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Abstract

This is an exploratory research project which is both empirical and interpretive in nature
and which in research analysis and conduct takes a critical viewing of the normative
relationship between war, its public memory and the ethical environment of late modermnity.
Here, the culture and situated discourse of warfare, including its public signifier in war
memory phenomena, are understood as produced and consumed within social life. The
preamble establishes the link between war, memory and the ethical environment. Part 1
describes the discourse of ‘Risk Transfer Warfare’ and illuminates how this culture of war
is produced and consumed within social life and thus rests upon an elaborate ideological
construction maintained in culture and through education in a system of language, law,
symbols and values. Part 2 presents a ‘past war thesis’ of ‘nostalgia militarism’, which
iluminates how the collective memory signifier of warfare is produced and consumed
within commemorative culture. Part 3 locates this research in a situated and grounded
context before describing the case study and its methodology. Part 4 uses various forms
of analysis or interpretation to re-think the implications of this ‘institutional presence’ of war
memory: The conclusions are presented in the form of questions as sociological indicators.
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CC = Commemorative Culture
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Preamble

“One cannot say éverything at once”. R.D. Laing. (1965) The Divided Self. Page 11.

This Ph D presents a critical viewing of some recent developments in British Civil-
Military Relations.! The intellectual aim was to critique the new ‘post-military’ relations;
between, War, its ‘cultural memory’ signifier [war memorials], and the current ethical
environment of late modernity. Hence: War, (its) Memory and the Ethical Environment.

“We have all learned to become sensitive to the physical environment. We know that
we depend on it, that it is fragile, and that we have the power to ruin it, thereby ruining our
own lives, or more probably those of our descendants. Perhaps fewer of us are sensitive to
what we might call the moral or ethical environment. This is the surrounding climate of ideas
about how to live. It determines what we find acceptable, admirable or contemptible. It
determines our conception of when things are going well and when they are going badly. It
determines our conception of what is due to us, and what is due from us, as we relate to
others. It shapes our emotional responses, determining what is a case for pride or shame,
for anger or gratitude, even what can be forgiven and what cannot. It governs our ethical
standards and shapes the moral reasoning of acceptable behaviour” (Blackburn, S. 2001:1).

The sub-title, A_Critical Examination of The Battle of Britain Monument (BOBM),
clearly denotes some sort of empirically grounded and culturally situated case study
investigation of WWII memory in post-Cold War Britain. Here, the case study
memorial is viewed as a microcosm of ‘contemporary war monumentality’ (CWM), and
is understood as representative of an unprecedented empirical increase in WWII
monumentality projects (see Chap 3). The main elements of this aspect of the inquiry
revolve around addressing three core questions; (i) why was the BOBM constructed
when it was; (i) why are we socially remembering WWII now, and finally, (jii) are these
new war monumentality projects the ‘right memory’ of past war i.e. are they civilising
or de-civilising testimonies of past war; in normative terms of shaping and influencing
Western sensibilities towards how present conflicts are seen or understood. Based on
the exploratory findings of case study research and the subsequent analysis or critical
interpretation of observational data, | will suggest that the new ‘nostalgia militarism’,
now associated with memorialisation, may be detrimental to the ethical environment in
which we live, and by sociological association, the ‘Civilising Process’ (Elias, N. 2000).

To help locate this critical interpretation of CWM, the research was implicitly designed
to consider four contextualising questions; provided here by Charles Tilly (2003: 344).

1. What produces the structure and content of shared references to warfare (here, the
project’s focus is on war memorialisation) that are available in a given population?

2. Given complex events, how and why do some elements and interpretations of those
events (a) become available (b) survive? (Why is WWII so popular and why now?)

3. Given the availability of muiltiple elements and interpretations, what causes some to
prevail and others to disappear from general awareness? (Why build a BOBM now?)

4. When people éngage in public contexts over past war, how, why and with what
effects do they do so? (How may CWM affect civil sensibilities towards warfare?)
1



In the concluding essay of States of Memory: Continuities, Conflicts and
Transformations _in _National Retrospection, Tilly (2003: 339-46) asked a very
pertinent question of current ‘war memory’ phenomena. Are these “filtered records of
the past or opportunistic promotion of interest-driven narratives?” He did not offer a
direct answer to this difficult question, but as a concluding comment suggested that
we researchers should resist the two opposite temptations: i.e. “to insist on one half
of the dichotomy or to assume that truth must lie halfway between the extremes”.
Such resistance may enable different kinds of answers or modes of memory enquiry.

Following this liberating suggestion, and instead of arguing either position, | want to
help distinguish the ‘right memory’ questions currently at issue in the ‘sociology of
war' analysis of war memory phenomena. In terms of examining the intimacy of
relations between the memory testimony of past war and the present conflicts of
‘risk-transfer warfare’, such ‘social memory’ research has a descriptive task (to
explore what exists: i.e. the current boom in WWIlI memory), a normative task (to
counterfactually consider what should exist; i.e. the right memory of war), and an
exploratory task i.e. to explore how the link between past war and present conflict is
constituted in public space discourse and thus help reveal its sociological influence
on sensibilities. While one must attempt to take into account all three research tasks,
the main focus here is on the exploratory. This is why, it is Tilly's (2003:344)
contextualising questions that this project must implicitly consider, if it is to unpack
the relations between modern war, its public memory and the ethical environment.

The intellectual goals - which are by design and necessity broad in their scope — also
helped to provide a critical context of ideas, within which my core questions and
inquiry aims have been situated. These goals can be distilled into five key objectives.
The first objective, is to build on established research and knowledge of ‘war and its
memory’, in order to help raise awareness of a subject neglect within the mainstream
discourse of modern sociological practice. The second, is two-fold. (i) present novel
‘ways of seeing’ War and its ‘collective memory’, and (ii) test out a ‘past war thesis’
(Shaw, 1997), with a view to a post doctoral research programme into this neglected
field of inquiry, that is by conceptual definition very difficult to locate, or ground in any
sort of situated or sociological context. Third, is to reveal the pemicious sociological
problem of war's perceived inescapability via a sociology of war critique of the
‘modernisation thesis’. Fourth, is to champion a type of war memory that may help
counter the perceived inescapability of war; and fifth, is the promotion of what | term
‘emotional honesty’, in the way we think about war within the sociological imagination.

Clearly, such goals have their origins in the childlike curiosity of asking why. As such,
this must be a inquiry which can unpack the ethnocentrisms of warfare; to help us
demystify ‘why’ we, whom inhabit what has been described as a post-military society
(Shaw, M. 1991), may see what we see when we look at the act of war. Here, a main
aim is to re-consider why the moral bankruptcy of war still appears tacitly acceptable
to the general populace of the ethically educated societies of the West? i.e. Why does
Western society valorise the defence of human rights, sanctify the humanist rule thou
Shall not kill and enshrine tolerance of all races and religions in hard-won equality and
diversity policy, yet still accept the tool of ‘risk transfer war’ as a reasonable means?



Why is it, that the consequentialist rules of conduct that normally govern Western
moral consciences are superseded when it comes to thinking about war or the Other?

“In the early twenty first century most western political leaders and thinkers continue to
believe that they may use war justly and efficiently as a means of political action. They
sometimes disagree about particular decisions: many dissented from the US and British
invasion of Iraq in 2003. But they agree on the general principle: blowing up people - for this
is what war mostly means today - remains a legitimate, even if regrettable, way of achieving
political goals. Of course, the people they aim to blow up are those who have taken up arms
for hostile and disreputable political causes. They do not intend to blow up civilians or non-
combatants. That, if it happens, is by definition ‘accidental’. But above all, in blowing up as
many enemies and as few civilians as necessary, they aim to avoid many of their own soldiers
or air crew getting killed. Indeed if averting risk to military personnel means increasing the risk
to civilians, then that unfortunately is a price they [the other] must pay” (Shaw, M. 2007: 1).

At first glance, one may begin by thinking why employ such big or mature ideas (war,
memory, ethical environment etc) to help locate what is by practical necessity a
limited case study investigation? While a necessary task of this preamble is to help
explain my logic, at the pragmatic or practical level, one’s reasoning becomes much
clearer, when one sees the sheer impracticality of a more terminologically precise or
sociologically descriptive title. For example, it may be already clear why one could
not realistically entitle it, From Past Wars to Present Conflicts: A Critical Examination
of the BOBM as Cultural Memory Legitimisation for Present Asymmetrical Confiict,
even though this descriptive type of project title may better help locate, situate or
frame such a small scale ‘case study’ inquiry of war and its public memory, within a
much wider and broader critical exploration of why we in the West, may see what we
see, when we look at the new social form of risk-averse warfare. Even when
relocated within critical ‘sociology of war terminologies, i.e. situating War with
relation to its social impact, ethical influence and/or moral legacy to what sociologists
term the ‘ongoing civilising process’, we could not re-entitle it: Risk Transfer Warfare,
Public Space Testimony of Past War Memory and the Ethical Environment of The
Post Military Society: Critical Interpretations of the New Battle of Britain Monument.

Indeed, why should one expect the intelligent reader (especially one not acquainted
with the sociology of war) to grasp what such specialist terminology denotes. This is
what | mean by ‘sheer impracticalities’ and while | make no such assumption about
my current readership, | am advised that in introducing such a specialist topic of
inquiry, | should start from the practical idea that whomever my reader may be, they
may not have read what | read. With such a vast literature on war and memory, this
makes good sense and because one cannot say everything at once, this preamble
must identify how various mature ideas have framed one’s critical thinking, and thus
informed the research goals. Here, | will outline the thesis framework and situate its
contribution i.e. explain how the key concepts are understood to relate to my
intellectual goals and to each other in sociological terms. | will consider orientations,
in presenting my opening observations of contemporary war monumentality. | also
outline the approach to memory and ‘ways of seeing’ what war is; as fact, idea or
act. Finally, | will contextualise the evolution of modern war [from the typology of
total war to risk transfer war] and introduce the new ‘cultural scripts’ of ‘nostalgia
militarism’. My key aim here is to introduce the ‘contextualising ideas’ of the project.

3



Outline of thesis: The main body of the written-up thesis constitutes a ‘grounded’ but
‘critical’ examination of the recently unveiled Battle of Britain Monument [BOBM]. By
‘grounded’, | mean in the sense that this research attempts to understand the ‘why
now’ reasoning behind the latest cultural trend in WWII memorialisation. By ‘critical’ |
mean that War is a topical social iliness that is often neglected within the mainstream
sociological enterprise and thus requires a critical sociological imagination (edge-
work) to help one identify the decivilising impact that war memory may have upon
the ethical environment of late modernity. The novel idea here is not just to use data
as a representation of social reality, but also emotional honesty about what war is,
as a brutalising enterprise, to help re-interpret the implications of what we may see.
With this in mind, the preamble outlines my approach to the subject matter i.e. with
relation to various islands of knowledge which have helped me locate the main ideas
that guide this projects approach to the study of modern warfare. Ch 1, unpacks the
ethnocentrism and moral bankruptcy of Risk Transfer War, in order to re-construct a
viable model of the ‘new Western way of war’ (Shaw, 2007), from which to begin a
critically-minded inquiry into the relations between, ‘past wars and present conflicts’.

Ch 2, develops the inner dimensions, or human cost of man’s transgressions in war,
in order to help better grasp the denial inherent within the ‘constitutional meanings’
we now commonly associate with much war memory. All these discussions will help
further develop the normative thesis outlined below, including Sartre’s (2002:89)
critical notion of ‘bad faith’ and ‘emotional dishonesty’; as these ideas relate to the
‘noble lies’ of WAR. Part 2 [chapter 3] will detail the research design, strategy and
methodology of the case study aspect of my research: In doing so, we will have fully
established the research parameters of the inquiry. The ‘Reflexive Methodology' of
the study requires ‘the intellectualisation of method’ (Alvesson, M., Skoldberg, K.
2002) and applies a ‘post disciplinary approach’ (Sayer, A. 2000) and ‘mixed method
strategy’ (Creswell, J. 2003), to observe, interpret, obtain data and conduct a final
analysis; note such ‘Theory of Method’ requires an extended preamble to begin with.

