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PART I

GENERAL INTRODUCTION



CHAPTER 1

Introduction

GI1USEPPE CAFORIO

There are at least two reasons, one immediate and practical and one deeper and more
mediated, that lie upstream from the writing of this book and that motivate it. The first is
that many years ago, when I began to study the military and its dynamics, I looked for a work
like this one, a study that would give me an overall view, general but not superficial, of what
had been thought, said, and written on the topic. I did not find it then, and I do not find it now,
even as the growth of social studies of the military has attained the dimensions, depth, and
horizontal development (according to geographic areas) that make it truly indispensable.

It seemed to me then—as it does now—that the most sound and complete scientific
approach to the study of the military is the sociological one, although certainly it can be use-
fully supplemented by historical investigation (especially social history), social psychology,
cultural anthropology, and political science in general. Interdisciplinarity is a conquest of
the modern scientific approach to every field of investigation, an interdisciplinarity whose
reasons are reaffirmed, also in this handbook, by Gerhard Kuemmel, who writes: “The
reason for trans-/interdisciplinarity lies in the simple truth that the military is a highly
complex social phenomenon in itself and one that cuts through various levels, touches
several different contexts, and is thus subject to multiple processes of interpenetration”
(see Ch. 24).

The second reason arises from the observation that military matters and, beyond them,
the organization of military society are continually mixing in human cultural evolution in its
most diverse manifestations. Until the birth of sociology, however, this evidence had never
led to scientific investigation, closely reasoned and consistent, of the military phenomenon
in itself and as an originating factor of many, often fundamental, aspects of organized life
in groups. Indeed, historical investigation has not provided this, even when social history,
because it lacks the concrete tools to penetrate the social fact at the moment of its occurrence,
Nor has the study of strategy, since it is aimed at immediate application requirements,
although global strategy certainly draws on the contribution of the social sciences. Not
even law science is suited to this analysis because it investigates the regulatory aspect of
institutions, their juridical rather than social reality. Moreover, institutions do not exhaust
the gamut of social aggregates, just as law does not embrace all human interactions.

GiuseppE CAFORIO * Italian Interuniversity Centre of Historical and Military Studies, Pisa, Italy 56125



4 Giuseppe Caforio

Sociology, therefore, is the primary tool for investigating the military world and its
relations and interactions with other social groups. But even after the birth of sociology
as a science under this name (Comte, 1847) it was necessary to await the massive field
surveys and the resulting theorizations of the American school to have, in concrete, a special
sociology devoted to the military. Prior to this development, which is fairly recent (early
1940s), and in some cases after it as well, the real contributions of sociological investigation
on the military appeared in the framework of widely varying disciplines.

But therise of a special sociology dedicated to the military, determined by an important
fact of social life (the Second World War), certainly did not follow any academic planning,
but displayed a development that was fully marked by autonomy, diversity, and, at times,
also by contradiction, often as a result of concrete, pressing requirements, If we add to these
factors of dispersion and disaggregation, already relevant in themselves, the heterogeneity
of the cultural formation and environmental background of scholars of the subject, the
importance of collecting, rethinking, and comparing what has been said and written on this
special sociology is clear.

Military sociology thus falls within the special sociologies' and, consistently, within
the International Sociological Association there is a permanent study group that deals with
this discipline, the Research Committee on Armed Forces and Conflict Resolution.

But even among the special sociologies, the one dedicated to the military seems to
be “especially special.” For centuries, the military world and the military mind-set have
constituted a quite different, quite separate environment from the other institutions, groups,
and aggregates of civil society, and in part they still do. There are various confirmations of
this, found also in the theoretical environment,? but it seems to me that the most signifi-
cant, statistically concrete piece of evidence is the particular dualism of the specialists of
the discipline, who are split between academic scholars, working in universities, national
research centers, and similar institutions, and the military itself, mostly as officers on active
duty or on leave. The reader will find significant data in this regard in the chapter “Social
Research and the Military.” Indeed, the study of the sociology of the military seems to
require, on the one hand, an adequate sociological preparation—as does every other spe-
cial sociology—and on the other, thorough, possibly firsthand, knowledge of the particular
study environment, academic scholars, that of military society.

For these reasons the most representative scholars in this field today are either university
professors with long experience as participating observers in various military environments
or officers who have had pertinent academic training and have decided to devote themselves
to this sector of study. More than in other special sociologies, this “particularity” of the
sociology of the military makes one feel the necessity of basic publications, formative
and informative, considered important by both newcomers and those who are already well
versed in the subject matter but who often feel the need to complete their training or to have
a broader overview of the different areas of investigation of the discipline.

Browsing through the literature, one notes not only the absence of a basic handbook, as
mentioned above, but also, as pointed out in the careful investigation by Morten G. Ender,’

'Special sociology defined as a science that embraces a sector of investigation corresponding to an
area of group life that can be identified in more or less every type of society and in different historical
periods. In this regard see also Boene (1981) and Caforio (1987).

2See, for example, Goffman (1961) and Boene (1990).

3Ender, Morten G., & Jones, Ariel (2001). “The Treatment of Peace, War, and the Military in Introductory
Sociology Textbooks.” Background paper presented at the Biennial International Meetings of the Inter-
University Seminar on Armed Forces and Society, Baltimore, Maryland, October 19-21, 2001.



Introduction 5

that “while military sociology has become a large and growing field, few introductory
sociology textbooks discuss the military in depth. However, to date, no studies of the
treatment of peace, war, and the military in introductory sociology textbooks exist.”

Noting this lack, I had already taken the initiative of publishing a reader (The Sociology
of the Military, Caforio, 1998b) of the most significant studies of the discipline, divided
into six large sectors as follows: “Antecedents”, which collected essays on the “founding
fathers” of our discipline (who are, generally, also the founding fathers of sociology fout
court); “The American School”, containing the writings by and/or on the American scholars
who produced a kind of “renaissance” (or, according to some, a birth) of the sociology of
the military starting in the 1940s; and then four sectors that assembled the most signifi-
cant writings in contemporary sociology of the military subdivided according to subject,
namely “A Model for Comparative Research”, “The Military Profession”, “Armed Forces
and Society”, and “The New Missions of the Armed Forces.”

Now this welcome initiative of the series of handbooks by Kluwer Academic/Plenum
gives me the opportunity to complete this work with a true basic handbook. It is dedicated,
as stated above, to those who are already scholars of the subject and, naturally, like every
handbook, to those who are coming to the sociology of the military for the first time,
whether for reasons of professional culture (active officers), as university students, or due
to a particular interest from a neighboring discipline, such as the sociology of organization,
the sociology of the professions, or the sociology of politics.*

The volume I present here is subdivided into six sections which in part reproduce the
sectors of the reader mentioned above and in part expand their scope. The first section,
“General Introduction,” contains this brief introduction and two studies: one is devoted to
a brief historical excursus into what was written and said about our discipline prior to the
contemporary works, and the second is a study on military sociologists today and on the
conditions in which they operate in the various parts of the world.

Next is a section entitled “Theoretical and Methodological Framework”, which is
dedicated to the theoretical and methodological orientations of the discipline: like the other
special sociologies, the sociology of the military has elaborated its own set of interpretive
models and theoretical approaches. This thematic excursus is intended to present to the
reader and put up for discussion concepts, models, and theories currently employed in
social research on the military.

The third section, called “Armed Forces and Society”, is devoted to civil-military
relations, with all the issues and aspects connected with these relations, including the
delicate aspect of democratic control of the armed forces. Special attention is given to
the study of the problems of military families, an emerging theme linked to the growing
professionalization of armies. This is followed by a section with the all-inclusive title,
“Inside the Military”, which presents a broad range of studies on aspects of military cul-
ture, professional training, and the conditions and problems of minorities in the armed
forces.

The fifth section, entitled “Trends in the Military”, takes up an aspect of the strong
ongoing change in the military, an aspect that I would define as one of structural change.
It contains studies on the restructuring of national militaries and its consequences, on the

4Within the social sciences field as well, an interdisciplinary approach is today the rule. See, for example,
what occurs in scholarly meetings, especially international ones like the International Sociological
Association’s 2002 World Congress in Brisbane, where the research committee “Armed Forces and
Contflict Resolution” organized joint sessions with the research committees of the sociologists of the
professions and the sociologists of education.
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transition taking place in many countries from conscription to an all-volunteer force, and
on the impact of technological evolution on the military and its members.

Another aspect of change regards the new duties and functions of armed forces in the
post-Cold War era with respect to the traditional tasks, a topic treated in the short section
called “New Missions”. This section deals chiefly with the impact that the new missions
have had on the organic features of armed forces and on soldiers’ training as observed in
its change through the years.

A large reference section, to which all the chapters of the book make reference, ter-
minates the volume and makes it easier for readers to locate the necessary references to
expand and delve deeper into the study of the sectors that most interest them.

Twenty-four scholars from 13 different countries have participated in writing the hand-
book; they are all significant representatives of the major currents of thought and research
existing today in our discipline,



CHAPTER 2

Some Historical Notes

GIUSEPPE CAFORIO

INTRODUCTION

Even if the sociology of the military became firmly established and, especially, demonstrated
its applicability to concrete cases starting with the vast research of The American Soldier
(see “The American School” below), sociological investigation of the military and of the
phenomenon of war preceded it by nearly a century, and was contemporaneous with the
first studies commonly considered sociological. Seeking out these roots is not merely an
operation of historical interest: Those starting out on the study of this special sociology
need to know the paths that have already been trod, of which some came to an end and
others produced studies and researches of what we consider contemporary sociology of
the military (from The American Soldier onward). Our discipline did not develop in some
sort of cosmic vacuum, emerging from nothing, but embraced previous contributions to
thought and research and very often carried them further. To give just a pair of examples,
Samuel Huntington and Morris Janowitz (see below) offered their own solutions to the
convergence/divergence dichotomy between the armed forces and civil society already
evidenced by Alexis de Tocqueville in the 19th century, while Charles Wright Mills’s
model of the “power elite” is clearly indebted to the studies of Gaetano Mosca at the end
of the 19th century. Some knowledge of the thought of those I call the “forerunners” here
is important, therefore, especially for the novice, in order to build a more complete and
broad mental framework of the discipline than would result from study of contemporary
sociology of the military only.

A second section is devoted to what I have called “the American School” because
its development took place chiefly in the United States and because military sociologists
from other countries initially moved within it and according to its schemes. This school
begins with the research published in the mid-20th century in The American Soldier and
remains a fertile one, although here we stop with the most noted authors of the 1980s.
The necessary brevity of the section means that only the contributions of a few authors,
generally the founders of a scientific current, can be mentioned here. But because the

GiUsepPE CAFORIO ¢ Italian Interuniversity Centre of Historical and Military Studies, Pisa, Italy 56125



8 Giuseppe Caforio

wortldwide development of the sociology of the military in the second half of the 20th
century, with specific regional connotations, issues from the mold of this school—at times
also by reaction to some of its schemes—the third, and final, section of this chapter is
dedicated to giving an accounting of this development. It is a section that newcomers will
find particularly useful for orienting themselves in the panorama of the institutions, now
prevalently international, engaged in the subject today.

THE FORERUNNERS

The sociology of the military starts with sociology tout court, if not as a specification of a
scientific sector, at least in the treatment of the subjects that would later be characteristic
of it. Considered by many the founder of sociology (and for certain the one who coined
the term), Auguste Comte, in his Cours de Philosophie Positive,! deals with a number of
topics that we would today undoubtedly include in the sociology of the military. As is well
known, Comte’s analysis of the crisis of the society of his time led him to construct a social
history? of humanity, a history built according to an evolutionary, linear conception itself
based on the principle, from the Enlightenment, of the progress of the human species. In this
construction, the military, along with religion, plays a fundamental role, especially before
the emergence of the industrial, bureaucratic, and civil aspects of society in a pluralistic
sense.

The military aspect of associative life is as old as Homo sapiens, Comte observes:
Humans’ first tools are weapons and the first authority established in the group is that of the
military chief; cooperation between humans is imposed as a necessity and a social value,
especially for the needs of war. War acts on primitive microsocieties (the family, the clan,
the tribe) by diverting them in two directions: On the one hand, individual human aggregates
tend to increase numerically to better meet military necessities; on the other, there is an
extension of human associations through the subjection of defeated groups to victorious
ones. The human species thus converts the impulse that in many animals remains limited
to the destructive act of fighting into a means of civilization. Indeed, says Comte, even
the typically human institution of slavery is civilizing. Since the slave is a defeated person
whose life has been spared, his survival is civil progress, on the one hand, because it avoids
useless destruction of the species and a perfecting of the military institution on the other,
since it is largely the work of slaves that makes it possible to wage war and have warriors.
Morality itself, for Comte, is at the outset mainly a military ethic in that it subordinates
the guiding lines of human action to war aims.? In the evolutionary blueprint that Comte
sees written in humankind’s social history, the first institutional situation is the polytheistic
primitive society, where the eminent man is the eminent warrior, the dominant society is
the one that dominates militarily, and power is the prerogative of the warrior caste.

The polytheistic age is followed by the monotheistic one, which is characterized by a
markedly defensive military attitude, partly due to a loss of organization which results in a
poor capability of conducting offensive operations. For Comte the growth of monotheism
leads to a number of social changes fraught with consequences for the military, such as the

1Comte’s fundamental work, in six volumes, published between 1830 and 1842. The edition I refer to is
the one published by UTET, Turin, 1967, edited by Franco Ferrarotti.

2Understood as history without the names of individuals and even without those of peoples, op. cit., p. 123.

30p. cit., Lecture LIIL, p. 551.
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separation of spiritual leadership from temporal leadership, the breaking up of centralized
authority into numerous local authorities, and the transformation of slavery into servitude.
As aresult, warfare gradually loses importance, the military leader is stripped of all religious
power, armies shrink until they become elitist, and the military spirit declines until it becomes
something internal to the military (esprit de corps).

With the coming of the modern age, the military undergoes new and radical changes.
First, military leaders also begin to lose part of their temporal power, eroded by the bureau-
cratic organization that is being created in the new structure of the national state. Second,
the internal structure of the military is modified: The standing army replaces feudal mili-
tias, military leaders come under civilian authority (the problem of political control of the
armed forces arises), the international negotiating function begins to be handled by civil-
ian authority as well, and military activities themselves are gradually subordinated to the
commercial interests of the nascent national state.* The bourgeois society characteristic of
Comte’s period, increasingly bureaucratizing and controlling military activities, leads him
to point to a substantial antimilitarism from which he concludes that war is destined to
become increasingly rare and ultimately disappear completely. In particular, Comte sees
conscription, instituted during the French Revolution, as the decisive element that would
reduce the military system to a subaltern task; for Comte the social significance of conscrip-
tion is a diluting of military customs and mentality, a muting of the specialistic nature of
the military profession, a marked subordination of the military to the complex machinery
of modern society.

The social history that Comte constructs helps him, finally, to create sociology as the
last major branch of natural philosophy,® a science that provides the élites who lead the
people with a rational basis for operational intervention on the various national societies
throughout the world. In these élites he includes military leaders, who, precisely due to
their greater awareness of war, must help to rid society of a phenomenon that has become
antihistorical and anachronistic in order to institute the conception of that positive society
that he believes is coming into being.

Written more or less in the same years as Auguste Comte’s Cours de Philosophie
Positive, the chapters that Alexis de Tocqueville devote to the military and to war® depart
from the same Enlightenment outlook that inspired Comte’s work and would later inspire
that of Spencer. In de Tocqueville, however, one notes a theoretical caution and an attention
to concrete facts that makes his historical predictions less distant from actual future reality.
Also, for Tocqueville the sociopolitical emergence of nations appears to move in the opposite
direction from war and toward a taming of the military spirit. For the author of Democracy
in America, this result, which for Comte (and later for Spencer as well) was the result of
the process of industrialization of national societies, would instead come from the internal
democratization of society. But it would be a partial result and slow in coming, so that
equality of living standards, and the institutions that derive from them, do not exempt a
democratic people from the obligation of maintaining armies.” It is therefore important,he
concludes, to study the social makeup of armies and the behavior and tendencies of those
who compose them. de Tocqueville thus appears to create the subject matter, the topic of

40p. cit., Lecture LV, pp. 77-81.

30p. cit., Lecture LVII, p. 430.

5In De la démocratie en Amérique, published between 1836 and 1839. The edition I refer to is the one by
Gallimard, Paris, 1951.

0p. cit,, p. 270.
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study, the central object, of what will later be the sociology of the military. And it is not
merely superficial: de Tocqueville immediately identifies and explores a number of very
concrete themes, such as relations between the armed forces and society, the social origins
of officers, the military profession as an instrument of social ascent, and careerism.

In his analysis of the armed forces/society relationship, de Tocqueville takes on what
will be the great themes of debate and research in the sociology of the military in the second
half of the 20th century: the divergence/convergence of military society and civil society,?
the problem of political control over the armed forces, and the excessive strengthening of the
executive during a protracted state of war.’> The modernity of Tocqueville’s approach to the
concrete problems he tackles can be illustrated by reporting one of his passages on political
control of the military. After affirming the concept that armed forces are the expression of
the country to which they belong, he asserts that the remedy against a possible divergence
between their ends and those of society must be found through democratic education of
all citizens, when they “will have acquired a virile love for order and voluntarily bent
to the rules ..., the general spirit of the nation, penetrating in the particular spirit of the’
army, will temper the desires and the opinions that the military condition brings into being,
will compress them through the powerful pressure of public opinion.”!? It is interesting to
note that this concept is taken up in 1960 by Morris Janowitz (see the bibliography), who
theorizes that political control over the armed forces will be achieved by educating officers
in democratic values and their acceptance and a “rubbing off” of such values from national
public opinion.

Although little celebrated by military sociologists today, Alexis de Tocqueville appears
to be one of the most interesting precursors of our special sociology, not only for the con-
crete themes that he dealt with, but also for his scientific approach to their treatment. Indeed,
instead of using a prevalently historical method for social investigation, characteristic of
Comte, de Tocqueville performed a critical analysis of the social aggregate in a single histor-
ical period, in which he was interested, a veritable cutaway of a society and a synchronous
comparison of it with other societies. In addition to being innovative, this methodological
approach appears to be the only one that can justify sociology as a science distinct from
social history, It is also worth observing that this methodology leads de Tocqueville to make
use of what later came to be called “sociological indicators”, an innovation in the realm of
research tools as well.

Herbert Spencer, too, adopts a prevalently synchronous, transversal method of in-
vestigation, but on the one hand his construction appears much more theoretical than de
Tocqueville’s and on the other his conclusions are quite close to those of Comte. Spencer
lays the groundwork of his sociological science using chiefly the comparative method,
producing a synchronous examination of societies at different levels of development. As
a unifying principle he uses the biological evolution of the species (Darwin) applied to
social aggregates: They constitute for him a superorganic world, set in logical and linear
succession to the inorganic and organic ones, with no leap in quality.

The general thesis expressed by Spencer in his fundamental work!! is that a law governs
the evolution both of living organisms and the groups they form, resulting in a natural and

8See Samuel Huntington and Morris Janowitz below.

9That which Harold Lasswell would later call the garrison state (see References).

100p. cit., pp. 275-276.

1 principles of Sociology, published in three volumes from 1877 to 1896. The edition I refer to here is
Principi di sociologia, published by UTET, Turin, 1967, edited by Franco Ferrarotti.
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necessary process of development. The evolution of human aggregates is conceived as the
set of processes and products that involve the coordinated actions of a large number of
individuals. The highest form of superorganic evolution is society; the study of society is
sociology. Fundamentally important both for the organic world and the superorganic world
is the concept of structure, which designates an entity formed by various mutually dependent
parts. The model of structure created by Spencer is homeostatic, that is, change in one of
the parts entails change in all the others in order to maintain the system’s equilibrium.
Individuals and aggregates initially develop at least two fundamental structures, one for
acting internally, for the purposes of maintenance, and the other for acting externally, in
terms of defence and offence. The structure that acts externally is formed and perfected
through war, which is thus the matrix of organized society. It is war that necessitates an
authority, a leader, the creation of stable government structures, and a process of aggregation
of human groups.

As can be seen, although the route is different, the interpretation of society is similar
to that of Comte. Spencer, too, identifies a primitive society, typically military, and a more
evolved one in which the activities of maintenance and exchange prevail: industrial society.
However, he defines them not so much through a historical process but as general typologies
into which the different national societies existing at his time fit more or less separately.
The evolutionary law employed by Spencer leads to a development of the social industrial
type (a superior society because it aims at individual well-being). Unlike Comte, however,
Spencer does not hypothesize a linear evolutionary development, but an alternating one,
with periods and episodes that can be strongly involutional.

Spencer, like Comte, materializes the antimilitary spirit of bourgeois industrialism,
guided by the Enlightenment idea of human progress. However, the outlook is more criti-
cal in Spencer, who sees the possibility of involutional processes and warns that peaceful
coexistence between societies is not automatically the fruit of the development of indus-
trial society, but derives from the disappearance of militarism. But incomprehension of the
real role of the industrial state, which he shares with Comte, prevents him from identifying
the terrible war-making potential of industrial society and leads him to focus on militarism
as the principal causal factor of war.

Spencer’s analysis of the military remains significant, however. Various aspects of
it still appear to be present in many current societies which, according to his classifying
criteria, incarnate the mixed type of military—industrial society, so that some Spencerian
typologies still constitute a tool for reading and understanding the characteristics of military
societies.

Gaetano Mosca brings the 19th century to a close for what constitutes our special
sociology and is the first scholar to treat a single, specific theme of this discipline, one that
more than half a century later will find concrete, significant development in the work of
Charles Wright Mills.!? First and foremost, Mosca goes beyond the positivist optimism
regarding the disappearance of war with the advent of the positive (Comte), industrial
(Spencer), or democratic (de Tocqueville) society, clearly pointing to the fact that it is
not the military institution that causes war. The military function is destined to continue
in every type of society because war is only one of the many manifestations of human
nature. The military and its historical evolution are thus worthy of serious study in order to
understand what its optimum organization should be in the current historical period. In this

12Mosca treats the military especially in Chapter 9 of Volume I of The Ruling Class (see References), titled
“Standing Armies.”
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regard Mosca reinterprets the evolution of the military establishment of industrial society,
already described after a fashion by positivist thought, affirming that “The great modern
fact, nearly general in the nations of European civilisation, of large standing armies which
are rigid upholders of the law, deferential to the orders of civilian authority, and whose
political importance is scarce and indirectly exercised, if not absolutely without example in
human history, represents a fortunate exception.”!? Real political control over the military
has therefore been established, but how and why?

