ETHICAL LANDSCAPES OF THE HUMAN TERRAIN SYSTEM

A Thesis
Submitted to the Graduate Faculty
of the
North Dakota State University
of Agriculture and Applied Science

By

Jenna Lark Clawson

In Partial Fulfilment of the Requirements
for the Degree of
MASTER OF ARTS

Major Department:
Anthropology

October 2014

Fargo, North Dakota



North Dakota State University

Graduate School

Title

Ethical Landscapes of the Human Terrain System

By

Jenna Lark Clawson

The Supervisory Committee certifies that tiiisquisition complies with North Dakota State

University’s regulations and meets the accepteudstals for the degree of

MASTER OF ARTS

SUPERVISORY COMMITTEE:

Dr. Joy Sather-Wagstaff

Chair

Dr. Jarret Brachman

Dr. Christina Weber

Approved:

11/21/14 Dr. Jeffrey Clark

Date Department Chair



ABSTRACT

This thesis addresses current controversy ovetatpractices in the Human Terrain
System. In the past decade the Department of Defess adopted a cultural approach in the
science of military control consequently creating tontroversial HTS program. The HTS
employs anthropologists to create ethnographic sietkaon target populations, which has created
ethical concerns for the anthropology disciplineisTphenomenon is situated in the context of
anthropologists’ roles in colonial population catiprior military engagements, and the
discipline’s reactions to late #@entury ethics issues. This ethical dilemma idyaea using
discourse of the military, academics, and the puBilnemes found are contextualized in an
analysis of ethics standards and practices foraeptiogy and the military and the AAAs
opposition to the HTS. Findings are explained tgtoapplication of Hoffman’s cultural
response to disaster model. Based on this resdarake some initial suggestions for resolving

this ethical dilemma.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| would like to express my utmost gratitude to anver of people. There have been a
variety of individuals who have helped me in ong/waanother along this journey. | write this
to thank those of you who have shared in my haggirgetbacks, and successes throughout this
thesis process. Namely | would like to thank myepé#s, Keith and Laurel Clawson. | attribute
many of my successes to your endless examplesetdss work ethic, what it means to prosper
through trials and tribulations, and why it is innfamt to be both selfless and valiant in the face
of difficulty.

| also want to thank my siblings: Crystal, Kaelaidget, and Tom, all of which are
always a phone call or glass of wine away. One @ragnother, each of you have attributed to
my personal and professional growth my entire Each of you have always led by example
and truly shown what grit is and for that | am ibtkl. | want to express my thanks to Jared
Huibregtse who came into my life at just the righte. It thrills me that we were able to
experience and conquer the last year of our theeeess together. Last, but certainly not least, |
want to thank my friends, fellow graduate studevit® have become friends, and a variety of
faculty and staff in the NDSU Anthropology Departrthevho have helped inspire and motivate

me in a variety of ways throughout this program.



DEDICATION
This thesis is dedicated to the professionalsngltio engage in discourse surrounding shunned
controversy and then advocate for change. Thisslealso dedicated to the millions of people,
both civilian and military, who have been and Ww# affected both positively and negatively by
the work of social scientists and the military thghout history and in the future. May the

deaths, knowledge, struggles, and successes enaired in vain.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

A B S T R A T e ettt oo e ettt e e e et e et e e e et e e nma— e e et e ean e e e eenann e aa s ii
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ..ttt ettt e e e e et e e e e e e et e e aeaaeneeesann e aaaeennes )Y
DEDICATION ..ottt e e et e e e e e et b b e e e e eemeeesaa e e e eeesbn e eeeeenrnnnnns Y
LIST OF TABLES ... ettt e e e e et et e e e e et e bmme e e e e e e e ban e e e e eeennnnns Vil
LIST OF FIGURES ...t ee ettt e ettt e e e e e e ma e e e e e e et e e e e e eennanans IX
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ...ttt e et e et e emmmn e e e e e e nan s X
CHAPTER 1. AN ETHICAL QUANDARY IN AMERICAN ANTHROPQOGY: AN
INTRODUGTION ...t e e e et e e e e e e e en s e e e e e eeensnn e e e s ennnnnnaeeeenes 1
The Human Terrain System and Anthropology: An ldtrction to the Conflict.............. 1
Framing the ThesisS QUESTIONS.........oo i eeceeeeeee s 5
OULliNE Of the TRESIS ....ceiiiiiiieie e e 7
CHAPTER 2. SOURCES AND ANALYSIS METHODS......coeieeeeee e 8
Framing Sources: Ethics vs. Morals and “Studying.Up.......ccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiies 8
Yo 10 o7 = PSP PPPPPPPPPPPP 10
Methods: DISCOUISE ANAIYSIS .....uuuruuiiiiieeiieitiieee e e e e eeee b enasen s 15
Analysis by Coding and Theming...........coeuiiiiimiiiiiiiiiiii e 16
ThematiC FINAINGS .....oooiiiiiiiiiiii e e e 17
APPIYING RESUILS ... 19
CHAPTER 3. THE HISTORICAL PAST AND ITS ENDURING CONROVERSIES............ 21
Social Sciences, Politics, and the Military ..., 21
Late Colonial Past.............uuiiiiiiiiiiieeeiee e 21
Early 20" Century BaCKIAash ............cccueeieeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, 23

Late 20" Century: Darkness in El Dorado and its Signifiete Framing the
HT S ettt e e e e e e e e e —————— e a e e e as 24



The Emergence of the HT S, e e e 28

HTS and COIN Tactics in the Middle East .........ccccevviiiiiiiiiiiiiie 33
CHAPTER 4. ETHICS: STANDARDS AND PRACTICE ... 40
(=L T ToXST T AN g1 a1 0] oT0] [ o )V 2SR 40
EthiCS IN the HTS . 43
Anthropology’s Position 0N the HTS..........ceeeeieeeieeiiiiiisses e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeee 46
The Conflict: UNCEertainty .........cooiiiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ee e eeeeeeeeannes 50
CHAPTER 5. HTS AS A DISASTER: USING HOFFMAN'S MODEL............occviiiiiiieeeens 52
The Crisis Phase: Uncertainty and Vulnerability...............cccccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee, 53
O g Tt =] 4 7= 1T R 54
RV 11 =T > o] | 1 56
The Aftermath Nexus: Social CoNtrol .........cccoeoiiiiiiieii e 58
The Passage to Closure: More UNCEMaINTY ...cceeeeeeeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiicieie e e eeeeeeens 60
CHAPTER 6. HTS NOW, HTS IN THE FUTURE: A CONCLUSIQON...........cccvvriiiiieeeeenennn, 63
CONCIUSIVE OVEIVIEW ... ittt sttt e et e e e e a st et e e s smmnee e e e s nnnnneeee s 63
The Future of Debates and the HTS ... 66
REFERENGCES ...t e e e e e e e e e r e 70
APPENDIX A. RESEARCH AND EXPERTISE OF ANTHROPOLOGIS AT AAA
CONFERENCE 2013, ORIGINAL IMAGE ......cooti et 87
APPENDIX B. SOURCE MATERIALS FOR DISCOURSE ANALYSIS......cccooiiiiiiiiie 88

APPENDIX C. RESEARCH PLAN: STRIKE HIT, HUMAN TERRA TEAM
HANDBOOK (2008) ....ceeiiiuiiteiieeeeeistees ettt e e e s s e e e e e s s e e e s s snns e e e e e e annrneeeeeenann 91

Vil



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page

1. CategorieS and Media TYPES .. .coi oottt e e e e e e e e e e et e e e et e eeene e seerbaan e e as 14
2. All TREMES/FIEOUENCIES ...cceevvvivteee s s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeaasss bt a e e e e e e aeeeeeaes 18
3. Main and Secondary Themes/FreQUENCIES ..cooeee i 18

viii



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure Page
1. Number of civilian casualties in the War ON DBIL......c.oene e 2

2. On-site research areas and expertise of antlogipts present at the 2013 AAA annual
conference noted with red circles. Graphic desmmntesy of Sophie Haren. (See Appendix

A for the original source for the graphiC.) ... .eeeeeeeeiiii s 11
3. Timeline: List of Significant Events: HTS (FORO10D) ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 29
4. Screenshot of HTS recruitment email (Crockfddd2)...............oovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeiieeeeees 32
5. Government Official Semi-Structured Questiona@art 1 of 3) ..........ceevvvvvvviiiiiiissamenn. 34
6. Government Official Semi-Structured Questiona@art 2 of 3) ...........cccoviiiiiiiiiiiitmnenms 3D
7. Government Official Semi-Structured Questiona@part 3 0f 3) ...........cceeviiviiiiivnnnniommnn. 36
8. Conceptual model based on Hoffman (1999)...cccuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiie 53



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

32CFR 219 . Code of Federal Regulations - Dept. ofelDse:
Protection of Human Subjects

R O o B 1 Code of Federal Regulations — Dept. eatd and
Human Services: Protection ofrtdin Subjects

AAA e American Anthropological Association

AO Area of Operation

CEAUSSIC ... e, Commission on the Engagement of Anthropplog

with US Military and Intelligence Communities

CDA e Critical Discourse Analysis

ClA e ————— Central Intelligence Agency

COIN e Counterinsurgency

DAC .o District Area Councils

DAHR oo Declaration of Anthropology and HumaigtRs

DHA e Discourse Historical Approach

DOD ..o Department of Defense

DoD 5500.7-R........ccccccciiiiiieeeeeee e . DEPArtment of Defense Joint Ethics Regoitati

DOJ e Department of Justice

= 5 Improvised Explosive Device

EDPM ..o Ethical Decision-Making Plan

FM 3-24 e Counterinsurgency Field Manual 3-24
FM 100-20 ...ccoieeieeeeeeeiieeee e e Counterinsurgency Field Manual 100-20
FWA e Federalwide Assurance

[ 1] Human Subjects Protection Program
HTR. e Human Terrain



HTS e Human Terrain System

HT T e Human Terrain Team

HTTHB ..o Human Terrain Team Handbook

IDPS.cc e Internally Displaced Persons

IRB .o Institutional Review Board

JER . Joint Ethics Regulation, DoD 550B.7

JIEDDO....coiiiiieiiei e Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat
Organization

N Neighborhood Area Councils

NCA e Network for Concern Anthropologists

N Non-Governmental Organizations

OFE o Operational Environment

RPSH. ..o Research Plan: STRIKE HTT

TRADOC ... eeeeeans United States Army Training and Doctrinen@nand

UCMUI .. raaaee e Uniform Code of Military Justice

UDHR ..o Universal Declaration of Human Rights

UN oo United Nations

USDA . . e United States Department of Agricudtur

USNWC ... United States Naval War College

WW o World War |

WWIL oo World War I

Xi



CHAPTER 1. AN ETHICAL QUANDARY IN AMERICAN ANTHROPO LOGY:
AN INTRODUCTION
The Human Terrain System and Anthropology: An Introduction to the Conflict

This thesis is an analysis and evaluation of cotsfland debates between anthropologists
and the military focused on the ethics of humanesb research and the ethical uses of data
collected through social scientists contractedngynilitary. For many decades, US military
operations and national security and intelligergenaies have utilized social scientists to gain
sociocultural information on indigenous populatieam®rder to assist in military decision-
making. This practice is an extension of'&hd early 28 century colonial era government,
military, civilian uses of social research to leabout, control, and exploit colonized and/or
civilian populations. In contemporary practice, Isuesearch takes numerous forms, from
psychologists having “been involved in designingue since at least the Vietnam War” (Gray
and Zelinski 2006:128) to the creation of the Hurarrain System (HTS) by the US Army
reduce collateral damage, particularly civilianttisaand engender other, more positive
outcomes for local populations.