Part 3, builds on the foundations laid in Parts 1 & 2 as the discussions will help to re-
contextualise the proposed case study examination of the BOBM with direct relation
to a ‘Literature Review’' of what is termed here as the ‘war and memory’ debate.
Having contextualised the institutional presence of WW2 memory in modern Britain
via these debates, the final chapter of Part 3 presents a fact-finding introduction to
the actual case study Monument. This surface description will present a situated
snapshot of the BOBM drawn mainly from public domain and social science sources.

Part 4, conducts a critical reading of the BOBM microcosm in overlapping terms of
comparative analysis of function and contextual interpretation of selectivity, content
and consumption. As a critical study of war memory, these discussions will help us
draw the interwoven threads of the whole inquiry together, by considering the many
implications of what we see. Not only in terms of the need for future research looking
at the neglected topic of war memorials, but also in terms of what questions a critical
sociology of war may need to ask about the role, purpose and functionality of such
modern war memory. Having done so, the closing remarks of the conclusion can
finally re-consider what the ‘right memory of war’ may be, with specific relation to this
- project’s critical framework of ideas on the emotional dishonesty of our war memory.

4



In terms of the structural outline; each one of the four parts is clearly introduced and
each main section is briefly surmised in terms of presenting a short ‘look forward’ to
help maintain the coherency of the overarching narrative. The thesis narrative
follows an academic format: ‘Say what you are going to say’ (here this extended
preamble is crucial). ‘Say it' (main body), and ‘say what you have said’ (conclusions).

In terms of style, and for reasons to do with what | now see as an inherent need for
emotional honesty in a sociological viewing of human warfare, and as a novel mode
of discovery or aid to verstehen comprehension; combined with the ‘communicative
actions’ of this researcher and author, the thesis narrative is written in the first
person for the most part. The aim of the thesis narrative (by which | mean the story
of research) is to take you — what | perceive as a non-passive reader - on the same
intellectual journey | have travelled while undertaking five years of doctoral research.
| write in such a way, because one needs a humanist style in order to persuade the
reader to ask the question; if we know all this about warfare then why does War still
exist? while still recognising Wittgenstein’s (2006: 136) keen phenomenological
insight that, “I can no more think a thought for you, than you could don a cap for me”.

1

A Normative Thesis

“War is organised murder and nothing else” WWI Veteran Harry Patch. 1898-2009.

In her philosophical study of Wickedness Mary Midgley (2002) points out that in
waging war, “there really is a deep, pervasive discrepancy between human ideals
and human conduct’ and that as a consequence “we ethical primates” want to
“understand how and why our conduct may go so wrong” (2002 [1984]: 69-73). As
one who has experienced warfare first hand and thus participated in humankind’s
‘collective wrong conduct' it is understandable that the origins of this doctoral project
are deeply rooted in an instinctual need to try and better understand ‘that which
obligates’ human beings to do what they ‘must’ do in the prosecution of modern war.

“War is ‘that which obligates’ individuals to do abroad what would be illegal and
immoral at home; namely, to kill strangers, persons whom we have never met and who have
personally done us no harm; to hold innocent men, women and children hostage for putative
crimes they did not commit; to lay waste to their environment and plunder their national
treasures; and to do all of this in the name of political, economic and ideological agendas”
See Donald Wells (1996) An Encyclopaedia of War and Ethics: Page VIi.

Taking these ideas of ‘wrong conduct’ into account and looking at a multitude of
factors Midgley (2006., 1984., 1978), finally concludes that ‘collective wrongdoings’
and ‘cultural transgressions’ are a vital part of our individual and collective make up.
Accordingly, in the well-respected follow up to Beast and Man: The Roots of Human
Nature Midgley talks persuasively of the positive and negative influences of
manmade ‘Evil' [wickedness] on the modern human condition and suggests that in
order to overcome the more ‘disturbing or extreme discrepancies of human-nature’
we as a society need to recognise our innate barbarism, not deny it. Put in context,
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“there is no document of civilisation”, wrote Walter Benjamin (1999: 258) “that is not
at the same time a document of barbarism” (in Brenkman, J. 1987: 3). In these very
simplistic terms, what is being suggested is that we must recognise the testimony of
war and violence inherent in our artefacts of history and culture if, civilisation is to
have any reasonable chance of combating the barbarism inherent to human nature.

Building on the logos of such arguments, the ‘normative thesis’ put forward in this
study is as follows: That official war remembrance [what Shaw terms ‘nostalgia
militarism’ and | term ‘public war memory’] is observed to be emotionally dishonest in
symbolic form and narrative content. In theory, it has been suggested that this type
of societal ‘bad faith’ may have a negative impact upon the ‘sensibilities’ of Society
(see Shaw, 1997, 1991., Hedges 2002). | argue here, that with recognition of the
inhumanity of war, we may begin to challenge that ‘which obligates’ human beings
as individuals/groups to do now what they have always done in war. In presenting
these opening arguments, | am really putting forward a ‘normative thesis’ for the role,
purpose and function of linear time war memory; in that with a conscious and rational
appeal to the notion of emotional honesty, modern civilisation may finally break free
of past war's many decivilising influences: This is the normative aspect of the inquiry.

In making such an argument, | am also presenting an alternative to the perceived
inescapability of war, by suggesting a way to think about commemoration of war
dead that may help a post-military society such as Britain to bridge the apparent gap
between her noble ideals enshrined in the collective memory of the ‘Good War', and
her brutal conduct in the prosecution of ‘risk-transfer war'. Here, | believe that a way
to help reconcile the ideals of why we may go to war with our brutal conduct in its
prosecution, is in part through the memory recognition of what we may deny about
our actual conduct in past war, and thus, if we can be ‘emotionally honest’ about the
barbaric nature of War, we, as a civil-society, may be able to see our current conduct
in ‘risk-transfer war’ for what it really is. That is to say, with emotional honesty, as a
social meaning framework, we who inhabit the post-military society (Shaw, M. 1991)
may be able to learn wisdom from hindsight, and acknowledge the new prosecution
of asymmetrical war as non-logical behaviour, and an inherently barbaric social act.

In the case of ‘risk-averse warfare’, it is very clear that Machiavellian ideas help to
provide the moral/practical certainties that may determine what we find acceptable,
admirable or contemptible about war. In this respect, the influential literature On War
illuminates how war, although a barbaric act, is nothing more than a rationalised tool
of organized groups of individuals. As a tool, warfare is simply a dialectical facilitator
_ of social continuity and change. In short, we human beings fight for things to stay the
same or to change. Hence the cold understanding that the political aim of war is to
bend an opponent’s will to one’s own. Sociologically speaking, the more the ‘inner
group’ feel a perception of threat to a certain way of life, the more the ‘antagonisms’
towards the ‘outer group’. The Other can then be rationalised as one’s mortal enemy.
Entire peoples are then dehumanised, only to be seen as legitimate targets for killing.

War can be both a duty and an honour to serve; but war as social fact is nothing
personal, (a social fact does not change, simply because we choose to look at it in a
certain way), even if the person prosecuting the mantra of war may love or loathe what
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he/she is doing. As a social fact, the nature, context and purpose of prosecuting
warfare may dialectically change as society itself develops and modernises, but
collectively speaking, no war in human history has ever been fought for the sake of
war in itself. Here, the eternal mantra of war (kill or be killed) serves as the practical
means by which the political aim of war is achieved. In short, the means to achieve
the political ends of war provides the military aim of war in itself. Here, the mantra of
war provides the ultimate sanction against the other as it serves only to destroy an
enemy’s capacity, motivation or desire to fight: This is the dialectic of war and peace!

Similarly, as a social act, war has many identifiable social forms; although such form is
always determined by how socialised groupings are organised i.e. politically, culturally
and ideologically etc. All typologies of war or social forms of warfare, be it terrorism,
siege, total, limited, proxy, virtual, virtuous, post-modern or the new Western way of
warfare share the common denominator of brutality as a means. To wage any war, is
to brutalise, to dominate, to force submission upon the human Other. Thus, | argue
that the legitimisation of war must inform the ‘ethical environment’, with relation to the
way a post-military society such as Britain may actually make sense, perceive,
comprehend or just plain think about what Shaw (2007) terms ‘Risk Transfer Warfare’.

2

When looking at War, one’s vision has to be informed.
Conceptual Frameworks: A Problem and a Vantage Point!

In framing this project as a conventional or mainstream sociological doctorate, it will
become clear from its unconventionality, that this may be a difficult project to accept
for many practitioners and that this point, may well apply on many, many levels. Not
least because of its style and critical approach to an emotive subject, or even explicit
normative tone of what | see and why, but also because sociologically speaking, my
normative ideas surrounding the role of public war memory raises the sociological
status of ‘emotional honesty’ to a par with reason and logic in public and political
affairs. As we shall see later, such concerns about the marginalised role of emotion
in our negotiations about War tells us much about the socialised problem of war's
perceived inescapability and ‘manipulation of morality’ identified by Bauman (2000).

Accordingly, the philosophy of discovery | must apply here, is that if we researchers
are armed only with our pure reason and peer-reviewed science, then we cannot
hope to take into account the socially embedded orientation of a discipline; which,
according to Giddens (1979) ‘new rules of sociological method’, is unacceptable in
the wake of the ‘cultural’ and ‘reflexive turn’. Similarly, if my unstructured readings of
Kant [1724-1804] are guiding my discovery logic correctly, then there can be no truly
‘objective’ or God's-eye view of the ‘world out there’; only snapshots and standpoints
in space and time, shaped by our emotional, intellectual, ethical, ideological and
cultural perspectives.. To be sure, | am not advocating a pure form of relativism
here, or subscribing to Kant's notion of an inherent moral imperative, as | personally
believe we make our own moral identity only when one can become self-aware
enough of our situated place in society; but intellectually speaking, if we are not born
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with a moral compass and can never really know the ‘thing in itself and thus only
infer the social disjuncture between ‘appearance & reality’, then the one universal in
the human condition, is not our innate ability to reason and problem solve, as
advocated by many of the enlightenment thinkers, but the fact that we all share the
same evolutionary path here on earth and thus have the same latent and cognitive
emotions as the interpretive archetypes. It is from this premise that | think about war.

To many, human emotion is the call of the living in the eternal race of life to death. ‘I
wish | had screamed out loud but instead | found no meaning”. As one who has
been forced to face my mortality, | now grasp that ‘existential snipers’ and ‘emotional
mercenaries’ only crack when confronted with the mortality of life; so | glean from
experience that emotion is what gives us our capacity for a continued passion about
life and thus our innate ‘will to power’. Dialectically speaking, our passions are in part
the emotional tools of warfare and in some ways, the drivers of irrational belief and
thus an engine for a rationalised application of violence. However, innate emotion is
also the central tool of our sensibilities and thus both driver and engine of our moral
identity. In this context of making some sort of sense of war, | would suggest that to
sublimate our emotional capacity to the overriding logic of pure reason, is to negate
the very will to life, because if we do defer to practical reason, we simply deny what
we are as feeling beings, because of who we think we are as ‘rational choice actors’.

