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ABSTRACT We argue that war as a phenomenon deserves more focused attention in manage-
ment. First, we highlight why war is an important and relevant area of  inquiry for manage-
ment scholars. We then integrate scattered conversations on war in management studies into a 
framework structured around three building blocks – (a) the nature of  war from an organiza-
tional viewpoint, (b) the actors involved in war and (c) war’s contextual factors. This framework 
provides a roadmap to identify pressing questions that management scholars can address, thus 
laying the foundations of  a programmatic theory for analysing war as a specific area of  inquiry. 
We especially emphasize the recursive relationship between war and management theory, dem-
onstrating how they can mutually inform each other. Finally, we highlight empirical challenges 
and offer specific recommendations to guide future management research on war. Aiming to 
stimulate a new scholarly conversation, this paper contributes to establishing a forward- looking 
research agenda that can help management scholars problematize key issues in the analysis of  
war.

Keywords: grand challenge, programmatic theory, research agenda, war

INTRODUCTION

Wars, broadly defined as ‘armed fighting between two or more countries or groups’ 
(Cambridge Dictionary), have existed since the beginning of  human history. In War 
Before Civilization, the cultural anthropologist Keeley (1997) estimated that more than 
90% of  known societies throughout history have engaged in at least occasional warfare, 
and many have fought constantly. According to the Uppsala Conflict Data Program 
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(UCDP), in 2023, there were 59 active state- based armed conflicts worldwide, the 
highest number recorded since the Second World War (Davies et al., 2024). Currently, 
there are ongoing wars in various parts of  the world, including the Russo–Ukrainian 
War, the Israel–Hamas War, and the Sudanese Civil War. Over the centuries, such 
wars as the Crusades (1096–1291), the Thirty Years’ War (1618–1648), the Second 
World War (1939–1945) and the Vietnam War (1955–1975) have significantly shaped 
the course of  history, leading to the rise and downfall of  political regimes, as well as 
genocides, major migration waves, and the establishment of  and changes in national 
borders (MacMillan, 2020). Due to their widespread occurrence and significant short-  
and long- term socioeconomic consequences, wars represent a prime case of  complex 
problems that demand urgent attention and effective solutions.

Although war and the military have profoundly impacted the intellectual foundations 
of  management (George, 1968), war has not been extensively explored in the manage-
ment literature. This neglect is noteworthy because, first, war can have far- reaching 
organizational implications, resulting in significant uncertainties and disruptions in the 
business context (Devinney et al., 2023; Eden, 2024). These implications can include 
the destruction or closure of  companies (Cornwell et al., 2023), the disruption of  supply 
chains (Srai et al., 2023), the activation of  economic sanctions (Gaur et al., 2023), and 
price increases in key input factors. Second, war itself  is a highly organized affair in-
volving well- coordinated national armies and non- state armed groups. Furthermore, the 
outbreak and progression of  wars are significantly shaped by the interests and decisions 
of  distinct organizational actors, such as multinational enterprises (Dai et al., 2023), hu-
manitarian agencies (Rauch and Ansari, 2025), private military companies (Baum and 
McGahan, 2013) and defence contractors (Kim, 2019). Given this intimate relationship 
between war and organizational issues, we argue that it is critical to bring war to the 
forefront of  the management agenda. This argument echoes recent calls – in particu-
lar, in the Journal of  Management Studies (Healey et al., 2023; Wickert et al., 2021) – to 
pay more attention to phenomenon- driven research on key societal problems. Aiming to 
stimulate a new scholarly conversation, we adopt a phenomenon- based approach (Fisher 
et al., 2021; Lumineau et al., 2025) to ‘capture, describe and document, as well as con-
ceptualise [war as] a phenomenon so that appropriate theorising and the development 
of  research designs can proceed’ (von Krogh et al., 2012, p. 278).

We first highlight why management scholars should consider war an important and 
relevant phenomenon and discuss research opportunities from a management perspec-
tive. In doing so, we emphasize the recursive relationship between war as a phenomenon 
of  inquiry and management theory and explore how they can mutually inform each 
other. Second, we develop an integrative framework that organizes and connects the 
scattered conversations on war in management studies. This framework is structured 
around three building blocks – (a) the nature of  war from an organizational viewpoint, (b) 
the actors in war and (c) the context of  war – to analyse war as a specific phenomenon of  in-
quiry in management. Third, we provide directions for research in management around 
these three building blocks and outline a roadmap to identify both pressing questions 
that management scholars can address by drawing on existing management theories and 
opportunities to build new or extend existing theories. Finally, we identify challenges and 
provide recommendations to guide future management research on war.
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This paper thus makes three key contributions. First, we direct our attention to an 
important and relatively unexplored phenomenon in management studies – war – and 
elaborate on its fundamental interplay with organizational issues. Second, we advance 
a coherent framework that integrates existing conversations and serves as a roadmap 
for scientific discovery, laying the groundwork for a programmatic theory (Cronin 
et al., 2021; Lakatos, 1968) to analyse war as a distinct area of  inquiry in management 
research. Specifically, by revealing a wealth of  research possibilities and identifying the 
most pressing questions, we establish a forward- looking research agenda that can help 
management scholars problematize key issues in their analysis of  war. Third, we extend 
this discussion of  theoretical opportunities by analysing empirical and ethical chal-
lenges in order to provide guidance for future research on war in management studies.

THE VALUE OF A MANAGEMENT PERSPECTIVE ON WAR

Management Scholars’ Mission to Understand and Tackle Grand 
Societal Challenges

Analysing war in management research is crucial, as highlighted by calls to address signifi-
cant societal issues beyond the traditional contexts of  management (Wickert et al., 2021). 
As George et al. (2016) note, scholars have a moral imperative to guide business leaders 
in tackling persistent global challenges. Wars, which affect millions of  people across the 
world and both pose immediate threats and give rise to long- term socio- economic con-
sequences,[1] are among these critical societal issues. By deepening our understanding of  
war’s complexities, management scholars can conduct impactful research that benefits 
both the academic community and various stakeholders, from students to policymak-
ers, thereby enhancing the connection between scientific research and organizational 
realities.

The Dual Pathways of  Studying War in Management Research

Studying war within the context of  management research offers valuable insights via 
two primary approaches (see Figure 1): (1) phenomenon- based research (theory application)  
and (2) phenomenon- based theorizing (theory generation).

Phenomenon- based research ‘prioritizes achieving a deeper, more nuanced under-
standing of  the phenomenon itself ’ (Lumineau et al., 2025, p. 506). With the concep-
tual tools to understand ‘how meanings, actions, and arrangements are constructed, 
perpetuated, and change across complex settings’ (Howard- Grenville et al., 2019,  
p. 3), management scholars are well equipped to provide insights into the nature and 
complexities of  significant societal challenges (Gümüsay et al., 2022; Wickert, 2024), 
including wars. Indeed, war itself  is organized and managed, involving the complex 
interaction of  different organizations, and thus poses questions innately relevant to 
management and organization studies. By further integrating management perspec-
tives into the study of  war, we cannot only explain how wars affect organizations 
but also gain a deeper understanding of  war’s underlying organizational, strategic, 
operational and human dynamics.[2]

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.13213 by Fabrice L
um

ineau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



4 F. Lumineau and A. Keller

© 2025 The Author(s). Journal of  Management Studies published by Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies 
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Phenomenon- based theorizing, meanwhile, involves ‘advancing […] theories to ac-
count for the observed phenomenon’ (Fisher et al., 2021, p. 631). Management scholars 
can then develop theory on war or leveraging it as a revelatory context to generate 
theoretical insights into broader organizational issues. The revelatory nature of  war can 
stimulate ‘new ways of  seeing’ (Nadkarni et al., 2018) and become a sensitizing device 
by detecting anomalies not explained by existing theories (Siggelkow, 2007). Thus, the 
study of  war can help management scholars generate new research questions and build 
new theories or extend and refine existing ones (Alvesson and Sandberg, 2011). War 
creates an extreme and high- stakes environment that places organizations under signif-
icant pressure and uncertainty. In the relevance of  context theorizing (Bamberger and 
Pratt, 2010; Johns, 2006), war can be particularly insightful, presenting certain man-
agerial issues and dynamics in a more salient and transparent way than conventional 
settings (Hällgren et al., 2018). For instance, Hersey and Blanchard’s (1969) situational 
leadership theory emerged from observing military leaders adapting their leadership 
style to changing circumstances on the battlefield and the competence of  their subor-
dinates. Similarly, Janis’s (1972) analysis of  the attack on Pearl Harbour and the Bay of  
Pigs invasion led to his theory of  groupthink regarding dysfunctional decision- making 
under stress. In the next sections, we therefore discuss not only how management theory 
can inform the understanding of  war but also how the study of  war can inform man-
agement theory.

Historical Connection between War and Management Practice  
and Theory

A third reason for management scholars to study war is that many aspects of  manage-
ment practice, particularly in the areas of  organizational design, leadership, logistics and 

Figure 1. The dual pathways for studying war in management research.
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strategic planning, have their roots in the military and the conduct of  war (Soeters, 2020). 
Fundamental organizing principles, like the line organization with a clear chain of  com-
mand and standard operating procedures, originated in military contexts before being 
adopted by civilian firms. The Roman army utilized a structured hierarchical system 
with defined roles and responsibilities, while military logistics practices, including de-
mand forecasting and route planning, pre- dated modern supply chain management. 
Several other characteristics of  contemporary organizations, such as assessment centres, 
occupational clothing and empowerment, first saw use in the military (George, 1968; 
Witzel, 2017).

Moreover, management as an intellectual discipline has a long- standing historical 
connection to war and the military (Augier et al., 2014). Ghemawat (2002, p. 39) notes 
that the organizational challenges of  World War II and the allocation of  ‘scare re-
sources across the entire economy in wartime led to many innovations in management 
science.’ One of  the most influential works on strategy, a term derived from the Greek 
στρατηγία, or the art of  planning and directing military operations and actions, is Sun 
Tzu’s The Art of  War (5th century BC/1963), which discusses principles and tactics for 
effective warfare, including the analysis of  strengths and weaknesses, timing, decep-
tion and the use of  surprise attacks. Likewise, On War by the Prussian military theorist 
Carl von Clausewitz (1832/2008) has markedly shaped the field of  management, and 
in particular strategy (Kornberger, 2013; Kornberger and Engberg- Pedersen, 2021), 
highlighting, for example, the immense uncertainty and complexity that decision 
makers face in the ‘fog of  war’.

ANALYSING WAR FROM A MANAGEMENT VIEWPOINT

Given its far- reaching repercussions, war is an established and widely researched topic 
across various social science disciplines (see the Online Appendix S1 for an overview). 
Each scholarly discipline takes a unique approach to the subject, reflecting its specific 
epistemic interests. For instance, political scientists examine the roles of  political leaders, 
governments and international institutions in preventing and resolving armed conflicts, 
focusing on the causes of  war, diplomatic strategies and the conditions of  peace (e.g., 
Levy, 1998). Economists study the costs, benefits and economic drivers of  war, such as 
how wealth disparities and competition for resources contribute to armed conflict, as well 
as its short-  and long- term economic consequences, including its impact on international 
trade, employment and economic growth (e.g., Glick and Taylor, 2010). Sociologists, in 
turn, focus on the social causes and consequences of  war, examining how inequality, eth-
nicity and social movements shape the likelihood of  violent conflict and studying war’s 
impact in terms of  displacement, changes in cultural values and post- war career patterns 
(e.g., Modell and Haggerty, 1991). However, while these social sciences have generated 
significant insights, they have not paid much direct attention to the management and 
organizational aspects of  war. Note that this does not imply we should disregard the con-
tributions of  other scholarly disciplines; on the contrary, we actively encourage manage-
ment scholars to engage in interdisciplinary research, drawing on knowledge from other 
fields to analyse management- related issues in the context of  war.
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Despite the historical connection between war and management and increasing calls 
for a systematic inquiry into the topic (e.g., Cummings, 2022; Havrylyshyn et al., 2024; 
Meyer and Quattrone, 2023; Rouleau, 2023), management research has thus far paid 
somewhat limited attention to war, and existing research – ranging among such diverse 
areas as business ethics (e.g., Alzola, 2011), business history (e.g., Scherner et al., 2014), 
entrepreneurship (e.g., Salvi et al., 2025) strategic management (e.g., Pavićević and 
Keil, 2025), international business studies (e.g., Dai et al., 2013), organizational theory 
(e.g., Rauch, 2025), and operations and supply chain management (e.g., Jola- Sanchez 
et al., 2016) – remains largely fragmented.

To integrate the scattered conversations on war in management studies into a co-
herent body of  knowledge, and to provide a systematic roadmap for future research, 
we develop an integrative framework, organized around three building blocks: (a) the 
nature of  war from an organizational viewpoint, (b) the actors in war and (c) the con-
text of  war (see Figure 2). These conceptual pillars are informed by Whetten’s (1989)  
suggestions on how to develop phenomenological theory. Taken together, the nature 
(i.e., what and why?), the actors (i.e., who?) and the context (i.e., when, where and 
how?) cover the key facets of  an analysis of  war as a specific area of  inquiry in man-
agement studies.

In the following subsections, we first develop specific directions for future research re-
lated to each of  these three building blocks (Directions #1, #2 and #3) and then discuss 
research opportunities that connect them (Directions #4, #5 and #6). Echoing calls for 
a phenomenon- based approach (Fisher et al., 2021; Lumineau et al., 2025), we link the 
phenomenon of  war with theories and perspectives, showing how management scholar-
ship can both uniquely contribute and generate valuable insights. Our framework thus 

Figure 2. An integrative framework for studying war in management studies.

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.13213 by Fabrice L
um

ineau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



7War as a Phenomenon of  Inquiry in Management Studies

© 2025 The Author(s). Journal of  Management Studies published by Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies 
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

enables a systematic analysis of  war as a phenomenon of  inquiry, laying the groundwork 
for further investigation within the field. While certainly not exhaustive, our illustrative 
directions aim to inspire further research.

