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Abstract
This Special Issue presents a timely critical reflection on the intellectual project of the journal Critical Military Studies at its 10th anniversary of publication during 2025. Within this article we provide an introduction which responds to the original question ‘what is critical military studies?’ (Basham et al. 2015) and outline some of its now established critiques. We then consider ‘encounters’ (Bulmer and Hyde 2015) with the military within Critical Military Studies (CMS); a key complexity at the centre of some CMS scholarship. This Special Issue then follows with a selection of interdisciplinary scholars, at differingoss the academic career stages, providing unique contributions discussing their work within CMS, established practices within the CMS field, and reflections on the progress and potential future of its namesake journal. This unique and opportune intervention in the history and scholarship of the journal Critical Military Studies is addressed across three key themes: reflecting on ‘criticality’, conceptual thinking, and spaces in-between.

Introduction
This Special Issue is dedicated to critically reflecting upon the intellectual project of the journal Critical Military Studies at its decennial milestone during 2025. To do so, we begin by first sketching out the emergence and development of the practices of Critical Military Studies (CMS) as an interdisciplinary sub-discipline, before recognising emergent critiques of CMS and its associated journal Critical Military Studies. Within this critique we foreground the capacities for CMS and Critical Military Studies to sufficiently interrogate the foundational place of ‘race’, racism, and colonialism in global (military) politics and, relatedly, the appropriateness or otherwise, with military ‘encounters’, in particular state militaries in the Global North, as central features of the intellectual work produced by the sub-discipline and journal. We then turn our attention to providing an outline of how each contribution to this Special Issue advances a comprehensive evaluation of Critical Military Studies the journal and, by implication, an associated set of ‘critical military studies’ practices (i.e. teaching, research methods, networks, and adjacent publications that appear outside of the journal itself) operating under the umbrella initialism CMS.

What is Critical Military Studies, and what are its critiques?
The interdisciplinary journal Critical Military Studies emerged during 2015, in the aftermath of the US-UK Coalition led wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, as a result of its editors[endnoteRef:1] reflecting upon what differentiated their and their wider scholarly network’s academic approaches to studying military power from that of other scholars. It is important to note here that Critical Military Studies was espoused as a progressive response to, rather than in direct opposition against, other scholarly approaches to military things; as Basham et al (2015, 1) make clear in the journal’s inaugural issue, it would be ‘wrong’ to suggest that their emergent field could ‘be defined purely in contradistinction to the wider field of military and security studies.’ The core of the distinction that the founding editors of Critical Military Studies sought to draw between most existing scholarship and their own work was an approach to military power not as an immutable social fact, but as a ‘question’ that necessitated critical questioning and challenge to its operation, its limitations, and the politics of its representation (Basham et al. 2015). That is, while much scholarship in ‘military and security studies’ might amount to assessments of, and recommendations to improve, what Ben-Ari (2016, 25) terms ‘militaries-in-use’ - or, following Cox (1981), to attempts to ‘solve’ the military’s ‘problems’ -  Critical Military Studies was not motivated by an attempt to improve military effectiveness. [1:  Victoria Basham, Aaron Belkin, and Alison Howell.] 

Underpinned by feminist anti-militarist scholarship, influenced by a post-structuralist orientation (see Tidy this issue), and pursued as an interdisciplinary endeavour, then, fundamental to the journal’s aims and objectives from the beginning was a distinctive critical motivation to ‘problematize military power in its multiple manifestations’ (Basham et al. 2015, 1). As such, the journal sought to provide,
… a rigorous, innovative platform for interdisciplinary debate on the operation of military power. It encourages the interrogation and destabilization of often taken-for-granted categories related to the military, militarism and militarization. It especially welcomes original thinking on contradictions and tensions central to the ways in which military institutions and military power work, how such tensions are reproduced within different societies and geopolitical arenas, and within and beyond academic discourse. Contributions on experiences of militarization among groups and individuals, and in hitherto underexplored, perhaps even seemingly ‘non-military’ settings are also encouraged (Critical Military Studies 2025, online).