Looked at in this context, [and in accordance with Smith’s (1985) theory of moral
sentimentality and Sartre’s (2002) theory of human emotions], sentimentalities such
as compassion, hate, pride, shame, anger, love and revulsion all dialectically inform
our beliefs, values, cultural logic and inner reasoning, even if influential
enlightenment thinkers may have suggested that “reason is man’s central capacity,
because it enables him not only to think, but also to act correctly’ (see Hodderich, T.
2005:; 253). Here, Kant's overlapping critiques of this pure reason and practical
reasoning, combined with Adorno and Horkhiemer's (1944) critical observations of
how the instrumentality of enlightenment modernity has been turned back on itself,
makes me think that without the inherent capacity to balance reason with emotion
and visa versa, how do researchers really evaluate what may be right or wrong,
good or bad in terms of ‘Civility and Propriety’. Here, | champion emotional honesty.

“Modemity would not have got where it has if it had relied on things as erratic,
whimsical and thoroughly un-modern as human passions. Instead, it relied on the division of
labour, on science, technology, scientific management and the power to make rational
calculation of cost and effects — all thoroughly unemotional stuff” (Bauman, Z. 2000:235).

In re-considering the dominant framework of sociological viewing, | am suggesting
that emotion and sentiment should not be banished in place of logic, and argue that
emotional honesty can be combined with and disciplined by our reason, in order to
better inform our rational action though self-understanding. Like Smith and many
enlightenment thinkers labelled as romantics or idealist dreamers in the wake of the
‘French Terror’, | believe the logical union between reason and emotion may result in
an enabling process of introspection, which as a innate capacity of all human beings,
can serve to indicate to one’s consciences in space and time what may be right or
wrong, good or bad about the lived life (Adormo, T. 2001: 89). That is to say, in
accordance with how one may intuitively feel what Smith (1985:48) terms ‘sympathy’
8



about the happenings informing our cognitive emotions. In this respect, Charles
Darwin wisely argued that ‘human sympathy’ is ‘the noblest part of our nature’ (Marr,
A. 2008). Framed within this context, my inquiry is mainly concerned with exploring
the ethical environment of late-modernity, which | believe has a shaping influence on
our emotional and cultural responses to the various happenings of risk-averse war.

Here, the project's normative ideas about the intrinsic need for a public space
recognition of what we usually deny about our cruel and barbaric conduct in warfare
and thus conceiving and constructing the brutal nature of modern warfare, as both a
positive and negative influence on the human condition, implies that there is already
a germinating banality of transgression located in the human condition of late-
modernity. That is to say, that there is an ‘institutional presence of war’ embedded in
the living heart of modern Western society. As Zizek (2006: 1-7) points out, it is
because of the embedded presence of organised violence that the objective violence
of warfare becomes the ‘systemic violence’ inherent to the ‘normal’ state of things.

In this context, mainstream sociological discourse as an established meta-narrative
of modern civilisation will naturally challenge such critical ideas because in cultural
practice, we sociologists are important and influential inoculators of the
enlightenment myth of reason and rationality as the main facilitator of modernity’s
developmental progress. In this grand, or meta-theory context, has the modernising
project of Western enlightenment not waged a brutal and bloody war on human
emotions, sentiment and feeling, and over the 150 years or so, banished such
notions to the realms of mere subjectivity? Have not instrumental rationality and risk
consciousness; science and technology ascended to their rightful place on the
developmental throne of modern human progress? Indeed, when looked at in this
way and my opening observations, that ‘man’s evil manners live in brass’, seems to
challenge the very ethos of Modernity or to be more specific what, Midgley (2006:1-
13) terms ‘the myths we live by’; referring to ‘progress, enlightenment and science’.

Therefore, if re-locating such a critique in a situated context, or within sociological
practice and when applied in terms of mainstream sociological interpretations of
what modern war ‘is’, we would do well to remember that the marginalisation and in
some cases ‘omission of war and collective violence in social theory’ (Giddens 1985.
Shaw 1988, 1991) should not only be understood as an ‘outcome of the
embeddedness of social theory and sociology in particular (see Kaspersen, L.
2003), but also as a reflection of the ideological myths we who inhabit late modernity
currently live by. Re-located in this context, are not Liberalism, Marxism and even
the new geo-political player on the hegemonic block Islamism, all practical ideologies
which promise a peaceful new world order without inequality, injustice and warfare?

This is why the proposed acknowledgement of “warfare as a driving historical force
of modernity” (Kaspersen 2003: 1-39), or even ‘War’ as a “force which gives us
meaning” (Hedges 2002) is commonly viewed — within what | would term a traditional
or conservative sociological discourse - as the antithesis of modern social theory's
powerful meta-theory of advanced civilisation, modernity and human progress (see
Bauman, Z. 2000., 2001). In very general terms, this ‘meta-theory’ is most commonly
labelled, ‘the modemisation thesis’. It is this type of meta-theory that we now critique.
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Many past advocates of the modernisation thesis point to the pacification of territorial
spaces within the recognised boundaries of the Westphalia nation-state; modernity’s
war on deviancy or the monopolisation of violence by the State, as sure and hard
empirical evidence for the implicitly held belief in a developmental civilising process.
Similarly, in modern sociological discourse, these foundational beliefs and formative
ideals live on in the here and now; even if the myth of humankind’s ultimate
dominance over nature is a little tarnished by the Holocaust, and the new collective
fear of man-made global warming; even though there has been much philosophising
of ‘the practico-inert’, in the sense of us being ‘held prisoners by our own creations’
(Sartre, in Thody. 2001: 121), and feverish discussion of the ‘crisis of European
sciences’ (Moran 2004: 164-191), there can be no real ‘eclipse of reason’ within the
instrumental rationality of late-modernity (also Horkheimer, M. 2004 [1947].3-40).

Varied social theory articulations introduced to me at undergraduate level, thus
pointed to the separation between State and Church, the declaration of human
rights, the power of science to provide the silver bullet to all our social problems, the
triumph of the individual and of course, the rise of globalisation, science and
technology to improve our material conditions and life expectancy. According to
such re-affirming interpretations of modern civilisation and progress within late
modernity, we who live in this modern world, just have to continue with what we are
doing i.e. have belief or faith in the power of improving risk management and trust in
what Midgley (2006) terms ‘the trinity of modernity’; then war will simply wither away!

However, as Mary Midgley (2006) quite rightly points out, this type of thinking is
located in a ‘disorienting anthropological vacuum’, and thus makes little real sense
upon a closer scrutiny. Put simply; if war and revolution is a materially salient
physical element and symbolic engine of the collective creativity of modern
civilisation, then how can modernity as a founding idea of said civilisation help
banish war as a cultural, institutional or political means of collective pacification and
progress? This type of sociological thinking is why many critical theorists, who value
a totality of perspective, argue that the ‘modernisation thesis’ makes little sense as a
stand-alone meta-theory of civilisation; especially in terms of explaining the diverse
tapestry of violence in our modern lives (see Adorno, T. Horkheimer, M. [1944]1997).

Located in a grounded context, and as contemporary commentators who critique
‘Post Fordist modernity have clearly pointed out, the instrumental rationality of
enlightenment modernity has helped produce a ‘chaos of rewards’ in the ethical and
cultural logic of late-modernity (Young, 1999, 2007., Kaldor, 2001). For example,
when looked at in very generic historical terms, the instrumental rationality of
enlightenment modernity has been identified as foundational in the prosecution of
two World Wars costing millions and millions of lives; The Holocaust, and many
other modern genocides are also rooted in the calculated mentality of modernity
(Shaw 2004, 2006), not to mention a 40 year ‘Cold War' in which ‘mutually assured
destruction’ [MAD] was the societal norm of the day for an entire generation (Fisk, R.
2006). Some say the consequences of this type of mentality can be clearly seen as
a shaping force, which subtly underpins the current all-encompassing war on terror
(Chambers, R. 2003). This suggests, we need to see warfare for what it is, if we are
to have any chance of combating its allure as a rational means. Indeed, looked at in
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the critical way outlined above, and it seems abundantly clear, that we will need a
more comprehensive sociological model of the relations between war, self & society.

As we will see, there is influential and informative sociological research on modern
warfare [as we can and will see in subsequent chapters], but, in specific terms of
critiquing this more dominant ‘modernisation thesis’, one could counterfactually
argue that; if the sociological enterprise - either as vocation, discipline, practice or
discourse - fervently disagreed with the ubiquitous grand narrative of civilisation one
has articulated here, then what would the consequences be for cultural and moral
understandings of war? Counterfactually speaking, one would see powerful critiques
of the role of human warfare in every mainstream sociological textbook. As Giddens
(1985) and others have clearly pointed out, we don't. If war was viewed as a ‘social
fact, like religion, crime or education, one would see scores of undergraduate and
masters modules on how to best study human warfare as fact, experience, institution
and/or phenomena. In my research for a war-studies degree, | found this wasn't the
case; indeed | found that War as a mainstream or central subject of general
sociological study, was sorely neglected by the majority of modern-day practitioners.

Similarly, if war was seen as an institutional presence, historically located and
culturally embedded in the moral and material fabric of a civil society, and not as
something that is conceived as primarily constituted in the ether of the international
community [as in the fusion model], then many well-funded and/or integrated
doctoral projects focused towards ascertaining the extent, delineation and diversity
of war’s institutional presence would exist in abundance; again as we can see with
relation to current research into religion, media, crime or risk. Indeed, looked at in
this revealing counterfactual context, one could say that if the true social significance
of war for late-modernity was given its rightful place in the contemporary sociological
imagination, then extensive research programmes would now be dedicated to the
evaluation of modern warfare as a rational tool of modern civilisation. Outside the
specialist fields of war and peace studies, this is clearly not the case: Having said
this, what would the production of such mainstream sociological knowledge do for
and to the current understandings of modern warfare i.e. how would ‘its’ authoritative
presence help counterpoint the social acceptance of war’s perceived inescapability?

For example, looked at in a lineage context and the historical sociology premise built
upon what some term the ‘warfare-paradigm’, clearly acknowledges the role of war
and revolution in the human history of social intercourse (see Carr, E. H. 1981,
Marcuse, H. 1941: 389-420., Shaw, 1988, 1991., Giddens 1985., Tilly 1992., Mann
1986, 1996. Kaspersen, L. 2003). However, while such comprehensive studies are
very influential in terms of explaining the historical role of warfare in the constitution
of human society, in mainstream sociological discourse, the ‘fusion’ and ‘fission’
models [such models illuminate the intimate relations between war and civilisation]
are ‘sublimated’ to help us better understand the processes of ‘structural change and
societal reproduction’ (Kaspersen, 2003:2). | do not imply that there is anything
wrong here, only that in doing so, we can miss the real social significance of warfare.

In a recent working paper presented at the European Sociological Association
biannual meeting [September 2003], Lars Bo Kaspersen (2003) explained that, ‘all
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through the history of social science’ a key concern has always been how to best
understand the dialectical elements of social existence [change and continuity] yet
war as an integral social institution of human civil society is commonly neglected as
a driving force in the sociologically perceived development of advanced humanity. In
Kaspersen’s (2003) ‘fission model’ of war and civilisation, he identifies many social
forces; such as globalisation, education, religion, class, stratification, family,
rationality, risk consciousness and others indicators, and argues that all are rightly
considered dialectical elements of structural change and historical continuity and
thus fully integrated into our general understandings of societal reproduction.
However, as he is at some pains to point out in this very revealing but critical paper,
‘war as social fact’ is not on the fashionable list of recent sociological interests, and
so yet again ‘War’ [when not represented as criminal] is woefully under-researched
and theorised in mainstream sociology: i.e. looked at as materially and morally
integrated, or as a powerful social institution of the ethically educated civil-society.