Direction #1: The Nature of  War

Rather than analysing the precise nature of  war, existing management research tends 
to use umbrella terms such as ‘violent conflict,’ which ‘may include war, revolution, 
rebellion, insurgency, and sustained campaigns of  violence and terrorism’ (Oh and 
Oetzel, 2017, p. 715), or simply distinguish ‘war’ from other forms of  political vi-
olence, such as terrorism and organized crime (e.g., Dai et al., 2017). Furthermore, 
such research generally portrays war as a harmful and threatening crisis situation that 
represents an extreme context for the actors involved (Hällgren et al., 2018). In one of  
the relatively few detailed accounts of  war in the management literature, de Rond and 
Lok (2016) describe it as a situation where people encounter meaninglessness, immo-
rality and/or abnormality in their work. Drawing on insights from an ethnography of  
a military medical team in Afghanistan (see also de Rond, 2017), the authors investi-
gate how exposure to brutality and suffering in war zones invokes distinct emotional 
reactions and how the specific adverse environment shapes psychological injury from 
war. Other studies on war in management take a longer- term view focusing on its last-
ing effects, such as how the traumatic experience of  war becomes inscribed in institu-
tions (Klüppel et al., 2018) and instils enduring social values in a country’s collective 
memory, such as suspicion and feelings of  hostility toward the former opponent. For 
example, Li et al. (2020) examine the impact of  prior country- dyadic military conflicts 
on the performance of  and reactions to cross- border acquisitions and the occurrence 
of  intergroup conflict between merging firms. Another exemplary paper on the long- 
term consequences of  war is Koch- Bayram and Wernicke’s (2018) study showing that 
CEOs who served in the US military during a war are less likely to engage in fraudu-
lent financial reporting in their post- war careers due to enduring identity- based belief  
in honour, loyalty and integrity (Pavićević and Keil, 2025). Overall, existing manage-
ment research views war primarily as disruption that significantly alters the status quo 
and leads to an unstable period of  uncertainty and change or as a decisive historical 
event with persistent and long- lasting effects, without directly examining its unique 
features and organizational characteristics.

Moving away from the broad definition presented in the introduction and from the 
legal and political aspects of  war,[3] in this section we discuss how to analyse the nature 
of  war from an organizational viewpoint. Clarifying the construct of  war in relation to 
organizational issues provides the community with common terminology to precisely 
articulate underlying ideas (Podsakoff  et al., 2016; Suddaby, 2010). In addition, a clearly 
defined construct of  war as it relates to organizational issues can help accurately capture 
its fundamental features while facilitating easier operationalization and empirical inves-
tigation (Schwab, 1980).

While existing management research on conflict (Lewicki et al., 1992; Lumineau 
et al., 2015), as well as that on crises and disruptions (Bundy et al., 2017; Williams 
et al., 2017), offers a valuable foundation, we argue that the distinct characteristics of  
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war merit more focused attention within the field. A war is an intense armed conflict 
between two or more social entities (Oberschall, 1978), generally characterized by 
acute violence, destruction and mortality using regular or irregular military forces. 
It is ‘a clash between major interests, which is resolved by bloodshed’ (Clausewitz, 
1832/2008, p. 83). Wars are characterized not only by considerable magnitude but 
also typically by the duration of  the hostilities (e.g., the Reconquista, a war fought 
between the Catholic Spanish Empire and the Moors, spanned over 781 years, from 
711 to 1492); this is in contrast to isolated acts of  violence such as terrorist attacks, 
for example, 9/11 (Mainiero and Gibson, 2003). Hence, wars entail a high degree of  
uncertainty; tend to affect large populations beyond the boundaries of  a single orga-
nization or community; and fundamentally alter economic, social and institutional 
environments. Unlike mundane business problems, most organizations have little or 
no experience in dealing with war (Weick and Sutcliffe, 2015; Wenzel et al., 2021). In 
terms of  the three criteria that Morgeson et al. (2015) used to analyse an event, wars 
tend to be simultaneously (1) highly novel, as they represent a break in expectations and 
are largely unanticipated and non- routine (Bechky and Okhuysen, 2011); (2) highly 
disruptive, as they reflect a critical discontinuity in the environment (Hoffman and 
Ocasio, 2001); and (3) highly critical, as they are ‘important, essential, or a priority’ 
to the actors (Morgeson and DeRue, 2006, p. 273) and often a matter of  life or death.

War is also characterized by the intentional use of  violence. However, in contrast to 
mundane, everyday violence, such as murder or robbery, which typically revolves around 
personal concerns, war involves organized violence. Specifically, war entails planned and 
coordinated collective efforts using hostility to compel one’s opponent to submit to one’s will 
(Clausewitz, 1832/2008). In contrast to crime, wars are conducted in the name of  a politi-
cal unit and are typically waged to achieve a higher goal or purpose, such as the cession of  
territory (e.g., the Roman Conquest of  Britain, AD 43–84), the appropriation of  valuable 
resources (e.g., the Opium Wars between China and Britain, 1839–1842 and 1856–1860), 
the overthrow of  a hostile political regime (e.g., the War in Afghanistan, 2001–2021) or 
the enforcement of  certain ideological values (e.g., the Crusades in the Middle Ages). As 
Clausewitz (1832/2008) famously noted, war can therefore be regarded as the continuation 
of  politics by other means.

Moreover, despite the tremendous suffering and adverse effects that wars bring about, 
they are characterized by inherent ambivalence. For the parties initiating a war, there is 
a sense that, no matter how brutal and destructive, this war is justified and necessary. In 
contrast to the notion of  grand challenges that represent significant and persistent societal 
problems (e.g., climate change and poverty), war may be seen as a necessary evil serving a 
higher purpose. The ‘just war theory’ (Walzer, 1977) posits that under certain conditions, 
war is morally defensible; that is, there are legitimate reasons for waging war. For example, a 
country may initiate a war to defend itself  against an invading force or to protect its citizens 
from harm, as in the case of  the British military operation in 1982 to retake the Falkland 
Islands after the Argentinian invasion, which Great Britain perceived as a threat to its sov-
ereignty. Military interventions can also be launched to halt ongoing genocide and promote 
democracy and human rights. Hence, paradoxically, under certain circumstances, war may 
represent an unavoidable means of  addressing the grand challenge of  establishing peace, 
justice and strong institutions in the world.
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Furthermore, war represents an interactive and conflictual physical confrontation be-
tween two or more parties in which each aims to morally and physically destroy its opposi-
tion or to weaken it to the point where it can no longer impose its will. Thus, war involves 
social, interactive and human components and has a manageable and controllable dimen-
sion. A war can end if  all parties desire to do so or if  a greater power compels the warring 
parties to stop fighting. This situation again differs from other types of  crisis and disruption 
traditionally studied in management (Bundy et al., 2017; Gregg et al., 2022), such as the 
Challenger and Columbia space shuttle disasters (Starbuck and Farjoun, 2005; Starbuck and 
Milliken, 1988); the nuclear meltdowns in Chernobyl and Fukushima (Hindmarsh, 2013; 
Min, 2024); natural catastrophes, including floods, hurricanes or earthquakes (Sanchez 
et al., 1995; Weick, 2022); and plagues, such as the COVID- 19 pandemic (Muzio and 
Doh, 2021; Roulet and Bothello, 2023). Thus, while the current management literature 
offers valuable pathways into understanding the nature and organizational implications of  
war, the analysis of  war also provides opportunities to build and extend theory. For example, 
war, as an extreme and prolonged crisis, pushes the boundaries of  the crisis and disruption 
literature by introducing sustained uncertainty and intentional adversarial threats. Unlike 
short- term crises, war creates continuous disruption, requiring decision- makers to deal with 
a series of  surprises and unexpected events (Ehrig and Foss, 2022; Weick and Sutcliffe, 2015), 
as well as theories that address long- term resilience and adaptability.

In summary, we propose that war differs from other topics in the management liter-
ature due to (1) its high level of  novelty, disruption and criticality; (2) its intentional use 
of  organized violence to achieve a higher goal; (3) its intrinsic ambivalence; and (4) its 
relational and manageable dimension.

Direction #2: The Actors in War

Given the magnitude of  armed conflicts, the war ecosystem typically comprises a broad 
variety of  different actors who are involved in or affected by a given war.

States and the military. Wars are often defined as hostile armed conflicts ‘between states’ 
(e.g., Merriam- Webster Dictionary). States and their armed forces are therefore the 
central actors in wars. As centralized political organizations, states are often characterized 
by their monopoly over the legitimate use of  violence (Weber, 1922/2019). Military 
efforts are supported by national militaries, highly organized forces intended primarily 
for conducting warfare. Various studies in management analyse military organizations 
and how they operate in times of  war or in preparation for it. For example, Fraher 
et al. (2017) explore how US Navy SEAL commandos develop and sustain a capacity for 
‘mindfulness in action’ despite the unpredictability of  their operating environment and the 
danger inherent in their work. Relatedly, drawing on insights from an ethnographic field 
study of  combat brigades, DiBenigno (2018) investigates conflicts between professional 
groups to achieve mission- readiness and soldier well- being. Other classic examples of  
this stream of  research include studies by Weick and Roberts (1993) and Bierly and 
Spender (1995) that analyse coordination patterns during flight deck operations on a 
military aircraft carrier and the role of  cultural norms in the organization of  a nuclear 
submarine, respectively.
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Non- state military organizations. States may be the central actors involved, yet many wars not 
only are fought between national armies but also involve non- state armed groups (e.g., 
Hezbollah, Hamas, Boko Haram and al- Qaeda) that actively use violence, including 
kidnapping, bombings and cyber- attacks, to achieve their goals. These organized armed 
groups tend to operate independently of  national governments and the formal military 
structures of  states, thus challenging the state’s monopoly on violence and deviating from 
the traditional Westphalian sovereignty system of  nation- states. Militias, terrorist groups, 
drug cartels, pirates and gangs fall into this category, with some exhibiting structural 
similarities to traditional state armed forces, while others operate as decentralized 
networks with fluid organizational boundaries.

Private military companies (PMCs), which constitute a particular subgroup of  non- state 
military organizations, have gained increasing importance in modern conflicts (Baum 
and McGahan, 2013; Singer, 2003). Supplementing conventional military and security 
forces already serving governments, PMCs, such as the Wagner Group, Constellis and 
Academi (formerly Blackwater), provide armed combat or security services for payment. 
Private firms and non- governmental organizations can also employ PMCs to conduct 
security training, escort supply convoys and provide protection for company premises in 
war- riddled areas.

Other private firms. Other private organizations are also critical actors in war. First, various 
defence contractors have close business relations with the military and may profit from 
war (Kim, 2019; Sadri et al., 2023; Vergne, 2012). The term ‘military- industrial complex’ 
refers to the mutually reinforcing relationship of  the defence industry with a country’s 
military, its related government departments and even politicians. The largest private 
arms manufacturers in the world include Lockheed Martin Corp., Boeing and Northrop 
Grumman Corp. Large food service and facility management companies, such as Elior, 
Aramark and Sodexo, are also important military contractors. Furthermore, most major 
management consultancies, such as Booz Allen Hamilton, McKinsey and BCG, have 
specialized departments that provide specific advisory services in the field of  defence.

Second, ordinary businesses can be involved in and affected by militarized conflicts. 
As suggested by prior research, wars significantly affect the business operations of  both 
local firms (e.g., Hiatt and Sine, 2014; Jahanshahi et al., 2020; Sytch and Dukach, 2023) 
and multinational enterprises, including their subsidiaries operating directly in conflict- 
affected areas (e.g., Dai et al., 2013, 2017, 2023; Oh and Oetzel, 2017). In particular, 
research in international business has examined the roles of  multinational enterprises 
and how wars impact their structures and (market entry and exit) strategies (e.g., Albino- 
Pimentel et al., 2021; Oetzel and Getz, 2012; Thams and Dau, 2023; Williams and 
Steriu, 2022; Witte et al., 2017; Wu et al., 2024). Dai et al. (2017), for example, found 
that when a war breaks out in a host country, otherwise highly valuable locations and re-
sources can become sources of  vulnerability and prompt the early withdrawal of  foreign 
multinational enterprises. Oh and Oetzel (2017) further show that experiential knowl-
edge about operating in conflict- affected environments is highly context- specific, and 
therefore difficult to leverage to other countries, while Oetzel and Getz (2012) observe 
that local stakeholder pressure (e.g., employees’ fear of  physical attacks) spurs firms to en-
gage in conflict resolution and peacemaking, whereas international stakeholder pressure 
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is associated with indirect responses, such as collaboration with NGOs. In addition to 
direct exposure, firms can also be more indirectly affected by war through supply chain 
disruptions, market instability, political sanctions and war- related social movements. 
During the Vietnam War, for example, the Dow Chemical Company faced intense pro-
tests for supplying the US military with napalm. While in most cases, private firms suffer 
either directly or indirectly from the consequences of  war, some firms may play an active 
role by deliberately fomenting conflict or collaborating with warring parties for personal 
gain. For example, the French firm Lafarge conspired with the Islamic State to keep 
running its production plant during the Syrian Civil War (Belhoste and Nivet, 2021) and 
the Standard Fruit Company (now Dole PLC) and the United Fruit Company financed 
guerrilla fighters and presidential campaigns during the Banana Wars in Latin America 
in the early 1900s.

International and non- governmental organizations. Transnational and intergovernmental 
organizations have become increasingly influential in modern military conflicts and 
their resolution. The United Nations (UN), the World Bank and the Organization for 
Security and Co- operation in Europe (OSCE) are notable organizations involved at this 
level. The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) coordinates 
international efforts to resolve global refugee problems, which are often directly or 
indirectly related to war. International military alliances, such as the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO), the Association of  Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) 
and the Arab League, also play a decisive role in many military conflicts. NGOs, 
including Doctors Without Borders, the International Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Movement, Amnesty International and Oxfam International, provide humanitarian 
aid in the form of  food and medical supplies, as well as demining in war zones.