In the modern state, says Mosca, writing in 1896, the problem of the supremacy of
civilian power is solved in part by the makeup of European armies, where diverse social
elements are represented and balance each other, but more particularly by the inclusion of
the officer class into what he calls the “power elite”. In Mosca, the concept of the power elite
descends from his identification in society of a number of organized minorities. According
to him, in every society there are two classes of people, the governing and the governed;
the governing class is a small minority, but it is able to dominate because it is organized.
The strength of any organized minority is irresistible, for any individual of the majority
who finds him or herself alone and faced with the totality of the minority. According to
Mosca it is officers’ inclusion in the power elite—the organized governing minority—that
ensures armies’ loyalty to the state and their subordination to civilian power. This inclusion,
with specific reference to American society, will also be registered by Charles Wright Mills
over half a century later, but with a different value judgment: While for Mosca the military
poses itself as a valid model of development for all of civil society, for Mills the mili-
tary leadership’s increased influence on politics endangers the democratic structure of the
state.

For Max Weber the analysis of the military is central to the definition of the modern
bureaucratic state.!* Indeed, he defines the modern state as the human community which,
within a certain territory, successfully believes it holds the monopoly on the legitimate use
of force. As with earlier scholars, Weber’s analysis starts with a comparative historical
investigation to define the types of military recruitment and organization characteristic of
the different societies and historical periods. Unlike his predecessors, however, he creates
typologies of military orders which are not linked to single historical periods or geographic
regions or inserted into a process of linear, necessitated social evolution. Among the different
typologies, the one of most interest to our field of investigation is the military institution of
the modern state where it reaches its full development. In the modern state, characterized
by a bureaucratic organization, one does not obey the person, but the rule, instituted in the
manner provided by the will of the community. The officer therefore does not differ from
the functionary, of which he constitutes only a special category; he, too, must obey a norm
which is formally abstract, and his right to power is legitimated by rules that precisely define
his role.

For Weber, the bureaucratization of the military is a road on which there is no turning
back: Indeed, it is the specific means for transforming community action into rationally
ordered social action. The loyalty of the institution is ensured by the fact that the officeris a
professional functionary chained to his activity, with all his material and spiritual existence
and yet with no power to substantially modify the complex bureaucratic machinery in which
he is nothing more than a single cog. This gives birth to military discipline, which is not,
for Weber, a social fact in itself, but the source of discipline in general because it also

130p. cit,, Vol. 1, p. 330.
14Gee References, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft.
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constitutes the ideal model for the modern capitalist company, reintegrated in American
scientific management systems and ordinary business discipline. The military, says Weber,
having taken many of its organizational forms from capitalism, then restores the objectivity
of the concept of discipline to the industrial corporation, which applies it widely. Objectively,
because they function equally in service to both a bureaucratic power and a charismatic
leader, the duty ethic, conscientious performance, and meticulous training are what make
the strength of an army, however it is led, just as they make the strength and competitiveness
of a company or factory.

It is interesting to note the profound difference between Mosca’s elitist view of the
role of the military professional and Weber’s bureaucratic view, which will give rise to
two distinct schools of thought. We have already described the developments of Mosca’s
conception; for Weber we can cite the application of his theoretical scheme in the pioneering
research on the officer corps conducted by Karl Demeter in 1935 (see References).

In Europe, after Max Weber’s studies, the sociology of the military seems to undergo
a period of scant interest, where a few treatises (by Joseph A. Schumpeter and Corrado
Gini, for example: see References) and empirical studies (see the already cited one by
Karl Demeter) still appear, but remain rather isolated. In the United States, by contrast,
this discipline still had to find the concrete need that would stimulate a specific study and
research. We can thus conclude here, obviously with no pretence of exhaustiveness, the
section on the “forerunners” and go on with what 1 have called the American School to
describe that which can be considered the contemporary sociology of the military.

THE AMERICAN SCHOOL

The entry of the United States into the Second World War and the resulting transformation
of an army of a few hundred thousand men who lived and operated somewhat on the margins
of society into a force of over seven million individuals posed problems to the military that
had never before been faced. To solve these problems, the military turned to the social
sciences.

There had been earlier sociological investigations on armed forces and conflicts during
and after the First World War both in the United States and Europe, !’ but it was an approach
that had favored sectoral analyses or study of the phenomena induced by wartime military
organization in national societies. These investigations could therefore not constitute a
useful precedent for tackling the problems posed to the American administration by the
entry into war in 1941. Thus, in 1942 the U.S. Army drew up a Troop Attitude Research
Program and formed a Research Branch, to which it called a large team of specialized
collaborators, especially sociologists, anthropologists, and social psychologists, headed
by Samuel A. Stouffer. At the war’s end this group of specialists published a summarizing
work which to this day remains as the singular testament to the most extensive field research
ever conducted in the social sciences (Studies in Social Psychology in World War 1I;, the
first two volumes of this work are better known under the title The American Soldier; see
Stouffer under References). It assembles the results of over 200 reports and interviews with
hundreds of thousands of soldiers conducted during the research team’s 3 years of work
(1942-1945).

15Gee, for example, for Europe, under References, Karl Demeter, Corrado Gini.
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American sociology at the time featured a recently elaborated theoretical framework
too recent and too new to allow full application to the context in which it was formulated or
acceptance in university faculties, but which lent itself very well indeed to an application in
the area of the military. At issue was the theoretical elaboration of the field studies carried
out in the 1930s by the team of Elton Mays at Western Electric’s Hawthorne Works in
Chicago'® to determine what particularly affected worker performance. The results of these
studies had sharply contradicted previous work that explained the phenomenon of fatigue
as linked to psychophysical, physiological, and environmental aspects by demonstrating
that the most significant variable affecting fatigue was the behavior of the primary group,
that is, the narrow social context in which the worker labored. The primary group therefore
became the determinant of individual performance, and attitudes toward the group (the
individual’s relation to it) proved to be more important than personal aptitudes, which until
then were considered the basis for assessing workers’ performance. The substitution of
the concept of attitude for that of aptitude would be used by Stouffer’s research team for
sociological investigation on the acclimatization of citizens drafted into the military, and the
concept of primary group to investigate the variables that had a bearing on the behavior of
combat units. Thus, the research group undertakes the investigation on the acclimatization
of draftees,!” basing itself both on the concept of attitude, understood as the individual’s
reaction to a social situation, and on that of relative privation in relation to the reference
group in which the soldier finds himself. The interest and the fecundity of investigation of
this point of view, which overturns the two previous, separate approaches to the problem is
evident: Individual behavior as the result of individual aptitudes and the privations of status
of the military condition with reference to prior statuses. It both overturns and unites them
according to a perspective of investigation proper to social psychology.

Prior status is not completely neglected, however: difficulties of acclimatization, which
generate a differentiation in attitudes (statistically measured), are studied by referring them
both to the social backgrounds and personal histories of individuals and to the situation of
relative privation. Relative privation, in particular, is investigated by examining the structural
elements of the military: social stratification, power relationships, control system, general
living conditions, and upward and downward flow of information. The completeness of
the analysis enables Stouffer’s team to indicate the tools and methodologies for modifying
dysfunctional characteristics of the military. This is a conceptually fundamental aspect of
the research team’s work: here sociology shows itself to be a completely operational science,
a scientific base capable of producing “social technologies™ suitable for eliciting a desired
effect in the real world.

If the barracks situation could be studied effectively by Stouffer’s team by examining
the individual in relation to his primary group, the area where the concept of group expresses
all its potential and importance is in combat situations, to which the entire second volume
of The American Soldier is devoted.

The research team identifies the combat situation as an extreme condition of stress
where nearly all the individual’s needs are denied gratification; the threats regard the es-
sential aspects of the person (life and physical integrity); radical conflicts are created in
values; individuality is often nullified; and anxiety, pain, fear, uncertainty, and powerless-
ness prevail: The aggression against the soldier’s ego could not be more radical. However,
examination of cases of voluntary exit from the combat situation (flight, psychological

16See Elton Mayo, The Human Problems of Industrial Civilisation, New York, 1933.
17 Studies in Social Psychology ..., cited, first volume, Adjustment During Army Life.
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breakdown, suicide, etc.) shows that they are quite rare in percentage terms. There must
therefore be some element that offsets all these stress factors and induces the individ-
ual to remain in line. Stouffer identifies this element in the primary group and in group
cohesion.

The factors of group cohesion, already on display in garrison life, become far more
important in the combat situation, where for the individual, deprived of everything, the
psychological and affective gratifications offered by the primary group become essential.
According to Stouffer, it is essentially the group that ensures the psychological survival of
the individual in combat. However, the group could extricate its members from the stress
situation without affecting the values of cohesion by getting out of the combat situation
altogether. An external factor that prevents the group from fleeing is therefore necessary:
the research group identifies this factor chiefly in the existence of a system of interiorized
norms, along with a system of real, effective repression exerted by the military. In short,
the primary group is induced to fight basically for itself in order to save its existence and
internal cohesion in the institutional system in which it finds itself by adhering to those
values of the institutional system that it has introjected and inscribed in its own informal
code.

The foregoing analysis shows the importance of favoring the natural cohesion of pri-
mary groups and avoiding any intervention of the institution that can act as a disaggregating
factor. The most important aspect of the group is its defence of its internal cohesion, achieved
through a balancing of the roles that the group assigns to its individual members: Among
these fundamental roles is that of the natural leader, who is called to carry out a function of
active mediation with the institution. The immediate operational indication that follows is
the importance of preparing the commander of the smaller unit (noncommissioned officer
or lower ranking officer) to become the group’s natural leader. He is in the position of being
able to assume the natural leadership of the group—provided that he is able to understand
and respect the informal code—because he is a member of the group and fully shares in its
combat situation, but he is also an element of the institutional hierarchy. The measurable
impact—positive and negative—that the publication of The American Soldier had on U.S.
sociology has been enormous and is demonstrated not only by the vast literature to which
it gave rise but also by the application of its methods and results to industrial sociology in
the postwar years.

Just as the “American school” produced the first great empirical investigation of the
military, it also offered the first great theoretical systematization of the special sociology
that studies it. This occurs with Samuel Huntington’s The Soldier and the state. Huntington
identifies the sector of study as “civil-military relations,” understood as an aspect of national
security policy. The theoretical framework that the author gives to the subject partitions na-
tional security policy into three areas: military security policy, domestic security policy, and
situational security policy, the last one referring to changes in the country’s sociopolitical
situation. The primary objective of this policy is to develop a system of civil-military rela-
tions that can maximize military security with minimum sacrifice of the other social values.
But, says Huntington, civil-military relations essentially reflect the political relationship
between the state and the officer corps, so it is with this professional corps that he mainly
intends to deal.

A profession, according to Huntington, is an activity carried out by a particular type
of highly specialized functional group; the features that distinguish it from an occupation
are expertise, responsibility, and corporateness. Having defined the features that typically
identify the profession, Huntington applies them to the officer corps. First of all, there is
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a specific sector where officers exercise exclusive expertise; the management of violence,
which Huntington defines as the direction, operation, and control of an organization whose
primary function is the application of violence. The responsibility of the military profes-
sional lies essentially in the fact that managed violence must be used for socially approved
purposes: the officer’s client is the state and his fundamental responsibility is to the state.
The right to practice the military profession is legally permitted to a restricted, well-defined
social body which thereby acquires a strong corporative spirit.

It thus appears beyond doubt that the officer corps unites the chief characteristics of a
professional body. In particular, Huntington stresses, we are simultaneously in the presence
of both a profession and an organization, both of them bureaucratic. As a profession, the
levels of expertise are marked by the hierarchy of ranks; as organization, by the hierarchy
of assignments, with the former generally winning out over the latter. But the profession-
alization of the officer is not an established fact from the outset: it is the historical change
of the figure of the officer, taking place over centuries, that has marked the passage in the
officer corps from amateurism to professionalism.

After outlining the characteristics of the military profession, Huntington is concerned
with determining how civilian control can be effectively exercised over the military power
held by the officer corps. He finds the theoretical foundations of his thought in the philosophy
of Thomas Hobbes and in the study of war of Karl von Clausewitz. From the English
philosopher, he takes the conception of a human nature that is essentially conflictual and
a condition of nature in which each state is potentially at war against all the others. From
Clausewitz, Huntington takes the concept of the dual nature of war, an autonomous sector
of science on the one hand, a process whose ultimate aims come from politics on the other.
From the well-known Clauswitzian supremacy of politics over war Huntington derives the
ethical and practical delimitation of the military profession.

According to Huntington there are two types of political control that can be exerted over
the military: subjective control and objective control. The first is exercised by maximizing
the power of one or more social groups over the armed forces; the second is chiefly based
on the recognition of an autonomous military professionalism and on a rigid separation of
the latter from the political sphere. The theoretical bases of Huntington’s thought make him
lean toward this second type of political control: Once the supremacy of politics is accepted,
if the military is an autonomous sector of science and knowledge, the officer must enjoy
a professional autonomy of his own. The necessity of minimizing the political power of
the officer corps is thus resolved by Huntington by a thoroughgoing professionalization of
the corps which renders it politically sterile and neutral while at the same time preserving the
elements of power that are necessary for fulfilling the institutional task. Made historically
possible by the emergence of a military profession, objective control is the only one that
guarantees the supremacy of civil power, precisely because it separates the two spheres of
expertise and prevents any political involvement of officers.

The distribution of power between civilian groups and the military group varies, for
Huntington, according to the compatibility of military ethics with the prevailing political
ideology. The historical model for the relationship between military power and civil power
to which this author seems chiefly to refer is that of the German imperial period from 1871
to 1914: His thought shows careful study and deep admiration for the German—Prussian
general staff, for its professional approach, and for its relations with the civil power.

Huntington’s work in the theoretical and structural organization of the sociology of
the military would provide fertile ground worldwide, especially due to the extensive use
by subsequent scholars of his systematic structuring of the subject, delimitation of fields,
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and identification of problems. It would also give rise to criticism and negative reactions,
particularly on the issue of political control over the armed forces, where he is the head
of one of the two lines of thought that would dominate American military sociology in
the ensuing years. Indeed, the publication of The Soldier and the state is followed a few
years later by Morris Janowitz’ work, The Professional Soldier (see bibliography), which
lays the groundwork of a different and opposing model of political control over the armed
forces.

Janowitz’s central thesis is that the military institution must be examined in its process
of change because it must necessarily change with the changing conditions of the society to
which it belongs. After the Second World War the international context was deeply modi-
fied, producing a situation in which military action had much more sensitive politicosocial
consequences than in the past: This contributed to a convergence of civilian and military
interests and spheres of activity. But the individual national societies were also changed
internally, and in the face of this complex of changes the military was called upon to find a
series of adaptations.

The first change in the military recorded by Janowitz was a new way of exercising
authority. This exercise was closely bound up with the specific role of the armed forces
where new conditions of use have accentuated decentralization, dispersion in the field,
and autonomy of command at lower levels. This situation caused a gradual mutation of
the exercise of authority through certain and precise forms of obedience in a search for
consensus and manipulatory procedures. Profoundly changed also was the recruitment of
the professional soldier, identified by Janowitz as the carecr officer. By means of precise
statistical analyses, he shows a substantial widening of the officer recruitment base in the
United States,'® due both to the increased size of the military organization and to the
growing demand for specific technical skills. This means that the officer corps was no
longer a representative entity of a particular social stratum, but rather a separate organism,
better represented in the national political reality as a pressure group. The broadening
of the recruitment base, along with the growing prominence given to commercial values
in democratic societies, led to a change in the motivations of professional choice of the
officer corps, where one saw a growing number of officers who considered the military
profession more an occupation like any other than a mission. A further consequence of
this broadening, says Janowitz, was the diminished social integration of the officer, which
naturally descended from his belonging, from birth, to a well-defined social class. And
finally, the terms of political control over the armed forces also changed, owing to the
growing involvement of the military elite in the country’s political choices. This whole
complex of changes and their particular impact on the officer corps led Janowitz to give
special study to the military profession.

A professional, according to Janowitz, is someone who, as a result of prolonged train-
ing, acquires a skill that enables him to render specialized services.!® The officer is therefore
a professional and his professionalization occurred gradually, developing especially in the
19th century. The professional soldier is not, however, definable according to a unique
ideal: The traditional “heroic” type, who personifies martial spirit and personal bravery, has
been progressively flanked by the managerial type, who reflects the pragmatic and social
dimensions of modern warfare. In the years following the Second World War yet a third
typology emerged, the technological one, which can also be considered as an offshoot of

8 This is true for the other Western nations as well.
YOp. cit,, p. 5.
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the managerial type. All three typologies are present in a modern army, differently balanced
percentagewise, but the emergence of the managerial and technological types seems to have
significantly narrowed the difference between military and civilian. Contemporary society
thus sees a convergence between these two spheres, which Janowitz judges to be positive
and necessary. In this convergence it is the military that draws closer to the mainstream of
the society to which it belongs, gradually and continuously incorporating the values that
gain broad acceptance in society.

For Janowitz, therefore, contemporary officers must not constitute a separate body from
civil society, but be profoundly integrated with it. In the impossibility, and unreasonableness,
of isolating the professional soldier from the country’s political life, he proposes having
representatives of the national political parties participate in the officer’s political training.
In such a framework the officer will be favorable to civilian political control because he will
know that civilians appreciate the tasks and responsibilities of his profession; in addition,
he will be integrated in civil society because he shares its common values.

As one readily sees, this is a completely different conception from that of Huntington,
one that creates, in the American School (which is not only American), a different and
opposing current of thought, particularly on the crucial problem of political control of the
armed forces. This gives rise to adialectic between the divergent model (Huntington) and the
convergent model (Janowitz) of the military in its relations with civil society. According to
Huntington, divergence is needed for the military to be able to carry out its tasks effectively;
according to Janowitz, convergence is necessary, since today’s professional soldier is too
involved in the country’s political choices and needs the full consensus of the society to
which he belongs.

In addition to being the founder of a school for his conception of the military pro-
fessional, Janowitz is important for having anticipated and understood the development of
the military’s functions from the traditional “shooting war” and the more recent function
of deterrence to those tasks of international policing for the prevention and resolution of
conflict situations that did not reach full development until the end of the 20th century. His
is the conception of a constabulary soldier, constantly ready to intervene in any part of the
world, dispensing the necessary minimum of organized violence with the aim of achieving
an acceptable set of international relations rather than victory in the field. This predicted
development also gives rise to his other prediction of a decline in mass armies? in favor
of leaner armed forces based on voluntary recruitment and increased professionalization.
Last, Janowitz's initiatives have had significant impact on the organization of social scien-
tists interested in the study of the military and on the internationalization of the American
School.

Outside the currents of thought of these two influential scholars, but operating more
or less in the same years, two other American sociologists who elaborated significant
theories for this special sociology should be cited: they are Charles Wright Mills and Erving
Goffman.

Charles Wright Mills is important for having developed an elitist conception of power
that had a wide following in the 1960s and included the officer corps (see also Gaetano
Mosca above).?! With the centralization of the media and of power, contends Mills, certain
men come to occupy positions from which they are able to look down, as it were, on the daily

20See References, The Declinte of the Mass Army.
2i5ee References, The Power Elite.
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lives of ordinary men and women and profoundly influence them with their decisions. In
contemporary society these men are found especially in the corporate, political, and military
sectors, each an area that underwent a process of structural broadening, bureaucratization
and centralization of decision making during and after the Second World War. The sim-
ilarities of the processes and the close-knit relations between the three sectors then led
to interpenetration among them. At the top of these three sectors are men who constitute
the elite in business, politics, and the military; but since the three sectors converge, these
elites tend to unite and act in unison. According to Mills, membership in this power elite is
determined not so much by birth (Gaetano Mosca’s ascriptive hypothesis) but by the direct,
personal selection carried out by the current ruling class: family, college, and the private club
are the milieus in which the persons destined for the upper echelons of politics, business,
and the military are shaped and selected.

Throughout the world, the relationship between the three sectors that make up the
power elite has changed profoundly since the Second World War, says Mills, when reality
began to be redefined and thought in military terms and civilian supremacy began to crumble,
creating a political vacuum that brought the “warlords” to the top. Indeed, having postulated a
military definition of political reality, the rise of the generals to the highest levels of the power
elite becomes a necessity. A second consequence is the politicization of the armed forces:
thus, in the United States, the existence of Republican generals and Democrat generals
is recognized and accepted, says Mills, while in 1951, for the first time, the celebrated
MacArthur case called the supremacy of the government over the military into question.
A third result of this process of integration is the decline of traditional diplomacy and, in
its place, the development of a foreign policy managed mainly according to the ideas of
military leaders. This complex of causes and effects has allowed the military leadership to
extend its influence in the country to a greater extent than it would have achieved with an
actual coup, claims Mills, and could lead to the creation of the Lasswellian garrison state
(Lasswell, 1941).

Mills’s power elite theory gave rise to a series of studies and researches on the subject,
where the most noted intervention is John Kenneth Galbraith’s essay, How to Control the
Military (Galbraith, 1969). But what appears most interesting and current in Mills’s work
is his pointing to a new and different military professionalism, as well as his approach to
the problem of the changed relationship between the officer corps and national society and
the related aspect of political control over the armed forces. His arguments are an important
contribution to the dialectic opened in American military sociology by Samuel Huntington
and Morris Janowitz.

The theory of the total institution elaborated by Erving Goffman?®? has not been studied
exclusively for the military, but has been widely applied to it in subsequent studies and much
research and is thus of basic interest to anyone dealing in the sociology of the military. The
environment in which Goffman’s conception of the total institution develops is American
sociology of the 1950s, where the theories of organization?? became firmly established. In
these theories, which precede it both logically and historically, the total institution finds
both a classifying definition and a ready-made conceptual scheme.

For Goffman a total institution is a place of residence and work where a large number
of like-situated individuals, cut off from the wider society for an appreciable period of

2Gee References, Asylums: Essays on the Social Situation of Mental Patients and Other Inmates.
23For all, see the works of A. Etzioni and T. Parsons under References.
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time, together lead an enclosed, formally administered routine of life. Subdivided into five
different classes, the examples given by the author include orphanages, psychiatric hospitals,
seminars, and prisons, as well as two installations typical of the military: barracks and ships.
One of the fundamental social aspects of modern civilization, says Goffman, is that people
tend to sleep, amuse themselves, and work in different places, with different companions,
under different authorities, and with no rational overall pattern. By contrast, the chief
characteristic of total institutions is the breaking down of the barriers that separate these
spheres of life: total institutions are thus contained in a single place (seminary, prison, ship,
barracks), are regulated by a single authority according to a rational plan, and unfold in
contact with the same group of people; generally a much more numerous group than one’s
sleep or leisure are shared with in normal life. Last, the total institution is characterized by
a dual structure: on one side there is a numerous group of controlled persons (inmates, in
Goffman’s terminology) and on the other the staff, a much more restricted nucleus which
has the task of controlling.