The HTS is a contract-based program whereby theyAmbeds social scientists,
including anthropologists, with troops in areagofflict in order to gather sociocultural
information on indigenous populations. The aim @i3Hs to gather local sociocultural
knowledge from indigenous populations to be useatderrision-making for a diversity of
counterinsurgency (COIN) operations. HTS is foundedhe premise that “all insurgencies,
even today’s highly adaptable strains, remain \@arsngst the people” (Sewell 2007:xlv) thus
knowledge about indigenous people is critical tolf®uccess. The HTS was implemented in

2007, paralleling the so-called “surge” in Iraq w000+ US troops were added to the war in



the Middle East and the military began a focuthumanizing relations with local populatiol
The progranbecame a permaneUS Army contract operation in 2010 and thest curren
Human Terrain Team (HTT) deployme have been in Iraq, Afghanistan, Kuwait, and o
neighboring Middle Eastern countriduring the “War on Terror.”
aco0 04 '05 '06 ‘07 '08 '09 "0 11 "2 "3
2000
1500
1000

S00

Figure 1.Number of civilian casualties in the War on Te.

The late 20072013 period following the “surge” and the implensitn of the HTS sa\
a major decline in civilian fatalities (see Figdy). This decline can bdtabuted to a variety ¢
factors, including the significant increase in pepas well as the contribution of H-generated
ethnographic data to decisiomaking. Yet despite this demonstrated value ofraptblogical
knowledge, involvement in current iitary operations remains so controversial thatigastion
in such by qualified anthropologisother than in leadership positiondasv. For example, a
three of the Directors of the HTS Social Sciencesd@orate (past and present) have doci
degees in anthropology. According to King (2011:1in 2011 fewer than 10% of the 77 H’
social scientists were anthropologistmong the 32 HTS social scientists with a Ph.D. &n
with a master’s degree, 11 were anthropologistsr (fath a Ph.D., sevewith a master’s)
While anthropologists are not alone in working wtttle military through HTS or other progral

—scholars trained in other behavioral and sociarsm®s disciplines do as well aas the
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previous numbers indicate, more so — no otherplisel has generated as much outspoken
debate and concern over working relationships thighmilitary as anthropology has.

The creation and implementation of the HTS, andi§ipally the “recruitment of
anthropologists to provide ‘cultural knowledge’ the purpose of more effective
counterinsurgency in Iraq and Afghanistan” hasteegaumerous conflicts and debates between
HTS advocates and anthropological critics (Fort&12049). Some professional academics find
that a practicing anthropologist’s involvementhe HTS or in other work for military or
government intelligence is a violation of ethicsles as provided by anthropology’s primary
professional organization, the American AnthropatabAssociation (AAA) (see Forte 2011,
Gonzélez 2009, Gusterson 200, Price 2008, 2018 ARA’s Statement on Ethics specifically
states that “a primary ethical obligation sharedibthropologists is tdo no harmi and that the
protection of ethnographic participants from phgkisocial, and psychological harm is critical
(2012, emphases added).

The AAA also states that “among our goals are thgethination of anthropological
knowledge and its use to solve human problems”Zp0&iven that the aim of HTS is to use
local sociocultural knowledge for better operatiatecision-making and minimizing collateral
damage, particularly indigenous civilian deathsyould seem that the involvement of social
scientists such as anthropologists in HTS meets AA8&ls, the needs of national security, and
reducing casualties. And indigenous populationsatéhe only group to benefit from HTS
research. Soldier safety increases greatly if #treytaught about the local culture and how to
interact respectfully, effectively, and cooperatyweith locals. Without input from those well-
trained in ethnographic research, bystander papuakmay continue to be exploited or harmed,

intentionally or otherwise, by the US military. Mary personnel may unknowingly participate



in harmful or dangerous practices due to a laakutitire-specific knowledge or to avoidable
cross-cultural misunderstanding.

However, “weaponizing culture” through the HTS & supported by the AAA and is
opposed by many anthropologists. Hugh Gustersofonesfully argued that “the ‘war on
terror’ has disturbed [our] settled norms, [and{ttanthropologists should not assist
counterinsurgency campaigns” (2007:155). Yet fahaopology to completely opt out of any
engagement with the military is not a valid solat@nce war and other sociopolitical conflicts
will continue, bringing with them ongoing potensidbr harm to civilians and soldiers alike. If
anthropology as an entity were to step out, a viacisucreated whereby other disciplines can
dominate the military intelligence realm and pigkwhere anthropology left off, but perhaps in
a less rigorously trained fashion in terms of etraphic methods and cultural sensitivity. And if
anthropologists do not cultivate a working relasbip with the military, what will stop them
from creating their own “anthropologists” insteatfhat will this do for reducing harm?

Harm, in all forms, is both a violation of AAA predsional ethics and basic human
rights. According to Article 3 in the Universal Da@tion of Human Rights (UDHR), “everyone
has the right to life, liberty and security of pmn% (United Nations N.d.:1). Rights as laid out by
the United Nations (UN), of which the US is a memla@d human rights criteria closely
followed by the AAA (as guided bBYJDHR, the International Covenants on Civil and &l
Rights, and on Social, Economic, and Cultural Ragtite Conventions on Torture, Genocide,
and Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Agat Women, and other treaties which bring
basic human rights within the parameters of intéonal written and customary law and
practice”) are being violated by a HTS that is eatly not bound to or capable of protecting its

human subjects to the fullest capacity (AAA DAHRO9Y. Yet as Michael Carrithers suggests,



the UDHR “amounts merely to a time and culture lwbartefact, an expressions only of some
people’s ideas at a particular time” (2005:435) amdilarly, the AAA’s DAHR has not been
updated for well over a decade.

As a profession, anthropology should to find a nsgAnough which it can use its
knowledge to speak to issues of harm, internatiboalan rights, and the HTS. Addressing this
in updates to the AAA’'s DAHR is one possible stephis process but one that would be mostly
symbolic. The findings in this thesis suggest thatore substantial first step is for anthropology
to work with the militaryto make human subjects protections policies, pado@nd practices in
the HTS more transparent and accountable, refipttia same ethical practice accountability
that academic anthropologists are bound to thralgin institutions’ Human Subjects
Protections Programs (HSPPs) and Institutional @&eBoards (IRBs). As it stands, a key
concern is that data that is collected by soci@mdists in the HTS are not controlled by them or
subject to transparent human subjects protectismrasces and could thus be used for military
decision-making that harms the populations involvidee rationale for this thesis is thus the
need to move towards a reformed, ethically accduate TS that can provide legally-
enforceable protection to all inhabitants of wane® (i.e. civilians, soldiers, HTS operatives and
other contracted employees, etc.) to prevent harm.

Framing the Thesis Questions

In manners not dissimilar to those in the past ¢begter 3), anthropologists began
working for the military and other government agesauring the War on Terror and work by
those scholars quickly engendered concern in tigelaommunity of anthropologists in the US.

Anthropologist Felix Moos (1995, 2004) assistedrfer Director of the Central Intelligence

! This was a concern | brought up at the AAA 2012timg at the AAA Committee for Human Rights Public
Forum. The committee members agreed and creafeot #0s discussion in their annual meeting for tiest day.
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Agency, General Petraeus, in military intelligendeeision-making, initiating the vocal
disapproval of many in the AAA, Network for ConcedhAnthropologists (NCA), and the
academic and professional anthropological communigeneral. Montgomery McFate
(Anthropology PhD from Yale University, Juris Docfoom Harvard Law School, now the
Minerva Chair at the Center for Naval Warfare S¢sdiJS Naval War College) was the leading
and most influential anthropologist in the devel@minof the HTS program.

McFate and Andrea Jackson’s 2005 pilot-program ipppmposing the HTS for US Army
COIN operationsAn Organizational Solution for DOD’s Cultural Knosdge Needsnarks the
beginning of critical discourse against the HTSabthropologists. Groups such as the AAA
(2007), NCA (N.d.b), and anthropologists such ase~2007, 2008, 2010a, 2011, 2013) as well
as others already against the military co-optatioanthropology, including Roberto Gaitez
(2004, 2007, 2009), Hugh Gusterson (2003, 2007 Bavid Price (2002, 2004, 2008, 2009b,
2011), began speaking out and writing against tbgram as it developed, was implemented,
and became permanent.

In the present, questions with respect to the gthi@thnographically collecting
sociocultural data for military intelligence purgssendure, creating ongoing debates. Given that
war and other sociopolitical conflicts will not dgpear in the future, in this thesis | thus analyze
the ethical dilemmas surrounding sociocultural kiealge-based COIN practices by the military
by posing the following research questions:

1) Are there common themes to be found in discussegasding the HTS in the

government/military, anthropology, and general pcispheres?



2) Are there disparities in the ethics standards oRAAAumMan subjects research in
academe, and the military?
Outline of the Thesis

In this chapter | have established the basic sbhde the research, the rationale for the
work, and research questions. Chapter 2 providkscassion on sources and methodologies
employed for the thesis. Chapters 3-4 provide atotical context on anthropology as a
discipline, the emergence of HTS, and an analyisethical standards, policies, and practices for
anthropology and the military as framed by the alisse analysis findings and the additional
analysis of other source materials. Chapter 3 pgies/a concise overview of the historical
relationships between the social sciences and ilitanyifgovernment and the emergence of the
HTS. It also includes an overview of the eventslieg up to the implementation of General
Petraeus’s Counterinsurgency Field Manual (FM 3&2%) HTS informed COIN tactics in the
Middle East and the public controversy in anthrogglover ethics, the Darkness in El Dorado
investigation.

