

 
2001b6a8coverv05b.jpg



The Routledge Handbook of
War and Society

This new handbook provides an introduction to current sociological and behavioral
research on the effects of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.
The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan represent two of the most interesting and potentially

troubling events of recent decades. These two wars—so similar in their beginnings—
generated different responses from various publics and the mass media; they have had
profound effects on the members of the armed services, on their families and relatives,
and on the people of Iraq and Afghanistan.
Analyzing the effect of the two wars on military personnel and civilians, this volume is

divided into four main parts:

Part I: War on the Ground: Combat and Its Aftermath
Part II: War on the Ground: Non-Combat Operations, Non-Combatants, and Operators
Part III: The War Back Home: The Social Construction of War, Its Heroes, and Its

Enemies
Part IV: The War Back Home: Families and Young People on the Home Front

With contributions from leading academic sociologists, anthropologists, psychologists,
military researchers, and researchers affiliated with non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), this Handbook will be of interest to students of the Iraq and Afghanistan wars,
military sociology and psychology, war studies, anthropology, US politics, and of youth.

Steven Carlton-Ford is Professor of Sociology at the University of Cincinnati. He
recently served for 5 years as the editor of Sociological Focus.

Morten G. Ender is Professor of Sociology and Sociology Program Director at West
Point, the United States Military Academy. He is the author of American Soldiers in Iraq
(Routledge 2009).





The Routledge Handbook
of War and Society

Iraq and Afghanistan

Edited by
Steven Carlton-Ford and Morten G. Ender



First published 2011
by Routledge
2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon, OX14 4RN

Simultaneously published in the USA and Canada
by Routledge
270 Madison Avenue, New York, NY 10016

Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business

© 2011 Steven Carlton-Ford and Morten G. Ender for selection and editorial matter; individual
contributors, their contributions

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or utilised in any form or by
any electronic, mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter invented, including photocopying
and recording, or in any information storage or retrieval system, without permission in writing from the
publishers.

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
The Routledge handbook of war and society : Iraq and Afghanistan / edited by Steven Carlton-Ford
and Morten G. Ender.
p. cm.

1. Afghan War, 2001- 2. Afghan War, 2001—Social aspects. 3. United States–Armed Forces–
Afghanistan. 4. Americans–Afghanistan. 5. Sociology, Military–Afghanistan. 6. Iraq War, 2003- 7. Iraq
War, 2003—Social aspects. 8. United States–Armed Forces–Iraq. 9. Americans–Iraq. 10. Sociology,
Military –Iraq. I. Carlton-Ford, Steven. II. Ender, Morten G., 1960-

DS371.412.R68 2010
956.7044’31–dc22

2010008365

ISBN10: 0-415-56732-7 (hbk)
ISBN10: 0-203-84433-5 (ebk)

ISBN13: 978-0-415-56732-9 (hbk)
ISBN13: 978-0-203-84433-5 (ebk)

This edition published in the Taylor & Francis e-Library, 2010.

To purchase your own copy of this or any of Taylor & Francis or Routledge’s
collection of thousands of eBooks please go to www.eBookstore.tandf.co.uk.

ISBN 0-203-84433-5 Master e-book ISBN



To our students—both civilian and military





Table of Contents

List of Illustrations x
Editors xii
Contributors xiii
Acknowledgments xvii

Foreword xx
Christopher Dandeker

Introduction 1
Steven Carlton-Ford and Morten G. Ender

Part I
War on the ground: combat and its aftermath 7

1 Fighting Two Protracted Wars: Recruiting and Retention with
an All-Volunteer Force 9
Susan M. Ross

2 Fighting the Irregular War in Afghanistan: Success in Combat;
Struggles in Stabilization 20
Brigid Myers Pavilonis

3 Learning the Lessons of Counterinsurgency 32
Ian Roxborough

4 Twenty-First Century Narratives from Afghanistan: Storytelling,
Morality, and War 44
Ryan D. Pengelly and Anne Irwin

vii



5 Two US Combat Units in Iraq: Psychological Contracts When Expectations
and Realities Diverge 56
Wilbur J. Scott, David R. McCone and George R. Mastroianni

6 Capture of Saddam Hussein: Social Network Analysis and
Counterinsurgency Operations 68
Brian J. Reed and David R. Segal

7 Apples, Barrels, and Abu Ghraib 78
George R. Mastroianni and George E. Reed

8 The War on Terror in the Early Twenty-First Century: Applying Lessons from
Sociological Classics and Sites of Abuse 88
Ryan Ashley Caldwell and Stjepan G. Mestrovic

Part II
War on the ground: non-combat operations, non-combatants, and operators 101

9 Policing Post-War Iraq: Insurgency, Civilian Police, and the Reconstruction
of Society 103
Mathieu Deflem and Suzanne Sutphin

10 Policing Afghanistan: Civilian Police Reform and the Resurgence of the Taliban 114
Mathieu Deflem

11 Managing Humanitarian Information in Iraq 125
Aldo Benini, Charles Conley, Joseph M. Donahue and Shawn Messick

12 Role of Contractors and Other Non-Military Personnel in Today’s Wars 137
O. Shawn Cupp and William C. Latham, Jr.

13 Evaluating Psychological Operations in Operation Enduring Freedom 149
James E. Griffith

14 Armed Conflict and Health: Cholera in Iraq 163
Daniel Poole

15 Iraqi Adolescents: Self-Regard, Self-Derogation, and Perceived Threat in War 174
Steve Carlton-Ford, Morten G. Ender and Ahoo Tabatabai

Part III
The war back home: the social construction of war, its heroes,
and its enemies 187

16 Globalization and the Invasion of Iraq: State Power and the
Enforcement of Neoliberalism 189
Daniel Egan

TABLE OF CONTENTS

viii



17 The Pakistan and Afghan Crisis 200
Riaz Ahmed Shaikh

18 Mass Media as Risk-Management in the “War on Terror” 211
Christopher M. Pieper

19 Talking War: How Elite US Newspaper Editorials and Opinion Pieces
Debated the Attack on Iraq 222
Alexander G. Nikolaev and Douglas V. Porpora