In summing up what | mean by ‘a problem and a vantage point, or in terms of ‘the
sociological problem of war's perceived inescapability’ and more specifically, why
this project’s thesis may be very ‘difficult to accept by some’, | can now point to a few
central tenets or key themes: One can suggest that, (i) as a consequence of the
psychological need to deny that which is painful to accept as lived truth; (ii) as a
consequence of the human need for simple yet viable myths to help make sense of
life’'s vast and chaotic nature; (iii) as a consequence of what some may call
intellectual malaise or disciplinary neglect born of not wanting to open Pandora’s
unflattering box of home truths about modernity or (iv) as a consequence of
pragmatic slavery to what is deemed as fashionable in contemporary sociology, or
even for simple professional reasons of getting ahead in academia, it is a convenient
truth understood within mainstream sociological discourse that even though war and
violence have consistently played an important part in the development of human
civilisation; the instrumental reasoning of late-modernity is still envisaged to help free
humankind from the historically binding shackles of violence and the political use of
innate human aggression: To critique this idea, | must now consider why war exists.

3
Why does War still exist?

“Only the dead have seen the end of War” Plato.

“The willingness with which our young people serve in any war, no matter how
justified, will be directly proportional to how they perceive the veterans of earlier wars were
treated and appreciated by their nation” (George Washington Cited in Quinlan, M.2005: XIll).

Each time I think about this difficult question, | am reminded of Washington’s insights
and my recent attendance at a conference entitled Cultures of Commemoration: War
Memorials, Ancient and Modern (British Academy: July 2004). This was a 2 day inter-
disciplinary conference which explored the commemoration of war dead and brought
together experts working on Vietnam, the two World Wars of the twentieth century,
post-revolutionary France, nineteenth-century England, Imperial Rome, Etruria, the
Hellenistic world and Classical Greece. Here, | observed that, intentionally or un-
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intentionally, each keynote speaker made explicit the implied argument proposed
above: Firstly, that as long as men and women are ‘willing’ to fight in war, then war will
exist; and secondly, that as long as mankind continues to commemorate the dead of
war with relation to contingent ‘noble lies’ then humanity will never escape its ravages.
Accordingly, in chapter 1 it is necessary to outline some contemporary understandings
about the origins and continued existence of warfare, in order to help us re-locate the
embedded sociological problem of war's perceived inescapability. Here, | will suggest,
sociologically speaking, that a pertinent answer may be revealed by looking at how the
‘social manipulation of morality’ (Bauman, 2000) works within models of war memory.

For example, in Britain it is observed that a central tenet of British commemorative
culture is that ‘they’ died for our freedom. Such a ‘noble lie’ proscribes as a societal
given the collective ‘duty to remember’ past wars. In Western society, this hegemonic
narration of past war must encompass the political and psychological need to give
meaning to the human cost of warfare that is above and beyond the death of the
individual (James, 2002., Paris, 2000), because the ‘democratic state’ must legitimise
the human cost of war in terms of ‘its’ long-standing values and beliefs (Smith, 2000)."

Accordingly, it is to be clearly understood that what | term contingent ‘noble lies’ of war
do not tell actual untruths about why a particular civil society or individual citizen may
have been ‘willing’ to fight wars in the first place. However, the platitudes, edicts and
euphemisms, that this project will show are associated with ‘modern war memory’ are
understood to over-emphasise the more uplifting aspects of past warfare and in the
process, help camouflage, deny or mask the long terms effects and negative impact of
war’'s actuality. In short, here | understand the term ‘noble lies of war’ to refer to a
misrepresentation of human experience in war, not the historical accuracy of a
particular past war. That said, the essence of a ‘noble lie’ also implies that both the
‘liar’ and the ‘lied to’ are in possession of the truth which they deny. In terms of one’s
conscious awareness of this denial Sartre (2006: 71) points out, “a man does not deny
or lie about what he is ignorant of; he does not lie when he spreads an error of which
he himself is the dupe and he does not lie when he is mistaken”. From this
perspective, the ideal description of a ‘noble lie’ would be a ‘cynical consciousness’,
affirming the truth of war's human cost within itself as a sacred totem of nationhood,
while at the same time, still denying the lived experience and emotional legacy of War.

Although | have served in the Armed Forces, the implications of George Washington’s
insights never really dawned on me. His simple sociological understanding of civil
military relations, that without an institutionalised presence of an re-affirming collective
memory of past war, there would be very few citizens ‘willing’ to (i) serve in the military
on a voluntary basis and (ii) by association, fight in present conflicts, never gained
purchase in my consciousness, when | asked myself the existential question of why,
we who inhabit what has been termed ‘ethically educated civil-societies’ (Howard, M.
2001) still tacitly allow the brutalising social act of war to routinely exist as a morally
acceptable social enterprise. Why do we not feel a moral horror that war still exists?

Like Sontag (2005) in Regarding the Pain of Others, | believed that “it is because
war, any war, doesn't seem as if it can be stopped that most people become less
responsive to its horrors”. In other words, | believed that war was inescapable. As
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a direct consequence of this perceived inescapability, many suggest that it is a form
of “passivity that dulls our feeling of shame” (Sontag 2005:90). Accordingly, in the
‘transgressive conduct of warfare’ sociologists now talk of ‘ambivalence to’ and
‘ambivalence of social suffering in war and like Sontag and others have pointed to
contemporary Western society’s media saturation and public fascination with the
disturbing imagery and conduct of asymmetrical conflict as empirical evidence of this
idea (see Wilkinson, I. 2005). While this view makes perfect sense to me, | am still
left with the disquieting question of responsibility Grossman (2007:4-6) is asking; i.e.
is this ‘societal passivity’ really the only or main reason why we in the ‘advanced’ and
‘civilised’ West still tacitly accept the brutal logic of war as rational and moral, or is
this problematic issue of ‘ethical responsibility’ something to do with the way we live.

In terms of our collective or “social states of mind”, | believe this neglected ethical
environment factor may be very important to reconsider when thinking about the
above question of why war still exists, because when we locate these type of
environmental factors in a critical context, the argument that modern life consists of a
staple diet of horrors by which we are corrupted and to which we gradually become
habituated is a founding idea in any social critique of modernity (see Sontag, S.
2003: 95., Adorno & Horkheimer 1997 [1944]., Schoolman, M. 2001). Hence Walter
Benjamin’s (1999:289) ‘Critical History’ assertion that there can be no document of
civilisation which is not at the same time, a cultural artefact of our human barbarism.

Indeed, here one would have to agree with many modern theorists that now argue
that the ‘passivity’ apparent in our tacit acceptance of war is constituted by a type of
‘moral insensibility’ (Mills 1959) or a lack of a ‘moral conscience’ (Ignatieff, 1999) and
others who suggest that this type of insensibility and passivity is a casualty of
‘modern humanities moral resources’; a casualty facilitated by the social
manipulation of morality which has the consequence of de-mooring and weakening
of our ‘moral identity’ or empathetic responses to human suffering (Glover, J. 1999).

Here, Bauman’s (2000:208-221) influential understandings of the processes involved
in the ‘social manipulation of morality’ illuminate how our innate ability for pure
reasoning has been turned back on itself and thus usurped by the ‘instrumental
rationality’ associated with the enlightenment project of modernity. Put in context,
this type of instrumentality - or risk consciousnesses - renders many of the barbaric
actions of modern asymmetrical warfare as adiaphoric.’ (2000: 215) and therefore
decoupled from any moral evaluation. In the most recent post-script to Modernity
and_the Holocaust, Bauman (2000) explains how the ‘adiaphoric processes of
Western modernity’ may be seen as a way to help explain the instrumental or
expedient reasoning of why we may see the suffering, or ‘pity of war’, the way we do.

In this context, Bauman succinctly points out that originally, ‘adiaphoron’ meant a thing
declared indifferent by the Church: neither good nor evil, but measurable against
rational criteria — i.e. as technical, purpose-oriented or procedural actions - but not
against moral or ethical values. Applying this very insightful - and it must be said in
the context of this work, revealing - idea to the cultural, social, ideological, economic or
institutional cleavages of late-modernity, Bauman (2000) has argued that all social
organisation consists in neutralising the somewhat disruptive and deregulating impact
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of moral behaviour. To many, Bauman’s revealing examination of the ‘adiaphorising
process’ shows beyond a reasonable sociological doubt that the setting in which
modern Western society renders mass or regular killing possible (Shaw, M. 1988,
2004, 2007) is indistinguishable from that which makes mass production and
unstoppable technological rationalisation possible (see Bauman, Z. 2000: 247-248).

Accordingly, in this study of the civil-relations between war and its public memory
signifier, | have employed this sociological line of thinking to help model how many
see the ‘pity of war’ and to better contextualise the sociological problem of war’s
perceived inescapability. However, the social memory aim is to approach this idea of
a social manipulation of morality from the viewpoint of memorial research; which has
tentatively suggested that it is also the varied ways we collectively remember ‘past
war’ that makes civil society seem less responsive to war’s essential barbarity, cruelty
and subsequent horrors. In doing so, | have attempted to move beyond yet another
binary view of war’s inescapability, which by implication alone suggests that Virtuous
War’ is yet another type of ‘cultural racism’ inherent to the ‘us’ and ‘them’ binary of
much human interaction (Lawrence, P. 1997). Re-situating the perceived
inescapability of war in moral terms of the ethical environment and in social terms of
the ongoing civilising process, | ague that War is not immutable or inextinguishable
because it is the “natural” predisposition of humankind, or in our ‘evil nature’, but
because the varied typologies of modern warfare are commonly viewed or imagined
as rational tools of human civilisation, legitimised by the old ‘noble lies’ of past war.
This sociological understanding of why war still exists, informs my approach to the
study of war, which is clearly implied by the way this study critically approaches the
current relationship between past war and present conflict, as a reproductive dilemma.

The Reproductive Dilemma of War!

"Britain’s last WW1 veteran dies aged 111 and another British soldier is killed in Afghanistan”
(Headline of The Independent Newspaper: 26thJuly 2009: Page 1).

Source: (2006) The Soldier, Sailor, Air Force Association [SSAFA] Post Card.

These two examples situate and exemplify the reproductive dilemma of which | speak
i.e. they help locate and illuminate the reproductive or vicious circle of ‘war & memory’
which constitutes this project’'s intellectual concern. In contextualising the research
topic, the content of this 2006 SSAFA post-card allows one to visualise George
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Washington’s sociological analysis of the previously implied ‘continuum’ between past,
present and future warfare. Said understandings - of the reproductive relations
‘between war and its memory - relates us directly to the social and/or cultural memory
dimension of civil-military relations and thus provides one with an ethnocentric insight
into Britain’s current relations between past war and present conflict. This is what The
Independent play on semiotics connects: the reproductive intimacy of past, present
and future war. Taken together, it is hoped that this literal illustration of my concerns
will provide the reader with a generalised understanding of late modernity’s historically
located civil-military relations (CMR's). i.e. The socially embedded inter-relationships
between, modern civil-society and the military institution of a democratic nation-state.

The exploratory focus is on the paradoxical aspects of these inter-relations; by which |
mean, the illusion of current post-military relations. lllusionary, because they are seen
as compatible to Western liberal democratic values enshrined in the Declaration of
Human Rights (1948). The paradox | wish to explore here is that national security - as
we know it today - is an inheritance of the functional imperative of CMR'’s rather than a
conscious creation of the social imperative that provides the political aim in warfare
because, in social praxis, the living act of war is by sociological definition a collective
enterprise. In War and the Liberal Conscience Michael Howard (2004) describes this
idea as a ‘Liberal Dilemma’; referring to how the ‘maintenance of peace involves the
continued tolerance of injustices against which the liberal conscience is first to revolt'.