Chapter 4 outlines and analyzes the ethics stdadpolicies, and practices in
anthropology, the military, and the HTS, concludwith the AAA position on and ethics
concerns with the HTS. Chapter 6 provides a conausverview and addresses possibilities for
future research and the future of the HTS, sugggshiat a transformed and transparent program
is the best route for the future, be it for the HIr®ne of a similar fashion yet to be developed
given that a COIN program informed by the social Behavioral sciences is inevitably and

irrefutably here to stay.



CHAPTER 2. SOURCES AND ANALYSIS METHODS

Framing Sources: Ethics vs. Morals and “Studying Up

A guiding focus for this work is informed by sugtjens that we consider “current
anthropological knowledge and its moral importkay factors when addressing the human
world including interconnected relationships sustirese in the military and academic spheres
(Carrithers 2005:433). Didier Fassin (2008) andd&C@aduff (2011) address anthropological
discomfort with reflexivity about morals in theirork and Fassin, in particular, notes that he is
not trying to “defend any kind of moral obligatifor anthropologists” but instead argues “for a
moral anthropology” (2008:334). For Fassin, antbtogists should privilege a “human belief in
the possibility of telling right from wrong and the necessity of acting in favor of good and
against evil” (2008:334). Fassin argues that attaribo morals would indeed assist in
understanding “the evaluative principles and pcastioperating” between different spheres like
the military and anthropology as well as the “debdhey arouse, the processes through which
they become implemented, the justifications thatgwen to account for discrepancies observed
between what should be and what is actually” igstesn like the HTS (2008:336). Fassin goes
on to suggest the necessity of considering anttoggsis' own moral prejudices or value
judgments “as objects of...scientific investigati@wveell as those of his [sic] ‘others™ (2008:
337), with the “others” here being users of the HTS

According to Fassin, considering both moral andcathreflexivity as part of research
activity is epistemologically and politically cratiif one is to question the judgment and values
which do indeed underlie any ethnographic rese@@08:341). The theories of Fassin and
Michael Carrithers overlap because they both sugpesstioning institutional and academic

ethical_ and'moral grounds” (Fassin 2008: 342) as part of aesle into “the understanding of



societies and their moralities” (Carrithers 20054t would seem that adding a moral
dimension to studying the military would be thuspbeductive. However, the 2012 AAA
Statement on Ethics notes that morals are notstthat

ethics and morals differ in important ways. The ptar issues that anthropologists

confront rarely admit to the simple wrongs and tsgbf moral dicta, and one of the prime

ethical obligations of anthropologists is to caligfand deliberately weigh the

consequences and ethical dimensions of the chthieganake — by action or inaction.
Navigating “core moral dimensions of anthropologyeavay of paying attention to—and acting
within—a human world” (Carrithers 2005:446) is paphk valuable for a self-study of
anthropologists. However, the inclusion of moradipons in arguing for a HTS program that is
bound as an institution to protect its subjectsnfiadl possible harm and be accountable for such
is an impossible aim. This is because morals ah@itfiual, subjective positions that inform
personal behavior, beliefs, or character whileasthielong the realm of negotiated standards of
behavior for a given group such as anthropologsstmpany, or the military.

Stepping away from issues of morals (and thus iddal subjectivities that inform
morals such as political beliefs) allows for a fean ethical practice as required, or not, by the
professions involved with the HTS. This requiresageful analysis of the multiple discourses on
and about the relationships between the sociahseg the military, and the HTS with careful
attention to these as institutions of power. Anplmiogists such as Hortense Powdermaker
(1966) and Laura Nader (1972) have argued for awéaud anthropology” or “studying up”
where the ethnographic focus is on mainstream iddals and institutions who wield social
power. Both suggest that anthropological fieldwornkthose who are powerful/dominant and is

important for anthropology to participate in cru@g of a hegemonic world order (Carrithers



2005: 445). Studying up has been applied to th#ganj| both in ethnographies of the military
and scholarly critiques of military power. This @stigation thus analyses past and current ethics
issues regarding the HTS and the social scierntistaploys through the investigation of a
number of published academic works, public medwicp documents, and military doctrine
documents. The literature used for this projedi@h historical context and for analysis includes
that from researchers who have intently studiedrihelvement of social scientists with the US
government/military (from both inside and outsidayl anthropologists who have specifically
studied the HTS.
Sources

For this thesis, materials available as physiqgallglished works or via the internet
served as my sources given that doing on-siteviietd on the HTS was not an option due to
issues of finances, access, and safety. It is watimg that current ethnographic research in
areas affected by the War on Terror is extremely fand for the same reasons noted above),
making my “research at a distance” not out of tltemary (see Figure 2); this may change in the
future. In recent years the HTS has taken intenelsatin America, Africa, and the Caribbean
(Forte 2008) thus the potential growth of this perg creates space, and perhaps safer places, to
conduct fieldwork in the future. | may eventually &ble to conduct fieldwork in areas where the
HTS has operated or with persons who have beeiviedavith HTS programs for a future

project such as a dissertation.
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Anthropologist's Research and Expertise
American Anthropological Conference 2013

Figure 2. On-site research areas and expertisetfapologists present at the 2013 AAA annual
conference noted with red circles. Graphic desmmtesy of Sophie Haren. (See Appendix A
for the original source for the graphic.)

The selection of relevant sources for analysis begth crafting an understanding of
what the HTS does according to directions and prdsoprovided for those working in and with
the HTS. In December of 2008, Wikileaks made a detagopy of the US Army’s Human
Terrain Team Handbook (HTTHB) available online. ¢plete research plan, “Research Plan:
STRIKE HTT” (RPSH), is included in the HTTHB andgfprovides a concise idea of what
types of information HTTs are expected to collecthie field (see Finney 2008:104-106 and
Appendix A for the full outline). The RPSH is a Wworg template for HTT members on what
sociocultural information is desired on variousexgp of the indigenous civilian population and
in some cases, internally displaced persons (IDPe area of operation (AO). This
information becomes a form of local intelligencéical to US military intelligence and
operational decision-making as a COIN strategy. tfphe of information collected requires

social sciences training and thus this is why tisertdlitary employs professional
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anthropologists and other social scientists foa d@atlection. The HTTHB also contains specific
information on best practices for HTTs, the protedor creating a research project, statements
on ethical practice, and reporting procedures.

| read the HTTHB as an anthropologist “insiderhéve a bachelor’s degree in cultural
anthropology) as well as an outsider to the militas | have not been a member of the military.
This allowed me to think about the contents in k#ubjective and objective manner. Once |
was familiar with the HTTHB, research into the amgyof the HTS program and its history into
the present was undertaken. For needed histoocaext, additional information was collected
on the US military, with an emphasis on the Armyg #me War on Terror given priority because
the HTS officially began operating during this pautar conflict. Further works on the roles of
anthropology and the military in World War | (WWWorld War 1l (WWII), Cold War, and the
Vietnam War were secured as were scholarly pulbdicaton the history of anthropology and
colonial government relationships in order to ustierd anthropology’s long history with
military and government intelligence. Informationrh these items are presented as historical
context in Chapter 3.

With this context in place as a frame, sourcesHerthesis analysis were selected. Since
the advent of the HTS, academic and public disonssn the role of social science in the
military has been in surplus. Discourse surroundegHTS is thick with debate regarding
ethical issues, often in the context of the USt jgasl present wars (Price 2008). This discourse,
found in both print and online-only works, is arfoof “indirect observation data” through which
| would be able to study “the traces of human beraand thought...analyze archival data...and
secondary analysis, [and] reanalyzing data thaéwellected for other projects” (Bernard and

Ryan 2010:19). | thus applied methods for onliméfal ethnography that adapt “common
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participant-observation ethnographic procedurgleainique contingencies of computer-
mediated social interaction: alteration, accesgyhbhnonymity, and archiving” (Kozinets
2010:58). This methodology utilizes both “onlinedasffline techniques” by using “ethnographic
and netnographic approaches” (Kozinets 2010:58% pitocess would hopefully enable the
creation of rich ethnography or as Geertz (1973)dadled it, “thick description,” not limited to
the Internet alone (Sade-Beck 2004:1).

Deep searches for and through articles, blogs, Afstements, the HTS official
government website, social media (Facebook, Twittashtag tracking), Google Scholar
tracking, and news media facilitated the identtima of a broad array works on and information
regarding the HTS and ethics issues. Sources wé&retad from this large body of information
available based on the following criteria: 1) tmeyst concern the HTS and/or working
relationships between the social sciences and ilitannand 2) they must be produced by a
person of professional standing in the militarythaopology, or general public spheres including
journalists, scholars, civilian employees of thditary or government, and military personfel.
At least one third of the total material collectedused explicitly on ethical concerns with the
HTS.

134 significant works were located and those tlealtdvith ethics standards and
practices where analyzed to provide an outlinenfdrmation on standards and policies for ethics
in anthropology the military and the AAA position the HTS in Chapter 4. Over the course of
many weeks, | then further narrowed these 134 wiarkisd down to 22 key items (see
Appendix B for complete bibliographic informatiospecifically for a discourse analysis. As

noted in Table 1 these selected works representedray of media types including scholarly

2 The general public includes publicly availablecdisrse by professionals in academia or of PhD stgngho do
not identify with the military or anthropology bdiscuss the HTS in a public arena.
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journal articles, journalism, blogs, and selectitrosn books. After close review of the 22 items,
each item was categorized into one of three tepe-ttategories (see Table 1) based on the
intended audience for and author affiliation of wark: Military/Government Discourse,
Academic Discourse, Public Discourse. These 229tketame the data set for performing
discourse analysis to identify patterns that cdudlp in understanding concerns over the HTS,
similarities and differences in ethics codes, dreddore procedural and ethics issues that form
the controversy over social scientists workingrfolitary operations.

Table 1. Categories and Media Types.

Category Source Media Type
Military/ Connable Military journal article
Gpvernment Cornell & Jackson Book, risk management
Discourse Finney Military directives/protocol publication
Foust Blog
Jager Military journal article
McFate & Fondacaro Military journal article
Petraeus, et al. Military directives/protocol pahtion
Academic AAA (x2) Professional academic organization pullma
Discourse Albro & Gusterson Military news media
Forte Blog feature
Glenn (x2) Academic news media
Gonzélez Academic news media
NCA Professional academic organization publication
Price (x2) Popular news media
Public Gezari (a) Non-fiction book
Discourse Gezari (b) Popular news media
Weinberger Popular news media
Wintersteen Blog feature
Wynn Blog feature
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Methods: Discourse Analysis

There are multiple definitions for “discourse” ifsgo it is first it is necessary to
understand which definitions were used in thisaes®e Encarnacion Hidalgo Tenorio
(2011:185) provides six different definitions ofdourse, three of which | used to define
discourse in this thesis:

1. communication expected in one situation context

2. human interaction through any means, verbal anevedoal

3. awhole communicative event
Discourse here is thus found in physical and orpnlglications in the form of analytical
narratives, quotes and transcribed interviewsphasl information, and newer forms of
“information/conversation” such as blogs.