Total institutions, Goffman asserts, are places in which people are forced to become
different. The process begins with the destruction of their previous identity: To do this the
institution first raises a barrier between the inmates and the outside world (gates, locked
doors, walls, fencing, etc.), creating a separateness that leads to the loss of some of the
subject’s roles, Other losses are produced by the typical admission procedure: the haircut,
the medical examination, the shower, the photograph, the confiscation of one’s customary
clothing, and the assigning of a number and of a place. These operations, also for the way in
which they are usually carried out, seem designed to mould the newcomer like an object that
can be fed into the administrative machinery of the institution for processing and smoothing
by routine actions.

Once the inmate has been stripped of what he possesses, the institution carries out a
replacement: just as it does in the physical sense for clothing, so it does in a moral sense for
one’s identity. The assignment and acceptance of the type of identification desired by the
total institution are favored by means of a system of privileges. Basically, the gratifications
that the individual was used to in civilian life and now largely denied are replaced by
a system of surrogate gratifications that is generally more modest according to a scale
of civilian values, but promoted by the institution and therefore less anxiety generating.
Reinforcement is supplied by the institution of punishments, which are generally more
severe than any experience the individual has had in the world of his family.

The theory of the total institution has been widely studied, applied, and also criticized
by those who, following the publication of Asylums, devoted themselves to the analysis of
the military. In Europe, in particular, it had a fortunate period in the decade following 1968,
when the student movement subjected all institutions to radical criticism. Insofar as it is of
interest here, the criticism basically pointed out that for the military the theory is applied
only to a peacetime situation; it analyses only a few particular structures of the institution
(ship and barracks); and, as regards the Western countries, it is more of historical value than
an interpretation of current reality. In other words, in the past, conscription led to phenomena
and situations that can be interpreted by drawing on the theory of the total institution, but
this situation already appeared to be outdated in these countries when Goffman published
his study.

At the height of the divergence/convergence debate, an interesting attempt was made
in the United States to reconcile the two sides through a “pluralistic” theory, or “‘segmented
model,” as it has also been called. In a sociology of the military that was becoming in-
creasingly mature in the United States in the early 1970s, numerous scholars contributed to
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these efforts to reconcile the two theories,?* but one of them stood out for completeness
of formulation and the theorist’s marked scientific personality: Charles C. Moskos, Jr.
Nowadays, when speaking of the pluralistic model, reference is normally made to Moskos.

Actually, this scholar had already attracted attention with a work that, presented as
an investigation on the enlisted man,?> ended up being a far-reaching analysis of the or-
ganizational and institutional aspects of the U.S. armed forces. However, since his initial
international renown came for the pluralistic theory that he asserted and developed, that is
what 1 address first. The most complete formulation of this theory appears in a paper that
Moskos presented in 1972 at the Inter-University Seminar on Armed Forces and Society
in Chicago and published the following year in a specialized journal (see References). In
it Moskos proposes that the historical transformation of the military be interpreted as a
dialectic evolution in which institutional persistences (divergent) react against the pressures
toward assimilation to civilian life (convergent) present in society at large. In this process
of change, the military establishment passes through historical phases of divergence and
convergence with respect to civil society.

Even if the phase following the Second World War would seem, according to Moskos,
a phase of convergence, this does not mean that it is Janowitz’s thesis that is destined to
prevail. In reality, says Moskos, a sectional view of the armed forces in transformation
does not present a homogeneous institution, but a pluralistic organism where sectors with
marked characteristics of assimilation to civil society coexist with sectors that preserve a
more traditional military habitus, far removed from civilian mentality. According to this
scholar, in the current context the pluralistic solution offers the best probability of combining
the two fundamental requisites of a modern military in a democratic country: operational
efficiency and political accountability to civilian authority. From this theoretical framework
originates the author’s best-known contribution to military sociological thought, i.e. his
creation of the institution/occupation interpretive model.

Moskos defines as institutional environment the one in which the soldier enters the
armed forces mainly through a calling; He identifies with the good of the collectivity,
for which he is willing to sacrifice himself; and he looks more for moral than material
incentives; and he manifests his possible dissatisfaction vertically along the hierarchy. By
contrast, an occupation is defined in market economy terms, with a prevalence of monetary
retribution over other forms of gratification; the individual is much more concerned with
his own interests than those of the collectivity and he tends to organize and protect himself
through pressure groups; the soldier’s responsibilities and duties are contractual. Moskos
conceives this as an evolutionary model that can be applied to the concrete situation of a
given national context to determine the position of the country’s military (or parts of it)
along a continuum ranging from institution to occupation. For this purpose he developed a
series of sociological indicators capable of concretely measuring the above.?® The ease of
practical application of Moskos’s scheme to concrete situations roused much interest among

24Among whom Zeb Bradford and F. Brown (1973), Amos Jordan and William Taylor (1973), Edwin
Deagle (1973), William Taylor and Donald Bletz (1974) (see References).

23See References, The American Enlisted Man: The Rank and File in Today’s Military.

26The model is first enunciated by Moskos at a conference of the Inter-University Seminar in Alabama in
1976, later published in the article “From Institution to Occupation: Trends in Military Organization”
in Armed Forces and Society, vol. 4, No. 1/1977, pp. 41-50. A subsequent reelaboration was presented
in “Institutional and Occupational Trends in Armed Forces: An Update” in Armed Forces and Society,
12(3), 1986, pp. 377-382.
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military sociologists, not only in America but more or less all over the world. The interest
of many later scholars polarized around Moskos’s model, in part with critical tones?’ that
led him to make adjustments in subsequent editions of it.

If Moskos takes up different positions from Janowitz regarding the professional military
model (pluralistic model versus structuralist model), he appears to be his direct descendant
regarding predictions on the future use of the military and its future physiognomy, bringing
Janowitz’s constabulary concept to concrete development. Moskos begins his analysis of
contingents in peacekeeping operations starting with Peace Soldier (see References) the
result of a field survey conducted in Cyprus in the framework of United Nations Forces in
Cyprus (UNFICYP). Examining the modes of action of peacekeeping units, Moskos imme-
diately recognizes that the point where the departure from traditional military ethics is most
marked regarding the use of force. In the rules laid down for UNFICYP, the limitations
on its use are extremely circumscribed and detailed. This results in the emergence of a
new, “constabulary” ethic, and Moskos attempts to outline its features and developments,
which come into being more in the field than in a theoretical or conceptual setting. But this
constabulary ethic clashes with the traditional military ethic. Instead of pointing to a basic
contradiction in this clash, Moskos sees an evolutionary process. His thesis is that the glory
of war is not an essential ingredient of military honor and if one understands the tendencies
internal to national armed forces, where forms of absolute authority have gradually given
way to forms of managerial leadership based on persuasion, one must also see peacekeeping
as a progression of military professionalism along managerial lines. Also, on the surface,
there is a transition from the use of force to the use of persuasion,

Remaining faithful to what was said in the introduction, and therefore ending this
historical overview with the 1980s, the last significant contribution by this author that I cite
here is his careful classification of the sociology of the military and the bibliographic review
that he presents in some later works published between 1976 and 1981.28 However, it is not
possible to conclusively summarize a scholar who is still, in the year 2002, at the height
of his research activity and who has demonstrated a singular ability to have a profound
influence on various sectors of investigation of the sociology of the military.

Although European and, in some of his works, profoundly Dutch, I include Jacques
Van Doorn in the American School because his training and thrust, his points of reference,
seem to move within this current of thought (and he is not the only European to do so,
particularly in the 1960s and 1970s). Van Doorn reworks Huntington’s conception of the
military professional as a manager of organized violence. For Van Doorn, war is an ab-
normal situation, an interregnum between two periods of normality during which only one
institution is suited to act, the armed forces: In the final analysis, a study of military prob-
lems is a study of violence. The essential function of the military professional is therefore
the control and exercise, tendentially monopolistic, of organized collective violence.

Van Doorn approaches the military as a student of complex organizations.?? This ap-
proach leads him to a natural comparison of the two emerging organizations in modern
and contemporary times, the military and the industrial company.3® For both of these
organizations the search for improved efficiency is of utmost importance; both have

2See, for example, under References, G. Caforio, The Military Profession: Theories of Change.

28Gee References; in “Armed Forces and Society,” published together with Gwyn Harries-Jenkins in
Current Sociology, 1981.

P For his most significant works for the sociology of the military, see References.

30 Theorizing what had already been done concretely by the team of The American Soldier, which had
borrowed models elaborated in the area of industrial sociology in order to apply them to the military.
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implemented a breakdown of human activities into simple, coordinated, organized ele-
ments. Indeed, both have changed their criterion for the selection of executive personnel
from the ascriptive type to the acquisitive.

So if the military is a complex organization, is one who works for the military on a
nontemporary basis a professional or a bureaucrat? For Van Doorn the officer corps is an
excellent and perhaps unique example of integration between profession and organization
and with a history long enough to allow complete observation of the blending process.

Van Doorn carefully analyses the two concepts: he first identifies common characteris-
tics, such as the fact that both professions and organizations are based on special knowledge
and skills, according to individually standardized models; both of them require the actors to
refrain from personalizing the problems dealt with; in both models the individual positions
are acquired through comparative selections of ability. However, according to Van Doorn,
the differences are substantial as well: The professional exercises a calling focused on es-
sential values for society, he therefore acts on the basis of a precise code of ethics, while the
activity of the bureaucrat consists in relating means to ends following written rules more
than a moral code. The professional’s loyalty is to his profession and he is judged mainly
by his colleagues, while the bureaucrat’s loyalty is to the organization and the judgment
that counts is that of his superiors. The structure of a profession is horizontal, while that
of an organization is vertical, a hierarchy. Applying this analysis to the officer corps, Van
Doorn finds that the military is undoubtedly an organization because its structure is rigidly
vertical and hierarchic. At the same time, however, officers display the salient characteris-
tics of professionals: a calling centerd on important social values, social responsibility, and
corporateness.

But the professionalization of the officer corps is something that developed over time, a
phenomenon that, for Van Doorn, can be explained only by the intervention of the state. One
characteristic of the military organization is that the state is its client; professionalization was
therefore imposed by this essential client in its own interest. This interest is the importance
of having a military leadership that is united by a rigorous code of ethics legalized through
official recognition and educated through the creation of professional training academies.
Consequently, a radical dichotomy internal to the military institution developed between
the officer corps and other military personnel, a dichotomy that has survived until recently,
with few problems for the institution thanks to a rigid, Goffmanian type of isolation of
military society from civil society.

The present (1970s and onward) sees a decline in mass armies brought on by both
changed warfare techniques and the crisis of the concept of conscription. Van Doorn an-
alyzed the necessary passage from the draft to the volunteer army and examined all its
consequences, with special emphasis on the decline in the social representativeness of the
military, as well as the inclusion of values and mentalities typical of the industrial world,
such as low mobility of personnel, wage demands, and unionization. This phenomenon,
perceptively identified by Van Doorn at its first appearance,®’ spontaneously led to still
greater similarities between the military organization and the industrial organization (al-
ready theorized by this author), posing to the military a sizeable set of new problems which,
prior to its transformation, were germane only to industry.

Jacques Van Doorn’s most significant contribution consists in combining the concept
of the military profession as an exercise in organized violence with that of the ongoing
change in the institution and the profession. These two threads are present in all his work,

31t would come to full development in Europe as well nearly 20 years later, in the 1990s.
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leading him to largely anticipatory analyses that lend themselves to concrete applications
and continue to be appreciated by contemporary scholars,3?

WORLDWIDE DEVELOPMENTS

The extraordinary development of the American School of thought in the sociology of
the military encouraged numerous studies and much research throughout the world and,
particularly in the Western countries, also of autonomous studies. Outside the United States,
however, the differing dimensions of both national states and their military institutions
have resuited in the most significant currents and developments occurring more within
international organizations than in individual countries. International organizations continue
to play an essential role in the debate and development of the sociology of the military and
therefore knowledge of them is important for students and scholars alike.

This section, dedicated to developments in the sociology of the military worldwide,
therefore confines itself to outlining the historical development of three international insti-
tutions in which broad give-and-take occurs to this day. The array of scholars working in
this sector of sociology is too vast and too recent to allow summarizing their efforts in a
brief outline such as this.

Research Committee 01

Research Committee 01(RCO1) Armed Forces and Conflict Resolution, is one of the 53
research committees into which the International Sociological Association (ISA) is subdi-
vided, each dedicated to a special sociology. It was initially called Armed Forces and Society
but was renamed in 1980, when its program was expanded to include the field of conflict
research, The first meeting of what was to become the RC01 took place at a conference
on armed forces held in London in 1964 and chaired by Morris Janowitz. The conference
was sponsored by the Research Committee on Political Sociology and the Inter-University
Seminar on Armed Forces and Society of Chicago and brought together scholars from the
United States and Western European countries.

At the Sixth World Congress of Sociology in Evian (France, 1966), two groups were
devoted to the subject. One dealt with “Conflict Resolution and Research in Conflict Reso-
lution” and was headed by Robert C. Angell (United States). Eleven papers were presented
and two were published in Transactions of the Sixth World Congress of Sociology, Vol. I11:
Working Groups and Round Table Papers. The other, a working group on “Militarism and
the Professional Military Man” headed by Morris Janowitz, became the nucleus of the Re-
search Committee, It was attended by about 70 scholars from Western and Eastern Europe,
the USSR, the United States, South America and the Far East, and 36 papers were delivered.
The keynote paper by Janowitz appeared in Transactions of the Sixth World Congress of
Sociology, Vol. 1I: Sociology of International Relations. A volume of many of the papers
presented appeared in Armed Forces and Society: Sociological Essays (The Hague: Mouton,
1968), edited by Jacques Van Doorn (The Netherlands). A steering committee was estab-
lished, chaired by Morris Janowitz and including the participation of Jacques Van Doorn.
The group was given the status of ISA Research Committee on Armed Forces and Society
at the Seventh World Congress in Varna (Bulgaria, 1970).

320ne of Van Doorn’s fundamental works, The Soldier and Social Change (see References), receives, for
example, a warm introduction by Morris Janowitz.
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In 1980 it was proposed to change the Committee’s name to reflect the views of some
members whose interests lay primarily in nonviolence, peacekeeping, and conflict resolu-
tion. The ISA Executive Committee approved the change at a meeting held in Budapest
in September 1980 and the Research Committee’s new name became Armed Forces and
Conflict Resolution. Since then, RCO1 has taken part in all the World Congresses or-
ganized by the ISA and has held many interim meetings between one World Congress
and the next. The presidents of RCO1 have been Morris Janowitz (United States, 1966—
1974), Jacques Van Doorn (The Netherlands, 1974-1978), Gwyn Harries-Jenkins (United
Kingdom, 1978-1982), Charles Moskos (United States, 1982-1986), Bernhard Fleckenstein
(Germany, 1986-1994), David Segal (United States, 1994-1998), and Giuseppe Caforio
(Ttaly, 1998-2002). The objectives of RCO1 are as follows: (1) to stimulate research on
armed forces and conflict resolution, (2) to establish and maintain international contacts
between scientists and research institutions, (3) to encourage the exchange and discussion
of relevant research findings, (4) to support academic research and the study of military-
related sociology, and (5) to plan and hold research conferences. Membership in RCO! is
open to all scientists active in research and/or teaching in military-related social sciences
and conflict resolution.

Inter-University Seminar on Armed Forces and Society

Morris Janowitz was also the founder of the Inter-University Seminar (IUS) on Armed
Forces and Society, injtially based in Chicago. Founded in 1960, the IUS today constitutes
an international “invisible college” that includes academics, military officers, students, and
researchers in a variety of institutional settings, both public and private. They represent
various disciplines, including political science, sociology, history, psychology, economics,
international relations, social work, anthropology, law, and psychiatry. The core premise
of the IUS is that analyses of military institutions require intellectual collaboration across
university, organisational, disciplinary, and national lines. Seminar Fellows provide new
perspectives on the study of military professionalism, civil-military relations, social com-
position of the armed forces, organizational change within armed forces, public policy on
defence issues, peacekeeping, arms control, and conflict resolution. The Fellows of the
Seminar differ widely in their strategic and political outlooks, but they all hold the common
view that objective research on military institutions is a most worthy goal for which we
should continually strive. They believe that such research, conducted along scholarly lines,
makes an invaluable contribution to citizen understanding of armed forces.

The current (2002) president of the TUS is David Segal of the University of Maryland.
The IUS has an elected Council representing various regions in the United States and abroad.
The IUS edits a journal, Arined Forces & Society. The IUS was the first international orga-
nization to bring together scholars of the sociology of the military from different countries;
however, it has always been American-led and has moved according to patterns and research
themes of fundamental interest to the American School.

European Research Group on Military and Society
As the sociopolitical characteristics of the United States, as well as the size and tasks of its

military, are quite different from the European reality, a group of European scholars met in
1986 in Le Lavandou (France) to found a European research association. This association
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was given the name European Research Group On Military And Society (ERGOMAS).
ERGOMAS is an association of European social scientists who study the relationship be-
tween the military and society and related phenomena. Joint transnational research and
intercultural comparisons in thematically oriented interdisciplinary working groups consti-
tute the core of the association. ERGOMAS promotes empirically and theoretically oriented
European research cooperation and international scientific communication. Its purposes are
pursued through the activities of Working Groups and the association’s Biennial Confer-
ences. Indeed, the founding philosophy of ERGOMAS was to create an organizational
framework suitable for promoting the constitution and activity of international thematic
study groups within a European framework. The association is thus composed of a cen-
tralized organizational body, directed by a chairperson, and several research structures (the
Working Groups), which operate in a coordinated manner but are completely independent
from the scientific standpoint.

As stated above, the Working Groups are thematic and obviously vary in number
depending on the researches in progress. They always have a multinational composition
(all research is comparative or supranational) and remain active until the research on the
theme has been exhausted. The current (2002) Working Groups are as follows: WG “Public
Opinion, Mass Media and the Military,” Marjan Malesic, Coordinator; WG “The Military
Profession,” Giuseppe Caforio, Coordinator; WG “Women in the Military,” Marina Nuciari,
Coordinator; WG “Globalisation, Localisation and Conflict,” Donna Winslow, Coordinator;
WG “Morale, Cohesion and Leadership,” Paul Bartone and Andreas Pruefert, Coordina-
tors; WG “Democratic Control of the Armed Forces,” Hans Born, Coordinator; and WG
“Warriors in Peacekeeping,” Mathias Schénborn, Coordinator.

Since 1986 ERGOMAS has been chaired by Ralf Zoll (Germany), Willem Scheelen
(The Netherlands), Lucien Mandeville (France), Marina Nuciari (Italy), Karl Haltiner
(Switzerland), Maria Vlachova (Czech Republic), and Marjan Malesic (Slovenia).

For completeness, it should be added that, in the last quarter of the 20th century, many
countries (especially in the West) have created national study and research institutes in
the military sociology sector; most of them are governmental,3® but there are also private
ones (for more details, see Chapter 3: “Social Research and the Military™). In addition, this
discipline now constitutes a subject of study in military academies throughout the world
and often has an important formative role in officers’ basic education.

30One can cite, by way of example, the German Sozialwissenschaftliches Institut der Bundeswehr, the
French Centre d’Etudes en Sciences Sociales de la Défense, the Italian Centro di Studi Strategici e
Militari, and the Polish Military Institute for Sociological Research.



CHAPTER 3

Social Research and the Military:
A Cross-National Expert Survey

GIUSEPPE CAFORIO AND MARINA NUCIARI

INTRODUCTION

The reason why this research is presented in a handbook is to let the reader know who carries
out research in the sociology of the military and under what conditions. As the reader can
see from the pages that follow, there are common traits that characterize this research in
the various countries as well as distinguishing ones: together, thanks to the good number of
countries represented in the research, they provide a useful world overview on the subject.
Added to this reason is another, that of giving the reader an example of a quite new research
methodology in the sector, one that makes it possible to exploit fully the resources offered
by the Internet.

The subject of this study is military sociological research. The study is based on an ex-
pert survey conducted by e-mail, in successive stages, among a group of colleagues from dif-
ferent countries who agreed to participate. These countries are Argentina, Austria, Belgium,
Bulgaria, Czech Republic, France, Germany, India, Israel, Italy, Lithuania, The Netherlands,
Poland, Russia, Slovenia, South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, and the
United States. The basic questions we posed to ourselves in this study were of two types.
One was of a methodological nature, namely what are the advantages/disadvantages and the
prospects offered by a survey carried out by e-mail? The second area of interest regarded
content and was aimed mainly at providing answers to the following questions: (1) Who is
the typical military sociologist? (2) Who commissions such research, and what procedures
do they use? (3) How much freedom do researchers have in this field? and (4) What is the
social status of military sociological research in the various countries?

The study naturally falis within the more general context of the relationships between
theoretical work and empirical research. In its results, it lends support to the thesis, already
authoritatively expressed (Boron, 1999), of a crisis of theoretical studies and the advance

GiuseppE Carorio * Italian Interuniversity Centre of Historical and Military Studies, Pisa, Italy 56125.
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of a sociology aimed at chiefly pragmatic ends, while expressing no value judgment on this
change here. Boron, for instance, argues (Boron, 1999, p. 47 and following) that the dis-
crediting of theoretical work is due to (1) the crisis of the university format; (2) the growing
role played by nonacademic institutions (and, for our purposes, the military is undoubtedly
one such institution) and private foundations in drawing up research agendas; (3) effects
of the social sciences market, which rewards pragmatic, realistic approaches and punishes
theoretical ones; (4) the practical approach, which is increasingly demanded by research
funders; and (5) what he calls the deplorable consequence of the garbage-in/garbage-out
cycle due to the conditions in which the research is performed. The presentation of the
study results begins with an analysis and discussion of the data resulting from the research,
followed by a paragraph that illustrates the methodological aspects of the research, and ends
with some concluding remarks. Last, Appendix B contains the questionnaire used for the
expert survey.

