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“War, however frequently it may recur, is lutemporary
interruption of this desired condition [...] the nesary means of
restoring peace upon satisfactory term3dhn McAllister Schofield,
US Lieutenant General

“Eternal peace is a dream, and not even a pleasaet War is a part
of God’s world order. War develops man’s noblegireis, which

otherwise would slumber and die optlelmuth von Moltke, German
Field Marsh&

Introduction

The words of two prominent T9century officers, despite their fundamental
differences, have one thing in common: temporargair war is a very important
part of human lives. For many this is so obvioust thny attempt to deny this
might be considered a folly. Yet, often this factargotten or knowingly ignored.

Those familiar with the writings of Sir M. Howardaw find resemblance
between the title of one of his famous articles tetitle of this dissertatiohin
that article, Howard was lecturing nuclear detezeeminded strategic analysts to
remember that it is people, not technologies, wgbtfand endure hardships of
war and decide the fate of conflicts between treest According to him,
disappearance of discussions about social dimemdistrategy from scholar and
expert writings was worrisome. Ignorance of humaatdr could endanger the
whole purpose of strategy.

This dissertation might be considered as a contimmaf the discussion started
by Howard more than 30 years ago. His argument itinhtary theorists have

forgotten the social dimension will be reversedhis dissertation by arguing that

John M. Schofield, ‘Notes on ‘The Legitimate in Walournal of the Military Service Institutior2,
1881, pp. 1-10 in Brian Mcallister Linithe Echo of Battle: The Army’s Way of W&ambridge, Mass.;
London: Harvard University Press, 2007, p. 57.

2 Daniel J. Hughes (ed}joltke on the Art of War: Selected Writind¢ovato, CA: Presidio Press, 1995, p.
22.

% Michael Howard, ‘The Forgotten Dimensions of Strpt, Foreign Affairs 57, 1979.



social scientists in their discussions and deb&@ge forgotten the military
dimension.

This sense of forgetfulness is based on two assongpt First is more
subjective and based on personal review of sitnaiio the fields of social
sciences and history. It seems that comparing thhsituation 20-30 years back
today there are less serious scholar works wheoeanavel topics like formation
of the state, development of international and @/syistems are analysed. In these
works, because of their macro-perspective, militdirmension was treated more
seriously than today Contemporary scholars when discussing changesen th
society or state give attention to the issues anomy, culture, gender,
ethnicity, justice. Only on rare occasions the military appears onrésearch
agenda and even then it is mostly given a secondales This subjective
impression is confirmed by more firm data after lgsiag information about
citation index, impact factor, number of acadenaarpals, number of articles

where topic of military dimension in social sciesde general are discuss&d.

* For instances historians, working in the fieldsimternational, diplomatic history for some timeear
speaking about swinging fortunes of theme of priynaf foreign policy. According to them, there was
ones a historical tradition, which emphasised ttimgcy of foreign policy, when issues of foreignipp
(i.e. diplomatic and military) shaped politicaldibf the states (domestically and externally). Latg this
tradition lost its positions, was forgotten and fbe last 25 years is trying to regain its lostcplavith
varying successes. It is hardly a coincidence, ithalifferent academic fields the same subjectitani)
was pushed away around the same time. Brendan Siftfihes Return of the Primacy of Foreign Policy’,
German History 21, 2003, pp. 275 -291; Michael Hochedlinger, W¢hAfraid of the French Revolution?
Austrian Foreign Policy and the European Crisis7HIg97’, German History 21, 2003, pp. 293 -318;
William Mulligan and Brendan Simm$he Primacy of Foreign Policy in British History6@0-2000: How
Strategic Concerns Shaped Modern Britddasingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010.

® Probably the best up-to-date work about contempar@nds in historical sociology, social theory is
edited volume by Julia Adams, Elisabeth Stephaféen€ns and Ann Shola OrloRRemaking Modernity:
Politics, History, and SociologyDurham: Duke University Press, 2005. The pieceshif book and
ensuing debate and critique about ideas expressed tlearly shows that contemporary social théory
steadily, but assuredly moving from structural, anletvel research questions and objects towardsomicr
level, more contextualized and temporal objectg ldender, race, sexuality, family, etc. For critica
reception of this book look in a special issudrtérnational Journal of Comparative Sociologyctober
2006, vol. 47; also Matthias Koenig, ‘Historical cilogy? Limitations and Perspective€uropean
Journal of Sociology47, 2006, pp. 397-406.

® Even sketchy analysis of data in ISI Web of Knalgle showed that military topic in main journals of
social sciences became rarity for the last twemtgry. They did not disappear entirely, but declimed
numbers and popularity.



This forgetfulness of military dimension, consideyi the popularity and
importance of the military in our daily lives creata paradoxical situation.
Narratives and symbols of war are all around ugional anthems, holidays,
monuments, even casual words and expressions te jsna few. Literature
and media about war (military history books, fiatiand documentary movies)
undoubtedly are one of the most popular genre$eir respective industries. It
seems that war attracts people with its perceikgtl, tdanger, courage, action and
romance that you find in wartime stories.

However, if we look at war as a ‘fact of daily lifthe situation changes
dramatically. People are passionate about warpblytas an event of the past. It
seems that it is often unbearable to accept the tiaat things that they have read
in books or seen in the cinema are actually happgeiit present. From the
perspective of dominant liberal worldview, war ia anomaly, a temporary
interruption before reaching perpetual pehdtet history and present events in
places like Iraq, Afghanistan or Libya raises sesidoubts about the possibility to
reach lasting peace at any moment in the nearesefuVar was, is and always
will be a part of human life. To deny this is tongeeverything that has happened
in the past. Wars were one of the main catalystereating and destroying
societies and political entities. The evidence h# tecent past and the present
clearly demonstrates that the use of violence widk cease to be one of
humanity’s most important and significant actistie

Therefore, the starting position of this PhD dits#on is that by forgetting and
ignoring military dimension in our intellectual disssions we may miss a very
important factor without which we will not fully werstand changes in the
contemporary world. This dissertation is an attetaghow how and why military
dimension is important for political theory andfited the ways and means on how
to bring it back

" Jeremy BlackRethinking Military HistoryLondon: Routledge, 2004, pp. 26-59.
8 Michael HowardWar and the Liberal ConsciencRutgers Univ Pr, 1978, p. 31.



To understand importance of this theoretical pnobienagine yourself in a
situation when you have to choose what item to imeqiirst — a hefty purse
(money) or a big mace (weapon). Following the ficbbice, we will situate
ourselves in the position of Renaissance Italidrescithat, by having a lot of
money, could buy their protection and hire mercesarf you take the second
path, you will find yourself in the position of aldstist France or Prussia, where
state, using the words of Ch. Tilly, was conductery organized “protection
racket”? The state using the military coerced its people @ok money that was
necessary for state activiti€sThe first path represents the liberal point ofwié
you have the money, you will be able to buy protecif you need one. The
second path represents the perspective of T. Hadh@<C. Schmitt: if you have
mace and muscles, than you will get all the money weed for your other
ventures.

This dissertation with some reservations and caufmtiows the tradition of
Thomas Hobbes and Carl SchniittWar is a necessary condition for creating
political entities and for conducting politics. Igiae a hypothetical situation
where someone refuses to pay taxes. Normally, doapto all binding rules, the
institution responsible for tax collection will ttg force that person to pay taxes.
However, in this situation, our person refuses igcuss matters with the tax
collectors and chases them away by threatening thiéma gun. In such a case,
the police will come and try to disarm that persget he or she is too heavily
armed even for the police forces. Facing an emesggolice will have to ask for
the help from special police units, like S.W.A.T,.éven these special units falil,
the government will not have any other choice louuse the armed forces - the

instrument of the last resort. Let us play thididical situation to the very end.

® Charles Tilly, ‘War Making and State Making as @niged Crime’, irBringing the State Back Jred by
Peter Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer and Theda Skdcambridge University Press, 1985, pp. 169-186.
12 Of course, this example is very simplistic and mhaifor the sake of argument. From the following
chapters it will be clear that academic debatedsencomplex and subtle.

" Thomas Hobbed,eviathan. Parts | and lIPeterborough, Ont.: Broadview Press, 2005; Celnnftt,
The Concept of the PoliticaChicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1997.



The armed forces also fail to disarm this lawbrealkend consequently the
government does not have any other means to forsgérson to obey the rules.
The person steps out from the political entity.fact, she or he has become a
political entity.

This small and fictional interplay shows the logt the modern state. The
armed forces, being the last resort and at the simmeebeing the backbone of the
state because there is nothing left behind thene drtical importance of the
armed forces shows the importance of war itselfS€hmitt captured it very well
in his writings: “it (war-D.S) is the most extremaensequence of enmity. It does
not have to be common, normal, something idealdesirable. But it must
nevertheless remain a real possibility for as lasgthe concept of the enemy

remains valid*?,
Aim, goal, thesis

The aim of this dissertation is to bring back the traditiof political theory
which based its understanding of political in th&tes and the society mainly on
the perspective of the military dimensibhThis tradition is associated this
scholars like M. Weber, O. Hintze, N. Elias, A. @aths. Ch. Tilly, T. Skocpoal,
M. Mann. What unites all of them is the understagdithat the military
dimension, like the economic, social, or culturamhensions, is equally important

for the formation and transformation of the modstate. Formation and further

12 5chmitt, p. 33.

13 Charles Tilly (ed.),The Formation of National States in Western Eurdpenceton Univ Pr, 1975;
Charles Tilly,Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990-1%@@mbridge, MA: Blackwell, 1992;
Michael Mann,The Sources of Social PoweCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986, Vol.
Michael Mann,The Sources of Social PoweCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993, Wol.
.Michael Mann States, War and Capitalism: Studies in PoliticatiBtmgy. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1988;
Anthony GiddensA Contemporary Critique of Historical Materialisrhondon: Polity, 1985; Christopher
DandekerSurveillance, Power and Modernity: Bureaucracy d@idcipline from 1700 to the Present Day.
Cambridge: Polity, 1990; Brian M Downin@he Military Revolution and Political Change: Onigi Of
Democracy and Autocracy in Early Modern Eurof®inceton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 1992;
Thomas ErtmanBirth of the Leviathan: Building States and ReginresMedieval and Early Modern
Europe Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997; Mdrklias,The Civilizing Process: The History
of Manners and State Formation and Civilizati@xford: Blackwell, 1994; Felix GilberfThe Historical
Essays of Otto Hintz&New York: Oxford U.P, 1975; Bruce D Port®ar and the Rise of the State: The
Military Foundations of Modern Politic$\ew York: Free Press, 1994.



development of social and political theories weasdal on continuing debate and
tensions among three traditions of sociology, aased with Durkheim, Marx and
Weber. However, despite impressive assembly oflachioWeber’s tradition has
always had difficulties to be accepted as a maastr approach in the social
theory. It was pushed away from the scene by lip&tarxist and later by critical
political theories. These mainstream traditions r&da&tions between the military
and other dimensions as a one-way track: everyttiiaghappens in the military
sphere is a result of economic, social, politicatwtural reasons. Such position is
strengthened further by the argument provided by generation of historical
sociologists. They are arguing that Giddens, Ti#kocpol and their respective
theories were representations of the second wavehistbrical sociology.
According to them, the time of these theories phsseer and now we have
something like paradigmatic shift and formationtleé third wave of historical
sociology™

However, there might be some issues that originatéle military sphere and
their consequences spread and affected other sphsrevell. Therefore, in this
dissertation analysis of the role and importanceniifary dimension is conducted
in order to show that there is no paradigmatictsmtl that “old” topics (i.e. state
formation) are still important in today’s underddarg of social processes.

In this dissertation, relationships between ddfeé dimensions of human
activity will be considered not as between a maater a servant, but as between
equal partners. Therefore, this dissertation tradt®ther possible independent
variables aseteris paribusOnly in this way can we construct ideal types and
theoretical framework necessary for this research.

Therefore, thegoal of this dissertation is to update these bellicosat -
centred theories and to modify them by proposingpaceptual framework and

tools that may help to bring back the military dim®n from the margins of

“julia Adams, pp., 1-72.



social research into more respectable positiorputat very simple, the update of
these theories must be done by turning politicedrsx® more seriously towards
history in general and to military history in patdiar. The decision to place
history into the centre of this dissertation carfteraan intriguing discovery. If
those familiar with historical works about the nalty’s role in the formation of a
state, society suddenly entered into the area ldfgad science and sociology, will
be surprised that only a few are using this rictl emeresting material provided
by historians. It becomes even more surprising wirea learns, that there was a
school of scholars who tried to use elements o$ thistorical knowledge.
Therefore, the natural answer and solution of gingblem was a proposition for
social scientists to take history more seriouslgd &m look there for ideas and
conceptual tools, which could better help to exptiynamics of political life.

One more surprising discovery in all this discuss® that main proponents
of Weber’'s sociological tradition and bellicose ipchl theories are associated
with historical sociology® That discipline, by definition is taking history
seriously, therefore at first sight it seems havdtalk about historical turn in
historical sociology. However, it seems that it htigot be the case. According to
C. Calhoun, “historical sociology has not succeegieaugh in historicizing social
theory and itself becoming too often atheoreti¢alft seems, that in order to
survive as discipline, historical sociology starptaying by the rules of sociology,
became “domesticated” and sometimes reduced toetional sociology applied
to the past’ All this means that even the most “historical” tpair social sciences

needs a revitalisation, a new, fresh look intodmst It seems that findings of

15 The problem is twofold. This dissertation relierywmuch on findings done by historical sociolagjist
On the one hand, these scholars are taking histeny seriously. However, historical sociology, désp
famous members of this community, is kind of mitpin the field of social sciences. On the othendya
even when contemporary historical sociologists wgiag history, they are speaking more about gender,
ethnicity, identities. Military aspects are anatysend discussed, but they are far from popularctopnd
have a flavour of previously mentioned researclickopook Julia AdamsRemaking Modernitypp. 249-
285;

16 Craig Calhoun, ,The Rise and Domestication of dfisal Sociology* in Terrence J McDonaldhe
Historic Turn in the Human Sciencésn Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1996 306.

I bid, p. 328.
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military historians may offer something what mayph#r social scientists to find
new look into history in particular and social chas/transformations in general.

The main theoretical modification proposed herethis idea ofMilitary
Revolution borrowed from the field of military history. Miakl Roberts
introduced the idea of Military Revolution (MR) neothan fifty years ago. The
main point of Roberts’ argument is that between0lL&6d 1660 the conduct of
war and its relationship with the state changedirsonatically that we must use
the term ‘revolution’ to describe it. This revoluti was the result of attempts to
solve the bigger problem of tactics: ‘the problefnhow to combine missile
weapons with close actio®. The solution to this puzzle caused changes in four
critical areas: tactics (role of firearms, siegefae), size of armies, strategy (war
became more complex; fighting on several frontsuimmeously) and the impact
of war on society and the state (new forms of adstrattion, tax collection, etc.).
Despite the fact that the original debate about dfRcerns the early modern
period, in this dissertation it is considered ttiéd idea offers theoretical tools that
might be useful when discussing contemporary mjlitahanges and their
relations with the changes outside the military dom

For this dissertation this idea is important beeaokits theoretical insights
and suggestions how small events, shifts mightecdasreaching consequences.
In this case, two things must be emphasised. Firstorder to apply this idea of
revolutionary change in a wider theoretical disauss about political
transformations, it is necessary to analyse inildaflats main premises, logic of
argumentation and the main critique. That will hédpunderstand a possible
causation, a role of path dependence, criticaltjues. Therefore, secondly, the
intention is to show how discussion abthg Military revolution can be changed

into debate abow Military revolution. This is the essence of thlissertation —

18 Michael Roberts, ‘The Military Revolution, 15606® in The Military Revolution Debate: Readings on
the Military transformation of Early Modern Europed. by Clifford Rogers. Boulder, Colo: Westview
Press, 1995, p. 3.
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to show how an idea, created for one particulae cagjht be applied for other
cases across time and space.

The idea of MR is important for one more reasorns Tissertation is written
following the best traditions of historical sociglg i.e. from macro-level
perspective. Only from such perspective it is gassto analyse and understand
such processes like state formation and developntéowever, best historical
sociology writing tradition has one more featurbility to connect micro-level
events, processes into bigger, macro-level pictlihat is where an idea of MR
becomes very helpful. The very essence of MR isrmacale consequences of
micro causes. If you are using idea of MR, you hveonnect micro and macro
levels into one consistent and coherent framewditkis PhD dissertation is
written in this way: questions and problems of rodewvel are addressed by
analysing, discussing and using various materral® fmicro-level researches.

Bearing in mind that there are so many differargles when discussing war
and the armed forces, some simplifications areiredquThis task is solved by
relying on the vast research conducted by the Beecaistorical “war and
society” school? The authors of this school are trying to analyserelationships
between the armed forces and the society throuflereint historical times.
Usually they do so by asking such questions aswarmwas understood and how
it was conducted in a particular historical peritabyw the armed forces were
organized; who filled the rank and file and how they live; and, finally, what
kind of relationships existed between the armedd®@and other institutions of the
state.

It is important to emphasise that probably it wobll difficult to find any

human activity, which could not be affected dingctir indirectly by war.

19 Geoffrey BestWar and Society in Revolutionary Europe 1770-18Z&icester: Leicester University
Press in association with Fontana, 1982; Brian Bavidr and Society in Europe, 1870-191@icester:
Leicester University Press, 1983; J. R Halgar and Society in Renaissance Europe, 1450-1620
Leicester: Leicester University Press in assoaiatiith Fontana, 1985; Frank Tallett/ar and Society in
Early Modern Europe, 1495-171kondon: Routledge, 1992; M. S. Andersbviar and Society in Europe
of the Old Regime, 1618-178%ndon:; Fontana, 1988.

12



However, not all areas are equally explored andyaed by scholars. At the
moment, the best researched area is the war effecthe transformations of
political institutions through history, exactly tlsame area, where associates of
“war and society” school are working. Recently podil scientists, especially in
US began looking for causal links between militdignension and such “core”
objects of political science like political parpeition, electoral behaviour and
development of political parti€S8.However, these findings and research designs
are too fresh and difficult to compare through tiemel space. Therefore, it was
decided that in this PhD dissertation it is betteranalyse role of military
dimension and its effects on the development dé sisstitutions.

Formation and development of political institutioevery important topic for
political scientists and bearing in mind all wodane by historians from “war and
society” school, it was thought that such reseanegle is valid and legitimate.
This historiographical approach and research sgjyatés very well with the
framework of MR, where you also must, at first,dfihow new technological,
tactical innovations changed the conduct of waentlk how these changes
affected composition and organisation of the arfoecks and finally — how all of
this changed society and the state. Therefore simguhe method of a structured,
focused comparison of cases when the same questienasked in every case,
these aforementioned questions give an opportdaigompare the evolution of
the relationships between the armed forces thralifjérent historical periods:
Such method and use of historical data prove vesgful in analysing
contemporary changes.

With this in mind, the following twdoheses, schematically illustrated in figure

1, are proposed:

% Robert P. Saldinyar, the American State, and Politics Since 1888w York: Cambridge University
Press, 2011, especially 1 chapter.

2L Alexander L. Geroge and Andrew Bennefiase Studies and Theory Development in the Social
SciencesCambridge[Mass.]: MIT Press, 2005, p. 67.

13



T 1. A *historical turn” is a necessary preconditiam reveal autonomy of the

military dimension in political theory.

T 2: The idea of Military revolution provides necessaonceptual and analytical

tools to re-establish the military dimension irte mainstream political theory.

Figure 1:

|

Thesis 1. A “historical turn” is a necessary pradition to reveal autonomy of the military
dimension in political theory.

Changing
the
character of
war

Thesis 2: The idea of Military revolution providescessary conceptual and analytica
tools to re-establish the military dimension irtte tainstream political theory.

=

Changing an
organisational
structure of
the armed
forces

Increasing tensions betweern
civilians and military

Increasing professionalism
of officers, file and rank

Blurring the line between armed forces and polareds

Created by the author

Trying to prove the proposed theses, researchowilis follows:

1) Contemporary trends in social sciences in geraerd in military studies in

particular reflect today’'s trends in the social dhe (more contextualized,

temporal, micro level objects), making sociologyd@minant discipline in this

field. At the same time, political sciences are fweoccupied with short term

issues and problems. Therefore, on main cases ropotary discussions very
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often lack the historical depth and width of thguament? A solution to this
drawback is a proposal for scholars to take histegiously and to make a
historical turn in their theories by applying areadborrowed from the field of
military history, an idea of Military revolutioff. By doing that, scholars will
move political sciences and history closer to aeatbler and that will help to create
a more coherent, nuanced approach towards the ratja of social change.
However, it is important to emphasise that thi¢ watake history seriously does
not mean that social scientists should becamerlasg Social scientists should
have a historical sense, awareness, intuitions Imbre historiographical, not
proper historical perspective. Therefore, approaath analysis conducted in this
dissertation is historiographical, not historical.

2) The second thesis implies that idea of Militezyolution is the best out of
available conceptual tools which may help to makesgorical turn. It is not only
a assembling point where military history meetsneoic, technological, social,
international histories. It is also a rallying ppwhere discipline of history meets
social sciences. This means that this notion cgmtbeanalyse present day issues
by placing them into a broader historical contaxtgeneral and into military
guestions in particular.

3) The uniqueness of military men comes from thessential task —
management of violence. It means that this abalitgg knowledge how to manage,
control and use violence is the reason separatihiary from the rest of society,

making it autonomous. It is exactly the same plabere idea of MR starts. The

)t is important to emphasise that social sciencegeaneral and political sciences in particular aoé
totally ahistorical. Subfields like historical soldgy, American political development, historical
institutionalism rely very much on history. Thenefpit is not surprising that role of military dimgon, its
relative importance mainly is discussed and andlygetexts, written by scholars from these subgeld
However, even there military dimension mostly eated as secondary, causally dependent issue.

“Main advocates of military's autonomy, mentionedesal pages back, are from the field of historical
sociology. This subfield after long fight was pgrilccepted by community of sociologists. HoweVveis i
still far away from convincing that serious and damental historical approach is necessary for aniak
inquiry. Therefore, before starting any seriouscdssions about military’s autonomy we have to take
history seriously and search for conceptual toolbring different academic fields closer. Look inid
Adams,Remaking Modernitypp. 1-72, see especially pages 30-33.

15



first place where you have to look for signs ofitarly autonomy is the realm of
military theory, doctrines, and tactical solutionBhe historical perspective
implied by MR may help to see, how alongside oth@luences (political,
cultural, and economical) the autonomous militargcisions and practises
evolved.

4) The changing understanding of war requires ¢hange of military
organisation. Therefore, after the review of maaetn military theories the
transition and change of organisation of armed &®rcespecially from a
conscripted to professional army, is discussedy ®yimaking a serious historical
turn we can indicate how serious are contemporagnges. It is argued, that
historical perspective allows to say that at thespnt moment we do have a
radical and almost a universal change of the arfme#s organisation for the first
time since the introduction of conscription duritige French Revolution. Once
again history provides some answers and insightsravipolitical sciences and
sociology do not manage to.

5) The changing understanding of warfare and &itrac of military
organisation transforms its relationships with théside world. It seems that
currently we are facing a unique situation, whethbgarts of the military, the
officer corps and file and rank, are professioralswhom service in the armed
forces is more of a job than a duty. In order td owly state a mere fact of a
change, a discussion about possible consequencegused. Therefore, in the
last part of the dissertation, theoretical consitiens are analysed by discussing
the case of the US. Seeking to avoid the trap ofsmapshot” research,
contemporary issues are analysed and discussedttaygothem into a historical
context. This historical perspective helps to $ee telationships between the US
military and civilians are as tense as never beftireeems that we are facing a
new, paradoxical situation when the fully professiloUS armed forces (in the
occupational sense) on the one hand become mdateiddrom the society, but

on the other hand show growing eagerness to interir@o civilian matters. Once

16



again historical perspective allows to trace thiscpsses in one particular area -
the transformation of the US police forces. Histally armed forces and police in
western countries were intimately intertwined. Omythe XIX century we saw
both of them separate. However, it seems that tadage two institutions are
merging into one again.

It is important to stress that all these argumemply that this PhD
dissertation will not be based on some detailedierap research. The main
concern in this dissertation is the update and fiwadion of existing bellicose,
war-centred theories, not the analysis of someiqudat case. Of course,
arguments will be supported by rich historical miatecollected from secondary
sources.

When speaking about contemporary changes theréavd heavy reliance on
the USA case. This dissertation is written from atarevel perspective. All
scholars, who will be presented, quoted in this kwepoke about historical
development of a modern Western state. Not dergimjing differences between
different states, these scholars say that at soeta-level all these states are
organized and driven by the same principles ancefrThe only differences are
that these political entities are moving at différespeed. Therefore, in this
dissertation the following position is taken: besaihe US militarily is the most
advanced Western country, the possible effect ditary dimension on socio-
political transformations is more easily detectahkre than elsewhere.

In the past, countries have copied military inrtares from a leading country.
Western countries being members of one socio-palitand cultural structure
could easily copy and imitate military innovaticssd the necessary political and
social institutions associated with these noveltiEsom all this follows an
argument that the case of US is a reflection ohgka which will happen sooner
or later in other Western countries. Some elemahtsady are apparent in the
majority of these states: a similar understandihgvar, an end of conscription.

For instance, when the theoretical discussion attmithanging character of war

17



Is carried out this may be considered equally agreysis of Western thought in
general, or as a part of the US case analysis riticpkar. It is not too far from
truth to say that American scholars are the kewekm in developing the
contemporary military theory in the Wé&tTherefore, by discussing the situation
of the Western military thought we will indirectlanalyse the American
perspective. It is also worth mentioning, that ¢hare some solid academic works
on military issues where theories based on a dady sf the US are applied more
broadly®

Therefore, in this dissertation the case of US kel considered more as an
illustrative element, not a focal point of thiseasch. The main idea is to develop
or renew conceptual tools by using historical apphoand by placing present day
events in the US and other countries into a hisabgontext.

Accordingly, the structure of this PhD dissertatis as follows: in 1 chapter
methodological questions are discussed, espediadige related with the case
study and use of historical perspective in soa@rge research. 2 chapter deals
with issue of how military dimension was integratedio social and political
theories and for what reasons it was forgotter8 thapter a detailed analysis of
the development ideas of Military Revolution andv8lation in Military Affairs
Is conducted seeking to show how and why MR is wiskfr the aim of this

dissertation. Chapters from 4 to 7 deals with dmetopics (changing character of

1t is important to clarify this argument. Americaare very good at conceptualizing practical apfibo

of more philosophical ideas about war. For instarigeericans dictates trends in conceptualizationsa

of air power. On the other hand Europeans, follgwiong standing tradition are better when speaking
about war in more abstract, philosophical way. Snames like H. Strachan, Ch. Cooker, C. Gray, M.
Kaldor are more than enough to make the point.

% Charles C. Moskos, John Allen Williams and DavidSBRgal (ed.)The Postmodern Military: Armed
Forces After the Cold WailNew York: Oxford University Press, 2000; PeterHgaver and Richard H.
Kohn, Soldiers and Civilians the Civil-military Gap andng&rican National SecurityBCSIA Studies in
International Security (Cambridge [Mass.]: MIT Pre2001).; Gerhard Kimmel, ‘The Winds of Change:
The Transition from Armed Forces for Peace to Neigsidns for the Bundeswehr and Its Impact on
Civil-military Relations’,Journal of Strategic Studie26, 2003; Hew Strachan, ‘The Civil-military “gap”
in Britain’, Journal of Strategic Studie6, 2003; Pascal Vennesson, ‘Civil-military Rielas in France:

Is There a Gap?’Journal of Strategic Studies26, 2003; dratt Novagrockies, ‘Kariuomenés
Transformacija XXl Amziuje: Lietuvos Atvejis’, irLietuvos Metig Strategir Apzvalga 2004ed. by
Raimundas Lopata. Vilnius: Generolo Jono Zeiodiietuvos karo akademija, 2005.
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war, transformation of armed forces organisatiowlewing gap between civilians
and military in US, blurring line between Americanmed forces and police)
where by using framework of MR, conducting histgraphical research micro

level changes are connected into more wider, nestal-picture.
Limitations and caveats

From the previous pages it should be clear that rttain object of this
dissertation is to explore the importance of thditany dimension in the
development of the modern Western state. Too oftentemporary social
scientists are searching, comparing, and measthagmpact of Western culture
and civilisation upon other parts of the world. Golering that we are now
witnessing quite radical military changes, it imgsenable and legitimate to ask
whether these military changes have any impactamsforming Western statés.

The change in the military sphere is closely emda with technology. For
good or ill, we have to accept that advanced coerptchnology is now
embedded into day to day activities and will n@vie the military domain. It is
also clear that all these new technologies arecadlgichanging the conduct of
military missions. New weaponry (precision guidedunitions, unmanned
vehicles, smart bombs, etc.), new communicationsrvesllance systems,
intelligence systems - the list is endless andrtipgortance of all these new items
iIs undeniable. However, the biggest question is tidrethese changes are
happening only at a tactical level. Or may be they changing all military levels
and, therefore, they are changing the very nattirelations between the armed
forces and the rest of the state and the socidtg.search for these answers will

be one of the main tasks of this dissertation. diiéor of this dissertation will try

% some very well known scholars, for example mijitaistorian Jeremy Black, are constantly critiogsin
the dominant notion that Western military histotigeory and practice is the only one in the world.
According to them, other parts of the world alsawéha long, rich and interesting military heritageda
practice. However, in this dissertation, not degyiime achievements of other regions of the worlkel will
concentrate exclusively on the Western traditiofacB, Rethinking Military History Jeremy Black,
European Warfare in a Global Context, 1660-18lLédndon:; Routledge, 2007; Victor Davis Hans@éhy
the West Has Won: Carnage and Culture from SalémnisetnamLondon: Faber and Faber, 2001.
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to avoid taking a deterministic technological pedpe as much as possible.

Finally, it is important to emphasize, that instlilissertation, the analysis of
the military sphere and war follows the ideas ofl@an Clausewitz. It is very
important for two reasons. Clausewitz’s idea alibatunchanging nature and the
dynamic character of war provides an answer hovonm theoretical framework,
to combine universal principles with change overeti Secondly, Clausewitz in
his analysis relied very much on history. Only déegtorical understanding may
help us to grasp the universality and limits ofitaily principles at the same
time 2’

This dissertation is a multidisciplinary work, wheideas from many
academic fields are used. The author of this disten will follow the way laid
down by such prominent scholars as D. Avant, FuBes C. von Clausewitz, J.
Der Derrian, N. Elias, A. L. George, A. Giddens, &. Gray, O. Hintze, S.
Huntington, M. Ignatieff, M. Janowitz, M. Kaldor, A. Lynn, M. Mann, W.
McNeill, W. Murray, G. Parker, P. Pierson, M. RaiseH. Strachan, Ch. Tilly, A.
de Tocqueville, M. Weber, and many other authors.

" There are also third reason why Clausewitz is in@m for this dissertation. Everyone, who hasteibi
the US Army War College in Carlisle or United Ssafermy Combined Arms Centre, Fort Leavenworth,
knows that in these military academic instituti@@iausewitz holds position close to a prophet, sgouai-
These two institutions every year prepares thousaricbfficers from rank of captain up to colondl. |
means that, the brightest, smartest officers in A8y and their allies are taught in the spirit of
Clausewitz.
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1. Methodology

As was mentioned in the introduction, this diss@goh is an attempt to update
existing war-centred political theories and to nfpdihem by proposing a
conceptual framework and tools that may help tondorback the military
dimension into a more decent place in the soci@nses. This revision will be
done mainly by applying principles of theory deysteent and by case study
analysis.

As A. Lijphart in his famous article about a comgive method
acknowledged, hypothesis-generating case studiesofirequal importance to
theory-confirming and theory-infirming case studig3heir objective is to
develop theoretical generalisations in areas whertheory exists yet. Such case
studies are of great theoretical vald®The generation of new theories and
concepts not always can be done in a empirical vioay, we need thought
provoking scholarly works in order to have sucheegsh tools as ideal types or
developmental constructs.However, the decision to make a case study will
inevitably involve us into the old debate about thee of quantitative and
gualitative methods.

Despite many developments in qualitative methqgdantitative ones are still
dominant in social sciences. For many scholarsctmparison and verification
of large -N cases by using various statistical,mi@r methods is the most
appropriate and scientific way to test and confithreories® However,
recognizing the unpredictability of discovery, weald remember that there are a
many ways and means that may help to develop newrigs and construct new

hypotheses.

% Arend Lijphart, ‘Comparative Politics and the Caargtive Method’, The American Political Science
Review 65, 1971, p. 692.

29 Max WeberMax Weber on the Methodology of the Social Scierembsby Edward Shils and Henry A.
Finch, [1st ed.]. Glencoe, Ill: Free Press, 194arditl D. Lasswell, ‘The Garrison Stat&he American
Journal of Sociology46, 1941, pp. 455-468.

%Gary King, Robert O. Keohane Keohane and Sidneyb&/ebesigning Social Inquiry: Scientific
Inference in Qualitative ReseardPrinceton: Chichester: Princeton University Pré884.
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In this dissertation, a very important place iarged to history and especially
to the tradition whose research object is procelssgisg not for decades, but by
centuries This tradition of long-cycle historical understamgl is closely
associated with F. Braudel and his idealaigue durée Like contemporary
scholars, he was disturbed by the dominance ohistery of events, or how he

called it,I'histoire “ev’'enmentielte

[...] it is worth noting that side by side with greatd, so to speak, historic events, the
chronicle or the daily paper offers us all the med¢ accidents of the ordinary life: a
fire, a railway crash [...]. But this mass does natkenup all of reality, all the depth of
history on which scientific thought is free to wotk..] short time span is the most
capricious and the most delusive of°all.

Braudel proposed division of historical time intoee segments dhistoire
“ev’enmentiellga short time span)yonjuncture(a 20-50 year time span), and
longue durée(a very long time span, centuries) which is instental for the
research done in this dissertatfSnAll present discussions about revolutionary
changes in the military sphere are overwhelmed legiatre everyday news
without any valuable result$Histoire “ev’enmentielle The importance of such
iIssues, like the change of military doctrine, tagtiand new institutional structure
(in this case — RMA) are better understood, if wekl from theconjuncture
perspective. Finally, the role of the military dinsgon (Military Revolution) in
modern state is better seen when we are looking th@longue duréeposition.

This Braudelian understanding of history helpsbetter understand the
peculiar position of social sciences. Despite disians about a “historical turf{”
in social sciences and promises to take historyps&ly, there are some serious

problems. When reading contemporary works in mases there is a feeling that

%1 Robert. A Denemark and othel/orld System History: The Social Science of LongaT@€hange 1st
edn. London: Routledge, 2000.

%2 Fernand Brauden History London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1980, p. 28.

#3Andrew Latham, ‘Warfare Transformed: A Braudeliarrgpective on the “Revolution in Military
Affairs”.’, European Journal of International Relatiqrg 2002, p. 231.

3 McDonald; James Mahoney and Dietrich Rueschem@g), Comparative Historical Analysis in the
Social ScienceCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003; FPagitson,Politics in Time: History,
Institutions, and Social AnalysiBrinceton: Princeton University Press, 2004; Atedex L. GeorgeCase
Studies
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these writings are very shallow when speaking abmiuse of history. According
to P. Pierson, social scientists are looking irdoia processes “from a snapshot
position, when there is often a strong case to &denior shifting from snapshots
to moving pictures® They are confining themselves to present day svant
are not trying to put them into a historical conteSometimes social scientists are
using historical findings in such a way that at #red we have a situation of
ahistorical research. This is not a use, but arsatmi history. This problem is
very acute in the area of interests of this diss®n. Various scholars and experts
have used historical examples to support the arguofeRMA, but they did it in
such a fashion that these attempts look very @ilfi® Therefore, because of this
snapshot I'histoire “ev’enmentiellesituation not many scholars tried seriously
consider all RMA debate in a much broader perspecti

The most convenient way to show this broader getsge is the application
of the process tracing method. According to Maheofesocess tracing is perhaps
the tool of causal inference that first comes tadnwhen one thinks of qualitative
methodology in political sciencé”. The main idea of this method is to recreate in
detail the chain of causal events and causal mesrthanThis recreation is done
by detailed historical analysis of a chosen casmases. It helps to eliminate some
explanations or brings about new ones. By using thethod, the researcher is
forced to “take equifinality into account®. However, the results of the tracing
may give enough evidences and data to formulate &womore unrelated

hypotheses, thus leaving the researcher with &ulifftask to choose orié There

* pierson, p. 2

%Latham, p. 231. For good examples of abuse of tyisemd ahistorical research look Andrew F.
Krepinevich, ‘Cavalry to Computer: The Pattern afitdry Revolutions’, The National Interest37, 1994;
John Arquilla and David Ronfeldt (edlij Athena’s Camp: Preparing for Conflict in the dnfnation Age

In these works authors are using “cherry pickinggtinod by selecting historical facts, suitable togit
arguments. Historical data is drawn out of contediithors are trying artificially connect historical
processes with today’s events by drawing paralleéigjng on repetition of history.

37 James Mahoney, ‘After KKV: The New Methodology @fialitative Research'World Politics 62,
2010, p. 123.

¥ George and Bennett., p. 207.

¥ Ibid., p. 222.
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might be different ways of using this method; soafethem might be a very
detailed historical analysis, others done in a msketchy forni® In this
dissertation this method will be used in a moretgdke form, similar to R.
Putnam’s historical analysis in his bodWaking democracy work In this
dissertation, for instance, this method will becut®analyse the transformation of
the armed forces organisation during the diffesras.

The processes tracing method fits very eleganitp ithe framework of
historical institutionalisni? This political science approach “rejects the tiadal
postulate that the same operative forces will gaeethe same results everywhere
in favour of the view that the effect of such faceill be mediated by the
contextual features of a given situation often iited from the past*®> The
proponents of this approach are using such condéptSpath dependence” and
“critical juncture” whose application requires deffstorical knowledge and
analysis** All these concepts are important for this dissinta For example, the
“path dependence” concept allows to show how psEeshat started because of
the needs of war (taxation in England and Francen&tance) pushed countries
towards a different path. It helps to explain whiyedent states moved differently,
even when the causes of the movement were the €amhe other hand, the idea
of “critical juncture” helps to explain why in songeuntries or at some particular
historical moments breakthroughs such as Militagvd&utions happen. This

approach helps to show how small changes, fornostatactical innovations or

“Olbid., pp. 289-325.