20 Debating Anti-War Protests: The Microlevel Discourse of Social Movement
Framing on a University Listserv 234
Mark Hedley and Sara A. Clark

21 Making Heroes: An Attributional Perspective 245
Gregory C. Gibson, Richard Hogan, John Stahura and Eugene Jackson

22 Making the Muslim Enemy: The Social Construction of the Enemy in the
War on Terror 257
Erin Steuter and Deborah Wills

Part IV
The war back home: families and young people on the home front 269

23 Greedy Media: Army Families, Embedded Reporting, and
War in Iraq 271
Morten G. Ender, Kathleen M. Campbell, Toya J. Davis and Patrick R. Michaelis

24 Military Child Well-Being in the Face of Multiple Deployments 283
Rachel Lipari, Anna Winters, Kenneth Matos, Jason Smith and Lindsay Rock

25 American Undergraduate Attitudes Toward the Wars in Iraq and Afghanistan:
Trends and Variations 294
Morten G. Ender, David E. Rohall and Michael D. Matthews

Index 306

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ix



List of Illustrations

Figures

13.1 Afghanistan and seven geographic regions from which respondents
were selected 154

13.2 Stages of persuasive message communication and its effects 155
13.3 Radio Malumat: linkages among message characteristics, communication,

and action 159
13.4 Newspaper Sulh: linkages among message characteristics, communication,

and action 159
18.1 Model of risk manufacture and management 214
20.1 Framing schema of microlevel discourse 241
24.1 Number of deployments by problem behavior scale scores 290
25.1 Percentage of Americans supporting Iraq War, 2003–09 296
25.2 Percentage of American undergraduates supporting Afghanistan and Iraq

Wars by race, ideology, and military affiliation 301

Tables

13.1 Exposure to Radio Malumat and Newspaper Sulh and self-reported
evaluation of communication characteristics 157

15.1 Correlations of threat and self-esteem with social statuses, faith importance,
national issues, and personal concerns 180

15.2 Multiple regression of self-regard on threat to nation, demographic
background, importance of faith, personal issues, and national issues 182

19.1A A overall op-ed position on war by periodical: All op-eds 227
19.1B A overall op-ed position on war by periodical: Editorials only 228

x



19.1C A overall op-ed position on war by periodical: All op-eds with
neutral removed 228

19.2 Distribution of arguments by periodical 229
19.3 Distribution of arguments by periodical: editorials 231
21.1 Hypothesized conditions in vignettes 248
21.2 Means, standard deviations, and valid cases (N) for variables used in

hero vignettes 250
21.3 Unstandardized regression coefficients (and standard error) from attribution

conditions and indices, regressed on hero status 252
24.1 Weighted means, standard deviations, and correlations among variables 288
24.2 Problem behavior regressed on deployments and other variables 289
25.1 American undergraduate support for war in Iraq, 2002–07 300
25.2 American undergraduate support for wars in Iraq and Afghanistan by race,

2002–07 301
25.3 American undergraduate support for wars in Iraq and Afghanistan by

political ideology, 2002–07 302
25.4 American undergraduate support for wars in Iraq and Afghanistan by

military affiliation, 2002–07 302
25.5 Logistic regression results for American undergraduate support for Iraq War

by status and time 303

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

xi



The Editors

Steven Carlton-Ford is Professor of Sociology at the University of Cincinnati. He
studies the well-being of children and adolescents. His most recent research, published
in International Sociology and Armed Forces & Society has focused primarily on the impact
of war and militarization on children’s mortality rates. Other recent research has
examined the effect of the threat of armed conflict on the self-image of adolescents.

Morten G. Ender is Professor of Sociology at West Point, the US Military Academy
interested in military matters. His books include Military Brats and Other Global
Nomads: Growing Up in Organization Families (Praeger, 2002) and American Soldiers in
Iraq: McSoldiers or Innovative Professionals? (Routledge, 2009).

xii



Contributors

Aldo Benini is an independent researcher with over 20 years’ experience in assisting the
victims of war. Until recently he served as a socioeconomic analyst with the Vietnam
Veterans of America Foundation and has worked with the International Committee
of the Red Cross.

Ryan Ashley Caldwell is Assistant Professor of Sociology at Soka University of America,
USA.

Kathleen M. Campbell is Associate Professor of Leadership and Management Studies
in the Department of Behavioral Sciences and Leadership at the US Military Academy.

Steven Carlton-Ford is Associate Professor of Sociology at the University of Cincin-
nati, USA.

Sara A. Clark has taught sociology at colleges and universities in the St Louis (USA)
area. She is now a Reference Librarian at Heartland Community College. She cur-
rently researches the relationship between access to information and social inequality.

Charles Conley is the Chief Information Officer for the Information Management and
Mine Action Programs, USA.

O. Shawn Cupp is Associate Professor at the Combined Arms Center, Department of
Logistics and Resource Operations at the US Army Command and General Staff College.

Christopher Dandeker is Professor of Military Sociology in the Department of War
Studies at King’s College London, UK.

xiii



Toya J. Davis is a Lieutenant Colonel in the US Army Adjutant General’s Corps. She is
currently serving in Baghdad, Iraq as the Multi-National Forces – Iraq Deputy
Director for Personnel.

Mathieu Deflem is Associate Professor of Sociology at the University of South Car-
olina, USA.

Joseph M. Donahue is the Chief Executive Officer of the Information Management
and Mine Action Programs, USA.

Daniel Egan is Professor of Sociology at the University of Massachusetts, Lowell, USA.

Morten G. Ender is Professor of Sociology and Sociology Program Director, Depart-
ment of Behavioral Sciences and Leadership at the US Military Academy.

Gregory C. Gibson received his PhD in Sociology from Purdue University, USA.
Currently he is the Research Director for the National Registry of Emergency Med-
ical Technicians.

James E. Griffith is a senior research psychologist currently working as a Program Area
Director for the National Center for Education Statistics, USA. He is the Past Pre-
sident of Division 19, Military Psychology, American Psychological Association.

Mark Hedley is Associate Professor in the Department of Sociology and Criminal Jus-
tice at Southern Illinois University – Edwardsville, USA.