Before analyzing the data it is convenient to present the conceptual framework for a
multicase research on the military field study (see Figure 3.1) that we used as a guideline
for the research. This scheme is then reproposed at the end of the study (see Appendix A),
modified in accordance with the results of the empirical survey, under the name “Resulting
framework for a Multicase ‘Research on the Military’ Field Study.” Appendix A provides
the reader with a quick graphic view of the unfolding of the research and its results,

Committent Researcher
Public administration Single researcher
Private bodies

State research centre
State research centres <_____—> Private research centre
Private research centres Others

Other
Nobody

ﬁ> Imposed Conditions cﬁ

Funding

Topic

Time available
Sample
Methodologies
Constraints

Other

Output

Publication by commissioner
Freedom to publish

Internal report

Other

Ficure 3.1. Conceptual framework for a multicase “research on the military” field study.
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WHO IS RUNNING THE RESEARCH IN
THE SOCIOLOGY OF THE MILITARY
AND HOW ARE THEY DOING IT?

The Typical Military Sociologist

To outline the ideal military sociologist, we can start from the sociodemographic data. Ig-
noring general national characterizations, a larger percentage are male (76% of the sample),
fairly well distributed over the different age groups (see Table 3.1), who mostly began doing
research in the sector during the 1980s (see Table 3.2) and for the most part are engaged in
military sociology in a prevalent (64.7%) but usually not exclusive way (only 11.4%). The
military sociologist’s education is quite diversified, where the most numerous group is the
Ph.D.s (40.6%; several of them are also officers), closely followed by university professors
(37.5%). Officers (19.8%) are rather numerous and are equally divided between active and
retired. Most of the university professors teach sociology, but not all: 25% teach military
psychology (solely or together with military sociology), 17% teach military history, and
8% subjects that can be grouped under conflict resolution science. The main places where
the teaching is done are universities and military academies, each with equal percentages
of respondents (40%); 11% teach in war college-type institutions and the remainder else-
where. Most of them do their research work mainly in state-run research centers (34.4%),
but a good percentage do it in universities (28.1%) and some freelance (18.8%); a minority
(12.5%) work in private research centers. From this point on, however, the situation begins
to appear rather different from country to country.

There are countries in which the researcher says he performs military sociological
research chiefly (when not exclusively) in a state-run center and others where the research
activity on this topic appears to be more balanced between public and private centers; in both
cases there is almost always collaboration with the university. And finally, in a few countries
it is the research of the freelancers that appears to be most active and widespread. The first
area includes Austria, the Czech Republic, France, Germany, The Netherlands, Poland,
Sweden, and Switzerland. The respondents from South Africa, Slovenia, and Belgium do
their research work almost exclusively in universities. Research activity appears to be more
evenly divided between public and private in Bulgaria, Italy, Russia, Slovenia, the United
Kingdom, and the United States, while it seems to be almost entirely entrusted to freelancers,
usually in a university environment, in Argentina, India, and Lithuania. The freelancers’
contribution is also strong in Austria, Italy, Russia, and South Africa.

This areal division brings the survey to the parties to whom the research is concretely
entrusted by the commissioning bodies. Here, too, the general average does not always seem
to be significant, given the big national differences. However, this average sees state-run

TasBLE 3.1. Distribution of Age in Military Sociology

Age of respondent Percentages of military
(Years) sociologists
30-40 28
40-50 28
50-60 32

Over 60 12
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TasLE 3.2. Distribution by Decade

Start to work Percentage in military
in the field sociology
Before 1970 12
In the 1970s 17
In the 1980s 53
In the 1990s 18

research centers in first place percentagewise, followed by the individual researcher, and
then the private research center.

In the first group, the commissioning bodies assign the research without distinction to
an individual researcher, a state-run center, or a private center. This group includes Austria,
Belgium, the Czech Republic, France, Italy, Israel, The Netherlands, Slovenia, the United
Kingdom, and the United States, which shows a perhaps slight prevalence of assignments
being given to private centers. In the second group, entrusting research to private centers
appears to be rare (or nonexistent). This group includes Bulgaria, Germany, Poland, Russia,
Sweden, South Africa, and Switzerland, but with the following difference: in Bulgaria,
Germany, Russia, and Sweden it seems to be almost exclusively the state-run centers that
receive research assignments, while in Switzerland it is normally the individual researcher
who is called to do research.! Then there is the third group, where there are few or no
commissioning bodies and the input to the research often comes from the bottom, the
individual researcher, so that, in adjusting the subsequent sets of the questionnaire, we
had to replace the expression “commissioner” with “authority who accepts/finances the
research.” This group is made up of Argentina, India, and Lithuania.

Finding a suitable generalization to connote the work environment of our typical
researcher is difficult because in some countries the universities are mainly public and
in others mainly private, with all the shades in between, so attributing to the individual
researchers a public or private work environment is strongly disturbed by the “university”
variable. To generalize nonetheless, we feel it is fair to say that our typical researcher works
mainly in a public research center, with strong exceptions in the United States and the United
Kingdom. The commissioning bodies, almost exclusively public, alternate in awarding the
research to individual researchers; to the public centers where they work; and, where they
exist, to private centers as well.

But are there preferences/exclusions in the choice of researcher by the commissioners?
In general, the countries where there is no exclusion and/or preference in choosing the
researcher prevail, but not by much (55.6% versus 44.4%), and the situation has to be looked
at country by country. Here, too, it is possible to divide the countries into groups. In the first,
most numerous, group, the respondents state that there is no exclusion or preference in the
choice of researchers except what may be dictated by the individual’s scientific qualifica-
tions. These countries are Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Israel, The Netherlands,
Poland, Slovenia, Sweden, and the United Kingdom. Then there is a country where the
respondents’ opinions are divided, and this is Germany: two respondents say there are no
preferences, while the third states, “I believe there are, but it is very difficult to prove....”

! Almost always this term means “applied research.”
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The absence of preferences and exclusions may be determined by particular local fac-
tors, as in Switzerland, for which a respondent says, “In a small country there are often not
many experts in the field. You have to rely on those at disposal independently of gender,
race, civilian or military, and so on.” Countries with reported exclusions or preferences
are Argentina, Austria, France, India, Italy, Lithvania, and Russia. Where there are prefer-
ences, they seem to be in favor of friends (40%), military people (20%), civilians (20%),
and for political reasons (20%). Examples of such preferences or exclusions expressed by
researchers of individual countries are as follows:

(1) There is a preference of gender and function, expressed in assertions like “Re-
search is exclusively commissioned to high ranking officers, or clerks/bureaucrats from
Ministry of Defence or academy. As usual they are males.” (2) There are the added di-
mensions of acquaintances and political attitude, expressed by responses like “Prefer-
ences: in general terms: personal friendship; conservative attitudes of researchers; sex:
male; reserve officers; party membership (of course, of the political party in power)....
(3) There are also preferences due to acquaintances: “Preferences or exclusion depend
upon who knows whom” or “Friends of bureaucrats who belong to the commissioning
body.”

With these data in mind, therefore, we can say that in many countries our typical
researcher is male, a high-ranking officer or functionary (or an ex-officer or ex-functionary)
with acquaintances in the usual commissioning body, and politically close to the party in
power.

An attempt to learn, in very general terms, the political positions of the respondents was
not very successful, as 53% of the sample did not respond to this question, judged by some
as “too private to answer.” However, the data for those who answered confirm a prevalently
sympathetic position to the party in power (28%), with 12.5% professing indifference and
6.3% opposed.

What is the real role that the military sociologist plays, beyond the research activities?
We tried to determine this by means of a question asking whether sociologists acted as
advisers or experts to the general staff (question 26 in Appendix B). This role is present
in several countries: the dual role of adviser and researcher occurs in Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, The Netherlands, Slovenia, Sweden, and the United States. In the United States,
for example, one respondent states:

There are a few military officers with education in sociology that do act as advisors in personnel
matters. The greatest influence is from academics who do research and then present it to military
personnel. In a few cases, noted sociologists are consulted directly by military leaders and appointed
to commissions and study groups.

Such a figure appears as an adviser in Austria and mostly as a researcher in South Africa. He
is an occasional figure (“for specific issues™) in Belgium and Switzerland and a composite
one (“specialists from psychology and related disciplines”) in the United Kingdom. There
seem to be initiatives toward hiring such figures in the remaining countries (except for
India and Lithuania), expressed in statements like “Until now, connections in the right
place (more often than not, political) were the main source of influence. There is now talk
of institutionalising social science adviser....” Our typical researcher thus tends also to
take on an official role of consulting and/or research for the top echelons of the military
establishment. This is already a reality in some countries especially in the United States,
while it is in progress elsewhere.
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TABLE 3.3. Distribution of Commissioners of Military
Sociological Research

Commissioner Percentage distribution
Public administration 74
State-run research centers 58
Private bodies 51
Private research centres 48
International foundations 22
Military establishment 6
Universities 6
Individuals 6
Others 3
Nobody 3

Driving Forces of Military Sociological Research

To determine what are, generally speaking, the driving forces of research in this sector in the
different countries, questions were asked about the commissioning bodies, the existence of
research centers particularly dedicated to the discipline, and their nature and composition.

The main commissioner, where there is one,? appears to be the state, chiefly in its
governmental component dedicated to the sector, the Ministry of Defence (MoD). Another
general datum is that there is almost always more than one commissioning body that turns
to research centers,? so that in Table 3.3 above, devoted to the general average recurrence
of the various commissioning bodies, the total percentage is much higher than 100.

As can be seen in the table, many research inputs come from the research centers
themselves, both state-run and private, while the initiative of international foundations is
also significant. Looking at individual countries, we see that international foundations play
an especially important part in the Eastern European countries. The fact that universities
have an apparently modest role in commissioning derives from that fact that, in reality,
many research centers exist within the framework of universities and therefore university
commissioning is in large part absorbed by that item. Something similar can be said for the
apparently low incidence of the military establishment: actually, the inputs of the military
leadership are often mediated by the public administration; others pass through state-run
research centers, which therefore figure as commissioners since they are the ones that
concretely set the research protocols.

Looking at individual countries, there are some departures from the prevalent com-
missioning by the public administration. In one group of countries, private commissioning,
either directly by private research centers or other bodies, is more important. These countries
are South Africa, the United States, the United Kingdom, and, although to a lesser extent,
Italy, Israel, Bulgaria, Russia, and Slovenia. These last three countries have the particularity
that private commissioning is largely constituted by Western international foundations. A

2As already pointed out, countries with quite different levels of development of the discipline are
examined here.

3For example, an American researcher writes: “There are various agencies under the Dept of Defense
that sponsor research on sociological issues of military relevance. .. Some research activities regarding
the domain of socialization to the professional military can be found within the military training
academies. In a few cases, these centers are under medical branch.”
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second group of countries (Argentina, India, and Lithuania) is characterized by an almost
total absence of commissioning. The input to the research can vary widely and often
originates from the researchers themselves, who must seek funding and authorizations on
their own.

A second important aspect in seeking to understand the mechanisms of military socio-
logical research is analysis of the research centers, public and private, from the standpoints
of the importance given to the discipline, their nature, and their makeup. The importance
given to the discipline is drawn first here from the division between exclusively or preva-
lently dedicated centers (about 70% of the responses), a minority of centers that are only
partially dedicated (around 12%), and situations where no center for military sociological
research exists (almost 10%).

But these general data take on interest and significance only in a breakdown by coun-
tries. There are countries that have several research centers in this discipline, often an
exclusively dedicated one and others that are partially dedicated. This is especially true for
the United States, for which one respondent writes: “Only one is a discipline-based cen-
ter, but many others are multi-disciplinary (primarily military psychology) and some are
specifically problem-oriented, e.g., military family institute.” On a smaller scale in terms of
numbers, having a center exclusively or prevalently dedicated to a few (from two to four)
institutes that partially or occasionally deal with research in the sector exists in Bulgaria,
France, Isracl, the Netherlands, Russia, and Sweden. What emerges in countries like Austria,
Belgium, the Czech Republic, Germany, and Switzerland is a situation with one center, usu-
ally state-run, that is dedicated to the discipline and is the only one authorized to conduct
research in the sector. This situation produces different results in the various countries, how-
ever: while the German respondents, for example, feel that a situation of this type does not
influence freedom of research, others affirm: “There is no independent and free research in
the field of military sociology with respect to funded research projects. MoD has some kind
of ‘monopoly.”” In Italy, Slovenia, South Africa, and the United Kingdom there are only
sectors of one or more centers that are dedicated to military sociological research. The most
typical (but not the only) case is that of an institute dedicated to strategic studies that also has
a department that deals with military sociological studies; alongside it there are other insti-
tutes, generally private, that occasionally conduct research in this field. Finally, the responses
to our survey show a group of three countries, Argentina, India, and Lithuania, where there
seems to be no study or research center in the sector. One respondent describes the situation
of this group of countries as follows: “As far as I know, at the moment, there is no (public)
real research of Military Sociology as empiric research on the inside of the Armed Forces.
When commissioned by the Armed Forces the motivation seemed to be the protection of the
Institution, in front of the Society and/or improve its performance.” Let us now see in greater
detail where these research centers are, how they operate, and what their general makeup is.

In all the countries where centers that carry out research on this subject exist, at least
one is supported by the state, most of the time directly under the MoD (in two cases, South
Africa and Sweden, it appears to be set in the university structure). In most of the countries
examined here research is also carried out, at times prevalently, in private centers. Austria,
Belgium, the Czech Republic, The Netherlands, and Sweden secem not to have private
institutes that deal with this type of research. The private centers are mostly supported
by the universities and sometimes by national foundations (Italy and South Africa) or
international ones (Bulgaria and Russia).

The modest involvement, in many countries, of universities in military sociological
research is ascribed by several respondents to a national culture with little interest in general
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for military issues. This opinion is expressed in statements like “Military sociology issues
are in general not of broad national interest, outside the military organisation, This is of
course reflected in little support for research.” Another commented as follows: “Generally
low interest in military issues, lack of a broader institutional base for military research
(no independent academic research, no institute for strategic studies).” The composition
of state-supported research centers is almost always mixed, i.e., with both civilian and
military scholars. An apparent exception is Italy, where the personnel making up the research
department dedicated to the sector is all military. The exception is only apparent, however:
Such personnel have mainly organizational and managerial tasks, while an outside team
of scholars, both civilian and military, is selected for each research project. The private
research centers generally have an all-civilian composition, with the exceptions of Bulgaria
and Russia, where career military men are also present. A third significant indicator on the
nature and efficiency of the driving forces of military sociological research is provided by
the opinions directly expressed in this regard by the scholars who participated in this expert
survey. From this standpoint the responses given by the interviewees make it possible to
identify three distinct areas: a Western area, an area of Eastern European countries, and an
area of Third World countries.

In the first area there is predominant satisfaction with the suitability of the existing
forces that drive research, although obviously with individual remarks and proposals for
improvement. This satisfaction is not uniform, however: On one end is the extremely pos-
itive opinion of the United States, where five respondents of six express themselves with
expressions of the following type:

“The United States’ military does much more social science research than any other country I think
of. I would like to see government social scientists, like me, get more freedom to determine what
we will work on. I would also like to be able to do more of the work rather than supervising the
works of contractors. I believe that in other countries the research is more likely to be done in
universities and that should give the scientists who do the work more control over what they are
doing.

Opinions are less enthusiastic for countries like Austria, France and Italy, where, one re-
spondent for example, writes the following:

Among those who make decisions as to the expected value of proposed research projects, not
enough are experts: people who are both trained in the social sciences and familiar with the field’s
classical literature, Many are officers or civilian generalist social scientists who act as if nothing had
been written in the military field, in the country or elsewhere. As a result, projects are sometimes
awarded to complete beginners who are apt to reinvent the wheel without reference to some central
concepts (e.g. “professionalism”, “radical” or “pragmatic”, “occupationalism”), and often without
considering the military’s unique characteristics. Also, except for a few individual researchers, there
is no consideration of the international dimension: as in my country the number of social scientists
doing research in the military field is too small for a proper mutual evaluation of published work at
national level, much mediocre work is allowed to stand. Lately, many researchers entered the field
because they were attracted by the money on offer to study the future all-volunteer force, but have
no intention to invest heavily in the field. Amateurism has become a plague. What is missing in
my country is a specialized milieu organized into an ‘invisible college’ recognized by the military
establishment, as in the United States.

In the ex-communist European countries the inputs to research and the organizations that
carry it out are often perceived as distorted by interests different from those of the research
itself and still limited by the military establishment; however, there is research, it has taken
on considerable vigor since the end of the Cold War, and the respondents consider it to
be undoubtedly growing. Here, too, there is a range of evaluations, as in this negative one
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expressed by a Russian respondent:

All researches are focused on the struggle for power in coming elections. In big cities, there
are priorities of Yury Luzshkov’s Movement. In far-away regions, adepts of Egor Stroev screw
out ideas of military sociologists. And ‘poor’ oligarchs let down all private research centers in
provinces to concentrate efforts within the mass media (TV, newspapers, magazines, and video
markets with the military or police topics). We should remember that unpredictability of elite’s
behavior in Russia has under-estimate the value and, correspondingly, need in sociological data
among potential commissioners.

Other researchers are more optimistic, affirming “According to me these are only the first
steps. We have a lot of work to do in the field of military sociology in Bulgaria in the future”
and as follows:

It starts to change for better: earlier it was completely closed for anyone outside the defense estab-
lishment itseif. We haven’t reached, however, the normal for the developed democratic countries
situation, where this stuff is published in academic journals and discussed in the larger academic
community.

Completely outside this framework is Slovenia, which seems to have attained much more
Western standards in this sector as well: it is the common opinion of the Slovenian respon-
dents that military sociological research is considerably developed and free in their country.
One of them writes:

I would describe Slovenian situation as very liberal. Which means that military is open to the
research, is aware of sociological aspects which have to be viewed by neutral “outsiders.”” There
are also problems deriving from the lack of sociological military research tradition. Sometimes the
commissioners are too liberal, and sometimes too close.

The situation in the Czech Republic, as described by the respondent of that country, appears
to be close to that in Western Europe as well. ’

The last area to be surveyed is the countries of the Third World. The respondents
from Argentina, India, and Lithuania consider research inputs in the sector to be almost
nonexistent in research centres either nonexistent or hobbled, and the prospects for change
still far off. One colleague writes:

As mentioned before there is not any institution which commissions research projects of military
sociology in my country. All activity and proposals are based on private initiative, commitment and
interest of researcher. There is a “dream” to create a research centre within a Military academy or
other university in order to develop the military sociology in Lithuania.

Another colleague even sees regression:

There has been advisory work for the public officials and political parties, mainly on civil-military
relations. This has been particularly true during the period of return to constitutional rule (1983/9),
Some research has been conducted into the Armed Forces, commissioned by the Armed Forces on
manpower, recruitment of officers, etc. By now this kind of research is close to zero, for budget
constraints.

Procedures Used by the Commissioning Bodies

As already seen in the foregoing sections, military sociological research appears to be
prevalently entrusted to state-run research centers, although commissions to individual
researchers and private centers are extensive. But if we look at the criteria with which the
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commissioning bodies choose the person responsible for the research, it seems interesting
to go deeper into that 44.4% of the interviewees, already cited above, who say that in their
countries there are preference criteria for choosing the persons to whom research projects
are to be assigned.

From the study it emerged, as mentioned above, that the highest rate of preference
(40%), where one exists, is for “friends” or “friends of friends”: that is, in a large group of
countries, knowing the right people in the right places means a greater likelihood of the re-
searcher obtaining assignments. In addition to friendships, or perhaps combined with them,
there is political affiliation: the 20% who claim that in their countries there are particular
preferences in choosing the person responsible for research attribute these preferences to a
criterion of political sympathy or affiliation. It also emerged that 20% feel that there is a pref-
erence for military people, but another 20% feel the preference goes to civilian researchers:
here, of course, the aggregate datum says nothing and it has to be broken down by country.
Thus there seems to be a preference for civilian researchers in the United States, but this
opinion is not unanimous, since among the respondents there are also those who claim the
choice is often oriented in favor of mixed military/civilian groups. One American researcher
writes: “In my experience, many grant agencies prefer a mix of military (active officers)
and civilian (university or private research firm) investigators on a research proposal: these
proposals often have a better chance to be funded.” The preference for a military researcher
is specifically expressed for Austria and Lithuania (or possibly a reserve officer).

Although, as has been seen, a large majority of the sample (76%), and therefore,
presumably, of the surveyed universe, is made up of male researchers, the commissioning
bodies do not seem to demonstrate substantial criteria of preference linked to gender:
only two interviewees indicate gender as a deciding element, but only together with other
preference criteria. One American interviewee indicated a gender preference for some types
of research: “In recent times, female researchers seem to get preference on studies related to
gender issues.” Almost always (over 80% of the responses) the commissioning body sets the
research budget and topic in awarding the research and, for the majority of the respondents
(66%), it also sets the time available to the research group. Usually more freedom is left to
decide the sample, as well as the research methodologies. Nevertheless, limits are frequently
imposed on the researcher, generally consisting in taboo subjects, military units that cannot
be investigated, or constraints on the data and results of the research. Nearly 64% of the
interviewees report that there are some types of constraints, In particular, divulging the
results of the research appears to be subject to restrictions of various kinds in a large group
of countries. In other countries, these restrictions range from requiring an authorization
for publication to prohibition of publication for some (and at times for many) studies. The
description of research authorization procedures by a Dutch interviewee is quite explicit,
and as one can read in the following lines, testifies to substantial freedom not only of
research but also of initiative for those who are qualified:

As a researcher I can ask a commander (general or even colonel or lower) for permission to do
research. Sometimes I only ask permission of the military to be interviewed. When the research
has political implications (media that are interested, et cetera) I try to “cover my back” by acquir-
ing approval from higher ranking military (even generals). Commanders are mostly surprisingly
open to give information or co-operation. It is normal procedure that we keep others informed on
forthcoming research by way of an official research plan, this research plan contains all research
going on at the Military Academy (technical, economic, strategic as well as behavioural research).
This research plan also allocated means (money, time) to researchers for a specific research. But
some publications I write (like the one on the social origins of cadets) are not planned for, neither
have I asked official permission to write on the subject.
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Objective reasons are also cited for why research on the military appears destined to
grow in the future. For example one British respondent writes: “In recent years, the MoD
has become more open about developing a dialogue with academics in the area of military
sociology. This is set to continue I think, not least because this area of personnel (broadly
conceived) is of critical importance for military effectiveness.”

In some countries, however, constraints are also present both on the units on which
research may be done and on the dissemination of results. An example is offered by one of
the Russian researchers interviewed, who writes:

Today it is pretty hard to get a permission from the MD officials for a study to be carried out inside
the troops and combat detachments. The reports on the study are often considered as classified
material with the restricted zone of circulation. Due to mentioned cause it is often impossible to
present the results of the study at the civilian scientific meetings, in sociological journals and open
media.