*! Robert D. PutnamMaking Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modertaly. Princeton, N.J.;
Chichester: Princeton University Press, 1993.

*2 |t also important to emphasize that this entireseitation is about formation, development and
interaction among many different institutions (adméorces, police forces, various governmental
institutions, etc.).

“3p.A. Hall and R.C.R. Taylor, ‘Political Sciencedatine Three New Institutionalismd?olitical Studies
44,1996, p. 941.

* Pierson.
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new arms, might be the cause or the trigger of dicah political, social,
economical chang®.

2. Theoretical Framework

Almost four decades ago Ch. Tilly has written t@asbus words: ,war made
state and state made wé?“These words might be considered as credo of this
PhD dissertation. There are many books about wakingaor war fighting.
However, the problem, defined in the first partludt quotation - the role of war
in state formation - is more contested by schoRrsbably nobody will deny that
during the history many countries disappeared ftben map or emerged on it
because of the defeat or victory in the war. Howelsg saying that “war made
state” Ch. Tilly has a bit different idea. Accorgito him:

The building of an effective military machine imgolsa heavy burden on the population
involved: taxes, conscription, requisitions, andrend he very act of building it — when it
worked — produced arrangements, which could det@sources to the government for other
purposes [...]. It produced the means of enforcing tovernment's will over stiff
resistance: the army. It tended, indeed, to pronetd#orial consolidation, centralization,
differentiation of the instruments of the governmand monopolization of the means of
coercion, all the fundamental state-making proc¥se

The essence of his idea is that war and most iraptyt preparations for war
was the driving force in formation of national sttin Europe. Such statement
was a break with then dominant liberal and Mansstial theories on two
accounts? First of all, for Marxists and liberals main drigeof social relations

were class conflict or liberal, peaceful interacicamong individuals. Secondly,

%> These different concepts in this dissertation eatifferent purposes. For instances, the idea df pa
dependence is crucially important when analysingv ermed forces, conduct of warfare, role of
institutions evolved through time. Without thistbiscal analysis to explain today's changes wowdd/ery
hard. On the other hand, the concept of criticatjures can explain how processes moved from otie pa
to another. Also it provides healthy critical apgeh, because critical juncture means that even whbean
have all ingredients which in the past caused absltrginsformations it may not have similar effeciaty.

“5 Tilly, The Formation of National States in Western Eurqpe2.

" Ibid, p. 42.

“8 Edwin Amenta, ‘State-Centered and Political Ingiinalist Theory: Retrospect and Prospect’, in
Handbook of Political Sociology: States, Civil Saigs, and Globalizatigned. by Thomas Janoski and
others. New York, NY: Cambridge University Pres302, pp. 96-114.
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the state, which was created by the war, was awotons from the society and

classes. It was an independent container of spoakr. Again, this perspective

differed from Marxists and liberals who considestdte only as an arena where
social interactions happened, but not as a player.

The volume, which was published in 1975 and ediwgdTilly, was a
landmark event which initiated new trend in sodiaory. This movement is
known by many names like “war-centred state theSryheo-statist8, new
institutionalism  (especially historical institutialismy?  neo-hintziar®
organisational materialisthand is associated with scholars like T. Skockpol,
Evans, R. Collins, A. Giddens, M. Mann, Ch. DandeBe Downing and others.
Despite their different research interests theyhat in common one thing:
according to them, war and military matters mustob@rimary concern for all
social scientists.

All of them acknowledged the fact that in their W®ithey did not create a
new paradigm in social theory, but revived a cladsiyet neglected school of
social theory. As in the case with a new versidre tlassical version also is
known by many different names and is associateld avidliverse body of scholars.
M. Mann called this tradition “the militarist tradin of state theory embodied

[...] in the work of predominantly Germanic writerdike Gumplowicz,

9 Mann, State, War and Capitalisnpp. 1-2; Theda Skocpol ,Bringing the State Baok $trategies of
analysis in Current Reaserch” Bringing the State Back Jred. by Peter Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer
and Theda Skocpol. Cambridge: Cambridge UniveRigss, 1985, pp. 3-37.

0 Bob Jessop, ‘Bringing the State Back In (Yet AyaReviews, Revisions, Rejections, and Redirectjons
International Review of Sociology: Revue Internadie De Sociologiell, 2001, p. 149; Colin Hay,
Michael Lister and David Marsh (edJhe State: Theories and IssuBasingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan,
2006.

*Hay, pp. 8-9, 79-97; Peter B. Evans, ‘The Eclipé¢he State? Reflections on Stateness in an Era of
Globalization’,World Politics 50, 1997, pp. 62-87.;

*Hay, pp. 98-117; Peter A Hall and Rosemary C R diaylp. 936-957.

3 Philip S. Gorski, ‘Review: Beyond Marx and Hintz&hird-Wave Theories of Early Modern State
Formation’,Comparative Studies in Society and Histaef8, 2001, pp. 851-861; Philip S. Gorski, ‘Review:
Birth of the Leviathan: Building States and Regimies Medieval and Early Modern Europe’,
Contemporary Sociology®7, 1998, pp. 186-188.

** Sinisa MalesevicThe Sociology of War and Violend@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010,
pp. 70-78.
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Ratzenhofer, Schmit®® Ch. Dandeker, following the tradition of J. Burnfia
elitist theory®, calls this school of thought “Machiavellian sddizeory”>” These
and other scholars are arguing that alongside tredlitional sociological
traditions, liberalism and Marxism, there alwaysswhe third one, which have
“tended to be more preoccupied with the statevaarlike entity”>®

However, this third social theory tradition is ag@oxical one. This school of
thought is closely related with the works of Max hWge The paradox is that it
might look odd to argue that tradition of sociatahy, closely associated with M.
Weber, is a forgotten one. It is hard to find sesiavork in the fields of sociology
and political science that would not quote or useViéber’'s premises. Over and
over again scholars were and are using, criticiaing reinventing his ideas about
bureaucracy, organisation of society, state, etc.

In his social theory M. Weber gave a lot of crdditviolence and coercion.
For him “the inherent irrationality of Weltansch@em is often decided on the
battlefield while the genesis of capitalism andmmsiental rationality in the West
are linked in part to the multipolarity of the Epean militarist feudal states®.
According to him, many things in social life staften the military domain, for
instance, military discipline was the beginning d$cipline and order in other
spheres of human activif).Finally in his definition of the state he is vesyecific
on emphasizing the role of coercive element. Atjgali entity becomes the state
when “its administrative staff successfully uphottle claim tothe monopolyof

thelegitimateuse of physical force in the enforcement of itseor*

5 Mann.,State, War and Capitalism, 2.

% James BurnhanThe Machiavellians: Defenders of Freeddmndon: Putnam, 1943.

" Dandeker, pp. 3-6.

*8 Giddens, p. 26. Some scholars are calling theseods (Durkheim, Marx and Weber) a founding fathers
of sociology, holy trinity. Look MaleSevic, pp. 8.

9 Male$evic, p. 25.

0 Max Weber,Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretivei®ogy. Berkeley; London: University
of California Press, 1978, p. 1152.

1 Ibid., p. 54.
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Even those, who have a vague understanding ofigadliscience and
sociology, will agree that the definition of thet&t, proposed by Weber, is one of
the most influential concepts in the field of sb¢keeory. Generations of scholars
used this concept in their research, revised attidised it. One way or another
Weber's state definition still haunts social thetwgay. Therefore, it might look
strange to argue that the military dimension iniaogciences is forgotten when
influential, well-known concept puts so much emphas it. However, it would
be more precise to say that Weber in his writingd gave a hint about possible
relationship between military and formation anda@epment of the state. He did
not explore it in more detailed way, therefore, tive thousands of pages in his
collected works, at most twenty are devoted totamiji themes®?

For Weber violence and war was important, but di/éea did not created a
comprehensive theoretical framework concerning éhissues, as he did, for
instance, in the field of sociology of religion. W& was more concerned with the
role of bureaucracy in modern societies than whth riole of military in the state
formation. It will not be far from truth to say th&e “provided a morally
acceptable face to the ‘bellicose’ tradition: lergdto it his impeccable intellectual
credentials through which the key arguments ofrtiil@arist tradition were kept
alive and revived in the contemporary contéXtTherefore, coming back to the
title and problem of this dissertation it is clélat Weber did not provided all the
necessary answers. He made us alert about relaifgsnsf organised violence and
politics, but for inspiration of more detailed, mgad approach scholars had to

look elsewhere. Most of them found answers in tlweks of two scholars: M.

%2 Morris Janowitz, ‘Military Institutions and Citinship in Western SocietiesArmed Forces & Society
2,1976, p.188.
83 Malegevic, p. 71.
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Weber's contemporary German historian Otto Hifitand German sociologists
Norbert Elias’

O. Hintze in his writings emphasised “the generdogiation between the
existence of states and the consolidation of mylifgower, and sees such power
both involved with the development of capitalisrdlistrialism and as shaping
their future course of developmerif’In his writings he was saying that it is very
important to remember that state is a member @rmational community and
relationships between states are affecting the ldpneent of these political
entities. He stressed the importance of an intenmalt and geopolitical factor in
the development of the state. In this way, being main form of interaction
among states in the international arena, war beceemtral in his theories.
According to him, “all state organisation was amgly military organisation,
organisation for war®/ On this account, Hintze sounds a bit like Schnitie
type of military organisation defined type and foaipolitical entity. Countries
with strong navies were keen on being more demiacaaud liberal. States with
bigger standing armies were more conservative amtiodtarian. Probably,
Hintze also was the first one who in systemic actibkarly way tried to explain
the connection between conscription and expansioriramchise in Western
countries® An idea developed later by other scholars, foraimse R. Dahf? who
tried to find out how the democratic form of ruleoéved.

However, the ideas of Hintze have some seriouscidefies. First, his
aforementioned idea about two ways of state biwgldmEurope is not supported
by historical data. There is much more variety. ifstance, the hybrid cases of

France, Spain and Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealtbvgnt that relationships

% Gilbert; Giddens; MannStates, war and capitalistMann, Sources of Social Powedrand II; Theda
Skocpol,States and Social Revolutions: A Comparative Amsabyffrance, Russia and Chin@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1979; Porter; Downing.

% Elias.

% Giddens, pp. 26-27.

" Gilbert, p. 181.

% |bid., p. 209.

% Robert A. DahlDemocracy and Its Criticstale University Press, 1991, pp. 244-264.
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between the military organisation and the type ofitigal entity are more
complex. Secondly, historical data does no supptrtze’'s idea that only
“absolutist states built bureaucraci€s'Works of J. Brewer, J. Glete, T. Ertmfan
and other¥ clearly show that countries with constitutionallifgcal order and
naval power (England, United Provinces) were buwe#ised no less than
absolutist France, Sweden or Prussia. It is impariaecause these works show
that both dominant forms of military organisationck as standing army and
standing navy are equally important and have egualbortant effect for political
entities. It means that despite their organisatignalitical and social differences
England and France were equally affected and cliarige war. War and
preparations for it were the most important cataysthe transformation of these
countries, only different military organisationsdasocial, economical structures
set them on different paths of further development.

What made O. Hintze different from previous scholas that he supported
his arguments by thorough collection and use dbhal material. He reached
his conclusions by recreating historical procesdep-by-step. Exactly the same
approach was used by another duen of historicablegy — N. Elias. In his
writings he recreates the historical landscape feanty medieval to early modern
times by detailed and microscopic narrative. Wittaie gift of insight he moves
from such micro-level stories, as for instancegarance of Montlehery family
fortress in 11 century to macro-level issues, such as formatfofrance and the
European political systefi. However, from his detailed historical analysis he

made a conclusion that the formation and furtheretigpment of any political

O Ertman, p. 12.

™ John Brewer;The Sinews of Power: War, Money and the EnglisheS#688-1783London: Unwin
Hyman, 1989; Jan Glet&Var and the State in Early Modern Europe: Spaire Butch Republic and
Sweden as Fiscal-military States, 1500-186thdon: Routledge, 2002; Ertman.

2 Christopher StorrsThe Fiscal-military State in Eighteenth-century &pe: Essays in Honour of P.G.M.
Dickson.Farnham: Ashgate, 2009.

3 Elias, pp. 336 — 355.
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entity was driven by two autonomous, but interdeleegh monopolies: taxation
and military. According to him:

The society of what we call the modern age is diarezed, above all in the West, by a
certain level of monopolization. [...] The financialeans thus flowing into this central
authority maintain its monopoly of military forcehile this in turn maintain the monopoly
of taxation. Neither has in any sense precedenee ttre other; they are two sides of the
same monopoly. If one disappears the other autoatlgtifollows, though the monopoly
rule may sometimes be shaken more strongly on mleetkan on the other. [...] Within
them a number of other monopolies crystallize adotihhose already mentioned. But these

two are and remain the key monopolies. If they desa do all the rest, and with them the

“State”.74

As will be seen later in this chapter these worfdsl oElias are of profound
importance. The way how Elias shows the importasfcinis dual monopoly for
the existence of the state clearly puts him ineodbmpany of O. Hintze. His idea
about this intimate relationship between taxatiamd amilitary, later called
extraction-coercion cycle, will be widely used kg btudents, such as A. Giddens
and other scholars: Ch. Tilly, S. Finer, and B.t®orThe following summary of
theoretical framework used by contemporary schalweals how much it owed
to N. Elias.

Historical overview

All scholars, starting with Hintze, Elias and finisg with Giddens and Tilly
were following a very similar path in their workSbjects of the research are the
same countries (France, England, Prussia, Rus@&t)eNands) and the same
events (Italian wars in XVI century, Reformatiorser an decline of Habsburgs,
Thirty years war, reign of Louis XIV, wars of theVHl century, French
revolution, Industrial revolution, supremacy of g, unification and rise of
Germany, First world war). Therefore, in the foliog pages a sketchy summary
(look table Nr. 1) of all these developments ancénes will be presented

emphasising the ideas of different scholars wheoessary.

" Ibid., p. 346.
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Table Nr. 1

D

Period Major conflicts Military change Political, societal and economic
changes
1450-1780| Wars of Italy, Thirty | Introduction of Expansion of state apparatus;
Years War, Wars of | gunpowder; firearms; centralization of state power;
Louis X1V, Great artillery; new type rudimentary welfare system
Northern War, War of fortification; linear (especially for war veterans);
Austrian Succession,| formation; siege warfare;| beginning of division of functions
Seven Years War, discipline; permanent between armed forces and polic
War of American armies and navies; fiscal-military state; new taxation
Independence. increase of armies and | forms; Bank of England; stock
navies; bayonet; flintlock | exchange market; national debt;
creation of Westphalian
international system
1780-1914| Wars of French Conscript armies; French revolution; nation-state;
Revolution; movement in columns; expansion of franchise; gradual
Napoleonic wars; decline of linear democratisation and liberalisatio
Crimean war; US formations; use of of Western countries; clear
Civil war; Wars of skirmishers; importance | separation of functions between
German and ltalian | of battle; introduction of | armed forces and police;
unification; Colonial | professional officer corps| Industrial revolution; modern
wars; Russo-Japaneseand General staff; short- | taxation system; expansion of
war; Balkan wars term military service; political parties; industrial
rifled firearms and guns; | warfare; development of welfare
breach-loading artillery; | system; nationalism; imperialism;
machine gun; introduction militarism; Great Power
of telegraph, telephone, | competition
railways; iron clad ships;
battleship; torpedo;
submarine; Dreadnought
1914-1945| First World War; Trench warfare; Expansion of franchise to wome

Spanish civil war;
Second World War

Introduction of tank and
plane; development of
indirect fire; motorization
and mechanization of
warfare; operational art;
aircraft carrier; atomic
bomb

increasing control and expansio
of state; expansion of welfare
state; increasing role of worker
unions; political radicalisation;
rise of ideologies; mass politics;
expansion of taxation

=
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1945-1989

Cold war; Chinese
civil war; Korean
war; War in Vietnam;
wars of liberation and
decolonisation in
Africa and Asia;
Israel-Arab wars;
Soviet invasion in
Afghanistan

Gradual decline of
conscript armies; nuclear
race; missile capabilities;
increasing role of
airpower; first use of
space, cyber capabilities;
appearance of precision
guided munitions and
stealth technologies;
guerrilla war; air-land
battle doctrine; special
operation forces

Welfare state; rise of national
security state; decolonization;
democratization outside Westerr
world; bipolar international
system; post-materialistic societ
sexual revolution; neoliberal
economy; expansion of higher
education system

N

1989-
present

First Gulf war; Wars
in former Yugoslavia;
Operation in Somalial
Civil wars in Africa
(Rwanda, Angola,
Sierra Leone,
Democratic Republic
of Congo); Chechen
wars; Kosovo
mission; Wars in Iraq
and Afghanistan;
Global war on terror

Computerisation of
warfare; end of
conscription;
expeditionary forces;
private security
companies; smaller
military formations;
network-centric warfare;
effect based operations;
increasing role of cyber
and space dimensions;
increasing importance of
special operations forces
terrorism; insurgency;,
counter-insurgency and
counter-terrorism; new

wars

End of Cold War; technological
revolution; globalisation; networ}
society; risk society; erosion of

the state; increasing role of none

state actors;

D

Created by author

Historians start speaking about emerging modete siace the beginning of

the XVI century. As will be shown in the next chaptone of the main possible

reasons why everything starts at that moment isnider application and use of

gunpowder and the beginning of Military revolutidrnere is no doubt that needs

of war increased dramatically. Some states, fotame Italian city-republic

Sienna, lost its independence because it was ibt@apékeeping pace with rising

costs of war> Seeking to survive and consolidate power, politesgities had to

> Geoffrey ParkerThe Military Revolution: Military Innovation and ¢hRise of the West, 1500-18@0d
edn. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19962p
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change. Scholars named this change extractionionecycle’® Increasing costs
of war demanded substantial amount of financial ¢violence§’, material and

human resources. There is enough historical evaetmwing how common
people and nobility were not willing to give up iasvhat rulers were asking
from them. Therefore, the extraction and capabeditnabling this were required.
In this way, the cycle of war and state formatioasvestablished. Figure Nr. 2,

summarises how this cycle worked.
Figure Nr. 2.

BUREAUCRACY

o

Administrative an

To Wage War

Source: Bruce D. PortéWyar and the Rise of the Stape 58
The third element in this scheme is the increademmand of the bureaucratic

apparatu®, capable of administering the collection of taxesl provision and
supply of armed forces. In this way we have allliasic elements of the modern
state in place somewhere in the middle of the Xémtury.

However, extraction-coercion cycle approach wasy vatticised by later
scholars. Even Ch. Tilly gradually distanced hirhdedm this perspective by

8 Samuel E. Finer, ‘State - and Nation - BuildingSurope: The Role of the Military’, ilfthe Formation

of National States in Western Eurgpl by. Charles Tilly. Princeton and London: Peiton University
Press, 1975, p. 96.

" John A. Lynn, ‘How War Fed War: The Tax of Violenand Contributions During the Grand Siécle’,
The Journal of Modern Histor5, 1993, pp. 286-310.

8 The increasing demand of officials is a very gesdmple of how some issues became critical at some
particular historical moment. Only countries, whittad high literacy rates and some network of
universities, could take the advantage, providedhayincreasing role of the military domain. T. r&ain
provides excellent point on this account. Look Enimp. 27.
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starting emphasising the role of bargain and cansefurther development of the

state. Historians specialising in the period oflyeanodern Europe, especially
those working with a subject of absolutism, empsesi the importance of

bargains between rulers and their subjéttsiowever, the way in which the

agreement was reached is of second importance. Wimabre important is why

the bargains started at all, what were the drivdagses of changing behavioural
pattern, political landscape. Rulers may be weneguless violence, when dealing
with their subjects, but scope and scale of warsemsed dramatically thus
making military one of the driving forces of abbaal, political and economic

changes. Considering all existing historical malatiseems safe to say that both
approaches were used at the same time. Discusstbrsesarch for compromise

always was backed by force.

Yet, despite all possible critique and ideologizaferences, it is hard to deny
the importance of the establishment of standingesrand navies. Looking from
the present day perspective it is hard to undedstia® importance and novelty of
such institution in the early modern era. The msgof standing armies can be
traced back to the mid of the XV century (comparasésrdnance in France),
however wider transition from feudal levy armies domies of mercenaries
happens in the XVI century. Increasing scope aradesof warfare, tactical and
technological changes and social consequencessbémliled soldiers (increased
level of crime, banditry, and vagran&¥gonvinced rulers that it is more efficient
and easier to keep at least some parts of armiastithan to disband them. Of
course it is impossible to compare the XVI centsirgermanent army with the
present days’ one. However, gradually armies aeduieatures, which today are

associated with them: discipline was re-establisaethe end of XVI century,

Tilly, Coercion, Capital William Beik, ‘The Absolutism of Louis XIV as Sat Collaboration’,Past &
Present 188, 2005, pp. 195-224; Perry Andersbingages of the Absolutist Stat@ndon: Verso, 1979.
8. R. HaleWar and Society in Renaissance Europe
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uniforms, unit formation and officer ranking - imet mid of XVII century,
barracks - by the beginning of XVIII century.

If in 1550’s French army at least on paper had aBOuO00 soldiers then in
1680’s this number reached 400 §%0ro feed, arm, supply and pay 400 000
soldiers is a tremendous task even for the govemtsngf our times. Therefore,
you can imagine what it meant in the age wherestags depended on horses,
where roads were almost non-existent, not to menti® forms and ways of
communication and financial support. Of course, abtcountries had such big
armies, but if one compared their size to nativeutations, it would be clear that
it was a big institution.

As was mentioned earlier, the creation of standiayies was no less
important for the formation and development of madstate®® The preparation
of ships of the line, supply of food, weaponry aailors was a very complicated
enterprise. It was also very expensive. Biggespssihiad 80 and more guns. It
meant that one ship had more artillery than thelavtield army of 60-70 000
soldiers®® All of this required complex administrative inftascture, capable to
handle various bureaucratic tasks, manage hugedialalows.

In addition, it is important to stress that in masases the war ministry, or
war and naval offices, alongside with treasury, evéine first bureaucratic
institutions of early modern states. By creatingt\amies and navies, rulers took
the responsibility to take care of the well-beirfgsoldiers and their families. Of
course, we cannot speak about sophisticated hasadttend social care systems,
but from the end of the XVII century we can see #stablishment of public

hospitals for wounded and injured soldiers; creatibthe veteran support system

8Clifford J Rogers (ed.)The Military Revolution Debate: Readings on theitsliyy Ttransformation of
Early Modern EuropeBoulder, Colo: Westview Press, 1995, p. 125.

8 Brewer; Glete.

8 John A. LynnThe Wars of Louis XIV, 1667-171%4ndon: Longman, 1999, p. 95.
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(rents, business benefif§)In this way, military needs forced rulers to deyeh
wide network of institutions.

Scholars named states of that period as fiscatanyjlistates, because for the
rulers all these military changes meant that thegded substantial financial
means to support such an expensive institution hvbauld be lost in one battle.
Therefore, it is not surprising that expenditure rfalitary enterprises formed the
biggest part of state budgets. Rulers not only spértheir incomes, they also
borrowed, or lent future incomes to support theilitany activities. All states
were forced to do that if they wanted to survivewever, they choose different
paths: England paid for wars by borrowing from ple®ple through stock market;
France got necessary money by selling offices; $taend Russia forced nobility
to serve in the armed forces in return re-estaibiisiserfdonf® These examples
are very important for a couple of reasons. On bmaad, they confirm the
complexity of state formation processes. On theemthand, it proves the
importance and vital place of military as an indegent variable in this process.

First of all, despite the fact that European caestwere engaged in the same
wars and had almost identical armies, all thesent®ms moved further and
transformed themselves at different tempo. Somiherih were successful, some
of them failed. Ch. Tilly’s words reflect the sitian very well: “[...] in 1490 [...]
Europe’s 80 million people divided into somethingel 200 states, would-be
states, statelets, statelike organisations. [...]LBY0 [...] depending on the rules
for counting, the whole of Europe (was-D.S.) divldeto mere 25 to 28 state¥".
All this is not only the consequence of direct orgtor defeat on the battlefield.
The victory or defeat is only the last phase ofjlpnocesses. It depends how army

or navy was organised, paid, supplied, politicaltyl publicly supported. Political

8 Anderson,War and Societypp. 108-109; Tallettwar and Societypp. 112-121; Tilly,Coercion,
Capital, p. 106.

8 Brewer; Downing; Ertman; Richard Helli&nserfment and Military Change in Muscohicago;
London: University of Chicago Press, 1971.

8 Tilly, Coercion, Capital pp. 42-43.
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entities that had more flexible and adaptable forn political and military
systems managed to survive. Polish-Lithuanian Commealth is one of the best
examples of the country which failed to transfoteelf. There are many reasons
and causes why this state failed, however, onaefirtain reasons was such that it
simply did not have a proper standing army at ggirming of the XVIII century.
Commonwealth did not manage to use benefits oftdfiylirevolution for its own
benefit®’

Countries not only used or did not use the militdifferently, they also used
the combination of military with other componeniSatently. Social theorists up
to this day are trying to find out how from suclg loiiversity of political entities:
“empires, city-states, federations of cities, netsoof landlords, churches,
religious orders, leagues of pirates, warrior baffdemerged the winner — the
nation state. According to Tilly, it happened besmt&rance, England, Prussia and
Spain were following the “trajectories of capitakizcoercion®® The combination
of capabilities to generate capital, create andpkedlitary force and to
administrate everything put these countries intovaathgeous position in
comparison with such states like Venice or Russtallowing the same
argumentation, A. Giddens stated that, “the gun [n.the shape of early artillery,
helped sharply reduce the significance of the eamtlid the city as containers of
military power”® The artillery (capital intensive), reduced impada of the city
which was one of the oldest power containers irhtim@an history.

Therefore, the aforementioned development of stendrmies and taxation
systems is the story of capitalized coercion (Jilby fiscal-military (Brewer)

states. In this case, different labels are notngmortant when the content is the

8 Robert I. Frost,The Northern Wars: War, State, and Society in Neatitern Europe, 1558-1721
Harlow, England: Longman, 2000; Downing, ch.6.

8 Tilly, Coercion, Capitalp. 5.

8 |bid., p. 143-160.

% Giddens, p. 107.
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same. However, these differences became very agpaseen another turning
point in the world history occurred — the Frenchotation.

The most important change was that states of dapithcoercion became
nation states. The result of the French revoluti@s the creation of a nation.
After the revolution people in Europe begun to dhlémselves Frenchmen,
Germans and so on. By connecting organisation @&aaly modern state with this
new phenomenon, the result was the nation state.awththe military dimension
were one of the main drivers of this transformatiGlausewitz, being the witness

of these events, in his famous passage states that

“Suddenly war again became the business of thel@eep people of thirty millions, all of
whom considered themselves to be citizens. [...] p&eple became a participant in war;
instead of governments and armies as heretofor& {:..]

Service in the armed forces and fight for the h@amelbecame a duty for
every citizen. Of course, it did not happen atshene time in all places, but the
main principles were laid down during the Frenciotetion and the Napoleonic
wars. It was the beginning of a “military citizefg?, when rights of a citizen
(i.e. - a right to vote) were granted in exchangeskrvice in the armed forc&s.
Through all the XIX and the first half of the XXmiry this contract between the
state and citizens was expanding. Every time #fierexpansion of armed forces,
larger segments of society gained the right to .vBt@ader perspective of this
issue will be given in the chapter 4, where thengeaof military organisation will

be discussed.

% Carl von ClausewitzOn War Translated and edited Michael Howard and PeteetP®rinceton:
Princeton University Press, 1989, p. 238.

92 Mann,The Sources of Social Powé; p. 427.

% 1t is important to emphasize that this agreememivben state and its people was not of fairy tghe.t
Despite the fact, that service in the military gaaditical rights, conscription was not popular argadhe
people. This patriotic fever, so well described@yvon Clausewitz had a short life. Very soon Fhenc
government and other countries had to use forceriaging young males to the military service. Fingb

of contemporary historians show that this notionvofuntary nation in arms is supported only by
piecemeal evidence. Still there is no doubt thatitamy needs played an important role in the
transformation of political landscape. Look Alanskr, “The Nation in Arms and French Military
Identity”, lecture delivered at Oxford universi8(" November, 2010.
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A couple of other important issues happened duhegXIX century. First of
all, the role and functions of armed forces andcgolvere firmly established. As
will be seen in chapter 7, the separation of theseinstitutions started in the late
XVII century. However, only in the XIX century thiseparation was
institutionalised. This separation was tremendoustyportant for further
development of the nation state. The internal peatibr™® and decline of
domestic militarisi’f marked the change of the role of the military disien in
the state formation. Following the tradition of [Eault, A. Giddens and Ch.
Dandeker argue that state was increasing its slawee capabilities that were
more efficient than military institutions when dieal with domestic disordéf.
The state, by creating a more sophisticated netwbikstitutions, was increasing
its administrative power (Giddens interpretatfénnfrastructural power (Mann’s
interpretation) or moving from indirect to direatle (Tilly's interpretationi’.
Differently than Giddens, Mann is trying to argueat; despite the growth of
surveillance network, military became a less vesibbut nonetheless, a very
important factor in the processes of state formatidTilly, a bit differently, also
shows how expanding military dimension and incregscale of warfare at the
end of XVIII century transformed state’s rule todsrits subordinates from
indirect to direct rule. Increasing demand for moranpower and money forced
state to bypass intermediaries (privileged grouafasses}® This search for direct
rule was one of the reasons why state increasethfitastructural power and
created wide networks of policing, surveillance.

Increasing network of the surveillance systems pas$ of a much broader

state expansion. In the XIX century, Western statgsganded the scope of their

% Giddens, p. 192.

% Mann,The Sources of Social Powél; pp. 403-412.

% Giddens, pp. 181-192; Dandeker;

" Giddens, pp., 172-192; Mantates, war and capitalisrpp. 5-12.
% Tilly, Coercion, Capitalpp. 103-114.

% Mann, The Sources of Social Powé, pp. 403-412.

19 Tilly, Coercion, Capitalpp. 103-114.
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activities. According to Tilly, at the beginning tfat century the state had only
four major activities: state making, war makingotection and extraction.
However, after some time all states started “vemguinto three other risky
terrains: adjudication (dispute settlement-D.Sstribution, production®* It will
not be far from truth to say that military becarhe wictim of its own success.
Needs to have a better military organisation arahging styles of warfare forced
states to create a wide network of institutionsalvhin due time bypassed the
military and became more important for the sta@nth. Such issues like social
care, healthcare and education became more impdoiagovernments than war
fighting. A vicious circle was formed: politicalitd was expanding the franchise
mostly due to military reasons, but increasing telete started to demand more
state activities in other spheres, not only miitar

According to Mann, in 1881 Great Britain reacheck tpoint when
government “devoted more of its central state fogsnto peaceful than warlike
activities”1%? Very soon, other countries also chose this patmelant that for the
first time in modern era, if not in human histowar making was not the main
activity of the political entities. The transitidrom warfare state to welfare state
had begun. This transition was very fast becauts® #ie First World War and
especially after the Second World War all Westerantries were spending more
money on welfare activities while military expena#s were declining.

In this sense, the First World War was very impatrfar the development of
the modern state. Such issues like expansion of am@smpolitical rights,
increasing role of labour unions and others werectliresults of this waf> After
this war, state was in charge of many things thatewn the hands of private
companies and businesspersons before the war. dtaswf A. J. P. Taylor very

well illustrate these changes:

11 bid., pp. 96-97;
192 Mann, The Sources of Social Powdr, pp. 376-377.
1% porter, pp. 161-179;
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Until August 1914 a sensible, law abiding Englishnoauld pass through life and hardly
notice the existence of the state, beyond the gifise and the policeman. He could live
where he liked and as he liked. He had no offiniaiber or identity card. [...] for that

matter, a foreigner could spend his life in thisitioy without permit and without informing

the police. [...] He could also ignore, if he chase, demands of national defence [..f*

All of that has changed during the First World Wiliisleading perceptions,
mistakes at all military levels, hesitant politicga- all these and many other issues
were the reason why this war lasted so long. Waglticountries unprepared for
such a waste of human, financial and material nessuand all of them had to
adapt. Once again, war was directly and indiregponsible for another shift in
the development of the modern stéte.

During the interwar period, the state continue@xtpand its control over the
society and people. The interwar and the succeedoild war era confirmed one
of the biggest fears of the liberals: wars helpedt@l governments to enlarge
their administrative apparatus and infiltrate deape lives of its citizens. The
historical data clearly shows the direct correlatioetween war making and
increasing size and control of the central govemim&he cases of Great Britain
and especially of US are very good examples ofethemcesse¥? Scholars
started discussions about “garrison staf€sind “national security stat€® All
this was happening at the same time when goverrsmeate spending less and
less money for military activities. Because of thereasing destructive firepower
and introduction of nuclear weapons, wars becameeirtibtrument of the last
resort.

Beside these changes there were lots of indirecsemuences related with

military dimension during Cold war era. For instasc US higher education

104 A J.P. Taylor,English History, 1914-19450xford: Clarendon Press, 1965, p. 1 in John Gray,
Liberalism 2nd edn. Buckingham: Open University Press, 19936.

195 First World War had very transformative effecti8. It will not far from truth to say, that thantsthis
war US in many areas caught up European coung®cially when speaking about increasing role of
executive branch of government. Look in Saldin, §-99; Porter, pp. 269-278.

1% porter, pp. 243-296.

197 asswell, pp. 455-468.

1%Brjan Waddell, Toward the National Security State: Civil-militaRelations During World War II.
Westport, Conn.: Praeger Security Internationalfo@ik 2008.
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system was very much affected by American militpojicy.'®® The same might
be said about family and gender policy. Social nmeaets in 1970’s and 1980’s in
Western countries definitely had military flavoweyen if their were anti-war
movements. Military themes, again positive and tiegawere and still are one of
the most popular subjects in Hollywood and in e@atement industry. However,
lack of “hot” superpower war during this period argdative peace in the West
meant that there were less physical, material cueseces of the military
dimension as was in previous eras. Cold war wasdbas perception: perception
of use nuclear weapons, deterrence, etc. Theredffiexts of military dimension
during Cold war were more cultural, discursive. dggt challenge is that there
still is lack of proper research tools and methwtiech could help to identify and
track these indirect results of military influen@dl these questions and possible
solutions will be discussed in the last chapterthisf dissertation.

However, what did not change, was that states isestanovement from
warfare to welfare state. This process when wadtate was replaced by welfare
state really provides many opportunities to sayt tinditary dimension is no
longer important, that warfare state féfl.N. Elias warned about such kind of
thinking. According to him, “without the monopolyrganisation of physical
violence and taxation [...] exertion of “economic” ver [...] would be
impossible over any length of timé&" To understand contemporary situation we
must put it down into a wider historical contexbdking from this perspective,
Elias was proposing the same what P. Pierson hadrid when he spoke that we

need to look at social changes from the movingupgs position. Following this

1%9\ale students, avoiding military service was orihef reasons that accelerated expansion of uniiesit
US military was one of the main contractors andaisrof US research centres. Considering how much
American model of higher education influenced glotvands of education the role and influence of
military dimension becomes not so trivial. Look@aj pp. 158-160.

"ONiall Ferguson,The Cash Nexus: Money and Power in the Modern Wai#@0-2000 London [etc.]:
Allen Lane, 2001, pp. 23-51.

M1 Elias, pp. 354-355.
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advice, it is really hard to agree that during ldst 60 years human activity, which
was essential for its advancement for centuries,pushed away and sidelined.
Talking about contemporary world, it is obvioustthdestern countries are
living in more peaceful times than ever beforerghare it might be not surprising
why there are less discussions about military’s mlhumans lives. However, all
ideas and historical evidence discussed early shioatsmilitary always was one
of the main drivers of all changes. The questiomasv to find out what role
military plays today and what kind of theoreticastruments we need to trace it.
But before answering these questions and findidgtisas, it is necessary to
discuss what obstacles delayed even the raisinguoh questions. Following
pages will reveal that the theoretical frameworbpgmsed by Tilly and Mann

faced serious inside and outside obstacles.

Theoretical implications

From what was just presented, we could formulatehsa theoretical
perspective: war, preparations for it and militamganisation were one of the
most important factors driving the formation andvelepment of the modern
Western state. However, looking from contemporasspective it is obvious that
all theoretical concepts and empirical data did wbblly convince the wider
academic community. The works of Weber, Hintze Bhds were continued by
their students and followers in the late 80's aadye90’s. For a while, it was
guite a popular research subject. However lategraidually disappeared from
main academic discussions and nowadays it is diffio find a serious work on
this topic. Three reasons could be named as pessihlses of such a trend: lack
of coherence, consistency and explicitness amongbees of the Neohintizian
school; changing trends in social sciences in gerard a decreasing interest in
the “state” as an object of social theory in paiftc, diversity of the military

history discipline.
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Speaking about the first issue it seems right fotkat M. Weber not only
inspired the generation of scholars working in &&’and 80’ies. It seems that
scholars like Giddens and Skockpol not only werftuemced by his ideas, they
also inherited his argumentation style. In manyesdbkey had interesting insights,
but did not keep their promise to explain theirumngnts in a more detailed
manner.

For instance, A. Giddens at the beginning of hiskbstated that “in this book
| also place a good deal of emphasis upon the ablailitary power in the
organisation of traditional and modern state§”0On one hand, he keeps his
promise. The book speaks quite a lot about the ablégne military organisation
and its importance in the development of the mod&ate. Giddens admits that he
favours Hintze over Durkheim and Marx. However, thay he addresses and
presents some important issues bears more reserablath Weber than Hintze.
He provides interesting, insightful illustrationscait the military dimension, but
nothing more. Positioning his book as a critiquéistorical materialism, Giddens
mainly addresses issues about the role and theogewent of capitalism and
classes. Thus, the military theme is of secondaportance.