The remit of the journal Critical Military Studies is, therefore, to not only study and challenge critical issues pertinent to military institutions, but also the contexts within which militarism and military power permeate and hold influence. In order to do so, the range of topics Critical Military Studies (2025, online, our insert) solicits for publication includes, but is not limited to,
The contributions of critical analysis to military studies … Race, Empire and Postcolonialism in military studies … Gendered and queer analyses … Military atrocities … Military education and cadets … Military families … Social relations in military bases and base towns … Science, technology and medicine in militaries and militarism …  Veterans and ex-combatants... [and] New and critical methodologies in critical military studies.


As Ben-Ari et al. (2021, 6) note in their discussion of what they term critical military sociology, ‘Critical thinking identifies constraining structures of power, such as relations of dependence, that unreflectively appear as natural.’ In seeking to question and to denaturalise many of the things about military power that are so often taken for granted, then, we might suggest that Critical Military Studies takes up a position which is intended to be inherently critical, rather than supportive, of military things. The aims and focus of Critical Military Studies are, therefore, crafted in a distinctive way; it is a journal whose scholarship is focused primarily on challenging and destabilising military power. 
The field of Critical Military Studies, of course, has never been limited only to its eponymous journal. The question of how to define the field beyond the journal itself is a tricky one, with the initialism ‘CMS’ perhaps commonly understood as an overarching reference to all activity related to this subfield. As an overarching idea, we might think about CMS as a particular kind of social science-based critical sensibility with the military and militarism as its focus. Over the past decade, CMS has developed to include a range of practices and activities. This comprises a thematic book series[endnoteRef:2] and ‘a loosely affiliated collection of research hubs, institutes, and networks’ (Massey and Tyerman 2023, 65-66) in addition to formalised conference streams as found at the European International Studies Association (EISA 2025) and in a British International Studies Association CMS working group (BISA 2025). In addition, scholarship which might well be considered to be part of the field of CMS emerges in disciplines such as sociology, politics, and anthropology, and appears in multiple other journals, perhaps most notably, although by no means confined to, Security Dialogue, International Feminist Journal of Politics, Gender, Place and Culture, and International Political Sociology, among others. To add to this list, CMS is also now recognised as having an established presence ‘on degree programmes, attracting research funding and PhD proposals’ (Massey and Tyerman 2023, 65-66). Attempts to define the broader field of CMS include Ben-Ari et al.’s (2021, 6) depiction of it as being concerned with drawing attention to inherent institutionalised critical issues as they exist in military contexts, such as ‘… how the armed forces entrench ethnic, race, or (most important for feminist scholars) gender relations’, in addition to hosting a distinct contribution from critical military geography (see Rech et al. 2015; Woodward 2016a; 2016b). While useful definitions exist, it is not possible to pin down the edges of this body of scholarship in any fixed or final sense, in particular because not all scholars who work and publish within CMS related areas and outlets ‘necessarily consider themselves part of a specific CMS community’ (Massey and Tyerman 2023, 68). The borders of CMS’ field of interest, therefore, necessarily remain porous and elastic. [2:  Advances in Critical Military book series, published by Edingurgh University Press: https://edinburghuniversitypress.com/series-advances-in-critical-military-studies/ ] 

In recent years, direct critique has emerged, encouraging a need to reflect critically on the broad project of CMS. Perhaps most compellingly, scholars from various disciplines have drawn attention to the relative, pressing absence within the body of CMS research, broadly imagined, of a sustained focus on the embeddedness of military institutions, military practices, martial politics, militarisation and militarism, however defined (see Howell 2018), in racialised and colonial power structures. As several scholars have powerfully argued, much CMS scholarship, again broadly defined, positions ‘race, racism and empire … [as] secondary to what are considered more fundamental features through which political violence is entrenched and made possible’ (Manchanda and Rossdale 2021, 474). Indeed, one of the key claims in critique of extant scholarship is that ‘the constitutive role of race in militarism’ remains largely overlooked (Gani 2021, 547, emphasis in original; see also Foreman this issue; Massey and Tyerman 2023; Pandit 2025). This has important theoretical implications for CMS scholarship: if there is a failure to understand that racism and coloniality are ‘integral to the functioning of contemporary militarism’ (Manchanda and Rossdale 2021, 473), it becomes impossible to build theory through which militarism can be fully comprehended and effectively challenged (see Foreman this issue). Moreover, this failure also carries important political implications: when studies of military things, such as ‘militarisation’ do not take full account of ‘race’, racism and colonialism, as Manchanda (2024, 139, our insert) points out, they ‘ultimately [centre] those whose lives are relatively free of violence – it begins and usually ends with those for whom violence is a state of exception’. Such scholarship might produce,
analyses that normalize or overlook the violence to and through which racialized subjects are targeted, subjected and enlisted. It produces accounts of militarism and its associated hierarchies (war/peace, normal/exception, violence/nonviolence) that reproduce the very foundations through which racialized violence is made possible (Manchanda and Rossdale 2021, 474).