Civilians. Civilians are arguably the main victims of  armed conflict, as wars 
destroy communities and families and disrupt social and economic life (Eck and 
Hultman, 2007). Combatants often strategically target civilians, putting them at risk 
of  rape or imprisonment during and after a war. However, civilians can also play an 
active role if  they collaborate with the enemy or become partisans by joining resistance 
movements. War can also affect groups of  people (far) beyond the battlefield. Civilians 
may have family members in war zones or may face travel restrictions, refugee flows 
(Guo et al., 2020; Pawlak, 2022) and economic consequences, such as shortages of  or 
price increases in certain key products. In addition to these major groups of  actors, 
other stakeholders in a war ecosystem include media and press agencies, journalists, 
civil rights movements, activist organizations and veterans.

Management scholars are particularly well positioned to leverage their expertise to 
analyse this complex network of  actors involved in or affected by war. For instance, 
they can leverage stakeholder theory (Freeman et al., 2010) to illuminate the diverse 
effects of  war on different actors. In a wartime context, organizations may find it 
challenging to allocate attention and resources in ways that balance the demands of  
the war effort with the often opposing needs of  other important stakeholders. For ex-
ample, during the Iraq War, companies such as Halliburton, which provided extensive 
support services to the US military, had to balance the reaping of  economic benefits 
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with concerns about adverse effects on the firm’s public reputation, as well as human 
rights abuses and other ethical issues. More broadly, understanding these intricate 
dynamics in the theatre of  war can enhance our comprehension of  how organizations 
navigate competing interests and diverse stakeholder expectations. Vergne’s (2012) 
and Sadri et al.’s (2023) studies of  social evaluation processes and the economic penal-
ties of  stigmatization in the global arms industry illustrate how the study of  war actors 
can inform the literature on organizational stigma.

The study of  the diverse ecosystem of  war actors, including their respective interests, 
interactions and stakes, offers management scholars a range of  further opportunities to de-
velop or refine theories. Institutional theory (Scott, 1995) is particularly valuable for explor-
ing the emergence of  new types of  actors and organizational forms, such as ‘interstitial 
organizations’ (Bátora, 2023; Villani and Phillips, 2021), which form and operate at the 
margins or boundaries of  established social, economic or political systems (Furnari, 2014). 
By applying an institutional lens, management scholars can gain fresh insight into how these 
organizations often emerge in response to inadequacies or gaps in existing systems and are 
characterized by their ability to operate in a space that existing institutions do not fully 
regulate or define (Khanna and Palepu, 1997). Future research could also examine how 
the traditional institutional environment of  nation- states and their armed forces is being 
challenged by the emergence of  non- state military organizations. Private military organiza-
tions, for example, combine the rules, resources and practices of  traditional state militaries 
with private market solutions. Further research on these war actors can extend our under-
standing of  new forms of  public–private partnership with their own institutional logic and 
governance forms (George et al., 2024). In addition, the involvement of  international and 
non- governmental organizations in war reflects the increasing interrelation of  global institu-
tions and the blurring of  boundaries between state and non- state actors. By studying these 
dynamics, scholars can extend their theoretical understanding of  institutional change and 
the evolving relationships between traditional and emerging organizational forms in com-
plex and contested environments.

Direction #3: The Context of  War

The context of  war refers to the various factors and circumstances that surround a particu-
lar military conflict, shaping its meaning, interpretation and significance. Understanding 
the context of  war involves examining various aspects thereof, including the physical 
space and place, temporal factors, the socio- economic context, legal dimensions and 
technological and material elements.

Physical space and place refer to a war’s location and environment. Geographical 
features, such as mountains, deserts or coastlines, can significantly impact military strat-
egy and tactics. For example, mountainous terrain may favour defensive positions, while 
coastal areas may facilitate naval operations. The physical context also includes critical 
infrastructure, such as railroads or harbour facilities, which plays a vital role in moving 
troops and supplies during a war. In the Soviet- Afghan War (1979–1989), the lack of  
adequate transportation networks and communications infrastructure in Afghanistan’s 
rugged terrain significantly challenged the Soviet military’s ability to effectively deploy 
and coordinate its forces, ultimately contributing to its defeat. Additionally, climate and 
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weather conditions can affect logistical considerations, military operations and com-
batants’ commitment and morale. Understanding the physical context is important for 
management scholars analysing war because it opens avenues for studying how organi-
zations in conflict zones adapt to environmental challenges, optimize resource allocation 
and develop effective strategies to navigate the complexities of  different terrains and 
climates.

Temporal aspects, including the timing, speed and duration of  a violent conflict, 
play a crucial role in understanding the context and dynamics of  war. Management 
scholars can examine ‘war as an event’ (Eden, 2024), that is, as a disruptive, exog-
enous shock with far- reaching consequences, to provide insight into the immediate 
challenges and response activities in the face of  war (e.g., Ciravegna et al., 2023; Dai 
et al., 2017, 2023). In contrast, the study of  ‘war as a process’ facilitates an under-
standing of  how wars emerge, change and unfold over time (Williams et al., 2017), 
shedding light on the environments conducive to war, the complex social dynamics 
that promote it, the different developmental stages involved (including the underlying 
causal regimes and drivers) and its long- term effects (Klüppel et al., 2018). Thus, this 
perspective focuses attention on the historical context, including previous wars, the 
social embeddedness of  ethnic conflicts and other critical temporal dynamics, such as 
shifts in power structures and the timing of  engagements.

Societal and cultural aspects of  war are also vital components of  contextual analysis. 
War profoundly affects societies and cultures (MacMillan, 2020), for example, by shaping 
political institutions and instilling collective memories and beliefs. These effects, in turn, 
can impact the perceptions, motivations and behaviour of  both soldiers and civilians, 
ultimately determining the conduct, outcome and aftermath of  a war. In addition, the 
media, public opinion and propaganda can significantly affect the course of  a war, as 
illustrated by the media coverage of  the sinking of  the USS Maine in 1898 (‘Remember 
the Maine! To hell with Spain!’), which was blamed on Spain, sparking a public outcry 
and contributing to the outbreak of  the Spanish- American War.

In addition, economic considerations are essential in the context of  war, as they can 
not only provide an occasion for armed conflict but also significantly influence a bel-
ligerent’s ability to sustain it. Factors such as resource availability, trade relationships 
and financial capabilities play critical roles in determining an actor’s ability to wage 
and sustain war. For example, in the Gulf  War (1990–1991), the economic strain of  
sanctions and war costs rapidly depleted Iraq’s finances, undermining its ability to 
finance its military and maintain public support and ultimately contributing to its col-
lapse. The economic context of  war also includes its impact on the overall economies 
of  the participating actors, encompassing consequences such as inflation, economic 
disparities, loss of  infrastructure and shifts in labour force priorities.

The legal dimensions of  war are also critical contextual factors. International law, 
such as the Geneva Conventions, the United Nations Charter and the laws of  armed 
conflict, provides important frameworks that govern the conditions for initiating war, 
the conduct of  hostilities, the prohibition of  certain weapons, and the protection of  
civilians and combatants. Compliance with or violations of  these laws can significantly 
impact the legitimacy of  a war, public opinion about it and the prosecution of  war 
crimes. Moreover, ethical considerations, such as the just war theory (Walzer, 1977), 
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the principles of  proportionality and necessity, and the moral responsibility of  sol-
diers and commanders, can also influence the conduct and outcome of  war.

Technological and material aspects are also critical contextual factors in warfare. 
Advances in science and technology and the availability of  new types of  weapons pro-
foundly affect military capabilities, operational tactics and the overall conduct of  war. 
Technological developments, from gunpowder, radar, rocketry and nuclear bombs in 
the past to cyberwarfare, unmanned systems and precision- guided weaponry in the con-
temporary era (Coker, 2015; Lindee, 2020), have profoundly affected the nature and 
strategic implications of  warfare. In exploring how drone operations have revolution-
ized contemporary warfare and how this emerging technology is disrupting the meaning 
and morality of  the work undertaken by military personnel, for example, Rauch and 
Ansari (2022) illuminate the critical role of  technological advances in shaping the con-
duct of  war.

These contextual factors are interrelated and influence each other, shaping the course 
and outcome of  a war. Management scholars can thus use their expertise in, for example, 
contingency theory (Donaldson, 2001), which posits that the effectiveness of  organiza-
tional structures and strategies is contingent upon various external and internal factors, 
to examine how different contextual conditions affect organizational behaviour during 
war. In addition, war disrupts resource flows and creates extreme uncertainty, requiring 
organizations to adapt in ways that challenge and enrich resource dependence theory 
(Hillmann et al., 2009). One way war challenges the boundaries of  this theory is by re-
vealing how organizations navigate resource scarcity and competition in contested envi-
ronments. For example, humanitarian organizations in war zones often depend on local 
actors such as governments, militias or private entities for access to transportation, secu-
rity and supplies. These dependencies may force them to negotiate or collaborate with 
actors whose goals are misaligned or adversarial. Such scenarios challenge the theory’s 
focus on a stable web of  interrelationships and highlight the need to explore how orga-
nizations manage resource exchange and dependencies in fluid, high- risk and morally 
complex environments, thus offering new insights about how situational and locational 
factors complement, extend, or contradict resource dependence theory’s general pre-
scriptions (Jiang et al., 2023).

We summarize the key research directions related to each of  the building blocks of  our 
integrative framework in Table I.

RESEARCH OPPORTUNITIES AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE 
NATURE, ACTORS, AND CONTEXT OF WAR

Next, we provide directions for management research at the intersections of  the three 
building blocks discussed above. Our intent is to offer a pragmatic and tractable frame-
work for identifying opportunities for future research, which we illustrate by highlighting 
some pressing elements and issues rather than providing an all- encompassing list of  po-
tential topics (Table I).
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Table I. A research agenda to investigate the three building blocks of  war and their interplay

Directions

Illustrative opportunities for future research 
in management around Pathway #1 
(Theory application)

Illustrative opportunities for future research in 
management around Pathway #2  
(Theory generation)

#1: The nature of  war Crisis and disruption theory: explore 
how the unique organizational 
dynamics of  prolonged armed 
conflicts (e.g., sustained uncer-
tainty, intentional adversarial 
threats) influence decision- making 
processes within organizations 
operating in war zones.

Just war theory: develop theories on 
how the ambivalence of  war as 
both a destructive force and a 
means to achieve higher goals, such 
as justice or sovereignty, shapes 
organizational resilience and ethical 
decision- making over time.

#2: The actors in war Stakeholder theory: investigate how pri-
vate military companies (PMCs) 
balance profit motives with ethical 
considerations and their role in 
shaping conflict dynamics within 
the war ecosystem.

Institutional theory: develop theories on 
how interstitial organizations, such 
as NGOs and PMCs, navigate the 
blurred boundaries between state 
and non- state actors in war envi-
ronments to address gaps in govern-
ance and institutional frameworks.

#3: The context of  war Contingency theory: examine how 
the interplay between geo-
graphical features and resource 
scarcity in war zones influences 
organizational adaptation and 
decision- making.

Resource dependence theory: advance 
theory on how organizations 
navigate resource dependencies 
and ethical dilemmas in high- risk, 
fluid environments shaped by war’s 
legal, economic and technological 
contexts.

#4: Interplay between 
the nature of  and the 
actors in war

Resource dependence theory: investigate 
how different types of  violent 
conflict (e.g., state- based wars, 
non- state armed conflicts, cyber-
wars) shape the resource strategies 
and operational adaptations of  
organizations in war zones.

Sensemaking theory: develop theory 
on how individuals and groups 
encounter uncertain futures and 
engage in sensemaking to navigate 
protracted situations of  ambiguity, 
danger and moral dilemma.

#5: Interplay between 
the actors in and 
context of  war

Power dynamics theory: examine how 
shifting power dynamics among 
state and non- state actors in 
war contexts are influenced by 
political, economic, and social 
contingencies.

Organizational improvisation and bricolage: 
develop theoretical insights into 
how organizations engage in 
improvisation and entrepreneurial 
bricolage to cope with persistent re-
source scarcity and innovate under 
challenging conditions.

#6: Interplay between 
the context and 
nature of  war

Complexity theory: investigate how 
technological advancements, 
political alliances, or economic 
shocks act as tipping points in war, 
fundamentally altering its nature 
and outcomes.

Event systems theory: advance the un-
derstanding of  how complex social 
processes, such as social movements 
or large- scale crises, unfold over 
time and are shaped by a chain 
of  events that are temporally and 
causally connected.
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Direction #4: The Interplay between the Nature of  and Actors in War

First, we discuss the opportunities to combine the analysis of  the nature of  and actors in war. 
For instance, conventional state- based wars primarily impact military organizations through 
high casualties, while businesses in conflict zones face operational disruptions and shifts 
in consumer demand and investor confidence (Eden, 2024). In contrast, non- state armed 
conflicts challenge regular militaries to adapt to unpredictable risks and force governments 
to navigate complex negotiations with often illegitimate non- state actors. Furthermore, 
cyberwars represent distinct challenges that disrupt critical information systems and net-
works (Ashraf, 2021; Clarke and Knake, 2010), affecting how defence contractors develop 
technological solutions to protect against cyberattacks; businesses, such as banks and media 
companies, also face increased pressure to invest in cybersecurity measures (Kodama and 
Ladd, 2013). Thus, future research should further examine how different types of  violent 
conflict and their specific characteristics, such as duration, intensity and geographic scope 
(Getz and Oetzel, 2010), affect organizational actors.

As we explain above, the analysis of  war can help extend resource dependence theory 
(RDT), but RDT can also cast light on organizational dynamics at the intersection of  
the nature of  and actors in war. With its focus on the flow of  critical resources and the 
power dynamics they create (Hillmann et al., 2009), RDT provides valuable insights into 
the interests behind violent conflict and how different types of  war shape the resource 
strategies of  actors, such as rebel groups, multinational corporations and humanitarian 
agencies. This theoretical lens helps clarify how resource needs and dependencies vary 
across conflicts, informing issues like humanitarian aid distribution, the effectiveness of  
sanctions and the ethical dilemmas faced by businesses managing resources in war zones.