Another scholar, Ch. Dandeker in his book also shgt“the view defended
here is that such an account should draw espetiallyily on the Machiavellian
standpoint™®® By saying this, he meant that he would follow thedition of J.
Burnham and of the classical elitist school thad @alot of attention to military.
Despite the interesting interpretation and colléaata about the role of military
in the modern state, Dandeker did no keep his m®nin his book, he adapts
ideas of M. Foucault about surveillance. Actuallg, tries to show that the main
driver in the modern era is increasing state’s aillance capabilities and that

military organisation is the tool in these procesatongside with bureaucracy.

12 Giddens, p. 2.
13 Dandeker, p. 6.
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Thus, he promises to treat military as an independariable, but ends up by
turning it into a dependant variable.

Tilly and Mann are more consistent in their wrigngbout the role of the
military. They both accept that military is only erof the few drivers in the
formation and development of the modern stateyTdltrying to interpret this
process as an interaction between capital and iooetaut he is more convincing
when he talks about the role of coercion than ehpitlso, after having read his
book Coercion, Capital and European Statiéss evident that an important shift
happened to his ideas about the role of the mylitastate formation. In his edited
book Nation State Formatiormn 1975, he with colleagues emphasised more the
role of coercion-extraction cycle. However, in 1390e speaks more about
bargains and cooperation between different socraums. This is more the
coercive-cooperation cycle than the coercive-etwacycle. This transition from
extraction to cooperation is important, becausshibws Tilly’s acceptance of
some liberal interpretations about state formatibmese interpretations say that
before taking any serious political changes ruleesl to get consent from
dominant social classes; that it was not a top dpwatess supported by force.
Tilly accepts the importance of bargain and conséat, the military retained its
importance in his theoretical framework. In hisemiretation, these bargains are
supported by force and it is an unequal bargairicgnnon versus stave$” The
moral of this transition is that the process in athfwar made state” was more
complicated and multi-layered than it had beencgrdted at the beginning.

Probably the most ardent advocate of this bellicapproach is Michael
Mann. What makes him different from other membérthis movement is that he
argues that there are four autonomous sources oialspower: political,
economical, ideological and militaty> He treats military as an independent and

equal to other drivers: “[...] theyniilitary innovations — D. $.also had

14 Tilly, Coercion, Capitalp. 102.
15 Mann, The Sources of Social Powerp. 18.
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intrinsically military, emergent, interstitial powef reorganisation — a capacity
through particular battlefield superiority to restture general social networks
[...]".**® To support his argument he provided an examplpil&men phalanx

(Flemish, Swiss), which defeated armies of mourkieidhts on many occasions
during XIV and XV centuries. Alongside many othactors which enabled the
creation of this new military formation (egalitasiacommunities, capital

economy) there was a pure military reasons, boram ftactical needs on the
battlefield"*’

His novelty is separation of political and militappwers into two separate
units. From the perspective of classical sociabthethere have always been three
sources of social power: economical, ideologicall golitical. Therefore his
decision to add the fourth one is a landmark, tlstridistinctive part of Mann’s
model”*® From the arguments, that he provided to explandekcision, the main
idea is that in most historic times, “states haw¢ possessed a monopoly of
organized military force and many have not evein®d it"'*° There he differs
from Weber, whose ideas he embraced elsewhere.

However, because of this separation of powers Manaived harsh critique.
He was blamed that by granting independent role riditary “he deprives
political power of the conceptual identity bestowadon it by centuries of
theoretical reflectiont?>. Probably Machiavelli, Hobbes, Hegel or even Kant
would have had some disagreements with Mann coimgeralationships between
politics and military. Therefore, probably becaust& such unconventional
approach, this particular episode in comparisorotteer Mann’s insights, for

instance, idea of despotic and infrastructural powseignored in contemporary

18 bid., p. 19.

17 bid, p. 19.

18 3 A. Hall and Ralph Schroeder (eddn Anatomy of Power: The Social Theory of Michaenk
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006, p. 1.

19 Mann, The Sources of Social Powerp. 11.

120 Gianfranco Poggi, ,Political power un-manned: dedee of the Holy Trinity from Mann’s military
attack” in J.A. HallAn Anatomy of Power: The Social Theory of Michaah® p. 136.
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social theory. However, as will be seen in follogvrthapters, Mann could be right
because military historians provide interestingghts supporting his idea about
the dimension of autonomous military. All of thatrgs us back to the argument
that we need to take a historical turn serioustpewise, we will have serious
problems when trying to explain contemporary evanis processes.

Before moving further, it is important to mentiorhywvall these scholars are
not popular among contemporary political scientigié of them wrote from the
perspective that today is called organisational emism!?* All the
aforementioned scholars were concerned about tHéanyi (armed forces,
weapons, technologies) and financial means. Butethwu will hardly find
coherent and detailed analysis of such issuesidigelogy, culture, mentality,
ethnicity and gender, that are dominant researgicsonowadays. However
accepting the importance of all these issues, waatadeny that the material
dimension still matters. Money, military force -ethstill have a role and, as was
said in the Introduction of this dissertation, thissertation is about finding the
place for military in this complex and diverse agac world.

Therefore, the ideas of Giddens, Tilly and espicMbnn are best suited for
advancing the main argument of this dissertatioanMis also more suitable for
this dissertation because he develops his theartirgy from the early periods of
human history. He shows that military and otherndex were important in all
periods, in all systems, not only in modern timéBis argument becomes very
important when we start talking about the decrepsiterest in the “state” as an

object of social theory.

The role of the ‘state’
One of the reasons why the discussion about th&aryis role in state
formation was forgotten is a peculiar situatiortled concept of thetatein social

sciences. Probably it would not be a mistake totkatpolitical sciences evolved

121 Malesevic, pp. 70-78.
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because of discussions concerning the concept ef stte. Someone was
criticizing the whole notion of the state, otheted to defend it. J.P. Nettl in 1968
wrote: “the concept of the state is not much inu@g the social sciences right
now”.'?? At that time, he was a lone voice who advocatedte usefulness of this
concept. However, a decade later it was obviousth®a'state’ was regaining its
centrality in social sciences. This turn in themadtdiscussions were initiated by

neo-Marxists, who, according to B. Jessop,

“only in the last ten yearsin late 1960's and early 1970's — D.Shat they have
rediscovered the state as a problem in politicahemy. [...] It is unfortunately true that
much of the Marxist debate is esoteric and ofteacéessible and/or irrelevant to those
working in other traditions**®

Therefore, Marxists set the goal to create the cehgmsive concept of the
state. Overall, it must be concluded that thesargits were successful. Marxists
proposed the idea of the capitalist stafelhe main idea of this concept is that the
state is an autonomous actor. Realising the pdisgithat capital accumulation
may create a situation when danger to the wholgadesp system may appeatr, it is
necessary to create a safeguard that could caaltrtiese processes. In order to
achieve this, it is necessary to give the statd sutonomous powers that will
make it more than a mere political instrument. $tege should have such powers
that it could “intervene against capital as welltkks working class*?® This idea
of the capitalist state received harsh critigfebut the idea about the autonomy of
the state very soon attracted attention of schétars other schools.

In the late 80’s, Skocpol with colleagues initiatadmovement in social

sciences whose main task and idea was to estdbés$tate as a proper and valid

1223 P. Nettl, ‘The State as a Conceptual Variabésrld Politics 20, 1968, p. 559.

123 Bob Jessop, ‘Recent Theories of the CapitalisteSt&@ambridge Journal of Economicsol. 1, 1977,

p. 353.

124 Claus Offe, ‘Structural Problems of the Capitafisate: Class Rule and the Political System. On the
Selectiveness of Political Institutions’, @erman Political Studiesed. by K. von Beyme, 1974, Vo|.Pr.
31-57;Ralph Miliband, ‘State Power and Class Interedig'w Left Revienwl983, pp. 57-68.

125 JessopRecent Theories of the Capitalist Stqie363

126 Skocpol, Bringing the State Back Jrp. 3-37; David Easton, ‘The Political System Resid by the
State’,Political Theory 9, 1981, pp. 303-325.
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object of research. It was a reaction to Marxist Bmeral thinking, where, despite
all attempts, the state was given a secondary fidie. so-called “back in” or
statist school reformulated the Marxist idea abdl autonomous state.
According to them, state is such an organisatian thay “formulate and pursue
goals that are not simply reflective of the demaod#terests of social groups,
classes, or society®’ What is very important for this dissertation isatth
associates of this school based their conceptaaidwork upon the works of M.
Weber, O. Hintze and N. Elid& This means that the military dimension was
very important for this school. Even more, this mment coincided with the
publishing of books written by A. Giddens and M. malt seems that Skocpol’'s
team, Giddens and Mann came to the same conclustmt®rning the role of the
military dimension independenty®

However, probably this coincidence and timing betmwethese research
projects were the reason why the ideas advocate@itigens, Mann and Tilly
were silenced and neglected. The “back in” schaad wariticised severely because
of its attempts in granting the state the autonammie™*° For instances, G.
Almond declared that Skocpol's proposal “is hardl$paradigmatic shift”; and it
has been purchased at the exorbitant price of eagimg a generation of graduate
students to reject their professional history {3%.]Moreover, this statist and war-
centred state theory in the early 90's was onlgnalkpart of a huge debate which

existed at that time. As Dunleavy and O’Leary shbwthere are pluralist,

127Skocpol,Bringing the State Back I, 9.

128 hid., p. 8

129 Mann, States, War and Capitalisip,xiii.

130 Gabriel A. Aimond ‘The Return to the Statdhe American Political Science Revije82, 1988;
Timothy Mitchell, ‘The Limits of the State: Beyorftatist Approaches and Their Critic¥he American
Political Science Reviev85, 1991, pp. 77-96.

131 Almond, p. 853.
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Marxist, elite and many other theories of the st¥t&his means that there are
many schools that offer different explanations atibe nature of the stat&®

The end of the Cold war did not help either. Thergasing theoretical
discussion about globalisation and new internaticawors, especially in the
economic sphere, made a serious discussion abestadte futile. Scholars started
to talk about decline and erosion of the stitélongside this discussion, the idea
about informational, network society made situatmi'state’ advocates even
more difficult."*®

The rise of new generation of scholars, like thiave in historical sociology
also had its effects. Because of placing matenaligst the older generation
(second wave) faced an opposition from those whotegato place in centre of
debate micro level issues, forgotten players, ¢§kader, minorities, etc. Also, as
mentioned in the Introduction, historical sociologg late 80’'s became
“domesticated”. It means, that it get used to ttadus of sub-field, lost its edge
and drive'®* It also meant, the tone of the older generatiocab® more
conciliatory, as it might be seen in works of Skalcgnd Tilly, and that helped to
make such concepts like “state” easier target faigoe coming from younger
generation of scholars.

The end of the Cold war and apparent victory of ltheral and capitalist
West also meant that social sciences would be daednby the Anglo-Saxon
tradition, whose members, at least at that timerewaown as countries with
weak traditions of stateness. In the late 60’sINetbte that “one has only to read

Lipset or Mitchell to see that an American sociditpmal self-examination simply

13%patrick Dunleavy, Brendan O'Learjheories of the State: The Politics of Liberal Deraoy.
Basingstoke: Macmillan Education, 1987.

1331t is possible to trace some elements of stalisas to the camp of elitist school. Mosca, Parrétibs,
all of them noticed importance of military. Howeuaeir ideas are a distant call of what membersarf
centred said years later about military's role. Bamy; Lister; MalaSevic.

134 susan Strange, ‘Supranationals and the StateStaes in History ed. by J. Hall. Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1986, pp. 289-305.

135 Manuel CastellsThe Rise of the Network Socie¥alden, Mass.; Oxford: Blackwell, 1996: David Hel
and others@lobal Transformations: Politics, Economics and {@té. Cambridge: Polity Press, 1999.

136 calhoun, pp. 303-307.
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leaves no room for any valid notion of the stdté.However, for the last 30 years
the enormous number of books, articles and papers written where scholars
provided ample evidence that the US from the beggmhas had a very expansive
state apparatus® Taking into account the recent research done eat@ritairt*®

it becomes obvious that the myth of Anglo-Saxoriestass tradition is rapidly
disappearing. Therefore, this shift can be an atdicthat the state as an object of
political sciences is not going away, but on thatary has firmly entrenched
itself on research agend®. Yet these developments, especially in the field of
American political development discipline leave soooncerns. Scholars working
in this field did a tremendous work of showing tlséhte can and must be an
object of study, when speaking about US. Theselahalso rely heavily on
history. However, even there, having all this histl perspective, military with
few exceptions gets minimal attentith.

Therefore, this survival of the state does not mtwt along with it the
military dimension has also regained lost positionthe scholar debate. As Lister
and Marsh say: “[...] the stress in much literaturetioe state on its control over
legitimate coercion is misguided in a perigorgsent times-D.$ where rule
depends much more heavily on consent than it YfdThis means that coercion is
replaced by consent as the main driver of the msERINn the state.

Moreover, all this critique towards the validity tfe state coincided with the

moment when military historians made serious attertg consider wider social,

137 Nettl, p. 561.

138 william J. Novak, ‘The Myth of the “Weak” AmericaBtate’, American Historical Review2008, pp.
752-772.

139 Brewer; Glete.

140 Hendrik Spruyt, ‘War, Trade, and State FormatiamThe Oxford Handbook of Comparative Politics
ed. by Susan C. Stokes and Carles Boix (Oxfordo@xfJniversity Press, 2007), pp. 211-235. Alsasit i
worth to mention that after the recent global ficiah crisis the governments around the world and
especially in the West took under their contro$ lot activities, previously prescribed to privageter. For
instance, banking system in UK probably for thetftime after its establishment in"18entury became so
dependent and controlled by the government. ‘Thew®r of the State: Leviathan Stirs AgaiThe
Economist 1/23/2010, Vol. 394 Issue 8666, pp. 23-26; ‘TherEgrowing State: Taming LeviathaThe
Economist3/19/2011, Vol. 398 Issue 8725, Special sectipn 3-6.

1413aldin, pp. 1-26.
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political and economic consequences of particulditary changes. However,

because of diminishing interest in social scientmsards the concept of the
‘state’, there were only few serious attempts totagize the discussion started by
scholars like Tilly and Mann.

Before moving forward, one very important point inbe made. Everything
what was said so far deals with the past. HoweWer,research and analysis of
historical material provided not only valuable gisis, but also helped to identify
areas where main changes did happen. Having in thmm@omplexity of today’s
world, this knowledge of a historical context isr'wealuable. It is obvious that
Western countries after the Second World War hadtefaced existential threat
and therefore fought limited wars. This disappeegaof a wide scale, industrial
war, together with increasing welfare system, ihgveconomies, expanding
network of security and intelligence institutionse@tes an atmosphere where
military is easily lost. As was said in the Intration, this dissertation is an
attempt to fix this problem. All scholars, mentidnm this chapter, considered
military one of the most important drivers of sda&anges through centuries.
Having all this historical knowledge, it is pos&blo create a theoretical
framework/map that could help to trace militaryoéerin the contemporary world.

However, when all these scholars wrote their wanks important link in this
story was missing. In order to have clear undedstgnhow changes of a military
origin transformed institutions, society and stgteoper historical knowledge
about military was necessary. Social scientistseddpon material and ideas
collected and analysed by historians. The disagpbh military history in the last
decades of previous century had a turbulent lifieer&fore, it is necessary to
discuss in detail the development of this disclilbecause it has important

implications for this dissertation.
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Military history

Military history is not as unitary as one mightrtki There are several different
strands of military history. According to J. Lymnilitary history could be divided
into three distinct genres: popular, applied anddamict*® Popular military
history is made for a broad audience: war memgiopular stories about heroic
deeds during the wars, TV documentaries and channel

Applied military history is taught in military acacdhies and schools and its
purpose is to form the professional education éitefs, and a guide to help to
establish doctrine of planning and waging Wérlt is history of the operational
level of war, where examples and lessons for tieréuconflicts are drawn. The
biggest problem with this genre of military histasythat soldiers are interested in
practical aspects and they search for particulamgtes or historical cases that
could be directly applied to contemporary issues.

The third genre - academic military history is cemed with and devoted to
the analysis of historical events analysed in tiraimediate context and it does
not have the aim to convey some particular adwacgfesent day activities.

Yet as military history itself is not unitary, nleér are its academic
subdivisions. Historians are divided it into thrddéferent types: old military
school (so called school of “Drums and Trumpetsigw military history and
military history using cultural, linguistic methodsd approaches. Each of them is
important in its own way and contemporary resedrchhe field of military
history is difficult without using a combination afl three.

The school of “Drums and Trumpets” is an old schoblmilitary history,
concerned with analysis and description of actiggiting, operations, battles and

conduct of particular commanders. Representativieghis school were not

14330hn A. Lynn, ,Breaching the Walls of Academe: Tharposes, Problems, and Prospects of Military
History”, Academic question¥ol. 21, Iss. 1, March, 2008, p. 20.
144 1bid, p. 22.
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interested in the wider effects caused by WarQuoting Geoffrey Best, this
school “sometimes sinking to uniforms, badges aatlobs, rarely rose above
campaigns and battles; [...] it tended to extractfiheting side of war from its
total historical context [...]*®

This old military school was blamed for narrow, servative outlook that
glorified military conduct. Liberally minded schosaafter the WWII blamed and
criticised this old-fashioned military history foencouraging militarism:’
Seeking to fix this situation some military histms in the 60s and 70s
concentrated their attention on the military ingtdns, their role in the state, and
relationships with the society. It was the develepimof the “new military
history”, by which military historians tried to siice their critics and adapt this
academic field to the new trends in acadelffi@eter Paret's definition of this
new military history summarises this new genre: nawlitary history is “an
expansion of the subject of military history frorhet specifics of military
organisation and action to their widest implicaipand also a broadening of the
approaches to the subject, [and] of the methodetogimployed® Military
historians took this new approach very seriouslydér the subheadings like “war
and society” they analysed how soldiers were résuyito what social strata the
soldiers and officers belonged to and what thdati@ship was with the rest of

society™® This approach was taken too far and it beganriorigjthe main thrust

145 Of course it is too radical to say, that all hitns before and immediately after the WWII were no
placing military actions and war into broader canteThe best example is the German historians H.
Delbruck and Otto Hintze.

146 Geoffrey Best, ‘Editors preface’ in J. R HaWar and Society in Renaissance Europe, 1450-1620
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Unexplored,” American Quarterly 36, 1984, pp. 389-418; Edward M. Coffman, “ThewNAmerican
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of this revisionism - the conduct of war itself. A& Howard vividly described,
the situation in this field of military history rended him the “flight to the

suburbs™:

“A populous and lucrative industrial estate hasagraip around the older centre of military
history, populated by social and economical histtgiwho [...] feel no necessity to visit that
centre, and are barely aware that it exisfs.”

The popularity of this new strand of military hisgdorced some historians to
make public remarks that no matter which schoollyses military history it
should not be forgotten that its essence is war wadare and it is worth
remembering this from time to tint&?

In spite of this, new military history at the prasés an irreplaceable part of
military history. According to Citino, “it (new mtary history — D.S.) has been
around so long, in fact, and has established itselirmly, that it seems silly to
keep calling it “new™*** This new military history moved this disciplineskr to
sociology, economical, social history. That was eryvimportant step for
establishing a wider, more intimate dialog betweeilitary history and other
disciplines.

Since the early 90s, military history has underganether transformation by
adopting the new trends in the other fields ofdmgtand social sciences, more
specifically - studies of race, gender, ethnicityl dabour*>* Historians began to
write about the role of black and other minoritie®men recruits in the armies,
their contribution during the war and on the bétld. The popular notion about
the Western way of war forced scholars to pay naitention to the cultural

differences. Surveys by Citino and Lynn demonstthé& this new trend already

51 Michael Howard, “Military history and the histoof war” in The Past as Prologue: The Importance of
History to the Military Professiored. by Williamson Murray, Richard Hart SinnreicBambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006, p. 17.
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133 Robert M. Citino, “Military Histories Old and NewA Reintroduction”American Historical Review
112, 2007, p. 1071.
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56



established itself as a complementary part of avadenilitary history:>
However, despite these changes, in the academild watfitary history is not
received very well.

The old school of “Drums and Trumpets” was rigHtfutriticised for its
narrowness, yet the situation has not changed aften the introduction of the
new military history. Despite interesting and ffuit cooperation between
military, economic, political and social historiamsilitary history is still regarded
as a stepson to the discipline of history. Lynrmome of his articles described the
situation between military history and other disicigs of history as a war itseff°
Military history has always been regarded as myratid politically questionable.
New trends in history have also had an impact. digeipline of military history
Is perceived as untheoretical when current trerusals about theories. It is
dominated by men not only as objects of researdhblgumale historians too
which is intolerable at a time when feminist anddgr studies are so populaf.

The sad situation with military history was alsdiced by the mass medi&
Surveys of Citino and Lynn showed that situatiors weeadily becoming worse.
According to Citino, “while military history domines the airwaves, [...], its
academic footprint continues to shrink, and it hagely vanished from the
curriculum of many of our elite universiti€s. Lynn concluded that the
disagreement with other fields of history is fundmtal: “they really do disdain
us for who we are; that is, for our basic valued apinions.*® On the other
hand, there are some signs of recovery. Judging ftbe discussions in
organisations, uniting the US military historiattsgre is an increasing interest in

military history. Such organisations as Americanstbliical Association and

135 Citino; Lynn, Breaching the Walls of Academe

16| ynn, The Embattled Future of Academic Military Histopy,778.

57 bid., p. 782.

138 john J. Miller, “Sounding taps: why military hisgds being retired”National ReviewVol. 58, Is. 18,
Oct 9, 2006; Justin Ewers, “Why Don’t More Collegesach Military History?”,U.S. News & World
Report April 3, 2008; Josiah Bunting, “Why Military Histg?,” Academic Questions21, 2007, pp.12-17.
19 Citino, p. 1070

180 _ynn, Breaching the Walls of Acadenme 33.

57



Organisation of American Historians in recent yaaseased number of events
related to military history®* Strengthening position of military history is estal
for the task, which is advocated in this disseotatiin order to bring back the
military dimension into mainstream discussions ahmmlitical and social changes
scholars need trustworthy historical data, insightfeas and conceptual “lenses”.
Without serious historical research and a propstohcal turn, it will be difficult
to propose new concepts and reach meaningful csinds. While military
historians would not find an agreement among thémseand between this
discipline and other subfields of history, to speddout position of autonomous
military in political theory is difficult.

However, there is one solution, already proposed niijtary historians
themselves. According to Lynn and Citino, the igdéaMilitary Revolution has
capacity to unite different fields of history undemne roof'®? Actually, Citino
finishes his superb review about the situationhim field of military history with
MR.

It (MR debate — D. S.) has engaged a wide rangeathodologies and schools; it involves

political and social historians, historians of teclogy, as well as those who emphasize the
primacy of operational history; and it goes wely/twed parochial boundaries to touch upon
fundamental issues of state formation, absoluteamotty in early modern Europe, and the

subsequent Western domination of the gltbe.

Summarising what Lynn, Citino and others have sdidut the situation of
military history, it has to be admitted that beeaws the loyalty they have to
history they have not noticed another possibletswiuRaising the importance of
military history is possible by cooperating withcgd sciences and the concept of

MR can play an important role there.

161 Carol Reardon, “President’s Report”, 1 May, 2066storical Records of the Society for Military
History (SMH), ACC. No. P 2006.05, Box No. 81/F-T3arl Reardon, “Vice President’s Report for 2003-
2004 , 5 May, 2004, Historical Records of the ®tgifor Military History (SMH), ACC. No. P 2004.05,
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MR with the capability to link tactical and operatal military history with the
ideas of new military history and social, econorhi@ad technological histories
offers new ways to support the idea of war’'s imagoce in the formation and
development of the state for the social scientist.

After all, the armed forces remain one of the mastitutions in the state. As
was mentioned earlier, changes there may havetefiecthe changes in the
structure of the state. However, for better undeiding it is important to place all
of this in the historical perspective.

War-centred, bellicose social theory tradition facpressure and competition
from contemporary, third wave representatives neediesh look and insights.
Scholars may get that fresh look only from histdry, using meta perspective.
Because only in this way the paths of their magotktical concern and object —
state formation and development can be seen clebhigt's where idea of MR
may help to solve this problem. The war-centretesfaeories may be updated by
integrating into their theoretical framework theeadof MR. By doing so it is
possible to find out whether contemporary events @manges in the warfare are
revolutionary. In this case, the idea of MR mayphtal link military history with

the dominant approaches in political sciences acwmgy.

3. Rivaling Ideas: Military Revolution and Revolution in Military Affairs

The German philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein com@averds and language

with a tool-box:

“Think of the tools in a tool-box: there is a hammaiers, a saw, a screw-driver, a ruler,

a glue-pot, glue, nails and a screw. The functafnsords are as diverse as the functions of

these objects™®

If with the help of tools people are able to builduses and machines then

words can describe and give meaning to surroundbjgcts and processes that

184 Ludwig WittgensteinPhilosophical Investigationgnd ed. Oxford: Blackwell, 1958, p. 6
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they create. It is worth remembering another gag#thor, George Orwell, and his
novel 1984 where he shows how the world, thinking and livéspeople may
change by changing the langudgfe.

This chapter is about concepts and ideas usedhnlass and students when
they analyse and describe military events. Theohestl facts by themselves are
useless unless they are systemised using particofereptions and theories. The
aim of this part of the dissertation is the analyai two related but at the same
time different notions:Military Revolution (MR) and Revolution in Military
Affairs (RMA). It will be an attempt to analyse these teas by looking at their
origin, original meaning and interpretations. Itimportant because the MR is
constantly confused with RMA.

As was mentioned in the introduction, the ideaMRR was introduced by
Michael Roberts more than fifty years ago. He adginat between 1560 and 1660
the conduct of war and its relationship with thetestchanged so dramatically that
this transformation could be called a ‘revolutio8eismic waves of changes on
the tactical level ended in transforming politieakities.

However, until now there has been no consensusngnhistorians with
regards when, where, how, why and if at all sucrewlution or revolutions
occurred. All these debates will be discussed Bhaks for this moment it will be
enough to say that initially in this dissertatiorRMvill be perceived as a radical
change in military, political, social and econonhicgpheres caused by a
combination of military, social, and political facs.

Following detailed analysis about the evolutiontlut idea is essential for
this dissertation. In order to prove the secongithi is necessary to trace how the
argument about MR was created, what historical aeda used, what are its
weakest points and main critique. Only by knowitigilas it will be possible to

try to use this idea for broader ends.

185 George OrwellNineteen Eighty-Foutdarmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1990.
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This genealogical MR analysis becomes even mopoitant when debate
about RMA is taken into account. The idea of RMAdme a popular topic after
the First Gulf war in the early 90s. American swsas in the First Gulf war, the
growing importance of the computers, Internet atigtionew technologies related
to communications, precision and stealth, forcepeets in the military field to
speak about revolutionary changes in warfare. THWA will be defined as
changes in the structure of military institutioesnceptual framework (doctrine,
tactics, and field manuals), technologies and wespBroadly speaking, RMA in
this dissertation will be seen as a concept thplagnxs changes in armed forces.

One of the main problems with the use of thesernuwtmns is that there have
only been a few attempts to connect them and tatheséwo as complementary
ideas'®® Furthermore, almost in all cases the MR is reducethe changes in
military sphere, neglecting its social and polititapact®’ In other words, MR is
used as a synonym of RMA. The aim of this chaptemarticular and the
dissertation in general is to prove that to trdedsé ideas as equals is wrong
conceptually and that such move has far reachiggtige consequences. In this
work, RMA will be treated as a subsidiary concemd @rocess in regards to MR.

RMA is only one part of the MR (see figure Nr: 3).

%eClifford Rogers, “Military Revolutions” and “Revations in Military Affairs”. A Historian’s
Perspective’ inToward Revolution in Military Affairs: Defense ascurity at the dawn of he Twenty-
First Century,ed. by Thierry Gongora and Harald von Riekhoff.sStgert: Greenwood Press, 2000.

157 Colin S. GrayStrategy for Chaos: Revolutions in Military Affaaad the Evidence of Histariondon:
Frank Cass, 2002; MacGregor Knox, Williamson Murfeg.), The dynamics of military revolution, 1300-
2050.Cambridge; New York, N.Y.: Cambridge UniversityeBs, 2001.
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Military Revolution: changes - new type of armed
forces, new forms of administration, tax collection
and distribution apparatus, etc; source of origin:
social, technological, political (mostly some mik o
all of them); level of change — state.

MR

Revolution in Military Affairs: changes -
technological (new weapons, technologies),

RMA structure and organisation of armed forces, dcetrin
and training; source of origin: technological,
institutional-political; level of change - armed
forces

Figure Nr: 3. Created by the author.

The use of these two notions is not simply a seima@ame depending on
one’s intellectual taste. As was previously saitARis concerned with changes
in armed forces and MR is concerned with much beoattanges in the state. In
such cases when MR is reduced to the level of REb&demics and politicians
lose track of the bigger picture. At present, tbasensus is that RMA has spread
from United States to other parts of the world unttee name of military
transformation. New technological changes, newtilnghdoctrines (for example —
network centric warfare, swarming) are discussexlirza the globe. Only few
scholars have raised broader questions: what ckanghe state and society does

this military transformation bring? Reducing the meaning of MR to the level of

1% The postmodernist philosophers, who are concewitdthe increasing role of technologies in ourylai
life, raise these questions. James Der Derian),(&te Virilio reader. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers,
1998); Jean Baudrillard;he Gulf War Did Not Take PlacBloomington: Indiana University Press, 1995;
James Der DerianyVirtuous War: Mapping the Military-Industrial-MediBntertainment Network.
Boulder, Colo: Westview Press, 2001. Chapter ahdmitial war in M. Ignatieff's bookVirtual war
perhaps is the best short, concentrated descripfigossible impact and changes which could beezhus
by RMA on broader level - Michael Ignatieff/irtual War: Kosovo and Beyond.ondon: Chatto &
Windus, 2000. Also look Martin Shawost-Military Society: Militarism, DemilitarizationAnd war at the
End of the Twentieth CenturfPhiladelphia: Temple University Press, 1991; Mikkedby Rasmussen,
The Risk Society at War: Terror, Technology andat8gy in the Twenty-First CenturfCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006.
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RMA threatens to ignore and undermine the militargosition as one of the
independent source of change that might causeforanastion at the state level

One of the reasons that prompted an analysisesktliwo ideas was that the
last few decades saw a proliferation of the casasdlaim to be MR or RMA. In
addition, more concepts with the wordvolution appeared: military-technical
revolution, revolution in strategic affairs, andsotution in attitudes towards the
military.'”® Attempts to name all more or less important charigewarfare as
revolutionary and the introduction of more concepfdisought confusion.
Sometimes it is difficult to track the differenclestween these concepts and the
large number of possible revolutions inflates theamng of using such a word at
all.

Therefore, in this dissertation advice of WilliamhOckham in the form of his
famous principle of razor is taken into considenati‘it is futile to do with more
what can be done with fewet™ The concept of MR and RMA is more than
enough to explain changes in the military sphecklayond it.

The guidelines given by Ockham’s principle are amant considering all
theoretical debates discussed in the previous ehapt order to show why
military dimension is important and how it might beought back we need an
elegant, but not cumbersome theoretical framewdte analysis of MR and
RMA as its subsidiary will be placed in the contedt various theoretical
approaches and disciplines. It will be argued thatidea of MR might be one of
the focal points connecting different schools olitany history, different fields of
history as a discipline and most importantly - ceetmg the history with social

sciences.

89 1t is important to stress that because of expedem Iragq and Afghanistan discussions about
counterinsurgency replaced debates about RMA iitanil and political circles. However, this change i
more superficial then real. Computers, UAV's arldb#tier technological force multipliers are essarfor
American and European armed forces. The emergenceuoterinsurgency theme only brought healthy
competition and balance in military, strategic King.

10 Colin S GrayAnother Bloody Century: Future Warfareondon: Phoenix, 2006, pp. 116-117.

1 Marilyn McCord AdamsWilliam OckhamVol. 1. Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre DarRress,
1987, p. 156.
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Military revolution
For the last few decades, one of the main topicshe field of military
history has been the debate about MR. The indiediwas that MR concept could
help to explain the military history of the earlyodern period. However, during
the debate in chronological scale it spread dowmédieval history and up to the
history of the XIX and XX centuries. Many prominemilitary historians took
part in this debate. Some of them were in favouhd concept, some were more
critical. The result, as was mentioned in the masichapter, is that the idea of
MR might be a possible conceptual bridge that cotsndistory with social
sciences.
Roberts-Parker’s paradigm
In his inaugural lecture at the Queen’s Universitly Belfast, Roberts

introduced the idea of MR by saying that it was rhsult of interrelated changes
in four areas. According to him, in the period be¢n 1560 and 1660, Dutch and
Swedish rulers were looking for a solution to threlgbem of an efficient use of
firearms and this initiated radical reforms. Theule of these reforms was fighting
in linear formations where trained and disciplirssddiers in smaller units using
counter march could hold constant firiH§ At the same time, discipline and drill
also helped to coordinate actions of pike men, migesks, cavalry and even
artillery.*”

Also during this period, the European countriegdeto fight systematically
on more than one front: “Wallenstein sends Arninfight on the Vistula; [...]
Olivares dreams of seizing Goteborg, and of Spanshal base at Wismat*’

Roberts links this revolution in strategy with &tteal revolution. According to

2 Roberts, pp. 14-15.

173 1t is worth remembering that at that time, in #red of 16' century, the discipline and drill were not
self-evident and related with military, as are néws. M. Howard said, it was a brand new thing at tha
time. Michael E. HowardyWar in European HistoryOxford: Oxford University Press, 1976, p. 56.

17 Roberts, p. 18.
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him, tactical superiority of the Swedish army oe thattlefield encouraged King
Gustav Adolph to pursue his more ambitious goalasiquering German?/>
The increased scope of warfare demanded moredraog logically it led to

an increase in the size of armies. The armies nlyt llecame bigger, they also
became permanent. This meant that cost and suppitgased in order to keep
armies on the field. Only the state “could supplg administrative, technical and
financial resources required for large-scale hitiss!'.!”® This is perhaps the most
important part of Roberts’ MR idea. There he stated argues that to meet the
increasing complexity and scope of war, Europedersuhad to introduce new
forms of administration, taxation, and financias®ms. The result of this process
was concentration of more power in the hands ofrtiers what helped to speed
up centralization and at least partly paved the wamyabsolutism. Summarising

the effects of all these changes Roberts concltitsd

By 1660, the modern art had come to birth. Masdesnstrict discipline, the control of the
state, the submergence of the individual, had dyremrived; the conjoint ascendancy of
financial power and applied science was alreadybéished in all its malignity [...}7’

These words implythat the essence of MR is not pure technical/taktic
military changes, but the impact of these changesth® processes of the
development and transformation of the state andstteéety’’® Such proposition
for this dissertation is important at least for trveasons. First, Roberts advocates
the idea of the autonomous military dimension anthis way, it nicely fits into
the framework proposed by Mann. The only differeiscthat Mann spoke of the
military’s autonomy through centuries, while RoBespeaks only about the early
modern times. However, looking into things fromstiperspective, it is worth to

ask what stop us to use Robert's model in a widetohical perspective.

75 bid, p. 19.

178 |pbid, p. 20.

Y77 \bid, p. 29.

178 Deividas Slekys, ‘More Than Semantics: The DiffeenBetween the Concepts of “military
Revolution” and “revolution in Military Affairs™ in Lithuanian Political Science Yearbook 20Wilnius:
Vilnius university Press, 2008, pp. 51-87.
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Secondly, as Robert’'s argument goes, tactical adlshblogical innovations have
led to far reaching consequences. This means thall sauses could trigger big
structural changes. Therefore, in light of this mection of the wider political,
social and economic changes with the transformatiorthe military field,
Roberts, in this idea, concealed a very powerfaebthtical device which, despite
strong and well-reasoned critique, forced mostt®fcritics to accept Roberts’
proposaf-"®

For the first couple of decades after its intraducin 1955, Roberts’ idea was
left at peace. Nevertheless, in 1976 Geoffrey Raskaously revised the concept
for the first time. Parker entered the MR debatésasritic but finally emerged as
its biggest supporter and gave new impetus to ies.. As was mentioned,
Roberts created the concept of MR mostly by dravexgmples from the history
of Sweden. This attempt to create a general theenych relies heavily on one
case study, may encounter problems when other stagdees are analysed. This
happened in the case of Parker. Being a spedmlgpanish history, especially in
the reign of Philip Il, Parker had some seriouskdsw@bout Roberts’ idea of MR
as it strongly criticised Spain’s military condukt.his revisionist article, he made
the argument that: “[...] tactical innovations, ddéised by Roberts, derived at
least some of their ‘revolutionary’ character framather unfair portrayal of the
‘prerevolutionary’ warfare of the earlier sixteemgntury™®. First, he emphasises
the case of Spanish army.

One of the main points of Parker’s critics is ti&berts was incorrect by

choosing 1560 as the starting date of the MR. Adiogr to him, permanent

179 gpeaking about Roberts’ idea and the critic, whalowed in later decades a few remarks about his
academic background, might be helpful. Roberts avasxpert of Swedish history in early modern times.
He drew his idea about MR after lifelong researéhSwedish history. The political, administrative,
financial, social, military reforms, implemented Gustav Adolph so radically changed Swedish stade t

it really deserves to be named “revolution”. Aleie changes helped to win wars and to create Sweden
empire. Military area was the focal point of thesmnges and achievements. Because of this remarkabl
Swedish achievement, Roberts created the concaphéhtried to apply to the cases of other European
countries.

1%0Geoffrey Parker, ‘The ‘Military Revolution’, 1560 1660’ — A Myth?’ in RogersThe Military
Revolution Debatep. 39.
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military units, standing armies, and greater prafasalism of the soldiers existed
from the XV century in Renaissance ltaly and otbeuntries:®* However, he
admitted that innovations introduced by MauriceNalssau and his relatives were
important and novel.

