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TIMOTHY EDMUNDS

European armed forces are currently undergoing a profound series of shifts in their 
core roles.1 These changes are increasingly challenging long-held assumptions 
about what armed forces are for and how they should be structured and organized. 
Four trends are of particular signifi cance. The fi rst is a decline in the signifi cance of 
the defence of national territory as a core organizing principle for regular armed 
forces. The second is the increasing dominance of a model of military profession-
alization that equates ‘modern’ armed forces with smaller, highly skilled, fl exible 
force structures able to project power abroad, whether for war-fi ghting or peace-
keeping operations. The third is the emergence of a number of ‘new’ security 
challenges, such as terrorism, drug smuggling and illegal migration, that have 
refocused military roles on internal security issues. The fourth is the continuing 
salience of a wider domestic social and political role for armed forces. This article 
argues that these changes have not, in the main, occurred in response to an objec-
tive, functional reassessment of the nature of threat, as is assumed in much of the 
civil–military relations literature. Rather, new military roles are emerging as a 
consequence of domestic and international socio-political infl uences that shape 
states’ perceptions of what their armed forces should look like and the purposes 
they should serve.

Functional and socio-political imperatives

In realist traditions of international relations, the role of military power is clear. 
In an environment of international anarchy, states are forced to rely on their own 
resources in order to ensure their continued existence. Military power is thus the 
ultima ratio of state power.2 Armed forces exist to defend the state against real or 
potential external threats and as a coercive tool to promote and protect national 
interests abroad.

1 The term ‘armed forces’ broadly applied can incorporate a number of diff erent institutions and organizations 
associated with application of coercive force, including, for example, the police or private security companies. 
However, this article discusses a number of specifi c challenges and developments that relate particularly to 
regular military structures. I therefore use the term ‘armed forces’ in a narrow sense to refer to regular armed 
forces: armies, navies and air forces.

2 Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics among nations: the struggle for power and peace, 5th edn (New York: Alfred A. Knoff , 
1973), pp. 126–30.
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Realist interpretations of the role of military power are central to discussions 
of armed forces’ roles in the civil–military relations literature. They provide the 
foundation for most interpretations of their ‘functional imperative’—the core 
defi nition of what armed forces are for and what makes them unique institu-
tions. Thus, Martin Edmonds notes that the armed forces are ‘the principal, and 
frequently the sole, state agency responsible for the security of all citizens and 
national territory against external physical threats; other responsibilities, either 
external or internal, are purely contingent’.3

However, most scholars of civil–military relations also recognize that a purely 
externally orientated defi nition of the functional imperative is too narrow, given 
the wide variety of diff erent types of military forces in the world and the range 
of functions they are called upon to perform. In much of Latin America, South-
East Asia or Africa, for example, precisely the opposite has been the case, and 
armed forces have often been employed primarily in internal security roles.4 As 
Larry Watts observes, this dilemma has led many to opt for a means-based rather 
than an ends-based defi nition of who the armed forces are.5 Thus, as early as 1941 
Harold Lasswell distinguished the military as ‘specialists on violence’.6 Building on 
Lasswell’s defi nition, Samuel Huntington and Morris Janowitz defi ned the core of 
military professionalization as, respectively, expertise in ‘directing the application 
of violence under certain prescribed conditions’,7 and expertise ‘in war-making 
and the organised use of violence’.8 More recently, Edmonds talks of ‘the organ-
ised use of force and violence against outsiders’.9

These means-based defi nitions are also problematic, however, for two reasons. 
First, their concentration on the core theme of the management of violence is far 
from unique to the armed forces as an institution. To varying degrees, many of 
the above defi nitions can also be applied to police and paramilitary forces. As a 
consequence, any concept of military uniqueness must once again fall back either 
on an explicitly external focus or on the management of violence beyond a rather 
vague and undefi ned threshold—as illustrated by Janowitz’s use of the term ‘war-
making’. Second, and conversely, the above defi nitions fail to capture the sheer 
diversity of military roles as they have evolved under diff erent  circumstances in 

3 Martin Edmonds, Armed services and society (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1988), p. 29. Edmonds goes 
on to observe that the one possible exception to this rule is the military assumption of authority in response to 
national collapse. He also recognizes that in much of the Third World military roles are far broader than this. 
See also Louis W. Goodman, ‘Military roles past and present’, in Larry Diamond and Marc F. Plattner, eds, 
Civil–military relations and democracy (Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996).

4 See e.g. Mohammed Ayoob, The Third World security predicament: state making, regional confl ict and the interna-
tional system (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1995), pp. 192–3; Alice Hills, ‘Security sector reform and some 
comparative issues in the police–military interface’, Contemporary Security Policy 21: 3, Dec. 2000; Kees Koon-
ings, ‘Political armies, security forces and democratic consolidation in Latin America’, in Gavin Cawthra and 
Robin Luckham, eds, Governing insecurity: democratic control of the military and security establishments in transitional 
democracies (London: Zed, 2003).

5 Larry L. Watts, Whose professionalism? Separating the institutional roles of the military and police, CSRC Report M23 
(Camberley: Confl ict Studies Research Centre, Nov. 2001), p. 2.

6 Harold D. Lasswell, ‘The garrison state’, American Journal of Sociology 46, Jan. 1941, pp. 457–8.
7 Samuel P. Huntington, The soldier and the state: the theory and politics of civil–military relations (Cambridge, MA: 

Belknap, Harvard University Press, 1957), p. 12.
8 Morris Janowitz, The professional soldier: a social and political portrait (New York: Free Press, 1960), p. 15.
9 Edmonds, Armed services, p. 2.
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diff erent parts of the world. Certainly, in all cases, all armed forces have at their 
disposal the means of violence in some sense or other. However, identifying them 
so absolutely in these terms ignores circumstances where their roles have also 
clearly diverged from this imperative. For example, armed forces have historically 
been used to play a number of important domestic ‘nation-building’ functions. 
These have included acting as a source of cheap organized manpower for civil 
construction projects, providing aid to the civil community in times of crisis, 
and playing an overarching ‘school of the nation’ role to inculcate national values 
through conscription.