Nonetheless, the situation also seems to be improving in the countries of Eastern
Europe. For example a Bulgarian interviewee writes:

Research in the field of military sociology in Bulgaria has more than 30 years of history. This is
especially true for the surveys among military personnel, conducted by the Sociological Research
Centre of the MoD. The problem was that until 1990 the results were classified, and few publications
resulted from these surveys. During the last several years the first steps towards co-operation with
colleagues fromcivilian institutions in the country and military sociologists abroad were undertaken.

And for Russia, too, an interviewee states:

The application for research in the area of military sociology is likely to be approved by the leading
nationa! funds and relevant organizations. Despite all troubles life is going on. The basic problem
for Russian scholars is a lack of financial resources for research and even for salaries and wages.
The military sociologists are suffering from this reason like others.

In most of the countries of the sample the research budget appears to be agreed upon by
the commissioning body and the person responsible for the research. It appears to be fixed
a priori by the commissioning body in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, The Netherlands,
Poland, Russia, and South Africa. In a few of these countries, however (Czech Republic,
The Netherlands, South Africa, and Switzerland), it can be modified during the research
on the basis of the actual costs. In some countries (Argentina, Belgium, Germany, The
Netherlands, Poland, South Africa, and the United States) it is all-inclusive; in the remain-
ing ones—the majority—researcher remuneration is a separate item from research costs.
Almost everywhere the commissioning body refrains from interfering with the conduct of
the research: sample selection, administering questionnaires or conducting interviews, and
collection and coding of data are left completely up to the research group, with the sole
exception, it would seem, of some interference in sample choice in Argentina. In Poland
questionnaires are subject to prior control by the commissioner.

Degree of Freedom in the Research Conducted

The point raised here pertains to an apparently outdated querelle, about the relationships
between social research and social institutions, or better, between sociology and politics, or
even between social researchers and some specific institutions where, like in the military,
values and political issues maintain a strong relevance, which become (recalling Janowitz,
1978) particularly intriguing when relating to topics such as war and peace.
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To limit the scope of the discussion to the specific field of military sociology, many
statements and propositions that have already applied to general sociology as a positive
science (the Weberian Wertfreiheit,) as a critical science (unmasking contradictions within
social institutions), and as an applied science (to know in order to help solving social
problems) can easily be applied and discussed. This is especially true when the topics involve
the institutional position of the social scientist (within or without the military institution) and
of the type of research commissioning (directly from the military or from other “civilian”
research centers). In this section there is also a small attempt to renew the discussion about
status and role of social research “on,” “in,” and “for” the military.

In the research conducted among experts and military sociologists, some topics were
raised concerning the degree of research freedom as far as military subjects are con-
cerned, i.e., the use of research outputs, possible limitations in circulation of results, and
research status (that is, its relevance and given importance by military staff and authorities).
As can be seen, these are critical and topical issues in the field of applied research when
it is conducted within or commissioned by an institution whose core business is not scien-
tific research (unlike the case of universities or independent research centers). It is by no
means an exclusive matter for military institutions, since secrecy, researchers’ loyalty, and
institutional indoctrination are present and well-known aspects in social research within
for-profit organizations or political organizations. But there are good reasons to think that
these issues become even more critical when military institutions are involved (Boene,
1990).

As a general remark, when speaking with sociologists and social scientists in general
who deal with the armed forces, a common trait arises, about a more or less explicit and more
or less widespread mood of “suspicion” and “reticence” on the part of military institutions
toward sociology and social scientists in general; such a mood has to be overcome and
turned into trust by means of an accurate and somewhat continuous action of explanation,
clarification, and reassurance that the research is necessary and that its outcome will be
fruitful and the intentions are positively bound to the well-being of the institution. Such
a work is necessary when the researcher does not belong to the institution and especially
when he or she does not have military status. It is not necessary, or less necessary, when
the researcher has military status or when he or she belongs to the military institution (in
military research centers or Defense Department research centers), since in those cases
hierarchy, obedience, and institutional loyalty are supposed to be internalized traits, thus
reducing and in any case controlling any “opportunistic behavior” by the researcher. In this
last case, researchers sometimes complain about restrictions in the choice of research topics,
pressure in order to get fast and ready-to-use results (at the expense of a deeper and cautious
scientific outlook), or even about the perceived underestimation and final uselessness of their
work.

In the present research, it is possible to see and to compare these different situations,
even though the “occasional” character of the sample (formed by those researchers only
whose e-mail address was known to us and within them by only those wishing to answer to
our questionnaire) can add a certain bias to our considerations. In any case, we can consider
our sample a Delphi-type sample; since all respondents can be easily considered “experts”
in their field, the number is not necessarily fixed by any sample/universe ratio, and they
answered to the same question sets in an independent and individual way by means of a
e-mailed questionnaire. It is not a true Delphi method since there has not been iteration
of the interview, but there is chance that the first evaluation of data here presented could
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be considered part of an iterative process in order to gain a more stable and self-corrected
description of the phenomenon under study.

The topic can be broken down into three aspects: the true freedom in the research
path (e.g., choice of topics, researchers, and methodologies), the use of research output
(e.g., dissemination and copyright), and the status occupied by social research on mili-
tary matters within military institutions and in general among the various commissioning
bodies.

FREEDOM IN RESEARCH WORK. This is a critical topic. Of course, the main dif-
ference is given by a structural distinction pertaining to the status of researchers, since
it is assumed that the very place where research should be intrinsically free is within an
academic/university framework (universities in general and national centers for scientific
research), provided that the single researcher or the research group is totally responsible
for the choice of the topic, the conduction of the research in all its stages, and data treat-
ment and dissemination of results, and is the only authority recognized to judge (but not to
limit) the work done by professional peers; that is, the scientific community. There is the
question of research funding, but also in this case, the difference is given by the source:
academic/institutional or private coming from outside. Another difference comes from the
type of the research: basic or applied. Freedom in the research work could be put on a
freedom scale, varying from a maximum to a minimum, where all these factors assume
different ways and weights. (Table 3.4)

We could say that the degree of freedom is normally highest in the first case, when
research is done within a university, with public/institutional funds, is basic and results are
judged by the scientific community; freedom degree can decrease as we approach the last
category, the military research center, where commissioner and funding are internal, the
research is almost totally applied, and the control is performed by the institution itself. Of
course, this is a very general scheme, since the single case can be considered under more than
one category and subdivisions can also change according to different nations and normative
legal standards (e.g., between public, state-run universities and private universities). We can
take this classification as provisional, and we describe and interpret our data under these
different combinations. Adaptations and changes will come later, as a result of our data.

TABLE 3.4. Freedom Scale

Control over Type of Type of Freedom
Research Institution Funding Source  Research Output  Level
Only or mainly the ~ University/National Public/institutional  Basic (B) RS
scientific
community
scien. res. centers Private Applied (A) ® ok ok ok Kk
Institution and /or State-run res. centers Public/institutional  Basic and applied * ok ok
external
commissioner
Institution and /or Private res. centers Institutional, various Mainly applied * k%
external
commissioner

Institution Military res. centers  Institutional Applied * 5k
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THE RESEARCH PATH. According to our data, there is a generalized possibility for a
single researcher to propose a research project to any commissioner (state or private center),
even on a private individual basis, and this option is declared to be acceptable in a large
majority of cases (i.e., countries): 75% of our respondents are positive to this regard. But this
possibility remains more in principle than in practice, since (as it is clarified elsewhere in this
chapter) there are selective preferences for state centers to be committed more frequently.

Generally speaking, there is a link between the variety of possible research entitlements
and the liveliness of social research in the field: In countries where military sociology has
gained a relatively high status, all the three options (state centers, private centers, and single
researchers) are chosen, even though with differences among countries; on the contrary, in
countries such as Argentina, Lithuania, and India research in the field is rare and usually
committed (or permitted and financially sustained) to single researchers acting as the true
input source. It is evident, and even obvious, that the general difference is given by the
different degree of “institutionalization” received by military sociology in each country:
This institutionalization is proved by the presence and activity of research centers totally
or partially oriented to this special field; indifferently public, private, or both; and by the
existence of courses in the discipline “military sociology” in universities at undergraduate
and/or postgraduate level or military academies.

Being mainly state and/or private centers to be entitled for social research, a certain
“veto” power over the choice of the very researcher is declared in 10 countries (38%), and
these are Austria, Germany, India, Italy, Lithuania, Russia, South Africa, Sweden, the United
States, and Argentina; for some of them, where there are more than one respondent, there
are controversial answers, such as for Germany, Sweden, and the United States, where some
say that preferences are present and others assert the contrary. This means that countries
where there is no declared preference for researchers are Belgium, Bulgaria, Cekia, Israel,
Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, Switzerland, and United Kingdom, that is, 9 countries. These
preferences are clarified by a minority of respondents (five people only), so that answers
cannot be considered to be meaningful with respect to our sample); some say that only
military personnel is preferred, some that only civilian researchers are preferred, and some
other speak about “friends of bureaucrats belonging to the commissioning body.” There
are in general certain topics not allowed to be investigated, and this is the case for 41%
of respondents (that is, for Austria, Bulgaria, Germany, Russia, Sweden, Switzerland, the
United States and Argentina, of which 6 countries are among those where also control over
researchers is exerted by the commissioning body). Only a few respondents indicated what
kind of topics are not allowed for investigation, and these are so-called sensitive matters for
Austria, Bulgaria, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland, and Argentina; ethical and unpopular
issues for the United States; and ethical issues for Sweden.

As far as control over methodologies is concerned, this peculiar control is exerted in
Austria, Russia, Sweden, and in the United States, but in the last three countries experts are
divided between positive and negative answers. But control can be enlarged also to more
technical aspects of the research path, such as questionnaires (if any) and gender or status of
the interviewer. The first is true in the experience of the large majority of respondents, and the
only exceptions are in Cekia, Slovenia, Sweden, the United Kingdom, and controversially
in Russia. The fact that structured questionnaires are usually submitted to a prior control
by the commissioner is a normal procedure in organizational research, and it is linked not
only to a will of control over the research process but to the strength of hierarchical power
usually exerted over personnel: As long as the military is a highly hierarchical organization,
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this power is exerted in order to prevent disloyal behaviors or disruptive consequences for
the organization.

The case of armed forces is peculiar also because of the existence of “classified
matters,” matters which military personnel are not allowed to speak about freely or with
nonmilitary people. The second element is given by preferences expressed over gender or
status of the interviewer, that is, the person who directly approaches military personnel. In
this way control is present in Austria, Bulgaria, Lithuania, Russia, Argentina, and contro-
versially in the United States. Types of preferences are not indicated by respondents, only
a few speak about preferences of “military personnel” or “military-oriented” people, and
very little information is given about gender.

AN INDEX OF CONTROL OVER THE RESEARCH PATH. In order to give a picture
of the situation, a table can be drawn by data shown above, so that a kind of measure of
the control degree could be formed. This Index of control over research path is formed
by five elements, two pertaining to the researchers involved and three to the content and
methods of the research. Presence/absence of each element gives us the level of control
exerted in each country, ranging from 0 to 5, where 0 means no control at all and 5 means
the highest control in each country; where controversial answers are presented, half a point
is given to the specific element. From the table an index can be formed, ranging from O to 5,
that is, from a situation where the control is absent to where the control is performed over
each element: in order to simplify interpretation, we can divide countries into three groups
according to the following classification: 0 to 1.5 points = no and low control, 2 to 2.5
points = medium control, and 3 to 5 points = high control.

Using this classification we have a first group of six countries where the research
path seems to be rather free of control (Czekia, Slovenia, and the United Kingdom) or at a
low level (Bulgaria, The Netherlands, and Switzerland), a second group is formed by six
“medium control” countries (Belgium, Italy, Poland, South Africa, Germany, and Sweden),
and a third group of five “high control” countries (Austria, Argentina, Lithuania, Russia,
and the United States). Regrouped countries are shown in Table 3.5; the Single Countries
Index is shown in Table 3.6.

Each group does not seem to be internally homogeneous under some respect, unless
we look for different explanations leading to similar results. In the “low control” (LC) group
three former Eastern European countries are present, and we could say that this rather free
condition could be the result of the generalized liberalization following the overall political
and economic changes after 1989.

TaBLE 3.5. Countries by Level of Control over Secial Research

Low control Medium control High control

(0-1.5 points) (2-2.5 points) (3-5 points)
Czekia Belgium Lithuania
Slovenia Italy Russia
United Kingdom Poland United States
Switzerland South Africa Argentina
Netherlands Sweden Austria

Bulgaria Germany
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TABLE 3.6. Level of Control over Research Path by Country®
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But this explanation evidently does not apply to countries such as Switzerland, The
Netherlands, and the United Kingdom. Making reference to a well-known distinction among
countries according to their position along some general cultural dimensions (G. Hofstede,
1997), the three last countries score low in the so-called Power Distance dimension. The PD
Index is a measure of the relevance assigned to hierarchy and respect for authority, so that a
high score on this dimension describes a country where authority, control, and obedience are
largely present and valued, while a low score means more egalitarian and nonhierarchical
behaviors are preferred. It seems here that this dimension could be responsible for the vari-
ance in the level of control performed, and accepted, over sociological research, at least with
respect to the military domain. In the second MC group, Belgium, South Africa, and Italy
have high scores on the PD Index, but this is not the case for Germany and Sweden (the PD
Index score is low). Because of absence of this kind of data, Poland cannot be judged under
this respect, and its rather medium-low control score can probably be explained with the
same reasons used for the other former Eastern European countries in the low-control group.

The last, HC, group is formed by Russia and the United States (where military matters
were and continue to be of critical relevance because of their international role both before
and after the Cold War) and by Lithuania, Argentina, and Austria. Here the PD Index fails
in its explicative capacity, since the United States and Austria have low scores, Argentina
only has a high PDI score, and for Russia and Lithuania there are no data of this kind.

Another dimension, defined by Hofstede as Uncertainty Avoidance, is supposed to
measure the ways through which a culture deals with uncertainty and risk: a high score
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on the UA Index (UAI) means that uncertainty is feared and thus overcontrolled by means
of rules and restrictions, while a low score means that uncertainty is generally accepted,
with the consequence of reducing rules to a minimum and considering new things without
anxiety. Also this dimension could give some insight for our topic, since acceptance or
anxiety toward science and its output could be differently managed by different cultures
coping with uncertainty in different ways. In our case, countries in the LC group—where
such data are available at least—have low scores on the UAI (The Netherlands and the
United Kingdom, but not Switzerland); in the MC group, there are high UAI scores for
Belgium, Germany, and Italy (but not for Sweden and South Africa); and in the HC group,
the UAL is high for Argentina and Austria, but not the United States. In particular, the United
States are a true exception, since their low scores on both indexes should put them in the
LC group with the Netherlands and the United Kingdom.

A second attempt to explain the different levels of control over social research in the
various countries could make reference to data collected in the interviews by considering
the place where research is usually performed together with the place where the respondent
(being a researcher in the field) usually conducts her/his studies. We could assume that
control could be (or perceived to be) lower when research is self-commissioned or com-
missioned by the public administration and performed within state-run centers, run by the
Ministry of Defence, where researchers normally do their job. This is because researchers,
being submitted to a sort of hierarchical control, are insiders with respect to the institution
responsible for the research and control is “internalized” in their role. For research com-
missioned to freelancers or scholars working in universities, their outsider status can induce
the commissioning body to exert stronger control over various steps of the research path. In
the LC group, Czekia, Slovenia, the United Kingdom, Switzerland, The Netherlands, and
Bulgaria are all countries where research is usually conducted within state-run centers run
by the MoD, and respondents in these countries generally belong to the same centers. A
similar sitvation is found in the MC group. In the last, HC, group, Lithuania, Argentina,
and Austria are countries where sociological research on the military is rare and normally
conducted by outsiders, over which control by the commissioner is (or is perceived to be)
rather strong and occurs at every step; for Russia and the United States, the situation is a
mixture of MoD and private centers, and in fact the level of control is more medium-high
than high. As a second step we can investigate which other aspects related with conducting
research and its results are put under institutional control in each of the three groups.

The other aspects investigated are more technical elements, such as sample selection;
questionnaire administration; interview conduction; questionnaire gathering and data cod-
ification; the possible perception of any kind of pressure and its degree; and the control
over research results such as copyright, dissemination, and publication of results. Sample
selection, questionnaire administration and gathering, interviewees, and data coding, that
is, all technical aspects, in all countries are performed by the research group, with the only
exception being Argentina, where sample selection and questionnaire administration are
done by the commissioner. The feeling of some kind of pressure is declared in 11 coun-
tries, notwithstanding their position in the three groups (Czekia, The Netherlands, Slovenia,
Switzerland, and United Kingdom in the first group; Sweden and Germany in the second;
and the United States and Austria in the third group). Paradoxically, this feeling is declared
by researchers in all but one of the low-control countries, and less in the other two groups
where control is higher. This could be the consequence of the degree of freedom left to
researchers: Where freedom is high, pressure of any kind concerning time or research results
is perceived as disturbing, whereas where freedom is restricted, pressures are to a certain
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extent a part of the game. The degree of pressure perceived is high only in Austria, a coun-
try at the highest level of control; moderate in the United Kingdom and the United States;
rather low or really low in Germany, Slovenia, Sweden, Switzerland, and The Netherlands,
and absent in Poland (all these countries belong to the first and the second groups, the low-
and medium-control levels). Only the Austrian expert affirms that pressure is exerted in
order to manipulate results, and one American respondent says that pressures are exterted
to change or adapt some contents of the research report; for Czekia, Sweden, and the United
Kingdom pressures are also perceived to provide urgency to reach final results.

Research Results

Another critical aspect in the research—commissioner relationship is given by the possibility
to disseminate research results, In this aspect the control performed by the commissioner
can restrict the scientific evaluation made by professional peers and the process of knowl-
edge accumulation created by the free circulation of research results. Here again there are
differences among countries, with some relation to their position in the “control classifica-
tion” above presented, but also with some generalized traits that indicate that a certain level
of control over the dissemination of research results is present everywhere and it is clearly
performed by the commissioning institution.

As far as research results are concerned, publication is usually paid for by the commis-
sioner in Slovenia, Bulgaria, and The Netherlands (LC group); in Belgium, Germany, and
South Africa (MC group), and the United States (HC group). Selective publication under a
commissioner’s judgment is another form of results dissemination in Austria, Russia, and
the United States (HC group); Bulgaria and the United Kingdom (LC group); and France,
Italy, and Poland (MC group). The possibility for the research group to freely publish their
research results is declared for Slovenia and the United Kingdom (LC group); for all coun-
tries but Italy in the MC group; and for Russia, the United States, and Lithuania (HC group).
Independent of the “control classification,” an unpublished report for internal circulation is
also possible in Belgium, Cekia, France, Germany, Italy, The Netherlands, Poland, Sweden,
the United Kingdom, the United States, and Argentina. The range of possible forms of publi-
cation is evidently wide, but the option to freely publish research results is absent in Austria,
where the maximum level of control is performed and only selective publication under the
commissioner’s judgment is possible, as well as in Cekia (where previous control is absent);
Italy and in Germany (medium control); and Argentina (high control). Research results are
covered by copyright everywhere but in Belgium, Slovenia, the United States, and Argentina,
and the copyright holder is in general the commissioner; copyright is held by the research
group in Cekia, The Netherlands, Slovenia, and Switzerland (all low-control countries).

Social Research Status

The last aspect to explore involves the status and relevance given to sociological research
by the military, independent of the fact that some research may be limited or restricted
altogether. It is not unusual for research to be done, but the results are practically forgotten
or underestimated. Many times research is performed in order to legitimize a choice already
made instead of considering the research results in order to make the choice.

A good indicator of the status of military sociology within the military institution is
the presence of sociologists in the role of adviser or expert; such a role can be permanent,
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occasional, or absent. Another indicator for the importance given to social research on the
matter is the existence of specialized state-run or private research centers. In this last case,
specialized centers for social research on the military are present in the large majority of
countries; in Switzerland and South Africa there are centers where this specialization is
part of a more general orientation, and only Indian and Lithuanian respondents say that
no centers at all exist in their countries. In any case, the number of these agencies is very
limited; in the majority of cases there is only one and sometimes two or three, like in France
and the United States.

These research centers are mainly part of the Defense Department, with the only ex-
ceptions being South Africa and Switzerland, where the centers are affiliated with both the
MoD and some university. In only two cases, Slovenia and Sweden, are personnel exclu-
sively civilian, and in only one case, Italy, personnel are totally military; everywhere else
personnel can have both civilian and military status. In some countries military sociology
is also practiced in private research centers, and this is the case for Bulgaria, Cekia, Israel,
Italy, Russia, Slovenia, South Africa, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States;
in four countries these centers have a university affiliation (France, Israel, Slovenia, and the
United States), while in Bulgaria, Italy, Russia, and South Africa they are national or inter-
national foundations. If in state-run centers the majority of cases present a mixed-personnel
structure (civilian and military), in the private centers researchers are mainly civilian, and
only in Bulgaria, Russia, and the United States is a mixed structure reported.

Summing up, we review countries where social research on the armed forces is “rather
popular” in the sense that it sustains public as well as private agencies, and this is the
case for Bulgaria, France, Israel, Italy, Russia, Slovenia, South Africa, Sweden, the United
Kingdom, and the United States. There are countries where social research is conducted
only “under the banner” of the Ministry of Defence, such as in Austria, Belgium, Cekia,
Germany, The Netherlands, Poland, and Switzerland, with some support in some cases from
a university; and there are cases with no research centers at all, such as India, Lithuania, and
Argentina. Of course, there are differences, especially in the first group of countries, where
military sociology seems to have reached a rather institutionalized status: differences are
in quantity (e.g., how many centers, level of budget, how many employees, and productive
standards) as well as in quality (e.g., quality level of research and selection and control over
researchers), but these elements cannot be assessed by means of our questionnaire. In many
of the countries where military sociology has a recognized status a sociologist is present
as a permanent staff adviser in Austria, Bulgaria, Cekia, The Netherlands, Slovenia, South
Africa, Sweden, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Occasionally a sociologist is
requested as advisor in France and Switzerland, whereas this opportunity is declared to be
absent in Belgium, Italy, and Poland. It appears to be rather obvious that there are no such
sociologists in India, Lithuania, and Argentina, where military sociology has a rather low
status and surely no institutional position.

METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK
The Methodology of the Research

This is a quantitative and qualitative research study conducted by means of semistruc-
tured interviews. The semistructured interview method was chosen because, since it is an
expert survey, the authors are interested in exploring the personal experiences of the inter-
viewees through their feelings and evaluations or even concrete events and situations but
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described from their own perspective. The use of a semistructured questionnaire (contained
in Appendix B) also made it necessary to use qualitative research methodologies alongside
the more prevalent quantitative ones. We consider the use of the two research method-
ologies a fully positive experience as it allows a multilateral approach to the subject of
investigation.

The questions in the questionnaire were sent to the interviewees by e-mail in successive
sets. Administering the questions by e-mail was chosen to achieve the advantages listed
below.*

1. To overcome problems of time and space. As Craig and Sixsmith (1998) write,
“Access to face to face interviewees can sometimes be difficult or impossible to
orchestrate due to geographical and time constraints. E-mail interviewing can enable
such access, thereby expanding the possible diversity of the research sample.”
To allow the interviewers to make the most of the opportunity to modify the next set
of questions on the basis of the responses given in the preceding set. Sending succes-
sive sets of questions at different times makes it possible to expand enormously the
amount of time the interviewer has, with respect to face-to-face interviews, to adapt
the next question to the answer provided to the previous one. This increases the
possibility of feedback accompanied by the possibility of cross-fertilization, given
the fact that the interviewer has all the interviewees’ answers before administering
the next set of questions.

3. To conduct surveys on large samples or samples distributed worldwide at little cost.

4. To give interviewees the possibility of responding at their best convenience in terms
of time and place, and with a more meditated language than in oral interviews: As
Craig and Sixsmith again (1998) observe, “the asynchronous character of e-mail
exchange (sequentially and extended over time) gives recipients time to consider
their responses.”

5. To simplify analysis of the data: The responses arrive directly on the interview-
ers’ computers and are practically ready to be coded and analyzed, eliminating all
the work (and also a certain amount of subjectivity) involved in transcribing the
interviews.

N

These pluses do not allow us to overlook the drawbacks that this system of interviews already
involves a priori and which we examine as listed in the study by Craig and Sixsmith cited
above.

1. Relatively slow and interrupted flow of information: The time interval between one
set of questions and the next can make the interviewee less present and less involved
in the research objectives.

2. Evaluation of the context: Craig and Sixsmith observe that in face-to-face inter-
views the interviewer sees the context in which the interview takes place and is
therefore able to evaluate whether this context is influencing the responses; this
is not possible in e-mail interviews. However, we feel that the prevalent response
context, in our case, is the interviewee’s workstation, and therefore an entirely fa-
vorable one, because it is familiar and is normally without the imminent presence
of third parties.

4For a theoretical examination of the advantages and disadvantages of an e-mail survey, see Murray
and Sixsmith (1998).
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3. Nonverbal communication: The full array of nonverbal communication is definitely
absent in e-mail interviews.

4. Invisibility and presentation of self: Both the interviewee and the interviewer can
give any representation of themselves. This advantage would appear to be partic-
ularly significant when the survey deals with personal or family issues, which is
perhaps much less-important in our case.

5. The sampling: E-mail surveying can be elitist, especially in certain countries, be-
cause it can include only people equipped with a computer and an Internet connec-
tion. This problem has little importance in our survey, which is conducted among
scholars, the vast majority of whom are now equipped with such systems.

This analysis of the pros and cons made us feel that, for research such as this, at least in the
planning phase, the advantages clearly outweigh the possible disadvantages, among which
really only not being able to analyze the nonverbal communication remains relevant. We
show in the next section what other positive and negative aspects of this survey method
emerged as the research unfolded.

In order to avoid the first of the four researcher’s “nightmares,” well described by
Mathew B. Miles and A. Michael Huberman (1994), we first carefully identified the subject
and the purpose of our investigation. The subject of the survey is “sociological research on
the military”; the purpose of the survey is “to find out and compare how social research
on the military is carried out in the different countries.” The conceptual framework of the
research is outlined in Figure 3.1.

Development of the Research

This section is aimed at answering the familiar question, “How should things be set up so
that the study could be verified or replicated by someone else?” The research began by
putting together a mailing list of 128 scholars (a Delphi-type sample) in the sector who
might be interested in participating in a survey like the one we had in mind. All of them
were sent an e-mail message describing the purpose and subject of the research and defining
in particular the following points

(1) survey times and methods, (2) research methodology, (3) acceptance deadline, (4)
possibility of withdrawing at any time, and (5) dissemination of results. All were asked to
express explicitly their willingness to participate. A first selection difficulty occurred when
a number of messages came back because of erroneous, changed, or expired addresses. The
number of messages that reached their destination was 118, Five colleagues asked for further
clarification before accepting. Forty-nine colleagues ultimately accepted, representing 25
different countries. The answers to the first two sets of questions showed us at this point
that some of the subsequent questions were now superfluous and could be eliminated or
grouped together. Six questions were eliminated and, as a result, it was possible to reduce
the number of sets actually administered from the six originally planned to five. Below is

3“Researchers have four recurring nightmares about data analysis. In the first nightmare, the data are
not good. They have not illuminated what they were supposed to. In the second nightmare, systematic
error has occurred in the most important data. In the third nightmare, conclusions come out of the
wringer of successively more sophisticated analyses looking ever trivial or trite (You spent $77,000
to tell us that?). And in the last nightmare, the data resist analysis, are opaque, even inscrutable.”
{Matthew and Huberman, 1994, p. 77).
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the numerical trend of the responses to the different sets of questions:

Adhesions 49
Responses to the 1st set 33
Responses to the 2nd set 29
Responses to the 3rd set 26
Responses to the 4th set 25
Responses to the 5th set 26

For the purposes of the research, the questionnaires with only one set of answered
questions were used as well. The total number of questionnaires examined was therefore 33,
representing 20 different countries. Finally, the overall representativeness of the examined
sample proved to be good. Taking the percentages of members of RC0O1 (“Armed Forces
and Conflict Resolution”) of the ISA as a reference, the distribution by geographic area was
as follows:

Region Expert survey (%) RC01 Membership rate (%)
United States 19 23
Western Europe 35 35
Eastern Europe 29 17
Other 13 27

Considering that membership in RC01 broadly represents the range of active participation
in research in military sociology worldwide, we see that the sample of experts appears quite
close, in percentage terms, to the RCO1 membership rate for Western Europe and the United
States, is above the rate for Eastern Europe, and somewhat deficient for the remaining regions
of the world. The greater participation of Eastern European colleagues appears consistent
with the enthusiasm they have demonstrated toward research in the sector since 1989.

Final Remarks on Methodology

RESEARCHERS’ ASSESSMENTS. A final assessment of the adopted methodology was
made by comparing the advantages and disadvantages that we had expected might be
involved in carrying out semistructured interviews in successive sets by e-mail and those
that actually cropped up as the research unfolded.

Let us first examine the advantages on the basis of prior expectations as follows:

1. Overcome problems of time and space. The hypothesised advantage can definitely
be considered confirmed.

2. Allow the interviewers to make the most of the opportunity of modifying the next
set of questions on the basis of the responses given in the preceding set. This
possibility was confirmed with the limit that, given the delay with which many
responses arrived, the time available to the researchers to make adjustments in the
next set was actually quite short due to the desire to respect the general timetable
of the research.



Social Research and the Military 49

3. Conduct surveys on large samples or samples distributed worldwide at little cost.
This expectation was definitely confirmed.

4. Give interviewees the possibility of responding at their best convenience in terms
of time and place, and with a more meditated language than in oral interviews. We
have data indicating that this condition was generally fulfilled (see below).

5. Simplify analysis of the data. This condition was undoubtedly fulfilled.

We analyze of the disadvantages as follows:

1. Relatively slow and interrupted flow of information. Analysis of the data leads us
to say that the fragmentation of the questionnaire does not seem to have affected
the logic of the responses.

2. Evaluation of the context. What was said in the first paragraph holds true.

3. Nonverbal communication. Despite what was stated in the first paragraph, it must
be pointed out that some nonverbal information was supplied to us by the different
interviewees’ ways of answering (answers only to questions; answers to the ques-
tions plus clarifying comment; no response to individual questions and a single
summarizing, discursive response for all the questions of the set, etc.).

4. Invisibility and presentation of self. As already observed, given the survey topic,
the absence of this type of observation does not seem important.

5. Elitist sampling. Our preresearch observation also holds for this point.

However, the following disadvantages not foreseen in the research planning stage emerged:

1. Akind of “loss of interest” during the research, shown statistically by the number of
participants at the start and the number of respondents who stayed with the research
to the end.

2. The choice of the survey times was no longer compietely up to the researchers, but
significantly depended on the pace at which the responses flowed in.

3. The semistructured interview was transformed into a free-form interview at times,
when the respondent decided not to respond question by question but to write
a statement of his or her own on the overall subject of the questions in the set.
However, this might also constitute a peculiar characteristic of qualitative research,
where, according to S. Kvale (1988), “data are not being collected but rather co-
authored.”

A final note: In the analysis of the results, general figures were outlined, and then national
specificities were often be sought. The latter have often been based on responses given by just
one expert who participated in the research for that country. On the one hand, therefore, one
must consider the degree of approximation that the indication of such national specificities
can have (although in many cases this is a typical aspect of expert surveys); on the other,
one must consider that in many medium-sized countries, such as Italy, the scholars who
deal with this sector of investigation—not necessarily full time but at least chiefly—can be
counted on the fingers of one hand; in others (such as India or Lithuania), it is not easy to
find even one. In any case, the individual country data in this study must be considered with
caution, more as expressions of probability than as certainties.

INTERVIEWEES’ ASSESSMENTS. What was the opinion of the interviewees on the
advantages/disadvantages of the method adopted for administering the interviews? Once
the interview period was completed, the researchers sent those who participated in the whole
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survey an additional e-mail asking for their opinion on the course that had been pursued.
Answers were given to this question by 19 interviewees: 16 expressed evaluations of the
adopted methodology that were positive on the whole, 2 were neutral (it was like answering
a matled questionnaire), and 1 was negative.

Both in the overall positive responses and in those critical or neutral, observations
worth reporting emerge. The first regards a certain initial difficulty that was overcome later.
It takes the form of answers like “I was a bit stilted when I wrote the responses to the
first questionnaire, but after I got used to it” and “I had a vague feeling that answering
through Internet I am not so responsible as doing it in a normal way. And I had to check
my answers several times. ...” A second type of comment expressed the fear that the ease
of conducting worldwide surveys over the Internet would lead to a kind of saturation of the
method. This type of observation is expressed in responses like “However the easiness of
the e-mail survey may enhance the number of surveys per time which might then create
quantity problems to the interviewed persons. In fact I participated recently in three e-mail
surveys on different topics.” Some also point out the difference in validity of a face-to-face
interview, with comment like “In a direct, face-to-face interview one could give more in-
depth answers and meditate on them” or “Compared to an interview I am convinced that
you will never get out the same. But it is quick and cost effective,” and a remark we feel is
particularly penetrating, “If I did not completely understand the intent of a question, there
was no way to get immediate clarification.”

Some then point to the technical difficulties of program compatibility that we men-
tioned earlier, writing, for example, “The major irritant was software problems, and that can
probably be worked out” and “I had troubles with technical aspects at the beginning, but I
overcame them gradually.” For the sake of completeness, it should be pointed out that the
two neutral responses are of this tenor: “An e-mail survey has about the same advantages
and disadvantages as a normal mail survey, except for the rapidity.”

The only completely negative assessment of the adopted methodology is worth report-
ing in its entirety. It is as follows: *I find electronic surveys somewhat troubling and I can
easily delete them without a second thought. I prefer something hardcopy that I can stare
and contemplate, For your survey, because it was specific to military sociologists, I had to
force myself to respond on-line. My mailbox is become so full now with administrative
items, it becomes a chore to do everything and I am relieved when it is empty.”

What do these comments add to what has already been pointed out above? They
definitely confirm the obvious difference between a face-to-face interview and one set up
as a questionnaire to be filled out, however it reaches the interviewee. In this confirmation,
however, a significant problem arises which deserves to be dealt with and if possible solved:
that of providing a prompt explanation of a question that is not immediately completely
clear.

The difficulties of the initial impact with this new methodology—difficuities which
also seem to have contributed to the completely negative assessment reported—as well as
the purely technical ones regarding software, are no doubt something that is destined to be
overcome gradually as the methodology spreads, while the one regarding overuse of this
tool is undoubtedly a significant concern.
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APPENDIX A

Below we report the “conceptual framework™ of the research complete with the collected
data.

Resulting framework for a multicase "research on the military" field study % (*)

Committent Researcher

Public administration 74 Single researcher 55
Private bodies 51 State research centre 68
State research centres 58 <—_—'——"—‘> Private research centre 45
Private research centres 48 Team of research 6
The military 6 Others 6
Internat.Foundations 22

University 6

Individuals 6

Others 3

Nobody 3

=S &

Imposed Conditions

Funding 80
Topic 74
Time available 64
Sample 32
Sample chosing 16
Methodologies 10
Constraints 61
Outlet 13
Other 00
Output
Publication by commissioner 23
Selective publication 23
Freedom to publish 32
Internal report 29
Other 00

(*) Respondents may tick more than one response, so that the total percentage is over 100%
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APPENDIX B
Questionnaire
Military Sociological Research in Your Country
Part I—Research Data
FIRST SET OF QUESTIONS

1. Are there research centres in your country that can be considered to be specialized in
military sociology?

1.1 Yes
1.2 No
2. If yes, what types of centres or institutes are there? (you may check more than one
response)
2.1 State-run research centres ?
If yes:
How many

Who runs them (Ministry of Defence, etc.)
Composition of personnel (civilian, military, mixed, etc.)

2.2 Private research centres
If yes:

How many

Who supports them (universities, foundations, industry, other)

Composition of personnel

3. Who commissions the individual research projects? (you may tick more than one

response)

3.1 Public administration

3.2 Private bodies (companies, associations, etc.)

3.3 State research centres

3.4 Private research centres

3.5 Other (specify)

4. 1If there is more than one commissioner, please indicate as precisely as you can the
percentage of the total research that each one commissions in a year.

4,1 Public administration ... %
4.2 Privatebodies @ ... %
4.3 State researchcentres ... %
4.4 Private researchcentres ... %
45 Other . %

5. Is it possible for a research proposal made to the potential commissioner by a single
(private) researcher to be accepted?
5.1 No
5.2 Yes



Social Research and the Military 53

53

If yes, indicate the approval procedure:

6. What is your opinion on the commissioning of research in your country? If you wish
you may draw comparisons with what occurs in other countries.

SECOND SET OF QUESTIONS

7. To whom does the commissioning body (if any) usually commission the research?
{you may check more than one response)

7.1
7.2
7.3
74

To single researchers

To a state research centre
To a private research centre
To others

(indicate to whom)

8. In the choice of the person responsible for the research (or in the acceptance of a
research proposal), are there any particular preferences or exclusions, such as active
officers, gender of researcher, or other characteristics?

8.1
8.2
8.3

Yes

No

If yes, specify what preferences or exclusions, how they are expressed, and
whether they are always valid or only in some cases or for certain types of
research.

* for the following questions, in countries where there is not a commissioner, you
have to read “authority which accepts/finances the research” instead of “com-
missioner”,

9. What aspects of the research are laid down by the commissioner? (check all the aspects
that are laid down)

9.1
9.2
9.3
94
9.5
9.6

the funding

the topic

the time available

the sample

the ways the sample is chosen

other ways of conducting the research
(indicate what they are)
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Giuseppe Caforio ANp Marina Nuciari

9.7 constraints on the dissemination of the results
(indicate what they are)

9.8 outlet of the research
9.9 other (specify)

What do you think of the research aspects that are laid down by the commissioner?
Are you able to compare them with the situation in other countries?

THIRD SET OF QUESTIONS

The research budget:

11.1 is established by the commissioner

11.2 isagreed between the commissioner and the person responsible for the research
11.3 other (specify)

The research budget:
12.1 is rigidly set according to an estimate
12.2 can be modified based on actual costs
12.3 other (specify)

The research budget:

13.1 is a lump-sum amount

13.2 specifies the remuneration of the researchers
13.3 other (specify)

Are there topics that it is not possible or allowed to deal with?
15.1 No
15.2 Yes

If yes, what ones?.

Does the research commissioner express methodological preferences?
15.1 No
15.2 Yes
If yes, are these preferences such as to concretely prevent the use of some
methodologies?
153 No
154 Yes
If yes, what ones?
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16.

17.

18.

19.

If a questionnaire is used, is it subject to prior control?
16.1 No
16.2 Yes

If yes, what control, and by whom?

In the case of surveys through interviews or participating observation, does the com-
missioner express preferences/exclusions in relation to the researchers?
17.1 No, not at all
17.2  Yes, there is a preference for:
(specify)

17.3 Yes, there is an exclusion of:
(specify)

Who are the following operations normally performed by?
18.1 Sample selection:

by the research group

by the commissioner

by others

(specify):
18.2 administering questionnaires:

by the research group

by the commissioner

by others

(specify):
18.3 conducting interviews:

by the research group

by the commissioner

by others

(specify):
18.4 gathering questionnaires:

by the research group

by the commissioner

by others

(specify):
18.5 data coding:

by the research group

by the commissioner

by others

(specify):

FOURTH SET OF QUESTIONS

Briefly, when you conduct empirical research within the military, do you ever feel
subjected to any kind of pressure?

19.1 No

19.2  Yes
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20.

21.

23,

24.

25.

26.
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If yes, by whom, on what aspects, and by what means?

19.2.1 If you feel subjected to pressure, please indicate its degree:
high
moderate high
moderate
moderate low
low

The outlet of the research is normally:

20.1 publication at the expense of the commissioner

20.2 selective publication based on the commissioner’s judgment
20.3 freedom to publish by the director of the research

20.4 areport for the commissioner without publication

20.5 other (specify)

Is there a copyright on the collected data, or on the finished product (research report,

book, etc.)?
22.1. Yes
222 No

If yes, who is the copyright holder?

22.1.1 the commissioning body
22.1.2 the research group
22.1.3 a specific agreement is reached each time

What do you think of the procedure normally used in your country to disseminate the
research conducted in the sector? Are you able to compatre it to the procedures used
in other countries?

What is the actual use of the results of the research that is conducted in your country?

In general, what role and importance does sociological research have for the military
in your country?

Are there sociologists acting as advisors or experts to the General Staff? If so, what
are their tasks, and what is their range of action?
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FIFTH SET OF QUESTIONS

Part II—Demographic Data

What country are you from?
How old are you?
2.1 under 30
2.2 from 30to 40
23 fromd40to S0
2.4 from 50 to 60
2.5 over 60
What is your gender?
3.1 female
3.2 male
Where do you carry out your research work?
4.1 Within a governmental research centre
4.2 Within a private research centre
4.3 Within a university
4.4 By myself, as free lance
4.5 Other
(please specify)

What are your qualifications?
5.1 University professor ?
5.2 Active military officer ?
5.3 Retired military officer ?
54 PhD.?
5.5 Other?

(please specify)

With respect to the party or parties now governing your country, is your political
position:
6.1 sympathetic
6.2 opposed
6.3 other

(please specify).

Which response best describes study of the military in relation to your field of re-
search?

7.1 exclusive

7.2 prevalent

7.3 one of several

7.4 secondary or occasional

In what year did you begin conducting research on the military?

Have you taught, or are you now teaching, subjects of military interest?
9.1 military sociology
9.2 military psychology
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9.3 military history
9.4 military law or the laws of war
9.5 other?

(please specify)

Giuseppe Caforio AND Marina Nuciari

9.6 No
10. If yes, where?
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CHAPTER 4

Models and Explanations for
Military Organization: An
Updated Reconsideration

MARINA NUCIARI

MODEL AND EXPLANATIONS IN THE
CLASSIC SOCIOLOGICAL TRADITION: THE
MILITARY IN SOCIOLOGICAL THEORY

The classic approach to the consideration of the military as a social phenomenon is no
different from the one applied to every other sector of social life. Classic sociology has a
total and comprehensive conception of “society,” and within the classics we find a general
analysis of the various social institutions as considered not only in their peculiarities but
mainly in their connections with the general society. The military is one of the many, and
basic, institutions considered by classic sociologists according to the various sociological
schools, and its features are seen as a distinct set of behaviors, rules, norms, and values
coordinated around a defensive or offensive goal (or both) defined by a given society (but
generally typical of every society) in their relationships with other, external, societies. The
military is considered and explained within the different sociological theories, so that we
have a positivistic explanation of the role of the military as a basic feature of the human
society since its origins—as in Comte—or an evolutionary consideration of the military
structure as a first stage in the society evolution—as in Spencer. Both Comte and Spencer
consider the inevitable decline of the military structure and function as a consequence of
the development of human society from its primitive features to its highest manifestation,
the industrial society (as it was seen and intended in the 19th century).

As it happens many times with the works of the classics, many subjects became areas
of research for the succession of sociologists who invented military sociology. One example
among many is the natural divergence between military society and civil society, manifesting
itself as long as the process of development proceeds toward its goal within the industrial
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society. This is true not only for Comte or Spencer, but especially for de Tocqueville, who
considers also the growing democratic consciousness as a possible solution to the dangerous
separateness of armed forces from their parent society.

In Weber a not only deeper but also much more articulated analysis of the structure and
evolution of the military can be found, where some basic concepts for description and ex-
planation of structural features and processes are given. Concepts like discipline, obedience
to formal norms, formal authority, rationale division of roles and attributes, competence,
and loyalty to an impersonal legitimate power, in a word, the typical bureaucratic orga-
nization, are all tools provided by Weber in the consideration of the military as a social
institution and applied to the understanding of a general process such as rationalization and
bureaucratization of Western society.

It is not the goal of this chapter to consider the classic tradition of sociology in order
to enlighten the “sources” of the military sociology of today, since a task as such has
been already done in a previous chapter by Giuseppe Caforio. What it seems important to
stress here is that, with a development similar to that of many other specialized fields, the
military is also considered by sociologists first within the framework of a general conception
of society, and subsequent research topics that spawned military sociology are originally
linked to the classic tradition of general sociology.

Buttodistinguish a classic tradition from a contemporary science is too sharp a division.
Military sociology of today does not rely on the classics, but on a second generation of
general sociologists who at a certain time in their lives began to define the military social
field as a peculiar environment, thus acting as “founding fathers” of this discipline. To
maintain this distinction, we define a “modern” sociological tradition, which can appear to
be a terminological as well as a conceptual contradiction. This new tradition begins with
the possibility of conducting social research in the armed forces and with the correlate
possibility of defining the true first lines of a theoretical framework on which to base a new
and autonomous sociological discipline.