Parker also doubted the strategic aspect of Reb&evolution” saying that
strategic thinking existed before Gustav Adolph.céding to him, military
thinking in the XVI century was concentrated on #mpearance of a new type of
fortification - trace itallienne'®® Building of these fortresses, besieging and
capturing them were the main occupation of armiée battle, which, according
to Roberts, came back in favour during the Thifang war, actually very rarely
helped to achieve a “decisive” end. The capturérgfortant fortress was more
likely to end war or campaign than victory on tlatlefield.

If Parker only partly accepted the tactical amdtsgic aspects of MR then the
third aspect, the growth in army size, he acceftdy. According to him,
“between 1530 and 1710 there was a ten fold ineréash in total numbers of
armed forces [...] and in total number involved ie thajor European battle$®
However, Roberts’ and Parker's agreement ended \lntried to explain the
causes of this increase of armies. For Parkergtbeth of armies predated the
reforms introduced by Maurice of Nassau and Gustdwlph. The increase of
armies in the early XVI century, according to hiwgs the result of the changes in
fortifications and siege warfare. The capture ofrésses became a much longer
and a more difficult job that ultimately requiredra soldiers.

The increasing size of armies required more moaey better supply. To
achieve this, better administration and financishnagement were required.
Therefore, Parker agrees with Roberts’ idea thanghs in warfare, especially

increasing size of armies, had profound impactdaitipal and social structures in

181 |bid., pp. 38-40.
182 |bid, pp. 41-42.
183 |bid., p. 43.
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Europe. This is why in the conclusion of his agjdie states that even his critique
“has failed to dent the basic thesis: the scalevaffare in early modern Europe
was revolutionized, and this had important and widaging consequence&*

In the next decade, in 1988, Parker published @k bwhere he not only
defended Roberts’ idea, but also developed it moae nuanced way, making it
even more resistible to criti¢® In this book, Parker clarifies his ideas, writtan
the article a decade earlier, and puts them in @ regstematic way° Firstly, he
differs from Roberts by saying that MR started mo1560 but in 1500. The key
that explains this change of timing is gunpowdérAccording to him, “the
catalyst of major change was the French invasiah®fpeninsula [Italy] in 1494-
57188 With artillery’s help, the French took town aftenwn. The walls that for
decades or centuries were impregnable could nist tee power of artillery. But
the Italians very soon found the antidote in thece itallienne which could
withstand the destructive power of artillery. Trensequence of this change was
the increase in size of armies because sieges am$aning of the towns and
fortresses required a lot of manpoWwér

Firearms were another important change in warf@espite the fact that
performance of the early firearms was uninspiritiigey remained attractive
“because it required virtually no training for u§&” That is why at first in slow
tempo, but later faster and faster firearms wepéaoing its biggest rival, the pike.
Increasing armies and use of firearms requiredroi@s is where Roberts’ idea
of tactical revolution fits in. Parker correctsrs® aspects, but mainly he agrees
with Roberts.

184 |bid, p. 49.

185 Geoffrey ParkerThe Military Revolution: Military Innovation and éhRise of the West 1500 — 1800

18 He even raised stakes by implying, that it was MRich caused the rise of the West.

187 |n this book, Parker is more technology minded hisdtheory is more technologically deterministic
than Roberts’.

188 |hidl . p. 9.

189 |bid., pp. 6-24.

0 bid., p. 17.
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He also adds one more important element to the adeMR. Parker develops
and shows that revolutionary changes were happemngnly on land, but also at
sea at the same time. The introduction of new typeships, cannons, four-
wheeled truck carriages, and the linear formaties o creation of permanent
navies™®*

Parker also in a more detailed way showed how gdgim the military area
were changing the structure of the state and thietyo Supply of food, weapons,
cloth; medical care and treatment of wounded asdlded soldiers, new ways of
financing war - all of these issues forced rulevstadke new responsibilities.
Because of all these changes in technologicalictedand political areas, Parker
saw the creation of a mechanism that helped Westeumtries to have the
advantage when fighting on other continents.

Summarising both Roberts’ and Parker’s viewssipossible to speak about
one, not two concepts of MR. Both of them agre¢ ithéhe early modern period
changes in the military sphere had profound effactsonly in the military, but
also in the political and social spheres. It isrem@re important, bearing in mind
that this MR was happening at a time when the fatinods of the modern,
contemporary state were laid down. Military facton®t only because of pure
military victory or defeat, but also because of en@ophisticated and deeply
rooted reasons, contributed to creation of the modgate too. Also, it is
important to see these military changes as indep@ndariables which happened
because of new types of weapons, new types ofamilbrganisation and fighting
doctrine. Of course, there were other factors: enon, social, geopolitical.
However, at this moment any serious academic dismusabout military,
political, economic and social history in early read Europe cannot ignore the

Roberts-Parker’s paradigm of Mf&

1 bid., pp. 82-103.

192 For instances, in their writings prominent scheliike Paul Kennedy, William McNeill or already
mentioned Ch. Tilly, M. Mann in their writings pays lot of attention to this MR. For instance, in
Kennedy's interpretation, this early modern MR wasvery important factor developing Western
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Critique of the idea of military revolution

Owing to its wide scope and generalisation, tleaidf MR has faced a lot of
critique. Scholars were criticising the timing bfg revolution, the way in which
cases of particular countries were analysed, disnelogical determinism or even
the need for such kind of idea at all.

The most serious critique came from scholars wieospecialists in medieval
and XVIII century history. According to them, itisfair to ignore the changes in
the warfare that happened during other periods.

One of the main critics of the early modern MRCigford Rogers. According
to him, the timing of MR in the chronological scabould be moved back to
medieval ages, in particularly to the period of tdendred Years war (1337-
1453):

“I believe, however, that the focus on the centgaéier 1500 obscures the importance of the
period in which the most dramatic, most truly renmnary changes in European military
affairs took place [...]%%

Rogers argues that during the Hundred Years waom® but two revolutions
took place: infantry and artillery revolutions. THiest is associated with the
increasing role of infantry on the battlefield. TBeglish archers, Flemish, Swiss
pike men during the XIV century managed to standcibg defeat superior armies
of mounted knights in many battles. They helpedl|&md) dominate the first half
of the Hundred Years war and were the key for thv@s$ gaining their
independence. Rogers even follows the guidelind®otferts and Parker and tries
to look for social and political consequences a$ thinfantry revolution”. The

main political outcome of this revolution was thetroduction and growing

international system. However, when speaking abiwaitrole of military in later periods scholars @@
using idea of MR and all its conceptual potenti@ok, Paul M KennedyThe Rise and Fall of the Great
Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict frah800 to 2000.London: Unwin Hyman, 1988;
William Hardy McNeill, The Pursuit of Power: Technology, Armed Force, Sotiety Since A.D. 1000.
Oxford: Blackwell, 1983; TillyCoercion, Capitgl Mann,The Sources of Social Powe#fol. I .

19%Clifford Rogers, ‘The Military Revolutions of the uddred Years War' in Roger$he Military
Revolution Debatep. 56.
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importance of the parliaments. Common people deetmnabre political rights as
their military importance grew*

The artillery revolution gained its importance time first part of the XV
century helping to end the Hundred Years war irotavof France. The artillery
was very expensive, therefore, only strong and nchvell connected rulers could
afford it while others were compelled to surrendierthis sense, artillery made the
centralisation of countries like France or Spastdd >

Following his analysis of the Hundred Years wamQg&s proposed an
alternative idea. For him the changes in the nnjlifeeld were more evolutionary
than revolutionary, and he proposed to use the adem punctuated equilibrium
evolution. The idea of this concept is that evaltiproceeds in short, rapid
revolutionary changes followed by a long periodstasis. In the case of military
history, it may help to explain why infantry andil&ery, for a long time being
part of military system, suddenly became importdite whole processes then
could be seen as series of small revolutions, buas one big revolutiof?®

The biggest weakness of Rogers argument is thauibhclear how significant
were the political and social changes that infardnd artillery revolutions
brought. The increasing role of infantry did notleéhe role of a mounted warrior.
The chivalric ideas were as strong as they werdenXIl century. The Swiss in
many ways were lucky because of their geographieaiain. The victories
achieved by English archers owed much to the simialet of French
incompetence, not inflexibility’’ The increasing role of parliaments probably
owed more to increasing financial demands of tHersuto fight wars, not to
political demands of the common people. The arjilferevolution also raises

doubts. Why then it did not provoke the massivemnstruction of fortresses like

1% bid., pp. 61-62.

195 |bid, pp. 74-75.

1% |bid, pp. 76-77

¥j0nathan SumptioriThe Hundred Years War: Vol. 2, Trial by firBhiladelphia, Pa.: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1999.
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in the early XVI century? Accordingly, the resutteat Rogers presented as the
consequences of military changes are smaller cardparthe changes in the XVI
and the XVII centuries.

These Rogers ideas have a lot of in common withadled Princeton school,
mainly associated with the historian Joseph Straygrayer in his many
researches was advocating evolutionary, incremect@nges through time,
tracing origins of modern state in medieval agesccokding to him,
administrative, judicial solutions made by Engliahd French kings set these
kingdoms on the track leading to the modern staitg Ibefore Roberts Military
revolution?® Military in this intellectual tradition has a sewtary role. However,
the question remains, why states created all thestutions and what role
military played in this processes. Some scholaks, Rogers, Downing, Ertman,
combined evolutionary ideas of Princeton schoohwlie idea of MR. The result
is an idea that even when speaking about evolutyotlaanges and other causes
military realm still remains important and may haleng lasting political
consequences.

Another important critic of the Roberts-Parkerargdigm is Jeremy Black
who, despite his wide-ranging writings, might bensidered an expert of XVIII
century history. Therefore, it is not surprisingttim his view, if a MR took place

at all, it started at 1660 and continued into thélXcentury.

In so far as a military revolution occurred in #erly modern period it could be dated more
appropriately to the hundred years, especiallyfifs¢ fifty (1660-1710 — D. S), after the
period highlighted by Robert&’

According to Black, the introduction of flintlockhe bayonet, increasing

firepower and manoeuvrability of infantry, huge reases in the size of armies

198 Joseph R. Straye®)n the Medieval Origins Of the Modern Sta2ad ed. Princeton University Press,
2005; SpruytWar, Trade, and State FormatioBowning; Ertman.
993eremy BlackEuropean Warfare, 1660-181Bondon: UCL Press, 1994, p. 93.
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and their organisation were as much radical chamgdee warfare as the changes
indicated by Roberts and Parkét.

Black uses the same indicators like Roberts amkleParying to deemphasise
their arguments. Black places a lot of emphasishenincreasing size of armies,
which at the end of the XVII century reached unpoamted levels: “the bulk of
the growth [...] was of such order that it cannotdlescribed simply in terms of a
continuation of already established patterns ofmjnta?®* Moreover, following
this argument he makes one more, an even stromigierson. He states that: “it
can be argued that it was more stable domestitigadlicircumstances of most
states of that period [...] that made these changssilple (military change — D.
S)”.2%2 It was not military changes, that brought politicaforms as Roberts and
Parker argues, but on the contrary.

This argument really threatens the foundationsPafker's idea of MR.
However, Black leaves a lot of caveats that makéialarguments a bit shaky.
His idea that the reconciliation of the nobilitydathe crown in the European
states was the main condition for this military opp@ is ambivalent. Why were the
nobility discontented? One of the possible answsethat because of the military
demands and increasing control from the centre. fidtality’s discontent was
provoked by the fact that rulers forced the noblenaeobey the orders because of
the permanent armies. These bargains were made ifotmat: “cannon versus
staves®®® However, as it was already mentioned in the seadrapter, Black is
not alone proposing the idea of a bargain and ctrissween nobility and rulers.
The question is why this bargain took place atTdik research of other scholars is

in favour of Parker's argument showing that by tleginning of the reign of

20 jeremy Black, ‘A Military Revolution? A 1660-17%2%rspective’ in Rogerg;he Military Revolution
Debate pp. 97-98; BlackEuropean Warfaregpp. 20-34.

201 Black, A Military Revolution p. 98.

202 Black, European Warfargp. 67.

23 Tilly, Coercion, Capitalp.102

73



Louis XIV the basic structures and principles o timodern state were in place
already?**

In his latter texts, Black is more cautious onstlparticular aspect. He
concentrates more on pure military changes anth@spread of western weapons
and way of fighting around the gloB®. Overall, his critique leaves mixed
feelings because at some points he makes quiteestiteg remarks, but at other
points it seems that he did not grasp the essdrigelzerts’ and Parkers’ idea.

Other scholars concentrated their critique mostiyanalyzing the growth of
armies. Black also based his critique on that pdihbstly the arguments are
drawn from analysis of the French case, as its aamty organisation were the
paradigm that was followed by other countries. @aRarrot in his research of
French army during the government of Richelieudmsia lot of worrying news to
MR followers?®® He concludes that during the Thirty years warRhench army
actually did not grow as radically as has been geed and there was no
administrative or financial reform that paved thaywfor the more bureaucratized
state mechanism of Louis XI¥’

At the same time, another prominent historian Joyrm counters this view,
showing that Parrot is not correct and that then€lmearmy did really increase
significantly during the reign of Louis XIf’® This entire historical dispute in one
sense is very important, but at the same timea, very perplexing. The growth of
armies and the development of administration tbak tcare of them are very

important in the discussion of MR, especially ie ttase of France. However, at

204 Downing; Ertman; Porter; Colin Jones, ‘The MilitaRevolution and the Professionalisation of the
French Army Under the Ancien Regime’ ithe Military Revolution and the State, 1500-1864. by
Michael Duffy. Exeter: University of Exeter, 1980.

205 Black, European Warfare.

2% pavid ParrottRichelieu's Army: War, Government, and SocietyranEe,1624-1642Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 2001.

27 David Parrott, during the interview with authortbfs dissertation, confirmed, that he did not gen
his position concerning MR issue. For him the tfarmation of French army and state was not linear a
Parker would like to show. According to him, thesbdescription of immediate period after Richelgeu’
death is devolution of state power, not centrabisat

208 John A. Lynn, ‘Recalculating French Army Growth rig the Grand Siécle, 1610-1715’ in Rogers,
The Military Revolution Debate
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the same time, for the social scientist it is difft to make a generalisation when
historians are making contradicting historical daemns. The dominant version
that emerged among historians and social scienissthat armies since the
beginning of XVI century were constantly increasitifj the end of the XVII
century. Armies were increasing at such tempo thais facilitated by
demographic, economic and political conditions. Tneation of governments’
administrative and financial institutions was réactto this increase. Therefore,
the increase of armies was happening in stageshentohcrease of armies during
the reign of Louis XIV was the last in this chalinwas bigger because there were
better demographical and economical conditions 8taor 60 years ago and also
because of that that there was more wars thanqusiyi

There was also some criticism concerning the telcogncal determinism,
which is apparent in Parker’s texts. Some crititibés neglect of technological
changes in the XV century or for his concentrationthetrace italienne®®® All
this critique actually improved rather than damatiedidea of MR. Lynn’s words
in his paper about MR probably reflect the broagieture of relations between
MR and its critics: “Parker’s theory survives thigtique, but not intact®™

Parker himself in reply to all these criticismdataled his idea, making only
one serious concession in that the military chaagé political developments
were independent but at the same time closely atedeprocesses: “[...] we
should perhaps envisage something like the [...]sthecture of DNA molecule,
with two complex spirals interacting [...f*! For some scholars MR together with
the Reformation, the geopolitical struggle betwetabsburgs and the rest of

Europe was the driving force of all changes in Euope®*? It is true that there

29 Bert S. Hall and Kelly R. DeVries, ‘Essay RevieWhe “Military Revolution” Revisited’ Technology
and Culture Vol. 31, No. 3, Jul,, 1990; John A. Lynn, ‘Ttrace italienneand the Growth of Armies: The
French Case’ in Rogershe Military Revolution Debate

29 pid., p. 188.

21 parker Military Innovation p. 341.

%2 porter; McNeill; Paul M Kennedi{he Rise and Fall of the Great Powers.
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must be reasons why wars are fought, but once steey, they are governed by

their own logic.
Some reflections on MR critique

When reading articles and books that criticisesl ittea of MR one thought
occurred: most of these critics are missing thepoif MR, or are not willing to

look towards all these processes from the distalhoeording to Robert Frost:

“[...] many historians [...] preferring to understaritetRevolution (MR — D. S) as a purely
military phenomenon [...] miss the point: Roberts wascerned not with warfare as such,
seeing changes in military technologies [...] as tyeitee precipitants of the true revolution
which was social and political [...}*?

The processes in which the military played a vienportant role were the
creation of the modern state. After the wars betwEg40 and 1660 in Western
Europe a political organisati,on emerged, the daelad all the basic elements of
a modern state, “territorial sovereignty, centedizgovernment, bureaucratic
administration, permanent military establishmehts], an international system of
states™* Of course, it was not a linear processes, it did mappen in all
countries at the same tifi&. However, by the rule of Louis XIV the principles
and foundations of the modern state had already laé& down. Later generations
perfected these mechanisms and introduced somecogsvinto them, but at the
very core they were following the rules placedha tiddle of the XVII century.
In this light Black’s proposal to move the dateMiR does not stand up. The same
could be said about Rogers’ proposal. Many schdiarge shown how a lot of
processes and phenomenon has found their way fredienal ages to the
modern, but despite this we still are speaking aoedieval ages and modern

times. Despite much continuity some radical charggseared during the XVI

23 Robert | FrostThe Northern Warsp. 18.

2 porter, p. 101.

5 The case of England is very good example. Beitertaner into European politics in the age of Louis
XIV England, very fast transformed itself. The diea of military-fiscal state in England was thesu# of
MR like absolutist France or Prussia. The war asdiémands were driving force for the transfornratb
political, financial, social institutions. Look JotBrewer,The Sinews of Power

76



and XVII centuries. The simple example of importachange was the
establishment of permanent armies and navies whiohe of the most important
features of the modern state. It does not mattgoif look from a theoretical
perspective, the size of army could be 10, 000®@», 0000, of the utmost
Importance are the organisation, role and placth@farmies in the structure of
state.

One important conclusion appears from all theseudisions: majority of
historians like social scientists in their worke &ollowing tradition of M. Weber,
not O. Hintze or N. Elias. For them political anditary dimensions are two sides
of the same coin. Therefore, we have Princeton dcbp ideas expressed by
Rogers, Black. Roberts and Parker hold positiotha field of military history
and history in general like M. Mann holds in sogaiences. They tried to show
autonomy of military dimension and equally met semice. Parker's example of
military and political as interacting spirals of BNberfectly shows the difficulties
and complexity of identification and separation &iese two domains.
Nevertheless, it is possible to separate them deal of Military revolution is that

tool.

How many MR ?

All scholars, discussed in 2 chapter spoke aloeitMilitary revolution of
early modern times. When speaking about militampndm, its effects during other
periods, for instance, French revolution or Firsorld War they do not name
them as military revolution. As was already sankial scientists, familiar with
the idea of MR, are not using it when they speaualmlevelopments in late
modernity. It is interesting, that accepting theadf transformation in political,
social spheres caused by tactical, technologiagjarosational changes in the
military during early modernity these scholars aot trying to apply the same
framework when discussing about other historicalgols. They are not speaking

abouta military revolution. One of the reasons is thatitany historians did not
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tried to use this Roberts’- Parker's paradigm wlaaralysing later historical
events. That's probably why Williamson Murray fallmg all these ideas
proposed the idea of not one but of a few MR.

Murray states that the creation of the moderncéffe nation-state is based on
the organized and disciplined military power in théth century, the French
Revolution and the Industrial revolution beginniaggthe same time during the
period 1789-1815, and the First World War were M4 ater on in his other
articles he discusses nuclear MR which is debafabl@earing in mind
contemporary changes related with computer and agmcation technologies in
the military and other spheres it is possible teagpabout new MR.

MR, according to Murray, might be compared to legwakes: “they brought
with them such systemic changes in the politicatja, and cultural arenas as to
be largely uncontrollable, unpredictable, and abaWe unforeseeable®® In
addition, it is important to remember, that thes® Mhay happen not only by
technological, but also by social and political s

Probably there is a consensus that everyone cagiee with the list of the
proposed MR. All these events brought about radibahges, and in all of them
war’'s and the military’s needs have played the irtgoad role in changing the
state. The conscription and the expansion of frasechvomen’s rights, the rise of
the importance of labour unions, the introductidnwvelfare state, to mention a

few. None of these issues could be analysed iggdhia role of war.

Zewilliamson Murray, ‘Thinking About Revolutions Military Affairs’, Joint Force Quarterlyl6,

Summer 1997, p., 70.

Z'Murray, The Dynamics of Military Revolutiop. 13. The question of nuclear MR is very goodreple
how different perspectives see the same objeclowinlg the line of Roberts and Parker we shouldkloo
for some big, structural changes in the state oiesp But during the Cold war nothing comparabléhw
changes after French revolution or WW!I did not teama. On the other hand scholars from the field of
international relations or strategic studies sedean era as tremendously important. For examplénC
Gray is in favour of calling introduction of nucleaeapons as one more MR. It is true, that nuclear
weapons forever changed strategic thinking, refatibetween politics and war. But at the same time i
brought stalemate. And looking from nowadays parspe, information technologies have better chances
to change not only warfare, politics, but alsow@ys how people live and are governed.

218 Murray, Thinking About Revolutions in Military Affajrp. 71.
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It is not the aim of this dissertation to analysese military revolutions. The
analysis of Roberts-Parker's MR was important bseait showed how the
concept developed, what was its essence and wkaggt and weakness it has. In
the cases of all the other MR it is clear thatessaf purely military origin have
had much bigger impact.

The idea that there might be more than one MRortant to this dissertation
because it helps to analyse contemporary issueschadges in military and
warfare from a historical perspective. It becomesnemore important when we

include the RMA into this picture.

RMA
For the last two decades, RMA was the focal contepany discussion or

guestion concerning military issues, changes irfavarin the USA and Western
countries and in other parts of the globe. Fromorbical and academic
discussions this concept has moved into politicsdeunthe name of
“transformation”. It is difficult to find an advaed country, which is not pursuing

military transformation. As Murray noted:

“[...] the persistence of the RMA concept over thetmecade, in a town where concepts and
their acronyms appear and disappear with startipeged, suggests that there is something to
the idea of revolutionary transformatioft®.

One of the possible reasons of such success tsRNBA has become a
conceptual umbrella which covers topics rangingmfraliscussions about
procurement planning to the cyber space warfar@ctonal discussions about
cyborg-warrior$?® However, such popularity has come at a price.ofdiag to

Gray, “American RMA debate generated much moreentign illumination?**

219 williamson Murray, ‘Foreword’ in Colin S Graytrategy for Chaos: Revolutions in Military Affairs
and the Evidence of Historondon: Frank Cass, 2002, p. xi.

22%/ery good and massive overview of RMA and all retatopics could be found in the site of Pmject
on Defense Alternativeshttp://www.comw.org/rma.

#Gray, Strategy for Chaq9. xiii.
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Alongside good, solid academic works on this isgue possible to find texts
where industrial or service interests are barehcealed under the flag of RMA.
The goal of this section is to look at the begngsi of this debate. Despite
huge amount of papers which appear every yearathaye based on assumptions,
concepts and ideas introduced at the beginninghef tlebate. Repeatedly
scholars, analysts and experts are quoting the svofkthe Soviet military
thinkers, Andrew Marshall, Andrew Krepinevich oridEl A. Cohen who laid

down the foundations of the RMA.

Soviet military thought and the birth of MTR capice

The origins of the RMA dates back to the periothleen mid 1970’s and early
1980’s and are traced to Soviet military writinggat MTR??* At that period, the
Soviets started to discuss that American innovatiothe areas of electronics,
precise targeting, information processing and otherhnologies created a
fundamental discontinuity in warfare. The Chief tbe General Staff at that

moment, Marshal Nikolai Ogarkov, in a number oft¢eexmphasised that:

“Both the latest state-of-the art technology, [.ahd the organisational changes, which had

to be made to accommodate this emerging weapomy/damot constitute a phase in a

process of evolutionary adaptation but a genuiseatitinuity in military affairs®*

The explanation why Soviets saw radical changesarfare is twofold. The
first is related to the ideological-theoretical kgound in which Soviets
developed their military thought and secondly tleaction and search for a
remedy to the Western doctrines such as Air LanlleBALB) and Follow on
Force Attack (FOFA) in early 1980%*

The ideological differences between Western coemtand the Soviet Union

set a different normative, theoretical point of wi¢o the surrounding world.

2221t is important to note that Soviet thinkers als®d the term “revolution in military affairs”, baotore
often, they used term “MTR”. Because of that, tloeegted version is that Soviets developed MTR
concept, which was succeeded by American RMA.

?2Dima P. Adamsky, “Through the Looking Glass: Thevigo Military-Technical Revolution and the
American Revolution in Military Affairs,Journal of Strategic Studig81, 2008, p. 264.

224 |bid., p. 262.
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According to David M. Glantz, for the Soviets “weould either accelerate or
retard the marsh toward world socialisfA®.Therefore, trying to avoid defeat in
the war, the Soviets perceived the study of waa a&sience which has its own
laws and rules. In this scientific framework of iaity science the military-
technical aspects were one of the main foundatiohghe whole military
science®® In this context, it is not surprising that the &ty saw Western
technological innovations as revolutionary. If Amans saw the development of
a single weapon or platform as an incremental aodigonary process, then the
Soviets saw all these changes in a holistic waginge all technological
innovations as one system. Such a holistic apprdeadped to see not only
individual trees, but also the whole forest. Havangtrict theoretical framework
where technical aspects were prime the Sovietsdcee how new technologies
could affect the lower stages of military scienceslitary art, organisation,
military strategy, operational art, and tacticseTdonclusion of this assessment
was that there was a new MTR.

At the same time, the introduction of new doctsigy the USA and NATO
only strengthened the Soviet belief about MTR. Aliedetailed assessment, they
concluded that new technologies, allowing long eapgecise strikes linked with
advanced command and control systems, could &éewhole military planning
and doctriné?’ The conclusions showed that during Soviet attackGermany
Soviet’s second echelon could be destroyed befueriag the conflict zone; that
the conventional phase of war was considerablyeasing and that the volume of

tasks for forces using conventional weapons alss \areasing”® New

2David M Glantz,Soviet Military Operational Art: In Pursuit of Dedpattle, London: Frank Cass, 1991,

p. 1.

“Abid., pp, 3-4.

227 The essence of ALB and FOFA doctrines was thatt&vesountries by using new technologies with
deep strike capabilities could compensate theimgtadive disadvantage. With the help of deep strik
operations Soviet second echelon could be stoppegduced while main NATO forces could fight
advancing first Soviet echelon. John L Romjue, ‘THeolution of the Airland Battle ConceptAir
University ReviewMay-June 1984; Richard Lock-Pullan, “How to rethimtar; Conceptual Innovation and
AirLand Battle Doctrine” Journal of Strategic Studieg8, 2005; Adamsky, pp. 259-261.

228 pdamsky, p. 268.
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conventional capabilities could have not only talti and operational
consequences, but also even strategic ones. ThietSrategic planners were
even considering the potential use of new convaatizveapons on a global scale.
This meant that conventional weapons could helactdeve results which in the
past were possible only by using nuclear weafths.

All these technological changes required a newrammal and doctrinal
approach. The Soviets started discussing abouetennaissance strike and fire
complexeswhich had to integrate reconnaissance, surveilaiacgeting assets
with precision weapons and command and controksystinto one system. These
complexes had to be supported and organically diniath operational
manoeuvring groupsThe whole point of all this was the destroyingtioé deep
strike capabilities of the West while at the sameetstriking at the enemy’s rear
and creating operational sho@®.

Summarising this it is clear that the Soviets s@w conventional weapons
and technologies as triggers which started MTR.nFtbeir perspective, this
revolution affected all levels of the war, and wa®bably replacing nuclear
weapons. Because of that, radical changes werereequn the organisation of

armed forces and fighting doctrines.

Development of the RMA concept

The most surprising aspect in the history of RMAthat Americans who
invented and introduced all these new technolodigsot see their revolutionary
potential as the Soviets did. The Americans onlgk@d up this theoretical

framework of the Soviet MTR a decade later. Thevekss of the Americans to

2Andrew W. Marshall and C. Wolf, ‘The Future Securnvironment’. Report of the Future Security
Environment Working Group, submitted to the Cominisson Integrated Long Term Strategy.
Washington DC: DoD Oct. 1988, p. 142.

230 Adamsky, pp. 272-275.
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grasp the importance of Soviet achievements is raorprising bearing in mind
that they were following the development of thisoept from the beginning®

It is important to note that the Americans andrthi¢estern allies during this
period were discussing new technologies, their chpan military doctrines,
strategies and political consequend&sHowever, these discussions were more
concentrated on individual technologies or weap@tesns. The new technologies

were seen as evolutional, as a further step ingtinening existing capabilities:

“U.S. forecasting efforts tend to be more piecemaadl less ambitious, extrapolating

forward from current capabilities rather than tgyito anticipate qualitative leaps that can

bring about what the Soviets call a “revolutiomiilitary affairs”?*®

If the Soviets saw ALB and FOFA doctrines drivgnriew technologies, the
Americans and their allies put more emphasis orirth@d innovations which to
some extent were revolutionary by themsef/&ésAmericans “[...] shifted the
relationship between technology and army doctrmeotie where the doctrine
dictated the technological requiremerfts”.

The American defence establishment started papmoge attention to the
Soviet ideas about MTR only late in the 1980’s,pitesthe fact that through the
decade there was a constant call to look moretssyionto the Soviet findings®

After they started, it did not take long for Angamns to grasp and understand
the importance and magnitude of Soviet findings.1888, a work group was
established by the Commission on Integrated LongnTstrategy and chaired by
A. Marshall and Ch. Wolf. It reported that Soviatere right in what they stated

about profound changes in the war:

%1 bid., pp. 276-279.

233 awrence FreedmarThe Revolution in Strategic Affairgydelphi paper, Nr. 318. London: Oxford
University Press for the International Institute Sirategic Studies, 1998, p. 21-27

233 Marshall, The Future Security Environmemt 35.

#The new doctrines focussed on the campaigns r#tiharon battles at the front line. It also showeat t
American military thinking shifted from tacticalvel to operational which by itself was a radicalvap
opposite to existing American military tradition.

3 Richard Lock-Pullan, p. 684.

236 Adamsky, p. 281
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“The Working Group believes that the Soviets aneexi in their assessment that the advent
of new technologies will revolutionize war, and mo¢rely make current forces marginally

better at what they do. [...] the new technologiel pvdbfoundly alter tactical requirements,
operational possibilities, and even, in some caststegic choice in the early 21
century”?’

According to the report, the changes in war resuftom the innovations in
the areas of stealth, unmanned vehicles, precisimg-range munitions, space
and information technologies, etc. It was almosenittal to the list of
technological innovations which the Soviets saweaslutionary in the previous
decade. The report also concluded that new techrsomight require “[...]
radical surgery — in our current organisationsjtary doctrine, and philosophy of
command3®

In 1991, all these predictions had been vindicadedng the Gulf war.
Despite the fact that this war had been fought r@icg to the rules of industrial
warfare, the media ensured that world attention fixasl on the precision-guided
munitions destroying their targets. The use of cotens, space satellites, new
reconnaissance, surveillance and targeting systér@speed of decision-making
- all these things surprised not only other coestribut also the Americans
themselves. A worldwide consensus was reachedatimsw era of warfare had
arrived.

In the wake of this war, reflection and analygpeared quickly. In the same
year, future Defence Secretary William J. Perryteriat “in Operation Desert
Storm the United States employed for the first timenew class of military
systems that gave American forces a revolutionadvaace in military
capability” ?*° Politicians and scholars alike echoed this view.

During the war, the head of the Office of Net Assaent in the Defence

Department, A. Marshall, asked his colleagues tolewlake an assessment

%7 Marshall, The Future Security Environmenpt 26.
28 |pid., p. 34.
29 william J. Perry, “Desert Strom and Deterrendedreign Affairs 70, 1991, p. 66.
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concerning the changes in warfare. The resultisfabsessment was probably the
most important and fundamental text about RMA thas to lay down guidelines
for future research and debate on this issue.

Report “The Military-Technical Revolution: A Prelinary Assessment”,
prepared by A. Krepinevich from the beginning steekthat the world was facing
MTR and that “sooner or later leading military posvevill exploit available and

emerging technologie$*? He defined MTR in the following way:

“A Military-Technical Revolution occurs when the @igation of new technologies into
military systems combines with innovative operagiorconcepts and organisational
adaptation to alter fundamentally the characteramdiuct of military operationg™™

As this definition shows, American understandinigowt revolutionary
changes in the war was a bit different from thathef Soviet’s. Despite using the
same acronym, MTR, Americans tried to emphasize tézhnologies alone are
not enough to make revolution a reafit§. They especially stressed the
importance of organisational innovation and adamtat Without it new
technologies, weapon systems and doctrinal innowatiwvere not sufficient “to
affect MTR™**

Another important difference from the Soviets wést the Americans
thought that the world was facing only the begignof MTR and the Gulf war
was not a proof of an already existing revolutibant more as a hint of the future
warfare?** Krepinevich and Marshall liked to compare the aiibn of early
1990’s with the closing days of World War | and theerwar period. For them the
Gulf war was like battle of Cambrai in 1917 whehe tank was introduced. On

the other hand the example of the interwar yeageaally the British case, is a

20Andrew F. Krepinevich, JrThe Military-Technical Revolution: A Preliminary gessmentCentre for
Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, 2002, p.1.
241 (1a;

Ibid, p. 3
242 |t is important to notice that Soviets also wepeaking about importance of organisational and
doctrinal change. However, the technologies stifevthe driving force. American view is more bakhc
by giving more credit to other factors.
243 Krepinevich,The Military-Technical Revolutigmp. 32.
24 bid, p. 8.
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good reminder how countries could not grasp theomamce of change in the
warfare brought by new technologfés.

The last important difference between American &uadiet perceptions of
MTR is the priorities placed in the list of techogies. Soviets stressed
iImportance of deep strike and precision weaponsliewkmericans emphasised
importance of information technologies: “establighiinformation dominance
could well be thesine qua nonfor effective military operations in future
conflicts” %4

This assessment was well received by the U.Sndefestablishment. A year
later, the second version was distributed. Thisudent repeated ideas of the first
document in a more comprehensive form, except am@oitant difference, the
acronym MTR was replaced IRMA?*’ The reason of this change was that “MTR
denoted too great an emphasis on technology. Tdrerehterested community
now uses the term RMA, which focusesremolution and placesechnologyin a
supporting role™*®

This “RMA introduction project” was finished by &pinevich’s article in the
journal National Interestwhere he put contemporary RMA into its historical
context. According to him, “there appear to haverbas many as ten military
revolutions since the fourteenth centuf§?Into this list he included revolutions
such as the infantry revolution in "L4¢entury, Napoleonic revolution or nuclear
revolution?® The analysis of these historical revolutions couédp to compose
something like a chart of indicators, which willltié¢o recognize new revolutions

and verify the contemporary one. Reading this larticis possible to see how

245 |bid., p. 9; Der Derrian, p. 32.

246 Krepinevich,The Military-Technical Revolutigmp. 22.

24"Andrew W. Marshall, Director of Net AssessmeBgme Thoughts on Military Revolutions — Second
Version Washington DC: Office of the Secretary of Defer®Aug. 1993.

248 Jeffrey R. CooperAnother View of the Revolution in Military Affair€arlisle Barracks, PA: Strategic
Studies Institute, U.S. Army War, 1994, p. 25, nbt&repinevich,The Military-Technical Revolutigrp.

iv.

29Andrew F. KrepinevichCavalry to computerp. 30.

20 pid, pp. 31-35.
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Krepinevich blends ideas of MR and RMA into oneydltreating misconceived
impression that these two ideas are similar/idahtic

Summarising this it is possible to say that in @hen couple of years a group
of scholars and experts laid down the frameworRBIA by identifying its main
features, displaying main requirements of this hetwan, and supported the idea
with strong historical evidence.

All these publications set the tone and showedptd for future research
concerning RMA. Scholars started to analyse diffeqgarts of this revolution.
Some concentrated on the technological issues,rotbe organisational and
doctrine innovations. Scholars argued about thdétipesand negative aspects of
RMA.?* However, despite the enormous size of all thesiqations all of them
followed the definitions introduced by Krepineviahd Marshall.

It did not take a long time to transit ideas fré®dMA debate to practical
politics. The proponents of such doctrinal ide&s kystem of systems, network
centric warfare, swarmifitf were demanding to transform American forces by
making them more mobile, agile, lethal and capalfleising and pursuing the
informational dominance in the battle space. Soddoeg such armed forces on the
battlefield would be connected with the whole rangk reconnaissance,
surveillance, precise targeting, information cdile and processing and

dissemination assets into one seamless network.iJ the essence of well-known

#1 Eliot A. Cohen, “The Mystique of U.S. Air PowerForeign Affairs Vol. 73, Iss. 1, 1994; Eliot A.
Cohen, “A Revolution in Warfare.Foreign Affairs Vol. 75, Iss. 2, 1996; Steven Metz and JamesiKie
Strategy and the Revolution in Military Affairs:dm Theory to PolicyCarlisle Barracks, PA: Strategic
Studies Institute, U.S. Army War, 1995; MichaeMazarr, Military Technical Revolution: A Structural
Framework Washington, D.C: Centre for Strategic and Intdomal Studies, 1993; Russell F Weigley,
History of the United States Armyrhe Macmillan Wars of The United States (New YJKkY.]:
Macmillan, 1967).; William E OdomAmerica's Military Revolution: Strategy and Strueté\fter the Cold
War. Washington, D.C: American University Press, 1993.