Due to the need to understand the context fronchwHITS emerged as well as the
contexts informing concern over the HTS by anthtogists, a discourse-historical approach
(DHA), was used to “integrate...all available backgrd information in the analysis and
interpretation of the many layers of written andlgm text” (Van Dijk 2011:364; see also
Wodak and Meyer 2009). DHA creates traceable petter discourse over time (Van Dijk
2011:364) and thus used to identify such in academilitary, and public discourse on the HTS.

A critical discourse analysis (CDA) perspective a0 utilized in order to identify and
account for power dynamics present in discourstherndTS and the power of those producing
that discourse. Producers of this discourse inctudmbers of the military, anthropology, and
news media, all “powerful” in society in differeyt intersecting ways. A CDA perspective
specifically allowed me to analyze discourse @®th upholds power and challenges power

dynamics (Fairclough 2008; Foucault 1981, 1982gdosen and Phillips 2002; connable 2007;
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Van Dijk 2003; Wodak and Meyer 2009). This is bessatCDA focuses on the ways discourse
structures enact, confirm, legitimate, reproducehallenge relations of power and dominance
in society” (Van Dijk 2011:353). Through analyzitige “relationship between discourse and
power,” one finds that “power and domination angroeluced by text and talk” (Wodak and
Meyer 2009:23) and this is particularly true in tmegoing dialog on the HTS.

Analysis by Coding and Theming

Preparation for discourse analysis of the souroeated followed methodologies
proposed by Bonnie Nastasi (1999). These “appraaichselecting segments for transcription”
and analysis included: “purposefully or randomlglexting segments of public discourse and
published documents, “selecting relevant segmeat&fanscribe only segments...that are
relevant to the research question,” and identifitital incidents” (Nastasi 1999:21-22).
Relevant excerpts from the 22 selected works ware topied and pasted or transcribed in
segments (2-3 sentences per segment) into an &wckbook for organized coding. This
resulted in 99 pages of text for coding.

Coding was done manually in the Excel workbook wad completed in two steps. The
first step was initial coding (see Bernard and R$@h0; Emerson et al. 2011; Schensul and
LeCompte 2013; Schensul, et al. 1999). In this @sed used codes to assign simple, descriptive
labels to a phrase, sentence, or cluster of seege@»ding highlighted consistencies,
inconsistencies, and concerns across the milismagemic, and public domains of discourse
surrounding the HTS. The initial coding processsistied of 273 codes.

The next step of the coding process was sortidgcegating a codebook containing two
kinds of codes: theme codes and memos (Bernar®Rga 2010:76). First code duplicates were

accounted for and minimized. Next, codes were rdm@laeording to usefulness for this project.
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Secondary coding was then conducted to identifyareding theme codes from initial codes,
grouping the initial codes into broader categooksimilarity (“themes”). The codebook also
contained information on where the coded discoacseally occurred in the original text. My
memos acted as field notes about codes and codtainenning commentary of ideas and
guestions as | analyzed the discourse segmentagigkeand Ryan 2010:76).
Thematic Findings

Tables 2 and 3 outline the themes and frequentyeoies identified through the process
of discourse analysis. The top six themes for @f¢he 3 discourse categories
(Military/Government, Academic, Public) are listedTable 2 along with their raw and averaged
frequencies of appearance in the codebook andshbeuwtse source authors. Table 3 outlines the
main themes and subthemes identified. By numeyiealalyzing the average frequency of
themes, | found three dominant, main themes acatsgjoriesuncertainty, vulnerabilityand
social control.Among the remaining themes, two secondary themmesgeed:coproduction of
knowledgeanddata control Uncertainty, vulnerabilityandsocial controlare thus the three
most prominent concerns regarding the HTS acrogsrgment/military, anthropology, and
general public spheres. Issues regardingtipeoduction of knowledgenddata controlare
secondary concerns. A few distinctions regardimgéhconcerns must be made. First, the
coproduction of knowledge is a top three concerarérimain”) in military discourse but
secondary in academic and public discourse. Sedatd,control is of higher concern (although
still “secondary”) in military and academic discearversus public discourse. Third, uncertainty
is the top concern in academic and public discobutes the lowest of the top 6 concerns in

military discourse.
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Table 2. All Themes/Frequencies.

Raw
Category Coded Themes Theme Frequency Source
Frequency Average
Military/ Social control 43 7.2 Connable
Government Vulnerability 40 6.7 Cornell & Jackson
Discourse Coproduction of knowledge 34 5.7 Eg‘l;];[y
Data control 27 4.5 Jager
Power 27 4.5 McFate & Fondacaro
Uncertainty 18 3 Petraeus, et al.
Academic Uncertainty 102 10.2 AAA (x2)
Discourse Vulnerability g2 8.2 Albro & Gusterson
Social control 66 6.6 Forte
Glenn (x2)
Data control 54 5.4 Gonzalez
Coproduction of knowledge 34 3.4 NCA
Disaster 17 1.7 Price (x2)
Public Uncertainty 32 6.4 Gezari (x2)
Discourse Social control 24 4.8 Weinberger
Vulnerability 22 44 Wintersteen
i Wynn
Coproduction of knowledge 10 2
Data control 8 1.6
Problem-solving 1.4

Table 3. Main and Secondary Themes/Frequencies.

Main Themes Raw Theme Frequency| Frequency Average
Uncertainty 152 7.2
Vulnerability 144 6.9

Social control 133 6.3
Subthemes Theme Frequency Frequency Average
Data control 89 4.2
Coproduction of knowledge 78 3.7
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Applying Results

Differences in concerns over human subjects researgeneral is not unexpected given
that the anthropological community is concernedhhie variation among humans and the study
of that which makes people human, whereas theamjlis concerned with upholding the
security of national affairs both foreign and dotited hese differences are indeed reflected in
frequency variance of the themes identified acnodisary, academic, and public discourse.
Much of the discourse surrounding the HTS leaddeesato believe these spheres have
significantly different views and agendas and thate is no common ground on which to
cultivate constructive discussions. Indeed, whieese spheres intersect is not necessarily in their
views or agendas, but rather in shared areas @keconThe discourse analysis performed here
revealed that there are indeed three common thifamtsicern across all three spheres.

The results indicate that the main themes and¢bosnon areas of concern are over
uncertainty, vulnerability, and social control. T$econdary themes, coproduction of knowledge
and data control, also inform concern with theegtlaf HTS in practice. While no particular
theory or model was selected to frame this reseganiohn to the discourse analysis, each of the
main and secondary themes that came out of theutise analysis were found to resonate with
key parts of Susanna Hoffman’s (1999) model fouléucal response to disaster. In a past
examination of Hoffman’s model for a different raseh project, | became familiar with how the
model is used to explain the processes and paatitak of humans’ cultural responses to
disaster. This model was thus chosen for use ienmstahding how the emergence and current
practices of the HTS represent a type of disastewever, both Hoffman and Anthony Oliver-

Smith do not consider war or other human-made svehtlisasters (1999:2) despite the fact that
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Hoffman’s model can apply to such and to my knogk&dapplying Hoffman’s model to
understand war-time practices (such as the HTShotleen done before.

The application of Hoffman’s (1999) model will bescussed in detail in Chapter 5 as a
model for understanding ethical issues with HT& &m of disaster-in-process. But before this
can be done effectively, a discussion of the hisabcontexts for the concerns identified through
the discourse analysis as well as the discourgesgblves is necessary. This is because both
anthropology and the military are products of histd particularity and can only be understood
in historical context. The social and structuratés that dictate conditions of or concerns over
vulnerability, uncertainty, and social control af@ped by each institution’s complicated history
and positions on ethics standards and practicestdtthis history and into the present that |

attend in the next two chapters.
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CHAPTER 3. THE HISTORICAL PAST AND ITS ENDURING CON TROVERSIES

Social Sciences, Politics, and the Military

The social sciences, governments, and the milghaye a complex, intertwined history. Pierre
Bourdieu suggests that social scientists shouldstpgiand generalize the work of historical anansiesi
(2008:224), and this is most valuable when attemgptid recall troubled pasts to understand the ptese
To better understand the controversy surroundiagethployment of anthropologists (and other social
scientists) in the military, and specifically th@$§l it is thus imperative to understand the discgé
engagement with governmental entities in the pastal as its own internal and public controversies
over ethical practices.
Late Colonial Past

While there has been much anthropological conceen the HTS for the past decade,
mutually beneficial relationships between the ampltogical community and government
entities are indeed historically commonplace. Imeatents both in and against war efforts
around the world are not unprecedented in the ksciences. An acknowledgement of
anthropology’s role in late colonialism is a neeggstep in understanding the current
relationship between anthropology and entitiesavfgr>

The academic discipline of anthropology materedizin part, out of late colonial
expansion of Europe for the “colonization of thexnestern world” in the 19and early 20
century (Lewis 1973:582). Many methodological andaeptual frameworks in the discipline
were, in large part, shaped by the unequal relshipnbetween colonized peoples,
anthropologists, and colonized powers (Forte 20Digne Lewis states that “anthropologists

found themselves participants in the colonial systéhich organized relationships between

3 “Entities of power” is a reference to militariesdagovernments of varying countries that anthrogists around
the world have worked for, with, or against.
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Westerners and non-Westerners” (1973:582). Mostitptthe French and British colonial
endeavor enlisted anthropologists and the resedrahthropologists to better understand,
colonize, and control India and parts of Africa.

Anthropologists Radcliffe-Brown and Malinowski aamong those whose research and
fieldwork were used by British colonial powers iretr endeavor$ Ethnographic knowledge
produced by anthropologists was used to enrichak@stonomic, and culturally interested
imperial powers. Peter Foster argues that “Malifowss constantly concerned to stress the
value of anthropology in administration...he suggeéshat the practical man should state
problems to stimulate the anthropologist” (1994:34alinowski “expressed support for the idea
of Indirect Rule, though he urged that knowledgendfgenous culture was important for any
kind of rule (Foster 1994:51). As Malinowski writes

forced labour, conscription or voluntary labour tants, and the difficulties of obtaining

sufficient numbers—all these form another typeraicgical difficulties in the colonies.

The chief trouble in all this is to entice the Nator persuade him to keep him satisfied

while he works for the white man. [1929:35]

Another prominent figure in the history of thisagbnship is Henry Sumner Maine (2008
[1861]) who researched the “the early history afisty, and its relation to modern ideas” and
shared this knowledge when serving as a membéeatduncil for the governor-general of
India from 1863-18609.