Analysing the nature of  vis- à- vis the actors in war furthermore offers opportunities for 
theory generation. For example, treating war as a revelatory context holds promise to ad-
vance management theory on how individuals and groups manage their emotions in 
extreme situations and beyond (Ashkanasy et al., 2017). In a recent study analysing an ex-
tensive set of  diaries of  Médecins Sans Frontières personnel working in warzones, Rauch 
and Ansari (2025) explore how individuals cope with emotional distress and prevent mental 
breakdowns, ultimately revealing silence to be an effective emotional defence mechanism. 
Moreover, sensemaking theory (Maitlis and Christianson, 2014; Weick, 1995), which de-
scribes how people assign meaning to their collective experiences, can be extended through 
the study of  actors’ involvement in wars. Previous research on sensemaking has focused 
primarily on analysing acute crisis situations, such as airplane accidents (Weick, 1990) or 
maritime disasters (Weick, 2022). Studying war presents an opportunity to gain insights into 
how individuals make sense of  and respond to prolonged situations of  uncertainty, danger 
and human suffering. Rauch’s (2025) study, which examines how UN peacekeeping officers 
enact idealized futures by adhering to or adjusting their moral values in extreme contexts, is 
a case in point.

Direction #5: The Interplay between the Actors in and the Context of  War

Management scholars can analyse the interplay between the actors in and context of  war by 
drawing upon, in particular, the rich body of  literature on power in organizational settings 
(Pfeffer, 1981) to understand how actors acquire, leverage and contest power in specific war 

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.13213 by Fabrice L
um

ineau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



17War as a Phenomenon of  Inquiry in Management Studies

© 2025 The Author(s). Journal of  Management Studies published by Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies 
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

contexts. Power dynamics shape the relationships among state and non- state actors, mili-
tary organizations, private firms, international and non- governmental organizations, and 
civilians. In times of  war, these dynamics can shift rapidly due to changing contingencies, 
with certain actors gaining or losing influence due to changes in the political, economic or 
social context. For example, the Iraq War led to the rise of  private military contractors such 
as Blackwater, which gained significant influence and operational roles amid US military 
resource constraints, thus shifting power dynamics, marginalizing traditional state military 
actors and raising ethical concerns about the privatization of  warfare. Understanding how 
power dynamics evolve in response to changing contextual factors can help management 
scholars identify potential areas of  intervention, collaboration, or competition among the 
various actors involved in war.

Another key aspect of  the interplay between the actors in and context of  war is the role 
of  alliances and partnerships. Here, again, a rich management literature has much to offer 
(Lumineau and Oliveira, 2018). In the complex ecosystem of  war, actors often form strategic 
partnerships to achieve common goals or counter the influence of  other actors. The Cold 
War, for instance, was defined by a complex web of  shifting alliances as the United States 
and NATO faced off  against the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, with countries such as 
China and Yugoslavia navigating these tensions and forming alliances that influenced the 
balance of  power, driven by changes in political leadership, economic considerations and 
evolving regional dynamics. Studying the dynamics of  strategic partnerships among the 
actors involved in armed conflict can offer original insights into the factors that drive collab-
oration and competition in the theatre of  war.

Exploring the interplay between the actors in and the context of  war can also inform and 
advance management theory. For example, studying the extreme context of  war may allow 
management researchers to gain new insights into how organizations manage resources in 
times of  scarcity, thereby potentially advancing the literature on organizational improvisa-
tion and entrepreneurial bricolage (Baker and Nelson, 2005; Miner et al., 2001). During 
the Russo- Ukrainian War, the lack of  proper weaponry and extensive resource constraints, 
paired with advancements in technology (notably drones and artificial intelligence), spurred 
ingenuity among Ukrainian soldiers, ultimately leading to highly innovative solutions. 
Another case in point is Wiedemann et al.’s (2021) study, which, by analysing the puzzling 
case of  the 1914 Christmas truce between Allied and German soldiers during World War 
I, reveals how context- specific conditions and resources, such as the proximity of  trenches, 
shared customs and common language, and the freezing of  the mud on the battlefield, facil-
itated improvisational behaviour.

Direction #6: The Interplay between the Context and the Nature of  War

By examining how various contextual factors shape and are shaped by the unique 
characteristics of  war, management scholars can gain invaluable insights into the com-
plexities of  armed conflicts and their organizational implications. To further illumi-
nate this intricate relationship, management scholars can leverage complexity theory 
(Anderson, 1999), a framework that helps make sense of  dynamic, constantly chang-
ing systems, such as those found in the context of  war. Complexity theory moves be-
yond linear cause- and- effect models and embraces the interconnectedness, feedback 

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.13213 by Fabrice L
um

ineau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



18 F. Lumineau and A. Keller

© 2025 The Author(s). Journal of  Management Studies published by Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies 
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

loops and emergent properties of  complex systems. It recognizes that small events can 
cascade into large- scale consequences, and that predicting the future with certainty in 
such systems is inherently difficult. This resonates deeply with the unpredictable na-
ture of  war, where seemingly minor events can trigger major escalations, alliances can 
shift rapidly, and the outcomes of  battles often defy conventional wisdom. A striking 
example is the First World War, which was triggered by an isolated act of  violence, the 
assassination of  Archduke Franz Ferdinand in Sarajevo on June 28, 1914. Moreover, 
while often remembered for its trench warfare, this gruesome stalemate was not the 
initial expectation. European powers entered the conflict expecting a short, decisive 
war of  movement. However, the context – specifically, the introduction of  new weap-
onry such as poison gas, machine guns and barbed wire – fundamentally transformed 
the nature of  warfare.

By applying complexity theory, management scholars can bring a fresh perspective 
to the interplay between the context and nature of  war. For example, they can explore 
how scientific breakthroughs and the introduction of  a new technology – such as ar-
tificial intelligence, hypersonic munitions, or robotics (Lindee, 2020; Singer, 2009) – a 
shift in political alliances, or a sudden economic shock can ripple through the conflict 
ecosystem, changing the balance of  power and leading to unforeseen consequences. 
By embracing the principles of  emergence, adaptation and non- linearity, manage-
ment scholars can develop more nuanced models of  war dynamics, identify critical 
junctures and potential tipping points, and highlight the limitations of  traditional, 
deterministic approaches to understanding and managing war.

More generally, given that war can rarely be understood as a single isolated act ‘but 
rather [as] a chain of  events producing a cumulative impact’ (Roulet and Bothello, 2023, 
p. 772), studying the interplay between contextual factors and the nature of  war can 
further enrich our understanding of  how complex social processes, such as social move-
ments, international tensions and large scale crises (Williams et al., 2017), develop over 
time and both shape and are shaped by economic, technological, cultural and societal 
aspects.

THEORIZING WAR IN MANAGEMENT STUDIES

Next, we discuss opportunities for management scholars to jointly address the nature of, 
actors in and context of  war. Specifically, we suggest three main ways in which manage-
ment scholars can study war (Directions #7, #8 and #9): depending on its relationship 
to other constructs and causal relationships, war can serve as an explanans, explanandum or 
moderator in a theoretical model. For each approach, we connect our ideas to major man-
agement and organization theories and develop recommendations for future research 
(see Table II).

Direction #7: War as Explanans

First, war can be approached as an explanans, used to explain or predict an outcome 
or phenomenon. As an explanatory variable, it is measurable as a dummy variable re-
flecting the presence or absence of  war (e.g., Li and Vashchilko, 2010), as a categorical 
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variable reflecting distinct types of  military conflict (e.g., Oh and Oetzel, 2017), or as a 
scale variable that reflects the intensity or severity of  war (e.g., Li et al., 2020). In each 
case, one can examine war in terms of  how it impacts organizational structures, strategic 
goals, and performance. This approach is well illustrated by Arikan and Shenkar’s (2013) 
study on the impact of  national animosity on cross- border alliance formation. Based on 
the premise that ‘[h]istory matters in international business’ (Arikan and Shenkar, 2013, 
p. 1517), these scholars specifically examine the impact of  the cumulative number of  
past military conflicts between two countries (the independent variable) on the number 
of  strategic alliances between firms in that nation- dyad (the dependent variable). There 
are many opportunities to extend this rationale, as war is likely to have a wide range 
of  both short-  and long- term consequences for organizations, from disrupting global 
supply chains to impacting foreign investment (e.g., Gao et al., 2018; Nowinska and 
Olesen, 2025; Witte et al., 2017).

Scholars studying war as explanans can also build on the extensive literature on orga-
nizational change (Armenakis and Bedeian, 1999). This theoretical perspective suggests 
that to survive and thrive, organizations must adapt to their environment. Specifically, 
in wartime, organizations, such as multinational enterprises, may need to change their 
strategies, structures, and processes to adapt to the demands of  war, that is, by moving out 
of  a conflict zone (Dai et al., 2017) or engaging with international and local shareholders 
(Oetzel and Getz, 2012). Management scholars can also draw on history- sensitive the-
ories, such as imprinting (Marquis and Tilcsik, 2013; Stinchcombe, 1965), institutional 

Table II. A research agenda for analysing war in management studies

Directions

Illustrative opportunities for future research in 
management around Pathway #1 (Theory 
application)

Illustrative opportunities for future research in 
management around Pathway #2 (Theory 
generation)

#7: War as 
explanans

Organizational change theory: analyse how 
the intensity or type of  war impacts 
organizational structures, strategic 
goals, and performance, such as global 
supply chain disruptions or foreign 
investment decisions.

Imprinting theory: advance theories of  
how historical conditions and trau-
matic societal shocks, such as war, 
trigger and imprint lasting institu-
tional and cultural trajectories that 
significantly shape social values and 
organizational behaviour.

#8: War as 
explanandum

Behavioural theory of  the firm: explore 
how organizational and behavioural 
factors, such as leadership dynamics, 
decision- making biases, and command 
structures, contribute to the outbreak, 
progression or resolution of  war.

Resource- based view: extend and refine 
resource- based theories by examining 
how resource competition in extreme 
conditions, such as war, reshapes 
established assumptions, including re-
source heterogeneity and immobility.

#9: War as 
moderator

Contingency theory: investigate how war 
conditions, as a moderating factor, 
influence the relationship between 
institutional or organizational factors 
(e.g., leadership style or governance) 
and organizational outcomes.

Situational leadership and organizational 
behaviour: develop theories on how war 
moderates the effectiveness of  organi-
zational practices, such as bribery, 
collaboration or innovation, under 
extreme situational constraints.
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theory (Powell and DiMaggio, 1991; Scott, 1995) and organizational path dependence 
(Sydow et al., 2009). By emphasizing ‘the importance of  past events for future action’ 
(Sydow et al., 2009, p. 690), these theories appear particularly promising for analysing 
the long- term effects of  ‘traumatic societal shocks’ (Klüppel et al., 2018), such as wars. 
They offer insights into how such events reshape institutional and cultural trajectories, as 
well as how the experiences of  war become embedded in organizations and institutions 
and instil enduring social values and beliefs, including feelings of  suspicion and hostility 
toward former adversaries (Arikan et al., 2020; Li et al., 2020).

Direction #8: War as Explanandum

Second, war as a construct may function as an outcome variable, that is, as something 
to be explained or predicted. We can study war as an explanandum in management 
research by examining how organizational and behavioural factors contribute to the 
outbreak, conduct, continuation, and eventual resolution of  violent conflicts. For ex-
ample, following social- psychological studies on the emergence and temporal fixation 
of  dysfunctional behavioural patterns, one can consider war the outcome of  a specific 
decision- making process or a certain sequence of  actions. In his seminal work on 
the escalation of  commitment, Staw (1981) analyzes the United States’ deep involve-
ment in the Vietnam War as the result of  a policymaking process, which, due to both 
mounting investments of  resources and emotions, became increasingly difficult to 
reverse over time (see also Michailova, 2022).

Wars are often initiated by a dominant coalition of  decision- makers within administra-
tions or organizations, such as political leaders or military officials. Management researchers 
can therefore examine how organizational factors and processes, such as organizational cul-
ture, leadership characteristics and the influence tactics of  certain interest groups, contribute 
to the actual decision to go to war. For example, the George W. Bush administration’s war 
on terror and, in particular, the decision to invade Iraq after the September 11 attacks, was 
driven by groupthink (Badie, 2010). In addition, as wars involve complex organizational 
structures that can impact the conduct of  a violent conflict, such as military hierarchies 
(Holderness and Pontiff, 2012), we encourage researchers to explore how organizational 
design, command and control structures, and communication networks affect the dynamics 
and evolution of  war. The behavioural theory of  the firm (Cyert and March, 1963; Gavetti 
et al., 2012), which focuses on how and why decision- makers make boundedly rational 
choices in situations of  uncertainty and complexity, seems particularly well suited for study-
ing the complex behavioural dynamics and biases that lead to the outbreak and progression 
of  war. In turn, insights gained from studying these processes in the context of  war can also 
inform management research on behavioural strategy and organizational design, contribut-
ing to a more refined understanding of  decision- making under risk and uncertainty.

Another framework that can support theoretical development on the reasons for armed 
conflicts is the resource- based view (Barney, 1991), which posits that organizations rely 
on critical resources to achieve their goals. Access to key resources, such as water, min-
erals or oil (as in the case of  Iraq’s invasion of  Kuwait, which aimed to acquire the 
nation’s large oil reserves), can be a decisive driver of  war, as different actors competing 
for resources seek to secure them for their own use. Studying war through the lens of  the 
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RBV not only highlights how access to and dependence on resources shape conflict dy-
namics but also provides an opportunity to extend the theory itself  (Helfat et al., 2023). 
By examining how organizations mobilize, defend, or acquire resources in the extreme 
context of  war, researchers can explore how traditional RBV concepts, such as resource 
heterogeneity and immobility, operate under conditions of  intense competition, scarcity 
and instability.