%2 william A. Owens and Offley Ed.,ifting the Fog of WarBaltimore: The Johns Hopkins University
Press, 2001, p. 296; Wiliam A. Owens, “The Amemidaevolution in Military Affairs”, Joint Force
Quarterly, Nr. 10, Winter 1995/1996; William A. Owens, “THemerging U.S. System-of Systems”,
Strategic Forum. National Defense University, Fabyu 1996; A. K. Cebrowski.,, and J. Garstka,
“Network-Centric Warfare: Its Origin and FuturdNaval Institute Proceedings Magazinknuary, 1998;
Sean J. A.Edward§warming on the Battlefield: Past, Present, anduFeitRAND, 2000; John Arquilla
and Ronfeldt DavidSwarming and the Future of Confli@AND, 2000.
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U.S. military transformation. At this moment, it p@ssible already to see some
practical results of this transformatiéii.The operations in Afghanistan and Iraq
showed how these transformed armed forces fift8imply, the theoretical ideas
about contemporary and future war were transfornmedpractical politics,
spending billions of dollars on creating and transiing new military
capabilities. Because of that the definition, ustirding and critics of the
concept of RMA are very important. It is not simpdytheoretical discussion
among scholars. It has profound economical, palitemd social effects on daily
life.

RMA critics

The concept of the RMA and its proponents sustampgite harsh criticism
from many directions. Being not only the objectlodoretical but also of political
discussions criticism of this concept came fromedse areas like the military
theory or particular procurement politics.

One of the main criticisms of RMA is concernedhatite role of technologies.
As was mentioned, Krepinevich and Marshall trieghow that technologies are
only one ingredient of this RMA. However, lookingtae definition of RMA it
still seems that technologies are the driving fotbe catalyst that pushes forward
doctrinal and organisational innovations. Scholikes Murray and Gray, to some
extent accepting idea of RMA, always stress theltrielogies at best is only one
dimension of complex world and at worst, only tee@adary issue compared to

political and social changé®

%3 U.S. Army changed its organisational structure ingbrigade, not division as the main operational
unit; increasing role of Special Forces; procurenmans for increasing number of unmanned aeridl an
ground vehicles; increasing use and dependencefaimational technologies, etc. Robert H. Scales, J
Yellow smoke: the future of land warfare for Ama&dcmilitary. Lanham, Md.; Oxford : Rowman &
Littlefield Publishers, 2003.

“4Max Boot, ‘The New American Way of Waioreign AffairsVol. 82, No. 4, July/August 2003; Donald
H. Rumsfeld, ‘Transforming the MilitaryForeign Affairs Vol. 81, Iss. 3, May/Jun 2002.

23 Murray, The dynamics of military revolutiopp. 177, 192; GrayAnother Bloody Centurypp. 98-131;
Gray, Strategy for Chaogip. 4 -5.
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Another criticism of RMA is also related to thde@f technologies. For some
of its ardent proponents it seems that RMA with mdw technologies may
eliminate friction from the battlefield. The lifighof the fog of war “is the strategic
ambition of the RMA™*® According to Admiral Bill Owens, the most famous

promoter of this idea:

“The technology that is available to the U.S. railjt today [...] can revolutionize the way
we conduct military operations. That technology gare us the ability to see a ‘battlefield’
[...] with unprecedented fidelity, comprehension, dimdeliness; by night or day, in any
kind of weather, all the timé’

Such approach was criticised by neo-Clausewitgianich as Gray, Murray
and Watt$>® According to them, the victory in war depends solely on
technologies. Such things as morale and will oflieo$, training and leadership to
mention a few are equally or even more imporfahPresent technologies have
diminished some obstacles like the impact of weatinanformation collection.
However, at the same time they created otherse¥ample, the previous problem
of lack of information was now transformed into theblem of informational
overload. Combined with a greater tempo and spéedmemporary operations
all this leaves a lot of ground for friction. Alsbis worth to remember that
humans with all their deficiencies still are pafrad this proces$®

On the other hand, scholars like Martin van Cre\ald proponents of idea of
4™ generation warfare criticised RMA because it pregdahe Clauzewitzian way
of war, that is conventional warfare. For thesdiazithe time of war between

states is a secondary issue compared with thnsatg from asymmetrical threats

26 Rasmussen, p. 53.

%7 Owens Lifting the Fog of Warp. 14.

28 williamson Murray, ‘Clausewitz Out, Computer In:iléary Culture and Technological Hubrighe
National Interest Summer, 1997; Colin S. GraWodern Strategy Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1999; Barry D. Watts,Clausewitzian Friction and Future WaMcNair Paper, Nr. 52. Washington, D.C:
Institute for National Strategic Studies, NatioB&ffense University, October, 1996.

29 Gray,Another Bloody Centuryp. 100.

O0\Watts, p. 126.
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like terrorism or insurgenci€§' Therefore, the U.S. and other countries are
implementing wrong defence and military policiesdadeveloping wrong
capabilities.

Another important dimension of the criticism of RMconcentrates on the
notion that there is nothing revolutionary in RMAdathat it is actually more of
an evolutional process. The leading scholar indhes Stephen Biddle argues that
operation in the Gulf war, Kosovo, Afghanistan dra| and their relative success
Is not a result of superior technologies, but mafra product of the incompetent
enemy and innovation skills of American soldiers.réality the effects of new
weapons were not as enormous as had been perceitledhe old ways of
fighting still being very much alivé®

The universality of RMA is also questioned. In magublications it is referred
to as the American RMA, as the concept which pr@sidpecific and unique
American fighting traditions. However, it is impant to remember that the U.S.
being the strongest military power in the world Icbdictate the trends in this
field. In the past, countries copied the Fredeniciblapoleonic or Prussian
concepts and ideas of fighting, making them unaferBherefore, in this case the
present situation with American RMA is not unigéetually, the ideas of RMA
already spread around the world. European countAestralia, Israel, Russia,
and China at present moment are implementing @esfiormation of their own

armed forces more or less by following the lineé\oferican transformatioff

#IMartin Van Creveld,The Transformation of WalNew York: Free Press, 1991; William Lind, ‘The
Changing Face of War: Into the Fourth Generatidtarine Corp GazetteQctober, 1989; Thomas X.
Hammes,The Sling and the Stone: on War in the 21st centsiryPaul: Zenith press, 2004; ‘Symposium:
debating Fourth-Generation Warfar€pntemporary Security Policyolume 26, Nr2. Routledge, August
2005.

%2 stephen Biddle, ‘Victory Misunderstood: What theliGVar Tells Us about the Future of Conflict’,
International SecurityVol. 21, No. 2, (Autumn, 1996; ‘The past as pgue: Assessing theories of future
warfare’, Security Studigsvol. 8, No. 1, 1998; ‘Afghanistan and the FutoféNarfare’, Foreign Affairs,
Mar/Apr 2003.

23 Thierry Gongora and Harald von Riekhoff (ed:gward a Revolution in Military Affairs?: Defensaca
Security at the Dawn of the Twenty-First Centufyestport, Conn: Greenwood Press, 2000; Robbin F
Laird, The Revolution in Military Affairs: Allied Perspaats McNair papers. Washington, D.C: Institute
for National Strategic Studies, National Defenséversity, 1999.
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The last but not the least criticism is relateditie notion that idea of the
RMA was and is developed in astrategic context.ofding to Gray, “[...] the
great RMA debate of the 1990’s was unusually ajgalit[...] and therefore it
appeared hazardously astrategf¢'The supporters and critics of RMA so heavily
engaged in the discussion about various partididarihat they made it an end in
itself. The RMA for them became a substitute foatetgy; it became the way to
“define the rationale of strategy®> The Western countries, particularly the U.S.
pursued and developed capabilities suitable fomidewhich they wanted to fight
in the future. However, by doing this they so imseet into some kind of
futurology that lost sight of the real and preseminges in the world. Therefore,
Lawrence Freedman concluded that “it will hardlysbBMA if it leads those who
embrace it to avoid most of contemporary confli¢§”

Finishing this overview of the RMA critics justfaw words in defence of
RMA could be useful. The technological dimensiontlos concept has some
strong sides. The computer and all other relateldnt@ogies came to the military
and will remain there. It is difficult to imaginbd armed forces in the 2tentury
fighting without all these technologies. The usett@se technologies requires a
different approach, different training and desjiliecritics - different fighting®’
Moreover, all these changes could be seen as tewwduy, only the best way to
see them is look at the present situation througésgs of MR, not RMA, because
the former provides a meta-historical perspectivat thelps to disengage from
hazards of l'histoire “ev’enmentielle that surrounds discussions about
contemporary military changes.

The goal of this chapter was to analyse the cdsceped by scholars and

experts as theoretical tools that try to explaia thanges in the military sphere

%4 Gray, Strategy for Chaq®. 37.

255 Rasmussen, p. 49.

2% Freedman, p. 78.

%7 Eliot A. Cohen, “Change and Transformation in kil Affairs,” Journal of Strategic Studig¥ol. 27,
Iss. 3, 2004.
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and beyond it. At the first look, the ideas of MRdaRMA look very similar.
However, they have one crucial and fundamentakrifice. They differ on the
object which they have to explain. The object of MRhe changes on the level of
the state. On the other hand RMA concentratestiénton on the armed forces
(new weapons, new doctrines, and new organisatiorgther words, RMA could
be considered as a part of MR. It is important tdice that only handful of
scholars have pointed to this relation between M&RMA

However, the biggest problem is that scholars Inaste these two concepts
as synonyms. Moreover, what is even more importatitat MR is considered as

a synonym of RMA, not vice versa:

“[...] while most would accord them status of supdiRs (or MR’s), | elect to refer to
them as simply as RMA'$%®

“In this context,military revolutionrefers to changes in the weapons used to fighlesatt
the targets they attack; the systems that provimantand and control, logistical, and

intelligence support for the weapons; and the degdions that use the weapons and

systems™’°

There is no competition trying to find out whiclencept and acronym is
fancier. It could be argued that concentration lo& toncept of RMA and its
identification with MR threatens to ruin all workné efforts done by social
scientists and historians. As was mentioned iniptesvchapters, scholars tried to
show that the military could be, and must be, peetkas an independent variable
explaining the processes in the political, so@afjnomical spheres.

The problem of the concept of RMA is that it isqeved and understood as a
technological revolution. Despite best efforts nphasise other factors, the RMA
first of all is associated with technologies. Bexmof the influence of the media,

the new weapons are the main story: “more and nmaw, military technologies,

%8\ urray, Thinking About Revolutions in Military AffajrsRogers, “Military Revolutions” and
“Revolutions in Military Affairs”

29 Gray, Strategy for Chag®. 70.

270 Jeremy Shapiro, “Information and War: Is It a Retion?” in Strategic Appraisal: The Changing Role
of Information in Warfareged. by Zalmay Khalilzad, John P. White, AndrewMarshall. RAND, 1999, p.
129.
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more so than the soldiers operating them, weret@gdie profiled in leading
television news segments [.. 3™

This perceived importance of the technologies dsaRMA open to harsh
criticisms, as was already mentioned previously.cBticising the technological
determinism scholars emphasise the secondary rééelonologies in comparison
with political and social changes. By criticisirfgetrole of technologies, the whole
importance of RMA as driving factor of military amge is neglected. By doing
that, the changes in the military sphere are seea i@sult of political, strategic
and social change, but not as an independent tnanafion. In such a case, we
have a situation when the military factor in thetpavents and processes could be
analysed as an independent variable, but at prelsecause of concentration on
the technological aspects of RMA, it is not. Howg\vEin the past the military
continuously through the ages was important in diegelopment of political,
social spheres, why does the situation have tdffereht now? More light on this
paradoxical situation could be shed if we look & present changes through
lenses of MR ide&’”

This idea is neglected and ignored because ihistarical concept. According
to Gray, “the realm of the strategist is the reafhpossible RMA, not of MR%"?
It is very strange to hear this from a scholar wdlaways emphasises the
multidimensional and complex nature of the strafégyMR is much more
complex and more multidimensional than RMA conc&uholars like Gray and
Freedman are looking into the RMA from the perspeabf strategy trying to find

out how these possible changes could affect ttegegty of the state. They are

271 3. Marshall Beier, ‘Outsmarting Technologies: Rhiet Revolutions in Military Affairs, and Social
Depth of Warfare’|nternational Politics Vol. 43, 2006, p.269.

272 5ome scholars are trying to do that, but it ccagdargued that at this moment they were only partly
successful. They still are often confusing the MEhRMA, emphasizing the importance of technologies
and only hinting on possible political, social sfarmations as result of military changes. Murraie
dynamics of military revolutionylax Boot,War made new: technology, warfare, and the coufdestory,
1500 to todayNew York : Gotham Books, 2006.

273 Gray, Strategy for Chag®. 70; Also see Shapiro, p. 138.

27 Gray,Modern Strategy

93



quite right by saying that even if RMA is importathe changes in geopolitical

and strategic situation in the world are equallpamant. However, at the same
time by ignoring idea of MR they are ignoring thespible changes in other areas
which eventually may change the strategy of theesiBhe essence of MR is that
changes in the military sphere will influence tliraicges in the political and social

sphere, more precisely, in the state. By chandspalitical, social, and economic

structure in particular, the state may change tistegyic priorities and interests.

For example, the French revolution was a domesBcd, but it changed the

nature of the French state in such a way thattdred not only its strategic

interests, but it also changed all internationdkeor

By equalizing MR with RMA, scholars are creatindf-¢solation. There are
other important issues and changes in the milisgtyere happening now, but all
of them are analysed separately without one urfietiework. This situation is
similar to the situation when the Soviets saw tbe/ merican technologies as
part of one system, while Americans only saw maifjer@nt technological
innovations and improvements.

Bearing in mind that because of operational needkaqg and Afghanistan
RMA topic lost its popularity in the military commity and was replaced by
discussions about counterinsurgency. Because détey to treat MR and RMA
as synonyms, this decline of RMA theme had negatwmpact on MR’s
application for future researches. That's why inecessary to combine idea of
MR with wider theoretical considerations, like idgaroposed by Giddens, Tilly,
Mann. Their ideas provide a theoretical clout foR Nbr a wider application, not
only for analysis of early modern times. On theeothand the model of MR and
its proposed analysis angle may help to colleclatsy systemise and provide
historical material which is sometimes missingha Tilly’'s, Mann’s arguments.

At the present, we can see some very interestimay possibly fundamental
changes in the military: conscripted armies ardamsul by professional armies,

reliance on the private security companies is asireg, there are talks about post-
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modern, hybrid armed forces and finally the RMAI#t$"® Actually some of these
changes, like end of conscription and use of pei@mpanies, are partly related
to the technological changes in warfare. If we @latl these changes under the
umbrella of the concept of MR, we could see quietirgeresting picture. We
could ask questions like how the relationship ie #pheres of civil-military,
armed forces and society are affected. How, fortamse, the military
transformation in U.S. or European countries wilacge their civil-military
relations. In this case, the concept of RMA wilt be very helpful.

It is difficult to imagine contemporary discusssoabout military changes not
using the ternmevolution The debate of RMA created this discourse. Howater
we have to choose which notion is better to use AR MR, it would be better
to use MR. Because of its complexity and historaapth this idea could help
scholars, experts and politicians to see and amdlys changes in the military
sphere far better than by concentrating on theudsons about technological
determinism of RMA.

The idea of MR, by uniting different strands oflitary history and sub-
disciplines of history gives a broader view, it qda present events into the
historical context and all this helps to see dédfdérchanges in a more coherent
picture. In order to avoid dangers of Braudeliaistoire “evenmentielleve need
deeper and wider perspective than RMA may offertualty on many cases
discussions about RMA is history of this moment, & informational noise and
problems related to that fact. The following chapteexactly about this issue,
about importance and advantages provided by MRdveork when talking about

contemporary military thought.

215 K. W. Haltiner, ‘The Definite End of the Mass Arnity Europe?’ Armed Forces and Societyol. 25,
No. 1, 1998; Charles C. Moskoshe Postmodern MilitaryJohn Allen Williams, ‘The Military and
Society Beyond the Postmodern Em@tbis, Vol. 52, Iss. 2, 2008; P.W. Sing&oprporate Warriors: The
Rise of the Privatized Military Industrilew York, Cornell University Press, 2004; Davide&rer Private
Armies and Military InterventignAdelphi paper Nr. 316. London: Oxford UniversRyess, International
Institute for Strategic Studies, 1998; Robert MdnRrivatization of Security’ Armed Forces and Society
Vol. 28, Iss. 1, Fall, 2001.
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4. Contemporary Understanding of War

As was shown in previous chapter, the discussia@utabeginning of MR in
early modernity first of all was concerned how teate systemic way of military
thinking, which accordingly would help to use eiigt armed forces and
technologies more efficiently. In other words, th#gonomy of military dimension
starts with the creation and development of myitéwought. Different perceptions
of war are leading to different tactical, concept(doctrines) and institutional
solutions. At the same time, all these differerdaisl demand different types of
armed forces, different training, different weapaats.

Those, who for the last twenty years are followithgbate about military
thought, may tell that this academic field has beery busy. Scholars one after
another proposed their own interpretations andhdiefns about war: virtual war,
virtuous war, post-modern war, postheroic war, tlougeneration warfare,
network centric warfare, small wars, new wars, s&dec sport war, hybrid wars to
mention a few?’® After reading all these works it is difficult tealise that all
authors are speaking about the same phenomenami@ gisions war looks like
the one from movies “Terminator” or “Universal sieid”. Others have defined
war so that you may find more resemblance with “Msdx” or “Blood
diamond”. Finally, some of the descriptions are en@alistic, like situations from
“Black Hawk down”.

However, this havoc does not end there. Some additifactors make the

situation even more complicated. Firstly, on magasions different levels of

2’®James Der DeriarVirtuous War Michael Ignatieff,Virtual War, Mary Kaldor,New & Old Wars 2nd

ed. Cambridge: Polity, 2006; Christopher Cokére Future Of War: The Re-enchantment Of War In the
Twenty-first CenturyMalden, Mass; Oxford: Blackwell, 2004.; C.H Gr&8pstmodern War: The New
Politics Of Conflict.London: Routledge, 1997; Rupert Smitthe Utility Of Force: The art Of War In the
Modern World. London: Penguin Books, 2006; Colin Mcinn&ypectator Sport War: The West and
Contemporary ConflictBoulder, Colo.; London: Lynne Rienner, 2002; Them& Hammes;The Sling
and the StoneFrank G. HoffmanConflict In the 21st Century: The Rise Of Hybrid révarlington,
Virginia: The Potomac Institute for Policy Studi@§07; Cebrowski; Edward N. Luttwak, ‘Toward Post-
Heroic Warfare.’ Foreign Affairs 74, 1995, pp. 109-122.
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analysis have been mixed up. Very often authomsfuse two different concepts:
war and warfare. On one hand, war is much more figgaing, it also contains
social, economical and other dimensions. War exisfere the fight and after it.
Thus, warfare is an element, a moment of war whHeadbis shed, when armies
and soldiers clash into each other. A very wellwnaexpression “victory on the
battlefield does not mean victory in the war” psety shows differences between
those two concepts. Quoting Colin S. Gray: “statasd other political
communities wage warfare in order to prosecuter thairs”?’’ Therefore it is
necessary to treat with caution ideas and theowbsch argue that new
technological solutions (computer), new dimensiqegber, space) or new
warfighting types (terrorist attacks, or ethnicaciengs) are the proof that nature
of war is changing.

Another trend which might be traced by reading acad literature and
listening political speeches is that a lot of issaad processes are callgdr even
when they do not have any relations with war: wgaiast poverty, drugs,
economic wars, etc. On some occasions, such exmpnesse only a rhetoric trick
to give more importance for some political issuepmblems. According to J.
Black, such and similar use of war and other nmjitbels is a proof that our
mentality is still bellicosé’® However, such inappropriate use of “war” concept
has a negative side. All these actions devalue camdnish the meaning and
importance of war. Something similar is happeningneighbourhood with the
meaning of “strategy”. In bookshops, we can findkswith titles like -Sun Tzu:
the Art of War for Managers — 50 Strategic Rulean Szu Strategies for
Marketing: 12 Essential Principles for Winning thear for Customer$’® We
often hear discussions about strategies in theegtmthat are far away from the

realm of war. This diffusion and usage of concepthe reason why there are so

2T CS Gray,War, Peace and International Relations: An Introtioie To Strategic HistoryLondon:
Routledge, 2007, p. 6.

278 Black, Rethinking Military Historyp. 16.

?Hew Strachan, ‘The Lost Meaning Of Strategtirvival 47, 2005, p. 34.
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many different definitions of “war” and why it beoe difficult to explain what
exactly war i€

To clarify and define the meaning of war in®2dentury is very important for
this dissertation. It determins how wars are fouglat kind of armed forces and
weaponry are required. Therefore, if we want tovprthat we live in the times of
another military revolution, it is important to akg what war is.

Three different schools, trying to explain the dpesin war and warfare will
be analysed in this dissertation. These schools ree@ wars theory, theories
related to fight against terrorism and insurgenaied conventional war theories.
The best way to understand differences betweeretBelBools is to compare
conflicts that are paradigmatic for their theoriesr example, the paradigmatic
war for new war theory is Bosnian war (1992-1936)d the conflicts, like civil
wars in Africa, Chechnya or Columbia are considessd new waré®* For
insurgency school paradigmatic conflicts are compi@mary missions in Iraq and
Afghanistar’® Both Gulf wars are the foundation for conventionars school.
The NATO air campaign in Kosovo in 1999, overthrofvTaliban in 2003-2004
and Georgian-Russian conflict in August, 2008 asigmed to this group tdd°
Simply speaking the associates of new wars canmi that in future all wars will
be like the one in Bosnia. For insurgency schoelftiture military conflicts will
be a repetition of Iraq and Afghanistan, and cotivealist argue that the future
belongs to the type of Gulf war and Kosovo campaigmflicts. The most
intriguing thing is that all schools are trying poove their “ownership” of the

same conflicts, e.c. operations in Iraq and Afgsiam. Since all three schools are

#%ew Strachan, ‘The Changing Character Of War’ (@nésd at the A Europaeum Lecture, The Graduate
Institute of International Relations, Geneva, 2006)

281 Kaldor; Herfried Miinkler The New WarsCambridge: Polity, 2005; Robert D. Kaplafhe Coming
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giving different advices on how to gain victory these conflicts, it is very

important to resolve this complicated situation.

Ghost of Clausewitz

One of the ways to solve this puzzle is to staanfrthe place where
everything has started. All discussions about thtéure of the war and its
character eventually touch the ideas of one authGarl von Clausewitz. Ideas,
expressed in his book “On War” nowadays are sauémflial, even pervasive.
Paraphrasing Liddle Hart - “the ghost of Clausetig still haunting ug®

The position held in this dissertation is, thatteomporary schools of military
thought misunderstood and misinterpreted the idé&ausewitz, and that is the
reason why we have such a big mess and chaos wkakisg about the nature of
war.

Some of the reasons of such situation are entittedy fault of Clausewitz
himself. It is well known, that when he died, h& Bn unfinished book. Situation
became more complicated when shortly before hishd€tausewitz decided to
rewrite the book. One of his personal notes stdiésan early death should
terminate my work, what | have written so far wqudticourse, only deserve to be
called a shapeless mass of ided3'™He was afraid that in such case his ideas
would be liable to misinterpretation. Accordinghis notes, he only succeeded to
rewrite Chapter One of Book 1 (14 pages out of 56#bre his death. However,
for the last couple of decades this convention@rpretation was challenged. It is
argued, that when Clausewitz decided to rewriteothek, he actually had in mind
Book 8. According to this new interpretation, aftewriting Book 8 he planned to
revise other parts of the bod¥.It means that if we follow this version, we may

argue that Clausewitz revised more of his book iharas thought previously. In

284 Clausewitz; Basil Henry Liddell Harthe Ghost of Napoleohondon: Faber & Faber limited, 1933.
25 Clausewitz, p. 70.

288 Azar Gat,The Origins Of Military Thought From the Enlighteent To ClausewitzOxford: Clarendon
Press, 1989; Hew Strachd®arl Von Clausewitz’'s On War: A Biographyondon: Atlantic Books, 2007.
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such case, we can read and interpret very impogassages from Clausewitz
book with more trust.

This story about Clausewitz book becomes even nmapertant when we read
it more carefully. On many occasions, it is possibb see that Clausewitz
contradicts himself. However, it is unavoidable diese there is a collision of two
Clausewitz’s: a historian and a theoreticihClausewitz, the theoretician, looks
for a timeless universal model, which could expl#m nature of war, and
simultaneously Clausewitz, the historian, undexsamvery well that every
different historical period has its own way of canting war’®® This internal
contradiction and confusion created by Clausewsznss to be working in his
favour. Most likely, this contradiction between thistorian and the theoretician is
the reason, why his ideas are still important nayaddespite the fact that the
conduct of war had been changing dramaticallylierlast 200 years?

According to his biographers, around 1827 Clausewiad a crisi$?* He
understood that his ideas about the nature of wairadicted his historical vision
of it. During his career, he criticised theoretigawho tried to create universal
war principles based on the case of one war orrexpees of particular general.
However, while criticising others he started cnegitthe universal theory of war
based on the achievements of Napoleon himself.r&éaksation of this mistake
was the reason he decided to rewrite the bookhiallbiographers agree on one
more thing - according to them, Clausewitz’s solutfor combining universal
nature of war with its constantly changing chamaatas politics’™*

According to Clausewitz, “war is thus an act afc®to compel our enemy to

do our will”.*** However, if there are no constraints, the useaofd may not have

%7 strachanCarl von Clausewitz's On wapp. 97-105; Azar Ga#\ History Of Military Thought: From
the Enlightenment To the Cold Wéxford: Oxford University Press, 2001, pp. 192-200

288 Clausewitz, pp, 586-593

289 strachangCarl von Clausewitz's On wap. 26.

290 Gat,A history of military thoughtpp. 201-202; Stracha@arl von Clausewitz's On wapp, 72-77.
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292 Clausewitz, p. 75.
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limits. A human being will resist in such way thatwill start a never-ending
spiral of violencé?® In that case, we will have war in its absoluterfoHowever,
the absolute war is a theoretical construction,civiwill never become a reality.
There are war restraining factors in real life, ahd most important one is
politics. It defines and sets the object and linfds war: “war is [...] a true
political instrument, a continuation of politicaltercourse, carried on with other
means™** Clausewitz called a politics restrained war - a @ne. Politics is that
connection, which limits the war without changing mature. As politics change,
it simultaneously affects the objectives, formg] aharacter of war.

Nevertheless, it is important to stress, that diegpe importance of politics,
Clausewitz mentions two additional war limiting faxs: moral and chance. These
three elements together form, what Clausewitz callsemarkable trinity”. This
trinity consists of “[...] primordial violence [...], fothe ply of chance and
probability [...], and of its element of subordinatid®® Because of all these three
elements, war cannot reach its absolute form. Hewelie nature of war does not
disappear, it stays the same in absolute and irwaa the changing element is
the character of war. According to Clausewitz, sdbwtion of war to politics is
permanent like its nature. War will never replacditigs. Politics will always be

superior.

Do political relations between peoples and betwbeir governments stop when diplomatic
notes are no longer exchanged? Is war not jushaneixpression of their thoughts, another
form of speech or writing? Its grammar, indeed, fayts own, but not its logfc?

At this moment, it is worth to remember the diéiece between war and
warfare. The ideas of Clausewitz may help to urtdadsthe differences of these
two concepts. The logic of war is constant becauakvays depends on politics.

However, warfare (military means and forms) is g in every historical

293 |bid., pp. 76-77.
294 bid., p. 87.
29 |pid., p. 89.
29 |pid, p. 605.
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period together with changing social, political, oeomical, and cultural
conditions.

These Clausewitz ideas may raise questions cangemilitary’s autonomy.
His idea of war as continuation of politics is ari@es challenge for this
dissertation. From this perspective it is clear ghalitics is above war and war
depends on it. In such case, speaking about autpmdrthe military domain is
problematic. However, the mere fact, that war sthdaéd contained and limited,
shows that in some sense this phenomenon is autusr@lausewitz ideas about
war’s own grammar suggest that there is some aatgrior the military?®” Also,
when speaking about relationships between genanalgoliticians Clausewitz is
more complex and subtle than it looks at the baggnHe is speaking more
about dialog, not monolog. For him, good statesmah try to listen to his
military commanders’ advice.

In summary, it should be clear that war consisttm@ elements: nature and
character. Nature remains unchanged - it seekseiieeme application of
violence. However, war’s nature is limited by pobt Limited, but not changed.
Only means and forms, by which politics limits ratwf war, are changing.
These changing means and forms are different usaildary force, different
character of war, different warfare. Therefore,ségems that in contemporary
discussions of changing nature of war scholarsnaissing the point. It is the
character, not the nature of war, what changes. W&s, is and will be the
bloodshed. The only difference is how the blooshisd.

Before discussing another school of contemporaiytany thinking, it is
Important to mention, that there was resurrectib@lausewitz studies in the last
10 years. Handful of works appeared where leadamplars are trying to adapt

and reinterpret Clausewitz’s ideas for the need&Xtif century?®® This sustained

297 strachanCarl von Clausewitz's On wapp. 167-170.
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effort is a good example and proof that Clausewsitgtill relevant in the age of

cyber and space warfare and insurgencies.

Theory of new wars

The end of Cold war did not bring the promised peand stability to the
world. In many countries around the world frozensiens erupted into bloody
civil wars. On many occasions, the participantshese conflicts were none-state
actors. Therefore, it is not surprising that quesiabout the changing nature of
war were raised. Actually, events of post-cold e confirmed the trend, which
gradually took dominant position during Americarnvied confrontation: after the
end of World War II, the number of intrastate canfl around the world was
increasing, while conventional, interstate conglisecame rarg?

Seeing all these processes famous military histosiad theoretician M. van
Creveld proposed his interpretation of transfororatf war>"° According to him,
the increasing role of none-state players wasithetiat the role and importance
of the state was diminishing. Following this linktbinking, the diminishing role
of state meant that the Clausewitzian understandingar should also go away.
This should happen because “Clausewitzian Universes on the assumption that
war is made predominantly by staté8"M. van Creveld made such conclusions
by reinterpreting Clausewitz’'s idea about the rdwhle trinity. When speaking
about this trinity the German thinker said thahée‘tfirst of these three aspects
mainly concerns the people (primordial violence-.the second the commander
and his army (chance-D.S); the third the governrtgrtiordination-D.S.)*?

Despite the fact that the general mentions thisrsgdrinity only once, van

Creveld thinks that it is the essence of Clausesvitmderstanding of war.

Puzzle: The Political Theory Of Wabxford: Oxford University Press, 2007; Peter Patéusewitz and
the State: The Man, His theories, and His TinkRr@ceton, N.J; Oxford: Princeton University PreX307.
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Therefore, by criticising this Clausewitzian ideftonitarian war van Creveld
builds his theory of war transformation.

On one hand, van Creveld has chosen a bad timetimse Clausewitz. US
remarkable victory in the First Gulf war not onlindicated American military,
but also confirmed the validity of Clausewitzianeas. In 1980’'s American
military re-evaluated their doctrines and trainisgstem by following new
interpretations of Clausewitz's ide¥$.Entire generation of officers in US Army
and Marine Corps was educated and taught to uses@hatz’'s understanding of
war: primacy of politics, unpredictability, frictip importance of moral forces.

On the other hand, van Creveld's book was very lym&/ars in former
Yugoslavia, genocide in Rwanda and crisis in Saametinfirmed at least some
ideas proposed by van Creveld. It seemed, thadsstae not capable to control
situation and provide stability anymore. The fetpand cruelty of these conflicts
fostered scholars to speak about the coming ofcagamf new medieval age,
implying that world is falling aparf*

Another famous military historian — John Keegarstaumed the critique of
Clausewitz. In his booHKistory of Warfare written almost at the same time as van
Creveld’'s book, Keegan argued that Clausewitz wasng by assuming that

human beings are rational. According to him, huip@imgs are cultural animals:

“We are cultural animals and it is the richnes®wof culture which allows us to accept our

undoubted potentiality for violence but to beliemevertheless that its expression is a

cultural aberration®®

For him war is not an instrument, it is a way déé.liFor Cossacks, Scottish
Highlanders and other similar ethnic groups watfigh was the way of living.

History also gives us knowledge on how these graug® living and fighting. It

393 The United States Marine CorWarfighting 1st ed. New York: Doubleday, 1994; Murr&lausewitz
out

304 Philip G. Cerny, ‘Terrorism and the New Securitjebnma’, Naval War College Reviewvinter, 2005;
Kaplan.

305 John Keegam History Of WarfareLondon: Hutchinson, 1993, p. 4.
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was definitely different from how Western countri@sre fighting. Pillage and
plunder, ambushes, annihilation of civil populatiomas their style of fighting.

Despite all critique, which Keegan and van Creveldeived®, their ideas
could better explain why, for instance, such téerithings were happening in
former Yugoslavia. Their ideas and status of legdimilitary historians
guaranteed that the Clausewitzian understandingvaf would face serious
challenge. This challenge came from a group of lstchovho advocated “new
wars” idea.

M. Kaldor who, following the ideas of van CrevelddaKeegan, was saying
that the role of the state is decreasing, coinedhtime of this idea. According to
her, new wars “involve a blurring of the distinet® between war (political
motives — D.S.), organized crime (financial moti®sS.) and large-scale
violations of human rights®’ Kaldor based her theory on the case of Bosnian
war, where all the features of new wars were pteJenthis list of characteristics
another one might also be added: privatizationhef ¢rganized violence. The
post-cold war era saw a proliferation of legal ptev military companies, various
paramilitary organisations and illegal units (ongad crime groups). For new
wars advocates it is an indicator, that the s&tesing its position and monopoly
over the use of violenc&®

These new wars are fought not only for politicadsens. Actually, political
reasons are least important. Economical and quesstd ethnic identity are the
dominant causes of these new type conflicts. Giséiabn for these wars is an
enabling factor. It creates situations where pedylee to rethink and reinvent

their identities, which in many cases cause casflithe economical dimension

3% Christopher Bassford, ‘John Keegan and the Graadifion of Trashing Clausewitz: a Polemi#/ar
in History, 1, 1994, pp. 319 -336.

307 Kaldor, p. 2

3%8 Miinkler, pp. 51-73.
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of globalisation is also very important for new wa€onflicts in one part of the
world may finance wars in another offe.

Oil, diamonds, ore of precious metals extractedna country may be sold or
exchanged into weapons or money necessary to keéjglding in another one.
In such situations, nobody is interested in fimghthe war. Local warlords are
making money for keeping wars unfinished. In suagleygzones where no
legitimate authority exists, black market and oiged crime flourishes: drugs,
human and arms trafficking or even terrorism. Tistany of such wars like in
Columbia, Chechnya and Afghanistan shows that titpenaent of war economy is
a reasonable orfe? Wars become an end in themselves. Battles araaeglby
plunder, pillage, systemic racket and killing ofnfan population. According to
Munkler, new wars are like a flashback into theetiaf Thirty years war. This war
might be an analytical framework that might helputwlerstand how and for what
reasons today’s wars are foudhtThe moral of this comparison is clear. The
Thirty years war is one of the cruellest wars imian history after which some
parts of Europe never recovered or it took a cenéund even more to reach pre-
war level of population and prosperity. Therefoewen the idea to compare
present day situation to this war is not very cheer

Another specific feature of new wars concept i¢ tha driving force causing
wars is not geopolitical or ideological factors,t lithe identity politics. Kaldor
defined this politics as “the claim to power on thesis of labels — [...] tend to
relate to an idealized nostalgic representatiotthef past®*? This new identity
politics is the key when trying to understand tharges in the warfare. Wars in
Bosnia and African states showed that systemicietbleansings, genocide,
systemic rape, phenomenon of child soldiers arerbew the norm. It is the new

war. That is why, according to Kaldor, internatibmammunity has failed in

39 Kaldor, p. 74-75.

319 Miinkler, pp. 90-98; Kaldor, pp. 95-118.
31 Miinkler, pp. 42-50.

312 Kaldor, pp. 7-8.
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Bosnia. Peacekeepers were trying to create “safensa for civilians and stop
disputes over the territory. However, it turned that the fighting sides did not
want the territory; their primary target was theil@ns3"® New wars advocates
are saying that in the beginning of the XX cent®®y90 percent of war casualties
were military, but by the end of the century, figsiwere reversed: approximately
80 percent of casualties were civiliahs.

As the solution to stop these wars, scholars apqwing to develop
cosmopolitan community based on cosmopolitan vadmesinstitutions. Speaking
about the military dimension, they are proposingcteate international law
enforcement forces. Such kind of forces supposdaeta mixture, hybrid forces
that will have elements of armed forces and poli2ely such type of forces may
be capable of stopping new wars.

Despite the convincing argumentation, the new wheory was seriously
criticised. One of the main flaws of this theorytlwt advocates of this school
were making generalising conclusions supportingntheith meagre historical
evidence. Conflicts were analysed from present pengspective and neglected
historical context. Therefore, critics almost umaously are saying that, for
instance, to speak about some novelty in the Afrwail wars is a mistake. These
wars are not so new, they started during Cold waoeeven earliet™

Contemporary analysis of fighting methods, provided advocates of this
school also fails the examination. Ethnic cleansimgenocide, systemic rape, and
child soldiers — all of this existed in the p&StThe conduct of Western countries
in their colonies, Russian, Spanish civil wars amdy a few examples of

unrestricted war. Wars in Western world were prdpalever only conventional.

33 |bid., pp. 60-71.

34 Muinkler, p. 14; Kaldor, p. 107.

315 Mats Berdal, ‘How “new” are “new Wars"? Global Bmomic Change and the Study Of Civil War’,
Global Governance9, 2003; Stathis N. Kalyvas, “New” And “Old” GivWars: A Valid Distinction?’,
World Politics 54, 2001, pp. 99-118; Edward Newman, ‘The “New r§VaDebate: A Historical
Perspective Is Neede®ecurity Dialogug35, 2004, pp. 173-189.

31 Newman, pp. 182-183; Kalyvas, pp. 113-116.
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Alongside the strict rules binding conventional whghting, an irregular,
unconventional, more dreadful way of fighting alwago-existed. The advocates
of new wars are seeing the transformation of waa éisear process, but it was
never the case. There always were two traditionswaffighting coexisting
together, only changing their forms in a differérgtorical era. In this case, new
war theory could be a good example of “snapshotitipal science. Present day
events are seen as a radical shift from the paisheut checking the past.