Richard Hogan is Associate Professor in the Department of Sociology at Purdue Uni-
versity, USA.

Anne Irwin is Assistant Professor in the Department of Anthropology, University of
Calgary, Canada.

Eugene Jackson is Associate Professor in the Department of Sociology at Purdue Uni-
versity, USA.

William C. Latham Jr. (LTC, US Army [Retired]) is Assistant Professor at the US
Army Command and General Staff College.

Rachel Lipari is the Senior Scientist with the Human Relations Surveys Program Eva-
luation Branch, Human Resources Strategic Assessment Program at the Defense
Manpower Data Center, USA.

George R. Mastroianni is Professor of Psychology in the Department of Behavioral
Sciences and Leadership at the US Air Force Academy.

Kenneth Matos is a Psychologist on the Human Relations Survey team for the Defense
Manpower Data Center, USA. He is the lead analyst on DMDC’s congressionally
mandated surveys of racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination in the military.

CONTRIBUTORS

xiv



David R. McCone is Associate Professor of Psychology in the Department of Beha-
vioral Sciences and Leadership at the US Air Force Academy.

Michael D. Matthews is Professor of Engineering Psychology at the US Military
Academy.

Shawn Messick was the Technical Director of the Vietnam Veterans of America
Foundation’s Information Management and Mine Action Programs; he was seconded
as the Technical Manager of the UN Humanitarian Information Center Iraq. He has
over 20 years’ experience working with complex emergencies.

Stjepan G. Mestrovic is Professor of Sociology at Texas A& M University, USA. He
has written widely about the sociology of war crimes.

Patrick R. Michaelis (LTC, US Army) serves as a Special Assistant to the Vice Chief of
Staff of the US Army.

Alexander G. Nikolaev is Associate Professor of Communication in the Department of
Culture and Communication at Drexel University, USA.

Brigid Myers Pavilonis (CDR) is Associate Professor of International Relations at the
US Coast Guard Academy, USA.

Ryan D. Pengelly is an MNRM Candidate in the Natural Resources Institute at the
University of Manitoba, Canada.

Christopher M. Pieper recently earned his doctorate in Sociology from the Department
of Sociology at the University of Texas at Austin, USA. He specializes in Political
Sociology.

Daniel Poole is currently pursuing his doctorate in Sociology, Department of Sociol-
ogy, University of Utah, USA.

Douglas V. Porpora is Professor of Sociology in the Department of Culture and
Communication at Drexel University, USA.

Brian J. Reed (LTC) has served most recently as the commander of 1st Battalion, 24th
Infantry (Stryker). LTC Reed is a graduate of the US Military Academy and has a
PhD in Sociology from the University of Maryland, USA.

George E. Reed is Associate Professor in the Department of Leadership Studies, School
of Leadership and Education Sciences, at the University of San Diego, USA.

Lindsay Rock is a Social Science Analyst on the Human Relations Survey team for the
Defense Manpower Data Center, USA. She is the lead analyst for the congressionally
mandated surveys of sexual harassment and sexual assault among active duty and
Reserve component members.

CONTRIBUTORS

xv



David E. Rohall is Associate Professor of Sociology and the Director of the Western
Survey Research Center at Western Illinois University, USA.

Susan M. Ross is Associate Professor of Sociology and Chair of Criminal Justice at
Lycoming College, USA.

Ian Roxborough is Professor of Sociology and History at Stony Brook University,
USA.

Wilbur J. Scott is a resident Sociologist in the Department of Behavioral Sciences and
Leadership at the US Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs, USA.

David R. Segal is Professor of Sociology, Distinguished Scholar-Teacher, and Director of
the Center for Research on Military Organization at the University of Maryland, USA.

Riaz Ahmed Shaikh is Associate Professor at the Institute of Business and Technology,
Karachi, Pakistan.

Jason Smith is a Consortium Research Fellow on the Human Relations Survey team at
the Defense Manpower Data Center. He is pursuing his PhD in Sociology at George
Mason University, USA.

John Stahura is Professor of Sociology in the Department of Sociology at Purdue
University, USA.

Erin Steuter is Professor of Sociology in the Sociology Department at Mount Allison
University, Canada.

Suzanne Sutphin is a Research Associate at The Center for Child and Family Studies at
the University of South Carolina, Columbia, USA.

Ahoo Tabatabai recently received her doctorate in Sociology from the Department of
Sociology at the University of Cincinnati, USA.

Deborah Wills is Associate Professor in the English Department at Mount Allison
University, Canada.

Anna Winters is a Social Science Analyst on the Human Relations Survey team for the
Defense Manpower Data Center, USA. She is the lead analyst for military spouse
surveys.

CONTRIBUTORS

xvi



Acknowledgments

Many people and organizations helped make this edited volume possible. First and
foremost, the Department of Sociology and the McMicken College of Arts and Sciences,
all at the University of Cincinnati, provided financial and institutional support in housing
Sociological Focus, which published the original versions of most of the papers on Iraq.
Louis Hicks was instrumental, as guest editor, in shepherding those papers through to
publication as two special issues. The first of those issues was published at the University
of Cincinnati; Dean Birkenkamp and Paradigm Publishers produced the second. The
Charles Phelps Taft Research Center helped support my research on adolescents in
Baghdad. Morten Ender and Ahoo Tabatabai were superb collaborators in that research.
Cindy Carlton-Ford provided continuous support and encouragement in developing

the Handbook project. Paula Dubeck and Frank Cullen provided encouragement and
read early drafts of the book proposal, suggesting substantial improvements. Debbi Felker
and Teisha Murray proved invaluable in the process of editing the previously published
manuscripts to a length suitable for the handbook and in preparing the newly authored
chapters for publication. They were assisted by Donielle Boop and Kelli Chapman in the
process of formatting all of the manuscripts for the volume. Andrew Humphrys and
Rebecca Brennan at Routledge have been unfailingly helpful and patient. Also, I need to
extend many thanks to my sons Hal, Ware, and Hollis. They have, with their general
good cheer, borne the brunt of my bouts of anxiety and ill temper; they always help me
keep life in proper proportion. Finally, both my mother and father, Lewis and Elaine
Ford, nurtured my sociological imagination; for that I will be ever grateful.