That is, when analysis of military power does not centre racism and colonialism, it may produce scholarship that renders racialised people, in both the Global North and South, as ‘disposable’ (Manchanda and Rossdale 2021, 476). As such, as a byproduct of its dedicated focus on military things, a risk of CMS scholarship is that it may be susceptible to inadvertently fostering space in which, contrary to its expressed aims, ‘privilege is covered over, rather than revealed and challenged’ (Henry 2017, 183, emphasis in original). 
CMS has also recently come in for critique from scholars Massey and Tyerman (2023, 66) for its alleged ‘central commitment’ towards engagement with military institutions (predominantly Global North state militaries) which, they suggest, overly privileges the voices of military personnel, ‘incentivises research projects palatable to state military agendas’, and ‘marginalises antimilitarism as a valid starting point for critical military research’. Massey and Tyerman (2023, 72) suggest that because there are CMS scholars who develop qualitative explorations of the ‘in-betweenness’ of military-civilian worlds, in some cases, collaborating with military charities and institutions, the knowledge developed within the field tends to centre ‘military perspectives and interests’ and, therefore, the capacity of the field to undertake ‘properly critical research’ is limited. During this process, Massey and Tyerman (2023, 68) suggest that the concepts deployed in CMS research to explore civilian-military inbetweenness (such as embodiment[endnoteRef:3] and intersectionality) become distorted and ‘untethered’ from their radical politics, thereby reproducing some CMS scholarship as a spectre of ‘methodological whiteness’[endnoteRef:4] deriving from, and fixated with, the Global North. [3:  See the contribution by Anctil Avoine and Imre-Millei (this issue) who address how the concept of embodiment has been engaged with throughout the 10 years of Critical Military Studies.]  [4:  Massey and Tyerman (2023) make use of this term from an LSE blog written by Bhambra (2017): https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/brexit/2017/11/10/why-are-the-white-working-classes-still-being-held-responsible-for-brexit-and-trump/ which is drawn from a full length journal article in the British Journal of Sociology: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/1468-4446.12317 ] 

These engagements with the field of CMS draw important critical and reflexive observations to the fore that substantively bring into question what might be considered the founding intellectual tenets of CMS. It is our hope that the productive and necessary elements of these interventions – in particular the highlighting of the insufficient engagement with ‘race’ and colonialism in much CMS research – will inform the development of the next decade of scholarship across the field. In this spirit, we take the opportunity below to reflect further on the difficult questions raised by CMS’ engagement with miltiary institutions, and on the opportunities and limitations that it might provide to the project of engaging ‘critically’ with military things. 

Encounters with the military within CMS
In their article, Massey and Tyerman (2023) criticise the field of CMS for its engagement with miltiary institutions in the Global North, crafting a somewhat one-dimensional ‘in-between’ character of the ‘CMS scholar.’ As they explain,
At stake here are questions concerning which research subjects and sites we choose to engage with, and in doing so whose voices and perspectives we foreground, what methods we employ, and how we position ourselves as researchers in relation to institutions of military power and violence (Massey and Tyerman 2023, 66).

What is ‘at stake’ then for Massey and Tyerman (2023) resembles Danielsson’s (2022) earlier advocation within Critical Military Studies for an ‘enriched reflexivity’ in military-related work; namely, a methodological ability for scholars to critically reflect upon their research at the point at which such work interacts between academic and military worlds. This brings into focus the complex matter of ‘encounters’ with the military within CMS scholarship; this has two interpretations, one related to the journal Critical Military Studies and another reflected in the practices of CMS.
First, within the journal Critical Military Studies, space is dedicated at the end of most issues to shorter form Encounters contributions that aim to introduce new ways of thinking, knowing, and presenting knoweldge to the field of CMS. As Bulmer and Hyde (2015, 79)[endnoteRef:5] assert, the intention of Encounters are to ‘untie loose ends’ of how military power is understood and engaged with by those researching it, describing the purpose of these contributions as follows,  [5:  Sarah Bulmer and Alexandra Hyde were the inaugural Encounters editors.] 