The biggest flaw in the theory of new wars wouldlgably be its attempt to
argue that the nature of war is changing. The eatfirwar is not changing, its
character does. War without bloodshed, withoutcaties is not a war. It was
always cruel. As American general Sherman said:r‘i&/a Hell”. Therefore, it is
a bit surprising when scholars are speaking abathdrization of war. It is hard
to be cynical when almost every day thousands opleeare killed and hundreds
of women raped. Sadly, it is nothing new. You casilg find similar stories when
speaking about the wars in the past. It seemathwatwar advocates are confusing
the nature of war with its character. War remairdoady event, only the way of
bloodshed is changing.

This theory was also criticised for emphasisingntdg, globalization and
economical factors too much. Kaldor is not verycsiie when she speaks about
identity politics and globalisation in her bookkus, it is not entirely clear what
she has in mind. In addition, microanalysis of tiotd, e.g. in Africa, shows that
logic and rational behaviour exists behind all thigelty and inhumanity:’ The
perceived importance of war economy was also @éd: Once again, historical
microanalyses are showing that the causes of wamare complex than they
appear to bé'®

Yet, it seems, that the advocates of this schoolsgoething right. Their

concentration on increasing atrocities and barblelcaviour actually identifies

317 Kalyvas, pp. 110-112.
%18 |bid, pp. 104-105; Newman, p. 184.
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the diminishing role of law in warfare. According van Creveld, two meanings
of war exist in Western world: Clausewitzian (usk osganized violence to
achieve political/social ends) and Ciceronian (8gverceived as a legal situation
in which use of organized violence is permittéd)Van Creveld continued the
work started by medieval military historians whooter that Western states got
present features because of “military-legal framdwof discourse®’. This
discourse was important for the state formatiorahee it created an environment
where people could negotiate with the state. There=e of this discourse was that
war was perceived as a legal activity and “legaioas carried on through
military means™*

By summarising these ideas, it is clear that hisadly war in Europe has very
strong legal connotations. This military-legal feanork helped to separate and
define war and peace. This separation is of vitgddrtance. It creates conditions
under which specific rules of war and peace aratete Without these rules, “you
are going to have a wild bunch of warriors runrémgund, massacring everybody
[...] like in Bosnia, East Timor, Sierra Leon&~ It seems, that today we are
facing situation when the use of organized militbwgce for political means in
some regions is not perceived as legal situatigmmane. Legal part of this dual
chain is disappearing and that might have serimpdi¢ations®*

Despite all this critique, new wars theory gainetognition in political
circles. In their reports, the leaders of powertoluntries, UN, international

NGO'’s are accusing the organized crime groups andl lwarlords for keeping

319 Martin Van Creveld, ‘The Meaning Of War'. Presaht the Defining War for the 21st Century. U.S.
Army War College XXI Annual Strategy Conferencerldte Barracks, PA, 2010.

320 John France, ‘War and Sanctity: Saints’ Lives aares For Early Medieval Warfare’, ilournal Of
Medieval Military History.Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 2005; Stephen Morifllthe Sword Of Justice:
War and State Formation In Comparative Perspectiire’Journal Of Medieval Military History.
Woodbridge: The Boydell Press, 2006.

321 Morillo, p. 7.

322y/an CreveldMeaning of war

323 This issue becomes more problematic and contriaidsecause in the Western world we are facing
movement into opposite direction. Legal discounsehie form of such concepts like responsibility to
protect, lawfare, increasing importance of humahts, and increasing role of International Criminal
Court frames conduct of war into very legalizediesvment.
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wars unresolved, because it brings them huge prdfitn addition, it is possible
to find the traces of new wars theory in the proosg reform of US military. In
the last 5 years US has radically changed its amjlitraining. As will be shown
shortly, American way of fighting was always momncerned with idea to defeat
the enemy, and such missions like peacekeeping;epeaforcement and law
enforcement were alien to American tradition. Hoerewew military doctrine
introduced in 2008 declares that “commanders empftgnsive, defensive, and
stability or civil support operations simultanegusis part of an interdependent
joint force” 3% It means that stability operations and traditionpérations should
be treated equally. Simply speaking, now Americaldisrs are trained not only
to kick out the door, but to put it back in tooidtcertainly a revolutionary step in
the American military thinking. However, this reutibn coincided and was
equally affected by another school of military tgbti — insurgency and
counterinsurgency. The best way to understandstieol and its importance is to
discuss how Americans are fighting and how theyeustdnd war. In this way
only, we would understand the theory of countenigeacy, which is so popular

in recent academic and political discussions.

American way of war

Military historians argue that each of main miltgrowers has its own way of
understanding the war and how it should be fodtfr&peaking about American
way of war, scholars are tirelessly debating atspgicific features, which could
help to identify it. The father of the American walywar concept is an American
military historian Russell F. Weigley. In his bodke American Way of War: a

History of United States Military Strategy and Rglihe formulated the main

324 Kalyvas, pp. 101-103; Newman, pp. 175-179.

325 United States, ‘Operations. Field Manual 3-0’, 20Boreword.

326 Robert Michael CitinoThe German Way Of War: From the Thirty Years’ Wartfie Third Reich.
Lawrence, Kan. University Press of Kansas, 2005jid&rench,The British Way in Warfare 1688-2000.
London: Unwin Hyman, 1990; Michael Howartlhe British Way In Warfare: A Reappraisalondon:
Cape, 1975.
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features of this traditioff.’ In his book Weigley, following the ideas of promirt
German military historian Hans Delbrick, argues tha American way of war is

based on the strategy of annihilation (destructibadversaries’ armed forces):

“at the beginning (War of Independence — D.S.), wAenerican military resources were
still slight, America made a promising beginninghe nurture of strategists of attrition; but
the wealth of the country [...] cut that developmaitrition warfare — D. S.) short, until the
strategy of annihilation became characteristictily American way of war=.

It means, that since its independence US was fighti the same manner. For
Americans victory in the war, meant victory on thedtlefield. It could be named
as one-dimensional perspective that ignores diplicmaconomical and legal
dimensions of the war. For Americans warfare andava synonymous.

According to Weigley, American fixation on annititan strategy happened
because of the influence of a military thinker AngHenri Jomini. Being the
witness of the Napoleonic wars, Jomini like Clausewased his theory of war
using Napoleonic experien¢€. Contrary to Clausewitz, Jomini was more
practical and his theory about war was less phgbsml and metaphysical than
Clausewitz’'s. The essence of Jomini’s military thyeis the principle of massed
armed forces that concentrate all their power dtatlks an enemy at the decisive
point*° In addition, he paid a lot of attention to the ifigal issues because
without good logistical system it was impossiblectmcentrate and supply mass

armed force¥’. However, the most lasting influence of Jomini piobably

327 Russell Frank WeigleyThe American Way Of War a History Of United Staiitary Strategy and
Policy. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1995.

328 \Weigley, p. xxii.

329 Both were using Napoleonic wars as a starting tpintheir theories. They thought that these wars
were proof that warfare is radically changing. Bd#veloped similar ideas because of similar expedg
gained during the Napoleonic era. Yet, fundametiféérence between them was that Jomini’s interests
war was more instrumental/technical. He tried al funiversal principles of war following the tradit of
Enlightenment thinking. Especially it is obviousrn his inclination to use geometry and mathematical
methods. Clausewitz on the contrary was very scaptibout all these attempts to explain war using
mathematical methods.

330 Antoine Henri de JominiThe art Of WarLondon: Greenhill, 1992.

331 American logistical system always was and stilidgarded as the best in the world. According t&C.
Gray, for Americans logistics is one of few elensgnthich helped to conquer vast distances of Araeric
and to settle in. Thanks to logistics, settlersld¢aget ammunition, food supplies on time and in ynan
cases, it saved their liveShe Making Of Strategy: Rulers, States, and \Veédr by Williamson Murray,
Macgregor Knox and Alvin H Bernstein. Cambridgen@aidge University Press, 1994, p. 590.
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contained in his definition and understanding ohatsgy. For him strategy is
“selection of the theatre of war, and the discussibthe different combinations;
the determination of the decisive points of thesmlmnations; [...] Strategy is the
art of making war upon the map* This definition is a narrow one, comparing
with Clausewitz version. Following this definitiont, is difficult to transform
military victory on the battlefield into politicalictory in the war.

Jomini was popular in US for a very simple reasorithe mid of XIX century
he was the leading authority on military questicdDkusewitz replaced him only
in 1870’s. US, still being a young state at theetinsopied European military
theory, i.e. Jomini.

For a very long time works of Jomini were one o thasic textbooks in the
West Point military academy where future militagpdlers of US were taught. The
American Civil war is considered the best examgldi@mv Americans used the
ideas of Jomini in practi¢®&. After this war, his ideas not only preserved ithei
popularity, but, with the help of Alfred T. Mahamade transition to naval
warfare®®** The influence of Mahan’s work on future generasiaf American
sailors and experts of international relations fgditics) guaranteed the lasting
influence of Jomini upon American military and esjp#y upon strategic
thinking. Therefore, it seems that Colin S. Grayswight by saying that “the true
parent of American thinking on national securityd@mini, not Clausewitz. [...]
his [...] obsession with reducing the complex and igmnus to a few apparently
simple principles has also characterized Americarlitany thought and
practice”®*® Therefore, we have a very interesting situatiopriesent time. As it

was mentioned in the beginning of this chapteru€aavitz is currently considered

332 Jomini, pp. 68-69.

33 Weigley, pp. 92-192.

334 |bid., pp. 200-250; Alfred Thayer Mahafhe Influence Of Sea Power Upon the French Rewwiwthd
Empire, 1793-1812.ondon, 1892, Vol. 1 and 2.

3% Gray C. S., ,Strategy in the nuclear age: The éthiStates, 1945-1991%, Murray W., Knox M.,
Bernstein A., (ed.)The making of strategy: rulers, states, and w@ambridge:Cambridge University
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an essential guide for understanding contemporanjlicts. However, Jomini has
major influence on Americans. It is important tontien again that U.S. military
sets the tone in the world when speaking aboutigfgnhg and armed forces.
Therefore, all these subtleties about Americanteggie, military thinking have
global consequencé®

Despite the increasing Clausewitz influence, ghafstJomini still haunts
Americans. They are still not very good in transforg military victory into the
political one. It is enough to remember the cas¢ietham when being victorious
on the battlefield Americans lost on political levEhe present day cases of Iraq
and Afghanistan only confirm that US has problents strategic thinking. When
analysing this situation, leading American militaheorist A. Echevarria states
that US does not have a way of war. What it doe® fionly a way of batt/&’
Nothing that is not related to proper, traditiofighting is considered as war, for
instances, calling such missions as military openatother than war. Under the
auspice of this term missions like peacekeepingsasontrol, peace enforcement
and crisis management were hidden. For Americaasgi@eping was not a watr.
This one example is more than enough to understamdeptual differences
existing between European allies and the US.

The emergence of RMA helped to keep this situaiimiact. RMA was
perceived as the “new American way of wat” All new technologies, weapons,
increased intelligence and surveillance capalslitikeew doctrines and military
units only enhanced traditional way of fighting. dfitary was “becoming more
efficient at killing and breaking®®, but that was all.

The events in lrag and Afghanistan showed that tbidking about war

fighting is not working; therefore, an old Americdighting tradition was

3% Dejvidas Slekys, ‘The Importance and Anxiety oé thmerican Way of War’, irLithuanian Annual
Strategic Review 2002d. by Raimundas Lopatajrdtt Novagrockien and Gediminas Vitkus. Vilnius:
Lietuvos karo akademija, 2008, pp. 25-47.

337 Antulio Joseph Echevarri@pward an American Way Of WaBtrategic Studies Institute, 2004.

338 Boot, New American Way of Wapp. 41-58; Donald H. Rumsfel@iransforming the Military

339 EchevarriaToward an American Way Of War, 10.
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rediscovered, reinterpreted and used there. Imallswars, counterinsurgency
tradition. According to M. Boot, US had this miliyatradition for a very long

time. Since the creation of the state Americansevoemtinuously fighting small

wars all over the world. Some of these wars wereelmesmall missions, boarding
small units into the shore, but some of them lagvedears**® In his book, Boot

traces the history of wars and missions conducyeidvy and Marines in Latin

America, Pacific, Asia and Europe. In many casks, American society knew
very little about these missions and achievemehthar soldiers. These wars
were called “forgotten wars” for a reason. Howeuwbe argument provided by
Boot remains valid: US has a centuries long fightiradition. The question is
why it was forgotten and not used by US militartabishment.

One of the main reasons is that such kind of fightivas practised only by
Marines and later by Special Forces - the two aryitservices, which are not very
popular inside the US military establishment. Armigvy and Air force services
always were sceptical if not hostile towards thés® services. Since the
establishment of Joint Chiefs of Staff, highest #itary institution, in 1942,
Marine commander was its chairman only once (gérneeter Pace in 2005-
2007). Most likely it was not an accident that arivie was in charge of military
policy during the direst period in Irag, when USgemtly needed different
perspective on how to fight war. Yet the militaryperience gained by Marines
and Special Forces were ignored until the beginoinidpe XXI century. Only due
to the enormous size of US military establishméntyas possible to find some
places, where this fighting tradition was kept anllivated.

The breakthrough came in 2006, when the new US ridectof
counterinsurgency (COIN) was introduced. This doenintogether with new

doctrines concerning operations and stability ogpama, confirmed in 2008,

#9%ax Boot, Savage Wars Of Peace: Small Wars and the Rise @fi¢an Power.New York: Basic
Books, 2002.
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formed the core of new thinking in US military des3*! The departure from

existing tradition is already noticible in the farerd of COIN doctrine:

A counterinsurgency campaign [...] requires Soldiearsl Marines to employ a mix of
familiar combat tasks and skills more often assediavith non-military agencies. [...] It
requires leaders at all levels to adjust their agphn constantly. They must ensure that their
Soldiers and Marines are ready to be greeted viitlerea handshake or a hand grenade
while taking on missions [...]. Soldiers and Marirag expected to be nation builders as
well as warriors. They must be prepared to helpsteblish institutions and local security

forces and assist in rebuilding infrastructure dasic services. They must be able to

facilitate establishing local governance and the ofi law3*?

As you can see, this new document requires fromsblSiers to not only
conduct military functions, but also be able tovpde legal, political or simply
engineering services. To understand how radical $hift was, it is enough to
remember the words said by Condoleezza Rice dwi@goresidential elections
campaign in 2000. When asked about participatiorpeacekeeping missions,
Rice replied that “we don't need to have the 82nadkne escorting kids to
kindergarten®** 6 years later, Rice as the Secretary of Statehegevith all the
US administration had to accept the fact that clngecurity environment
required soldiers to not only escort children thad, but do even more non-
military functions.

Very soon, this new doctrine was given the namétsotreator — Petraeus
doctrine. Petraeus went to Iraq in 2007 and usedoln doctrine trying to
stabilize the situation in this country. Discussidrying to find out what caused
the ease of tensions in Iraq will probably neved.eYiet, there is no doubt that

new war strategy and doctrine was at least in qgmponsible for that. It meant

341 United States. Dept. of the Army., ‘Counterinsurge Field Manual No. 3-24, MCWP 3-33.5’, 2006.;
United States, ‘Stability Operations. Field Man8d)7’, 2008; Operations. Field Manual 3-0.Unitedt&$
and Dept. of the Army., ‘Operations. Field Manud)'3

342 Counterinsurgency Field Manual, Foreword. The sdexpressed in this document were not very new.
It is enough to remember the idea of Three block, weoposed by Marine general Charles C. Krulak.
Krulak argues that it is time to prepare strateggigporal. According to him, the fighting environniés
changing so fast that the lowest ranking officaraan-commissioned officers should be trained anght

to make strategic decisions in the glimpse of #eords. Gen. Charles C. Krulak, ‘The Strategic G
Leadership In the Three Block WaNlarines Magazing1999.

343 Michael R. Gordon, ‘The 2000 Campaign: The MilitaBush Would Stop U.s. Peacekeeping In Balkan
Fights’, The New York Time&1 October 2000, section U.S.
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instant rise of Petraeus’ status and influence $hrhllitary and political circles.
Counterinsurgency became the key word when spealingt the US strategy/’

It seemed that future of RMA and all programs asdged with it were
doomed. The reality in lrag and Afghanistan showbdt the Rumsfeld’s
advocated transformation did not deliver the preahigictory. However, Petraeus
and his associates did not convince everyone. Aoogrto A. Bacevich, very
soon the Great Debate unfolded. In this debateCiinsaders (COIN defenders)
were arguing that war in the changing security emment required skills
necessary to coerce adversaries and skills of Isengineering. Conservatives
mostly were concerned with the attempts to tramsfoiS Army into constabulary
forces. They argued that the flexibility of armemtdes is scarified because of
operational need§”

At he same time, attempts were made to find sonddlmisolution. In his
article in the journal ofForeign Affairs Robert Gates, Secretary of Defence in
those days, wrote about a balanced strategy. Acmptd him, the US needs to
find a balance between the use of military and rotihstruments, especially
diplomacy. Military balance should be found betwégtre capabilities (possible
conflict with China) and present day needs (cot#lin Irag and Afghanistan),
between net-centric and counterinsurgency capasift’ On one hand, it meant
that the transformation driven by RMA would be séulvand redirected. Yet, on
the other hand, it was sending a message that spaof counterinsurgency
discourse had limits.

In February of 2010, US Department of Defence phieid Quadrennial
Defense Review Report, the most important militalgnning document, where

every four years main trends and directions ofUBemilitary are discussed. After

%44 Very good indicator of changing trends in US raitjt, especially Army is review of the titles ofiales

in military journals likeParameters, Joint Force Quarterlyn these journals since 2005 the topics about
irregular wars, counterinsurgency, and stabiligatiossions replaced discussion about RMA.

34> Andrew J. BacevichThe Petraeus Doctringp. 17-20.
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reading this document it is clear that US is noaramning the military
transformation associated with RMA. Maybe it is mdiverted to Navy and Air
Forces, while Army and Marines will be concentrawd a full spectrum of
operations including stabilisation and counterigency®*’ Overall, it seems that
at this moment the US is trying to create two défe types of forces at the same
time. The US armed forces are now trying to comhitheas advocated by
proponents of RMA, new wars and counterinsurgency.

From what was said it is clear that we cannot s@dmiut one source, which
caused these shifts in the military thought for ldest twenty years. It is obvious
that changing geopolitical and international envim@nt, economical and cultural
issues played their part in these processes. Hawive also clear, that military
independently invented and implemented doctriradti¢al solutions, which now
require changes in all structure of the armed mrdderefore, military is facing
daunting challenges that will require radical chemg the armed forces and its
relationships with society and the state institugialtogether.

However, the trends in military thought for thetlasenty years show that
there is a need for serious corrections. Very ofteading all these contemporary
writings is like a déja vu. Such claims like: whantrols the cyberspace or space;
who can win hearts and minds will win all wars amtl dominate in the world,
sound very familiar. It reminds of a century old h\a’s dictum about sea power
(who controls the sea, controls the wotff)or ideas of air power proponents
(power through air}* It seems that contemporary scholars and espealitary
are repeating the same tune over and over agaiy,apea of control changes.
From all of this it is also clear that there isises lack of historical sense.
Historical past, mistakes done by scholars andiemsldn the past are ignored.

Otherwise, it is difficult to understand why thensa clichés are repeated.

347 Quadrennial Defense Review Repathited States of America Department of Defensérary 2010.
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39 victory Through Air Power (movie), Walt Disney, 43, narrated by Alexander Seversky.
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Advocates of RMA are continuing American traditionsearch for “silver bullet”
thinking that technologies will solve everythingh@h concentrating on the role
of technologies it is not surprising that only fewe looking into the past. There
was no internet, computer, cell phone in the pastwhy should we care about
previous experiences? On the other hand, advocatesnew wars and
counterinsurgency represent the cultural turn ifitamy thought. The identity,
ethnicity, cultural sensitivity and many others #ire key to win wars.
Experiences of recent wars and conflicts cleathpwsed that ideas of
contemporary military thinker are not working soliviie practise. The reason they
were not successful is that they were not histyicgrounded. That is why
Clausewitz remains important today and it is ima@otrtto turn contemporary
military thought towards history. History will nablve the problems or help to
win wars without making a mistake, but it defingteVill help to reduce a margin
of failure and the loss of people’s lives. Histatiturn may help to solve other
dilemmas and problems. Today’s military and sclslarderstand that new forms
of fighting and threats require new type of armetés. However, many of them
do not realise, what consequences these changebtamayoutside military realm
and that is where the idea of Military revolutionaynhelp. Following the
framework of MR, the development of military thoaghowed how military from
inside, autonomously generates ideas and percesptidre idea of MR can not
only help practitioners see how pure, autonomouttamyi innovations affect
relationships between military and others insting, but also show the scholars

how wide range of changes in many areas can bedela
5. Transformations of Armed Forces through History

Organisation of armed forces is the first place nehe look how theoretical
considerations about fighting are gaining shapeeal life. Types and formation

of armed forces varied through ages depending @asidhow to fight, on
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technologies, threats or social needs. Therefarerder to show and to prove that
military is an autonomous dimension, the review disgussion about what place
and role armed forces had and have in the staégisred. Since the times of first
historical records up to these days military wag @f the key institutions in
almost all political entitied>® In ancient empires like Persia, Assyria, Macedonia
Rome, Greek city-states, medieval kingdoms, towHéics and modern states
military did hold a specific position. According . Hintze, armed forces were
“foreign body in the state” that had its own poliedicial and religious systefi’
Military in some sense could be described as & stéhin a state, a condition

very well captured by J. Keegan:

War is wholly unlike diplomacy or politics becausenust be fought by men whose values
and skills are not those of politicians or diplomathey are those of a world apart, a very
ancient world, which exists in parallel with theeeyday world but does not belong to it.
Both worlds change over time, and the warrior wadidpts in step to the civilian. It follows
it, however, at a distance. The distance can nesetosed, for the culture of the warrior can
never be that of civilisation itself. All civilis@ins owe their origins to the warrior; their
cultures nurture the warriors who defend them, tweddifferences between them will make
those of one very different in externals from thosanother>?

If armed forces are something different, somethfogeign to the other
institutions, it means that they have their uniquay of development, unique
sources of change. Following such logic of argumkgon, we can speak about
military as an independent dimension of social. lifowever, some caution is
required. If we look at the history of the West, wil always find that the main
social changes coincided with major changes intanjli Greek polis and
introduction of hoplite infantry; paid and professal legionaries and Rome’s
shift from republic towards the imperial rule; fe@lidsociety and dominance of
heavy cavalry (knights); monetary economy and nmedes, etc. The
simultaneous transition from one type or form dhaty in parallel dimensions of

social life is doubtfully a mere coincidence. Evarg who is working on these

39 Mann, The Sources of Social Powafol. I.
1 Gilbert, p. 200.
%2 KeeganHistory of Warfare p. xvi.
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iIssues agrees that there are causal links betwesg transitions. The question is,
where the causes of these changes originate frdmvag? The following detailed
analysis of military changes in different histofigaeriods will present the
explanation of these events from the perspectivehef military dimension.
However, in order to conduct this analysis, thesgification of military changes
and types is required. Therefore, in the followipgssages the existing

classifications of military changes and types Wwélrevised and updated.

Classification of the development of armed forces

The starting position for discussion is the lisaomed forces’ styles proposed
by historian John A. Lynn. According to him, sinogedieval ages Western
countries had seven different styles of armed farfeudal, medieval-stipendiary,
aggregate-contract, state-commission, popular-cgisc mass-reserve, and
volunteer-technical>® Lynn proposed this evolutionary perspective asaswer
and alternative to Roberts-Parker’s idea of thatdfiy revolution.

As it was mentioned in the chapter about MR, is thssertation the place and
role of military as source of social power is morgortant than the debate about
military’s revolutionary or evolutionary developntierEssentially as long as
military is recognized as an equal source of sathainge, it does not matter how
fast it develops. The novelty of Lynn’s idea lies his proposal to look at the
changing styles of armed forces from an institwlgrerspective. Technologies or
major wars are not the factors, which drive thecdsr of changes, it is
“institutional characteristics, like recruitmentpcgal composition, motivation,

administration” instead®*

33 John A. Lynn, ‘The Evolution of Army Style in thdodern West, 800-2000The International History
Review 18, 1996, pp. 505-545.
%4 bid, p. 507.
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From medieval to aggregate-contract

However, the answers, provided by Lynn, are ndisfe&tory enough. He
convincingly shows that speaking about mono catysali military sphere is a
great mistake. The weak spot in this argumentasidhat Lynn did not provide a
clear answer on how much military is independeaimfrother human activities.
For example, why medieval-stipendiary army wasaegdl by aggregate-contract
(mercenaries)? Was it because of increasing realiasfc capital economy or
because of changing geopolitical situation in WesEurope or because of simple
military rationale? All are true to some extent.o$f, looking to social changes
from an economical perspective, may say that thissition happened because of
increasing reliance on money economy. Nobles wereenmterested in trade and
manufacturing than in warfare, British and Itali@ases being classical examples.

At the same time, conflicts and wars between Eemapcountries were getting
bigger on unprecedented magnitude: wars of Italghsthurgs bid for European
mastery engulfed regions from Scotland to MuscoMye rulers needed more
soldiers, and the armies of older style were toalsmand inefficient. Money
economy provided some solution to these problemderB could hire/buy
soldiers like goods of the shelf. The supply of @dnmen was continuous and
inexhaustible. Like never before war and prepanafmr it started to look like
another business activity. For the people engagethis business peace was
unwelcome. “Don’t you know that | live from war armmkace would destroy
me?®>° condottieri John Hawkwood famously answered ® ghreetings of two
monks. War became a profitable activity not only fiee rulers, nobility or for
some financiers, it attracted numbers of commonrédrs also wanted to get a

share from the spoils of wat® In such way changing geopolitical situation

35 william Caferro,John Hawkwood: An English Mercenary In Fourteentmtry Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 2006, p. 1.

3% philippe Contamine, “The Growth of State Contilactices of War, 1300-1800: Ransom and Booty”
in Philippe Contamine (ed.WWar and Competition Between Stat@xford: Clarendon Press, 2000, pp.
163-193.
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together with the new way of economical life créatonditions for military
change.

These were necessary, but not sufficient reasmreaidse military changes. It
does not explain why nobility became less intedegtewarfare, why older styles
of fighting were not efficient. Looking for the amers to these questions, it is
worth quoting M. Mann who vigorously tried to shakat military is one of the
four sources of social power. Trying to give moubstance for this argument, he
provides example from historical period, which iscdssed in this passage.
According to him, the rise of European pike phalamainly associated with the
Swiss pikemen, had “an intrinsically military, ement, interstitial power of
reorganisation - a capacity through particularleadid superiority to restructure
general social networks [...f%" Mann does not deny the importance of other
factors, such as social (egalitarian communitiegomnomical (capital economy),
but he wants to say that tactical superiority ofsseal infantry against cavalry,
discovered by mere accident, was probably of tlmesenportance as monetary
economy in dismantling feudal order.

The increasing reliance on infantry and dominaoicpikemen meant that on
the battlefield unit cohesion and coordination wasential for achieving victory.
It implied that in such kind of warfare there was place for individualistic,
heroic military endeavours. Collective action wagrenimportant than individual.
Soldiers replaced warriors. On practical grounaéant that there was no time to
take prisoners during the battle. Soldiers werbittaten to break the ranks. If you
cannot take prisoners, you kill most of potentegbtives. Battles became bloodier.
More soldiers were killed in comparison to oldenés. The prohibition to take
prisoners had important economical consequences.c@ipture of prisoners and
ransoms was an essential element in medieval vearfenights and their

dependents during the battle tried to capture Keighi high birth hoping for

%7Mann,Sources of Social PowerVol., p. 19.
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generous ransoms. The fortunes made in such way evex of the main sources
of income for the nobility>® Therefore, the increasing reliance of infantry and
policy of no taking prisoners was a very importatép in transforming feudal
order and diminishing importance of knights andatgy*>°

This brief description of transition from one sydf army to another, serves as
an illustration of interaction and interrelatiorshibetween different dimensions
of social life. It is obvious that in the processt@nsition, economical, social
factors were very important. However, it was implolgsto replace one social
order by another without tactical changes on thitldfield and the change of

cultural and societal attitudes towards militaryiates.

Aggregate-contract and state commissioned

Historical periods and transitions from one arrtyfesto another witnessed the
same processes and interaction among differentrdiimies of human activities. In
accordance with the evolution of armed forces, psed by Lynn, aggregate-
contract was a dominant style of army organisatoiXVIl and XVII centuries.
This style of army organisation was already diseds® the chapter about MR
and the development of this style and later statarissioned armies are closely
associated with changes in military tactics, weapomhere might be multiple
reasons why people fought wars at that time: inesoases it was religious issues
(wars in Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Mediterraneagion, during the reign of
Philip I, French religious wars), in other - dytiassolidarity (Spain’s help and
support provided to the Austrian Habsburg branatnduThirty years) or simply

craving for glory (Louis XIV as classical exampl&},

358 Maurice Hugh KeernChivalry. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1984, pp. 23%:Zontamine, The
Growth of State Control. Practices of W&umption, pp. 463-470.

39t is important to emphasise that taking prisorsdsnot disappear entirely. Prisoners remaineegiratl
part of warfare. However, in modern times it deéfhy lost its economical importance. Look in Conia)
The Growth of State Control. Practices of War

350 jeremy BlackThe Origins of War in Early Modern Europgginburgh: Donald, 1987; Geoffrey Parker
and Simon Adams (ed.Jhe Thirty Years’ War2nd ed. London: Routledge, 1997; John A. Lynnglfest
for glory: The formation of strategy under Louis\XI1661-1715" in Murray,The making of strategy
Kennedy, Theise and fall of the Great Powengp. 31-71.
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However, in every case, from the moment when amifitcampaigns were
unleashed results and achievements were differem fwhat rulers and their
ministers had anticipated. Wars became longer aote mophisticated. States
fought on multiple theatres. Longer wars meant &iggxpenses. Fighting
simultaneously in several places meant more saldigigger armies and again
more money. The speed of events happening on thefledd was too fast for the
political systems of the time to adapt properlytottk time for countries to adjust
to these new circumstances. Therefore, when egistipabilities were exhausted,
rulers turned to private persons, entrepreneuresdhbusinessmen not only
provided money for the military campaigns, theyvyided soldiers too. However,
at the same time Western countries were lookingtlier ways to gain more
control. The creation of standing armies and naisethe best example of this
search. Eventually governments took over the basioé war from entrepreneurs
and armies became state commissioned. Despitetiduisition, the way of
recruitment remained the same and the dominant bfpsoldier was still a
professional one. Only now soldiers were recrultgdstate officials instead of
private entrepreneurs.

Yet, this transition would not have happened with® bargain between rulers
and their nobility. In all European countries, rsl@ersuaded or forced nobility to
become officers in armed forces. When feudal wafygbiting and role of cavalry
declined, nobility was in a state of confusion. Hwer, increasing size of armed
forces required many officers to supervise and ea@diers. Therefore, if at the
beginning of contract armies we can find officerhomvere of commoner’'s
descent, in later stages officer’s class was reseexclusively for the nobilit}?*
That might be called a trade-off between the ruded nobility. Nobility agreed to

accept the change of political system in their ¢oes for exclusive rights in the

31 Very important exception from this rule was theviae in more technical branches of armed forces:
artillery, engineering. Work in these services iegfl technical skills, scientific knowledge. Thered,
nobility was less interested to serve there ansuith way it created opportunity for commoners tteen
officers corp.
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fields of military and other privileges in returin countries like Prussia and
Russia, where nobility was forced to enter stateise, the rulers confirmed the
right of the aristocracy to bond their peasantheform of serfdom. The result of
this was that nobility was associated with the tani{i domain again, and it easily
transformed elements of its medieval knightly paki these new times.

However, it could not have happened, if rulers mad have found some
agreement with the ruling elite group — the nofitff It means that only after this
bargain was done, rulers could proceed to anothasl lof state expansion, as it
happened in France after the Fronde, or in Russieagl the reign of Peter the
Great. Yet, it is important to emphasise that sulggrgained with nobility mainly
because of increasing military needs and its firdndurdens® This
argumentation is opposite to the Marxist intergreta initiated by Perry
Anderson. In his writings about origins and devetept of absolutism, Anderson
was arguing that, for instance, in France the Crovas making bargain with
nobility because of class solidarity and in defeotis interests®*

In conclusion, the period since the beginning ofl Xcentury to French
revolution saw many changes in the military dimensiHowever, despite all
these technological and social changes the wayoafposing armed forces
remained the same. State officials replaced ergngurs, national volunteers and
recruits replaced foreign mercenaries, but for @il them military was a

profession, a way to earn money. All of this chahdering the French revolution.

32 Beik, pp. 195-224.

33 The article of W. Beik is symptomatic, when tafixiabout the role of military in the formation of
modern state. By presenting and analysing varioterpretations about the development of absolutist
regime in France, Beik mentions a new surprisingees that will help to understand French absalutis
better — studies of army. His argument is thatathalysis of French armed forces sheds new lightitathe
development of French state. It gives an imprestianthis additional, military argument, surprisebit
social scientists and historians, because it pesvidany new helpful insights about the French altisah.

34 perry Andersoni,ineages of the Absolutist State
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Popular-conscript, mass-reserve

There is no doubt that fever of French revolutieleased such powers, which
enabled people to take arms in the name of sudnaabsiotions like La Patrie,
Liberty, Freedom and Equality. However, such newctdioal concepts as
divisional system, advanced artillery and the id&fa conscript army was
realization of ideas, which existed well before thesault on Bastill®> The
French after the disastrous Seven years war (1768)were looking for answers
and solutions on how to avoid repetition of Roskbact the future. The most
influential French military thinker of the time Cdoende Guibert wrote “how it is
easy to have invincible armies in the state whbaee dubjects are citizens [...]
terrible in its anger, it will carry fire and swotd its enemy®® The military
rationale and needs were already preparing grooncctianges, which French
revolution accelerated, but did not create. Theeefthe genius of Napoleon lies
not in invention of all these means and ways oftfitgg, but in original
application of them in the battlefiefd’

However, it is misleading that the recruitmenbiarmed forces in the form of
conscription was very popular. People very sooratvecdisenchanted when the
increasing war demands required more soldiers. Maied to avoid military
service by running away or hiding in countrysideeftually government in Paris
had no other option as to organize forced recruitff€ Therefore, after the
downfall of Napoleon, there were serious attemptBriance to abandon the idea
of conscription and to leave only a small, but @#int professional army.

However, it was impossible to ignore or dismantiditigal, social and cultural

3% Gat,A History of Military Thought pp. 27-80

3% General Menard (ed.), ,Ecrits militaires, 1772-Q7par le Comte de Guibert”, Paris, 1977, p. 6Blin
S. AndersonWar and Societyp.201.

%7 Jean Lambert A. ColiThe Transformations Of Warondon: Rees, 1912.

38 Best, p. 90; Geoffrey Wawrdyarfare and Society In Europe, 1792-191ldndon: Routledge, 2000, p.
3.
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structures created by French revolution, and Frameked up with the system of
professional conscripts serving for a term of Sang>°°

Even more important was the fact that other Eumopsountries did not share
France’s caution towards conscript army. Russia dmsscript army since the
times of Peter the Great. Of course it was basefm@ed recruitment, but it was
still a conscript system. Prussia kept conscriptiad volunteer militideandwher
which was later transformed into reserve forcesweier, despite the variety of
armed forces’ organisations in different countriess important to stress that all
of them applied some form of conscription that maade the difference if
compared to the XVIII century armies.

The mass-reserve style armed forces that becamendot after wars of
German unification (1870’s) were simply just anotl@m of conscript army.
Standing armies in times of popular-conscript stjdéas seen as the state’s
primary fighting force, during stage sixnéss-reserve — D)St was seen as a
device to train a large reserve that could be nmsdlin time of war®”® It was
armies of this style, which fought in both World rwand was prepared for fight
during the Cold war.

As was mentioned in 2 chapter, at this time Westeuntries started to spend
more money on non-military activities. The conscapmy with the large reserve
was a cheap army, compared to a smaller, but maregsional army. At the
same time changing industrial and technological akiteoughs (railway,
telegraph, rifled guns, metallurgy, canned food;.)etreated conditions for
mobilization of much larger number of soldiers, fniming and moving them
rapidly into the battlefield than ever befdfé.Military dimension is a perfect
place to look for an example of how the principfezero-sum works. European

countries, despite their different political systemmilitarily were similar.

39 Best, pp. 217-218; LyniThe Evolution of Army Stylep. 520-521.
370 ynn, The Evolution of Army Stylp, 521.
371 McNeill, pp. 223-256.
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Therefore, slightest change in technologies andyamnganisation could bring

victory in the war. For instance, the mass usdflgdrneedle-gun was a decisive
factor which brought victory for Prussia againstskia in 1866. But four years
later, in 1870 during Franco-Prussian war Prussiegi® matched by French on
this account and victory was decided because Germaate better and more
proficient in other aspects of warfare. Therefdine, organisation of army, form of
recruitment in one country had a snowball effecotirers. France, Austria, even
Britain could not afford to ignore the Prussianecd$ Political elite in these

countries debated about duration of conscriptign2(8r 1 year), but there were
few voices proposing its abolishment.

Finally, the need to enlarge armies was associaidd the need to expand
people’s political rights, especially, the rightwote. It is possible and legitimate
to explain expansion of voting rights as the waywabve social, economical and
political tensions created by demographic blow edaistrialisation. However, as
it was already mentioned in 2 chapter, the expansiofranchise rights were
closely related to military needs. If in early mau@eriod rulers had to negotiate
and bargain with the nobility, so after the Fremetolution governments made a
bargain with common people: citizenship in an exgea of acceptance of
universal military service.