Direction #9: War as Moderator

Third, war can be interpreted as a moderator of  the conditions under which a theoretical 
model is most effective or relevant. By considering it as a moderator, that is, a variable 
or factor that influences the strength or direction of  the relationship between an indepen-
dent variable and a dependent one, we can study war as a critical contingency by examin-
ing how it interacts with other factors to impact organizational structures, behaviour and 
outcomes. Management scholars could thus draw, for example, on contingency theory 
(Donaldson, 2001), which suggests that the effectiveness of  organizational structures and 
practices depends on specific contingencies or situational factors. In a war setting, contin-
gency theory can examine how specific war conditions interact with other institutional and 
organizational factors, such as effective leadership style (Fiedler, 1967), to impact organiza-
tional behaviour and its outcomes. For example, Dimitriadis (2024) shows that during armed 
conflicts, which tend to reduce the ability of  public officials to inspect, threaten and extort 
firms, bribery has a positive effect on firm performance.

Overall, the role of  war as a construct in any theoretical model depends on its relation-
ship to other constructs and its purpose within that specific model. By understanding the 
different roles that war can play, management scholars can develop more nuanced the-
oretical models that better explain and predict war as a complex phenomenon. Linking 
research on war to established scholarly perspectives can provide a stronger theoretical 
foundation and allow for a deeper examination of  the mechanisms underlying armed 
conflicts.

CHALLENGES AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS IN 
STUDYING WAR

While studying war provides numerous opportunities for management scholars, and the 
availability of  grants and research budgets in this area is noteworthy, such research en-
deavours also involve considerable risks and uncertainties (Moss et al., 2019; Sharma 
et al., 2024). We identify three specific challenges associated with being a war scholar and 
provide practical guidance and recommendations for addressing them. We then discuss 
various methodological approaches and potential data sources that allow for a relatively 
risk- free study of  war.

Logistical and Practical Issues

First, after clearing the hurdle of  securing research ethics review committee approval, 
collecting data in war zones involves considerable logistical and practical issues. The 
lack of  a well- functioning support infrastructure makes data collection more difficult 
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and expensive than in traditional contexts, as researchers often face a mix of  offi-
cial and unofficial restrictions. Like war correspondents, scholars must organize their 
travel to conflict zones and seek support from on- site organizations, such as NGOs 
and national embassies, as well as rely on local informants (e.g., translators, drivers). 
In addition, collecting field data involve important practical research hurdles. We 
recall here a statement attributed to US Senator Hiram W. Johnson in 1917: ‘the 
first casualty of  war is truth’. Indeed, it is particularly challenging for war scholars to 
obtain reliable information, as most participants have other priorities and are likely 
to be more sceptical than usual about the researcher’s intentions (e.g., political bias, 
espionage). Certain information may also be restricted because its release could jeop-
ardize military operations. During the collection of  such sensitive data, informants 
who share information with researchers may be treated as traitors by their peers and 
face social stigma. In addition to these reputational costs, informants must cope with 
emotional costs related to distress and with confidentiality concerns. War scholars 
must also be aware of  information retrieval and hindsight biases when actors have 
difficulty talking about or remembering the past accurately (Fischhoff, 1975). There 
may also be social desirability issues when researchers try to capture sensitive issues 
that involve raw emotions and actions (Chung and Monroe, 2003). Thus, scholars 
studying war should respect informed consent and refrain from exploiting their infor-
mants’ grief  for their own purposes.

Physical and Psycho- Emotional Risks

Second, war scholars face significant physical and psycho- emotional risks. Being pres-
ent in a conflict- ridden part of  the world to gather insightful data can, of  course, be 
extremely risky – literally a matter of  life and death (Hällgren et al., 2018). Continuing 
our comparison to war correspondents, the Vietnam War saw the deaths of  68 jour-
nalists, and the International Federation of  Journalists reported that 122 journalists 
were killed in 2024. In addition to risking their lives, scholars may become hostages or 
targets or be harassed or imprisoned. For their own safety, it is therefore crucial that 
researchers invest in effective training and equipment and follow the safety protocols 
and guidelines recommended by military personnel and other experienced profes-
sionals when conducting research in conflict zones.

Scholars should also be prepared to experience complex emotional responses. 
Conducting research in extreme contexts in general and in areas of  war in particular can 
evoke ‘feelings of  helplessness, feelings of  guilt or shame, and discomfort about one’s role’ 
(Claus et al., 2019, p. 162) and produce distressing, long- term effects that affect scholars’ 
professional and personal lives (de Rond and Lok, 2016). As such, another significant risk 
is that of  scholars suffering from the same psychological trauma and posttraumatic stress 
disorder (PTSD) as the individuals directly involved in the war. We therefore encourage 
management scholars planning to conduct fieldwork in unsettling war contexts to not 
only to engage in ongoing self- reflection and self- care practices, such as boundary rituals 
(Claus et al., 2019), but also to establish support networks for emotional well- being and 
seek assistance from mental health professionals when needed.
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Ethical Dilemmas

Third, these challenges are often exacerbated by important ethical dilemmas. Amid sit-
uations of  inhumanity and injustice, war scholars need to be aware of  dual loyalties and 
check for potential conflicts of  interest, especially when working with military or govern-
ment agencies. Researchers should also avoid sensationalism and prioritize the dignity 
and well- being of  participants over the ever- present desire to gather exciting informa-
tion. Additionally, scholars must be mindful of  the fact that their discourse and research 
output can be instrumentalized as part of  information warfare and used as inputs of  
propaganda. Thus, while management researchers are prompt to address meaningful, 
socially relevant issues, they should also regularly reflect on the ethical implications of  
their research and critically evaluate the potential impact of  their findings.

Despite the ubiquitous obstacles associated with collecting data in war zones, some 
management scholars pursue this challenging path. One notable example is de Rond and 
Lok’s (2016) study on the ‘psychological costs of  war,’ which draws on the extensive eth-
nography of  a military medical team in war- torn Afghanistan. Specifically, the authors use 
thorough observations containing ‘rich detail on personal reflections on the experience of  
war’ (de Rond and Lok, 2016, p. 1970) and rather unconventional data, such as poetry 
written by the medical staff  and more than 1000 photos taken by one author to document 
the psychological distress of  war. Another exception is Rauch and Ansari’s (2025) study 
of  how individuals manage their emotions when exposed to brutality and suffering in war 
zones, which – in addition to the analysis of  personal diaries – is based on non- participant 
observations during field trips to Afghanistan, Iraq, and Yemen. Table III provides practical 
guidance and recommendations for addressing the challenges of  studying war.

Methodological Opportunities for a Relatively Risk- free Study of  War

Fortunately, management scholars have several promising avenues to study wars with-
out the direct risks associated with collecting data in conflict zones. While primary data 
collection through interviews and observations in war- torn areas can be perilous, re-
searchers can explore war from the safety of  their offices through various methodologies. 
One option is to collect oral histories and personal testimonies. Scholars can interview 
individuals who have been directly involved in combat or those affected by war, such 
as refugees. These interviews can be conducted either remotely or in person after the 
informants return from the war zone. A notable example illustrating the significance of  
first- hand accounts is Stephen Ambrose’s historical novel Band of  Brothers (1992), which 
relies on in- depth interviews with World War II veterans to reconstruct the entire history 
and experiences of  their particular military unit.

Technological advances have further expanded the possibilities for remote data collec-
tion, as they allow researchers ‘to collect data remotely with respondents facing difficult 
circumstances (such as natural disasters or wars)’ (Grégoire et al., 2024, p. 290). When 
conducted with assurances of  anonymity and confidentiality, surveys present another 
low- risk option for collecting data in non- traditional contexts (Kriauciunas et al., 2011). 
Additionally, controlled laboratory experiments – including immersive and virtual 
reality- based studies – enable researchers to simulate war- related scenarios and hence 
create situations that would be too dangerous or impractical to study directly. However, 
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Table III. Guidance and recommendations for addressing the challenges of  studying war

Challenges Guidance and recommendations

Logistical and practical 
issues

• Secure your field access to the conflict zone, for example, by partnering 
with an international organization, and take advantage of  training ses-
sions (e.g., language courses and expert workshops) before going into the 
field.

• Make sure you have adequate funding and equipment and organize your 
trip to the conflict zone with proper planning and coordination.

• Seek support from on- site organizations, such as NGOs or national em-
bassies, as well as local informants, such as journalists, translators, drivers 
and fixers, who can help with logistics and provide valuable resources and 
insights.

• Build rapport and trust with informants through respectful and transpar-
ent communication.

• Respect informed consent and address the confidentiality concerns of  
informants and respondents.

• Clearly communicate the purpose and potential risks of  the research to 
informants and prioritize their well- being in all circumstances.

Physical and psycho- 
emotional risks

• Undergo safety training and invest in effective safety equipment.
• Stay away from direct combat on the front lines and other high- risk 

areas, such as minefields and military checkpoints.
• Adhere to safety protocols and guidelines recommended by military 

personnel and other experienced professionals.

• Prepare for complex emotional responses and potential psychological 
trauma.

• Establish an effective support network for emotional well- being and seek 
assistance from mental health professionals when needed.

• Acknowledge feelings of  vulnerability, despair and shame, and address 
them through self- care and support systems.

• Engage in ongoing self- reflection and self- care practices to maintain resil-
ience and cope with the extensive emotional challenges that accompany 
the research.

Ethical dilemmas • Clearly define the purpose, scope, and boundaries of  the research.
• Engage in transparent and responsible reporting that presents multiple 

perspectives and avoids selective portrayals of  the conflict.
• Be aware of  dual loyalties and potential conflicts of  interest, especially 

when working with military and government agencies.

• Avoid sensationalism and protect the dignity, psychological integrity, and 
well- being of  all informants and respondents.

• Ensure that the research findings are not instrumentalized, for example, 
by being used in propaganda campaigns.

• Critically evaluate the potential implications of  the research findings for 
participants, communities and societies.

• Regularly reflect on the ethical implications of  the research and seek 
feedback from peers and ethical review committees to ensure integrity.
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as outlined by Wilson et al. (2010), such experiments carry their own practical and ethical 
challenges, particularly when recreating the emotional intensity associated with war.

Given the challenges of  collecting data in war zones and securing participation 
from individuals due to confidentiality concerns, secondary data sources present ex-
citing possibilities. Notable sources include official statistics, archival documents, new 
media coverage and historical records of  war participants. Statistical data on military 
expenditures or casualty figures can be accessed from military organizations, govern-
ment agencies, and research centres like the Institute of  the Study of  War (ISW) or 
from such resources as the Militarized Interstate Dispute database of  the Correlates 
of  War (COW) Project (e.g., Li et al., 2020). Notably, the Uppsala Conflict Data 
Program (UCDP) is regarded as one of  the most comprehensive databases on armed 
conflicts, providing a valuable source for researchers studying warfare (e.g., Oh and 
Oetzel, 2017).

Furthermore, employing historical research methods allows scholars to analyse wars 
throughout history by utilizing a diverse range of  archival materials. The examina-
tion of  transcripts from legal proceedings, satellite imagery, military documents and 
diplomatic communications enables researchers to reconstruct historical contexts and 
understand the dynamics of  warfare over time. Analysing media coverage, such as 
the content of  newspapers, social media platforms (such as X/Twitter or Telegram), 
online forums and radio and television reporting, also provides many opportunities to 
study war, for example, in terms of  public perceptions, propaganda efforts and the im-
pact of  war on society. Additionally, personal records, such as memoirs and personal 
diaries (Alaszewski, 2006), offer invaluable insights into the emotional and psycholog-
ical experiences of  war participants. For instance, the renowned novel All Quiet on the 
Western Front (1929/1996) by Erich Maria Remarque largely draws on the detailed war 
diary of  the author’s former classmate. Another example is Eugene Sledge’s memoir, 
With the Old Breed: At Peleliu and Okinawa (1981), which vividly illustrates the brutal-
ity, physical strain, and psychological toll of  infantry combat during World War II. 
Recent management research highlights the potential of  personal diaries in captur-
ing complex experiences and emotions (e.g., Rauch, 2025; Rauch and Ansari, 2022, 
2025). In their study on the work of  military personnel engaged in the US Air Force 
drone program, Rauch and Ansari (2022) analysed 43 personal diaries in conjunction 
with in- depth follow- up interviews to delve into the diarists’ ‘experiences, feelings, 
and personal accounts, including reflections on their work, events, and lives’ (Rauch 
and Ansari, 2022, p. 87).

In addition to written accounts, such as personal diaries and letters, the use of  audio-
visual data – including photographs, sound recordings and videos (Christianson, 2018; 
LeBaron et al., 2018) – represents another promising approach to gaining unique in-
sights into wartime experiences. These materials capture aspects of  organizational re-
ality that may be challenging to convey through text alone, minimizing issues like recall 
bias (Ray and Smith, 2012). Kalkman’s (2023) study of  a military relief  mission based on 
an analysis of  personal photographs and videos shared by participants, as well as Fraher 
et al.’s (2017) study of  US Navy SEAL operations, demonstrates the potential of  this 
approach.
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Overall, secondary data sources offer valuable alternatives for studying war, enabling 
researchers to circumvent the challenges of  obtaining permission and access to partici-
pants in conflict situations. Table IV provides an overview of  potential data sources that 
may allow for a relatively risk- free study of  war.

Responsibility of  the War Scholar

The role of  management scholars studying war involves grappling with the limits of  
objectivity and recognizing the ethical implications of  their research. This dual focus is 
essential in navigating the complexities of  war and its impacts.

First, the study of  war engages with significant epistemological debates around 
objectivity and subjectivity. While positivist approaches advocate for a scientific, 

Table IV. Potential data sources that allow for a relatively risk- free study of  war

Data sources Examples

Oral histories and 
personal testimonies

Interviews conducted either remotely by telephone or video call or in person 
upon the informant’s return from the war zone with individuals who have been 
directly involved in combat operations (e.g., active military personnel or veter-
ans) or who have experienced or been affected by war (e.g., civilians, refugees, 
hostages, local journalists and other individuals who have lived through a war).