One of our concerns with the dominance of traditional academic form in critical military studies is that its privileging of the conventions of social-scientific ways of seeing and writing the world can obscure alternative ways of looking at, experiencing and representing military power. Not only does this limit who can engage with the politics of military power (as well as the range of scholarly methods and perspectives that are legitimized by publication in a peer-reviewed journal, for example). Paradoxically, these categorizations can also efface aspects of the power relations they seek to understand: the messiness, the contradictions of scale, the mixing of the ordinary and the sublime.

Second, as Basham et al. (2015, 2) make clear, central to the practice of CMS scholarship is an emphasis on ‘engagement with the politics of plurality’, often requiring ‘complex and messy interpersonal qualitative encounters with those who articulate and are articulations of military power, including the researchers themselves.’ Such practices of CMS are fundamentally qualitative in scope, and include a range of approaches to methods, such as ethnographies, the use of ethnographic techniques (i.e. observations and note taking), interviews, desk-based analysis (see Anctil Avoine and Imre-Millei this issue), and creative methods (see Woodward et al. this issue).
Massey and Tyerman (2024, 68 and 73-74) suggest that attempting to operate in what they term the spaces of ‘critical in-betweenness’ necessarily ‘limits critique by recentring military power in terms of the familiar actors, institutions, and agendas it focuses on’, and, indeed, that such an engaged approach may lead some CMS scholars to position themselves as ‘critical friends’ to the military. While this may indeed be the case, we suggest it may also have other kinds of impacts and outcomes as well. 
In some cases, it is precisely these types of ‘inbetween’ encounters which encourage some ‘CMS scholars’ to become advocates for ‘decentring’ the military within their research, instead pursuing critical agendas that ensure it is the ‘object of study’ and not the ‘arbiter of its own critique’ (Basham et al. 2025, 13). In addition, as we note above, while ‘race’, racism and colonialism remain under-examined in much CMS scholarship, some of those studies that do build powerful analyses of the co-constitutive relationship between racism and militarism in the British Armed Forces was produced via direct critical feminist ‘encounters’ with the British Ministry of Defence (see Ware 2012; 2016). Moreover, engagements with militaries might enable a nuanced understanding of miltiary institutions and their contexts and practices that a refusal to engage might occlude.  For example, there is evidence within past scholarly literature documenting acts of subversion within military realms; fissures of disobedience and resistance against military authority, enacted by those who keep the machinery of military power running, which are revealed by direct studies of military institutions, their contexts, and their histories (see Radine,1974; Hockey 1986; Lutz 2001; Mansfield 2016). 
While Massey and Tyerman (2023, 75) suggest that CMS’ foundational approach ‘rejected’ anti-militarism and that ‘CMS contributes to “subjugating” anti-militarist politics in international relations and security studies’, we suggest that an established feature of CMS’ feminist ‘curiosity’ (Enloe 2004) instead encourages scholars to pick at the threads that hold together the tapestry of military power to more completely understand how it is woven together, and, importantly, to reveal how it may be unravelled. That is, an effective anti-militarism might well require a detailed, nuanced understanding of precisely how miltiary power works, and this, in turn, might well require careful and reflexive engagement with miltiary institutions in all their forms. This is not to suggest that this is all an effective anti-miltiarism would require – it would also, of course, among other things, require engagement with the harms that military institutions do to the people and the environments, in places near and far, that are on the receiving end of their violences (see Basham et al. 2024) – but a full understanding of militaries in all their messy complexity will likely form part of any comprehensive anti-miltiarist endeavour. 
As Basham et al. (2015) make clear, a constitutional aspect of CMS and its associated practices includes the possibility that such ‘curiosity’ may require researchers to encounter the military directly or indirectly. The politics of these encounters, as Massey and Tyerman (2023) show some appreciation of, is not without necessary reflexive awareness and complexity (Baker et al. 2016; Basham and Bulmer 2017; Gray 2016; Holvikivi 2025; Eichler et al. this issue). Indeed, it is the very ambition to encourage access to, or critique of, the messiness of studying military power as an ‘encounter’ – conceptually, methodologically, reflexively, or in practice via research – that is reflected in the founding ‘sceptically curious’ principles of Critical Military Studies (Enloe 2015; and this issue). But this should not to be misunderstood as reinforcing military authority and legitimacy as a state institution of violence[endnoteRef:6]. Critical ‘encounters’ with military contexts need to be recognised as involving more multidimensional ‘CMS scholars’ and scholarship than Massey and Tyerman’s (2023) argument profiles.  [6:  We acknowledge such an argument could be used to rationalise, justify, or mask a non-critical collaboration with military entities.] 