Anthropologists do indeed occupy “a position abamic, political, and psychological
superiority vis-a-vis the subject people” (Lewis’r3%82) yet during this time this power was

not considered problematic nor was the use ofggbeter to engage in work on behalf of colonial

* It is important to note that Malinowski and RaffeliBrown were very much products of their time ahelir
research and fieldwork were not seen as ethicatiplpmatic at the end of the L 8entury when they were
partaking in it.
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governments. At the beginning of thé"entury, only a very few anthropologists in thesteen
world began to see the issues that arose from ieblendeavors. While anthropology had begun
to create its enduring legacy as a scientific gigue in the 18 century, in the early part of the
20" century it began collecting baggage surroundisigitergence from colonialism. As Pels
writes, “the discipline descends from and is stitlggling with techniques of observation and
control that emerged from the colonial dialect oéstérn” rule and influence (1997:164).
Early 20" Century Backlash

At the beginning of the 2Dcentury, Franz Boas, founder of anthropology aacauemic
discipline in the US, began speaking out abouttmroversial relationship between
anthropologists and military entities and governta@mound the world. Even though he was
alone in this endeavor, in December of 1919 Boadena letter to th&he Nation In this letter,
titled “Scientists as Spiesind as cited by the AAA (2005:27), he wrote:

| wish to enter a vigorous protest...that a numbeneh who follow science as their

profession, men whom | refuse to designate anydobag scientists, have prostituted

science by using it as a cover for their activiaesspies.
Just ten days later “a motion of censure...was passetim “by the governing council of the”
AAA “effectively removing him from the council” anthey threatened “...expulsion from the
Association” (AAA 2005:27). During the annual meetin 2004 the AAA agreed “in principle
to rescind the original 1919 motion and vote ofster on Boas (AAA 2005:27). This happened
because the AAA realized “...the points Boas oridinedised in his letter” 93 years ago
“continue to have relevance today" (AAA 2005:27).

Since Boas’ letter and censure, social scientasve ltontinued to research under the

funding and interests of governments, including yn@iBoas’ own anthropology students. Ruth
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Benedict conducted research titled “Patterns ofuCeil (2006[1934]) and later applied it to her
research in Japanese culture during WWII (1946 Ygstieet Mead (2000[1953]), and Rhoda
Metraux (2009[1980]) studied “culture at a distdndearing and post-World War 1l (WWII)
including but not limited to the “Soviet Union...Geamy...and China” (Beeman 2000:xi). Other
anthropologists were prominent advisors in earf{} @ntury war efforts and continuing colonial
rule around the world or had research funded bygowents with the purpose that the findings
be used by the military or other government erstitie

Late 20™ Century: Darknessin El Dorado and its Significanceto Framing the HTS

David Price suggests that at times the anthropedbgommunity has chosen to ignore
parts of its politicized past and gloss over lessosy aspects of its history (2008:xvi). Indeed, it
was not until the last quarter of the"2@entury that discussion on anthropology’s partitign in
colonial and war efforts re-emerged. This was lgrgased on questioning the power of
anthropologists over their subjects, with the erarcg of post-colonial thought and theory from
historically subjugated feminist theorists in tH8¥ Qs and scholars from previously colonized
nations in the 1980s, centered on critiquing autyhand power in the anthropological
discipline. As Peter Pels notes, the anthropoldgiszipline “descends from and is still
struggling with techniques of observation and aalritrat emerged from the colonial dialectic of
Western governmentality” (1997:164).

However, this moment of reflexivity over power ahe ethics of practice was internal to
anthropology. It was not until a transformative womersy arose in 2000 that anthropology as a
discipline was forced to publicly confront ethicaincerns regarding anthropological practices.
In 2000, journalist Patrick Tierney publishBdrkness in El Dorado: How Scientists and

Journalists Devastated the Amazancusing anthropologist Napoleon Chagnon and mestet
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James Neel of conducting extensive ethnographeareh with the Yanomami Indians in
Roraima, Brazil in 1995 little regard for their geitts’ welfare (2000:xxi). Chagnon’s work had,
until then, been held in esteem and was being bigéthousands of anthropologists...in their
classrooms, even though it was clear the fieldtmes he described in it violated the American
Anthropological Association’s code of ethics” (Btsiy 2005:14).

Among the issues raised by Tierney are how thisare$ was framed and what
transpired in Brazil. For example, Tierney wrotatt@hagnon, having difficulty getting
permission for ethnographic work, managed to get'lidian Agency [of Brazil] to grant
special permission for a ‘visit of a journalisticancumentary character” (Tierney 2000:xxi).
This special request was granted to a photographerincluded Chagnon “as a member of his
‘work team’ (Tierney 2000:xxii). However, once tige Chagnon was actually collecting social
information and “collecting Yanomami blood samplé€Bierney 2000:xxii). A measles epidemic
then struck “the same village where...James Neekhamhtists inoculate the Yanomami with a
live virus” that was safe for American children thwias known to be dangerous for immune-
compromised people” (Tierney 2000:17).

While some of the claims by Tierney were later gmoto be false or exaggerated, the
book launched a public controversy for anthropolggmpting academic and public discourse
on ethics in the practice of anthropology. Headliaeross the country read similar to one from
Business WeeKTierney makes a persuasive argument that anthogsik for several decades
engaged in unethical practices” (Borofsky 2005:T2e AAA eventually commissioned a Task
Force to investigate the findings in Tierney’s bdmi according to Rob Borofsky, “leaders of
the American Anthropological Association initiabgldressed the controversy more as a problem

of public relations than as a problem of profesai@thics: they were more concerned with

25



protecting the discipline’s image than with dealdigectly with the issues Tierney had raised”
(2005:14, 15). This was despite outrage by antHogsts in the academy and professionals
external to the discipline over the “media stormt tspread around the world” concerning the
accused “unethical behavior...that at times borderethe criminal” (Borofsky 2005:3). This
left many wondering if “anthropology and perhapiesce itself had gone astray in allowing
such behavior to take place” (Borofsky 2005:3).

According to Thomas A. Gregor and Daniel R. Grasshe core of criticism surrounding
the El Dorado controversy was the finding by theAARask Force “that Neel and Chagnon
misused their subjects in the course of ethnogcagid biological research, that they failed to
obtain adequate informed consent for their workl, tiat their research left the Yanomami
psychologically damaged” (2004:687). As a resulinéovering these ethical violations, Donald
Brenneis suggests that the Task Force’s “greatdgev. is not to find fault with or to defend the
past actions of specific anthropologists, but wvpte opportunities for all anthropologists to
consider the ethics of several dimensions of thierapological enterprise” (2009:8).

Many current core concerns over the HTS are tlo¢surprisingly identical to those that
emerged from the Darkness in El Dorado controve3syilar to the AAA report on the El
Dorado controversy, the Network for Concerned Aoplatogists (NCA) argued that “like
medical doctors, anthropologists are ethically libtmdo no harm...the HTS program violates
scientific and federal research standards mandatfogned consent by research subjects”
(N.d.). The NCA also stated that the

HTS is unethical for anthropologists...in 2007, theAddetermined HTS to be ‘an

unacceptable application of anthropological experti.. The AAA commission found
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that HTS ‘can no longer be considered a legitinpatéessional exercise of

anthropology’ given the incompatibility of HTS withsciplinary ethics and practice.
Anthropology has taken the lead on public and awéderiticisms of the HTS and general
working relationships between the military and menslof the discipline. While other social
scientists also currently work with the militarye(i psychologists, sociologists, political
scientists), the historical particularity of pastanial and war endeavors and the specificity of
the Darkness in El Dorado controversy shaped aptthogy as the dissent leader against the
HTS.

Price forcefully argues that “our memory gaps hpeltical consequences.
Anthropologists’ ignorance of the range of anthdlogecal contributions to...war is now being
used in CIA and Pentagon recruitment campaigns0§20&/i). However, concerns stemming
from the Darkness in El Dorado controversy cleadgr heavily on anthropology’s issues with
the HTS as will be discussed in more detail in Goiap. While Tierney’s claims have been met
with skepticism, they have served as a preludesimudsion about the HTS, brought ethics to the
forefront of the conversation in the social scienagain, and revived discussion on the ethics of
anthropology’s engagement in war efforts. BothHi& and the El Dorado controversies
encompass ethical concerns relevant for all edutaltisectors that overlap with governmental
operations. But in order to begin understandingctiraplexity of the current controversy over
the HTS, an overview of the recent creation ofgregram and its relationship to anthropology

IS necessary.
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The Emergence of the HTS

A rationale for the HTS began in 2002 with an idiged need for counterinsurgency
(COIN) actions in the War on Terror (see FigureBddditional referencé) COIN, by
definition, is when military or political action taken against the efforts of
revolutionaries/guerrillas and “organized militastivity is designed to combat insurgency”
(Merriam-Webster 2014). In US military’s historyetie has been an extensive record of cultural
gaps and a need for a “focus on counterinsurgelgtivhen an insurgency in Iraq began in
2003, the US was unprepared to fight such (NagV20@). Unlike other major wars the US had
experienced, the enemy was aware it could not &efe U.S. Army on a conventional
battlefield” and instead chose to “wage war agaftmerica from the shadows” (Nagl
2007:xxiv). According to Nagl (2007), there areaaigty of reasons proposed about why the
U.S. was not prepared for insurgency in Irag. “Agéime most important [of these] was the lack
of current counterinsurgency doctrine when the beggan” as the Army had not published a
counterinsurgency manual for over twenty years)dabeone being Field Manual 100-20 (FM
100-20), in the wake of the El Salvador campaidio@2xiv). According to Andrew J. Birtle,
prior to that there was largely an absence of “Ermwritten doctrine” and soldiers had to
“develop concepts and theories” themselves, “soiwehah became enduring principles that

guided Army operations for decades” (2003:vii).

® Not all events listed in the timeline are addrdssethis thesis. However, all events (small ogé&rmust be listed
to understand the main events that are discusset®'$(2010b) timeline was used as a guideline.
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After the beginning of the War on Terror, the Arnelized they were unprepared and
began investing money in research for a progratvtbald assist them in developing effective
COIN tactics. The result of this investment washiies. As Nagl suggests, the army learned via
HTS that the “key to success in counterinsurgeagyatecting” local populations and
empowering them with “political, diplomatic, anadjuistic skills” in order for them to
accomplish objectives (2007:xv). Nagl even goefasas to suggest that most “Army officers
knew more about the U.S. Civil War than they didwtlcounterinsurgency” (2007:xv).