Survey data Quantitative information collected through a standardized questionnaire from 
people who have experienced or been affected by war (such as veterans, war 
refugees or managers of  local and multinational companies operating in war- 
affected countries).

Experimental data Controlled laboratory experiments to study war- related scenarios, especially 
psychological processes and effects, such as (group) decision making, emotional 
reactions, and command execution.

Official statistics Statistical data on various aspects of  war, such as casualties, military expendi-
tures or economic indicators, collected and organized by government agencies, 
international organizations (e.g., the United Nations or the World Bank), 
NGOs (e.g., Amnesty International), and research institutions, such as the 
Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP), the Institute for the Study of  War 
(ISW), the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) and the 
Correlates of  War (COW) project.

Archival documents Official documents from national archives or museums, transcripts from legal 
proceedings, policy documents, satellite imagery, GPS data, annual reports, 
logbooks, political pamphlets, meeting minutes, and official statements (e.g., 
military archival documents, intelligence reports, diplomatic negotiations, 
peace treaties and post- war reconstruction plans).

News media coverage Newspapers; social media platforms (such as X/Twitter or Telegram); online 
forums; citizen journalism platforms; reports, photographs, and videos from 
newspapers and magazines; radio and television coverage, including propa-
ganda campaigns.

Historical records of  
war participants

Diaries, memoirs, letters, poems, and other written accounts by individuals 
involved in the war, as well as audiovisual records, such as drawings, photo-
graphs, sound recordings and videos (e.g., captured by drones or bodycams).
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objective lens, interpretivism and constructivism emphasize the importance of  sub-
jective experiences and social contexts. War scholars must accept that complete objec-
tivity may be impossible, prompting a need for reflexivity – a critical self- examination 
of  their biases and assumptions. This includes adopting a caring approach to theo-
rizing that encourages exploration of  diverse issues and methods, as highlighted by 
Howard- Grenville (2021).

Second, scholars must consider the implications of  the knowledge they produce. 
Research on war mechanisms can be used for both beneficial and harmful pur-
poses, necessitating a critical awareness of  potential impacts. It is insufficient for 
research findings to be merely engaging; they must also undergo scrutiny regarding 
their societal consequences. Historical evidence shows that management principles, 
when applied without ethical considerations, have facilitated atrocities – such as 
those identified by Clegg (2009) when discussing bureaucratic rationality’s role in 
the Holocaust. Thus, the pursuit of  impactful research must be tempered with an 
awareness of  unintended consequences, reinforcing the need for ongoing ethical 
reflection.

To mitigate the incidence and aftermath of  war, a systems- thinking approach can be 
particularly beneficial. This perspective considers broader social, political, economic and 
cultural dynamics, helping foresee potential ripple effects. Engaging a variety of  stake-
holders – local communities, policymakers, military experts and humanitarian organiza-
tions – can unveil blind spots and identify adverse impacts early in the research process. 
Management scholars studying war should prioritize ethical considerations, focusing on 
justice and the risk of  misuse, while demonstrating intellectual humility in acknowledg-
ing the complexities of  war studies.

War scholars should also reflect on the performativity of  their theories, as proposed 
by Hernandez and Haack (2023), considering how their insights influence social real-
ities and policymaking. Transparency in research methods and findings fosters critical 
engagement from both academic and policy sectors. Interdisciplinary partnerships can 
further enhance understanding through diverse expertise. Ultimately, scholars studying 
war should aim to translate their insights into actionable policies that alleviate suffering 
and foster peace, ensuring that their research extends beyond the confines of  academia.

CONCLUSION

Other social science disciplines have a long history of  analysing war. Closer attention 
to this critical phenomenon among management scholars is long overdue. In this paper, 
we propose the foundations of  a programmatic theory for analysing war from a man-
agement viewpoint. Our integrative framework centres on the nature of, actors in, and 
context of  war to develop nine specific directions (summarized in Tables I and II) that 
management scholars are well positioned to analyse. Notably, we do not see any a priori 
restrictions on the involvement of  scholars with different theoretical, epistemological and 
methodological backgrounds. Instead, our suggestions for future research highlight a 
wealth of  connections between war and organizational issues for both micro-  and macro- 
level scholars. Furthermore, we highlight many opportunities for a recursive relationship 
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between war as a phenomenon of  inquiry and management theory, illustrating how they 
can mutually inform each other. Management scholars can study war in two primary 
ways: (1) phenomenon- based research (theory application), which prioritizes achieving a 
deeper, more nuanced understanding of  war itself  by leveraging existing theories; and 
(2) phenomenon- based theorizing (theory generation), which analyses war as a phenomenon 
to offer valuable insights for theory development. This bidirectional approach not only 
allows management theory to inform the understanding of  war but also enables the 
study of  the complex phenomenon of  war to enrich and advance management and or-
ganizational theories. Overall, given its unfortunate recurrence, we believe management 
scholars should pay more attention to war and its far- reaching implications in order to 
prepare our societies if  – or more likely, when – it occurs again.
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NOTES

 [1] In addition to its extensive socio- economic consequences, war impacts our social lives in many, often 
subtle, ways (MacMillan, 2020): through language and metaphors (e.g., War on poverty or Carthaginian 
peace), public places and monuments (e.g., Trafalgar Square in London or the Vietnam War Memorial in 
Washington D.C.), public holidays (e.g., Veterans Day in the US or ANZAC Day, honouring all Australians 
and New Zealanders who served and died in wars), world- renowned books (e.g., Caesar’s The Gallic War 
or Tolstoy’s War and Peace), paintings (e.g., Picasso’s Guernica or Goya’s The Disasters of  War), movies (e.g., 
Saving Private Ryan or Braveheart), and popular video games (e.g., Battlefield or Call of  Duty).

 [2] For instance, international business studies can explain how multinational enterprises are affected by 
and respond to war; strategic management can facilitate an understanding of  the complex planning, 
decision- making, and resource allocation processes of  the warring parties; and operations and supply 
chain management can analyze logistical challenges in war- torn environments. Moreover, organization 
theory can provide insights into how different actors coordinate their efforts in complex organizational 
structures during wartime and how wars both shape and manifest in institutions and organizations. 
Given that organizations and organizing play key roles in not only creating but also addressing grand 
challenges, a management perspective on war could eventually also facilitate the planning and im-
plementation of  conflict resolution, peacemaking, and post- conflict reconstruction initiatives (Joseph 
et al., 2025; Oetzel et al., 2010); that is, it could help develop effective solutions to end and mitigate the 
consequences of  war.

 [3] The Geneva Conventions of  1949 focus on “all cases of  declared war or of  any armed conflict that may 
arise between two or more high contracting parties, even if  the state of  war is not recognized.” They also 
apply “to all cases of  partial or total occupation of  the territory of  a high contracting party even if  the 
said occupation meets with no armed resistance.” States may be reluctant to admit they are engaged in a 
war; for instance, the Japanese refused to call the conflict against China for Manchuria (1937 to 1941) a 
war. It is noteworthy, then, that the Geneva Conventions apply to armed conflicts regardless of  whether 
they are officially called wars.

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.13213 by Fabrice L
um

ineau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



29War as a Phenomenon of  Inquiry in Management Studies

© 2025 The Author(s). Journal of  Management Studies published by Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies 
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

REFERENCES

Alaszewski, A. (2006). Using Diaries for Social Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.
Albino- Pimentel, J., Oetzel, J., Oh, C. H. and Poggioli, N. A. (2021). ‘Positive institutional changes through 

peace: The relative effects of  peace agreements and non- market capabilities on FDI’. Journal of  
International Business Studies, 52, 1256–78.

Alvesson, M. and Sandberg, J. (2011). ‘Generating research questions through problematization’. Academy of  
Management Review, 36, 247–71.

Alzola, M. A. (2011). ‘The ethics of  business in wartime’. Journal of  Business Ethics, 99, 61–71.
Ambrose, S. E. (1992). Band of  Brothers: E Company, 506th Regiment, 101st Airborne from Normandy to Hitler’s Eagle 

Nest. New York: Simon & Schuster.
Anderson, P. (1999). ‘Complexity theory and organization science’. Organization Science, 10, 216–32.
Arikan, I., Arikan, A. M. and Shenkar, O. (2020). ‘Nation- dyadic history and cross- border corporate deals: 

Role of  conflict, trade, generational distance, and professional education’. Strategic Management Journal, 
41, 422–66.

Arikan, I. and Shenkar, O. (2013). ‘National animosity and cross- border alliances’. Academy of  Management 
Journal, 56, 1516–44.

Armenakis, A. A. and Bedeian, A. G. (1999). ‘Organizational change: A review of  theory and research in the 
1990s’. Journal of  Management, 25, 293–315.

Ashkanasy, N. M., Humphrey, R. H. and Huy, Q. N. (2017). ‘Integrating emotions and affect in theories of  
management’. Academy of  Management Review, 42, 175–89.

Ashraf, C. (2021). ‘Defining cyberwar: Towards a definitional framework’. Defense & Security Analysis, 37, 
274–94.

Augier, M., Knudsen, T. and McNab, R. M. (2014). ‘Advancing the field of  organizations through the study 
of  military organizations’. Industrial and Corporate Change, 23, 1417–44.

Badie, D. (2010). ‘Groupthink, Iraq, and the war on terror: Explaining US policy shift toward Iraq’. Foreign 
Policy Analysis, 6, 277–96.

Baker, T. and Nelson, R. E. (2005). ‘Creating something from nothing: Resource construction through entre-
preneurial bricolage’. Administrative Science Quarterly, 50, 329–66.

Bamberger, P. A. and Pratt, M. G. (2010). ‘Moving forward by looking back: Reclaiming unconventional 
contexts and samples in organizational scholarship’. Academy of  Management Journal, 53, 665–71.

Barney, J. B. (1991). ‘Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage’. Journal of  Management, 17, 99–120.
Bátora, J. (2023). ‘Non- wars and emergence of  new organizational forms combining states, markets and civil 

society’. Organization Studies, 44, 310–3.
Baum, J. A. C. and McGahan, A. M. (2013). ‘The reorganization of  legitimate violence: The contested 

terrain of  private military and security industry during the post- cold war era’. Research in Organizational 
Behavior, 33, 3–37.

Bechky, B. A. and Okhuysen, G. A. (2011). ‘Expecting the unexpected? How SWAT officers and films crews 
handle surprises’. Academy of  Management Journal, 54, 239–61.

Belhoste, N. and Nivet, B. (2021). ‘The organization of  short- sightedness: The implications of  remaining in 
conflict zones. The case of  Lafarge during Syria’s civil war’. Organization Studies, 60, 1573–605.

Bierly, P. E. and Spender, J.- C. (1995). ‘Culture and high reliability organizations: The case of  the nuclear 
submarine’. Journal of  Management, 21, 639–56.

Bundy, J., Pfarrer, M. D., Short, C. E. and Coombs, W. T. (2017). ‘Crises and crisis management: Integration, 
interpretation, and research development’. Journal of  Management, 43, 1661–92.

Christianson, M. K. (2018). ‘Mapping the terrain: The use of  video- based research in top- tier organizational 
journals’. Organizational Research Methods, 21, 261–87.

Chung, J. and Monroe, G. S. (2003). ‘Exploring social desirability bias’. Journal of  Business Ethics, 44, 291–302.
Ciravegna, L., Ahlstrom, D., Michailova, S., Oh, C. H. and Gaur, A. (2023). ‘Exogenous shocks and MNEs: 

Learning from pandemics, conflicts, and other major disruptions’. Journal of  World Business, 58, 101487.
Clarke, R. A. and Knake, R. K. (2010). Cyber War: The Next Threat to National Security and What to Do about It. 

New York: HarperCollins.
Claus, L., de Rond, M., Howard- Grenville, J. and Lodge, J. (2019). ‘When fieldworks hurts: On the lived 

experience of  conducting research in unsettling contexts’. Research in the Sociology of  Organizations, 59, 
157–72.

Clegg, S. (2009). ‘Bureaucracy, the Holocaust and techniques of  power at work’. Management Revue, 20, 
326–47.

Coker, C. (2015). Future War. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.13213 by Fabrice L
um

ineau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



30 F. Lumineau and A. Keller

© 2025 The Author(s). Journal of  Management Studies published by Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies 
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Cornwell, A. A. D., Arakpogun, E. O. and Thomson, M. E. (2023). ‘Exit or stay: A critical indicent analysis 
of  decision- making in conflict- torn countries’. Journal of  World Business, 58, 101459.

Cronin, M. A., Stouten, J. and van Knippenberg, D. (2021). ‘The theory crisis in management research: 
Solving the right problem’. Academy of  Management Review, 46, 667–83.

Cummings, D. (2022). ‘Management scholarship and the Russia–Ukraine War’. British Journal of  Management, 
33, 1663–7.

Cyert, R. M. and March, J. G. (1963). A Behavioral Theory of  the Firm. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice- Hall.
Dai, L., Eden, L. and Beamish, P. W. (2013). ‘Place, space, and geographic exposure: Foreign subsidiary 

survival in conflict zones’. Journal of  International Business Studies, 44, 554–78.
Dai, L., Eden, L. and Beamish, P. W. (2017). ‘Caught in the crossfire: Dimensions of  vulnerability and 

foreign multinationals’ exit from war- afflicted countries’. Strategic Management Journal, 38, 1478–98.
Dai, L., Eden, L. and Beamish, P. W. (2023). ‘The timing and mode of  foreign exit from conflict zones: A 

behavioral perspective’. Journal of  International Business Studies, 54, 1090–104.
Davies, S., Engström, G., Pettersson, T. and Öberg, M. (2024). ‘Organized violence 1989–2023, and the 

prevelance of  organized crime groups’. Journal of  Peace Research, 61, 673–93.
de Rond, M. (2017). Doctors at War: Life and Death in a Field Hospital. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
de Rond, M. and Lok, J. (2016). ‘Some things can never be unseen: The role of  context in psychological 

injury at war’. Academy of  Management Journal, 59, 1965–93.
Devinney, T. M., Hartwell, C. A., Oetzel, J. and Vaaler, P. (2023). ‘Managing, theorizing, and policymaking 

in an age of  sociopolitical uncertainty: Introduction to the special issue’. Journal of  International Business 
Policy, 6, 133–40.