“On the one hand, the liberal tradition of Westem society is pacific if not pacifist. It
regards war as an unnecessary aberration from the normal intemational intercourse and
believes that in a rational, orderly world wars’ would not exist: that they can be abolished, as
slavery was abolished, by a collective effort of the conscience of mankind. On the other, it
accepts that that wars may have to be fought, either to ensure their survival or liberation of
those societies in which the liberal ethic has achieved dominance " (Howard, 2004 [1977]:3).

This is the ethical dilemma of the West's liberal consciousness. An ethical paradox of
Western civilisation which suggests that the noble, virtuous or crusading social forces,
political ideologies and cultural institutions dominant within contemporary Western
society, can also be seen to help rationalise the role of state violence for a perceived
greater good other than survival. Indeed, tainted by the binary paradigms of past wars,
one of the most basic and obvious facts of the post-9/11 age, is that both security and
insecurity are now perceived mainly in terms of a threat to a certain way of life. At this
inter-subjective level, the intimacy of past, present and future war illuminated above,
can be seen as a ‘Just War’ reification to legitimise the ‘monopolised use of force’ as a
rational means/end schema. In this respect, war is seen as an agent of good; which is
why Washington's disquieting qualification ‘any war, no matter how justified’ still holds.

The sociology of war concern is that, when one critically thinks about these every-
changing relations in very specific terms of ‘past war to present conflict we can see
that what is being socialised seems to encapsulate an un-stated Western assumption
regarding the perceived inescapability of warfare i.e war is not Agency but structural
fate. Indeed, one can infer this perilous cultural assumption from the semiotics of the
SSAFA post card. Here, our sociological understanding can bring some clarity; in that
without an institutionalised presence of an re-affirming collective memory of ‘past war’
there would be very few citizens ‘willing’ to (i) serve in the military on a voluntary basis
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and (ii) by association, fight in present conflicts.  Accordingly, it is not a empty
platitude of anecdotal wisdom to acknowledge that while warfare will always exist in
human interactions, as long as men and women are willing to fight, it is also true that
why we fight is down to beliefs and our ways of seeing things. With this sociology of
knowledge in mind, the thesis narrative will critically explore the normative connectivity
between modem warfare and its public memory signifier. The exploration begins from
the social memory idea that the central way by which members of civil society may
‘perceive how veterans of earlier wars were treated and appreciated by their nation’ is
via what Edkins (2003) terms the linear time testimony of War Memory; referring to the
traditional mnemonic processes of remembrance, memorialisation or commemoration.

These public space testimonies of past war are in social process and cultural practice
the ‘affect mechanisms’ of modern war memory. As Coker (2003:87) points out in The
Re-Enchantment of War in the Twenty-First Century ‘in War one has to know what to
look for in order to make sense of what one sees. One’s vision has to be informed’. In
this respect, the ‘affect mechanisms’ of mnemonic practice are storytellers of past war.
The narrative of war memory they convey to a public can help harness our cognitive
emotions into ideological safe harbours and emotional safe havens: As stated, the
central tenet of noble lie testimonies in British cultural memory is that ‘they died for our
freedom’. As such, these storytellers provide the ‘cultural script’ or ‘feeling rules’ that
shape our collective effervescence and as social animals, influence how we may
make sense of war and its traumatic impact on our lived lives. As materially salient
and morally integrated social meaning frameworks, or ethnocentric scripts about the
current legitimacy of modern war, few could reasonably doubt the powerful influence
of contemporary war monumentality on the current ‘Ethical Environment’ of Modernity.

“The ethical environment determines what we find acceptable, admirable or
contemptible. It determines our conception of when things are going well and when they are
going badly. It determines our conception of what is due to us, and what is due from us, as
we relate to others. It shapes our emotional responses, determining what is a case for pride
or shame, or anger or gratitude, or even what can be forgiven and what cannot. Such ideas,
help shape our moral standards and our ethical code of behaviour” (Blackburn, S. 2001:11).

In shaping our moral responses to the happenings of warfare and its impact on human
life; by determining what is a case for pride or shame (cognitive emotions) in the
prosecution of present conflict, the role of contemporary war monumentality (CWM)
and its powerful influence on the ethical environment of late modernity, is an important
subject matter to reconsider. If one can tentatively agree that ‘the young’ are willing to
kill or be killed because in part, by the way, we as a society collectively remember past
wars, then a solution to the de-civilising impact of war’s perceived inescapability may
be located by revealing how the way we socially remember past war informs
legitimatisations of present conflicts. This is my implicit goal, to help illuminate how
the ‘noble lies’ of past war still informs present conflicts by unpacking the legitimisation
of relations between war, its public memory and the ethical environment of modernity.
My key focus is on the normative implications of WWII memorialisation on the way we
may see and think about warfare. My main concerns - within this ‘thinking about war’
context - are with the decivilising impact of commemorative culture; as such culture is
related to the ‘linear time’ discourse of modern war and ‘feeling rules’ of war memory.
This brings one to the question of contribution i.e. how will this research contribute?
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4
Ways of Seeing!

Envisaged Contribution of Research

In the University of Kent SSPSSR Handbook for doctoral students, it is explained that
for a doctorate thesis to be considered original and thus successful in achieving
generic criteria, it should contribute to existing knowledge and/or raise intellectual
awareness of a neglected subject area of social science research [see University of
Kent Graduate handbook: 2007-2008. page 20; cited reference No 2]. Traditionally,
the intellectual contribution and disciplinary utility of a Ph D project, is usually implicit -
in this case to help social science relocate war as a social iliness - or it can be skillfully
developed within the discourses of a specialist literature review (Hart, C. 2003:1-18).

In part, this is what | attempt to do throughout, but only with relation to a very small
selection of the specialised ‘war’ or ‘social memory’ literature. However, as will
become apparent, this doctoral thesis draws on many islands of knowledge outside
these very specialist fields and thus cannot be traditionally structured in a conventional
manner. One consequence of this structural unconventionality, is the major difficulty |
have had in trying to ‘situate my study’ (see Smith 2002:1-18) and thus locate this
critical research inquiry as a mainstream sociological doctorate [see above]. Another
major consequence is that | must try to explain separately and out of context, how the
actual study may be seen to contribute in both sociological, social memory and war
studies terms and so achieve the identified criteria of a doctoral thesis. That said, the
project’s envisaged methodological contribution to the sub fields of ‘war’ and ‘memory’
studies is further explained in the relevant section of Chapter 3. With this in mind, |
now explain how a project such as this, may contribute to the growing fields of ‘social
memory’ and ‘war’ studies, followed by a more general sociology of war consideration.

Social Memory Contribution: A Past War Thesis

In the main ‘social memory’ context, | hope to contribute to Martin Shaw's (1991) past
war thesis of ‘nostalgia militarism’. What this new form of militarism is said to be, is
fully explained below, but at this stage, we can say that nostalgia militarism is in part
manifest in the social processes and mnemonic practices of collective memory which
is my proposed area of social memory inquiry. In this project, | have built on Shaw's
(1991) understandings of ‘nostalgia militarism’ and employed his ‘past war thesis’ to
help me locate the concerns of the project | identified above i.e. current concems with
the paradoxical thinking on war, and what the ‘right memory’ of warfare may look like.

Collective Memory, in Shaw’s (1991, 1997) ‘past war thesis’ context, refers to images,
feelings and beliefs, which arise primarily from individual and historical experience,
although they are often socially constructed and reconstructed in terms of tradition,
ceremony, ritual, script and myth (See Shaw 1991., Hobsbawm 1983). Collective
Memory of ‘past war' is thus seen here as a complex social and individual construct
(see Mitzsal 2003., Bevan 2006). Similarly, the popular memories of the ‘Good War’
have and will continue to change over time and are thus seen as contested on many
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levels. To use Bevan’s (2006:16) words ‘collective memory is a process that is always
unfolding and remains ever unfinished'. Indeed, the social memory issues highlighted
by Bevan and Mitzsal [malleability, contestation and continuity of memory] must be
taken into account in any investigation of war memory phenomena, so in talking of
‘collective memory’, | am building on the arguments of many writers such as Oblick &
Robbins (1998), Bevan (2006), Pierre Nora (1989), Mitzsal (2003), Ricoeur (2006) &
Lowenthal (2005), rather than solely relying on Halbwach’s (1992) position that
individual memories interact within a broader framework of collective/ group memory.

In this regard, it is of course individuals, who remember, not groups or institutions
(Bevan 2006). Nor is a collective memory phenomenon some mystical group mind
thing that lives in the cultural ether of our societal existence (see Ricoeur 2006,
Mitzsal 2003). As Halbwach [1877-1945] explains, “while the collective memory
endures and draws strength from its collective base in a coherent body of people, it is
individuals as group members who socially remember” (in Coser, L. 1992: 22). Here,
Halbwach’s influential study of Collective Memory must make a sharp distinction
between historical and autobiographical memory. As can be implied, the former is our
focus and deals with the many influences on the social construction of memory which
reaches the social actor only through what historians would term ‘Public Testimony’
(Collingwood, 2001: 7-39) and other types of Public Records such as symbolic
images, photographs, film, art, literature, museums, architecture or media imagery
(See Sontag, 2002., Lunn, K. 1997., Fussell, P. 1975., Hynes 1990). Halbwach’s
‘autobiographical memory’ on the other hand, is memory of actual events that we as
individuals have personally experienced and as such, it deals with the varied agency
factors that in turn help socially constitute the construction of the group’s memory.

It follows that there are as many social forms of collective memory as there are group
affiliations within a civil society; just as there are as many autobiographical memories
of WWII in Britain, as there are living memory custodians of the actual experience. In
this dualistic context, individuals, nations, classes, ethnic groups, religious affiliations,
families, associations, corporations, armed forces, schools or trade unions etc all have
distinctive memories that constituent members have socially constructed over time.
Here, the research focus is on what is termed ‘national memory’, so it is also worth
remembering that in this ‘main memory group’ context ‘collective memory’ is not just a
pre-given or totally ascribed social entity, but rather a culturally negotiated presence of
public testimony; i.e. a socially constructed presence which has a ‘material or moral
integration’ firmly embedded within the public space realms of British societal culture.

That said, if all group memory is a socially constructed phenomena, then it also stands
to reason that it is the likes of structure, power, stratification and patronage that helps
to determine the selection, form, content or constitutional meaning of any official
memory narrative of past war. This understanding of patronage and power is implicitly
developed throughout the thesis and is applied in sociological terms to what is
perceived as a ‘common’ or ‘public war memory’. In this hegemonic and socially
ascribed context, individual social agents may negotiate the social construction of a
memory presences’ constitutional meaning, but the societal framework or institutional
agenda of the said negotiations is predetermined by power, structure and convention.
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This means there is always a dynamic process going on within any social memory
phenomena which in this particular war related context includes the mythologizing of
war memory via meaningful action, or commemorative social action (CSA) as it will be
termed in this study. Drawing on Weber's notion of meaningful social action, this type
of CSA includes the participating in, or performing of ceremony, ritual and tradition to
give thanks, tribute, honour, re-affirm or mourn the memory of an individual/past
event. Some examples of contemporary CSA’s are the wearing a poppy during the
remembrance season, observing the 2 min silence ritual or even consuming any type
of commemorative event via any form of mediated source; such as internet, TV, press
or radio. These are the mediated war memory mediums of our mnemonic practice.

From this overlapping perspective of war memory, we have constructed a conceptual
tri-model [see below] of a public war memory’s institutional presence, in terms of how
such a collective memory phenomena can be sociologically understood as a collective
representation of some selective, but significant events of past war - the collective
and/or individual meaning of which is to be constantly re-negotiated in discourse, time
and space. This type of triangulated model also allows one to consider how the
mnemonic practices of war memory can be understood in the agency context of inter-
subjectivity, rationality, emotions and/or motives. However, as we will see, until
recently these inter-subjectivity factors were neglected in favour of institutional
agendas, which are nearly always viewed as structured or shaped by established
commemorative conventions, such as ritual and ceremony. As stated above, this type
of sociological understanding will again help bring balance to our understandings of
war memory phenomena, as it will allow us to re-model the ‘sociological constituents’
of a public memory presence in phenomenological terms of will or reason [see below].