During the same period, there were important shiftofficer corps. The main
change brought by French revolution was the operahgofficer's class to
commoners. Of course, acceptance and tolerancedsvedficers of non-noble
descent was long and gradd& However, since the French revolution we may
start speaking about professional officer corpsenehpeople were promoted
because of their knowledge and expertise, not lsecad their high birth. The

officership gradually became a profession whose begs have their code of

372 Deborah Avant, ‘From Mercenary to Citizen Armidsxplaining Change in the Practice of War’,
International Organization54, 2000, pp. 41-72.

373t is enough to mention the fact, that Britain atbened the purchase of officer's position, centudkd
tradition, only in 1871.
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conduct, formal rules and procedures of advancemkntvas the essential
difference between officers of aggregate-contrastgte commissioned and
popular-conscript, mass-reserve armies. In forfieerthe “mercenary, officership
was a trade; for aristocrat, a hobB¥*In later stages, it became a full time job, a
profession.

It probably would not be an exaggeration to saf these two last army styles
are the sources of still popular understanding batws a proper army, a proper
officer. However, changes in the military domain the last 40 years require

speaking about one more transition in army style.

Volunteer-technical

According to Lynn, in early 1970s the seventh staf army style evolution
started, he calls it - volunteer-technital This style of army organisation was
already discussed in chapter 3 when speaking @®BI&. The beginning of this
new stage is mainly associated with the decisiotd8ffrom 1975 to abolish
conscription and establish all volunteer, zero tdaafned forces. It meant smaller
professional armed forces capable of using sophistil weapon systems and
technologies. A. Bacevich, speaking about changedJ$ society after the
Vietnam war noticed change in the understanding twdisizenship was. If
previously it meant service in armed forces, theoesthe 70’ies it became more
associated with the support of military. Your daty a citizen is to support the
military, not serve in it’® The US set an example, which was followed by atmos
all Western countries. After the end of Cold wawumiies one by one have

abolished or frozen the conscripti¥i.Some countries (Scandinavian) still use

374 Jacques van Doorithe Soldier and Social Chandgeverly Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1975, p. 33.

375 Lynn, The Evolution of Army Style. 523.

376 Andrew J. BacevichThe New American Militarism: How Americans Are Seglby WarNew York;
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005, p. 108

377 Karl W. Haltiner,The Definite End Of the Mass Army In Western Eufope
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this system, but it has changed considerably abdsed more on volunteers than
on conscriptiori”®

There are multiple reasons why Western countriesesh away from mass-
reserve army style. One of the best known explanatis that quality of life in
Western countries reached such levels that petqited to care more about such
issues like gender, sexuality, environment, etceréfore, the attitudes towards
military and armed forces became more critical awegjative. For instance,
analysis of empirical data revealed the fact tluddtinteer forces are more suitable
and flexible to employ women than mass armies.dans that volunteer armed
forces are a more suitable format for seeking geedeality in the military.”®

However, this sociological explanation is veryitied. It is enough to mention
the fact that the conscription survived in courstriezhich had very high living
standards and were considered champions of postadatic lifestyle -
Germany and especially Scandinavian states. Thereitois clear that there are
other reasons why it happened. That is where stludisions about RMA come to
the scene. In early 1970’s military sociologistartsd to trace evidence that
Western countries became more eager to replace anasss into volunteer style
forces. One of the leading military sociologisttbht time, Jaques van Doorn,
wrote in 1975:

It looks as though the Western world has now redehiistoric stage in which the mass army
as an institution is on the way out. It is not ditjmal-cyclical trend, but a structural change

spelling the end of a process, which began with Rhench revolution and the national

revolutions of the early nineteenth century. [...tperiod of history is now coming to an

end. “The nation in arms” is an obsolete conceptidre armed forces have steadily evolved
into an instrument of deterrence with a high degreéechnological specialization, which

holds little attraction for the young people tod%y.

378 |In summer 2011, Germany ended conscription. lltrsight be resumed in the case of an emergency,
but otherwise from now on German armed forces allg professional. ‘Germany’s Armed Forces: At
Ease’,The Economist2010, Vol. 396, Issue 8691, p55-56 [accessedt8h@c 2011].

39 Haltiner, pp. 24-27.

30%yvan Doorn, pp. 52-53.
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It is interesting that Western countries becagelactant towards mass armies
in the midst of Cold war. US and Great Britainarisition to volunteer forces was
guite understandable, since conscript armies wieza # their political systems
and traditions. However, it is more difficult tom@ain the cases of continental
Europe. Looking from military rationale, Westernuotries were always aware
that, if war would start over Fulda gap in Germathey would be overrun by
Soviets, who always had more soldiers than the West compensate this
deficiency, Western countries, starting with USgided to enhance their military
capabilities by applying new technologies and byisieg new operational and
tactical schemes. These new schemes eventuallynge&aown as “AirLand
Battle” doctrine and were the main operational doetfor U.S and NATO in the
last decade of Cold war. As it is seen from the tf this new doctrine, it called
for coordination between land and air componentschvwas possible because of
better communication, intelligence and surveillanieehnologies. However,
appropriate skills were required in order to usdhase technologies. To provide
such skills for the conscript army was difficult darexpensive; thus, an
employment of long serving experts, professionals needed.

Therefore, it is important to emphasize that tieed of transition from mass-
reserve armies to volunteer armies started befmend of Cold war. The end of
this global struggle gave additional impulse to eswhscription. In 1990’s
Western countries very actively engaged in expaulitiy and overseas missions,
which required small, mobile, well-equipped militdorces. Researchers came to
conclusions that countries, which participatecbwerseas missions more often,
abolished conscription more rapidf}. Overall, there is no doubt that now the
dominant military style is a small, professionaingr The following summary in
the table N. 2 shows how contemporary changes liBekwhen compared with

the situation in previous historical eras.

1 Haltiner, p. 33.
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Table Nr. 2

Social Historians Ties with society and
scientist e . , state/government
N classification | File and rank | Officer corps .
C|aS§IfIC§§I20n (Lynn)®3 File and Officers
(Tilly) rank
Commanding
Unqualified positions
folk, distracted granted Intgrests of
Feudal ) . No separate| social class,
th 1 h from their according to e
(8" -10 oo . . group, part | nobility, first,
) daily life status in social . -
centuries) Y of society military
o activities and class, not
Patrimonialism farming because of needs-second;
(légrf?urlf; expertise.
Volunteers, Feudal levy is
Medieval- paid soldiers. gradually . .
stipendiary Soldiery replaced by First _Somal_c_:lass
h 4 4h . I mercenary | first, military
(12"-14 begins to be | nobility, who i
) ) . .| companies second
centuries) perceived as | are paid for theit
trade services
Mercenaries; Mercenary :
Aggregate- paid commanders, Distinct Desplte_th_e
contract , , commercializa
(late 14" — volunteers; mainly from group, tion. needs of
carly 16 Soldier as a nobility. separated nofailit are
y > trade/professiq Officership as | from society ya
centuries) N trade the priority
Brokerage First attempts tq
(1400-1700) state- have a formal
commissione Paid officer Distinct
d volunteers. education; group, Social class
late 16" — Soldier as redominantl uniforms, first
( p y
early 17" profession from the noble | barracks.
centuries) class. Officerhip
as hobby
Officers
appointed by the Short_term
Nationalisation| ~ FoPular- . state; opento all __3S"VI¢®: -
(1700-1850) conscript Conscripts cllasseS' rapid return | Distinct group
(1789-1810) . - to civilian
officership as life
profession.
Officers
appointed by the Short term
Specialisation Mass-reservd state; Increasing  service,
- onscripts number from | rapid return | Distinct group
(1850 (1866-1905) C i ber f id Disti
present) middle class; to civilian
officership as life
profession.

32 Tilly, Coercion, Capitalpp. 28-29.
383 Lynn, The Evolution of Army Stylep. 536-545.
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Officers
appointed by the

Volunteer- Volunteers, state.
technical professional. Continuous Distinct Distinct group

(2970- Soldiery as | formal military group

present) profession. education.

Officership as
profession.

Created by author.

We can draw two major and far reaching conclusifsom the information
provided in Table Nr. 2. First of all, slightly upitghg van Doorn’s ideas we may
say that at the present moment Western countkiedtithe times of gradual, but
radical shift. It is the first time after the Fréncevolution, when Western world
radically changed the organisation of armed fortgan’s proposal to divide era
between French revolution and Vietnam War into qusiof two army styles is
more of operational nature. Despite pure militarffedences, both styles were
based on conscription system. It was conscriptiab made both of them different
from army styles of the past. It is conscriptioattimakes them different in our
times.

It is very important to emphasize that there wasistorical period, when only
one army style existed. In times of aggregate-emhtarmies, we may find
elements of feudal lev}?* During the era of state-commissioned armies, wg ma
find military units assembled by conscriptii After Napoleonic wars, conscript
and long service professional armies coexist alidlegsach othef>® In our times
many countries have not abolished conscriptiorr@gti They are still applying it
in some form or another like, for example, in Lémia. However, despite this

complexity, there was always one dominant type ditary organisation, like

34 Hale, pp. 75-126; Michael MalletiMercenaries and Their Masters: Warfare in Renaissaitaly.
London: Bodley Head, 1974, pp. 207-230

35 Tallett, War and Societypp. 69-104; Andersoiwar and Societypp. 111-131.

3¢ Best, pp. 207-256; Bond, pp. 40-71; Wawro, pp.-169.
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there is always the paradigm army that providegxample of the new ways of
fighting and new military thinking®’

As was shown in Chapter 2 and in this part o$elition, transition from one
style to another always has wider social, politiedonomical, cultural and, of
course, military implications. Therefore, havingnnmind all this historical context,
the discussion about RMA might be seen in anotbét.lit is hard to believe that
such radical shift in military organisation and g@eses related to RMA are not
part of a bigger change.

The second conclusion, taken from Table Nr. 2asaly related with the first
one. It concerns the role of rank and file, andceff corps in the state. As it was
already mentioned and emphasised, armed forcesa aestinct, autonomous
organisation that has specific relations with oth&te institutions and society.
However, the relations between all parts of thteriaction are not so simple and
easy. Peter Feaver described this peculiar situagoy well by saying, that: “[...]
because we fear others, we create an institutionabénce to protect us, but we
fear the very institution we created for protectiéif On many occasions, this
fear became sad reality when armies medep d’etator found other ways to
control the state. Therefore, political entitiesaéitimes had to find or create ways
and mechanisms to control the military, to maka part of political body and
deny the possibility of creating a state within state.

When speaking about armed forces it is importarretnember that there are
two groups: file and rank, and officers. The minimtask for any political entity
is to integrate at least one of these groups inéowider political community.
Looking at Table Nr. 2 we may see how Western atesitmanaged to control
armed forces. Before the French revolution file aadk were paid soldiers,

professionals separated from society and politital They were not interested in

387 Lynn, The Evolution of Army Style.
38 peter D. Feaver, ‘The Civil-Military Problematiquéuntington, Janowitz, and the Question of Civilia
Control’, Armed Forces & Societ23, 1996, p. 150.
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what was happening in the political life. Societi chot bother or care how
soldiers lived, especially having in mind their sbcomposition (mainly from the
lowest level of society, criminals, etc.).

On the other hand, officers came from the nobilliye solidarity and defence
of class interests for them was more important thmitary service. As it was
mentioned, military service for them was a hobloyslich way, by using nobility
governments succeeded to temper the military.

After the French revolution, countries found a nemy to control armed
forces. However, this time the same players gdediht roles. This time it was
file and rank, who tied armed forces to society trastate. Taken to the military
by conscription, they served a short term. Thegefthrere was not enough time to
make these conscripts into a group with deep comenit to military traditions or
some particular interests. Of course, even shamt-tservice was enough to
indoctrinate some patriotic feelings, discipline.

The change of officer corps role was no less dtamafter the French
Revolution, we started talking about the professianilitary group. This group
gradually obtained traditions, ethic codes, serfssobdarity, corporateness. It
steadily detached itself from society and activktipal life. It devoted its time for
perfection of their expertise — war fighting. Beiaug officer is the same as being a
lawyer, doctor or teacher. It becomes a profes&ibhowever, this separateness
of officers’ corps is counterbalanced by conscragtk and file. Conscription did
not allow transforming all armed forces into a sapaand distinct group, which
might have interests, virtues, traditions of itsnow

However, situation radically changes when the ti@stsition happens. As it is
shown in Table Nr. 2, after the transition from sonipt to professional armies,
we have both parts of armed forces as distinct gr@oth of them consider

military work as profession. Therefore, probably fiee first time in modern era,

¥%Samuel P HuntingtoriThe Soldier and the State the Theory and Politic€iwil-military Relations.
Cambridge [Mass.]: The Belknap Press of Harvardsehsity Press, 2003, pp. 7-18.
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we have a situation when both groups of armed $oate separated from the state
in a sense that there is no one able to play tlee which in the past was played
by nobility and conscripts. Keeping in mind thdttednsitions in the past had far
reaching consequences not only in the military disien, but also in the political,
economical and cultural dimensions it is valid degitimate to ask what might
happen today.

In 1975 van Doorn, when speaking about possibiseguences of transition
to volunteer forces, was saying that it might haegeral important effects. The
armies would have to compete in labour market étdisrs, and because of that,
armed forces would mainly be composed of peoplmflawer social classes or
ethnic minorities. The end of draft would createnditions for the military to
become a separate and isolated social sect, a witti;n the state, which
eventually might even lead to creation of the gamistate®™

These van Doorn’s insights are a good startingtpimir a discussion about
today’s situation. It seems that on many accouatwds right. Political scientists,
sociologists in Western world, and especially ie thS are speaking about the
widening gap between military and the rest of ttaes that daily life is full of
various tensions between military and civiliangtttihere are serious crisis, which
by some is again defined as another step towaedgatrison state.

However, before moving to another chapter, it ngportant to stress the
importance of history and relevance of MR as a eptial tool necessary to show
military’s autonomy. From what was said in thistpair dissertation, it must be
clear that without historical perspective it wolld extremely difficult to realise
how important contemporary changes in military oigation are. History helps
to see that military organisations through agesvetianging not only because of
economical, cultural, social reasons, but also bseahere were pure military

causes of these changes. Knowledge of historicstl Ipelps to anticipate, where

39%Doorn, pp. 57-60
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and how contemporary military transformation mafeetf changes in other areas
of human activity. Looking from such perspectivee timportance of the
conceptual framework, provided by the idea of MRasy clear. Its requirement
to look at everything from above, to see a bigysethelps to notice, how military
dimension is interacting with other dimensions doav it keeps its autonomy.
This conceptual framework helps to connect changidgas about war,
transformation of armed forces with issues of thet Itwo chapters of this
dissertation: tensions in American civil-militarglations and militarization of

police in the US.

6. Civil-Military Relations in the US

The way how idea of MR is designed indicates thadlications of military
changes may be felt almost in every human actiViberefore, it is a challenge to
find ways and means to trace these possible effactihis dissertation, it was
decided to follow a track laid down by historicavdr and society” school. The
primary concern and object of research for membetkis school and creators of
the idea of MR was institutional changes. Thereftiere is extensive literature
about various institutional changes caused by anylittransformation. Civil-
military relations are one of the first areas whisrpossible to see how processes
that originated in military sphere spreads intoeotdimensions, in this case —
political. New military organisations require newsiitutional arrangements
between military and their counterparts — civilianBhe search for these
arrangements created and creates many tensionssohattimes are serious
problem for domestic political stability and setyrof national interests abroad.
Because civil-military relations are the area wharktary meets politics it is hard
sometimes to separate these two domains.

It always surprises, when members of the militney trying to say, that armed

forces are apolitical institution, whose duty ispimtect national interest, not to
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pursue some political interests. As H. Strachantioes, “it is almost tautologous
to refer to the politics of an army®* The problem there is the understanding what
does intervention or participation in politics me&mobably the first idea, which
comes to mind, is that about coup d'etat, estaipigshof some military
dictatorship. However, this possibility is the maatical version of military’s
participation in politics. To avoid such reductisinihinking broader perspective is
necessary. S.E. Finner proposed such perspecting years ago by classifying
intervention of military into four levels: influee¢ pressures or blackmail,
displacement, supplemefit.

Western countries are in the group of states, evhgpical levels of
interference are the first two: influence and btaeK. Influence, according to
Finner, means that military like any other bureaagrare trying to convince
civilian authorities by reason or emotion. Blackinan the other hand, “can range
from hints or actions that are just barely constnal at one end to intimidation
and threats that are clearly unconstitutional atdther”>*® Therefore, even being
very specific institution, military still is partfdhe state apparatus, where it has to
participate in various bureaucratic, political degs$. Military is apolitical if we
speak in the context of politics of parties, butsitdefinitely a political player
when speaking about bureaucracy.

Moving away from theoretical considerations abauititary’s autonomy
towards issue of its interference into politics tase of U.S will be discussed. By
primarily using secondary sources this case arsaggppose to show how military
changes affects some political changes. As was @awnously, U.S is the most
advanced military country in the world. Therefoneany processes, which just

start emerging in other Western countries, are aslanced in America. U.S case

391 Hew StrachariThe Politics Of the British ArmyDxford: Oxford University Press, 1997, p. 1.

392 Samuel E. Finer,The Man On Horseback: The Role Of the Military Imlifcs, 2nd ed.
Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1976, pp. 77-78.

393 bid., p. 77.
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may give us a hint what waits European countrieshen area of civil-military
relations

U.S case

Probably the best way to start discussion abaeitictise of U.S. is the short
review of President Obama Afghanistan’s surge storipis book about this issue,
Bob Woodward paints a gloomy picture, where cindian general and President
Obama in particular had many difficulties to pur$u politics. The military was
trying to corner president and to get what it werité At that time, commander of
US forces in Afghanistan general Stanley Allen MoGkal made the report about
situation in this country public, even when thatdment was for internal use.
Later, general in public spoke about the necessstgps for achieving
breakthrough in Afghanistafi

All these actions were perceived as pressuredim force President Obama
to accept military’s proposal. Finally, existinghisgons and disagreements were
revealed in the article about general McChrystahmRolling Stonesnagazine.
In that, article general and his associates gavehh@marks about their civilian
superiors.®® The cost of this article was the carrier of GehdfiaChrystal.
President Obama recalled him from Afghanistan contmand general went to

retirement. This story has several morals. Fitst, swift reaction from White

394 Bob Woodward, ‘Military Thwarted President SeekiBloice In AfghanistanThe Washington Past
27 September 2010 <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp
dyn/content/article/2010/09/26/AR2010092603766.htfaccessed 17 October 2010]; Bob Woodward,
‘Biden Warned Obama During Afghan War Review NotGet “locked Into Vietnam™ The Washington
Post 28 September 2010 <http://www.washingtonpost.agmm/
dyn/content/article/2010/09/27/AR2010092704850.htfakccessed 17 October 2010].; Bob Woodward,
‘Obama: “We Need To Make Clear To People That thader Is In Pakistan”The Washington Pgs29
September 2010 <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2010/09/28/AR2010092805092.htfakccessed 17 October 2010].; Neil Sheehan, ‘In
Bob Woodward’s “Obama’s Wars,” Neil Sheehan Seeallts To Vietham’,The Washington Pgs3
October 2010 <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2010/09/30/AR2010093005857.htfaccessed 17 October 2010].

3% General Stanley McChrystal, Special Address Oghahistan’. The International Institute For
Strategic Studies, London, 2009. <http://www.iisglecent-key-addresses/general-stanley-mcchrystal-
address/> [accessed 17 October 2010].

39 Michael Hastings, ‘The Runaway Gener&blling Stone2010
<http://lwww.rollingstone.com/politics/news/173908PB6> [accessed 17 October 2010].
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House toRolling Stone’sarticle showed, that civilians still are in charge
However, President Obama did not have any otheompbut only to recall
McChrystal. More serious is the fact that militaszgn and are willing to make
publicly its distaste and critics about their daal superiors. In Finner’'s
classification these acts probably will be somewhar the middle between
influence and blackmail. However, it would not bbig deal, if it would be only
a single, isolated misfit from military side. Yejeneral McChrystal's story is
only the last episode of events, which, especiatythe last twenty years, are
disturbing scholars and politicians in U%.

The main question is how much if at all militanay intervene or participate
in politics. S. Huntington and M. Janowitz providéx® two competing versions
of answer into this question back in late 1950'sttBscholars were concerned
how to control military not jeopardising the stgite goal of Cold war — win
against Soviet Union. Before Second World War,Wh®8. had small professional
armed forces. However, the war and ensuing Cold eteanged everything.
Washington had to keep a large military force armvigde substantial resources
for it. U.S entered unfamiliar waters, because é¢heras new, strong and
influential member of political system. What wasessary was some theoretical
framework, which could provide solutions for ciaifis towards military.

In order to control the military, Huntington askd to establish an objective
civilian control. According to him this form of ctol is directly opposite to

subjective civilian control:

Subjective civilian control achieves its end byilanising the military, making them mirror
of the state. Objective civilian control achievés énd militarizing the military, making
them the tool of the state. [...] the antithesis djeative civilian control is military
participation in politics: civilian control decress as the military become progressively
involved in institutional, class, and constitutibiqmlitics. [...] The essence of objective

civilian control is the recognition of autonomousitary professionalism>*®

%Bernard |. Finel, ‘The Failed Secretary’, Armed Forces Journal 2011
<http://armedforcesjournal.com/2011/09/7558137tegmsed 15 September 2011].
3% Huntington, p. 83
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Huntington was proposing to control military byakmng it more military. His
logic was such: if government will provide militaeynough financial and material
support the armed forces will pay all its attenttonperfection of its skills and
profession. In this way military will not have ergbutime to intervene into
politics. The political and military spheres shoblel kept autonomous from each
other. The key reason why military, having moreafinial, human and material
resources will not intervene into politics is theofessionalism of military,
especially its officer corps.

He considered officership as a profession, whosebers are experts united
by specific code of conduct, particular values aatldview and by particular
skills/expertise - the management of violefiteln other words, it would be
against nature of officer as a member of specifafgssion to intervene into
politics. However, he understood that by militargsimilitary there might appear
ideological gap between liberal civilians and railit that are more conservative.
To avoid such situation he advised to shift civili@irtues towards more
conservative. In other words, society should moswards military not vice
versa.

Janowitz, on the other hand proposed alternaolation, which on some
accounts was totally opposite to what Huntingtois waggesting. He emphasised
that in era of “strategic deterrence, limited wegfaand enlarged politico-military

responsibility*®

it was hardly possible to separate military sptieven political.
Such complexity of tasks demands from officers dtebeunderstanding of
political issues. It requires participation in dissions and decision making in the
spheres, which are far away from stereotypicalvagtiof officers. Therefore,

military should move towards civilians and integratore into civilian world.

39 |bid., pp. 11-16
400 Morris Janowitz,The Professional Soldier: A Social and PoliticalrPait. New York: Free Press,
1964, p. vii.

141



Increasing dependence on various new technologmes weapon systems
pushed military even more towards civilians. Alese new gadgets required
managerial and administrative skills. Thereforecoading to Janowitz, the
biggest part of all military system does not difffeom any civilian big
enterprisé® The only difference between the officer and carilimanager is that
the former wears uniform with stars and is resgaasior a delicate business —
management of violence. Finally, Janowitz was adting for constabulary
forces, which will be capable to fight high integsivarfare, but also will know
how to conduct paramilitary, military aid operasdff

These two models, despite all the crftidsremains the starting point for any
serious discussion about contemporary civil-miiteglations. In the case of U.S.
Huntingtonian alternative for a very long time wasore acceptable than
Janowitz’'s model. The long tradition of conventibWamerican way of war,
discussed in Chapter 4, helped to institutionalimkeas proposed by
Huntington?®* However, U.S. military during the Cold war and esiplly after its
end were conducting missions, which were less &saolc with high intensity
fighting. In such way, even when the institutiomatangement of U.S. defence
system was based on Huntingtonian model, the myliteecame involved in
political debates on various topics as Janowitdipted.

However, both authors gave too much credit tadka of professional officer
by ignoring some basic features of military orgatimn. Both agreed that
military embraces more conservative virtues, bettthought that ethics of the

profession would force to abolish some negativditicns. Yet, the events of the

“bid, p. 21-78.

“92|pid., p. 418.

93 Feaver;The Civil-Military ProblematiqueMichael C. Desch, ‘Soldiers, States, and StrestuThe End
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James Burk, ‘Theories of Democratic Civil-MilitaRelations’,Armed Forces & Society9, 2002, pp. 7 -
29; Edward M. Coffman, ‘The Long Shadow of The $midand the State'The Journal of Military
History, 55, 1991, pp. 69-82.

404 Robert Egnell, ‘Explaining US and British Perfomoa in Complex Expeditionary Operations: The
Civil-military Dimension’, Journal of Strategic Studig29, 2006, pp. 1041-1075.
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last twenty years show, that military is not eadiygetting some worrisome
traditions, dating back to the days of Americanejpendence war.

Influential American military historians, like &igley, Kohn argued that since
the times of War of Independence military alwaystipgated in the political
games and that this negative tradition only becatmenger:® It is enough to
speak about active service generals running foptasidency, or navy members,
like A. Mahan, shaping US international politicsed@ntly historians provided
interesting researches, where is shown how durrg Ibterwar period and
Second World war the alliance of military and besis group forced president F.
Roosevelt to correct his New Deal politics. Accaglito historians, US of that
time might be called a security state, where etamngtis seen through the lenses
of security (i.e. military)f'°®

Cold war was not the period when military couldysout of politics. A mere
existence of nuclear weapon forced military to ipgrate in political debates. Of
course, we can not speak about some linear progneshere were moments
when civilians really were in control of the sitiwsit Truman’s victory over D.
MacArthur, or Johnson’s handling of Joint ChiefSt&ff during the Vietnam war.
However, Vietnam case forced US military to recdasits relationships with the
civilians and in some weird form to follow Clauséxis dictum about war as the
continuation of politics. Military decided, thateyrmust tie civilians in such way,
that when the next war will come soldiers will haaevoice in the decision-
making. General's Abram’s famous military resergiorm is an example of such

thinking.

%5 Richard H. Kohn, ‘Out of Control: The Crisis inv@imilitary Relations’,National Interest 1994, pp.
3-17. Richard H. Kohn, ‘The Erosion of Civilian Qoul of the Military in the United States TodaiNaval
War College Reviemb5, Summer 2002, p. 9.Richard H. Kohn, ‘The DarmdeMilitarization in an Endless
“War” on Terrorism’, Journal of Military History 73, 2009, pp. 177-208; Russell F. Weigley, ‘The
American Military and the Principle of Civilian Cwool from McClellan to Powell’,The Journal of
Military History, 57, 1993, pp. 27-58; Russell F. Weigley, “The Aicen Civil-Military Gap: A Historical
Perspective, Colonial Times to the Present” in Beand KohnSoldiers and Civilianspp. 215-246.
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However, what followed after the end of Cold waany took by surprise. In
1997 the U.S. Secretary of Defence William Coheokspabout situation, when
“civilian world doesn’t fully grasp the mission ¢fie military, and the military
doesn’t understand why the memories of our citizemg civilian policy makers
are so short*?’ This speech was a reaction to the events and ggesehat made
civiians fell uncomfortable. During the Clinton’presidency U.S. military
became very politicised. Highest-ranking officdilse Chairman of Joint Chiefs
of Staff general Collin Powell, openly and publielgre criticizing their civilian
superiors® Officers openly supported political parties, mgiriRepublicans.
However, what was different after the end of Colarwvas the intensity, scope
of this militaries intervention into politics. Itbwiously was far away from the
Huntington’s idea of civil-military relations and definitely was not what
Janowitz proposed. It was situation, which R. Kohmstorian with the
unguestionable expertise and knowledge about UBanyilhistory, described as
military “out of civilian control”%°

The problem was not only with the military’s aetiparticipation in politics.
There appeared some signals, that military wadiryifaway from the society,
that there was increasing distance between thenrndlist T. Ricks vividly
described how it was difficult for the group of nmas to come back to civilian
life. These soldiers could not understand way fd 6f their friends: liberal,
individualistic virtues, hedonistic and consumditade. All of it was so alien to
the military traditions, virtue$:° Some scholars raised the question: will military
if necessary defend and protect those who are mgrsuch way of life, which is

so alien and despised by the milit4tyln some cases, scholars started interpret

“7William S. Cohen, “Remarks at Yale University, 9¢n Feaver and Kohn, p. 1

%8 Colin L. Powell, ‘Why Generals Get NervousThe New York Times8 October 1992,
<http://www.nytimes.com/1992/10/08/opinion/why-geals-get-nervous.html>.
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“I1Eliot A. Cohen, ‘Civil-military Relations'Qrbis, 41, 1997, pp. 177-186.
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these events as the beginning of the process, whithend by establishing
military dictatorship**?

The discussion about increasing civil-militargpgbecame more intensive.
According to Feaver, this discussion followed theelof old Huntington-
Janowitz debate. Followers of Janowitz saw “aluwbéer military drifting too far
away from civilian society” in four areas: militatyecame disproportionately
Republican; military became alienated with civiligociety; military resisted
integration of women, homosexuals into the armwt timilitary may loose the
support of the society'® Supporters of Huntington were more concerned about
other four areas: that it is society, not militawyho is drifting away from
mainstream ideology and values; political elite using military as social
laboratory; excessive micro-management createsadbst for effective military
functioning; the tensions exists not in the relagtoips between military and
public, but between military and civilian-politicalite** All these areas of
tensions and disagreements are already worrisonungdidered separately.

However, more concerning is the number and ramge all these
disagreements. It is clear, that some of them hagpbéecause of the processes,
described in previous chapters: changing percemiwh understanding of war,
transition to all-volunteer forces. The intensitydabreadth of this civil-military
gap might be considered as a sign of the needntake existing mechanism of
civiian control over military. The thorough and epe empirical research,
conducted by American scholars revealed that the lggtween civilians and

military is real**

12 Charles Dunlap, ‘The Origins of the American Mitiy Coup of 2012'Parameters Winter, 1992, pp.
2-20.

“13 Feaver and Kohn, p. 4
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One of the reasons why military are becoming miovelved into politics is
increasing bureaucratization of officer corps,eatst in the Army° Because of
various management systems, increasing technolapgaistication that requires
a lot managerial work officers are spending moneetidealing with the various
civiians from other departments and institutions. does not mean that
bureaucratisation equals politicisation, but buceatic tasks creates conditions
for officers to participate in daily low level pbtial discussions. Combining this
situation with the eagerness of high ranking ofBde participate more actively in
politics on strategic level and we have very peguituation. The changes for the
last ten years only strengthened this trend.

The events of 9/11, wars in Irag and Afghanisthowsed that U.S. armed
forces have to change they attitude towards thestabolary missions — peace
keeping, peace building, state building, and caumgargency. Scholars started to
speak about new types of officers like officer-poian, officer-diplomat, officer-

scholar?’

The changing philosophy is gradually institutiosedl by updating
various military doctrines, establishing new indins. It means that the military
Is embracing and preparing itself for much wideng@ of missions that will
involve military into daily life of civilians moreften.

Nevertheless, scholars are not good in seeinghake events in wider
historical context. When reading all these debatesut civil-military relations
two things are worth mentioning. First, all this bdee mainly concerns
relationships between elite groups. There arealiterhundreds of books and
articles about relationships between high-rankiffigcers and senior civilians.
However, it is difficult to find work where by ugrcivil-military relations models
relationships between wider community and militarguld be analysed. Judging

from public opinion surveys, the relationships betw military and wider public

“1® Don Snider and Lloyd Matthew3he Future of the Army Profession, Revised and iokpe Second
Edition, 2nd ed. Learning Solutions, 2005, p. 21
“1” Moskos; WilliamsThe Military and Society Beyond the Postmodern Era
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are warmer than between military and civilian-pedit elite?*® Military’s attitude

towards wider society probably are not so warm,abhee of such issues like
tolerance of homosexuals, individualistic valuds, 8till, military are very active
in public life through various channels: mass mediollywood, computer
gaming and otherS? For some scholars such activities are signs afeasing
militarization of American societ{?"

The case about US society’'s militarisation is veryod example how
sociologists may benefit from ideas proposed bylkah like Tilly, Mann. In his
writings Mann speaks about two types of power: daspand infrastructural.
Despotic power means, that somebody at the tomialfy has a power to make
decisions. For instances, when speaking aboutmiNitary relations, there is a
feeling that the main concern for all scholarsas/iio control military and how to
avoid situation of coup d’ etat in Western courstrieooking from this perspective
it is possible to say that such scenario is unjik€herefore, all discussions about
widening of civil-military gap seem too pessimistic

However, everything might look quite differentlyhen Mann’'s idea of
infrastructural power is considered. According iim the essence of this power is
“actually penetrate civil societf®". It means that in such case it does not matter
who is at the top, as long as the state might reaehyone through wide network
of institutions. In this case, when speaking abauil-military relations, coup
d’'etat is the least what we should be afraid. Theead of militaristic values,
traditions, gradual militarization, all that aregiss of increasing infrastructural
power. However, to trace all this and to measuraush harder than in the case of
despotic power. That might be the reason why sepanslpective is not popular

among scholars. At least it is not popular amorkrs who are more concerned

18 hitp://pewresearch.orghww.gallup.com/home

19 Der Derian,Virtuous War Peter Warren Singer, ‘Meet the Sims... and SHd®m’, Foreign Policy
March/April, 2010 <http://www.foreignpolicy.com/&tes/2010/02/22/meet_the_sims_and_shoot_them>
[accessed 10 December 2011].
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in their writings about institutional changes, powsharing, etc. Basically,
majority of military sociologists when speaking abaivil-military relations are
concerned with issues raised by Finner, i.e. mylifainterference into politics
through institutional arrangemerits.

This problem of different approaches is verylwlklstrated by debate about
garrison state. H. Lasswell proposed the idea ofiggm state in early 1940's.
The main idea of this concept is that facing cartig external threat modern
states will have to rely more and more on advicd halp, provided by the
managers of violence, i.e. military. Lasswell didt rspeak, that there will be
overthrow of the government. He spoke more abalddn, indirect militarization
of the society keeping all existing institutiongaict, formally, because in reality
all these institutions would be empty shéf§These discussions about garrison
state repapered during the presidency of G. W. BWMsltious commentators,
scholars interpreted the situation in 2000’s asbéginning of movement towards
such kind of state. Increasing reliance on militeryackle various tasks at home
and abroad, obvious politicisation of military pamael and especially changes in
perception of domestic threats, all of that raisedny questions. American
government, in order to fight terrorism and be pred for various other
contingencies took harsh, sometimes even illegasmes inside the country
(Patriot bill, wiretapping of cell phones and imtet, etc.)**

However, in many cases various publicists, motosis scholars, initiated all

these discussions. The reason of such attitudetheasame as in the past: it is

422 However, there are some younger generation schalssociated with movement of cultural turn in
social sciences who are trying to use various cocvist, discursive conceptual tools to analyse
military's influence. This new approach is quiebmising and in future may provide interesting resul
However, it is already possible to see that thebsmlars are repeating some mistakes of their péars,
instance, ignorance of military history. First wbomes to mind, when speaking about this new trend i
Meyer Kestnbaum and his ideas about the need ofdiguipline - war sociology. Look in Julia Adams,
pp. 249-285; Meyer Kestnbaum, ‘The Sociology of \&iad the Military’,Annual Review of Sociolog$5,
2009, pp. 235-254.

23 asswell.

24 The Washington Post in 2010 conducted a wide rangroject “Top Secret America” about hidden
domestic security complex in Ameridatp://projects.washingtonpost.com/top-secret-acaéri
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difficult to find traces of garrison state if yoteausing conceptual tools and ideas
made for looking and explaining institutional chaggi.e. coup d’etat. All of that
draws main conclusions of this chapter. The schplaorking on the subject of
American civil-military relations name many reasavisy there are tensions and
gap between military and civilians. They speak abchanging international
security environment, changing virtues and attisudé society, social problems
inside the military, etc. Paradoxically, what isssing, is serious discussion about
military changes like RMA, counterinsurgency, apassible reason why civil-
military relations in U.S. for the last twenty yedrecame worse. Because civil-
military relations in many cases are research stilbgg sociologists, the causes
of all changes for them are of societal origin. ,Yieis enough to put all these
changes into historical context and very diffengioture emerges.

It is hard to believe, that when Western mildar and their civilian
counterparts are experiencing tremendous changesegses started inside
militaries are not seen as one of main reasons tvage are tensions between
civilians and military. Its is enough to remembe&erthing what was told in 5
chapter about evolution of armed forces. Every msiuoft in organisational style
had political, social, economical consequencegoif are using MR framework,
there would not be a problem to see today’s issmeherent and consistent
way. This framework helps to generate new appragcimew angles. For
instance, majority of scholars is searching fonsigf military’s despotic powers,
l.e. control of the government. However, there ndya few, who are trying to
trace and find evidence of military’s infrastru@urpower, which mostly is
related to the phenomenon of militarization. Yéiau are using MR’s approach
and looking into present events through historglakses, it is quite easy to find
area where military’s despotic and infrastructypalvers meet each other. That

area is police and the result of this meeting igtamization of police forces.
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7. The Blurring Line Between Armed Forces and Polie

One of the features that make the modern staterdiit from political entities
of the past is the separation of means and formsoatrolling domestic and
external violence. Everybody knows that policeaisponsible for the maintenance
of domestic order and that armed forces are redpentor the defence from
external threats. However, this banal fact is tredoisly important when looking
from the perspective of the development of the modgate. Such separation is
unique for modern time¥? It did not exist in the past and there is somelevte
that it might not exist in the future.

The example of the institution of sheriff that irepent times is associated with
police work is very telling. The sheriff, probabilye oldest public office in the
world, created somewhere in IX century in Englan@ds responsible for tax
collection, justice and peace in his shire, managegnof Crown lands, and the
summons of armed forcé®. In modern times, separate agencies and instisition
administrate each of these fields. In medieval simened men, militia, recruits or
mercenaries conducted policing. Medieval warfareaponry, fighting techniques
for common soldiers did not require very speciaiskills that could be applied
only on the battlefield. Therefore, soldiers cobédeasily used for policing tasks.