Of course, one does not have to agree, engage, nor feel comfortable with these types of ‘encounter’ to undertake CMS scholarship. But such fundamental conceptual and methodological approaches to studying military things critically would have been impossible if scholars were to dismiss the idea that an ability to challenge military power from a position of ethics and values cannot also exist in the same intellectual space as having an engaged critical appreciation of how such power operates, sometimes from the perspective of those who have wielded it (see for example, Mills 2023). The types of reflexive and critical ‘encounters’ between civilian academic and military worlds accommodated by CMS therefore amount to something quite different to, for example, military sociology, where open scholarly engagement with ‘military intellectuals’ (Janowitz 1960) is a founding aspect of this subdiscipline, and has been maintained in a concerted way for over half a century (McCone et al. 2024). Indeed, as Holvikivi (2025) has most recently pointed out, what ‘complicity’, if any, CMS scholars might find acceptable with military power is likely to differ between the institution being engaged with. Fundamentally, however, such engagement must be an ‘epistemic question, as the politics and ethics of the research shape the knowledge that is produced, through the focus of the analysis, and the resultant argument put forward’ (Holvikivi 2025, 5).
As Basham et al. (2015, 2) argued in their inaugural contribution,
To be critical is not to be dismissive … Rather, it is to stay open to the possibility that our curiosity and scepticism can be used to shed much-needed light on our blind spots and to bring about social and political change.

A decade on from its introduction as a publication that is ‘critical’ by design, it is important that the ambitions of the journal are periodically subjected to critique and scrutiny, not so much to assess ‘success’ or ‘failure’ but to ensure the established and future developments of its scholarship are exposed to precisely the type of reflexive critical engagement it advocates. The bespoke articles within this Special Issue, and the contribution of this introduction, help to engage and positively build upon the established critiques of CMS, and encourage its further development. Collectively, this scholarship allows the journal Critical Military Studies to be held to its own high standards as an engaged and thoughtful intellectual project; enforcing an important reflexive practice of what CMS does, and what Critical Military Studies is for. 