Steven Carlton-Ford

A number of colleagues contributed in vital ways either as co-authors or behind the
research scene supporters making the chapters in this volume possible. These folks
include, in no particular order, Lené Baxter, Kathy Campbell, Toya Davis, Pat Michaelis,
Tom Kolditz, Mike Matthews, Dave Rohall, Ahoo Tabatabai, Pat Buckley, E. Spain,
Brad Booth, and Jim Gallup. A huge shout out goes to Louis Hicks for his guest editing

xvii



and stewarding of the two special issues of the journal Sociological Focus in which many of
these chapters (including “Greedy Media” [Ender et al.])—initially appeared. Grants from
the US Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences and the Faculty
Research Committee at the US Military Academy provided financial support on my
research projects, resulting in the chapters published here; I gratefully acknowledge them
for their assistance.
Finally, all thanks and praises to my wife Corina and son Axel. I am far less complete

without both of you in my life. Thanks for all your support, knowing just when to get
me out of the house, especially during the New York winters, and for keeping me
laughing during almost a decade of war.
My portion of this work is, however, in the end, an individual undertaking. Thus, the

views of this author are his own and do not purport to reflect the position of the US
Military Academy, the US Army Research Institute, the Department of the Army, or the
Department of Defense.

Morten G. Ender

The material in Chapter 3 was adapted from: Roxborough, I. (2006) “Learning and
diffusing the lessons of counterinsurgency: the US Military from Vietnam to Iraq,”
Sociological Focus 39(4): 319–46.
The material in Chapter 5 was adapted from: Scott, W., McCone, D. and Mas-

troianni, G.R. (2006) “Psychological contracts in two US combat units in Iraq: what
happens when expectations and realities diverge?” Sociological Focus, 39(4): 301–17.
The material in Chapter 6 was adapted from: Reed, B. J. and Segal, D. R. (2006)

“Social network analysis and counterinsurgency operations: the capture of Saddam Hus-
sein,” Sociological Focus, 39(4): 251–64.
The material in Chapter 7 was adapted from: Mastroianni, G. R. and Reed, G. (2006)

“Apples, barrels, and Abu Ghraib,” Sociological Focus, 39(4): 239–50.
The material in Chapter 9 was adapted from: Deflem, M. and Sutphin, S. (2006)

“Policing post-war Iraq: insurgency, civilian police, and the reconstruction of society,”
Sociological Focus, 39(4): 265–83.
The material in Chapter 11 was adapted from: Benini, A., Conley, C., Donahue, J.

and Messick, S. (2006) “Challenges of humanitarian information management in Iraq,”
Sociological Focus, 39(4): 285–300.
Chapter 15 was adapted from: Carlton-Ford, S., Ender, M.G., Tabatabai, A. (2008)

“Iraqi adolescents: self-regard, self-derogation, perceived threat in war,” Journal of Ado-
lescence, 31: 53–75.
Chapter 16 was adapted from: Egan, D. (2007) ”Globalization and the Invasion of Iraq:

State Power and the Enforcement of Neoliberalism,“ Sociological Focus, 40(1): 98–111.
The material in Chapter 19 was adapted from: Nikolaev, A.G. and D.V. Porpora.

(2007) “Talking war: how elite US newspaper editorials and opinions pieces debated the
attack on Iraq,” Sociological Focus, 40(1):6–25.
The material in Chapter 20 was adapted from: Hedley, M. and Clark, S.A. (2007)

“The microlevel discourse of social movement framing: debating antiwar protests on a
university listserv,” Sociological Focus, 40(1): 26–47.
The material in Chapter 21 was adapted from: Gibson, G.C., Hogan, R., Stahura, J.,

and Jackson, E. (2007) “The making of heroes: an attributional perspective,” Sociological
Focus, 40(1): 72–97

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

xviii



The material in Chapter 23 was adapted from: Ender, M.G., Campbell, K.M., Davis,
T. J. and Michaelis, P.R. (2007) “Greedy media: Army families, embedded reporting,
and war in Iraq,” Sociological Focus, 40(1): 48–71.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

xix



Foreword

Christopher Dandeker

Notwithstanding deep-rooted hopes expressed from within the main traditions of
sociological enquiry that warfare is a temporary feature of the human condition, wars (if
not states and specialized armed forces) have occurred as long as human societies have
existed. They remain a key feature of the international scene. We should also note that
“[o]n a more personal scale, wars provide some of the most intense as well as brutal of
human experiences, bringing out the best as well as the worst in people – heroism,
comradeship and self-sacrifice as well as cruelty and viciousness” (Freedman 1994: 3).
However regrettable wars may be, sometimes they are in pursuit of a just cause, com-
mand popular support (being perceived as legitimate, not just legal, acts), and also are
fought according to the principles of just war. Other wars are less so. In addition, ethical
issues arise for all participants in war; this has applied, for example, to the scientific
community ever since it became an integral feature of the conduct of war as a result of
the process of industrialization. There is a line in history connecting operational research,
military psychology, and human factors research through to the application of the social
sciences to, for example, using social network analysis to hunt for military targets, and
human terrain analysis in contemporary war. This can occasion controversy within the
academic community, as it has done recently in the fields of anthropology and psychology
(Glenn 2007; Shachtman 2008).
Von Clausewitz (1832) reminds us that political leaders who are set on launching wars

should be mindful of the need to think about the objectives that are to be achieved by
such an extreme act and the methods by which those objectives are to be carried out. Of
course, no one can know in advance the exact consequences of such an act because of the fog
and friction of warfare; yet contingency planning for a range of plausible outcomes and a
provision of adequate resources for dealing with them is a reasonable expectation (indeed
a duty) of political and military leaders. Some pass this test; others do not: this has been a
source of controversy with regard to the preparation for and conduct of operations in
Iraq since 2003, especially the process of occupation and reconstruction. This controversy
is not just a matter of the science of planning; it is also a moral issue: if a state removes a

xx



regime, it has to think about the moral question of “what condition should it seek to
leave behind it when it leaves the scene?” (see Mahnken and Kearney 2007).
This book deals with two wars: the ongoing conflicts in Iraq (from 2003) and Afgha-