After General Petraeus returned from a seconditoag, the Army began focusing on
“economic and political development” (Nagl 2007 .x&xcording to Nagl, Petraeus received a
promotion as “Lieutenant General with responsipildr the Multi-National Security Transition
Command in Iraq” and “he focused on the Army’s agtee education systems, making training
officers about counterinsurgency his top priorigg007:xv). This training centered on the US
Army/Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field Manu&@®(FM 3-24), released in 2006. FM 3-
24 was long awaited by not only by military perselnibut also journalists, academics, and the
enemy. According to Nagl, “the field manual was @h\dreviewed, including on several Jihadi
websites; copies have been found in Taliban trgioemps in Pakistan. It was downloaded more
than 1.5 million times in the first month after festing to the Fort Leavenworth and Marine
Corps Web sites” (2007:xvii).

According to the FM 3-24, “the key to victory inunterinsurgency is intelligence on the
location and identity of the insurgent enemy dedifrem a supportive population” (Nagl
2007:xviii). FM 3-24 notes that “defeating insurggrhinges on understanding the nature of
insurgency and selecting methods that will wingkeple’s hearts and minds” (Kagan and

Kagan 2009:x). Mike Moyar points out that COIN testrequire “gaining the cooperation of
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allied leaders, organizing allied leaders, orgarg&elf-defense forces, winning the support of
the population, motivating troops, persisting ia tace of difficulty, or adjusting methods in
response to enemy tactics” (2009:126). In ordexcmomplish this as part of a COIN agenda, the
U.S. Army recognized a need for cultural advisord they turned to the discipline that produces
cultural experts, anthropology, for potential Humarain Team (HTT) members.

Cultural anthropologists, by definition, “deal witluman culture especially with respect
to social structure, language, law, politics, fielig magic, art, and technology” (Merriam-
Webster 2014). While cultural anthropologists grecsalists on people in geographical
locations, they more importantly understand thaal/patterns of complexity and diversity of
human culture. This, along with the qualitativeuitg methods used by cultural anthropologists,
make them ideal candidates for collecting the imfation that the US Army needed on local
populations in areas of operations. As the Armaigét group of prospective employees,
cultural anthropologists were not only desiredtf@ir educational and applied training, but also
because, as discussed previously, the disciplin@hang history of working with the US
government and military. Anthropologists have histly worked for many governmental
organizations including the U.S. Department of Wapartment of the Interior, Department of
State and the White House, Institute of Human Relat Office of Naval Intelligence, the
Cross-Cultural Survey Project, the Smithsonianitutsdn’s War Background Studies, the
Ethnogeographic Board, the Office of the Coordinafdnter-American Affairs, and more

(Price 2008; Lucas 2009; Albro et al. 2012).
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My name is 1 I am a recruiter for Aerotek in the Government
division. Through some research | have learned that Harvard has one of the
top Graduate Programs in the nation, so | wanted to reach out to see ifwe
may be able to work together in finding jobs for your past graduates or
faculty. We are a subcontractor on the Army's Human Terrain Systems
program, and looking for Master's or PhD qualified Soclal Sclentists to work
alongside the military to help identify cultural differences. The ultimate

goal is to reduce violence and create more peaceful interaction while we
spend time In other countries. The current country of interest is
Afghanistan, and the job would involve working out of a military base there,
after completing paid training in the W.S, [have attached a job

description and copied below is compensation information. If anyone would
be interested in discussing the openings with me, they can send resumes
andfor CV's to| ] | sincerely appreciate your help, and
hope you have a great day!

Social Scientist 2 — Reguires a Master's Degree in a Social
Science field with a minimum of 1 year of paid research experience (post
graduate). Pay while in the United States is based on a salary of 568,809,
While in Alghanistan the pay is based on a salary of $116,975.

Social Scientist 1 — Requires a PhD in a Social Science field and
mare than 2 years of paid research experience (post graduate). Pay while in
the United States |s based on a salary of $86 680. While in Afghanistan the
pay is based on a salary of $164,373.

All candidates must be able to pass medical requirements for deployment and
have the ability to obtain a United States Security clearance.

Figure 4.Screenshot of HTS recruitment en (Crockford 2012).

Starting with the pilot program in 2007 and inte fhresent, anthropologists and ot
social and behavioral scientists have been actieslguited for the HTS. e email screensh
above (Figure 4) is an example of a recruitmentileseat byAerotek,a companwho does
HTS recruitment for the US Army, to scholarsvariety of universities across the cour
(Harvard, NYU,and Georgetown, to name a few). Recrunt has been relatively successful
least enough to maintain HTS programming. Thigkisy due in part to the genero

compensatiohpaired with downturns in the academic job marketsibefore 200

® For a recruit with a master’s degree, the domesticis slightly above the average pay for a-year university
assistant professor with a doctoral degree anddptoyment pay is nearly twice t/ of the average sala
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HTSand COIN Tacticsin the Middle East

From the advent of the HTS and to this day, trametthropologists, along with other
social scientists, have involved in COIN operatitmeugh employment with the HTS. These
operations have evolved significantly in the lasten years as has the criticism of such
operations by the military, academics, and theipulbhe HTS significantly expanded in 2010
from 5 teams to 30 and from a $20 million budged ®150 million annual budget (Brook
2014:1) During this time, an increasing number ditany personnel and academic
anthropologists began paying attention to the Z8@73-24 and the 2008 HTTHB. Such
attention to increasing demand for the people-cedteethnographic skills of HTT members not
only initiated criticism from academics but alsorfr on-the-ground military personal deployed
in the Middle East. One of the FM 3-24’s most répdanessages in political discourse is to
“win the hearts and minds” of locals in areas ¢érast and if possible, of the enemy. However,
there are gaps between what actions the FM 3-2#hesifor military and HTT members and
what actually happens on the front lines, in pcactor COIN operations.

Figures 5-7 are the COIN checklist and interviewdgs from the HTTHB that both HTT
members and military personnel are expected tonuse field. It must be noted that there is a
push toward creating specific questionnaires ferfthlowing categories: mosque participants,
mullahand other religious leaders, business & comméneginess owners, second layer
leadershipmirro (water distributor), teachers, doctors, and el@@irsney 2008:116). Soldiers
and HTT members alike are given this generic, ssmictured COIN guestionnaire and are
expected to apply it to all people of interest tinaty encounter, using these basic sets of

guestions when attempting to gain information friv@ local population.
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Human Terrain Team Handbook

Appendix D

Sample Interview Questions

Example Semi-Structured Interview

Government Official Semi-Structured Questionnaire

Human Terrain Team, 4 Brigade Combat Team, 82" Airborne Division
24 February 2008

Research Program: The objective of this research program is to examine the inter-
relationship between: official’s backgrounds; their affiliations and relationships
(their current and previous ties); and their values (views of future action). Critical
questions include; Are affiliation networks intermingled or distinct? Do individuals
cooperate and communicate with those with different backgrounds? Some tentative
hypotheses include:

Historic affiliation determines current political position

DSGs come from more similar rather than dissimilar backgrounds

DSG ties constitute a distinct/separate social network, separate

from other networks

Visual Assessmeni: Assess who spends time together; Observe formal seating
versus informal interactions.

Priar to heginning interview determine whether official has completed the
questionnaire,

Personal Background:

How old are you?

Where were you born?
Where were you raised?
What is your qawm and khel?

Where and when did you finish your school?

What groups have you previously belonged to (NGOs, umiversities, newspapers,
tanzims)?

Are you a meshar or mawlawi?

‘What is your father’s profession?

‘What are your brothers” professions?

Do you have relatives who work in government, police or military?

If you have family members in the government, how can you help each other for
solving problems?

What did you do during previous governments?

Please list any previous government positions (years held, district, provinee):

Government Background:
What is your position?

U.S. UNCLASSIFIED 113

Figure 5. Government Official Semi-Structured Qimestaire (part 1 of 3).
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How long have vou been in this position?

What are the responsibilities of your position?

How did you decide to become a [insert position]?

How were you selected for a government position?
Who first recommended you for a government position?
Can you support your family by doing this job?

Network and Affiliation Mapping:

What 5 people here have you known the longest?

What 5 people here were you most recently in contact?

Who are the most important people here?

Who are the most important people in Logar?

What other provincial officials do you work with?

What DEGs do you know the best? How long have you known them?

We heard that one can only become the DC if he knows some government official.
Is that true?

We heard that one of Logar’s DC is the most powerful. Can you tell us who he is?

Views on DSGs/District Commissioners:

What is the job of a sub-governor?

What qualities should a sub-governor or district commissioner have?

What are DC’s responsibilities to the Provincial Governor?

What is the DC’s responsibility to the people?

What kind of Government officials do the people want? Do they want religious
people, educated people, or Mujahid?

Who should get the higher positions, in your opinion?

Why do people want to get higher positions?

Currently, what kind of people can easily get high government positions?

Views on Afghanistan:

What needs to be done in Afghanistan?

How does the current govemment compare to previous governmentsT
What 15 a good government?

How should government be run?

Produced by Tom Garcia and Michael Bhatia, Version 2, Aug 2008 @

U.S. UNCLASSIFIED 114

Figure 6. Government Official Semi-Structured Qisestaire (part 2 of 3).
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Example Tribal Research Questions

I am interested in learning about the tribes. [ would like to lezm about your tribe
and which tribes are above and below your tribe.

1. What is vour Ethmicity?

a. Pashtun?

b. Tajik?

c. Other?

2. What is your tribe?

3. Which tribes are under your tribe?

4. Which tribes are above your tribe?

5. Would you write the information for me m Pashto?
6. What is the history of your tribe?

a. How long has your tribe been in this area?
b. Are they any disputes with other tribes?

¢. Which tribes are your allies?

d. What other villages do people of your tribe live?

7. In which other villages do people in your in your village have family?
8. What it your first larguage?
9. Why is that your first language?
a. Is that the language of your mother?
b. Is that the language of your Father?
c. Is that the language of your village?

U.S. UNCLASSIFIED 115

Figure 7. Government Official Semi-Structured Qisestaire (part 3 of 3).
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In addition to, and based from these questionsakscientist HTT members are
expected to come up with a mapping system for &a@tructures, linkages, and priorities, just as
a recon team might map physical terrain” (Pelto@20) For example, this process would
ideally mean that “by talking to locals the teamgtmhelp identify which village elder the
commander should deal with or which tribe mighbeaste of time” or whether or not a
rebuilding project might engender a conflict betw&&o villages or tribal units (Pelton 2009:1).
While this may indeed be an outcome from the inftran collected, there are multiple issues
that arise with collecting information from peopose human subjects rights may not
protected after they provide this information.

A typical pro-HTS rebuttal to this concern wouldthat this information is collected
anonymously. However, even if it is completely ayrapous, an unlikely possibility given some
of the questions in the surveys, participants lhmavevay of retracting the information they
provide. Additionally, providing information to HTiembers can place participants in harm’s
way because there is potential for them to be takimg to HTTs or perhaps become identified
as the informant for particular information mayb#yathey would have known.