Overview of the Special Issue
Within this Special Issue the perspectives of a wide range of interdisciplinary scholars, at differing academic career stages, who may or may not consider themselves ‘self-consciously involved in the formation’ (Massey and Tyerman 2023, 68) or evolution of CMS or its practices, present their original reflections on the intellectual project of the journal Critical Military Studies at its 10th anniversary. 
The substantive article contributions within this Special Issue are arranged across three themes, with our first theme opening necessary space for reflecting on ‘criticality’ within CMS. This is addressed authoritatively by Joanna Tidy who begins this Special Issue by sketching the origins and contours of CMS, as she understands it rather than as a totalising account, to provide not only a useful backdrop for reflecting upon the history and emergence of the field, but as a platform from which to think critically about it now and into the future. To do this, Tidy illuminates how CMS has ‘parted company’ with its roots, as derived from various stripes of international relations, post-structuralism, and feminist antimilitarism and pacifism. Instead, Tidy suggests, CMS has evolved into a disposition that has failed to completely ‘disavow denunciation’ for war and militarism and become perhaps too comfortable with methodologies facilitating scholarship that sit in close proximity to military power. Herein lay two further deeply seated, intertwined, critiques of CMS: that denunciation of military power alone is limiting without the means through which to not merely imagine ‘alternative’ futures without military power, but to actively purse and make such future ‘alternatives’ possible. Tidy, therefore, sets the scene for not only productively holding CMS and Critical Military Studies to critical account at an important milestone in its development, but also to urge scholars to think meaningfully about what the purpose of undertaking work within this field means as we move into the next decade of its scholarship.
	Our second theme addresses conceptual thinking and begins with Priscyll Anctil Avoine and Bibi Imre-Millei providing an in-depth exploration of the concept of ‘embodiment’ as it has appeared as an ‘analytical category’ within Critical Military Studies during its first decade. Presented via a content analysis of 121 carefully selected articles from the journal, Avoine and Imre-Millei identify a persistent engagement with this concept across six themes often connected by the (re)construction of ‘military masculinities’. Following Tidy’s contribution, Avoine and Imre-Millei’s thorough literature review becomes a further platform to argue for a deeper theoretical engagement with the concept of ‘embodiment’ as informed by scholarship from outwith CMS. In addition to a more concerted focus on ‘embodiment’ as interpreted and understood from the intersectional perspectives of non-military bodies beyond the Global North (see also Foreman this issue). They also identify other opportunities that lie in exploring the lesser developed context of class (see Evans this issue) as understood through embodied militarised experiences and in pushing the epistemological boundaries of ‘embodiment’ through the use of creative methods (see also Woodward et al. this issue).
Our third and final theme moves our thinking into the contested spaces in-between that some CMS research finds itself engaged in. The cohering theme interrogated by Norma Rossi, Malte Reimann, Anna Danielsson, Sebastian Larsson, Hannah West, Sophy Antrobus and Annick T.R. Wibben is that of Private Military Education (PME). In a compilation of brief essays focused on the UK, US and Sweden, these scholars argue that PME is a space where tensions between critical academic and military-instrumental knowledge have necessarily to be navigated by instructors and students. These hybrid civilian-military classrooms, within which ‘marginalised knowledge’ circulates, may foster critical (though arguably limited) thinking eliciting informal policing. Thus, certain kinds of pedagogic knowledge production in these contexts can be seen as threatening to the militarised status quo and indeed, may even be framed as ‘disloyal’ by military actors. Nonetheless, Rossi et al. contend that  ‘working within the cracks of military institutions … offers crucial insights into how militarization functions and how it might be engaged, subverted and transformed from within.’
Next, Maya Eichler, Tammy George and Nancy Taber offer an important insight into the benefits and risks of engaging directly with critically informed work with the Canadian Armed Forces (CAF). As directors of the Canadian Department of National Defence (DND) funded Transforming Military Cultures (TMC) Network, Eichler et al.’s contribution takes us behind the scenes of their work attempting to positively inform robust and meaningful culture change at a unique moment of high-profile misconduct within the CAF. From their direct critical feminist engagement with this military entity, some of the challenges CMS researchers working in spaces of ‘inbetweeness’ can face are illuminated. These include, for example, difficulties trying to foster critical thinking by military leaders, while at the same time retaining the meaning and intention of critical concepts used during the research process, and making use of critical research for progressive, rather than operational military, purposes. Importantly, some of the work published by the TMC Network initiated a targeted backlash against them directly from right-leaning and far-right media, including online and social media, and via email. However, notwithstanding such experiences, Eichler, et al. acknowledge that despite only being able to make minor positive gains as academics from civilian universities within a military environment, they remain resolute that attempting to challenge military power from behind the fenceline, as it were, is a crucial aspect of CMS work, and will remain so as we look to the next 10 years of Critical Military Studies.