What is needed, therefore, is a far more explicit recognition of the defi nitive 
infl uence of socio-political factors in determining the development of military 
roles, particularly at times and in places—as in Europe today—when functional 
imperatives are unclear, multiple or contested. This approach is not entirely new. 
The civil–military relations literature has always recognized the signifi cance of 
socio-political as well as functional imperatives in defi ning what armed forces are 
and how their roles evolve. Thus, for example, Christopher Dandeker, in common 
with scholars such as James Burk, Charles Moskos, John Allen Williams and David 
R. Segal, suggests that the emergence of a series of socio-political challenges—such 
as changing societal values—has challenged the military’s functionally derived 
institutional uniqueness.10 However, while all these approaches highlight cultur-
ally and socially specifi c criteria that infl uence the nature of armed forces’ roles, 
they also tend to place these in an order of hierarchy that ‘naturally’ prioritizes a 
functional imperative derived from a rationalist conception of objective threat. 
They pay less attention to the way in which socio-political imperatives themselves 
shape how states, societies and armed forces defi ne what their functional impera-
tives actually are.

The changing nature of military roles

Armed forces are a near-ubiquitous feature of post-Cold War, post-9/11 Europe.11 
They remain key actors in addressing national, global and regional insecurities. 
However, the changing nature of these insecurities has necessitated a fundamental 
reassessment of the role that armed forces as traditionally constituted can play in 
addressing them, and even whether they are the most appropriate organizations 
to do so. As part of this process European armed forces have increasingly identi-
fi ed and taken on new roles in order to legitimate their institutional existence and 

10 Christopher Dandeker, ‘On “the need to be diff erent”: recent trends in military culture’, in Hew Strachan, 
ed., The British army, manpower and society into the twenty-fi rst century (London: Frank Cass, 2000), pp. 175–85; 
Charles C. Moskos and James Burk, ‘The postmodern military’, in James Burk, The adaptive military: armed forces 
in a turbulent world (New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 2nd edn, 2002), pp. 168–90; Charles C. Moskos, 
‘Toward a postmodern military: the United States as a paradigm’, in Charles C. Moskos, John Allen Williams 
and David R. Segal, eds, The postmodern military: armed forces after the Cold War (New York and Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2000), pp. 19–25.

11 Iceland is an exception to this rule, maintaining only a small coastguard and no regular armed forces. The 
micro-states of Andorra, Liechtenstein and Monaco also have no regular armed forces. The Vatican City and 
San Marino maintain very small military forces for primarily ceremonial roles.

INTA82_6_02_Edmunds.indd   1061INTA82_6_02_Edmunds.indd   1061 2/11/06   16:11:482/11/06   16:11:48



Timothy Edmunds

1062
International Aff airs 82: 6, 2006 
© 2006 The Author(s). Journal Compilation © 2006 Blackwell Publishing Ltd/The Royal Institute of International Aff airs

budgetary demands. Many of these new roles have been only loosely associated 
with the traditional core functional imperative of the defence of the state from 
external threat. Instead, they have broadened armed forces’ institutional remit to 
incorporate a number of ‘new’ or at least newly re-emphasized tasks. These include 
expeditionary missions for war-fi ghting and peacekeeping purposes, internal 
security and policing missions, and an increased emphasis on nation-building and 
domestic military assistance roles.

In one sense these developments are nothing new. It is in many ways more 
accurate to view the Cold War period as anomalous for armed forces because of 
the unique and particular demands such an all-encompassing bipolar confrontation 
made on militaries and governments on both sides of the Iron Curtain.12 Away 
from the European Cold War arena, armed forces from many diff erent states were 
involved in low-intensity confl icts that did not fi t easily under the banner of what 
Mary Kaldor has called ‘old wars’—in the sense of interstate confl icts between 
regular armed forces.13 Post-colonial wars of liberation, for example, rarely fi tted 
that framework, often being fought by irregular or guerrilla forces and requiring 
responses as closely related to internal policing tasks as to high-intensity warfare.14 
Similarly, Martin Van Creveld has argued convincingly that, geographically and 
historically, the centralization of state security provision is the exception rather 
than the rule.15

There are three features of the current situation, however, that do make the 
current redefi nition and reconsideration of military roles in Europe both new and 
signifi cant.

First, the end of the Cold War has led to an unprecedentedly broad reassess-
ment of the position and role of armed forces in the European context. Rightly 
or wrongly, the Cold War confrontation dominated strategic thinking in both 
Western and Eastern Europe and provided the core institutional justifi cation for 
most European armed forces’ roles for much of the late twentieth century.16 
Thus, whatever its wider relevance within historical or geographical analysis, the 
Cold War provided the geostrategic backdrop against which most of those roles 
were formulated. The end of the Cold War removed the dominant strategic lens 
through which armed forces were developed and understood, and has entailed a 
fundamental reconsideration of their purpose and the bases for legitimacy across 
the continent. In many states this change has been refl ected in far-reaching defence 
reviews that have attempted to outline how their armed forces should respond to 
the new environment. Further east, the collapse of communism and the demise of 
the Warsaw Pact led to sweeping cuts in military budgets and a new and sometimes 
hostile societal scrutiny of the armed forces’ role and purpose. This in turn forced 
many Central and Eastern European armed forces to change their roles in order 
12 Mike Smith, ‘Deconstructing low intensity warfare’, Review of International Studies 29: 1, 2003, pp. 29–31.
13 Smith, ‘Deconstructing low intensity warfare’, pp. 29–30; Mary Kaldor, New and old wars: organized violence in 

a global era (Cambridge: Polity, 2002), pp. 13–30. 
14 See e.g. Richard Stubbs, Hearts and minds in guerrilla warfare: the Malayan Emergency, 1948–1960 (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1989), pp. 255–60.
15 Martin Van Creveld, The transformation of war (New York: Free Press, 1991), pp. 35–42.
16 Moskos, ‘Toward a postmodern military’, pp. 16–19.
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to meet new budgetary constraints, even in some cases to justify their continued 
institutional survival.17

Second, the traditional roles of armed forces have also been challenged—or 
at least reinterpreted—in response to civil confl ict and disorder. In Europe, the 
violent dissolution of Yugoslavia helped to re-emphasize the ambiguous nature 
of armed forces and their roles during civil war. The Yugoslav confl ict was fought 
by a plethora of armed organizations—paramilitary forces, militias, mercenaries 
and criminal gangs—of which the regular armed forces of the state were often 
only one element.18 In response, there has been an increasing questioning of the 
utility of the state as the primary provider of internal and external security in 
many contexts. In weak states—such as Bosnia or Kosovo—the armed forces 
may be only tangentially linked to the state in the traditional ‘functional’ sense 
of being able to monopolize the means of violence on its territory; their roles are 
often more closely linked to specifi c structures of governance in society, be they 
specifi c ethnic groups, regional governments or international occupying forces.19 
In this context, traditional conceptions of military professionalism—whereby 
armed forces are able eff ectively and effi  ciently to fulfi l clearly defi ned roles in 
the interests of an autonomous state through their monopoly over the means of 
violence20—can be problematic and inappropriate. These tensions are of particular 
signifi cance in post-confl ict societies, where the role and evolution of armed forces 
are likely to be key elements in a wider process of social transformation.