DiBenigno, J. (2018). ‘Anchored personalization in managing goal conflict between professional groups: The 
case of  U.S. army mental health care’. Administrative Science Quarterly, 63, 526–69.

Dimitriadis, S. (2024). ‘Bribery, insecurity, and firm performance: Evidence from the Boko Haram insur-
gency in Nigeria’. Strategic Management Journal, 45, 1061–86.

Donaldson, L. (2001). The Contingency Theory of  Organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.
Eck, K. and Hultman, L. (2007). ‘One- sided violence against civilians in war: Insights from new fatality 

data’. Journal of  Peace Research, 44, 233–46.
Eden, L. (2024). ‘Exit, pursued by a bear! Global shocks and MNE responses’. Journal of  International Business 

Studies, 55, 1085–8.
Ehrig, T. and Foss, N. J. (2022). ‘Unkown unkowns and the treatment of  firm- level adaptation in strategic 

management research’. Strategic Management Review, 3, 1–24.
Fiedler, F. E. (1967). Theory of  Leadership Effectiveness. New York, NY: McGraw- Hill.
Fischhoff, B. (1975). ‘Hindsight ≠ foresight: The effect of  outcome knowledge on judgment under uncer-

tainty’. Journal of  Experimental Psychology, 1, 288–99.
Fisher, G., Mayer, K. and Morris, S. (2021). ‘From the editors: Phenomenon- based theorizing’. Academy of  

Management Review, 46, 631–9.
Fraher, A. L., Branicki, L. J. and Grint, K. (2017). ‘Mindfulness in action: Discovering how U.S. Navy 

Seals build capacity for mindfulness in high- reliability organizations (HROs)’. Academy of  Management 
Discoveries, 3, 239–61.

Freeman, R. E., Harrison, J. S., Wicks, A. C., Parmar, B. and de Colle, S. (2010). Stakeholder Theory: The State 
of  the Art. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Furnari, S. (2014). ‘Interstitial spaces: microinteraction settings and the genesis of  new practices between 
institutional fields’. Academy of  Management Review, 39, 439–62.

Gao, G. Y., Wang, D. T. and Che, Y. (2018). ‘Impact of  historical conflict on FDI location and performance: 
Japanese investment in China’. Journal of  International Business Studies, 49, 1060–80.

Gaur, A., Settles, A. and Väätänen, J. (2023). ‘Do economic sanctions work? Evidence from the Russia- 
Ukraine conflict’. Journal of  Management Studies, 60, 1391–414.

Gavetti, G., Greve, H. R., Levinthal, D. A. and Ocasio, W. (2012). ‘The behavioral theory of  the firm: 
Assessment and prospects’. Academy of  Management Annals, 6, 1–40.

George, C. S. (1968). The History of  Management Thought. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.
George, G., Fewer, T. J., Lazzarini, S. and Puranam, P. (2024). ‘Partnering for grand challenges: A review of  

organizational design considerations in public- private collaborations’. Journal of  Management, 50, 10–40.
George, G., Howard- Grenville, J., Joshi, A. and Tihanyi, L. (2016). ‘Understanding and tackling societal 

grand challenges through management research’. Academy of  Management Journal, 59, 1880–95.
Getz, K. A. and Oetzel, J. (2010). ‘MNE strategic intervention in violent conflict: Variations based on conflict 

characteristics’. Journal of  Business Ethics, 89, 375–86.

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.13213 by Fabrice L
um

ineau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



31War as a Phenomenon of  Inquiry in Management Studies

© 2025 The Author(s). Journal of  Management Studies published by Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies 
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Ghemawat, P. (2002). ‘Competition and business strategy in historical perspective’. The Business History 
Review, 76, 37–74.

Glick, R. and Taylor, A. M. (2010). ‘Collateral damage: trade disruption and the economic impact of  war’. 
Review of  Economics and Statistics, 92, 102–27.

Gregg, H. R., Restubug, S. L., Dasborough, M., Xu, C., Deen, C. M. and He, Y. (2022). ‘When disas-
ter strikes! An interdisciplinary review of  disasters and their organizational consequences’. Journal of  
Management, 48, 1382–429.

Grégoire, D. A., Ter Wal, A. L. J., Little, L. M., Bermiss, S., Kotha, R. and Gruber, M. (2024). ‘Mobilizing 
new sources of  data: Opportunities and recommendations’. Academy of  Management Journal, 67, 289–98.

Gümüsay, A. A., Marti, E., Trittin- Ulbrich, H. and Wickert, C. (2022). ‘How organizing matters for societal 
grand challenges’. Research in the Sociology of  Organizations, 79, 1–14.

Guo, G. C., Al Ariss, A. and Brewster, C. (2020). ‘Understanding the global refugee crisis: Managerial con-
sequences and policy implications’. Academy of  Management Perspectives, 34, 531–45.

Hällgren, M., Rouleau, L. and de Rond, M. (2018). ‘A matter of  life or death: How extreme context re-
search matters for management and organization studies’. Academy of  Management Annals, 12, 111–53.

Havrylyshyn, A., Eckardt, R. and Yakushko, N. (2024). ‘Management research on the war in Ukraine: 
Building theory and supporting practitioners’. European Management Journal, 42, 647–52.

Healey, M. P., Leroy, H., Post, C. and Potočnik, K. (2023). ‘Changing the scholarly conversation: What it 
means, why it matters, and how to approach it in micro research’. Journal of  Management Studies, 60, 
1633–56.

Helfat, C. E., Kaul, A., Ketchen, D. J., Jr., Barney, J. B., Chatain, O. and Singh, H. (2023). ‘Renewing the 
resource- based view: New contexts, new concepts and new methods’. Strategic Management Journal, 44, 
1357–90.

Hernandez, M. and Haack, P. (2023). ‘From the editors: Theorizing for positive impact’. Academy of  
Management Review, 48, 371–8.

Hersey, P. and Blanchard, K. H. (1969). ‘Life cycle theory of  leadership’. Training and Development Journal, 23, 
26–34.

Hiatt, S. and Sine, W. D. (2014). ‘Clear and present danger: Planning and new venture survival amid political 
and civil violence’. Strategic Management Journal, 35, 773–85.

Hillmann, A. J., Withers, M. C. and Collins, B. J. (2009). ‘Resource dependence theory: A review’. Journal of  
Management, 35, 1404–27.

Hindmarsh, R. (2013). Nuclear Disaster at Fukushima Daiichi: Social, Political and Environmental Issues. New York: 
Routledge.

Hoffman, A. J. and Ocasio, W. (2001). ‘Not all events are attended equally: Toward a middle- range theory 
of  industry attention to external events’. Organization Science, 12, 414–34.

Holderness, C. G. and Pontiff, J. (2012). ‘Hierarchies and the survival of  prisoners of  war during World War 
II’. Management Science, 58, 1873–86.

Howard- Grenville, J. (2021). ‘Caring, courage and curiosity: Reflections on our roles as scholars in organiz-
ing for a sustainable future’. Organization Theory, 2, 1–16.

Howard- Grenville, J., Davis, G. F., Dyllick, T., Miller, C. C., Thau, S. and Tsui, A. S. (2019). ‘Sustainable 
development for a better world: Contributions of  leadership, management, and organizations’. Academy 
of  Management Discoveries, 5, 355–66.

Jahanshahi, A. A., Brem, A. and Hoerauf, D. (2020). ‘Employee creativity in war zones: Empirical evidence 
from small firms in Afghanistan’. Creativity and Innovation Management, 29, 465–80.

Janis, I. (1972). Victims of  Groupthink: A Psychological Study of  Foreign- Policy Decisions and Fiascos. Boston, MA: 
Houghton Mifflin.

Jiang, H., Luo, Y., Xia, J., Hitt, M. and Shen, J. (2023). ‘Resource dependence theory in international busi-
ness: Progress and prospects’. Global Strategy Journal, 13, 3–57.

Johns, G. (2006). ‘The essential impact of  context on organizational behavior’. Academy of  Management Review, 
31, 386–408.

Jola- Sanchez, A. F., Pedraza- Martinez, A. J. and Bretthauer, K. M. (2016). ‘Effect of  armed conflicts on 
humanitarian operations: Total factor productivity and efficiency of  rural hospitals’. Journal of  Operations 
Management, 45, 73–85.

Joseph, J., Maon, F., Uribe- Jaramillo, M. T., Katsos, J. E. and Lindgreen, A. (2025). ‘Business, conflict, and 
peace: A systematic literature review and conceptual framework’. Journal of  Management Studies, forth-
coming. https:// onlin elibr ary. wiley. com/ doi/ epdf/ 10. 1111/ joms. 13139 .

Kalkman, J. P. (2023). ‘Radical and swift adaptive organizing in response to unexpected events: Military 
relief  operations after Hurricane Dorian’. Academy of  Management Discoveries, 9, 497–524.

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.13213 by Fabrice L
um

ineau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/joms.13139


32 F. Lumineau and A. Keller

© 2025 The Author(s). Journal of  Management Studies published by Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies 
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Keeley, L. H. (1997). War Before Civilization: The Myth of  the Peaceful Savage. Oxford, UK: Oxford University 
Press.

Khanna, T. and Palepu, K. (1997). ‘Why focused strategies may be wrong for emerging markets’. Harvard 
Business Review, 75, 41–51.

Kim, J. H. (2019). ‘Is you playing field unleveled? U.S. defense contractors and foreign firm lobbying’. Strategic 
Management Journal, 40, 1911–37.

Klüppel, L. M., Pierce, L. and Snyder, J. A. (2018). ‘The deep historical roots of  organization and strategy: 
Traumatic shocks, culture, and institutions’. Organization Science, 29, 702–21.

Koch- Bayram, I. F. and Wernicke, G. (2018). ‘Drilled to obey? Ex- military CEOs and financial misconduct’. 
Strategic Management Journal, 39, 2943–64.

Kodama, M. and Ladd, B. (2013). ‘Mapping the cyberwar battlefield’. Harvard Business Review, 91, 1–3.
Kornberger, M. (2013). ‘Clausewitz: On strategy’. Business History, 55, 1058–73.
Kornberger, M. and Engberg- Pedersen, A. (2021). ‘Reading Clausewitz, reimagining the practice of  strat-

egy’. Strategic Organization, 19, 338–50.
Kriauciunas, A., Parmigiani, A. and Rivera- Santos, M. (2011). ‘Leaving our comfort zone: Integrating estab-

lished practices with unique adaptations to conduct survey- based research in nontraditional contexts’. 
Strategic Management Journal, 32, 994–1010.

Lakatos, I. (1968). ‘Criticism and the methodology of  scientific research programmes’. Proceedings of  the 
Aristotelian Society, 69, 149–86.

LeBaron, C., Jarzabkowski, P., Pratt, M. G. and Fetzer, G. (2018). ‘An introduction to video methods in or-
ganizational research’. Organizational Research Methods, 21, 239–60.

Levy, J. S. (1998). ‘The causes of  war and the conditions of  peace’. Annual Review of  Political Science, 1, 139–65.
Lewicki, R., Weiss, S. and Lewin, D. (1992). ‘Models of  conflict, negotiation, and third- party intervention – a 

review and synthesis’. Journal of  Organizational Behavior, 12, 209–52.
Li, C., Arikan, I., Shenkar, O. and Arikan, A. (2020). ‘The impact of  country- dynamic military conflicts 

on market reaction to cross- border acquisitions’. Journal of  International Business Studies, 51, 299–325.
Li, C. and Vashchilko, T. (2010). ‘Dyadic military conflict, security alliances, and bilateral FDI flows’. Journal 

of  International Business Studies, 41, 765–82.
Lindee, M. S. (2020). Rational Fog: Science and Technology in Modern War. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press.
Lumineau, F., Eckerd, S. and Handley, S. (2015). ‘Interorganizational conflict: Overview, challenges, and 

opportunities’. Journal of  Strategic Contracting and Negotiation, 1, 42–64.
Lumineau, F., Kong, T. and Dries, N. (2025). ‘A roadmap for navigating phenomenon- based research in 

management’. Journal of  Management, 51, 505–17.
Lumineau, F. and Oliveira, N. (2018). ‘A pluralistic perspective to overcome major blind spots in research on 

interorganizational relationships’. Academy of  Management Annals, 12, 440–65.
MacMillan, M. (2020). War: How Conflict Shaped Us. New York,: Random House.
Mainiero, L. A. and Gibson, D. E. (2003). ‘Managing employee trauma: Dealing with the emotional fallout 

from 9- 11’. Academy of  Management Perspectives, 17, 130–43.
Maitlis, S. and Christianson, M. (2014). ‘Sensemaking in organizations: Taking stock and moving forward’. 

Academy of  Management Annals, 8, 57–125.
Marquis, C. and Tilcsik, A. (2013). ‘Imprinting: Toward a multilevel theory’. Academy of  Management Annals, 

7, 195–245.
Meyer, R. E. and Quattrone, P. (2023). ‘Editorial: reflections on organizing in/for peace and war times’. 

Organization Studies, 44, 299–300.
Michailova, S. (2022). ‘An attempt to understand the war in Ukraine: An escalation of  commitment perspec-

tive’. British Journal of  Management, 33, 1673–7.
Min, J. (2024). ‘Field disaster, routine shifts, and adaptation performance: Evidence from the Chernobyl 

disaster’. Organization Studies, 45, 137–60.
Miner, A. S., Bassof, P. and Moorman, C. (2001). ‘Organizational improvisation and learning: A field study’. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 46, 304–37.
Modell, J. and Haggerty, T. (1991). ‘The social impact of  war’. Annual Review of  Sociology, 17, 205–24.
Morgeson, F. P. and DeRue, D. S. (2006). ‘Event criticality, urgency, and duration: Understanding how events 

disrupt teams and influence team leader intervention’. The Leadership Quarterly, 17, 271–87.
Morgeson, F. P., Mitchell, T. R. and Liu, D. (2015). ‘Event system theory: An event- oriented approach to the 

organizational sciences’. Academy of  Management Review, 40, 515–37.