nistan (from 2001). It is marked by representing not just a historical reflection on the past
but also a systematic reflection on unfolding events. It adopts, for the most part, the
perspective of the state that has played such a central role in initiating and fighting these
two wars: the United States. The US will also play the key role in concluding them. Yet
the effects and the meaning of these conflicts are global: few remain unaffected by them,
by how these conflicts are conducted and how they will end. This includes small states
that have played their part in ongoing coalition operations; to mention just one example,
Estonia’s role in the International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan: its contribu-
tion and losses may be small in absolute terms and compared with the US, but its sacri-
fice is, for Estonia (and relative to its population size), very substantial indeed.
As far as sociologists are concerned, it is my hope that this volume will help to shift the

curriculum of their discipline, by helping to make war and military affairs more central to
students’ inquiries, whether at upper-level undergraduate, graduate, or postgraduate
levels. War is too important a subject to be left to the other disciplines of international
relations: military history and political science. Indeed, this book shows that to under-
stand war properly a “war and society” approach, drawing on a multiplicity of disciplines
(not just sociology), can be invaluable. The book follows in the footsteps of others who
have sought to understand war in its historical, political, and wider social context,
including the founder of the department from which this foreword is being written
(Professor Sir Michael Howard) and those who subsequently developed that vision (see
Freedman 1994; Howard 1976; Holden Reid 2009).
Although wars share certain fundamental characteristics (including the experiential

dimension mentioned earlier) their character changes. The two conflicts with which this
book is concerned have provided the occasion for a further reevaluation of the distinctive
features of contemporary warfare, a process that has engaged policy and academic com-
munities for the two decades that have elapsed since the end of the Cold War. For
example, political and military elites find it more troublesome now to talk of the con-
clusion of these conflicts in terms of “winning” and “victory” than in terms of success
(see Dandeker 2010). And success involves defining a complex set of objectives and
milestones in terms of how it might be measured. These lengthy missions (together both
conflicts have now involved the US for nearly a decade) may well conclude without a
sharply defined “victory” but rather a satisfactory “security condition” (see Smith 2005,
2010 for the development of these terms). In Iraq, for example, a political settlement
amongst Sunni and Shia constituencies that avoids a breakdown of the polity into civil
war would be a precondition for US withdrawal of its 96,000 troops. Yet continued
internecine conflict and weak security would encourage the US Administration, with
reluctance, to continue its military commitment even while affairs in Afghanistan press
upon its attention. Meanwhile, in Afghanistan, the idea of being able to withdraw once
the Afghan military and police forces can provide their state with adequate security may
well falter in face of continued infrastructural weaknesses and political corruption. Clear-
cut victory, as opposed to satisfactory conditions for withdrawal, looks a chimera.
The operational space of these two conflicts also has some novel features. Notwith-

standing the centrality of the US, these operations have involved complex forms of
coalition building. This is not just because of a need for burden sharing but also in terms
of building legitimacy for military intervention; indeed the elder Bush’s efforts in this
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regard in 1990–91 were far more effective than those of the younger Bush in 2003,
although, to be fair, the circumstances of 2003 in terms of what the UK’s ex-Prime
Minister Blair has referred to recently as the “calculus of risk” were different. With
coalitions of the kind operating in Afghanistan, a trade-off will arise between the benefits
of political legitimacy and the costs of uneven military capacity, which is most graphically
highlighted by the presence of the “national caveats” that states place on how, where,
and when their forces might be deployed. This is a well-known source of frustration
amongst the political and military leaders at the core of the coalition.
A good deal of effort has to be expended to make these intermilitary relationships work,

and this is only one aspect of a complex of interorganizational relationships that need to
be managed, extending from military (including regular and, increasingly, part-time
reservist elements) as well as non-military organizations from a host of participating states (police
and others, such as Foreign Office and Development components of government), non-
governmental organizations, contractors, and journalists. The operational space is a very
crowded landscape indeed. This space is also one that might be summarized in numbers:
360–24–7: operations increasingly take place in spaces that are not bounded with front
lines and rear safe areas: one can be shot or blown up by an improvised explosive device
potentially anywhere in 360-degree warfare. This has interesting implications for the
employment of women. For example, in the US and the UK, rules restricting women in
combat roles are increasingly anomalous and breached in practice. Of course, the essentials
of infantry fighting are in some ways eternal (digging out and eliminating the enemy),
but the context in which these skills are applied is different from the conventional bat-
tlefield of interstate war. Meanwhile, the space is monitored 24–7 by media that link it
to the virtual space of the global community, a point to which I shall return later.
Further, in this operational space are the people amongst whom war is increasingly

fought; contemporary wars are increasingly “wars amongst the people” (see Smith 2005).
Wars are less a matter of violent contests between uniformed armed forces of contending
states and more conflicts in which intervening armed states seek to balance the need to
defeat armed insurgents (who are often supported and resourced by other states) with
that of protecting the people and attracting them to engage in political institutions whose
strength and functionality will provide the conditions under which those intervening
states will make a judgment that allows them to withdraw. Ensuring that there are subtle
balances of kinetic (violent) and persuasive (hearts and minds) strategies is the key challenge
for contemporary armed forces.
Although a continuity with wars from the past is the importance of the “home front”,