Third, the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 and the subsequent ‘war on 
terror’ have also had an impact on the evolution of European armed forces’ roles. 
First, they have reinforced existing pressures towards the development of expedi-
tionary capabilities in reforming armed forces. In the European context, this trend 
has perhaps been most pronounced in the UK, which has taken part in a number of 
overseas military operations since the end of the Cold War, including the currently 
ongoing interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq. The UK has also engaged in a series 
of defence and procurement reviews—most recently in December 2004—that 
have refl ected this shift in emphasis.21 These preoccupations with expeditionary 
capabilities have also been mirrored elsewhere, and are illustrative of the emerging 
dominance of Anglo-American concepts of military professionalization in the 
wider security sector reform agenda. This is visible particularly in the NATO 
accession region, where states have invested signifi cant eff orts in  developing forces 

17 Timothy Edmunds, Anthony Forster and Andrew Cottey, ‘Conclusion: patterns and trends in military– society 
relations in postcommunist Europe’, in Anthony Forster, Timothy Edmunds and Andrew Cottey, eds, Soldiers 
and societies in postcommunist Europe: legitimacy and change (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003), pp. 245–52.

18 Kaldor, New and old wars, pp. 44–57; John Mueller, ‘The banality of “ethnic war”’, International Security 25: 1, 
Summer 2000, pp. 57–52, 62.

19 Susan L. Woodward, ‘In whose interest is security sector reform? Lessons from the Balkans’, in Cawthra and 
Luckham, Governing insecurity, pp. 282–4.

20 For a discussion of the nature of military professionalism, see Anthony Forster, Timothy Edmunds and 
Andrew Cottey, ‘Introduction: the professionalisation of armed forces in postcommunist Europe’, in Anthony 
Forster, Timothy Edmunds and Andrew Cottey, eds, The challenge of military reform in postcommunist Europe: 
building professional armed forces (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002), pp. 2–8.

21 See e.g. Ministry of Defence, Delivering security in a changing world: future capabilities (Norwich: Stationery 
Offi  ce, 2004).
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that can be deployed in an expeditionary capacity.22 Second, military responses 
to 9/11 have entailed a renewed emphasis on the counterinsurgency and internal 
security functions of armed forces. Finally, and conversely, the demands of the 
‘war on terror’ have also challenged the position of the regular armed forces as 
the main organization for meeting external security threats to the state. Other 
elements of the security sector—such as the police or intelligence agencies—may 
be more suited to meeting the day-to-day operational challenges posed by inter-
national terrorism, and over the long term the utility of the military in this role 
may be limited.

Partly in response to these challenges, the role and importance of armed 
forces have received new attention through an emergent academic and policy 
agenda that links political stability and economic development with security 
issues. This approach emerges from two main observations: fi rst, that the appro-
priate  provision of security within the state is closely linked to—and sometimes 
a prerequisite for—wider processes of political and economic change (particu-
larly towards more democratic structures and practice); and second, that many 
of today’s emergent security challenges—such as drug traffi  cking or terrorism—
have their roots in insecurity and instability in other parts of the world, and that 
one of the key strategies for addressing these challenges is the development of 
appropriate, legitimate and eff ective security forces in these states. This merging 
of development and security concerns has led to a focus by both academics and 
policy-makers on the role of armed forces and other security sector agencies in 
post-authoritarian or war-torn societies—a topic loosely termed ‘security sector 
reform’.23 In Europe, this agenda has been of particular relevance in the post-
communist region and the former Yugoslavia, where security sector reform 
initiatives have been central to NATO, UN, OSCE and EU democratization and 
peacebuilding eff orts.

The security sector reform agenda provides an important link between the 
challenges discussed above and international policy; and in doing so it has had 
a clear and signifi cant impact on the evolution of military roles in much of 
Europe. Security sector reform diff ers from past defence and military assistance 
programmes in both breadth and depth. Its linkage with issues of political and 
economic transformation—and the willingness of ‘donor’ governments to apply 
political and economic conditionality in its promotion—means that at its widest it 
22 With varying degrees of success and commitment. Poland and Romania, for example, have made signifi cant 

military contributions to the multinational military operations in Afghanistan and Poland; Hungary and the 
Czech Republic have been less willing to invest in these areas. Nonetheless, across the region, governments 
have focused their military reform eff orts on developing more fl exible and more professional elements within 
their armed forces that are more suited to deployment abroad in multinational military operations. See Timo-
thy Edmunds, ‘NATO and its new members’, Survival 45: 3, Autumn 2003, pp. 155–6.

23 See e.g. Alex J. Bellamy, ‘Security sector reform: problems and prospects’, Global Change Peace and Security 
15: 2, June 2003, pp. 99–117; Jane Chanaa, Security sector reform: issues, challenges and prospects, Adelphi Paper 344 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), pp. 21–8; Timothy Edmunds, Security sector reform in transforming 
societies: Croatia and Serbia-Montenegro (Manchester: Manchester University Press, forthcoming 2007); Dylan 
Hendrickson, A review of security sector reform (London: Centre for Defence Studies, 1999); Alice Hills, ‘Defence 
diplomacy and security sector reform’, Contemporary Security Policy 21: 1, April 2000; Chris Smith, ‘Security 
sector reform: institutional engineering or development breakthrough?’, Confl ict, Security and Development        
1: 1, 2001, pp. 5–19.

INTA82_6_02_Edmunds.indd   1064INTA82_6_02_Edmunds.indd   1064 2/11/06   16:11:492/11/06   16:11:49



What are armed forces for?