However, starting from XVI century, the separatmetween armed forces and
police started emerging. This development overyE#is took the shape of police
us we know it today. The main principles, tasks eold of the police and armed
forces were set in force by late XVII century. Bxteing after that was more of a
development of policing techniques, rather thamgkea in the guiding principles.
The main feature of the modern police identity ts antagonism towards the
armed forces. The armed forces are taken as a measot to assess the

development of the police; the bigger the diffeeenbetween these two

2 Giddens, pp. 113; Dandeker, pp. 37-65; M@wyrces of Social Powevol. I, pp. 402-443.
2% Strayer, p. 28.
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institutions, the stronger the police self-identalyd autonomy. These differences

include everything, starting from the

colour of fanms, weapons, organisation

and rank system, to the most fundamental differémeele and function&’ The

famous British “Bobby” with his d

ark blue uniformhelmet, whistle and

truncheon as his only weapon is perceived as titenap of policeman. The Table

3 perfectly presents the differences between palnkarmed forces.

Table 3. Occupational Group and Job Descriptions

Police

Armed forces

Occupation Group 375: Police Officers and
Detectives, Public Service

This group includes occupations concert
with protecting the public; maintaining law a
order; detecting and preventing crim
directing and controlling motor traffic; an
investigating and apprehending suspects
criminal cases.

375.263-014 Police Officer | (governmen
ser.) alternate titles: patrol officer; traffic
officer

Patrols assigned beat on foot, on motorcycle
patrol car, or on horseback to control traff
prevent crime or disturbance of peace,
arrest violators: Familiarizes self with beat g
with persons living in area. Notes suspiciq
persons and establishments and reportg
superior officer. Reports hazards. Disper
unruly crowds at public gatherings. Rend
first aid at accidents, and investigates cal
and results of accident. Directs and rerol
traffic around fire or other disruption. Inspe
public establishments requiring licenses
ensure compliance with rules and regulatid
Warns or arrests persons violating anir
ordinances. Issues tickets to traffic violatg
Registers at police call boxes at specif
interval or time. Writes and files daily activi
report with superior officer. May drive patr
wagon or police ambulance. May notify pub
works department of location of abandor

Occupation Group 378: Armed Forces
Enlisted Personnel

nddhis group includes occupations, not elsewh
ndlassified, concerned with protecting the nat
drom enemies and maintaining peace and o
during times of martial law or civ
disobedience.

ere
on
rder

t378.684-01 COMBAT RIFLE CREW
MEMBER (military ser.)

2, @pposes members of enemy ground force
ieffort to destroy or capture enemy forces, usi
anfle, during combat or training operations,

ctiine field. Decontaminates weapons

txuipment when exposed to chemical
nauclear contamination, using specifi
nptocedures.  Observes  compass,
rehotographs, and maps to determine field
igubsition for troop movements. Examines

yequipment and weapons to detect malfunctions.
oRepairs weapons and equipment, using items
lisuch as handtools, oil, and rags. Fires machine
eglns, grenade launchers, and rifles to inflict

vehicles to tow away. May accompany park

ncasualties on enemy force.

“2"The police very often are called ,dark blue forbeitause of the colour of their uniform. Dark blugsw
intentionally chosen to mark the differences betwtee police and armed forces, which was associated
with red, grey, green and later on, with khaki coto
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| meter personnel to protect money collected.| |
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Dictionary of Quational Titles (Washington, DC: Labor
Department, Employment and Training Administratidinited States Employment Service,
1991)728

The description of these two occupations very feahows where the
fundamental differences between armed forces ahcepare. It might be put this
way: the task of the police is to protect and sewhkile the armed forces are
trained to overwhelm and defé&l.A police officer opens fire as the last resort,
while for the soldier the opening of fire is thenpary task. Possible causes of this
separation and police transformation will be diseaslater on in this chapter. At
this moment it is more important to discuss howitany changes affected the
development of police.

In previous chapters of this dissertation discusagidiary changes in the early
modern period had direct or indirect impact on $bparation of control over the
violence monopoly in the state. It is worth begimnwith an outline of simple
change in tactics and behaviour in the battlefiaklwas already said in chapter 4,
in the medieval battlefield, the goal was to takeotly, plunder and capture
prisoners who later will have to pay the ransomer&fore, the mentality of the
medieval soldier in some sense was similar to thesgmnt day policeman’s
attitude: disarm, but not kill, unless he was fdr¢e do it. However, the rise of
Swiss pikemen in the late XV century and the grgnimportance of firearms in
succeeding centuries changed this tradition. Thendtions of pikemen and
infantry armed with firearms required disciplinedacohesion. The key to their
victories were close formations. Only fighting asrat could hope to survive and
share war spoils. Also at the same time becaugséeofyrowing importance of

infantry, the role of cavalry, and altogether rofeknights were becoming things

28.S. Department of Labour, Dictionary of Occupatibifitles (Washington, DC: Labour Department,
Employment and Training Administration, United $@tEmployment Service, 1991) in Donald J.
Campbell and Kathleen M. Campbell, “Soldiers asid@oOfficers/ Police Officers as Soldiers: Role
Evolution and Revolution in the United StateArimed Forces Societ@6, 2010, pp. 339-340.

429 DJ Campbell and KM Campbesoldiers as Police Officers/Police Officers as Sokj p. 329.
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of the past very fast. In concert with that mediekaightly traditions were
disappearing from the battlefield too. The mengadit modern soldier was born.

The same reasons that changed soldier's behaviouth® battlefield also
started another process that sustained the separdtpolicing and war fighting.
To make the use of firearms effective on the bt required constant training
and discipline. It required specific, professioséllls that had to be perfected
every day. The profession of soldier came into ¢peirhe peasant taken from his
crops field into the army was of no use if he wastrained how to fight and use
firearms or pikes.

Changes in training and mentality, combined withraes in the organisation
of armed forces (armies and navies became permageadually, step by step
separated soldiers from the society. The introdactf uniforms, special care
houses and hospitals, living in specially desigthdiarracks physically isolated
armed forces from the socieBf. Armies were professional. The skills of the
soldier were very specific, gained by long, tougd gainful training and fighting.
Bearing in mind that in the XVII and especially XVtentury, the training of
soldiers was very expensive and the desertion ntenere very high, rulers and
governments tried to isolate the armed forces fribw® society as much as
possible. It meant less connection and communicatith civilians. It also meant
that armed forces were less used for policing dut¥ course, there never was a
clear separation between the armed forces and epolibere are plenty of
historical examples showing that armed forces weesl for controlling domestic
violence. However, it should be noted that neitherpeople nor the governments
were happy when soldiers were patrolling the stte@ommon people, the gentry
and the middle class considered the use of soldmsisle the country as an
attempt of the government to consolidate and exptngower. On the other

hand, rulers were afraid that longer contact betwthe soldier and his former

“OHale, pp. 153-178; Tallettar and Societypp. 138-147; Andersofyar and Societypp. 167-179.
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colleagues in the town eventually will result iretkoldier's defection or even
some kind of a rebellioff* Such kind of reasoning was very important when
discussing the separation of policing and war fightlt seems that all parts of the
state had an interest in this separation. The Bigg®blem and question was how
policing should be conducted.

However, coming back to the theoretical explanatiad historical context of
how this separation of police and armed forces wedut should be stressed, that
it was a very complex and uneven processes thaédvan time and space.
Different countries were following different pathisor example, France was the
first to establish modern police. The principlesniralisation) that were set by
Louis XIV in 1667, when he established police comthan Paris in 1667, would
continue to be followed in France up to the prestnt**? On the other hand, at
the same time Great Britain did not have an establ modern police until 1829.
If in the XVIII century Paris, Berlin was well pokd and secure cities, London on
the other hand was famous for its criminality ammlence. The Cabinet Ministers
of that time “went armed in the streets of Londohigh noon protected by gangs
of retainers, men of property went to bed withdiras at their sides [...J** This
small example of different policing in the main tals of Europe is important
because it sets some doubts to the explanationntioaiern policing emerged
because of population growth in thé"@ntury. There are some difficulties with
the role of industrialisation and capitalism in @ygpearance of modern policing
too. In France and Prussia modern policing wadestdrefore the huge influx of
people into the cities because of population groatid industrial needs?

England, on the contrary, established modern pelicen social unrests (Gordon

31 However, Williams McNeill gives a convincing argant that because of the discipline and training
soldiers could be easily used against their foriekows. McNeill, pp. 125-139.

32 David Bayley, ,The police and political developrhém Europe®, in Tilly, The Formation of National
States in Western Europgp. 344-345.

33 bid, pp. 352-353.

434 |bid, pp. 352-359.
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riots in 1780) became things of the past and tlovtjr of population made older
forms of keeping peace and order obsolete a long &go**°

However, even if it is difficult to produce an exddst of reasons why
European states transformed their policing prastide is clear that by the
beginning of XIX century the new policing was gaigitempo. No one shows and
explains this change as impressively as Michel Ralicin his seminal work
Discipline and Punish His main argument that spectacular, public cépita
punishments from the mid XVIII century were step stgp replaced by more
uniform, hidden and humanitarian form of punishmenwvery helpful for this

discussiorf*®

Public tortures and punishments where the wayutfitowhich
rulers and governments controlled their subjecte fiear of violent punishment
was supposed to deter people from wrong doing.fabiethat states changed the
form of social control meant that other, more peatgtg and sophisticated means
were found (increasing infrastructural power of st&te, according to Mann). The
police was one of the first of such kind of sodra@truments that helped the state
to penetrate deeper into the daily lives of thepbedy conducting constant
surveillance. In his other well known teXdmnes et SingulatiniFoucault quotes
different French authors who described the polga ourth pillar, alongside the
armed forces, justice system and tax collectioniciwtare foundations of the

state®®’

Police helped to expand the network of surveikaaad in this way to
enlarge the state’s administrative pow&r.

The question to be answered is where the expansionthe states
administrative power began. This brings us back#role of the armed forces

and the separation of domestic and external viel@ontrol. To sum up, it seems

3% |n the case of England, some authors explainlite snodernisation of police because of existing
private-public market of crime control (thief-takerwatchmen’s). Lucia Zedner, ‘Policing Before and
After the Police: The Historical Antecedents Of @onporary Crime Control’ British Journal of
Criminology, 46, 2006, pp. 78-96.

“3% Michel FoucaultDiscipline & Punish: The Birth Of the PrisoNintage: New York, 1995.

437 Michel FoucaultOmnes et Singulatim: Towards a Criticism of ‘Petili Reason’ The Tanner Lectures
on Human Values, Delivered at Stanford Universiigtober 10 and 16, 1979.

38 Giddens, pp. 1-60; Dandeker, pp, 1-36.
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clear that police and armed forces are driven Hemdint logic of action. It is also
clear that modern police, being one of the pillairshe modern state, developed
differently in different countries. What is not ateis why this division appeared
and what was the driving force behind the develagmémodern policing. It was
mentioned already that scholars identified growitbapulation, industrialism and
capitalism as the main causes of policing transébion. However, there are not
so many discussions about the fact that the changkikh occurred in the
military sphere since the beginning of XVI centumgere the first driving element,
which helped to develop modern police. Without doldier on industrialism and
other social processes affected the developmetiteopolice. It might be argued
that the case of modern policing is a very goodrgta showing that theoretical
perspectives, based on Marxist and liberal argusnexan not fully explain how
and why policing was transformed. The use of mit@erspective helps to
understand this issue more fully. All this theasatidebate is very important when
discussing changes that are happening in preser@sti When viewing the
changes of policing in Western countries, espaciall the US, scholars are
discussing the diminishing line between armed fer@nd police and the

militarization of police.

The militarization of US police
For the last two decades, scientists from differ@istiplines are observing

interesting processes and changes in the Americaminal justice systerft®®

“Der Derian,Virtuous War; Peter B. KraskaMilitarizing the American Criminal Justice Systeifhe
Changing Roles Of the Armed Forces and the PoNegtheastern University Press: Boston, 2001; Fter
Kraska and Louis J. Cubellis, ‘Militarizing Maybgrrand Beyond: Making Sense Of American
Paramilitary Policing’ Justice Quarterly14, 1997, pp. 607-627; Peter B Kraska and Vi&dfappeler,
‘Militarizing American Police: The Rise and Nornmdtion Of Paramilitary Units’Social Problems44,
1997, pp. 1-18; Campbelfoldiers as Police Officerfkadley BalkoOverkill - The Rise Of Paramilitary
Police Raids In AmericaCato Institute, 2006; Michael Heddomestic Deployment Of the armed Forces :
Military Powers, Law and Human Right&arnham: Ashgate, 2009; Nathan Canestaro, ‘Hordelan
Defense: Another Nail In the Coffin For Posse Cauis’, Washington University Journal Of Law &
Policy, 12, 2003, pp. 99-144; Gary Felicetti and Johnd,uPosse Comitatus Act: Setting the Record
Straight On 124 Years Of Mischief and MisundersitagdBefore Any More Damage Is Done, The’,
Military Law Review 175, 2003, pp. 86-183; Tom A Gizzo and Tama S &4on, ‘Call To Arms: The
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These changes are related to increasing militéamizatof American law
enforcement agencies and increasing pressure anafuarmed forces directly
inside the country.

Before starting detailed examination of these ckang@ is necessary briefly
review the US policing history. US borrowed soméaqgaag traditions from Great
Britain. Like in Britain, Americans were againsintmlised polices services like
in France. For them such form of policing assodatéth tyranny. Also like
British people Americans did not want the army to the policing. The
appointment of police officers and salary paymeas\&nd still is a responsibility
of local political institutions. Because of thisasen the American police system
looks like a mosaic: county police, state policeyri police, even university
police**® Also there are some federal agencies, like Fed®&ualeau of
Investigation, which is responsible for law enforant in all USA. Another
important issue, inherited from Britain, is the wafypolicing. Like in Britain, the
policing in America was reactive, not proactive €Tinain job for policemen was
patrolling and keeping the order in his beat. THe@rs very often patrolled in
the same place their whole career. Such intimd&ioas on one hand helped to
feel pulse of local community, but on the otherdhah created opportunities for
corruption and involvement into local political rigues?** Overall, American
police forces are localised,; its role is more preie than pre-emptive. However,
as was mentioned earlier, for the last two decgaefound transformation

happened in US policing practices.

Posse Comitatus Act and the Use Of the Militaryhia Struggle against International Terrorism, RPace
International Law Reviewl5, 2003, pp. 149-180.

40 Charles J. Edward§hanging Policing Theories For 21st Century SoetBydney, NSW: Federation
Press, 1999, pp. 251-273.

“Yibid, pp. 13.
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The increase of paramilitary police units

Since the mid of 1980’s it is possible to detecgénincrease of paramilitary
police units (PPU). For wider public the PPU arestiyoassociated with S.W.A.T.
(special weapons and tactics teams) teams. PPUgugpped with military
weapons and technology. Most popular weapon amagbars of these units is
Heckler and Koch MP5 submachine gun. The orgawisatistructure of these
units is also based on the military model and ttegyard themselves as an “elite”
force**? Traditionally, these units, introduced in late @®6and early 1970’s had
to “respond to civil riots, terrorism, barricadeduspects, and hostage
situations™*** PPU was an expensive unit, therefore only biggisccould afford
it. However, during the presidency of Reagan tthigasion started to change.
Figure 4 and Figure 5 show the growth of PPU in iwomities of 50,000 or more

and 25,000 to 50,000 peopfé.
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42 Kraska, Militarizing American Police, pp. 3-4;
“3hid, p. 4.
4 bid, p. 6; KraskaMilitarizing Mayberry and Beyond. 614.
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Figure Nr. 5.

40 400
15
' 108 -
o 30F ® 1300 3
£ 2
g g
i :
£ 20 ; ~ 200 £
= 15 g
g =
b =
10 |- ~ 100 E
n L.k 1 V. L & o'4 9 . % 1 1 0 . 1 4@ 1. 1 1 n

18GT 1988 18T TETR 1ETS TEFT 1D vhE 1983 1988 1087 1BAS 1E91 1980 1560
1868 1070 1902 1674 1OTE 10TE 1S90 8E2 1884 1855 1585 1990 T 1T

Year

| Yearly Frequency -~ Cumulative Growth|

Analysing the results of surveys it is not diffictd see the rapid increase of
PPU since 1985, especially in smaller communitiégure 4). There, in the
period of 10 years since 1985 till 1995, the numbePPU increased by 255
percent. Growth of the number of PPU was followsdirtcrease of call-outs
(emergency or high-risk deployments of the PPUs})hé period of since 1980 till
1995 the number in bigger communities increasenh foy 538 percent (from 13
to 83). While in smaller communities, the incre@seven more profound. In the
same period the total number of call-outs incredis®ed 220 to 3,715 (an increase
by 1,589 percent}’

The main reason of such tremendous increase ofoutl is related to
changing functions of PPUs. During the last 20 ygbese units are more often
used in warrant work. Search and arrest warrantarbe a routine practice
because of the increasing fight against drug dealBine main element of the

warrant work is so called “no-knock entries”. Whadeocedure works in such

“*Kraska, Militarizing American Police, p. 614; KraskMilitarizing Mayberry and Beyond, p. 7
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way: “After securing a warrant, the paramilitaryituwwonducts a “dynamic entry,”
generally on a private residencé® Mostly these entries are done before dawn; all
people are laid to the floor while search of thecplis conducted. These no-knock
entries mark the shift of PPUs work from reactigeptoactive operations. These
proactive operations have clear military reseml#anc

Proactive posture of knock-out entries was sustaimeother change of PPU
functions. These units more often are used in pgbatrol work. The answer of

one respondent very clearly shows how PPUs areunting patrolling:

We're into saturation patrols in hot spots. We dtaof our work with the SWAT unit
because we have bigger guns. We send out two,dva@dt-men cars, we look for minor
violations and do jump-outs, either on people angtreet or automobiles. After we jump-out
the second car provides periphery cover with aematious display of weaponry. We're
sending a clear message: if the shootings domt atell shoot someorié’

The Figures 6 and 7 show the year when differentroanities started to use

PPU for proactive patrol. From the beginning of @89the number of police

departments, which used PPU in patrolling increaseaply**®

Figure Nr. 6.
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4% Kraska, Militarizing American Police, pp. 7-8.
“bid, p. 10.
48 Kraska,Militarizing American Policep. 617; KraskaMilitarizing Mayberry and Beyong. 10
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Figure Nr. 7.
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The last but not the least element of this storthéstraining of PPUs. There
the connection of the military and PPUs is veryacldhe members of the units
are trained by active duty and retired soldierpeemlly from Special Forces.
Armed forces even have special programs design&bedthe training of
paramilitary units. Police officers, who are mensbenf PPU’s consider
themselves elite and are copying other elite — @p&orces. They are copying
language, dressing code and appearancé:etc.

Overall, during the last 25 years US police, esgdciPPUs changed their
profile quite radically. At the present there arerenPPUs, they are armed with
military guns, conducting proactive, almost miltaoperations and are trained by
using military practise.

Before moving to another topic, it is importanteimphasise few things. First
of all, these aforementioned facts describe sinabefore the events of 9/11.
Even without detailed surveys of present situatioran be said that the role of

PPUs did not diminish but on the contrary, incrdasgome practises, like non-

49 Kraska, Militarizing American Police p. 11; KraskaMilitarizing the American Criminal Justice
Systempp. 141-157.
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knock entries became routine pracfi¥eThe fight against terrorism and the
establishment of Homeland defence department mRtleahd their practise even

more necessary than ever before.

Direct use of armed forces inside the country

After the events of 9//11 many practices and procesl of ensuring US
domestic security were changed, renewed. Probaklyriost sensitive issue was
the question of the direct use of armed forces hen doil of the US. As was
mentioned earlier, it is a very delicate questidmcl has a very long history.
After gaining the independence, Americans were tsapand suspicious to any
initiatives proposing to establish and use permaemed forces. Because of
these reasons the armed forces are not even meatinrthe Constitution of the
United States. Therefore, the use of army insidehef country was always a
disputed issue. However, there were times when @rifeeces were used
extensively for domestic purposes. For exampleerafie end of the Civil war
armed forces were responsible for policing and kepmf order in Southern
states. But in 1877 the Congress of the US endhe@ihe Posse Comitatus Act

(PCA), which put strict rules on the use of armeatés for domestic needs:

Whoever, except in cases and under circumstangesssty authorized by the Constitution
or Act of Congress, wilfully uses any part of thexdy or the Air Force as a posse comitatus
or otherwise to execute the laws shall be finedeurthlis title or imprisoned not more than
two years, or botft*

This act is the cornerstone for the whole systemloofiestic security. It clearly
separates armed forces and law enforcement institut However, since 1877
Congress has enacted a number of “exceptions t@@#e that authorize the use

of the military for domestic law enforcement puressn specific situations'™

450 Balko.

51 Office of the Law Revision Counsel (U. S. HouseRefpresentatives), ‘United States Code’, to present
<http://frwvebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/usc.cgiPAIN=BROWSE&title=18usc> [accessed 00:33:01],
18 U.S.C. § 1385.

452 Ashley J Craw, ‘Call To Arms: Civil Disorder Follong Hurricane Katrina Warrants Attack On the
Posse Comitatus Act, AGeorge Mason Law Review4, 2007, pp. 829-857.
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Before starting detailed analysis of this act oag/ymportant issue should be
mentioned. The PCA are legally binding only for teny, Navy, Air Forces and
Marine Corps. There are two exceptions. The fisstthe National Guard.
According to the Constitution of the US, every sthas its own militia forces -
the National Guard. These forces are responsikileetgovernor of the state. The
central government has very limited power on theskgary forces. However,
leaving aside all bureaucratic differences, thaedval Guard is armed forces, like
the ones that are controlled by the central goventmNational Guard is heavily
armed, it has its own air force and navy componeh&sr members are trained as
soldiers. From theoretical point of view, the Naab Guard is the armed forces,
only by different name. The second exception is @uast Guards. However,
Coast Guard is not under the direction of the Diepamnt of Defence, like other 4
services. That means that it is under differenalleggulations and this allows it to
bypass the restrictions of PCA.

These exceptions mean that at least two institstimiay use military force
domestically and avoid more binding legal restoici. National Guard may be
activated for service when state of emergency daded. It means that these
forces might be used to respond to natural disasteurricane Katrina) or
securing the borders (war on drugs, illegal imntigrg, etc. People are getting
accustomed to see uniformed and armed personmellpaf in some areas. They
start to reflect it as a normal practice and attjviot some kind of anomaly.

During the time there were many interpretations WP@A forbids and what
not. The courts interpreted that this act forbidk/dactive”, but not passive help
to law enforcement agencies. According to estabtistioctrine the military did
not violate the PCA when it “provides personnelangs, advice, and supply
surveillance, however roadblocks and performingrofied patrols did violate the

PCA."? In such case the military can help to devise agraton plan and give

“*3bid., p. 836.
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advice on how to implement it while police or othegencies will make the
arrestment’s.

The reality and new threats also dictated its tef®nsce the mid of 1980'’s the
military has been giving passive and sometimewveadielp in drug enforcement
along the border with Mexico. Starting as passiedphn one particular area
gradually it became more active and subsequentigaspto interior areds? In
1990’s military established special task force,ntiofask Force 6 (JTF-6),
responsible for coordination of military support fantidrug activities inside the
Us.

However, probably the biggest challenge to PCA nim Civil
disturbance statutes (10 U.S.C., sections 3314aghwallow the “President to call
up the armed forces and National Guard to supprkalienges to the political
order, ranging from insurrections, to domestic efme”*>> The most important

and controversial is section 333:

Sec. 333. Interference with State and Federal law

The President, by using the militia or the armedds, or both, or by any other means, shall
take such measures as he considers necessary gressipin a State, any insurrection,
domestic violence, unlawful combination, or conapyy, if it:

(1) so hinders the execution of the laws of thatteStand of the United States within the
State, that any part or class of its people is idegrof a right, privilege, immunity, or
protection named in the Constitution and securethisy and the constituted authorities of
that State are unable, fail, or refuse to proteat tight, privilege, or immunity, or to give
that protection; or

(2) opposes or obstructs the execution of the l@ivise United States or impedes the course
of justice under those laws.

In any situation covered by clause (1), the Stagdl be considered to have denied the equal
protection of the laws secured by the Constituttén.

In 2006 President G. W. Bush tried to extend thpeseers. It was proposed to

widen the section 333 from “’insurrection, domestwolence, unlawful

44 Kraska,Militarizing the American Criminal Justice Systepp. 65-79.
***Head, pp. 53-54
%10 U.S.C. 88 331-335
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combination, or conspiracy” to “natural disastgrdemic, or other serious public
health emergency, terrorist attack or incident pthver condition if authorities of
the state are incapable of maintaining public St8¥rThis proposal was reversed
with great difficulties in 2007 when the Congresscéd President Bush to change
his mind on this question. However, G. Bush didhit‘'exchange for measures
expanding military budget, giving the National Gadidmgher status in Pentagon,
and closer relations with Northern Command [.*".

These decisions made by G. Bush may be considesed eeflection of
political and theoretical discussions which fordigfare arguing that it is time to
review the PCA, especially after the events of 9P11The threat of terrorist
attacks, the never ending war on drugs, increadlieggl immigration and other
new threats puts too much pressure on civil lavoeeiment agencies. Therefore,
the use of military for domestic needs looks like @ption that should not be
missed.

Probably the establishment of United States Nonthe€ommand
(NORTHCOM) on October 1, 2002 is the practical aygilon and result of these
discussions. For the first time US established ifipePentagon command for
domestic intervention. This command conducts “Hanél Defense and Civil
Support operations within the assigned area oforesipility to defend, protect,
and secure the United States and its interé&ts3uch commands are the main
operational level units of the US armed forces.réfe@e NORTHCOM should be
considered as serious military command, with ojpanat capabilities. In 2008,
“the 4000- strong L Brigade Combat Team of th& Bivision was placed under
the command of US Army North, the Army’s componehtNorthCom”*®! |t

means that there is a special military unit, destgfor domestic operations. Even

*"Head, pp. 54-55.

8 |bid., p. 55

59 Canestaro; Felicetti; Gizzo.
“*http://www.northcom.mil/About/index.htnflast entry 2010 01 11].
“1Head, p. 56.
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when it is always stated that this command will kvor the team with civilian
agencies, the mere fact of its existence is alreadignificant proof of changing

attitude towards the domestic use of the military.

Theoretical implications

What theoretical and practical implications do thkse changes in the US
have? It is quite clear that there is a profoundnge in the attitude of using
armed forces for domestic policy directly and iedity. However, to tell that
policing practices are changing radically is notessy. Scholars who are doing
research on these issues mark huge ignorance at#teEmic community to these
guestions. One of the reasons is that at the sameevthen all this militarization
of American criminal justice system is happeninghdars are locating another,
totally different trend. They are speaking about iticreasing role of “community
policing” when police is working closely with locabmmunities trying to prevent
crime’®? However even this trend of community policing isry militaristic at
some moments. The best example of this is the farfwero tolerance” or broken
window policy when police and community is workitagether and fighting even
with small crimes and antisocial behaviour like ridkenness, graffiti artists, drug
dealers, eté®® However all these problems are tackled by usimgthpunishment
measures, aggressive patrolling and arrestingepoes. If not in practice then at
least in attitude these operations are done intanylispirit. Therefore, for some

scholars ““community policing” model may be more etbrical than

substantive™®*

Paradoxical in this situation is the fact that beittes in this discussion are
ignoring the changes in the military sphere. Likgéhe analyses of policing in the
past, present day researchers are not trying toembrchanges in the military

sphere with changes in policing practices. It doesseem that in both spheres

62 Kraska,Militarizing the American Criminal Justice Systepp. 82-104.
“%3 |bid, pp. 85-86.
464 Campbell Soldiers as Police Officerp. 329.
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radical changes accidently started and develop#dtatame time. Those scholars,
who are trying to do that, only scratch the surfaldeey are speaking about the
constabularisation of the US military, about roletechnologies, but there are
more to this. The reason why it is difficult to dkathe influence of the military
towards the policing practices is that it is donendirect way. That's where we
can speak about infrastructural power of militaiynehsion. As was said in
previous chapter existing conceptual tools are misedul to explain institutional
changes than transformation of mindset and attgtude

Military changes resulting in adoption of hi-tecleapons, new organisational
models and training practices are radically chagpdire way of how military is
fighting. At the present moment US armed forces anelergoing profound
changes: on one hand it is radically changingatsventional fighting capabilities
while also trying to combine it with more constadoyl functions. At this moment
American soldiers are trained not only to kill dack-of the door, but also how to
fix these doors and give a candy to the childremt@€mporary American soldier
is a soldier and a policeman at the same time. Eanhe of the reasons why
military is becoming a convenient option for domegtatrolling. Soldier knows
the practices of policing. However, the biggestsfo@ remains: do all these new
policing skills neutralize the mentality of the dielr?

New military organisational changes also affect phactice of policing. It is
not coincidental that increase of PPUs happendtleasame time when Special
operation units became important and popular ind8ermed forces.

The changes in the character of warfare, naturthrefats, the relationships
between military and civilians also had changedhoBs are speaking about two
parallel processes. On one hand they argue thgjajhdetween armed forces and
the rest of the society is increasing. On the otteerd, military is expanding its

role in the American politics and in people’s ddilxes. There are arguments, that
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people and society in the US are becoming mordangtic, and the militarization
of police is an example of this procé§s.

Looking from a broader theoretical perspective pihesent trends in the US
raises a lot of questions. The separation of uigbins responsible for domestic
and external violence control is one of the maitdees of the modern state. In
reality, this separation was never clear cut; arrfiedes were often used for
keeping the domestic order. However, there was greement that on usual
circumstances armed forces should not be usedehdme soil. The processes
that are now happening in the US blur everythingpddally it becomes unclear
what is the difference between a soldier and mermb&PU. However, all these
changes and their wide ranging consequences, desgus this and other chapters
are realised only when they are seen in histogoatext. At the first sight, it is
difficult to find what connects all of them. Yety lusing ideas like MR it is not
difficult to see how all these issues are inteteglaand connected into one big

coherent framework.

%5 Kohn, The Danger of Militarization
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Conclusions
1. Military dimension is forgotten in political tbey. This happened, because in
the last decades social scientists drifted awaynfmmacro-level (historical)
perspective and research towards micro level (kmgical) position. Today’s
dominant theoretical, methodological perspectived approaches clearly favour
micro level, temporal research objects. In majocdges, political scientists avoid
contextualizing their researches in historical pagdacro perspective provides
broader picture of social processes and helps goirgeractions among various
dimensions of human activities as well as theiroaamy (i.e. military) more
clearly. Historical perspective, deep understandofgsocial transformations
through the history is essential for any seriouscuasion about contemporary
changes. Historiographical analysis conducted s thissertation shows that
historical turn in political sciences will bring wr@-level perspective and,
alongside with it, — military dimension into intetitual debate. For many,
contemporary military changes are more incrememedual update of some
practises without any serious consequences outisaenilitary realm. Only by
using historical perspective, it is possible tontfi a new existence of military
dimension in all these changes, and to grasp thportance of today’s

transformations.

2. To induce consideration of historical turn inlipoal science some new
conceptual tools are required. Therefore, it wasppsed to use an idea of
Military revolution as a provider of conceptual frawork, a bridge, which
connects macro-historical perspective, military eision and contemporary
social changes into one coherent unit. The essabtR is an idea that military
dimension is autonomous, i.e. capable to genemate@vations and changes
without interference from outside. Also, the iddaMR shows how micro-level
changes (tactical, organisational, technologicalnowations) may have

consequences in macro-level, and in this way pesiic& very insightful
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perspective, which helps to integrate various smohHhnges and shifts into a

bigger and wider picture.

3. In order to show, how the idea of MR might hielpnake a historical turn and
bring back military, it was essential to indicateatt the theoretical device
concealed in this idea can be used not only focudisions about a particular
historical time (early modernity), but also in aysahg processes in other periods.
It was necessary to transform historical ideathsd Military revolution into a
Military revolution. However, in order to use thdea, it was necessary to discuss
in detail the differences between this notion dralitlea of Revolution in Military
Affairs. Extensive historiographical research andlgsis revealed that ostensibly
there are many similarities between those concegide in reality both of them
serve fundamentally different purposes. The whdiaiof RMA only concerns
how new technologies changed weaponry, conceptudérstanding of fighting
(doctrine) and constitution of armed forces. Whdethe same time, the MR, is
trying to look beyond the armed forces. To putim@y, these two ideas have
different research objects. RMA is a supplementpayt of MR. However,
because of the popularity of RMA, these two notisrese used synonymously,
and when criticising RMA, one was indirectly crising the MR too. RMA was
mostly accused for its technological determinisrhere in MR case technologies
are only a part of the driving force of change. sThixtaposition of these two
concepts explains, why political scientists did nse the idea of MR more

widely.

4. Macro-historical framework of MR helped to idénthe place, where to start
looking for signs of autonomous military dimensidrhis perspective revealed
that changes in war understanding and conduct mgttcansform military realm,

but also radiate into other domains of human aas/i Despite of all the criticism
idea of RMA received, the analysis of the developimend application of this

idea showed that the introduction of new techn@sgaffected the conduct of

170



warfare in many ways. However, the same analyssvet that RMA is only a

part of changes in this field. The changing threatscompelling armed forces to
transform into constabulary forces, capable of catidg missions ranging from

high intensity fighting to patrolling and policingperations. Therefore, we may
trace a couple of important changes in the wayheis conducted. First, even
when the ideas of RMA and constabulary forces aresidered separate, both of
them require different armies than twenty or thiygars ago. Today these both
forms of warfighting are put under one roof andspid simultaneously. It means
that soldiers will be required to have skills amsbWwledge for multiple tasks. It is

hardly surprising, that facing such profound changed increasing requirements

Western countries are replacing conscription irtlunteer armies.

5. However, through macro-historical perspectivasitpossible to see where
narrative, imposed by RMA debate, places obstabtbesfurther and wider
discussion. That is where the theoretical insightsyided by the idea of MR,
become helpful. The approach, provided by this,ithetps to see how changes in
military thought are affecting transformation ofmed forces organisation, and
how these changes look when seen from historicappetive. After starting to
look for wider implications, it became clear th&cent transition in Western
countries from conscript to volunteer armies isfitat radical shift in the form of
military organisation since the French revolutidihere are multiple reasons for
this transition, starting with changing social eduand the end of Cold war.
However, the changes in the way the war is conduate no less important. Pure
military reasons of why this shift has happenedtexi is dangerous to ignore this
fact, because of the following reasons. The higgyaphical analysis, conducted
in this dissertation revealed that every time, whiwe style of military
organisation changed, the transition has politicedcial and economical
implications (expansion of the state, welfare systexpansion of civic rights,

democratisation, etc.). It means that we live ifinee of some important shifts,
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and only history may give us a hint of possiblecpka and areas, where far-
reaching changes may appear. However, if we igti@anilitary’s role in these
changes, we would not be able to fully understaneirtimportance. This
historiographical analysis also showed that innowst and changes initiated in
the dominant paradigm armed forces (French, Germeties of the time were
enough to start most of these transformations.elams that when speaking about
contemporary changes the case of US is an obvavgsttfor analysis and search
of wider socio-political implications created byariges in the American armed

forces.

6. The transition to volunteer professional armadds created a unique situation
in Western armed forces, when both groups - fild eenk and officers - are
professionals and service in the military is a Iprofession for them. In the past,
at least one of these two groups always had widanections with the outside
world. Before French revolution, it was nobilityydait was conscripts after it. We
do not have such situation nowadays. Volunteer drfoces are always smaller
than conscript armies. It means, that military Hass daily contact with
surrounding world. When all groups in the militagye professionals, only
interested in their job, this separateness fromrdst of the society and state
becomes wider. Diminishing contact between all dbtors may create situation
when all participants have a different worldviewdaare living by different

traditions and virtues.

7. Historiographical analysis and macro-historiddR framework provide
insights, which help to locate contemporary charigebe US military, political
spheres in historical context. Such move shedsva light on issues of civil-
military, military-police force relations. The amgals of increasing tensions
between civilian political elite and military ingHJ.S. gives an impression that all
the previously mentioned shifts contributed to tiheation of such environment.

Historically there always were tensions betweeiliaivs and military in the U.S.
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However, for the last twenty years, this situatieached new heights, forcing to
speak about military, which is out of control, caft civilian supervision. All
discussions about the increasing gap between amgiliand military, and open
politization of officer corps are the result of tbkanges in the military sphere.
The idea of constabulary armed forces requiresaf$i who could be politicians,
diplomats, scholars. However, in such case offieeesbecoming more capable to
participate in politics, intervene in civilian lifevhile the civilian’s military skills
and understanding are diminishing. Such increasmigary intervention into
civilian life may be traced to the area of polidg@med forces and police are
perceived as two sides of one coin: one is resptengor external violence, and
second for domestic. The separation of these twttutions was closely related
with military changes, especially in XIX centuryoWever, for the last twenty
years it is possible to trace the increasing mnitgion of police forces in
Western countries, particularly U.S. Increasing hamof paramilitary police
units, like S.W.A.T., changing style and conductpolice operations, resemble
military operations more than old-fashioned poliails. Simultaneously, the idea
of direct role and participation of armed forcesidie the country is getting more
ground in political debates. There are clear trenfidurther retrenching of
legislative limitations and obstacles, which nowbfds a more active military’s

role inside the country.

8. Placing such issues like changing style of arfoecks, condition of American
civil-military, and military-police forces relatiomto historical context revealed
interesting things. Analysis of all these contenapprprocesses showed that
historical perspective is essential, if we wantctmprehend the importance of
military dimension. Historical perspective helpedsee unwillingness or inability
of contemporary scholars to grant autonomy fortami dimension even when
speaking about changes in military realm. Concéntraon “snapshot”, short-

time perspective led scholars to a situation wikr@nges in military sphere are
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explained by various social, economical, cultuaaitdrs providing only secondary
role for military factors. Therefore, historicalrtuin general and the use of MR

idea in particular provide answers and tools, whicay help to treat military
dimension more seriously.
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