In these terms, it is important to note for subsequent analysis and interpretation that
the official, public or popular narratives of WWII memory help provide a diverse and
some argue, a fragmented civil-society with an ontological security blanket, which
links order with power and national identity with historical legitimacy. In the literature
review, we will consider this social memory understanding in greater detail, when we
begin to look at war memory as a practical ideology or social actor i.e. as ‘institutional
presence’ which has a material salience and moral integration within British Society.

One will see from the tri-model below that this project's conceptualisation of war
memory phenomena is that of a collective, group or ‘public memory' that emerges,
where selective and popular memories of past war interact within a social meaning
framework provided and located in this case study by CSA’s and the social process
and mnemonic practices of CWM. However, it should also be noted here that as
globalisation has gained momentum and developed, so ‘history has accelerated’
(see Nora, P. 1989) and thus what ‘is’ a current ‘duty to remember’ is well beyond
the scope of any single individual (Bevan, R. 2006: 16). In terms of outlining the
Parameters of research, it is this ascribed ‘duty to remember' that is of special
Interest, because duty and diction are part of that which obligates humankind to war.

Throughout the thesis, | will employ a ‘fire triangle’ model of war memory (seé below),
to help critically re-locate and think about the social impact, cultural extent and/or
Political consequences of a war monumentality presence, in terms of differing types or
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kinds of fire phenomena. Think of forest, chemical or oil fires and the different
characteristics these fires may have, and one begins to see how we can easily relate
these differing characteristics of fire to help aid one’s comprehensions of war memory.

Taking this fire analogy to its logical conclusion, | relate the three components
necessary for fire to exist, to the sociological constituents of public war memory
phenomena. For example, for fire to exist, it must have a main heat source, fuel or
combustible material and air to breathe, if it is to maintain its existence as an entity in
time and space. This is called the fire triangle. Remove one component and fire can
no longer exist. In the same way, any collective memory phenomena must have a
memory source, the collective will to remember the past and a cultural means to
socially remember past events, if a collective memory presence is to maintain
existence as a social meaning framework, or cultural prop of collective
effervescence. Here, | simply overlap this understanding onto the phenomena of a
public war memory presence i.e. a materially salient or morally integrated presence.

The Fire Triangle of Public War Memory

The group will to The selective memory
socially remember; source. For example a

informed by the historical event or
contingent reason societal experience of

; t hich h
for being and the past warwhich nas
residue within a

cultural means of particular memory
remembrance. Group.

The contingent reason
for war memory
Phenomena. This is
informed by internal
and external factors
that impact on the
memory group

Finally, a collective memory, like a forest fire, must have a point of ignition, which in
our triangulation of war memory informs the public will, or our sense of duty to
socially remember - this point of ignition can be a spark or combination of social
factors. Similarly, in chapter 4 | will use gardening metaphors such as the ‘top soil of
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war memory’ to help describe the core memories of the national memory group and
similar ideas about war stories and official remembrance as fertiliser’ i.e. as a
powerful cultural means of reproduction that helps root or embed war memory in the
collective consciousness of the modern democratic society. | also use analogies of
‘pesticide’ to help aid our understanding of selectivity issues surrounding the
absence or presence of certain types of contested war memory phenomena. In this
context, | also talkk of how ‘memory gardeners’ use ‘pesticide and fertilisers’ of
popular war memory, to help maintain the societal ‘duty to remember and the
hegemonic landscape of ‘official’ war ‘remembrance’ and national commemorations.

Below and in subsequent chapters, we will discuss the sociological linkage identified
between will, means and reason in structural terms, of social role, cultural purpose
and political function, and in agency terms with relation to the current reasons we may
eulogise and socially remember WWII. As we will see, it is the contingent ‘reason’ for
memorialisation that informs the public ‘will' to socially remember, just as it is the
degree that our individual thought places and locates itself within the various social
meaning frameworks of collective memory. This is how society participates in and
thus consumes this culture of remembering past war. Indeed, this is how Society is
capable of having a public memory of past warfare. Accordingly, social remembering
processes can be seen as static or dynamic in nature, because social memory can re-
affirm the status quo, or challenge existing ideas, as | will explain later in Chapter 2.

If we re-conceptualise Fussel's (1975) influential notion of war memorials as a
everyday form of ‘modern war memory’ in these triangulated terms of action, narrative
and social process, as well as in static terms of linear time narrations of mnemonic
practice, convention and tradition, one can infer, sociologically speaking, that war
memory is a very old cultural memory form of societal reproduction. This is a social
form of war memory, which in accordance with its totemic institutional presence, by
which, | mean its material salience and moral integration within civil society, is a very
important collective symbol of civil society. One can make such an early argument, not
only because public memory of war has a material salience and moral integration on a
cultural capital par with that of the Church or monarchy, but also because war memory
as narrative, process, presence or practice, clearly links the past with the present and
thus our present cultural visions of the near future. Here, these affect mechanisms are
viewed as socially contested sites of material and symbolic production, within which
structure and agency forces coalesce the local worldview to the global and vice versa.

This much generalised model of CWM as action, narrative, process and practice
provides the overall framework for this project’s thinking on modern war memory.
However, to take this conceptualising deeper, we need to explain and thus model how
memory phenomena work as a cultural and historical means of reproducing society.
The overarching aim here is to apply this sociological knowledge of Collective Memory
to help aid our interpretations of the BOBM. Indeed, re-locating the BOBM in the
current ethical environment context of late-modernity, one can now observe that in
recent times, the massive upheaval associated with the end of the Cold War and
globalisation, has seen the cultural worth of many war memory phenomena increase
in direct proportion to perceived efforts to destroy them (see Bevan, R. 2006). For
example, since the end of the Cold War, new and old war memorials have become
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touchstones of identity for many nations (see Lunn, K. 1997., Winters 2000). Britain
is no different in this respect, as the official processes of recent WWII monumentality
[remembrance, memorialisation and commemoration] leads, to some extent, to a
homogenisation of core WWIl memories and a shared attitude to public space
representations of this past war (Connelly, M. 2004, Smith, M. 2000., James, L. 2002).

In this hegemonic context, popular war memory is understood by Shaw (1997) as the
social engine of nostalgia militarism and refers to testimonies, images and symbols,
which are commonly utilised to persuade people to take a particular view of war or
support a particular policy or cause. Thus, in Shaw’s Past Wars and Present Conflicts
paper, the understanding is that myth and memory of past wars are often exploited
through propaganda and via the patronage inherent in official commemorative culture.
According to Shaw (1991), this process is how ‘nostalgia militarism’ actually works as
a legitimising force for present conflicts. Indeed, Shaw takes this critical sociological
understanding one step further and suggests that such legitimisation is not a
‘unintended consequence’ or ‘latent function’, but the explicit function and purpose of
official war memory. Another contributory goal of my inquiry is to see if this is a viable
or realistic explanation of the current relations between past war and present conflicts.

In this social theory and war memory regard, the main focus of my inquiry is on what is
termed here as ‘contemporary war monumentality’ [CWM] and in particular, national or
‘official’ public space memorialisation of World War Two [WWII]. As we will see in
subsequent chapters, war memorialisation is also a somewhat neglected area of
empirical study in the social memory field, so the research project may also contribute
in this context. Here, the aim is to try to ascertain the social significance of a current
trend in WWII memorialisation [see table 1: Chapter 3] by considering the role,
function and purpose of a pertinent example. To achieve this exploratory goal, the
project will investigate the selection, form, content and consumption of the case study
monument as it currently stands in public space, discourse and time. What monument
| investigate is clear; why | chose it, the questions | must ask of it, and also how the
project will address them, is all presented below or in Chapters 2 and 3 of Part 2.

This is why from a general or wider sociological but distinctly ‘war studies’ perspective,
the conceptual themes of the my inquiry deal with the complex and thorny issues of
‘the civilising process’, ‘war’s perceived inescapability’ and the ‘social manipulation of
morality’, in terms of the social legitimacy of war and the current ethical environment
or moral order. In these somewhat normative terms, | hope to demonstrate that what
war memorials can really tell us is often neglected, ignored or denied, and that
because of what they can say about us, they are important objects to research,
because, in their own way, such socially sanctified, sacred artefacts of material culture
are a socially integrated part of what is articulated above as the ‘ethical environment'.

In the persuasive context, put forward by Blackburn (2001) it is not difficult to employ
‘the sociological imagination’ (Mills, C. W. 1959) to help critically theorise the social
role, cultural purpose or political function of British war memory i.e. as a powerful
framework of meaning and ideas, or as cultural representations, or even assumptions
about the current legitimacy of modemn warfare i.e. a rational and/or moral means to a
contingent political end. In these normative terms, when this culturally situated study
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relates these ‘ethical environment’ concerns with regard to ‘the civilising process’ it is
referring to an ongoing process of European civilisation as was illuminated by Norbert
Elias [1987-1990] in his influential work on the ‘sociology of manners’ (2000: 147-186).

Here, Elias (2000) famously argued that the “sociological history of manners” is built
upon two contradictory movements: “The increasing use of shame and pride as an
internal control and increasing repression of shame and pride as an external affect
mechanism, on the group” (Scheff, 2003: 239-62., Sartre 2002). Clearly, such affect
mechanisms are not just internally constituted, but are also part of the surrounding
climate of ideas described by Blackburn (2001) and as such, can be said to help
influence the way we as individuals, groups or collectives may see the happenings of
the world we inhabit. As a consequence of this ubiquitous influence on our ways of
seeing, these ‘affect mechanisms’ are said to help structure social intercourse, so that
the individual brings his or her modes of behaviour in harmony with that of others.
Think of this in terms of the social states of mind which are said to underpin the social
acts of ‘good war’ or the recent changes in the ‘ways of seeing’ slavery, racism, drink-
driving, human rights, binge drinking or even the gendered roles of men and women.

In this way, Elias (2000) argues that the hamessing of our cognitive emotions such as
pride, shame, revulsion, love, embarrassment, or hate - via the varied affect
mechanisms of both the individual and societal culture — in the case of war, think
obligation, duty, honour or memorialisation, commemoration and remembrance — can
serve to channel, shape and even progress the personality structures of what he
terms ‘social figurations’, so that a civilising or harmonising of social manners occurs.
However, this harmonising of social manners, attitudes or world views, towards a
perceived greater good, can be progressive or regressive in terms of a civil society
transcending the apparent gap between postmodem civilisation’s noble ideals and ‘its’
brutal deeds: again we can think of this idea in terms of slavery, warfare or genocide.

Grounded within the current geo-political / domestic context of a distinct post 9/11 age,
it could be reasonably suggested that current remembrance and commemorations of
past war act as ‘cultural scripts’ that express how we should feel about present
conflicts. In other words the many, many social forms of war memory help constitute
feeling rules or affect mechanisms of both pride and shame. i.e. in terms of how we
now view our current risk-averse conduct in the prosecution of modern day warfare.