1065
International Aff airs 82: 6, 2006 
© 2006 The Author(s). Journal Compilation © 2006 Blackwell Publishing Ltd/The Royal Institute of International Aff airs

can amount to an intrusive, transformative and explicitly normative programme.24 
For this reason, the security sector reform agenda is of great signifi cance to the 
current redefi nition of military roles in Europe. It is predicated on a particular 
understanding of what armed forces should be for, how they should be structured 
and what their relationship with government and society should be. Signifi cantly, 
however, there has been little critical evaluation of the question of military roles 
in the post-Cold War environment—an issue that remains at the very heart of the 
security sector reform agenda. Instead, the defi nition and redefi nition of military 
roles—and the specifi c policy recommendations that result from this—have tended 
to be defi ned in rather conservative terms, often informed by the specifi c experi-
ence of the ‘donor’ states themselves. The underlying conservatism of the security 
sector reform agenda has posed signifi cant challenges for ‘recipient’ countries 
as they have attempted to adapt existing roles of armed forces, military–society 
relations and defence budgetary allocations to what amounts to a new, externally 
imposed reform agenda of sometimes questionable domestic relevance.25

Challenges and responses

The current transformation of military roles poses a number of challenges for states 
and armed forces across Europe. What are European armed forces for in today’s 
post-Cold War, post-9/11 security environment? A number of diff erent patterns 
and trends are emerging, all of which suggest important changes in how, and 
why, armed forces are used. Broadly, these are: the changing nature of the role of 
defending national territory; the appearance of new expeditionary roles, including 
war-fi ghting and peacekeeping; the changing nature of internal security roles; and 
the continued saliency of nation-building and domestic military  assistance roles.

The defence of national territory

In regions of clear geostrategic instability and competition, the core military role 
of defending the state from external threat remains of defi nitive importance.26 In 
much of Europe, however—perhaps with the notable exceptions of Greece and 
Turkey—these conditions do not prevail. The dissipation of territorial military 
threat has been one of the defi nitive features of the post-Cold War period. Indeed, 
for most European states, the prospect of an external, state-based military threat 
to their existence has receded so far from their immediate security concerns that 
it has ceased to provide the uncontested rationale for their armed forces’ organiza-
tion and force structure. This change in emphasis has also been refl ected in societal 
threat perceptions across the continent, which tend to downplay the importance 

24 Edmunds, Security sector reform in transforming societies (forthcoming).
25 For a good exploration of these themes in relation to Africa and Central America, see Hills, ‘Defence diplo-

macy and security sector reform’, pp. 52–62.
26 Examples include India and Pakistan, in confrontation in South Asia, and the two Koreas in North-East  

Asia.
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of military threats and instead stress issues such as terrorism, organized crime or 
economic decline as the primary sources of insecurity.27

Nevertheless, the role of the military as the ultimate guarantor of state security 
has not disappeared, nor is it about to do so. Across Europe, defence reviews and 
national security documents almost universally retain some interpretation of 
this role as the foundational justifi cation for their armed forces and their defence 
budgets. What is signifi cant here is the importance of domestic socio-political 
infl uences in its persistence. The role of defending national territory remains fi rmly 
rooted in armed forces’ claims to institutional legitimacy, both in how military 
personnel view their role and in the expectations their societies have of them.28 
These infl uences have made it diffi  cult for European armed forces to abandon or 
explicitly reduce the salience of their responsibility for defending national terri-
tory. Indeed, the defence procurement strategies of many European states have 
continued to focus on purchases of high-value equipment (such as fi ghter aircraft) 
that are predicated specifi cally on territorial defence tasks—despite the dispropor-
tionate cost of these assets, their questionable utility in the new European security 
environment, and the diffi  culty that many states have in deploying or using them 
eff ectively.29

Retaining a core role of defending national territory against external threat is 
not without problems. In particular, the organizational demands posed by many 
of the newly emergent roles discussed below can diff er widely from those made 
by the requirement to defend the national territory. For example, conscript-based 
force structures—which are well suited to the defence of national territory mission 
and characterized most European armed forces during the Cold War period—are 
generally inappropriate for many of these roles because of their lack of fl exibility 
and relatively low skill levels in comparison to all-volunteer, professional forces. 
As a consequence, European armed forces are in the process of making hard choices 
about where their budgetary and organizational priorities should lie. They are 
faced with the currently unresolved challenge of providing forces for a core—
though increasingly functionally remote—defence of national territory role and 
the more pressing demands of new and emergent military roles.

Expeditionary 1: war-fi ghting
In response to the decline of the armed forces’ traditional imperative of defending 
national territory, military analysts and practitioners have increasingly broadened 
their conceptions of the war-fi ghting role—the military’s core functional impera-
tive—to incorporate a strong expeditionary focus. This is not, of course, a wholly 
new development; the ability to project military power abroad has been a feature 

27 Philippe Manigart, ‘Public opinion on defence policy in the countries of the European Union’, in Marie 
Vlachová, ed., The public image of defence and the military in central and eastern Europe (Geneva: Geneva Centre for 
the Democratic Control of Armed Forces, 2003), pp. 30, 32.

28 Dandeker, ‘On “the need to be diff erent”’, pp. 174–5; Edmonds, Armed services, p. 43; Smith, ‘Security sector 
reform’, p. 16.

29 For a discussion of this issue in relation to Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary, see Edmunds, ‘NATO 
and its new members’, pp. 159–60.
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of military organizations for almost as long as military organization itself. What 
is new is the nature of the security challenges to which these capabilities are being 
designed to respond, along with the emergence of new military technologies that 
enhance the capacity of armed forces to fulfi l this role and the increasing infl uence 
of the expeditionary orientation in military reform programmes across a broad 
range of countries.

The current turn towards expeditionary capacities emerges from a particular 
reading of post-Cold War global security. According to this view, the security 
challenges of the twenty-fi rst century are unlikely to take the form of direct terri-
torial threats to the state itself; instead, they are more likely to relate to issues 
such as threats to the supply of strategic resources, the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction to hostile regimes or ‘rogue states’, regional instability caused by 
intrastate confl ict, and the spread of international terrorism.30 Accordingly, states 
must be able to deploy their military power swiftly and eff ectively to wherever it 
is needed in order to address these challenges.