today this is part of a broader process whereby the operational space is integrated into the
information networks of a global “theatre of war,” in which events on the ground are
monitored and given meaning by a variety of audiences using what Shaw (2005: 47–70)
has insightfully referred to as the resources of “global surveillance.” These audiences
reflect a paradox of war for Western democratic states: with the spread of the all-
volunteer force, populations may be virtually connected to war, and their opinion mat-
ters in terms of providing the support needed for governments to continue long-term
military campaigns. But their involvement in the realities of war is routinely distanced by
being mediated; the real practice of war is confined to a minority: the volunteer military.
Yet this situation cannot be guaranteed: the wider public’s distant involvement can be
interrupted suddenly and without warning by visceral and violent attack as those who
oppose interventions in conflicts abroad express their opposition through terror attacks,
some mounted from within the homeland itself.
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The audiences in the theatre of war include the local population in a conflict, regional
audiences, and wider global opinion, including of course the publics of intervening states
and the families of military personnel who have been deployed. Political and military
leaders know that they are actors in the theatre of war, which means that success on the
ground means little if it is not translated into narratives that persuade watching audiences
that the objectives of a campaign are understood, that progress is being made, and that
the sacrifices are worth the success achieved. A key problem for those constructing nar-
ratives is that, with complex political objectives focused on delivering a “security condi-
tion”, how are narratives and their plot lines to be given grip and traction amongst the
public? In this regard, we know that governments are less able than before to rely on
censorship and have to be inventive in ensuring that the narratives of war that they wish
the media (and public) to follow are indeed taken up and that misfortunes (such as non-
combatant deaths) are explained in ways that do not set back the central message. Some
leaders realize that public opinion is not so much casualty shy or averse (something of a
myth in recent years) but increasingly shy of futile casualties: deaths and injury that (so it
is felt) could have been avoided. It is interesting to ask if such aversion to futile death and
injury is a sentiment increasingly present in military populations, including their families,
not just in wider public opinion.
For military personnel themselves, we have moved to a world less of Krulak’s (1999)

“strategic corporal” and more to one of the strategic private soldier: actions at the very
lowest levels of command can (for good or for ill) have potentially strategic consequences
in terms of the reputation of a country’s armed force or indeed perceptions of the success
and value of a mission. The need for politically aware soldiers able to calibrate kinetic
and non-kinetic activities by using their judgment as appropriate in a given context is a
key feature of the contemporary military landscape. The implications of this point for the
political and ethical education of soldiers deploying to missions have become serious
matters for the military profession.
For the military involved in these missions, the wear and tear on equipment and per-

sonnel can be costly. It is important that the health and well-being of regular and reser-
vist personnel are kept under review; that families are given the support they need
(including monitoring the effects of deployments on the children in military families);
and that personnel’s obligations to deploy on multiple occasions are balanced with their
need for personal and family time.
As readers think about the contents of this book, let me encourage them to attend to

two issues concerning the future of the military. For the all-volunteer force, it would be
foolish indeed to think that any short-term features of the business cycle will remove the
challenge of recruiting and retaining the quality personnel who are needed for the chal-
lenging missions that continue and the new ones that lie ahead. There is also a need to
ensure that ex-service members return to civilian society not only to decent employment
but also to the honor and respect they deserve for their sacrifice. When these conflicts
end, will society honor, remember, and memorialize them? What will this entail if the
conclusion is not victory but a satisfactory “security condition”?
The second issue (and this is not confined to the US) is whether the conflicts in Iraq

and Afghanistan are constitutive of the conflicts that the US needs to be prepared to
engage in or just one kind of conflict, with a need to be ready for the interstate wars that
the US military has for so long been prepared for and has preferred to fight. Is the recent
recovery of the memory of counterinsurgency, and its refinement as a doctrine that is a
genuine advance on what has gone before, an example of a much-needed adjustment of
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the war-fighting mindset of the US military? Or is it an example of the pendulum
swinging too far and causing a distraction from other more serious troubles that lie
ahead? One persuasive answer to this question is that it poses a false choice: the future
will bring a complex blend of elements from different kinds of conflicts, interstate and
other: in short, what has been termed “hybrid war” (Hoffman 2007).

Christopher Dandeker
Department of War Studies

King’s College, London
March 2010
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Introduction

Steven Carlton-Ford and Morten G. Ender

In 2005 about 35 wars and conflicts were being waged throughout the world (GlobalSe
curity.org 2010). The Routledge Handbook of War and Society provides readers with a set of
unique perspectives on two major wars: the ongoing wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. Most
handbooks are written in retrospect, summarizing long-term trends in research. In contrast,
the chapters in the Handbook have all been written while the wars were being fought;
each chapter provides a distinct angle on the wars and society as they continue to evolve.
These perspectives purposefully eschew the omniscient view of many handbooks, instead
providing theoretically informed research perspectives on the war-associated phenomena
they examine. The chapters provide some of the first empirical social and behavioral
science research on the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. More research will certainly follow.
As of the middle of January 2010, the two wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have cost the

US government alone over $950 billion dollars (National Priorities Project 2010),
expenditures that have contributed to an increase in the national debt – a debt that will
have to be paid off by the coming generation. Roughly three-quarters of the cost has
been incurred in Iraq, with the rest resulting from the war in Afghanistan. The wars have
resulted in nearly 4,700 deaths of coalition soldiers in Iraq and nearly 1,600 more deaths
in Afghanistan. In addition, 31,616 US troops have been injured in Iraq and another
9,496 US troops injured in Afghanistan (iCasualties.org 2010). Estimates of civilian
deaths vary widely (see Schwartz 2008) and the psychological and cognitive costs are
only beginning to be understood (Talielian and Jaycox 2008). Because these wars are not
over the casualty toll will continue to mount. These well-known facts serve as the
backdrop to the chapters in this handbook, which explore the national and international
lead-up to these wars, as well as the broader human costs of these wars; costs that range
from how militaries fight and are funded to the effects these wars have on civilians far
from combat.
Since World War II (WWII) few countries have fought conventional international

wars: wars fought by uniformed national armies along relatively clearly defined fronts.
Instead, armies have been called upon to fight non-conventional wars: wars fought pri-
marily against insurgent groups, who for strategic reasons avoid battles along conven-
tional fronts. Civilians increasingly are the target rather than soldiers. Although most of
these wars have been internal (aka civil) wars (Harbom and Wallensteen 2009), some
have involved internal conflict as well as the armed forces of other countries, as in Iraq
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and Afghanistan. Not only has the face of war changed, so too has the organization and
recruitment of national armies. Since the end (in the 1970s) of the post-WWII boom in
economic growth, the national militaries, particularly the US military, that have been
called upon to fight these wars have also changed dramatically, from conscription-based
armies to all-volunteer forces (Moskos et al. 1999), supplied by an increasingly pro-
fessionalized and diverse body of service members (Ender 2009) as well as a contingent of
civilian contractors (Miller 2007).
The present volume covers two major and traditional regions of war: the war front