	The final substantive article from Rachel Woodward, Chloë Barker, Alice Cree, K.Neil Jenkings, Michael Mulvihill and Hannah West makes a case for using creative methodologies and methods to undertake CMS research; approaches that may be considered more ‘preliminary’ and ‘exploratory research’ in studies of military institutions (Shields 2020, 15), but are nevertheless congruent with the ‘complex and messy interpersonal qualitative encounters’ inherent in some CMS research from the outset (Basham et al. 2015, 2). In doing so, Woodward et al. return us to the discomfort of inbetweenness in critical military studies exploration by revealing that militaries, rather than existing as rigidly uncreative contexts, can and do embrace creative methodologies. However, as they make clear, creative methods are not inherently critical nor instinctively progressive, they must be deployed intentionally to challenge military power. One must therefore be cautious of how the language and practices of ‘creativity’ is invoked in military realms, for what is interpreted as ‘creative’ for the purposes of CMS research, is likely to have a different functional translation when it comes to the deployment of creative practices to achieve military objectives.
This Special Issue concludes with four Encounters pieces, three of which identify further enduring gaps in CMS knowledge and one offering some perspective on the past and what might lie ahead for the future of the subdiscipline.
First, Harriet Foreman brings the Special Issue full circle by returning our attention to existing critiques of CMS as they relate to its current capacity to centre ‘race’, racism, racialisation and (post)colonialism. Taking stock of these critiques, Foreman suggests that CMS has so far ‘failed’ to engage adequately with these issues and, as a result, is at risk of being unable to mount a successful challenge against militarism moving forward. For Foreman, the way ahead is a conceptual reconfiguration in CMS scholarship that does not merely integrate the study of ‘race’ as an additional topic, but instead intellectually grapples with, as she puts it, how ‘militarism fundamentally creates races of people and racism’ and how military power gives existence to ‘racialised hierarchies’. Foreman’s contribution helps to lay down a further marker for this evident gap in CMS knowledge, one that inadvertently implicates a failing of this Special Issue to bring any substantive articles forward - from the widely advertised call for papers - that squarely deal with the enduring problems she and others raise.
Next, Daniel Evans brings our attention to a crucial but largely overlooked framework for analysis within CMS: the perspective of social class as it relates to military contexts. As Evans points out, although an idea that is not absent in the awareness of CMS scholarship, with few exceptions it is rare to find a critical analysis of militaries and militarisms which takes social class as its main reference point. Offering several reflections on what such an analysis might look like as part of future scholarship within CMS, Evans’ contribution advocates for a class-based analysis of military things as a scholarly and political endeavour; one that is needed to help grapple with military values as they are increasingly reproduced at scale, from the geopolitical to our domestic social relations.
Following this, as Liam Markey points out, the underanalysis of the digital in CMS has served to sanitise war through suppressing or misrepresenting those perspectives considered to be ‘deviant’ that circulate throughout numerous social media platforms. Largely overlooked in the CMS canon are digital spaces open to marginal or, read through the lens of the military status quo, anti-militarist narratives. Based on his doctoral work tracing the commemorative practices of ‘military victimhood’ since 1918, Markey shows how war and its protagonists have been glorified. Advancing CMS’ core agenda of challenging and resisting military power is the need for CMS to broaden its purview into the digital arena through greater cognizance of those voices that question prevailing militarised narratives, a move that also speaks to the contemporary period of military resurgence.
Finally, as one of three authors[endnoteRef:7] to have contributed to both the first and 10th anniversary editions of Critical Military Studies, Cynthia Enloe concludes this Special Issue in conversation with Daniel Conway. Within this final contribution we are offered Enloe’s perspective on her own intellectual ‘encounter’ with studying militaries and militarisms throughout a distinguished career. In a conversation spanning the past to the present, Enloe raises pertinent questions for how feminist analysis might enable us to continue thinking critically about ongoing contemporary war and conflict, bringing the Special Issue to a close with some brief reflections on what she believes to be the priorities for those engaged in CMS scholarship. [7:  This includes Rachel Woodward and K. Neil Jenkings.] 

Taking the opportunity to reflect upon the core imperatives of Critical Military Studies – the call to problematise, to critique, and denaturalise military power – feels particularly salient at the moment of this Special Issue’s publication. In the context of the enduring Russia perpetrated war in Ukraine following invasion during 2022, of genocide in Gaza (Goldberg 2024; Shaw 2024; United Nations Independent International Commission of Inquiry 2025), Sudan (Hagan and Rymond-Richmond 2012; de Waal 2025), Myanmar (Green et al. 2015; 2018) and beyond (Genocide Watch 2024), the ongoing perpetration of widespread conflict-related sexual violence (Office of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General on Sexual Violence in Conflict 2025), and the massification of arms, defence and security industries globally (Campaign Against the Arms Trade 2025), it is vitally important that the central place and ‘ascendancy’ (Mills 1956, 198-224) of military power in our world remains open to unsparing critique. The interdisciplinary outlook of CMS and the journal Critical Military Studies has a scholarly role in holding such focus on military power as an enduring social, geopolitical, economic, and humanitarian crisis.
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