The contemporary expeditionary role has signifi cant organizational implica-
tions, necessitating fl exible and technologically advanced force structures capable 
of being swiftly deployed to areas of crisis beyond national territory.31 Armed 
forces of this type tend to be expensive and require high skill levels from soldiers 
of all ranks, favouring a shift towards all-volunteer, professional forces—very 
diff erent from the conscript-based mass armies of the Cold War period The trend 
towards military professionalization along these lines has been visible in Britain 
and the United States for a number of decades, the UK ending conscription in 
1962 and the US in 1973. It has been intensifi ed since the end of the Cold War, 
however, by the scaling back of forces in mainland Europe and elsewhere, and 
by an increasing concentration on the development of rapid reaction forces that 
can be quickly deployed to trouble spots around the globe.32 More recently other 
European countries have followed suit in abandoning conscription: Belgium (1992), 
the Netherlands (1996), France (2002), Spain (2002), the Czech Republic (2004), 
Slovenia (2003), Hungary (2004), Portugal (2004), Italy (2005). Others, including 
Croatia, Latvia, Romania and Slovakia, all plan to do so by 2010.33 In Europe more 
widely, NATO programmes such as the Partnership for Peace and Membership 
Action plans, and the EU’s 1999 Helsinki headline goals, all encourage states to 
engage in military reform programmes along these lines—with the emphasis on 
fl exible force structures capable of distant deployment.

Even so, the functional relevance of the expeditionary model remains restricted 
or peripheral for most countries in Europe. Projecting military power abroad for 
war-fi ghting purposes has proved politically contentious—or even impossible—in 
many European states. Some, such as Austria, Finland and Sweden, will permit 
military intervention only with the explicit authority of the UN and the  agreement 

30 Charles C. Moskos, ‘Toward a postmodern military?’, in Stuart A. Cohen, ed., Democratic societies and their armed 
forces: Israel in comparative context (London: Frank Cass, 2000), pp. 9–10.

31 Forster et al., ‘Introduction: the professionalisation’, pp. 2–5, 8–12.
32 See e.g. Moskos et al., The postmodern military. 
33 Anthony Forster, Armed forces and society in Europe (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005), p. 38.
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of the states concerned, in practice limiting their expeditionary role to the kinds 
of peacekeeping operation described below. Others, such as Belgium, Germany 
and Greece, have been reluctant to see their forces used in anything other than a 
humanitarian capacity, preferably with UN authority.34 Even those states—such 
as the UK and Poland—that are more sympathetic towards the use of their armed 
forces for expeditionary war-fi ghting purposes have struggled to maintain and 
sustain societal support for missions such as that in Iraq.

Moreover, the fi nancial and technological costs of this role mean that the ability 
to engage unilaterally in war-fi ghting activities beyond national territory remains 
limited for most states, even within their own regions. The UK armed forces—
often cited as the most advanced European exemplar of this model—have been 
able to deploy in this capacity only within the framework of wider multilateral 
(and generally US led) operations. Even for those richer states with a tradition of 
projecting military power abroad, then, the expeditionary model in its purest war-
fi ghting sense is of limited utility outside the context of combined military opera-
tions with the United States. Elsewhere, the signifi cance of the expeditionary 
imperative is even less apparent. Russia, for example, has Europe’s largest armed 
forces and inherited the bulk of the military capabilities of the Soviet Union in 
1991. Nevertheless, Russian military capabilities have suff ered badly since this 
time as a result of deep budgetary cuts and an absence of military reform.35 As 
a consequence, the ability of the Russian armed forces to project power beyond 
the confi nes of the former Soviet Union remains highly questionable. A number 
of other formerly communist states—in particular Poland and Romania—have 
participated in some strength in the US-led expeditionary operations in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. However, they have been able to do so only as small components of 
much wider multinational forces and have often been dependent on the logistical 
support of other allied armed forces.

Across Europe, the expeditionary model of war-fi ghting has emerged as an 
infl uential but politically contested, organizationally problematic and fi nancially 
expensive framework for military restructuring. Its technical and human resource 
demands mean that for many countries, only elite cadres within their armed forces 
can hope to contribute eff ectively to it. Because of this, its functional utility for 
most states is limited, related primarily to fulfi lling narrow alliance commitments 
in support of sometimes rather vague collective security and foreign policy goals 
rather than as a clear unilateral response to a specifi c threat.

Socio-political infl uences on the evolution of expeditionary capabilities are 
strong. In particular, there is an increasingly dominant perception—typifi ed, for 
example, in NATO’s 1999 Defence Capabilities Initiative—that ‘modern’ armed 
forces are expeditionary armed forces.36 This in turn has helped to shape how armed 
34 Forster, Armed forces, pp. 203–207.
35 See e.g. Robert W. Duggleby, ‘The disintegration of the Russian armed forces’, Journal of Slavic Military Studies 

11: 2, June 1998; Dale R. Herspring, ‘The Russian military faces “creeping disintegration”’, Demokratizatsiya 
7: 4, Fall 1999. See also Isabelle Facon, The modernisation of the Russian military: the ambitions and ambiguities of 
Vladimir Putin, CSRC report 05/19 (e) (Camberley: Confl ict Studies Research Centre, August 2005).

36 ‘Defence capabilities initiative’, NATO website, 25 April 1999, http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1999/p99s069e.
htm, accessed 1o October 2006.
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forces and defence policy-makers view their own military restructuring priorities. 
These trends have also been reinforced by the security sector reform initiatives 
of western states, which often equate military ‘modernization’ with expedi-
tionary capacities in a relatively uncontested manner.37 In the context of NATO’s 
eastward expansion, this conception of military modernization has had even more 
intrusive implications, explicitly and implicitly tying military reform and restruc-
turing programmes to the development of expeditionary cadres through the use 
of defence assistance and conditionality.38 Even so, it remains diffi  cult for many 
states directly to link the war-fi ghting aspect of the expeditionary model to their 
own security circumstances; more often, the development of armed forces along 
these lines has been legitimized through the evolution of a peacekeeping role.