A MODERN SOCIOLOGICAL TRADITION:
FROM “THE MILITARY IN THE
SOCIOLOGICAL THEORY” TO THE “SOCIAL
RESEARCH ON THE ARMED FORCES”

The contemporary stage for the study of the military in the sociological discipline begins
with Second World War. It is not only a matter of historical dates, it is a question related to
the entry of sociologists (among other social scientists) within the military institution with
all their tools and equipment for empirical research, The development of an empirical soci-
ology based on strict methodological support was already a reality since the publication of
Lazarsfeld’s work (1963). This “second foundation” of sociology as a scientific discipline
meant a detachment from general typologies and the search of more limited research objects
that were easier to measure empirically and analyze by means of quantitative tools. Strictly
related to this scientific development is the possible existence of an applied sociology, which
opens the door to a long debate over the role of sociology (better, of sociologists) within so-
ciety and with regard to politics. Leaving aside the main topic, which is beyond the scope of
this chapter, the fact remains that the first example of sociological research empirically con-
ducted over the military, the four-volumes opera The American Soldier (Stouffer et al., 1949)
had explicit operative goals' (Madge, 1962), and it provided an enormous amount of

'S, Stouffer et al. (1949). For comments on the background of this research project see J. Madge, The
Origins of Scientific Sociology, New York, The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962.
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empirical findings apt to be treated (and to make exercise and experience, I would say)
with quantitative methods.

But these developments do not exhaust the variety of topics and “headings” under which
contemporary military sociology can be distinguished. The empirical military sociology
dates from the Second World War and took place mainly in the United States—thus giving
rise to a strong prominence of American studies—but by the end of the 1960s a “European
military sociology” began to emerge. Scientific production became wide, and research paths
differentiated according to various problematics and theoretical orientations of scholars.

In a first attempt to organize mass of studies on the military, Morris Janowitz pro-
posed a threefold thematic distinction (Janowitz, 1979): studies dealing with the military
organization and the military profession, studies dealing with the relationships between
the armed forces and society, and studies pertaining to conflicts and war in particular. In
this chapter, only the first theme in the janowitzian distinction is considered in order to
avoid overlapping with subsequent chapters in this book. Furthermore, only topics where
some general theory has been developed are considered, thus avoiding a mere inventory of
research areas more or less randomly chosen. Instead a more articulated distinction is used
which permits a better description of the variety of thematic issues and a deeper discussion
of proposed and applied theoretical models. For the same reasons, we need to add some
important time points; therefore, this chapters covers more or less the past 30 years of the
20th century. Thus, thematic areas are defined, where the majority of studies can be located,
even though there is some overlap and single authors are attributed to more than one area.
The areas are the following: (1) soldiers in combat and noncombat situations, (2) soldiers as
a professional group and its changing trends, and (3) the military as a formal organization.
These points are presented in the following pages.

SOLDIERS IN COMBAT AND
NONCOMBAT SITUATIONS

Under this heading we present a continuation and development of the paths already es-
tablished in the classic works of Janowitz, Stouffer et al.; that is, the development of a
microsociology of the military, where soldiers are defined as combatants, a role where ad-
justment is necessary, stress is normal, and effective performance becomes crucial. After
the Second World War, what has been called “The American School” of military sociology
finds in this field many empirical occasions to refiect over combat performance, and these
occasions are given by the limited conflicts where Western (but mainly American) armies
are involved during the peaceful period of the Cold War. Korea, Vietnam, and the Falklands
become for the sociology of the military not only “battlefields” but also “research fields,”
where theories and concepts can be repeatedly tested and developed. The key problem
could be summarized by the word “combat effectiveness,” and “cohesion” becomes the
social situation to be favored and maintained within the troops.?

The first attempt to establish a theory of cohesion and effectiveness within combat
troops belongs to Edward Shils and Morris Janowitz (Shils and Janowitz, 1948), with their

2Studies on cohesion and morale cover a very huge amount of literature, and the topic is of major
concern more for social psychology and psychiatry applied to the military than for military sociology.
In this chapter, only the main studies which can be defined as pertaining to a sociological domain
have been recalled, and among them only those that could be considered key essays, either because
proposing theoretical innovation or advancement or because of their purpose to study the “state-of-
the-art”.
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study on German Army prisoners during World War II. An updated reading of the essay
published just after the end of the conflict, in 1948, gives evidence to the fact that factors
influencing combatants’ behavior had already been considered by the two sociologists,
notwithstanding the emphasis given to the “discovery” of the primary group function,
which has someway obscured the relevance of many other cohesive factors. In this pioneer
piece of research, the two military sociologists ante litteram Shils and Janowitz outlined
factors influencing soldiers’ behavior in combat. They are as follows:

1.

The nature of group relations. In the combat unit, special relations arise among
soldiers so that the individual perceives his personal security and chances of survival
as dependent on the security and survival of his unit as a whole. The military group
tends to substitute in civilian primary groups (such as the family), and it gains
a capacity to provide soldiers with physical as well as psychological sustenance,
help, and affection; the military primary group plays a general function of sustain
for the individual, who feels attached to it and responsible for the group’s fate. These
positive functions of group relationships would have been, according to Janowitz
and Shils, first, to relieve combat stress, and, second, to avoid the use of individual
“solutions” such as escape, desertion, and surrender, which would have undermined
group’s survival.

. Officers’ behavior. The qualities and skills of German officers were examined,

underlining their ability to consider and take care of their soldiers as their “children,”
to attend to their soldiers’ well-being, and to be an example for them. The great
importance of the quality of leadership is emphasized, insofar as it is used to initiate
and maintain group cohesion between soldiers and their immediate leader (what
Etzioni defines rank cohesion, in order to distinguish it from the peer cohesion
among soldier), so that both horizontal and vertical cohesion can be assured within
a military organization.?

. Organizational patterns. A recruitment and rotation system (in the case of the Wher-

macht, entire divisions were rotated) was structured in order to maintain group
cohesion,

. Ideology in a broad sense. So-called secondary symbols were used, such as the

attachment to the nation (patriotism), political ideals (national socialism), and de-
votion to Hitler himself, These factors, according to Janowitz and Shils, had no
direct and autonomous impact over German soldiers’ willingness to fight, but they
functioned anyway until they could be linked to the effective functioning of primary
groups,

. Discipline and military values. Of course, discipline and obedience to norms were

found to be relevant factors, but to this the concept of “soldierly honor” was added,
which was not confined only to officers but extended to every soldier: “For the
German, being a soldier was a more than acceptable status. It was indeed hon-
ourable.”

In subsequent research on the same subject, cohesion is analyzed in order to better
enlighten the nature of primary group relationships, but it is evident the “discovery” of
other factors that are, even though sometimes differently named, largely included in the

3 A. Etzioni, A Comparative Analysis of Complex Organisations, revised and enlarged edition, The Free
Press, New York, 1975.
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Janowitz/Shils research. A deeper analysis of group bonding is made on American soldiers
engaged in the limited conflicts following the end of the Second World War. Here another
“classic” work is the anthropological research done by Roger Little on an infantry (fusiliers)
unit of the U.S. Army in the Korean War.* In his study, based on participant observation,
Little goes deeper into the analysis of buddy relationships, considered as dyadic relations
between two soldiers: this special bonding between two soldiers create a reticular network of
links, which is the true structure of the group. Each soldier feels affection and responsibility
toward his personal buddy, but since each soldier in the unit could function as a potential
buddy, then the structure of personal relationships can cover the entire group in this reticular
network able to control personal behavior and reduce combat stress.

The definition of buddyship is put under observation by Moskos in his field research
on the American enlisted men in Vietnam (Moskos, 1975). Here buddyship stems more
from a social contract stipulated on a rational basis in order to assure reciprocal survival
in an extreme environment than from a set of feelings based on friendship, altruism, and
humane solidarity as it was depicted in previous studies.

Nonetheless, when buddyship is lacking, cohesion is endangered. In their harsh criti-
cism of the American military organization in Vietnam, Paul Savage and Richard Gabriel
put in evidence the breaking of the buddy relationship, caused by the individually- based
enlistment and rotation system, as one of the reasons for the U.S. military’s failure there.’

This is by no means the only factor: all elements stressed by Shils and Janowitz are
recalled by both Savage and Gabriel and Moskos. According to Savage and Gabriel, in
Vietnam the U.S. military suffered true organizational failure; it was unable to keep its
structure and functioning separate from and impermeable to civilian society’s changing
values and attitudes toward the military and the war. Inadequate leadership, a crisis of
traditional military values, and the breakdown of group relationships were all factors acting
against the cohesion and related combat effectiveness of U.S. military units. In the Moskos
study, moreover, the relevance of the ideological factor is stressed: not only a manifest
political ideology, whose impact is relevant when an ideological orientation is really shared
by soldiers (for instance in Liberation Armies or guerrilla units), but a more latent ideology,
shared by a soldier as a citizen of a civil society to which he feels attached and for which
he thinks fighting to be worthwhile; this was the type of ideological commitment latently
present among American soldiers in Vietnam, and considered by Moskos able to “inspire”
soldiers on the battlefield.

The last valuable study to consider cohesion and effectiveness in combat units de-
ployed in real combat situations is that conducted by Nora Kinzer Stewart on the British
and Argentine militaries fighting the Falklands/Malvinas War in 1982 (Stewart, 1988). In
this research, Stewart drew on all the existing literature on cohesion available at that time,
and in her empirical analysis she makes a precise and focused hyphothesis on all factors
influencing combat effectiveness. At the end of her study, a complex model is offered,
where the various elements are linked together: horizontal or peer bonding (primary group
relationships and buddyships), vertical bonding (rank cohesion among different ranks: offi-
cers, NCOs, and soldiers), organizational bonding (relations toward the military organization
at large, military values, patriotism, military traditions and history, internal social norms

4Roger W. Little, “Buddy Relations and Combat Soldier Performance,” in M. Janowitz (Ed.), The New
Military, Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1964, pp. 195-224.

3Paul L. Savage and Richard A. Gabriel, “Cohesion and Disintegration in the American Army: An
Alternative Perspective,” in Armed Forces & Society, 1976, Vol. 2, pp. 340-376.
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and rules), and societal factors, added by Stewart as a fourth dimension. This fourth element
is important in that, according to Stewart:

Societal factors which impinge on military cohesion are those of society’s attitudes towards the
military, in general, or, towards a particular war, in the sense that an adequate defence budget
exists for training of men, purchase of supplies and armament and staffing of military hospitals and
training of officers. ... If the political will be absent or political strategy is incorrect, the military
strategy will also suffer....

Thus, among societal factors we find culture, norms, values taken into the military organi-
zation from the parent society, size of the defence budget, doctrine and strategy, training,
tactics, and technology affecting command-control-communication-intelligence systems,
logistics, medical care, and facilities.

Following to a certain extent Stewart’s analysis and the discussion presented by
G. Harries-Jenkins in a contemporary essay® and taking into consideration the literature
on cohesion available until 1990, a further elaboration of a general model for cohesion and
combat effectiveness was proposed by M. Nuciari in 1990 (Nuciari, 1990). The final, and to
a certain extent definite, result is an integrated model in which every factor is accounted for
and can be understood in its links and effects on the combat situation considered as a system.

In this model, the subject of observation is the combat unit, considered as the point
where two levels of elements are able to influence the unit’s cohesion. An internal level em-
braces the three types of bonding recalled by Stewart. This level is internal in the sense that
its elements (or variables) are found directly within the military organization; to a certain
extent they are “produced” within the organization itself. An external level embraces three
other groups of variables, which belong to the parent society: cultural variables, structural
variables, and sociodemographic variables. The external level contains, although differently
divided into cultural and structural variables, the societal factors defined by Stewart. A third
group of variables is added and kept distinct, the so-called sociodemographic variables,
where some characteristics of the population of a given society from which military per-
sonnel is necessarily drawn are grouped (levels of education, social origin, and geographic
origin). The modality assumed by each variable can be positive or negative in creating and
enhancing unit cohesion, and the influence of the external level is not direct but interacts
with the modalities assumed by the variables forming the internal level.

The study of unit cohesion was crucial because of its nonlinear link with unit perfor-
mance. When performance means effective combat behavior, the understanding of factors
influencing cohesion, and of the effect of cohesion on combat performance, are obviously
of extreme importance for military organization. But cohesion is important as a general
factor affecting group performance in military as well as in nonmilitary situations. It is not
surprising, then, that a strong impulse has arrived from the new operations other than war,
where soldiers are not in situations as risky as that of warfighting, but they suffer from
deployment stress anyway. As is outlined in the following pages in this chapter, operations
other than combat are often characterized by vagueness, ambiguity, boredom, and sudden
or latent risk, and when the sense of the mission is not always clear it can be difficult to
motivate soldiers. In other words, stress is part of military nonconventional deployment,
for reasons which are partly the same and partly different from those affecting cohesion in
combat environments.

8G. Harries-Jenkins, “Cohesion and Morale in the Military: The Regimental System,” ISA RC No. 01
Interim Meeting, Munich, 1988, published in an Italian translation in M. Nuciari, Efficienza ¢ Forze
Armate, Angeli, Milan, 1990.
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In current times, studies on cohesion are conducted more from the side of social
psychology and within medical and psychological units and institutions more or less directly
linked to military organization. A good example of this “new season” of contributions to the
“old” question of military group cohesion is given by the great amount or research conducted
on American units deployed in peacekeeping operations by the medical-psychological staff
of the U.S. Army Medical Research Unit-Europe in Heidelberg (Germany). In these studies
in particular, the factor of tempo is considered, since cohesion levels can change according
to the Operation Deployment Tempo (the acronym OPTEMPO is used). As one of the final
results of this ongoing research program states,’” cohesion generally increases over the course
of a peacekeeping deployment, over the 4 months from predeployment to middeployment,
and then decreases near the end of the deployment (which in the observed unit was 6
months, a rather average and common deployment tempo for peacekeeping missions), but
still remains higher than in the predeployment period.

In a situation where OOTW for the military are increasing, and military forces are
subject to size shrinking, the deployment tempo becomes a crucial variable affecting unit
cohesion and performance. As the authors of the above-mentioned study remark at the end
of their article: “the related questions of how to facilitate the rapid growth of unit cohesion,

and then keep it from being lost, are more important than ever.”®

SOLDIERS AS A PROFESSIONAL GROUP
AND THE CHANGING TRENDS

Here the subject is no longer the soldier at the troop level, but mainly the soldier as a
professional, that is, the officer, and the career officer in particular. Of course, also in the
research field treated above, officers were part of the subject since leadership and leader
performance were among the factors influencing combatants’ behaviors. Empirical research
on troop cohesion and unit effectiveness makes use of conceptual definitions of the military
leader developed in parallel in other sectors of the discipline.

In this specific body of research, the leading term under which to resume theoretical
and empirical work in area of military professionals in contemporary military sociology
is change. The point of departure remains the Janowitz’s Professional Soldier, with its al-
ready classic typology distinguishing between the heroic leader and the manager. Janowitz
himself was aware of the ongoing change affecting structures and processes within military
institutions after the Second World War, and his reference model was termed the constab-
ulary force: that force which “is continuously prepared to act, committed to the minimum
use of force, and seeks viable international relations, rather than victory” (Janowitz, 1960).
This kind of military is part of a new technological framework where, at the upper level
of the conflicts continuum, the development of nuclear weapons and strategic concepts of
dissuasion means lead to a transformation of the function of military professionals whereby
they become controllers of a machine designed to remain inactive.

In these conditions Janowitz was aware of the fact that professional soldiers could suffer
from a professional identity crisis, since “the military tends to think of police activities as
less prestigeful and less honourable tasks” and “in varying degrees, military responsibility

"Paul T. Bartone and Amy B. Adler, “Cohesion Over Time in a Peacekeeping Medical task Force,” in
Military Psychology, 2001, Vol. 11, No. 1, pp. 85-107.

8Paul T. Bartone and Amy B. Adler, “Cohesion Over Time in a Peacekeeping Medical task Force,” in
Military Psychology, 2001, Vol. 11, No. 1, p. 105.
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for combat predisposes officers toward low tolerance for the ambiguities of international
politics, and leads to high concern for definitive solutions of politico-military problems”
(Janowitz, 1960, p. 420). Janowitz saw in these changes a challenge to the values typical of
the traditional warrior, and of the heroic leader in particular, and the necessity of a balance
between this role and another, defined as the military technologist:

The military technologists tend to thwart the constabulary concept because of their essential pre-
occupation with the upper end of the destructive continuum and their pressure to perfect weapons
without regard to issues of international politics. The heroic leaders, in turn, tend to thwart the
constabulary concept because of their desire to maintain conventional military doctrine and their
resistance to assessing the political consequences of limited military actions which do not produce
“victory”(Janowitz, 1960, pp. 424-425).

The role of the military managers, then, would have been, according to Janowitz, that
of assuring the needed balance between these two roles and the inevitable link with political
actors.

The trend predicted by Janowitz in the 1950s and 1960s becames more and more a
reality during the subsequent years, and the theoretical analysis of the military profession
paralieled this dual emphasis, with the “warrior” combat leader on the one side, with all
the traditional values such as courage, hardiness, sense of duty, sacrifice, and the like and
the vertical orientation to obedience and discipline within the hierarchy; and the rational
manager on the other, equipped with highly technological weapons and expertise, bound
to costs—benefits evaluations, and horizontally oriented toward professional peers, military
as well as civilian,

The debate on the “heroic leader vs. manager” dilemma is recurrent, since it affects the
very heart of the discussion about change in the definition of the military profession, as it
has been stated in the other classic reference, Huntington’s The Soldier and the State. In this
text the subject becomes definitely centered around a recurrent question pertaining to the
nature of the job performed within military organizations. So the debate over the “military
profession” was already established in the conceptualizations of Huntington and, further on,
in those of Van Doorn, but began to receive new insights from many new social scientists
who were contributing information to on the changes occurring at that time. The discussion
remained within these terms until the end of the 1980s, that is to say until the fall of the Berlin
Wall. Since the 1990s, the recurrent changes in the nature of the missions performed by
armed forces, while fulfilling the janowitzian “prophecy” of the constabulary force, make it
necessary and inevitable to rethink the military profession in light of the Military Operations
Other Than War (MOOTWs), otherwise called Peace Support Operations (PSOs). This new
factual situation needs new conceptual frameworks, since the task performed by the military
in the various kinds of international missions creates different problems within the armed
forces that cannot be understood within the old frameworks. This change does not lead to a
theoretical break, but rather to an attempt to enlarge existing typologies so that new forms
taken by the military profession could be included.

In order to avoid possible confusion, we can deal here separately with the two periods
by means of a terminology proposed by Charles Moskos for this very purpose (that is,
distinguishing armed forces according to geostrategic changes): theories and concepts about
the military profession in the Cold War (or late-modern) period and new concepts for armed
forces in the Postmodern period.’

9For these definitions, treated also here in further paragraphs, see Charles C. Moskos, J. A. Williams,
and D.R. Segal, “Armed Forces after the Cold War,” in C. Moskos, ]. Williams, and D. Segal (Eds.),
The Postmodern Military: Armed Forces after the Cold War, New York, Oxford University Press, 2000,
pp- 1-13.



Models and Explanations 69

Theories and Concepts of the Military Profession in the Late-Modern Period

All contributions converge upon the term “profession” to define the kind of activity per-
formed by those who practice the management of organized violence. The recurrent meaning
of the concept is that defined within the field of the sociology of the professions, according
to which an activity can be defined as a profession when it embodies a number of characters
such as a theoretical and practical body of theory, a high degree of autonomy and control
over the exercise of the activity, an ethic particular to the professional group and a sense
of corporateness linking together the professional practitioners. Some other traits can be
added, such as the control performed by the professional group upon the diffusion of the
specialized knowledge and thus upon the access of new members to the profession. This
special autonomy and control are recognized as characteristics of professionals by the larger
society in virtue of their vital functional relevance to that same society. These functional
fields are usually competences of the so-called “free” or “pure” professionals, but, recalling
the Weberian distinction into autonomous and eteronomous professional work, they also
include some professional activities performed within a bureaucracy, that is, a private or
public organization.

The two situations are actually very similar, the only relevant difference being that
of the independence of the former (the free practitioner) from and the dependence of the
latter on a formal organization. In this second case, the monopoly of the activity lies in
the hands of the formal organization which oversees practice and knowledge, decides on
selection and recruitment of new members, and controls practitioners’ activities.

In formal organizations, moreover, professional roles are usually intertwined with a
complex role system reflecting the functional structure of the organization, so that the nec-
essary integration of the professional activity leads to a strong limitation of the single pro-
fessional practitioner’s autonomy, discretionality, and control. According to Mintzberg, !
these limitations are counterbalanced, however, by the very fact that the top level of the or-
ganization is often formed by people who belong to the same professional group, as it is the
case especially for public-sector organizations (hospitals, universities, and armed forces).

The above characteristics are especially pertinent to the military profession, which
has historically developed within a formal organization, the armed forces, which hoid
the monopoly on organized violence on behalf of the parent society. In the case of the
military profession the typical traits of the profession are hardly distinguishable from those
of the organization, so that the organization determines the contents and boundaries of the
military professional’s activities. The notion of ascriptive professionalism, recalled by Feld,
underlines this peculiarity (Feld, 1977).

This idea is supported by various models used to understand the changes in both content
and form of military activity in contemporary times: Even though differences are noted
among the various nations, all models relate to armed forces as an institution where military
professionals necessarily perform their activities, and the common aim is the understanding
of the degree of convergenceldivergence existing between military organization and civilian
society.

With respect to this intrinsic antinomy, a distinction is made among the various role
orientations of military professionals by many authors, yet in one way or another they all
converge on a similar point of view: the double nature of the true military professional role
resulting from its being at the same time a professional activity and having organizational
status.

Henry Mintzberg, The Structuring of Organisations, Prentice Hall, 1979.
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In trying to make distinctions without losing the core concept of “profession,” a dif-
ference between a “radical professionalism” and a “pragmatic professionalism” is stated
first by Arthur Larson (Larson, 1977). He defines the first type as a form of institutional
professionalism that is oriented toward a total organization, the military, which is seen as
inevitably isolated by civilian society because of its high functional specificity and political
neutrality; it is the divergent pole of military professionalism. On the other side, pragmatic
professionalism is that type of professionalism which can be found in the various forms of
nonvolunteer armies where the citizen-soldier is preferred to the true professional soldier
and receives his role definition from the parent society according to its needs and goals.
The pragmatic professional, then, is by no means separated from the parent society; it is the
convergent pole of military professionalism.