Initial attention to the gap between the practmeatined in the HTTB and FM 3-24 and
on-the-ground action is worthy of notén a case study on HTT BlNorman Nigh, an unnamed
Marine Corps captain jokingly told Nigh “yeah, I'all about hearts and minds, two shots in the
heart and one in the head, now that's COIN™” adlipped through the FM 3-24 (2012:5).
Another anonymous military personnel participanth@ same 2010 meeting concerning the FM
3-24 told Nigh that

The people who wrote this [FM 3-24] don’t understavhat it's like on the ground. It

sounds good on paper and stuff like this gets gepmmoted but at the end of the day it’s

" Specific violations in the HTS will be discusseddetail in subsequent chapters.
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our lives they are playing with. | am told to sexarvillage, get to know the people, shake
hands, take pictures with locals and tell my sugerabout what the hell is going on---
what bullshit...I have no idea who these peoplewahat they want, or how to
communicate with them. The locals accuse me ahgiltheir friends. When we’re not
getting shot at or finding IEDs, local kids throecks at my guys and the locals demand
money. Yet | am told to exhibit tactical patienceldocus on the big picture. The situation
is fucked. [2012:5]

According to Nigh, this response represents whitdsd by many military personnel
operating on the ground in Afghanistan at the tikhe notes that “talk of COIN is everywhere,
especially on the lips of senior military and daul leadership. In practice, COIN presents
complex operational challenges” (Nigh 2012:6) Heeag that in order for a “company or
platoon” to fully understand the people they aralitig with they must have knowledge of “local
customs..and traditions” (Nigh 2012:6). However, most sotdibave not “studied the region’s
history or its tribal languages, and consequerttlyggle to interact with local populations” and
instead “the generic COIN checklist and princigiesded down from headquarters are rarely
applicable to specific situations, and only exaatglthe challenges of implementing
counterinsurgency strategies” (Nigh 2012:6, searféig 6-8).

The directives provided in the FM 3-24 do not alevhgcome actualized in COIN in
practice on-the-ground and this is a critical exiEngh how the humanistic goals of HTS are
compromised in real-life application, a key compan& academic, military, and public
criticism of HTS. It also underscores the very megd for quality-trained social scientists as

well as the challenges they face on HTTs and wideking with military personnel who do not
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have the same social sciences training. Howevaregover non-transparent ethical practice in

the HTS are, in many ways, preventing construaligeussion on this very real need.
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CHAPTER 4. ETHICS: STANDARDS AND PRACTICE

What, precisely, are the distinctions in ethicsifions between anthropology and the
military that inform anthropology’s concern withetii TS and ethical practice? In this chapter |
address these positions and the policies and pegatequired of anthropologists and persons in
human subjects research in the military, specifiagale HTS. This frames and outlines what |
argue to be the key theme of the controversy anélich uncertainty, which takes several forms.
Ethics in Anthropology

The AAA represents anthropology as an academi@esféssional organization. As with
other academic organizations, particularly in theia and behavioral sciences, the AAA
produces official statements on many issues inolyidn the ethics of professional practice.
These are, however, just guiding standards fortigeacather than enforceable policies for
practice. Policies and protocols are the domaiheffederal government via local human
subjects protection units within organizations. &oademic anthropologists employed by
universities and practicing anthropologists in migations such as museums and social or
medical services, Institutional Review Boards (IRBssociated with their institutions oversee
the review and approval of research protocolsgsttraining, and practice accountability. Most
of these IRBs are internal to institutions themssllbut operate under federal oversight, bound to
follow the regulations set forth by the governmiemthuman subjects research. This section
outlines the AAA ethical practice guidelines asythee reinforced by IRBs and federal human
subjects research regulations.

The AAA’s position on ethics is laid out in tlhenerican Anthropological Association’s
Statement on Ethics; Principles of Professionalgeasibility (2012). This statement has been

updated a total of four times since its originaatiron in 1971. It was amended up through 1986,
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and then significantly updated in 1998, 2009, adti22(AAA 2012). The fairly regular updates
indicate that anthropology has responded to etigsaks over time as new contexts of practice
and ethics issues have arisen.

The AAA statements on ethics includes seven “coreciples” for practice: 1) Do no
harm 2) Be open and honest regarding your worki8ai@ informed consent and necessary
permission 4) Weigh competing ethical obligations dollaborators and affected parties 5)
Make your results accessible 6) Protect and presgyur records 7) Maintain respectful and
ethical professional relationships (2012:1). Thestmportant of these for the sake of this thesis
is the principle of “do no harm” as the goal iptotect the subjects of anthropological study
from physical, social, and psychological harm. Tdoal is rooted in both the Belmont Report (as
will be discussed in the next section) and a shprefissional ethic of human rights as
foundational to human culture.

The AAA declaration in regards to anthropology andhan rights “defines the basis for
the involvement of the American Anthropological Asgtion, and more generally, of the
profession of Anthropologin human rights (AAA 1999, emphasis added). The AAA declares
“an ethical commitment to the equal opportunityabbfcultures, societies, and persons to realize
this capacity in their cultural identities and stddives” (1999). The AAA states, “when any
culture or society denies or permits the deniaufh opportunity to any of its own members or
others” that the organization itself has an ethieaponsibility to protest and oppose such
deprivation” (AAA 1999). The discipline of anthrdpgy, academic or professional, is thus “a
profession is committed to the promotion and prodecof the right of people and peoples

everywhere to the full realization of their humaniwhich is to say their capacity for culture”
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(1999). The AAA position grounds practice expecotasi for anthropologists working in any
capacity and this includes working for the military

The 2012 AAA statement on ethics reflects the BeliReport’s three “basic ethical
principles”: “1) Respect for Persons 2) BeneficeBrdustice” (1979:1). The 1979 Belmont
Report lays out ethical principles and guidelin@srésearch involving human subjects” and this
informs policies for human subjects protectionaaaarch as provided in the Code of Federal
Regulations for the Department of Health and Hu®earvices (45 CFR 46). 45 CFR 46 outlines
compliance required of any institution whose merlakr research supported by any federal
agency or departmefit includes the establishment of and proceduremgiitutions’ IRBs and
clear and concise rules for human subjects resguotbcols.

While the Belmont Report and subsequent policietbiiCFR 46 were all created with
biomedical research in mind, all forms of sociaea&rch involving living humans is subject to 45
CFR 46 including anthropological research. Evegcpcing anthropologist working in the
academy is bound by the Human Subjects Protectiogrém (HSPP) and its IRB at the
university where they are employed. Ethics trainswagequired and all research proposals must
be submitted to their HSPP for review by the IRB aomply with all policies and regulations of
the IRB and 45 CFR 46. Research projects are duioj@ngoing oversight by HSPP/IRBs
including audits to ensure that protocols are f@eéld and ongoing ethics training is required.
Violations of these policies and regulations cauliein sanctions as extreme as the suspension

of research and institutional de-funding.

8 Many organizations and companies outside of acaalémei medical clinics and large corporations daacial
and biomedical research) also have to comply wWitiCER 46.
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Ethics in the HTS

The military’s overall position on ethics is applide to both active and non-active duty
members in multiple branches. The official docun@nethics is the Department of Defense
Joint Ethics Regulation (JER), referred to herétdissuance number, DoD 5500.7-R. DoD
5500.7-R states that:

Ethics are standards by which one should act base@lues. Values are core beliefs

such as duty, honor, and integrity that motivatiuates and actions. Not all values are

ethical values (integrity is; happiness is nothié&dl values relate to what is right and

wrong and thus take precedence over nonethicaésallnen making ethical decisions.

[1993:118]
This document also includes two lists regardingecsthrhe first is a list of individual character
values: “1) Honesty 2) Integrity 3) Loyalty 4) Aaottability 5) Fairness 6) Caring 7) Respect 8)
Promise Keeping 9) Responsible Citizenship 10) iuas Excellence (DoD 5500.7-R
1993:118-119). The second list, more relevant tecems with the HTS, is titled “Ethical
Decision-Making” (EDMP) and lists its values addals: 1) Define the Problem 2) Identify the
Goal(s) 3) List Applicable Laws or Regulations 43tlthe Ethical Values at Stake 5) Name all
the Stakeholders 6) Gather Additional Informatigrsvate All Feasible Solutions 8) Eliminate
Unethical Options 9) Rank Remaining Solutions 16inthit To and Implement the Best Ethical
Solution (DoD 5500.7-R 2011:119-121).

In terms of policy and procedures as required defal policy, in 2002 Paul Wolfwitz,
Deputy Secretary of Defense, “canceled previous Dib€ctives concerning research with
human subjects and implemented 32 CFR 219” andCBR 219 is identical...to 45 CFR 46,

‘the common rule™ (Strong 2007:1) Multiple “fedémdepartments and agencies” had begun
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“implementing the Common Rule” (e.g., 45 CFR 46) #mose such as the DoD, Department of
Justice (DoJ), and the Central Intelligence Agei@hp), all of which are now in part involved
with the HTS, are to adhere to the Common Rulerateggting human subjects (Rose 2012:3-5).
Standards in DoD-Supported Research do now rethatéall research involving human
subjects that is conducted or supported by the mpat of Defense shall comply with part 219
of Reference (c) [32 CFR 219] which incorporateséthical principles of respect for persons,
beneficence, and justice” (DoD 3216.02 2011:2). Eosv, “there are waivers they can apply to
programs like the US Army’s HTS” (Stanton 2010:1).

It remains unclear what policies were being fokalby the earliest HTS teams prior to
2008 or how reviews of proposed research for husoadects protection were being performed
then and into the present. The 2@d@ngressionally Directed Assessment of the Humamaihe
Systenreport notes that a 2008 change to the HTS waktkation of an ethics committee and
the writing of guidelines” (Clinton et al. 2010:72). This is consistent witiiormation from the
HTTHB whereby HTTs must create, as part of areapeirations research proposals, a document
explaining how the “research will comply with theofection of human research subjects
according to 45 CFR 46 to ensure the researchviaién accepted ethical guidelines” (Finney
2008:55). According to the handbook, HTT reseasdio ibe implemented “in the same manner
in which academic social scientists conduct thesearch and is similarly rooted in theory and
complete with ethical review boards” (Finney 20@3:5'he HTTHB also lists the following as
an entry under “Team Best Practices”: to “provideulsed study on social science, cultural or
ethnographic issues of specific concern to the Cantdar by conducting social science research

that adhere to the ethics of Anthropology and Sogw(Finney 2008:81).
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In mid-2010, the HTS Social Science Directorate wasently seeking to fill two
positions whose responsibilities included “to revigl HTS research plan designs, determine
whether they adhere to research and ethical gngeland provide mentorship to new personnel
who are writing research plans” (Clinton et al. @@&b). The HTS Social Science Directorate
hired Christopher King (Ph.D. in anthropology) asebtor in 2011, replacing McFate who had
been the director since the inception of HTS. AeClior, King oversaw the HTS HSPP. At a
presentation at the University of Hawaii Manoa, doutlined current HTS practice in 2011 as
was possible using unclassified information.

