 12-13.
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