Expeditionary 2: peacekeeping

The peacekeeping role provides an alternative functional imperative for the devel-
opment of expeditionary capabilities in armed forces. In this way, peacekeeping 
is related to state security through equating instability in diff erent regions of the 
world with international insecurity more widely, even though there may be no 
direct physical or territorial challenge to the state itself. Peacekeeping is also justi-
fi ed on humanitarian grounds as a response to human suff ering and widespread 
individual or group insecurity. In contrast to the war-fi ghting role, peacekeeping 
is a military role that has been taken on by a wide variety of diff erent European 
armed forces, from a number of diff erent states.39

Peacekeeping operations, particularly those that use coercive force to achieve 
their ends, share many of the organizational requirements of the expeditionary 
war-fi ghting role. In particular, they require that military forces can be deployed 
for extended periods of time away from national territory, often in complex and 
ambiguous operational environments. This in turn tends to require fl exibility and 
high skill levels from military personnel, again reinforcing the shift from conscript-
based force structures to professional volunteer units. It also requires that armed 
forces have access to the logistical support structures to enable them to deploy and 
sustain these units away from home. Indeed, where countries with conscript-based 
armed forces have participated in peacekeeping operations, they have often done so 
through elite or specialist units drawn from their all-volunteer cadres. For many 
states, therefore, participation in peacekeeping shares many of the constraints, and 
poses many of the diffi  culties, associated with the war-fi ghting role. It can also be 
prohibitively expensive, both in terms of the immediate demands of the opera-
tion itself and also in training and equipping peacekeeping units to an appropriate 
standard.

37 See e.g. ‘The role of allied military forces and the transformation of the alliance’s defence posture’, NATO 
Handbook, 8 Oct. 2002, http://www.nato.int/docu/handbook/2001/hb0204.htm, accessed 10 October 2006.

38 Timothy Edmunds, ‘Political conditionality and security sector reform in postcommunist Europe’, Confl ict, 
Security and Development 3: 1, 2003, pp. 139–44; Edmunds, ‘NATO and its new members’, pp. 150–52.

39 Alex J. Bellamy, Paul Williams and Stuart Griffi  n, Understanding peacekeeping (Cambridge: Polity, 2004), pp. 
34–55.
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Other aspects of the peacekeeping role make demands on armed forces very 
diff erent from those associated with war-fi ghting. This is particularly the case 
once the enforcement stage of an operation is over and peacekeeping forces are 
required to engage in longer-term processes of post-settlement peacebuilding 
and post-confl ict reconstruction. During the SFOR mission to Bosnia between 
1996 and 2004, for example, peacekeeping forces undertook a number of activi-
ties including apprehending individuals indicted for war crimes, managing refugee 
return, and off ering assistance and training to local police and military forces. In 
many cases, armed forces primarily structured and trained for war-fi ghting roles 
may not be the most appropriate formations to carry out these activities.40 Civilian 
or paramilitary police units, for examples, may well have more appropriate skills 
for these environments than their military counterparts.41 Similarly, post-confl ict 
restructuring priorities often include rebuilding key infrastructural capacities such 
as roads, power stations or water supply networks—tasks to which military peace-
keeping forces are generally unsuited but into which they have sometimes been 
forced through necessity.

These demands have led to military forces in peacekeeping operations being 
asked to perform an increasing number of tasks more usually associated with civil-
ians. These in turn make diff erent kinds of demand in relation to soldiers’ skills and 
training, military doctrine and force structure.42 While this does not necessarily 
mean that peacekeeping and war-fi ghting roles are incompatible—British army 
doctrine, for example, makes a clear link between the two missions—engagement 
in peacekeeping activities requires hard choices about how armed forces should 
be best structured, trained and funded. At their most stark—as in the central and 
eastern European region, where the NATO accession process has placed partic-
ular pressures on states to engage in peacekeeping activities—these choices have 
entailed investing in the professionalization of small elements of armed forces 
along the lines of the expeditionary model at the expense of the viability of the 
country’s military institutions as a whole.43

The peacekeeping role exacts a number of institutional costs for armed forces. 
It requires the development of expensive new force structures and capabilities 
that are often at odds with other core functional demands—notably the defence 
of national territory. Socio-political imperatives remain strong, however. Since 
the end of the Cold War, peacekeeping has provided one of the key mechanisms 
through which armed forces have legitimized their institutional existence and 
their budgetary demands in the context of the declining saliency of war-fi ghting 

40 Former UN special envoy to the Balkans Carl Bildt has criticized the US military contribution to SFOR’s 
predecessor, IFOR, on these grounds, observing that ‘in their operation there was very little between doing 
nothing and a massive use of military force’: Carl Bildt, Peace journey: the struggle for peace in Bosnia (London: 
Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1999), p. 303.

41 Annika Hansen, From Congo to Kosovo: civilian police in peace operations, Adelphi Paper 343 (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2002), pp. 15–31; Graham Day and Christopher Freeman, ‘Policekeeping is the key: rebuild-
ing the internal security architecture of postwar Iraq’, International Aff airs 79: 2, 2003, pp. 303–306.

42 A. B. Featherstone, ‘Putting the peace back into peacekeeping: theory must inform practice’, International 
Peacekeeping 1: 1, Spring 1994, pp. 17–18.

43 Andrew Cottey, Timothy Edmunds and Anthony Forster, ‘Military matters: beyond Prague’, NATO Review 
50: 3, Oct. 2002.
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 imperatives. This trend has been particularly visible in smaller states with low 
domestic threat perceptions, such as Denmark and Hungary.44 In much of post-
communist Europe, participation in peacekeeping activities has been closely linked 
to the demands of the NATO accession process, in order to illustrate a commit-
ment to the wider goals and activities of the alliance, even if the size of the force 
commitment is small relative to the operation as a whole. In these respects, the 
development of peacekeeping capacities in armed forces has occurred less as an 
objective response to evolving international security challenges than as a conse-
quence of domestic and international socio-political pressures.

Internal security

The internal security role for armed forces poses a signifi cant challenge to the 
functional imperative as traditionally defi ned. According to those defi nitions that 
base the role of the armed forces on addressing external threats, there exists a clear 
distinction between that role and those of the police and other internal security 
agencies.45 However, the emergence of non-state-based security challenges such 
as international terrorism and drug traffi  cking has brought internal security issues 
into greater prominence for armed forces across Europe. These ‘new’ security 
challenges have had an impact on military roles in two main areas. First, they have 
increasingly encouraged the use of armed forces in a variety of diff erent internal 
security roles. In the wake of the 9/11 attacks, for example, the UK has deployed 
military personnel in a number of internal security capacities, including patrolling 
at airports and providing maritime counterterrorist activities. The Greek govern-
ment deployed over 16,000 troops as part of its eff orts to secure the 2004 Olympic 
Games. The Spanish and Italian armed forces have recently established a joint 
amphibious brigade whose tasks include combating illegal immigration and drug 
smuggling as well as the provision of domestic military assistance during national 
disasters.