Twelve years later, the same terms were proposed again by David Segal (1986) with
a difference in meaning. Wishing to overcome the distinction between the institutional and
the occupational concepts of the military (the /O mode! proposed by Charles Moskos and
analyzed hereafter), Segal defines the pragmatic professional as “a mixture of institutional
and occupational concerns,” that is, a professional with a specific field of application but
who also shares preferences and needs with civilian peers in other fields of expertise. The
radical professional, on the other hand, identifies the pure professional orientation of the
officer concerned with the somewhat traditional image of the professional soldier.

A similar kind of distinction was made some years later in findings from a cross-
cultural empirical study on “The Present and Future of the Military Profession—Views of
European Officers” (ERGOMAS, 1996). In this case the empirical content of the typology is
extensively described and supported by research data: In their theoretical introduction to the
presentation of the research section dealing with professional orientations of officers from
eight European countries, G. Caforio and M. Nuciari define a four-type typology where the
distinction between a radical and a pragmatic professional is proposed.!! The typology was
developed from distinctions between professional and occupational orientations indicated
by surveyed officers. The authors state the following:

Officers with a professional orientation stress factors which in their job are more linked to specifi-
cally military competence and to responsibilities related to the sense of service to the community. . ..
In this type, professional satisfaction is chosen for its intrinsic value, and for this reason highly
evaluated as a goal in itself. On the contrary, occupationally oriented officers give more importance
to mainly instrumental factors, such as salary or job security, or even general working conditions.
These two orientations do not result, however, in two opposite poles only, since they are not mutu-
ally exclusive but coexistent .. .. The typology can thus provide four types, where the professional
and the occupational types are the two “pure” types, 12

There are two pure types and two hybrid types. Officers who are indifferent to both
professional and occupational positions, and officers who demonstrate both professional
and occupational characteristics; this last type has been called pragmatic professionalism, in
order to distinguish it from the radical professionalism of the pure type. In the research where
the typology was applied, pragmatic professionals were present in six of eight countries
surveyed (in the former Czechoslovakia 34%, in Greece 26%, in Italy 20%, in France 19%,
in the United Kingdom 18%, and in Germany 16%), while radical professionals were the

" The first publication of this research’s results is in Current Sociology, Winter 1994, Vol. 42, No. 3 (special
edition, G. Caforio ed., The Military Profession in Europe). The typology is discussed in G. Caforio and
M. Nudiari, “The Officer Profession: Ideal-Type,” in Current Sociology, Winter 1994, Vol. 42, No. 3,
pp- 33-56.

12G. Caforio and M. Nuciari, “The Officer Profession: Ideal-Type,” in Current Sociology, Winter 1994,
Vol. 42, No. 3, p. 34.
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majority everywhere but in Greece and in the former Czechoslovakia, where occupational
and pragmatic professional respectively were prominent.!'?

The results of this research were first published in 1994, and they relied on empirical
findings collected in a time span of more than 1 year, covering the end of 1991 to the end of
1992. To a certain extent, it could be said that it closes a research period where typologies
for the military profession were intended to explore situations and changes that occurred
within the period that Moskos named late modern to distinguish it from what it would have
happened just afterward as a consequence of the end of bipolarism. As is outlined below,
the new Postmodern period is characterized, at a theoretical level, by research trying to
define brand new types of professional officers (and professional soldiers in general), those
dealing with operations other than war to a much higher extent than before.

Wishing to give a general picture of research on the military profession in the late
modern period, we could say that the common core of all studies related to these models
seems to lay in the generalized perception of an ongoing decline in relevance, legitimacy,
and prestige afforded by contemporary affluent society to the military profession, which
can be defined as a “role crisis,” the “deprofessionalization,” or the “occupationalization”
of the military profession. This process of change is also signaled by a change in value
orientations of military professionals, who seem to be turning from reference patterns based
on the assumption of definite responsibilities in favor of the community (the defence of the
common good) at the expense of the individual good to individualistic patterns grounded on
career and job security, like every other occupation; this change can be defined as a shifting
from an institutional/professional orientation to an occupational/bureaucratic orientation.

A possible progressive deprofessionalization of the military was proposed by Cathy
Downes. This refers to the dilution of its specific content into a number of different areas of
knowledge which are not specific to the military and, moreover, which have been “invaded”
by civilian “military experts” (Downes, 1985). It also includes the attempts on the part of
the military to become aquainted with these new areas of knowledge, which has led to the
creation of “internal” experts in nonmilitary matters (that is to say, military professionals
who are experts in political, administrative, and financial fields) who run the risk, however,
of becoming—and of perceiving themselves to have become—soldiers who have abandoned
their own peculiar profession, with related outcomes of confusion and ambiguity concerning
professional identity.

New Concepts for the Military Profession in the Postmodern Period

The end of the Cold War era opened up the field of military sociology to pose new questions
and ask for adequate answers not always already given by existing theory. As it often
happens, reality goes further and “the strength of things” imposes a renewal of subjects
and the search for explicative paradigms. As far as the field of the military profession is
concerned, the repeated and increasing experience of nonconventional missions, for the
armed forces of many countries all around the world, presents a true challenge for the
definition itself of the profession of arms. As Reed and Segal note for the U.S. military forces:

In 1993, for the first time, Army doctrine began to reflect the changing nature of military missions.
Field manual (FM) 100-5, Operations, the Army basic field manual for doctrine, explicitly included
asection on ‘Operations Other Than War’ (OOTW), which includes peacekeeping and humanitarian

13G. Caforio and M. Nuciari, “The Officer Profession: Ideal-Type,” in Current Sociology, Winter 1994,
Vol. 42, No. 3, p. 37.
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assistance missions—missions that Janowitz would regard as constabulary. At the same time, the
Army began teaching the new doctrine to its junior and senior leaders in the officer basic courses
and the senior-level staff schools and colleges. (Red and D. Secal, 2000, p. 60).

One year later, in 1994, British military doctrine began to rely on what it called “the
Dobbie’s doctrine”, explained by C. Dobbie in an essay where an attempt was made to
distinguish among different types of new missions (traditional peacekeeping and peace
enforcement), which because of this diversity would need drastic differences in military
personnel’s training systems (Dobbie, 1994). A further discussion of Dobbie’s doctrine
led C. Dandeker and J. Gow to define strategic peacekeeping as an intermediate type of
mission, thus giving further evidence to the complex and multifunctional nature of the new
missions (Dandeker and Gow, 1997).

In almost all essays and contributions dealing with the new missions performed by
military organizations a need for new training and education is articulated, but even so
this topic is not adequately or extensively discussed. This need for something different in
knowledge and ability is expressed as far as officers’ education is concerned, for junior as
well as for senior officers and for noncommissioned officers down to the fower levels of
the command chain, emphasizing the concept of the bottom-up initiative and the relative
autonomy of lower hierarchical levels. When educational contents and behavioral guiding
principles are in discussion, a reassessment of a professional field is working. When both
ethics and competence are at stake, then something relevant is changing—or it has already
changed—for a professional group.

Thus, what it seemed to be a crisis of the military profession has turned into a new frame
of reference, a different set of factors to be handled in order to rethink the military profession.
This new paradigm under which to consider the military role, and the professional military
role in particular, has given rise to a new type of soldier: the military peacekeeper.

THE RoOLE OF THE OFFICER: FROM THE HEROIC LEADER/MANAGER TO
WARRIOR/PEACEKEEPER. This new type is actually not “new.” As happens many
times, precursors can be found, and previous assessments of “new” problems already exist.
In 1976, Charles Moskos, in Peace Soldiers: The Sociology of a United Nations Military
Force, presented his findings of an inquiry over attitudes and behaviors of the various
national contingents serving in the United National peacekeeping forces in Cyprus (the
UNFICYP) (Moskos, 1976). In this pioneering research, Moskos explored attitudes toward
the change from soldiering to peacekeeping by means of interviews to officers and soldiers
from Great Britain, Canada, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, and Sweden, receiving from them
the judgment that military professionalism was also appropriate for the new tasks of peace-
keeping missions. This is where the statement “Peacekeeping is not a soldier’s job, but only
a soldier can do it” shifted from “oral tradition” to written form. To that, Moskos added
that “middle-power” officers could better adjust to the constabulary ethic, which he had
defined previously as based on two core principles: absolute minimal force and impartiality
(Moskos, 1975).

But after that, the adequacy of military professionals to peacekeeping and other new
missions has been submitted to many and highly diverse challenges, not last among them
those coming from some side effects of OOTW: the consequences of multiple peacekeeping
deployments on officers’ and soldiers’ careers and the effects of peacekeeping training and
duties on combat readiness. The question was not, and it is not right now, whether the
new officer should become a peacekeeper, thus definitely abandoning the “heroic leader”
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pattern, but whether the new officer is able to include the peacekeeper role within the range
of professional tasks requested by the international geopolitical situation. Even though it
has been taken for granted that only soldiers can do peacekeeping, time and experience have
shown that peacekeeping is not simply one task among the many assigned to the professional
soldier of today. The emphasis given to appropriate training and attitude development by
social scientists in more recent times is the demonstration that new missions have caused
an unavoidable change in the ideal role of the professional officer (and in the professional
soldier’s as well!).

As it continues to be an empirical science, sociology, and military sociology in particu-
lar, draws its objects of study from reality and draws on reality to find plausible explanations
for events and phenomena. Thus, a general theory of the “officer as a peacekeeper” is far
from been definitely assessed, but a wide range of empirical research is available nonethelss,
where empirical typologies and lists of variables are defined and employed.

There is general agreement on some of the characteristics that peacekeeper should
have, and a certain *“conventionality” in citing to similar references and literature when
explaining one’s findings and concepts. The starting point is normally the “constabulary
concept” given by Janowitz, which is by no means considered out of date. Reed and Segal,
in one of their last studies, published in 2000, make explicit reference to it, underlining
the fact that, according to Janowitz, *... with transforming the military profession into a
constabulary force . . . the modern professional soldier must be able to maintain an effective
balance among a number of different roles, and to do this, must develop more of the skills
and orientations common to civilian managers” (Reed & Segal, 2000, p. 58).

The problem of preparing military personnel was depicted by Janowitz as the ne-
cessity of including “more extensive general competence from its military managers and
more intensive scientific specialisation from its military technologists” in the career pattern
(Janowitz, 1960, p. 425). And Reed and Segal add the following:

the prescribed career of the future should be one that sensitizes the professional soldier to the
political and social consequences of military action and provides the military professional with a
broad, strategic perspective of the entire range of the military spectrum. Under the constabulary
model, the requirement for the military professional to be well-versed in political-military affairs
is critical. (Reed and D. Segal, 2000, p. 59)

When considering studies exploring attitudes toward OOTWS, it is evident that the
“peacekeeping culture” has gained, or is gaining, a definite status, not only in societies
(Western and Westernized societies, 1 should say) and in the armed forces, but within
military sociology as well. Thus, we already have general typologies where definitions
of soldiers as peacekeepers are offered, and we can find many empirical studies where
possible strains and contradictions between the culture of the warrior and the culture of
the peacekeeper become evident or are overcome or simply juxtaposed and summed up.!*
While dichotomies seem to be largely overlapping, different terms are used, because each
typology is actually more an empirical than a theoretical model, having been constructed on
the basis of specific empirical findings. Furthermore, typologies apply mainly to soldiers in
general, since empirical research is normally bound to explore behaviors and orientations

14We mention here only the most interesting contributions to the development of a “military peace-
keeper” theory; see Segal, D. R., Harris, J., Rothberg, J. M., and Marlowe, D. H. (1984); Segal D. R,,
and Meeker, B. F. (1985¢); Miller, L., and Moskos C.C. (1995); Segal, D. R. (1996a); Battistelli, F.(1997);
Segal, D. R, Reed, B., and Rohall, D. E. (1998). On Italian units deployments see Ammendola, T. (Ed.)
(1999); Reed, B. J., and Segal, D. R. (2000).
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among deployed units at the troop level. Empirical distinctions are present in the sense
that rank is one of the control (independent) variables used for data cross-tabulations, but
officers in themselves are usually not considered a research target, (but one exception is
provided below).

Attitudes toward peacekeeping are measured by means of various indicators, expressed
as items of questionnaires where a certain comparability, and even reiteration of the same
instrument, is assured. Just to give an example of a surveys that aims at defining, to some
extent, the various behaviors and orientations typical of military personnel deployed in
OOTW, I cite again the survey on the effects of multiple deployments on U.S. soldiers
presented by Reed and Segal.

In this research, authors derive the constabulary ethic from the Moskos’s work on UN
peacekeepers, and the variables are intended to measure the positive/negative attitudes of
American soldiers deployed multiple times on peacekeeping missions. The questionnaire’s
items are grouped into four categories, and each of them can be considered the empirical ex-
pression of a trait of the constabulary (or peacekeeping) ethic: (1) Impartiality and reduced
Use of Force (the typical constabulary aspects), (2) Appropriateness of Alternative Person-
nel Resources (peacekeeping is/is not a soldier’s job), (3) Unit Appropriateness and Career
Enhancement (attitudes toward the specific peacekeeper role with respect to other more
traditional soldiers’ tasks), and (4) Agreement/Disagreement on Providing Humanitarian
Relief as a task for the U.S. Army (the idea of the protective attitude of the military peace-
keeper).

The aim of this survey was to analyze not simply soldiers’ attitudes toward peace-
keeping operations, but also the impact of muitiple deployment on these attitudes, soldiers’
morale, and reenlistment intentions. For our purposes here we must stress that the military
peacekeeper is to a certain extent “typified” according to four dimensions taken or adapted
from previous literature on the subject.

Another attempt to distinguish a “peacekeeper” type of soldier by means of empirical
findings has been done very recently in a cross-cultural expert survey where samples of
officers from nine countries, with various experience of OOTW, have been asked to evaluate
their preparedness for nontraditional missions, difficulties encountered and adjustment,
stress, and job satisfaction derived from these deployments.'* In another chapter, dealing
with difficulties and adjustments officers face in their relationships with various actors
and agencies active in the many different theatres of deployment, I have made an attempt
to demonstrate, on the basis of empirical findings, two internally related hypotheses: the
first indicates a relationship according to which military culture (better, the conception of
military professional beard on by officers) in the various national units involved in OOTW
has an influence, among other aspects, on the ability of officers (in this specific case) to
cope with commitments and expectations coming from the many and various nonmilitary
actors present in the operation and resulting in a complex and often uncertain role set.

Also in this case, an empirical typology has been drawn from data coming from
a questionnaire: A distinction has been made between warriors and peacekeepers, built
from questions already used in defining the “good officer” in previous comparative re-
search (Caforio and Nuciari, 1994b) and refined by including elements taken from this
specific questionnaire. The hypothesis is that officers showing a professional orientation

15Research results are published in the volume The Flexible Officer: Professional Education and Military
Operations Other Than War. Artistic & Publishing Company, Gaeta, 2001.
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TABLE 4.1, Typologies of the Warrior and the Peacekeeper®

Warrior Peacekeeper
Discipline Determination
To be fit for action Empathy
Decisiveness Expertise
Leadership Ability to easily make friends
Obedience Cooperativeness
Ability to undergo physical stress Mental strength
Patriotism General education
Readiness to make sacrifices Open-mindedness
Loyalty to the civil power Taking responsibility
OOTW are NOT a natural part of OOTW are a natural part of the
the military’s role military’s role

?In the three-type typology, Warriors are those who selected four or five items from the “warrior list”
and “NO” in the last cell; Peacekeepers are those who selected four or five items from the “peacekeeper
list” and “YES” in the last cell. The third type, In-Between or Flexible, is formed by those who selected
three items on the one and two items on the other list (and the opposite) and “YES” or “NO” in the
tast cell.

more inclined toward the “warrior” type or more inclined toward the “peacekeeper”
type have different expectations of their role in MOOTW theatres; in particular, “war-
riors” generally find more difficulties in managing diversity and environment turbulence
(e.g., many different actors, uncertainty of end-states, and mandate ambiguities), while
“peacekeepers” generally feel more at ease with flexibility and cooperative nonhierarchical
relationships.

The typology is formed by three types: the Warrior; the Peacekeeper; and a mixed
type, provisionally called In-Between (but that could be named Flexible). They have been
so defined by assuming that each of the two “pure” types can be indicated by a certain mix of
attributes pertaining to the “good officer” pattern (Table 4.1): For the “warrior” type, typical
attributes are discipline, action readiness, decisiveness, leadership, obedience, patriotism,
readiness to make sacrifices, ability to undergo physical stress, loyalty to the civil power, and
a rather negative attitude toward MOOTW, considering it not “a normal job” for a soldier;
for the “peacekeeper” type, typical attributes include empathy, expertise, cooperativeness,
open-mindedness, determination, well-rounded education, sense of responsibility, sociabil-
ity (ability to easily make friends), mental strength, and a positive attitude toward MOOTW,
considering it a normal part of a soldier’s job. The third type, defined as the “In-Between”
officer, is not simply a midway pattern, and it should not be considered a transitional figure:
it is, on the contrary, the empirical evidence of that “flexible” type of soldier who has to
cope with a job that “it is not a soldiers’ job, but only a soldier can do it.”

In our sample, peacekeepers outnumber warriors (38% versus 24% respectively), and
another 38% can be classified as “In-Between.” Countries where peacekeepers are the
majority are Hungary, Sweden, Poland, and France, and those where they are the minority
include the United States, South Africa, and Italy; Bulgaria and Russia (37%) are slightly
under the sample average. To a certain extent, these findings corroborate the results of other
studies, at least for cases where a comparison is possible. This means also that we can rely
on the plausibility of our typology.

Looking at the total sample, the distinctiveness given by the typology is rather sharp,
and, according to country, we can see cases where an In-Between (Bulgaria, Russia,
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South Africa, and Hungary) or a Peacekeeper outlook (Italy) seems to be more adequate in
reducing, if not difficulties as such, at least their perception as problems. In the other four
countries, the winning strategy seems to be that of the Warrior (France, Poland, Sweden,
and the United States). To a certain extent, it seems that the best pattern would be the
“In-Between” type of officer, who is, again, not someone in the middle, unable to decide
what to do or what to be, but a professional able to combine different qualities, some of
them pertaining to the warrior model, and others to the peacekeeper model, in order to
adapt his/her performance to the uncertain and variabie requests coming from a turbulent
environment such as the OOTW theatre often happens to be. Our first hypothesis can be
considered confirmed in that the type of military culture is able to influence the military—
civilian relationships in the expected sense: officers declaring less difficulties with civilians
are mainly those with an In-Between or a Peacekeeper outlook.

But a question remains: is there a chance that the Warrior or Peacekeeper outlook
is influenced by the very experience of these unconventional missions? Can we speak of
an adaptive process or learning process whereby, despite the fact that mission exposure
does not really affect the ability to cope with different actors in the theatre, the shift from
a warfighter mind to that of a true peacekeeper is affected? This was the content of our
second hypothesis. From findings there is evidence that length of deployment and variety
of missions are able to influence at least the cultural framework of officers: A shift from
the Warrior outlook to the In-Between to the Peacekeeper type seems to go along the same
direction of an increased and prolonged experience of operations other than war, indicating
to a certain extent the adjustment of officers to a new definition of their professional role.

The relationship between the type and length of deployment seems to go in the expected
direction of the cultural pattern of officers in our sample, while, in a rather tortuous way,
experience acquired in the MOOTW is able to affect the military ideal-type, giving room
to more flexible and adaptive patterns in the definition of the “good” officer.

How useful, and to what extent, are the above findings for the very pragmatic question
of education and training of officers for operations other than war? According to our data, we
can say that military culture affects the ability to cope with an uncertain and differentiated
theatre where many different actors are present, especially when they are civilians. We can
also say that military culture is affected by the mix of experience acquired by officers, and
it is pushed to go in a direction where a mixed, flexible, or definitely “peacekeeper” pattern
prevails. An educational path adequate to the nonconventional operative theatres should
then be oriented to reinforce these attitudes, reducing without eliminating the warriorlike
attitudes: The outcome should be a kind of officer able to refer to more than one pattern,
to use more than one code system, so that he or she could understand and behave in an
adequate way within the highly uncertain and somewhat ambiguous environments where
MOOTW are "usually” performed.

THE MILITARY AS A FORMAL
ORGANIZATION

As already stated above, in the case of the military profession, organizational processes can
determine types, contents, and boundaries of military professional activity, so that typical
traits of the profession are barely distinguishable from those relating to organizational
position. It is not by chance then, that since the 1960s the organizational approach to
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armed forces has developed, particularly in the United States, following theories and results
stemming from research conducted in civilian formal organizations such as firms, hospitals,
public bureaucracies, and the like. Here the sociological tradition can be found in the
continuities from The American Soldier in its overall consideration of the military institution.
about which Edward Shils—whose contributions to research plans and implementation have
been relevant in other ways—said not to be considered as the mere accidental juxtaposition
of thousands of primary groups, nor regulating its functioning, as Janowitz stated, according
to soldiers’ preferences, '® as well as in the janowitzian theory of the convergence of military
institutions with large civilian organizations. The organizational approach to armed forces
is evidently nurtured by the development of organizational sociology, which follows to the
progressive lessening of the Human Relations School. Organizational sociology stresses
the relevance of factors conditioning motivations and behaviors, which seem to follow
specific organizational rationalities that are relatively independent from individual wills
and manifest goals.

This approach can also be considered the most relevant and fruitful because of its
capacity to include and integrate results stemming from research oriented to other areas,
such as those mentioned at the beginning of this chapter. Also in this case the distinction
used above can be applied to theories and modeis developed in the late Modern period and
typologies set up for the understanding of the Postmodern period.

Theories and Models for the Military Organization
in the Late Modern Period

THE INSTITUTION/OCCUPATION MODEL. The obligatory starting point is the
Institution/Occupation (the well-known 1/0) model, proposed for the first time in 1977
by Charles C. Moskos. In this model a set of polarized empirical indicators is identified,
ranging from an Institutional to an Occupational format of military organization. In his
first proposal, two ideal types of armed forces are defined that can be considered mutually
exclusive to some extent. But after a great amount of discussion, and even severe criticism,
and empirical research conducted in many different military organizations, Moskos revised
his original proposal and provided a new interpretation that considered the possibility of a
“pluralist” military without a zero-sum game effect between the two polar models 