Such social memory forms of past war are thus very important subjects of sociological
study because, located in the ‘ethical environment’ context highlighted above, an
examination of the latest trend in war memorialisation [see table 1: Chapter 3] may
reveal insights about how and in what way the military institution serves the nation-
state and how and to what extent, civil society and its members support war and the
military institution. Accordingly, it has been argued that an investigation of how these
So called ‘affect mechanisms’ are employed to justify present conflict, may help to
illuminate how the paradoxical relationship between war, memory and the ethical
environment is problematic, because this relationship can be seen to be contradictory
to the developmental nature of the civilising process. Put very simply as a thesis
‘man’s evil manners live in brass’. In terms of contribution, this very distinct ‘civil-
military relations’ consideration will help ground our thematic discussions about the
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ethical environment, as it may well be able to tell us much about the civilising/ de-
civilising impact of contemporary war monumentality upon the current climate of ideas.

Sociology of war contribution

Within the specialist ‘war studies’ or ‘sociology of war’ literature, there is a good deal of
current research into structural ‘civil-military relations’ issues (Coker, 2002., Gray, H.
1997., Dandeker, C. 1994., 2001., 2003., Shaw 1991., Moskos, C. 2000). However, it
must be said that the main focus of this very specialist research would appear to be on
the changing nature of the modern military institution in Western society and of course
the predominantly ‘political science issues’ conceming ‘the current inter-relations and
political attitudes of military and civilian elites to one another (Feaver, 2001: 1-12). |
do not imply that there is anything wrong with such a focus only that for the normative
reasons explained above, the main focus of this social memory project is on the civil
side of Civil-Military Relations: this is yet another specific area of possible contribution.

However, it is outside the strictly defined confines of ‘civil-military relations’ and inside
what | would like to term a ‘critical sociology of war' that | wish this unconventional
doctoral thesis to contribute. In The Barbarisation of Warfare, the editor Kassimeris
(2006:18) points out that, “there is curiosity about the past, what happened, who did
what, and why; but there is also the aim of understanding the present and how to
place and interpret our own times, experiences and hopes for the future”. In this
regard and with specific reference to what this project may contribute, Kassimeris's
(2006:18) also points out that, “although no-one could seriously suggest that the
history of twentieth-century warfare has been neglected by academics, only a small
number of social science writers have tried to deal distinctively with the denial of
barbarity in warfare, examining the motives, ideology and moral resources of people in
wartime”. In contributing to this relatively small body of ‘social science knowledge’,
this research project will explore the affect mechanisms of modern war memory, which
are said to help camouflage or mask the inherent barbarism of warfare. In this project,
one asks how these ‘affect mechanisms’ may be said to influence current sensibilities.

To put this contribution in very general terms of social order or moral legitimacy, if the
public memory narrative of the ‘Good War’ (Terkel, S. 1981) in contemporary Britain is
representative of the absolute values of ‘Good and Evil' in present conflicts [as many
in societal discourse would now suggest, (see Willcott, 2004., Shaw, 1997., Connelly
2004)] then the newly-erected WWII monument can be considered a very important
social meaning framework by which British society currently makes sense of the ‘War
on Terror’ and thus the way we may give meaning to its continuing human cost. This
project will present some pertinent examples of this process, when it begins to
critically analyse the selection, form and content of ‘The Battle of Britain Monument'.

A General Sociological Contribution

In the eyes of some thinkers, the “ethical environment shapes our very identities”
(Blackburn, 2001:1-11). In this distinctly sociological context, Simon Blackburn's view
of the ‘ethical environment draws heavily on Hegel's influential thesis of self-
Consciousness, in that, “self-consciousness exists in itself and for itself, in that, and by
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the fact that it exists for another self-consciousness; that is to say, it only exists by
being acknowledged or recognised” (Hegel, 2003: 97-104., 199). Blackburn (2001)
explains within this Hegelian understanding that our inherent sense of identity, or
consciousness of ourselves, is largely or even essentially, a self-consciousness of
how we stand for other people, or outsiders. In this sense, the war memorial can be
viewed as a totemic beacon of how we as a society stand for others i.e. how we as a
nation wish to be seen in the eyes of the outside world. Similarly, as a materially
salient part of the ethical environment, memorials are a collective representation of
society; a public space means of identification for socially situated individuals and a
cultural memory medium of war memory for the national memory-group. Put another
way, the national war memorial is a negotiated collective statement of what we may
stand for in terms of an ultimate sacrifice to absolute values, fought for during warfare.

It is in the terms of these ‘fought for’ values that we currently present ourselves to the
eyes of the world. This is not a new understanding of identity formation or its
negotiation, but the social and mnemonic processes involved in war memorialisation
express its human agency in many revealing ways. lt is in this well-established ‘social
memory’ context of ‘malleability, contestation and negotiation’, which | hope to show
the sociological utility of the war memorial, not only as a revealing object of national
culture, but also an indicator of the factual connectivity between past and present war.

In summarising possible contributions, the main point | would wish to make, is that
whatever disciplinary term we current researchers may wish to use to describe the
surrounding climate of ethical ideas, the workings of this emotion-shaping environment
can be strangely invisible both to the situated individual or the systematic observer of
ongoing social relations. That is to say, that while the current climate of ideas on war
is perennially important to investigate, regardless of the interdisciplinary context of
research, such an ‘ethical environment’ is also very difficult to examine or explore in
any sort of grounded context: This also applies to the notion of a ‘Civilising Process’'.

In this most important contribution context, | trust that even such a smali-scale project
as this may help demonstrate the sheer potential for discovery that a systematic study
of contemporary war monumentality may well provide. In this respect, contemporary
war monumentality is a highly relevant and it must be said pertinent societal
discourse, public space, social form and cultural context by which social science
researchers may help modern civilisation finally demystify the legitimising climate of
ideas surrounding ethnocentric justifications for warfare. One can not look at these
normative relations (between past war and present conflict) in grounded terms,
because without being specific, the relations would be tenuous to say the least. But
We can look at the relations between war memorials and the ethical environment in
very general terms. Indeed, it is by critically examining the intimately entwined post-
military relations, between newly erected war memorials and the ethical environment
of warfare that one hopes to help unpack some of the more intangible influences of
Contemporary war monumentality upon the current ethical environment of Modernity.
To help contextualise this idea, one must look critically at these embedded relations.
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5
Remembrance is not a celebration of Warfare!

War Memorials and the Ethical Environment of War

If you were to type in the term ‘war memorials’ on the WWW search engine Google
Scholar, one would see instantly in the 19,100 hits that social science and military
history researchers have looked at war memorials in many, many ways. However, if
one looks a little deeper at this vast interdisciplinary literature, one would see that
there seems to be one vitally important area that is commonly neglected i.e. we don't
seem to be looking at memorials for what they are in themselves, or what they may
tell us about how we see war and why. In this ‘ethical environment’ context, we seem
to look at memorials as individual or common phenomena that conform to social
mores, and thus one rarely challenges what it is we may see. In so doing, |
tentatively suggest that we ignore or worse still, deny ‘their’ real significance to us.

Put in context and we look at the Memorial, not in terms of what they may say about
the social, cultural, ethical or moral acceptability of war within human society but, in
very selective terms of what they are made of, where they are located, or what form
they can take and what these various communicative designs may symbolise. We
consider these objects of national culture in terms of cultural meaning, the social
construction of reality; in terms of landscape, environment and material culture; in
terms of memory, politics, symbolism and identity and even in terms of absence, the
body, mourning, grieving and the sociology of death. In short, we look at everything
about them, but not at them and the human experience of war they are taken to
represent as public space testimony. In this respect, ‘our true task is to make sure
the memory of war is the right memory’.! To re-consider this normative task in moral
[ethical environment], or sociological [civilising process] terms, one must begin by
considering what these materially salient, sacred artefacts of past warfare may be
saying to us about ourselves, and the surrounding climate of ideas in which we live.

One would think we could find a sophisticated answer within the mainstream
disciplines of art history, sociology or cultural studies, but here we tend to look at the
memorial in terms of what they do with relation to mechanisms of national, ethnic or
collective identity, or in terms of how a particular nation-state may wish to be viewed
by the ‘other’ or cultural outsider. In this respect, we seem to be more interested in
‘why' this may be the case in terms of geo-political or domestic factors and not with
what this inherent ontological need may say about the pathology of modern
civilisation. For example, in specific terms of societal reproduction, we talk about
war monumentality as mnemonic practice, social process or as hegemonic narrative
and even in structuring terms as cultural transmitters of ideology or beacons of
nationhood and sometimes, even as material touchstones of collective
effervescence. However, we rarely use such knowledge to help us think about
Mmonumentality in terms of how or why war seems so inescapable in late-modernity.

" The Birmingham Post (1925), commenting on the city's memorial Hall of Memory in King (1998:3).
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Thus we acknowledge their being, not as an institutional presence of warfare that is
located in the public space heart of civil society, but with relation to structural change
in civil military relations, or as cultural mechanisms of historical continuity and
indicators of societal change. We acknowledge their entity, not with the material
salience of a practical ideology or social actor, but as a somewhat neglected but
well-respected object of national culture. In Britain alone, there are over 64,000
memorials which have a moral integration clearly on par with that of the monarchy or
Church, yet until 1991 there was no nationwide database on record and to this day,
no sociologist has conducted and published research into the social significance of
this, the largest ‘art history project’ ever undertaken in the UK (Furlong 2002). Thus
while | whole-heartily agree that current research is invaluable to bettering our
understandings of ourselves, as an ethically educated society, with three total wars
behind us, we seem to have stopped at some vitally important, but difficult questions.

In this respect, what can newly erected war memorials tell us about our cultural and
moral relationship with modern warfare? What does how we use memorials say
about how we may think and see modern war? What does the recent boom in WWII
monumentality say about how we now feel about present conflicts and do these new
public space testimonies of past war challenge the political prosecution of modern
warfare as a socially acceptable institution of the state or do they simply re-affim it?
Is this line of pragmatic inquiry reinventing history i.e. imposing current values on the
historic events of the past and in this respect, should these types of critical questions
even be a consideration to those who organise commemorative events, or erect
national memorials to the endeavours of the dead of past war and present conflict?

In this normative context of cultural wisdom and instructional hindsight, what do the
most recent WWII memorials say we have learned about the rational use of modern
war as a political tool of civilisation? Does their symbolic form and narrative content
commonly re-affirm the grand ‘noble lies’ of official war remembrance out of myth,
tradition and convention and in ‘high diction’ terms of sacrifice, duty and honour? Is
it right and proper for our children to remain shackled to the high dictions of past war
as Washington implies, or are they the ones the ‘ultimate sacrifice’ was given for and
thus worth something more than the zero sum of our disasters and/or mistakes in
war? Indeed, is it our intellectual task as sociologists to be asking such questions
about the posterity of modern society, or is this idea suggesting social engineering?

Within the remit of a doctoral project, | could not hope to address these difficult
questions, but as a sociologist, who has not lost all faith in the ongoing progress of
humankind, | would say that | do believe this perceivable social science gap in the
questions we are hot-wired to ask about ourselves is to our collective detriment, in
the sense that we seem not to be looking at memorials in this very revealing manner,
or as an institutional presence of war that is deeply embedded in the very heart of
modern civil society. In purely counterfactual terms, the simple consideration that
One can ask these questions about war monumentality suggests that ‘memorials’ in
themselves can indicate much about collective values, ethics and beliefs and that
they can therefore tell us much about why a ‘ethically educated society’ such as
Britain may tacitly accept, or openly choose to prosecute the clearly brutal act of
Warfare, or even accept the political premise of ‘risk-transfer warfare' (Shaw, M.
2007) as an ethical, moral or rational means to a contingent and limited political end.
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The 15 rules of Risk-Transfer War

1. Wars must respond to plausible perceptions of risk to Western interests, norms and values.

2. Wars must be limited in the risks they create for Western polities, economies and societies.

3. Wars are exercises in political risk-taking, therefore they must minimise electoral risks for
governments and (if possible) maximize their gains.