These developments refl ect changing security priorities and demands, and in 
many respects represent a natural evolution rather than a dramatic shift in most 
west European armed forces’ roles. Nevertheless, current western preoccupa-
tions with non-state-based security threats have also had an important secondary 
impact. This has taken the form of a new emphasis on the internal security role for 
armed forces in their security sector reform and defence assistance programmes. 
For example, NATO’s eastern outreach programmes stress the importance of 
building the military capabilities of both the alliance and its partners in relation 
to non-traditional and transnational security threats such as drug and weapon 

44 Peter Viggo Jakobsen, ‘Stealing the show: peace operations and Danish defence transformation after the Cold 
War’; Pál Dunay, ‘Peace operations and the Hungarian armed forces’, both in Timothy Edmunds and Marjan 
Malešič, eds, Defence transformation after the Cold War: challenges for armed forces (Amsterdam: IOS Press, 2005), 
pp. 40–2, 48–51.

45 David H. Bayley, ‘The police and political development in Europe’, in Charles Tilley, ed., The formation of 
national states in Europe (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1975), pp. 328–9.
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smuggling, illegal migration and international terrorism.46 Similarly, EU, NATO 
and OSCE security sector reform initiatives in the former Yugoslavia  emphasize 
the importance of addressing ‘new’ security challenges in the region, such as 
people traffi  cking. In doing so, they often implicitly and explicitly encourage 
closer integration and coordination between military and police activities.

Incorporating a strong internal security role for armed forces remains problem-
atic for two reasons. First, the current concentration on internal security themes 
in western security sector reform and military assistance programmes may be 
detrimental to wider democratization objectives—particularly in authoritarian or 
formerly authoritarian states, where established governance patterns may render 
the internal security role vulnerable to abuse. Long experience from Latin America 
and elsewhere, for example, suggests that reinforcing internal security roles for 
armed forces in these societies may carry the risk of politicizing the military and 
increases the likelihood of their intervention in domestic politics.47 These problems 
are perhaps most visible beyond Europe in states such as Uzbekistan, where eff orts 
to bolster the internal security capacity of the state in response to Islamist terrorism 
have been accompanied by widespread human rights abuses at the hands of the 
security forces.48 However, they are also of relevance closer to home. For example, 
Watts argues that the deployment of the Romanian military in an internal security 
capacity against protesting miners in 1999 risked its politicization and had negative 
implications for the evolution of democratic civil–military relations in the region.49 
Similarly, the Serbian armed forces have identifi ed ‘combating terrorism’ as one 
of their key future tasks, largely in response to continued unrest and violence in 
southern Serbia since 2000. However, the evolution of this internal security role 
remains potentially highly problematic, given the military’s contentious record in 
this fi eld during the Yugoslav confl ict.50

Second, internal security tasks make institutional demands on armed forces 
that may confl ict with those of their other emergent roles and call into question 
whether they are the most appropriate organizations to fulfi l them. In liberal 
democratic societies, many of the functional requirements of these roles—such as 
border control, intelligence gathering and monitoring international money trans-
fers—fall primarily into the remit of civil bodies such as the police or domestic 
intelligence agencies. As a consequence, and apart from specifi c operations such 
as the intervention against the Taleban and Al-Qaeda in Afghanistan (which itself 
was conducted primarily by elite cadres from special forces) the utility of regular 
armed forces for addressing the security challenges posed by terrorism may be 
limited in the long term.

46 See e.g. NATO, Report on the Partnership Action Plan against Terrorism, 23 June 2004, http://www.nato.int/docu/
basictxt/b040623be.htm, accessed 10 October 2006.

47 Koonings, ‘Political armies’, pp. 125–8; Watts, Whose professionalism?, p. 10.
48 International Crisis Group, ‘Central Asian Perspectives on 11 September and the Afghan crisis’, ICG Briefi ng 

(Osh/Brussels: ICG, 28 Sept. 2001), pp. 4–6; International Crisis Group, ‘Uzbekistan: the Andijon uprising’, 
ICG Asia Briefi ng 38 (Bishkek/Brussels: ICG, 25 May 2005), pp. 1–7; Tamara Makarenko and Daphne Bilouri, 
‘Central Asian states set to pay the price of US strikes’, Jane’s Intelligence Review, Nov. 2001, pp. 34–5.

49 Watts, Whose professionalism?, pp. 11–12.
50 Edmunds, Security sector reform in transforming societies (forthcoming).
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Nation-building

Understanding the functional imperative of armed forces primarily as response 
to threat—whether internal or external—also downplays the important domestic 
socio-political role they often play in much of Europe, broadly categorized here as 
‘nation-building’. In the context of an increasingly contested functional impera-
tive, the signifi cance of the nation-building role has strengthened in many states. 
However, it places institutional demands on armed forces that may confl ict with 
those of other emergent roles.

Armed forces can play a nation-building role in two main ways. First, they can 
act as a symbolic representation of national sovereignty and values and a vehicle 
for promoting those values through universal male conscription.51 These roles are 
perhaps most signifi cant in multinational states, but are also important elsewhere 
as well. In the Soviet Union, for example, conscription into the armed forces 
was—at least in theory—one of the only truly common experiences. Military 
service was explicitly used as a mechanism to transmit ‘national’ values—as well 
as the Russian language—to all parts of the male population, regardless of ethnic 
background.52 Similarly, across Europe today, arguments in favour of retaining 
conscription have often centred less on its utility in the face of changing functional 
imperatives and more on its important role in embedding the armed forces within 
the societies of which they are a part. From the societal perspective, the armed 
forces are familiar because most of the population have served in it as conscripts. In 
turn, the military identifi es itself as a fulcrum in the relationship between citizens 
and the state.