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.13213 by Fabrice L
um

ineau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



33War as a Phenomenon of  Inquiry in Management Studies

© 2025 The Author(s). Journal of  Management Studies published by Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies 
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Moss, S. M., Uluğ, Ö. M. and Acar, Y. G. (2019). ‘Doing research in conflict contexts: Practical and ethical 
challenges for researchers when conducting fieldwork’. Peace and Conflict: Journal of  Peace Psychology, 25, 
86–99.

Muzio, D. and Doh, J. (2021). ‘COVID- 19 and the future of  management studies: Insights from leading 
scholars’. Journal of  Management Studies, 58, 1371–7.

Nadkarni, S., Gruber, M., DeCelles, K., Connelly, B. and Beer, M. (2018). ‘New ways of  seeing: Radical 
theorizing’. Academy of  Management Journal, 61, 371–7.

Nowinska, A. and Olesen, T. R. (2025). ‘Inter- state war dynamics and investment: Insights from Russia- 
Ukraine war’. Journal of  Business Research, 186, 114911.

Oberschall, A. (1978). ‘Theories of  social conflict’. Annual Review of  Sociology, 4, 291–315.
Oetzel, J. and Getz, K. A. (2012). ‘Why and how might firms respond strategically to violent conflict?’. 

Journal of  International Business Studies, 43, 166–86.
Oetzel, J., Westermann- Behaylo, M., Koerber, C., Fort, T. L. and Rivera, J. (2010). ‘Business and peace: 

Sketching the terrain’. Journal of  Business Ethics, 89, 351–73.
Oh, C. H. and Oetzel, J. (2017). ‘Once bitten twice shy? Experience managing violent conflict risk and MNC 

subsidiary- level investment and expansion’. Strategic Management Journal, 38, 714–31.
Pavićević, S. and Keil, T. (2025). ‘The role of  military directors in holding the CEO accountable for poor 

firm performance’. Strategic Management Journal, 46, 790–814.
Pawlak, M. (2022). ‘Humanitarian aid in times of  war: Organization and ignorance’. Organization Studies, 

43, 993–6.
Pfeffer, J. (1981). Power in Organizations. Marshfield, MA: Pitman.
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B. and Podsakoff, N. P. (2016). ‘Recommendations for creating better con-

cept definitions in the organizational, behavioral, social sciences’. Organizational Research Methods, 19, 
159–203.

Powell, W. W. and DiMaggio, P. J. (1991). The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis. Chicago, IL: 
University of  Chicago Press.

Rauch, M. (2025). ‘Between war and peace: How boredom shapes the enactment of  idealized futures in 
extreme contexts’. Academy of  Management Journal, https:// journ als. aom. org/ doi/ 10. 5465/ amj. 2023. 
0618.

Rauch, M. and Ansari, S. (2022). ‘Waging war from remote cubicles: How workers cope with technologies 
that disrupt the meaning and morality of  their work’. Organization Science, 33, 83–104.

Rauch, M. and Ansari, S. (2025). ‘Reframing silence as purposeful: emotions in extreme contexts’. Journal 
of  Management Studies, forthcoming. https:// onlin elibr ary. wiley. com/ doi/ 10. 1111/ joms. 13079 .

Ray, J. L. and Smith, A. D. (2012). ‘Using photographs to research organizations: Evidence, considerations, 
and application in a field study’. Organizational Research Methods, 15, 288–315.

Remarque, E. M. (1929/1996). Im Westen nichts Neues/ All Quiet on the Western Front. New York: Random House.
Rouleau, L. (2023). ‘“Does our work matter?” The role of  organizational researchers in extreme (war)times’. 

Organization Studies, 44, 323–6.
Roulet, T. J. and Bothello, J. (2023). ‘An event- system perspective on disruptions: Theorizing the pandemic 

and other discontinuities through historical and fictional accounts of  the plague’. Academy of  Management 
Review, 48, 772–89.

Sadri, M., Piazza, A., Phung, K. and Helms, W. (2023). ‘The disparate economic outcomes of  stigma: evi-
dence from the arms industry’. Strategic Management Journal, 44, 2489–533.

Salvi, E., Hechavarria, D. M. and Gimenez- Jimenez, D. (2025). ‘Opportunity amidst explosions: How 
armed conflicts spark informal entrepreneurship in emerging economies’. Journal of  Business Venturing 
Insights, 23, e00514.

Sanchez, J. I., Korbin, W. P. and Viscarra, D. M. (1995). ‘Corporate support in the aftermath of  a natural 
disaster’. Academy of  Management Journal, 38, 504–21.

Scherner, J., Streb, J. and Tilly, S. (2014). ‘Supplier networks in the German aircraft industry during World War 
II and their long- term effects on West Germany’s automobile industry during the “Wirtschaftswunder”’. 
Business History, 56, 996–1020.

Schwab, D. (1980). ‘Construct validity in organizational behavior’. Research in Organizational Behavior, 2, 3–43.
Scott, W. R. (1995). Institutions and Organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.
Sharma, P., Toubiana, M., Lashley, K., Massa, F., Rogers, K. and Ruebottom, T. (2024). ‘Honing the craft of  

qualitative data collection in extreme contexts’. Journal of  Management Inquiry, 33, 99–114.
Siggelkow, N. (2007). ‘Persuasion with case studies’. Academy of  Management Journal, 50, 20–4.
Singer, P. W. (2003). Corporate Warriors: The Rise of  the Privatized Military Industry. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University 

Press.

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.13213 by Fabrice L
um

ineau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://journals.aom.org/doi/10.5465/amj.2023.0618
https://journals.aom.org/doi/10.5465/amj.2023.0618
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/joms.13079


34 F. Lumineau and A. Keller

© 2025 The Author(s). Journal of  Management Studies published by Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies 
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Singer, P. W. (2009). Wired for War: The Robotics Revolution and Conflict in the 21st Century. London, UK: Penguin 
Books.

Sledge, E. B. (1981). With the Old Breed: At Peleliu and Okinawa. New York: Presidio Press.
Soeters, J. (2020). Management and Military Studies: Classical and Current Foundations. Milton Park/Abingdon: 

Routledge.
Srai, J. S., Graham, G., van Hoek, R., Joglekar, N. and Lorentz, H. (2023). ‘Impact pathways: Unhooking 

supply chains from conflict zones – reconfiguration and fragmentation lessons from the Ukraine- Russia 
war’. International Journal of  Operations & Production Management, 43, 289–301.

Starbuck, W. H. and Farjoun, M. (2005). Organizing at the Limit: Lessons from the Columbia Disaster. Oxford: 
Blackwell Publishing.

Starbuck, W. H. and Milliken, F. J. (1988). ‘Challenger: Fine- tuning the odds until something breaks’. Journal 
of  Management Studies, 25, 319–40.

Staw, B. M. (1981). ‘The escalation of  commitment to a course of  action’. Academy of  Management Review, 6, 
577–87.

Stinchcombe, A. L. (1965). ‘Social structures and organizations’. In March, J. G. (Ed), Handbook of  
Organizations. Chicago, IL: Rand McNally, 142–93.

Suddaby, R. (2010). ‘Editor’s comments: construct validity in theories of  management and organization’. 
Academy of  Management Review, 35, 346–57.

Sun, T. (5th century BC/1963). The Art of  War. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Sydow, J., Schreyögg, G. and Koch, J. (2009). ‘Organizational path dependence: Opening the black box’. 

Academy of  Management Review, 34, 689–709.
Sytch, M. and Dukach, D. (2023). ‘Leading a business in Ukraine during the war’. Harvard Business Review, 

February 23, 1–12. Available at: https:// hbr. org/ 2023/ 02/ leadi ng-  a-  busin ess-  in-  ukrai ne-  durin 
g-  the-  war.

Thams, Y. and Dau, L. A. (2023). ‘Do liberal and conservative- leaning CEOs approach de- internationalization 
differently? Zooming in on the onset of  the 2022 Russia/Ukraine crisis’. Journal of  World Business, 58, 
101475.

Vergne, J.- P. (2012). ‘Stigmatized categories and public disapproval of  organizations: A mixed- method study 
of  the global arms industry, 1996- 2007’. Academy of  Management Journal, 55, 1027–52.

Villani, E. and Phillips, N. (2021). ‘Formal organizations and interstitial spaces: Catalysts, complexity, and 
the initiation of  cross- field collaboration’. Strategic Organization, 19, 5–36.

von Clausewitz, C. (1832/2008). Vom Kriege / On War. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
von Krogh, G., Rossi- Lamastra, C. and Haefliger, S. (2012). ‘Phenomenon- based research in manage-

ment and organization science: When is it rigorous and does it matter?’. Long Range Planning, 45, 
277–98.

Walzer, M. (1977). Just and Unjust Wars: A Moral Argument with Historical Illustrations. New York, NY: Basic Books.
Weber, M. (1922/2019). Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft / Economy and Society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press.
Weick, K. E. (1990). ‘The vulnerable system: An analysis of  the Tenerife air disaster’. Journal of  Management 

Studies, 16, 571–93.
Weick, K. E. (1995). Sensemaking in Organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.
Weick, K. E. (2022). ‘Arrested sensemaking: typified suppositions sink the El Faro’. Organization Theory, 3, 

1–12.
Weick, K. E. and Roberts, K. H. (1993). ‘Collective mind in organizations: Heedful interrelating on flight 

decks’. Administrative Science Quarterly, 38, 357–81.
Weick, K. E. and Sutcliffe, K. M. (2015). Managing the Unexpected: Sustained Performance in a Complex World, 3rd 

edition. San Francisco, CA: Jossey- Bass.
Wenzel, M., Stanske, S. and Lieberman, M. B. (2021). ‘Strategic responses to crisis’. Strategic Management 

Journal, 42, O16–O27.
Whetten, D. A. (1989). ‘What constitutes a theoretical contribution?’. Academy of  Management Review, 14, 

490–5.
Wickert, C. (2024). ‘Prescriptive theorizing to tackle societal grand challenges: Promises and perils’. Journal 

of  Management Studies, 61, 1683–91.
Wickert, C., Post, C., Doh, J. P., Prescott, J. E. and Prencipe, A. (2021). ‘Management research that makes a 

difference: Broadening the meaning of  impact’. Journal of  Management Studies, 58, 297–320.
Wiedemann, N. J. B., Pina e Cunha, M. and Clegg, S. R. (2021). ‘Rethinking resistance as an act of  impro-

visation: Lessons from the 1914 Christmas truce’. Organization Studies, 42, 615–35.

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.13213 by Fabrice L
um

ineau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://hbr.org/2023/02/leading-a-business-in-ukraine-during-the-war
https://hbr.org/2023/02/leading-a-business-in-ukraine-during-the-war


35War as a Phenomenon of  Inquiry in Management Studies

© 2025 The Author(s). Journal of  Management Studies published by Society for the Advancement of  Management Studies 
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Williams, T. A., Gruber, D. A., Sutcliffe, K. M., Shepherd, D. A. and Zhao, E. Y. (2017). ‘Organizational 
response to adversity: Fusing crisis management and resilience research streams’. Academy of  Management 
Annals, 11, 733–69.

Williams, C. and Steriu, R. (2022). ‘MNE market entry and social investment in battle- weary countries: 
Evidence from Heineken’. Journal of  World Business, 57, 101342.

Wilson, T. D., Aronson, E. and Carlsmith, K. (2010). ‘The art of  laboratory experimentation’. In Fiske, S. 
T., Gilbert, D. T. and Lindzey, G. (Eds), The Handbook of  Social Psychology, 5th edition. New York: Wiley, 
51–81.

Witte, C. T., Burger, M. J., Ianchovichina, E. I. and Pennings, E. (2017). ‘Dodging bullets: The heterogenous 
effect of  political violence on greenfield FDI’. Journal of  International Business Studies, 48, 862–92.

Witzel, M. (2017). The History of  Management Thought, 2nd edition. New York: Routledge.
Wu, S., Chirico, F., Fan, D., Ding, J. and Su, Y. (2024). ‘Foreign market exit in family firms: Do historical 

military and cultural frictions matter?’. Journal of  World Business, 59, 101504.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information may be found in the online version of  this article at 
the publisher’s web site.

 14676486, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jom

s.13213 by Fabrice L
um

ineau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/03/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense


	War as a Phenomenon of Inquiry in Management Studies
	Abstract  
	INTRODUCTION
	THE VALUE OF A MANAGEMENT PERSPECTIVE ON WAR
	Management Scholars’ Mission to Understand and Tackle Grand Societal Challenges
	The Dual Pathways of Studying War in Management Research
	Historical Connection between War and Management Practice and Theory

	ANALYSING WAR FROM A MANAGEMENT VIEWPOINT
	Direction #1: The Nature of War
	Direction #2: The Actors in War
	States and the military. 
	Non-state military organizations. 
	Other private firms. 
	International and non-governmental organizations. 
	Civilians. 

	Direction #3: The Context of War

	RESEARCH OPPORTUNITIES AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE NATURE, ACTORS, AND CONTEXT OF WAR
	Direction #4: The Interplay between the Nature of and Actors in War
	Direction #5: The Interplay between the Actors in and the Context of War
	Direction #6: The Interplay between the Context and the Nature of War

	THEORIZING WAR IN MANAGEMENT STUDIES
	Direction #7: War as Explanans
	Direction #8: War as Explanandum
	Direction #9: War as Moderator

	CHALLENGES AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS IN STUDYING WAR
	Logistical and Practical Issues
	Physical and Psycho-Emotional Risks
	Ethical Dilemmas
	Methodological Opportunities for a Relatively Risk-free Study of War
	Responsibility of the War Scholar

	CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	NOTES
	REFERENCES