4. Wars must anticipate the problems of global surveillance.

5. Wars must be strictly time-limited: these are quick-fix wars.

6. Wars must be limited spatially to distant zones of war.

7. War must, above all, minimize casualties to Westemn troops.

8. Western forces should rely heavily on air power and look to others — as far as possible — to take
risks on the ground.

9. The enemy must be killed: efficiently, quickly and discreetly.

10. Risks of ‘accidental’ civilian casualties must be minimised, but small massacres must be
regarded as inevitable.

11. Wars rely on ‘precision’ weaponry to sustain their legitimacy.

12. Suffering and death must be unseen: indirect, less visible and less quantifiable life-risks are
more acceptable.

13. Longer-term post-war risks must be spread as widely as possible through an international
division of labour.

14. ‘Humanitarianism’ and ‘humanitarian’ organisations must be annexed to compensate for
violence against civilians.

15. Media management maintains the narratives that explain the images of war.

Source: Martin Shaw (2007) The New Western Way of War Pages 71-97.

Located within this ‘risk-transfer’ context (a way of thinking which is clearly
representative of the western climate of ideas on the political role of war), and the
critical idea that much discourse on war memorialisation seems to be omitting vitally
Important questions about what the ‘right memory’ is, tells us much about the
Sociologically perceived inescapability of war within contemporary Western culture,
Just as it tells us about the ethical, moral and intellectual malaise of late-modernity.
However, this observation makes a somewhat moot point, because as Shaw (1991,
1997) points out, the overall result of this apparent blind spot in mainstream social
Science research is that very few contemporary researchers have directly observed
the ‘latent function’ of what he terms ‘Nostalgia Militarism’, or the sociological
relationship between past wars and present conflicts. In this project, | will employ a
Socially situated case study enquiry into the role, purpose and function of WWII
Memory in order to help me unpack the current nature of this relationship. As stated,
the main focus is on examining the collective memory medium of the war memorial.

!n this situated context, the research goal of this project is to conduct a case study
Investigation of the newly unveiled Battle of Britain Monument, which not only attempts
to take into account ‘its’ psycho-geography and its institutional presence (Shills, E.
1975) as a materially salient and morally integrated material artifact of cultural memory
(Bevan, R. 2006), but also its symbolic form, narrative content and ‘cultural script
Meaning’ (Furedi, F. 2007). To firmly situate this overarching research goal, | must
Now present my critical observations of contemporary war monumentality. It is hoped,
that these opening observations will help; (i) distinguish what the ‘right memory’
Questions, currently at issue in the sociology of war analysis of war memory, may be,
and (ii) help the unfamiliar reader relocate the BOBM's selection, production, reception
and consumption within a situated context, relocated in contemporary space and time.
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6

“Men’s evil manners live in Brass” ?
Critical Observations of Contemporary War Monumentality

In the Symbolism _and Politics of Remembrance Alex King (1998:4) points out that
“‘where euphemism obscures the reality of the thing being described, it may be
regarded as dishonest, and thus charges of dishonesty have often be levelled against
official war commemoration”. However, in presenting my critical but considered
opening observations, | do not mean to imply that all CWM is emotionally dishonest in
symbolic form and narrative content and thus may have a de-civilising impact or effect
on progression of self and civil society; indeed the opposite is clearly true in some very
prominent cases. For example, the new Imperial War Museum North, opened by The
Queen in 2001 and located in Manchester, which has the monumental design of a
shattered globe symbolising “the impact of war in our globalised age” (see
www.iwmn.com). A huge imposing structure, set against the low back-drop of canals
and clad in stainless steel, the museum building is an impressive, thought-provoking
and emotive sight on the British landscape. However, according to the peace
research of Dungen (2004) in Monuments of a Uniting Europe such potent examples
of what Hynes (1990) terms ‘anti-monumentality’ are very rare in public space and it is
a little-known statistic that there are as few as 50 public peace museums world wide.

In a recent article entitled, The Disneyfication of war allows us to ignore its real
savagery, George Monbiot (2006) of The Guardian argued that in Britain, “Most of our
memorials sentimentalise war. Few commemorate the horror. But now we have a new
category whose purpose it seems to be to trivialise it” (The Guardian. 24 10 06: P 31).
This very revealing article was referring to various interlinked elements of what 1 am
alluding to and locates the critical argument of my thesis in a concrete context. For
example, he points out that the Imperial War Museum [London] was recently running
an exhibit called the ‘Animals at War [2006]. “It features stuffed mascots, tales of the
‘desperate plight’ of 200 animals trapped by the fighting in Irag, and photos of dogs
wearing gas masks. It tells us about the ‘PDSA Dickin Medal’ [animal’s Victoria Cross]
which has been awarded to 23 dogs, 32 pigeons, 3 horses and 1 cat. The museum
resounds with the public cries of ‘aaah’ and ‘how sweet', modern warfare is now cute”.
To locate his critical observations in the context of public space, Monbiot (2006) points
out that in 2004 a vast sculpture called Animals at War was unveiled by Princess Anne
on Park Lane in central London. He comments that the monument cost £1.5million
and was dedicated to “All the animals that served and died alongside British and Allied
forces in wars and campaigns throughout time”. Staying in this public space context,
he illuminates further that in Liverpool, there are now “two statues commemorating a
dog named ‘Jet' that was used to help find victims of air raids”. To link this public
Space trivialising of past war to current societal discourse on present conflict, he
derisively argues that “I have no real objection to collectively remembering the
suffering of animals but there seems to be something seriously wrong with modernity
when statues of canine heroes from the WWII are still being unveiled while the death
of Iraqi civilians still goes unrecorded” (The Sunday Observer. 24. 10. 2006: P 31).

—

24, .
This epitaph is engraved on the hand rail of the south bank of the river Thames opposite the Globe Theatre [London: UK]. It is
ken from Henry VIll: Act Four. Scene Two and reads in full: ‘men’s evil manners live in brass: their virtues we write in water’.
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In this context of a cultural critique, the social ill that concerns me, is not the moral
rights and wrongs of war per se, but the paradoxical nature of how we collectively talk
and think about war and socially remember past wars. In the latter regard of how we
socially remember war, | wish to examine the cultural ‘constitution’ of war memory [the
way we as a society give meaning to representations of past war] in terms of its role,
purpose and function and in terms of what is emotionally honest [civilising] or perhaps
not [de-civilising] as is suggested by these opening observations. Here, the point | am
making, re-visit William Shakespeare’s perceptive observation of Elizabethan memory
conventions drawn many hundreds of years ago and in a contemporary context
follows the critical ideas of Monbiot's (2006) article which in mainstream British
discourse is a rare critique of CWM. This critique illuminates Midgley’s (1984) idea of
glaring discrepancies between what she terms ‘our noble ideals & our brutal conduct'.

In this established and critical context, many pertinent examples of my opening
observations can be mirrored in the un-reflexive nature of many newly unveiled CWM
projects. Indeed Shakespeare’s damming observation that “man’s evil manners live in
brass” was recently personified by the 1992 unveiling of a war memorial to Sir Arthur
Harris, chief of RAF Bomber Command in the latter part of WWIL. 1 say this because,
this life-size bronze statue of the man ‘caused controversy from London to Dresden’
(King, A 1998:1). To explain this revealing controversy in very simplistic terms; those
that wanted to honour and pay tribute to the man, thought ‘Bomber Harris’ was a
national hero, who had helped Britain save modemn civilisation from the evil barbarism
of Nazi Germany. The individuals of the Peace Pledge Union who caused the actual
controversy, (by throwing ‘white poppies’ and ‘red paint’ on the memorial in protest
and shouting ‘shame on you’ to the many dignitaries attending), thought that Bomber
Harris’s’ doctrine (that strategic air bombing could win the war) and the military means
to achieve this (calculated carpet bombing) was the antithesis of a modern civilisation.

In a similar article commenting on a subsequent 2006 ‘Bomber Command’ memorial,
in Lincoln Cathedral, The Observer wrote “For more than 60 years now individual
veterans of RAF Bomber Command have sought to escape the shadow of Britain's
most controversial military action in the Second World War”. Their revealing example
of this perceived collective shame was to present “Veteran Douglas Hudson” who was
advised to take Bomber Command off his CV after the war in case it harmed his future
job prospects. In his defence and in part as explanation, Mr Hudson was reported as
saying, “Bomber Harris had been pressured by the government, which in turn was
pressured by the Russians to target Dresden in order to ease their advance on Berlin”.
Mr ‘Scotty’ Scott, 70, who ran the campaign for the Lincoln Cathedral Memorial,
agreed with this mythology of ‘the war’ and was reported as saying “They [Bomber
Command aircrews] are wonderful men who did an important job and it's shameful
they have not been recognised. They flew seven nights a week over Germany and
Were knocked out of the sky like ninepins” (The Observer 20.08.06: Pages 16-17).

In this ‘paying homage’ regard, the 2006 memorial, situated in the sanctity of a
Cathedral was designed as a civic tribute, honouring the 55,888 air crew who died in
the long and bloody air campaign. However, even with such legitimising cultural
capital from the Church and far from healing the acrimonious debate, the tribute
Carved in Lincoln limestone has reopened these 60 year old wounds borne of the
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paradoxical relations between war, memory and the ethical environment. Yet again,
the aforementioned Peace Pledge Union, the main British organisation which
demonstrated against the bombings at the time, still regards the attack on Dresden as
a war crime against humanity and is thus very, very dismissive of the new memorial.
“This is part of a sentimental, nostalgic, crazy age we live in” said its co-ordinator Jan
Melichar ‘it's a bit like kids wearing badges, its all so childish’. In the same article, AC
Grayling (2004), the moral philosopher who assessed the ethical case for the
bombings in his book Among the Dead Cities, put forward a more balanced and
nuanced perspective. He commented that, “the tremendous courage and sacrifice of
Bomber Command is something to admire. On the other hand, area bombing was a
very serious mistake and a moral crime. Somehow you've got to hold these two facts
together. Any memorial is worthwhile, but to think of applauding Bomber Command
for mass murdering civilians night after night would be wrong” (Observer 20.06.06:16).

Within the context of the opening arguments, these varied perspectives on the
bombing of Dresden really force us to re-consider if these pertinent examples of CWM
are really cultural documents of modern civilisation, or that of an age-old artifice of
barbarism? Can we ever bring these two disaffiliated narratives together as Grayling
advises? That is to say, can their contested symbolic meaning 60 years after the
historic event have both these understandings located in the same space and time, or
is point of view and historical context everything in interpretation? Should their socially
ascribed meaning contain both understandings, no matter what the contingent context
of recent history and if so, why should a nation such as Britain take such a stance in
the name of posterity? Does any combatant nation ever have the emotional capacity
to be truly honest about what war is, and thus enable some authentic meaning to both
these types of war narrative in a Vertigo afflicted post-9/11 age of ‘shock and awe'?

These are the sort of critical sociology of war concerns and questions future and more
extensive research will need to engage with, if subsequent projects are to get to the
heart of such arguments. However, any insights or indicators one may be able to
obtain from this limited or small-scale research project must of course be re-evaluated
within the cultural wisdom of late modernity; that is to say, within the current ethical
environment of Western society. In this regard, my opening observations imply that
the Shakespearian adage that ‘men’s evil manners live in brass’ occurs within the
Symbolism and narratives of CWM because the CMR relations between modern war
and civilisation are problematic to the ethical environment in which we currently live.
Such observations have helped to inform the project’s approach to the paradox of war.

7

A Reflexive Approach to Paradox

“The sociological problem of war and society can be seen as a paradoxical dilemma.”

Having seen and participated in the brutality of modem war first hand, | have started

my opening arguments from the intuitively based premise that there is a glitch in the

ethical environment of the ethically educated societies of the West, and that this glitch

is pathological to human 