Second, armed forces can be used a manpower resource on which the govern-
ment can draw to support civilian infrastructure projects or during natural disas-
ters. This is a role that armed forces have commonly fulfi lled in the past. In the 
Soviet Union, for example, conscript labour was often used in agricultural or infra-
structure projects.53 More recently, European armed forces have been deployed in 
support of the civil community during natural disasters such as fl oods, avalanches 
or forest fi res, and in the wake of major public crises such as the outbreak of foot 
and mouth disease in the UK in 2001. These nation-building roles remain strong 
and are becoming stronger in much of Europe in the absence of a clear threat-
orientated functional imperative. In much of Central and Eastern Europe, for 
example, recent defence reviews have identifi ed domestic military assistance as 
a key task for armed forces undergoing reform. This role fulfi ls important socio-
political functions and is emerging as an important mechanism for legitimating the 
existence and budgetary claims of armed forces in the eyes of the wider society. 
In the Czech Republic, the armed forces’ public image improved signifi cantly in 

51 In the context of this article, political and societal perceptions that the military fulfi ls this role are more impor-
tant than whether it actually does so in reality. For a critical discussion of the ‘school of the nation’ role in 
practice, see Ronald R. Krebs, ‘A school for the nation: how military service does not build nations and how 
it might’, International Security 28: 4, Spring 2004, pp. 85–124.

52 Ellen Jones, Red Army and society: a sociology of the Soviet military (Boston: Allen & Unwin, 1985), pp. 150–55, 
196–8.

53 Jones, Red Army, pp. 42–6.
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the wake of their actions in support of the civil community during the severe 
fl ooding which aff ected the country in 1998 and 2002.54 Under other circum-
stances, the armed forces can also be used as a parallel or substitute provider of state 
goods—such as welfare, labour, medical care and so on—where other government 
departments are not able to do so eff ectively. In states undergoing major socio-
economic change, the social role of the military also remains important. Until 
2003 at least, the Croatian government resisted moves to reduce its confl ict-era 
armed forces, despite the fact that most observers considered them to be unaff ord-
able, overstaff ed and, on average, too old. This occurred primarily because of the 
social, economic and political costs of demobilizing large numbers of soldiers into 
a civilian environment of high unemployment and limited welfare protection.55

All types of armed forces can be used in nation-building activities. Neverthe-
less, for many countries conscription remains a particularly important element of 
this role; and for these, the move towards alternative force structures predicated 
on all-volunteer forces in response to changing functional imperatives is problem-
atic and likely to be contested. As with the internal security role, questions also 
remain as to whether the armed forces are the most appropriate organizations to 
fulfi l many of the domestic military assistance aspects of this role—particularly if 
they have been structured and equipped primarily in response to threat-orientated 
functional imperatives. Indeed, many of the tasks of the nation-building role may 
well be more eff ectively and effi  ciently carried out by a dedicated civil defence 
structure.

The continued importance of nation-building roles for armed forces indicates 
the strength of domestic socio-political imperatives in helping to shape percep-
tions of their purpose. It is signifi cant that for most countries, the answer to this 
question does not lie in an objective, functional response to threat, but remains 
deeply embedded in their domestic and international socio-political circum-
stances.

Military roles in Europe today

The evolution of armed forces’ roles in Europe since the end of the Cold War 
challenges the continuing utility of the ‘functional imperative’ as traditionally 
conceived and calls into question many of the core assumptions of the security 
sector reform agenda. For a number of states, the declining salience of the external 
defence role has been replaced by an emerging focus on expeditionary capacities 
for both war-fi ghting and peacekeeping purposes. However, the organizational 
and fi nancial demands of these roles are high. Most countries cannot aff ord to 
structure their armed forces as a whole on this basis, and so have concentrated 
their military reform eff orts in this area to small elite cadres within them, while 
retaining an unreformed, poorly funded and often conscript-based force structure 
54 Marie Vlachová, ‘The integration of the Czech armed forces into society’, in Forster et al., Soldiers and societies, 

pp. 44, 47–8, 52.
55 Timothy Edmunds, Defence reform in Croatia and Serbia–Montenegro, Adelphi Paper 360 (Oxford: Oxford Univer-

sity Press, 2003), pp. 40–43.
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to fulfi l other missions. In these contexts, the expeditionary role can generally be 
conducted only with the extensive support of other, more capable states, and using 
only a small proportion of the armed forces as a whole. Peacekeeping can make 
similar—if less extreme—demands. It also creates new institutional challenges for 
armed forces, similar to those of the internal security and nation-building roles. 
Both these factors require soldiers to be highly skilled and adaptable, and make 
expensive technical demands on armed forces. For many states, therefore, the 
expeditionary role is useful primarily to support wider domestic or foreign policy 
goals—such as showing willing in an alliance, in the case of the NATO acces-
sion states—rather than as a functional response to the demands of an objective 
threat.

Both the internal security and nation-building roles further illustrate the 
signifi cance of domestic and international socio-political factors to thinking about 
armed forces’ roles. For example, military assistance programmes that encourage 
an increased role for the military in the internal security fi eld need to recognize 
the role that the wider socio-political environment may have on its implementa-
tion in practice—in particular, the negative implications it may have for wider 
objectives of democratization and good governance. Similarly, the continued 
salience of nation-building roles for armed forces across Europe is refl ective of the 
wider socio-political (rather than explicitly functional) roles that they continue 
to play. In these contexts, internally or externally driven military reforms aimed 
at pro fessionalizing armed forces around expeditionary roles do not have organi-
zational implications only; they are also likely to have an important impact on 
relationships between the military and society more widely, and may signifi cantly 
alter the underlying bases for armed forces’ legitimacy in their societies.

The dilemmas faced by European armed forces in these areas are indicative of 
the changes in the nature of European security more widely. They pose an impor-
tant challenge for the institutional development and evolution of armed forces 
themselves, but also for long-standing conceptions of the role of military force 
in Europe. The increasing remoteness of the defence of national territory mission 
has undermined the traditional functional imperative for armed forces’ roles across 
the continent. However, no clear functionally derived alternative has emerged to 
take its place. The expeditionary role—whether for war-fi ghting or peacekeeping 
purposes—is often politically or societally contested, operationally expensive and 
uneven in its impact on military force structures. Internal security or domestic 
military assistance tasks are not exclusive to the military and challenge the 
functional uniqueness of its new roles. A consequence of this fl uid organizational 
milieu has been the emergence of a number of functionally diverse, organization-
ally fragmented and sometimes contradictory roles for European armed forces. 
In the absence of an uncontested functional imperative, socio-political infl uences 
have been the most important factors in determining the nature of and balance 
between these emergent new roles.
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