and the home front, and the blurring of lines within and between these two geographical
spaces. We begin with part I, which examines the war front, combat, and the aftermath.
In particular, dramatic changes in the type of war being fought in conjunction with the
sea-change in how national militaries are recruited and funded reveal severe gaps
between what the military is called upon to accomplish and what it can sustain (see
Ross). The lack of clearly defined fronts in fighting complex insurgencies required mili-
taries to apply a variety of non-conventional models in solving strategic problems. These
changes have affected the way in which war is fought more generally (see Roxborough,
as well as Pavilonis). For soldiers, war in Afghanistan has dramatically affected how they
see themselves, their relationship to stated military missions, and their descriptions in
public forums (see Pengelly and Irwin). In a parallel development, there are severe gaps
between the types of war soldiers are trained to fight and the wars they are called upon
to fight. This gap, between the ways in which soldiers have been trained and how they
have to fight, has created psychological dilemmas for these soldiers (see Scott, McCone
and Mastroianni) but also innovative strategies in understanding enemies such as Saddam
Hussein (see Reed and Segal). Similarly, these new wars, in which captives do not fall
neatly or obviously into the standard categories of “civilian” or “combatant,” have
exposed severe problems with the way in which armies treat captives. This issue is most
clearly illustrated by the treatment of detainees at the US prison at Abu Ghraib (see
Mastroianni and Reed, as well as Caldwell and Mestrovic).
The next part of the volume features chapters highlighting non-combat operations,

which involve non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and military contractors, as well
as non-combatants. Thus, changes in the way militaries are organized, in conjunction
with the rise of international NGOs and civilian contractors, have dramatically compli-
cated the non-combat landscape in Iraq and Afghanistan. In the 20 years preceding the
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, international NGOs grew dramatically, fueled in part by
increasing activism at the grass-roots level, but also by dramatically increased funding that
pumped billions of dollars into that sector (Reimann 2006). In addition, the dramatic
changes in military organization alluded to above meant that many of the functions
previously performed by the military had to be contracted to civilian companies. As a
result, the organizational landscape in Iraq and Afghanistan is exceptionally complicated,
requiring careful coordination between the military, NGOs, and civilian contractors;
coordination that would be difficult to achieve under the best of circumstances. Such
chaotic conditions stem in large part from the insurgents’ attempts to destabilize the
civilian police institutions traditionally tasked with maintaining day-to-day order (see
Deflem and Sutphin, as well as Deflem). As analyzed from the point of view of the
NGOs themselves (see Benini, Conley, Donahue, and Messick) as well as the military
(see Cupp and Latham) such coordination is attempted in the absence of mutual trust and
under the chaotic conditions engendered by conflict. Faced with such chaotic conflict,
the military has attempted to combat these conditions through information campaigns
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designed to build support among the civilians – attempts that meet with varying success
(see Griffith). Finally, these wars affect civilians in indirect and often unanticipated ways. Wars
destroy public health infrastructures, diminishing a country’s ability to generate elec-
tricity, treat sewage, or pump clean water (Carlton-Ford 2004). The result often is increased
mortality and morbidity among civilian populations, an outcome seen as a result of the
Iraq war (see Poole). In addition, wars affect the psychological well-being of those
involved. Typically children are adversely affected, experiencing higher levels of depres-
sion and post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD)-like symptoms (Attanayake, McKay,
Joffres, Singh, Burkle, and Mills 2009). The impact on adolescents is, in contrast, extre-
mely underresearched; research (see Carlton-Ford, Ender, and Tabatabai) suggests that
Iraqi adolescents react to conflict very differently compared with children. Iraqi adoles-
cents, whose identities are most threatened by conflict, seem to rally their self-image.
Next we turn to the home front during war and social reactions to the war fighters –

both heroes and enemies. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan resulted from complex global
processes that have continuing international implications, all of which are debated in and
shaped by the media. The long-term lead-up to the Iraq war is framed and influenced by
the national political and economic interests of the US and its allies (see Egan). The
course of the war in Afghanistan, although triggered by the attacks on the Twin Trade
Towers in New York and on the Pentagon in Washington, is influenced by complex
international relationships among Pakistan, Afghanistan, and the US; these relationships
were formed during the Reagan era, as the US attempted to thwart the Soviet Union’s
invasion and occupation of Afghanistan. Matters are further complicated by the rela-
tionships that were formed between Pakistan’s military and the groups that became the
Taliban and Al Qaeda, as well as by fears concerning the potential involvement of India
and China (see Shaikh).
The mass media are not simply independent reporters of events leading up to or

during these wars. The way the media gather and report their information plays a sig-
nificant role in a country’s ability to manage risk (see Pieper). Further, the coverage of
the lead-up to the Iraq war in major national newspapers, rather than promoting a liberal
anti-war bias, presented a truncated discussion of the political, diplomatic, and legal
implications of pursuing unilateral preemptive military action (see Nikolaev and Por-
pora). There were similar discussions carried on in other, and more novel public venues,
of much more limited scope (see Hedley and Clark). Ultimately, as one might expect
given Coser’s (1956) prescient discussion of the ways in which war generates internal
solidarity, national discussions have nominated some individuals as heroes, which must be
understood as a result of a complex process that involves the characteristics of the indi-
viduals, the situations in which putative heroes found themselves, and the characteristics
of the individuals who attribute heroism (see Gibson, Hogan, Stahura, and Jackson). A
mirror process involves the construction of the enemy. This type of process has been
described in detail for Japan and the US during WWII (e.g. Dower 1986), and we see
today (Steuter and Wills) how the process has played out during what has become
known as the global war on terror.
In the last part of the volume we turn to the American home front, specifically army

families, military children, and college students. In many respects the war has not directly
affected the lives of most US citizens. There have been no calls for general war-related
sacrifices; there have been no bond drives to pay for the wars; with much smaller,
all-volunteer militaries, civilians are less likely to know individuals in the military, and as
a result much less likely to know someone killed or injured in the wars. For US Army
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families the situation is different; the impact of the wars has been magnified by the ease
of communication provided by cell phones, the internet, and live television con-
comitantly placing the war electronically in the home and the home front in the war
front (see Ender, Campbell, Davis, and Michaelis); the multiple deployments required by
small militaries to fight wars that have now lasted longer than WWII have also taken a
toll on the children in military families, although these children also show surprising
resilience (see Lipari, Winters, Matos, Smith, and Rock). Attitudes of young people
toward the wars (see Ender, Rohall, and Matthews) have changed over the course of
these conflicts, and have been importantly shaped by political affiliation, with significant
differences between students at military academies and those in other universities.
As we close this introduction in early 2010, the outcome of these wars is uncertain.

The US military is withdrawing troops (i.e. Marines) after an apparently successful new
strategy for involving Sunni Muslims (the so-called Anbar Awakening) coupled with a
troop surge that took place between January 2007 and the middle of 2008. The newly
elected Iraqi government is not fully institutionalized and serious disagreements over
political representation and the disposition of national resources continue among repre-
sentatives of the Sunni Muslims, Shi’a Muslims, and ethnic Kurds.
In Afghanistan, the Taliban appears resurgent and the US military is preparing to

increase its presence there by 30,000 additional troops. Many members of Al Qaeda
appear to have moved to areas of Pakistan that border Afghanistan. The US has used
drones to strike Al Qaeda in Pakistani territory and the Pakistani military, apparently
under significant pressure from the US as well as its own people, has begun operations
designed to undermine insurgents in the border areas. Military strikes by the Pakistani
Army appear to be increasingly motivated by bombings that have struck very close to
key military centers in Pakistan. The outcome of the two conflicts is not clear; our
chapters provide important perspectives on these wars – perspectives we expect will be
modified and extended in the future.
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Part I
War on the ground:

combat and its aftermath





1
Fighting two protracted wars

Recruiting and retention with
an all-volunteer force

Susan M. Ross

Following nearly a decade of continual troop involvement in Afghanistan and Iraq, US
Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates summarized the conundrum involved in fighting
two protracted wars with an all-volunteer force (AVF). On the one hand, Gates
(Department of Defense [DoD] 2008) noted optimistically:

Overall, our service men and women and their families have shown extraordinary
resilience. Morale is high, as is recruiting and retention – particularly among units
either in or just returning from Iraq and Afghanistan. Soldier for soldier, unit for
unit, the Army is the best trained, best led, and best equipped it has ever been.

On the other hand, he continued:

This is the second longest war in American history since our Revolution, and the
first to be fought with an AVF since independence. To be sure the stress is real.
There are metrics that need to be watched – such as the number of waivers granted
to new recruits, suicides, as well as incidents of divorce and other signs of wear on
military families.

Striking an even blunter appraisal of the situation while testifying before the Senate
Armed Service Committee, US Army Vice Chief of Staff General Richard A. Cody
(2008) stated, “Today’s Army is out of balance. The current demand for our forces in
Iraq and Afghanistan exceeds the sustainable supply and limits our ability to provide ready
forces for other contingencies.” Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mike
Mullen echoed the same message during a similarly timed press conference, noting, “It is
a very fragile situation. … There is this incredibly delicate balance between continuing in
two wars [and] making sure we don’t break those same forces” (Bender 2008: A1).
By the middle of 2009, more than 1.8 million American soldiers had served in

Afghanistan and Iraq since the outset of these wars in October 2001 and March 2003
(DoD 2009). Although 1.8 million soldiers represent less than one percent of the entire
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US population, they represent nearly three-quarters of the approximately 2.5–2.7 million
personnel who comprise the active duty and reserve components of the AVF (US Census
2003, 2009). While there is little doubt that the AVF has created a stronger fighting force
compared with that which can be developed and maintained under a system of con-
scription (Bacevich 2008; O’Hanlon 2004), fighting the global war on terror (GWOT)
has created tremendous strains on the AVF, leaving many (including top military leaders)
to question the viability of the AVF.
This chapter examines challenges faced by the American AVF as it has undertaken

heavy troop engagement for nearly a decade in Afghanistan and Iraq, particularly
recruitment and retention within the US Army. Given that neither war has drawn to a
close, this analysis is necessarily incomplete. With the Taliban’s movement into Pakistan and
the uncertain political stability in Afghanistan and Pakistan, President Obama announced
in late 2009 the plan to send 30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan, bringing the troop
levels in the region to nearly 100,000 personnel (Obama 2009). Meanwhile, in Iraq,
combat troop drawdown has been slower than anticipated, as President Obama had to
backslide on his campaign pledge to bring combat troops home within 16 months of his
taking office (DeYoung 2009). Military leaders serving in Iraq suggest that American
soldiers could be engaged in combat until at least 2015 (Ricks 2009). Before turning to
the issues of recruitment and retention for an AVF, it is important to provide a brief
historical context to the emergence of the AVF as an alternative military manpower
strategy to conscription.

From conscription to an AVF

The current structure of an AVF developed on the heels of the widely unpopular draft of
the Vietnam War era. Having campaigned on a promise to end the draft, President
Nixon authorized what became popularly known as the Gates Commission to study the
viability of ending conscription and moving to an all-volunteer military structure
(Rostker 2006). Although the Commission members were divided on the feasibility of
such a structure, they ultimately recommended that the US end the draft and build its
national forces through the recruitment of volunteers who would serve as professional
soldiers. Having accepted the recommendation, Congress eliminated the draft in 1973
(Rostker 2006). The transition to an AVF has generated ongoing debate between pro-
ponents of national service, conscription, or volunteerism as a military manpower strat-
egy (Moskos 1988). Segal (1989) identified five social trends that affected the choice of
the AVF over national service or conscription:

� the increase in complexity of military technology;
the increased American involvement in peace-keeping missions and other forms of
“lower-intensity” warfare;

� the expansion of the welfare state, which reversed the citizen–state relationship
from citizens having an obligation to the state to a system of “entitlements” of
citizenship;

� the “citizenship revolution” that broke the barrier to women’s and minority par-
ticipation in the military, allowing for larger recruiting pools; and

� declining fertility rates following the baby boom, which produce fewer males for a
draft pool between the ages of 18 and 21.
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