According to King, ethics training occurs beforg@ldyment with eight hours and 14
modules an “online CITI training accompanied by twrs for broad overview of federal
standards” followed by “approximately 22 hours tfies training for social scientists and about
10 hours all other positions” (2011:9). For soskekentists, an addition 12 hours of time is spent
covering “ethical research and design,” ethicatficas exercises, and compliance form use
(2011:9). This is part of a 55-day pre-deploymeaining/pre-mission certification program that
also includes research design/implementation trigias well as culture and language training.

Ethics training and follow-up continue the fieldtiwthe Social Science Directorate
communicating with teams through emails, telephteleconference, and quarterly analysis of
finished products. The Social Science Mobile Knalgle Team also “provides on-site assistance
and mentoring to deployed HTTs and Human Terraialysis Teams (HTATs)” (King 2011:9).
While it is clear from the HTTHB and the HTS Soctalience Directorate that ethics standards
exist and that ethics training is critical to HT®g process for review and approval of human
subjects research proposals by the equivalent tRBras required by 45 CFR 46 or 32 CFR 219

is not clear.
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Anthropology’s Position on the HTS

As institutions with significantly different goalanthropology and the military both
“draw distinctions [between how they go] about egsh, data collection, advising, and
intelligence, as well as differences between tlaesgities” (AAA 2009a:25). However, both
are, as noted above, grounded in professionalsstandards as well as have policies and
regulations for ethical practice regarding the @ction of human subjects. A “cultural shift” in
the military brought discrepancies in ethical pigeand all other aspects of research related to
human subjects protection to the forefront of pssfenal discourse. For one, in 2008 the DoD-
funded Minerva Initiative was enacted “to balanaktany-funded research in support of ‘basic
research’ in the social sciences” and more stroimgigrporate “people and perspectives from
the social science disciplines that foregroundifrelsearch” (AAA 2009a:25). This followed the
emergence of the deployment of HTTs in the HTS mwgand the early formalization of the
AAA’s position opposing the HTS. The incorporatioinsocial scientists in research for COIN in
areas of operations produced a still-ongoing caetisy over precisely how ethics are practiced
and human subjects protected.

The AAA’s disapproval of the HTS became public iat@er of 2007, just nine months
after the launch of the HTS in the Army’s COIN praxgp. This very prompt public response is
likely the result of intersecting issues. Firsttheapology’s past history (see Chapter 3) with the
military and working on behalf of colonial powesslikely a key motivation for a rapid response
to current military intelligence research actiwsti&econd, such a quick response may, in part, be
credited to anthropology’s last major public ethdebacle, the El Dorado controversy (see
Chapter 3). As Borofsky has suggested, “anthropsiegannot simply claim to be moral and

expect others in nonacademic settings to trust tiethat basis, especially given the

46



discipline’s record to date” (2005:16) thus theiputations are at stake when any ethics issues
related to the discipline arise.

The public statement was produced by a commisstabkshed by the Executive Board
of the Association and “based on information inplélic record, as well as on information and
comments provided to the Executive Board by theHdd Commission and its members”
(2007:1). Five major concerns stated in the AAA2B88ecutive Board Statement on the Human
Terrain System Proje€2007:1, emphases added) are as follows:

1. As military contractors working in settings cawwHTS anthropologists work in

situations where it will not always be possible ttoem to distinguish themselves from

military personnel and identify themselves as amblogists. This places a significant
constraint on their ability to fulfill theiethical responsibilityas anthropologists to
disclose who they are and what they are doing.

2. HTS anthropologists are charged with responsilfdr negotiating relations among a

number of groups, including both local populatians! the U.S. military units that

employ them and in which they are embedded. Comsgyl HTS anthropologists may
have responsibilities to their U.S. military uninswar zones that conflict with their
obligations to the persons they study or consp#csgically the obligation, stipulated in
the AAA Code of Ethicsto do no harm to those they study.

3. HTS anthropologists work in a war zone undedaoons that make it difficult for

those they communicate with to give “informed caortSavithout coercionor for this

consent to be taken at face value or freely refuded result, “voluntary informed

consent” (as stipulated by the AAA Code of Ethgestion Ill, A, 4)is compromised.
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4. As members of HTS teams, anthropologists prowiftemation and counsel to U.S.
military field commanders. This posesisk that information providetdy HTS
anthropologists could be used to make decisionatatientifying and selecting specific
populations as targets of U.S. military operatieitiser in the short or long term. Any
such use of fieldwork-derived information would kate the stipulations in the AAA
Code of Ethics thahose studied not be harmed
5. Because HTS identifies anthropology and antHogpsts with U.S. military
operations, this identification—given the existiagge of globally dispersed
understandings of U.S. militarism—may create sexiditficulties for, includinggrave
risks to the personal safety of, many non-HTS amlogists and the people they study.
This statement strongly highlights key issues bical responsibility, to “do not harm,” the risk
of information misuse to harm, and the risks thatil#arization of anthropology could have.
The AAA openly concedes it did not complete a fajlstematic study” for this statement
(AAA 2007:1). In a field of study where rigorouhabgraphic inquiry key to evidence for
making any hypothesis or claim, this lack of depthncharacteristic of the discipline. The 2009
Commission on the Engagement of Anthropology withitéd States Military and Intelligence
Communities (CEAUSSIC) completed a more systensatidy that included accounts of HTS
issues from both soldiers’ and anthropologistsspectives. Concerns raised in the CEAUSSIC
report focus on “the establishment of voluntarpmied consent, taking care to insure that no
harm comes to research participants as a reshlT 8fresearch, and full disclosure to research
participants what will be done with collected daaAA 2009a:42). This centered primarily on

two issues. One was the absence of consideratidAAfethics standards during the design of
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HTS by HTS personnel. The second was confirmateidesce that the HTS has thus far had an
“avoidance of Institutional Review Board oversig{&AA 2009a:42).

The CEAUSSIC report included some positive mategghrding the HTS and HTT as
assisting in harm reduction. For example, one Hifipleyee, an anthropologist working with
the 29 Brigade Combat Tean#/1Armored Division in Iraq told CEAUSSIC that “we veeable
to directly or indirectly conceptualize and inflwenvirtually all of our brigade’s problem sets
and provide nonlethal options to resolve them” (A2@09a:27). However, other information
revealed problems with training. HTT members shat tthe concept of HTT is good. What |
think we’re missing is that we’re not recruitingetight people” and “the training curriculum
(for HTS) was put together in ad hoc fashion bgtaed colonel with no social science
background” (AAA 2009a:20). These same HTT empleysa&ed that “training was completely
inadequate and doesn’t prepare people...it's get@iiing” and “everything is extremely
rushed, in part because they are trying to ramp go fast” (AAA 2009a:20).

Another issue raised in the CEAUSSIC report wasitifarization of HTT members.
One HTT employee confessed that “they [the soldidrs accompany HTT members making
the rounds] expect you to be fully engaged in that lof battle, during a course of action, not
taking a knee” (AAA 2009:22). This also speaks gedous concern with the safety of and
violence against a number of people whom the HT/Slues, one informed by the AAA’s
position on human rights. The AAA declares an

ethical commitment to the equal opportunity ofailtures, societies, and persons to

realize this capacity in their cultural identitessd social lives. However, the global

environment is fraught with violence which is pdrpted by states and their
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representatives, corporations, and other actorat viblence limits the humanity of

individuals and collectives. [AAA 1999]
Violence against innocent bystander civilians issthlso an issue for the AAA. In HTS practices
there is an undeniable threat of violence giveh Hh&r's operate largely in a conflict zone and
collateral damage is always possible. The CEAUS8©rt “highlights the admission — in a
response by HTS to a query from the commissiorat-ithis possible that those who interact with
HTTs may become subject to ‘lethal targeting’, elfdsy insurgent groups rather than US
forces” (AAA 2009a:32, Zehfuss 2012:179). The satdtanthropologists is also at stake. Three
anthropologists died in the field while working f#dTS: Michael Bhatia was killed along with
two other soldiers by an improvised explosive del&D), Nicole Suveges was killed beside
11 other soldiers when a bomb exploded at the iDisBiouncil building in Sadr City, and Paula
Lloyd was fatally injured when she was doused \gaBoline and lit on fire in the village of
Chehel Gazi (Stanton 2009:189).

The Conflict: Uncertainty

Anthropology and the military do share a concertihwthical practices. Both have ethics
guidelines, aspirational statements aimed at ethgcatstitution members about professional
values, representing disciplines to the publiceprpting external regulation, and, not
inconsequentially, “providing members with profeseilly principled rationales in employment
and consultancy contract negotiations” (Lederma®B2IR). Both are bound in practice, to
federal regulations, the DoD to 32 CFR 219 and exwac anthropologists to 45 CFR 46. Yet the
controversy, conflict, and debate over ethics resai

Based on the discourse analysis of materials coyéehie issue of ethics in the HTS from
three domains (military/government, academe, th®igu the discussion of the ethics standards
and practices of both anthropology and the militand identification of the AAA position on
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HTS, | argue that uncertainty is at the heart of tonflict. For the AAA and many
anthropologists, this includes uncertainty oveigies and protocols that ensure HSPP review to
ensure, as much as is possible, that no harm is idaihe process or as a result of HTS
operations. This encompasses not only IRB reviewrtiarmed consent and issues surrounding
the used of data collected that could cause hamoetthinty exists about the rigor of training
and the militarization of HTS social sciences audrdhe risk of violence and death for HTT
members and indigenous civilian populations. Thsravhelming uncertainty is, in large part,

what makes the HTS, at least in its state fromptioa into the present, a disaster-in-process.
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CHAPTER 5. HTS AS A DISASTER: USING HOFFMAN'S MODEL

To better understand the complexity of the contiver the HTS and identify potential
ways to move forward with ideas for addressing ¢hamncerns, the initial discourse analysis
results were applied to Hoffman’s (1999) model wifural response to disaster in the context of
the discussion on ethics standards and practicémidn’s (1999) model is useful in disaster
studies not for analyzing disaster events (“theadbrnado”) but the processes of sociocultural
human behavior and response to a disaster. Olimgth&rgues that a focus on the social and
cultural aspects of disaster allows us to be “dgalith one dimension of the processual aspect
of disaster” over time instead of just the eveselit (2002:23). However, as previously noted,
both Hoffman and Oliver-Smith do not consider wiagl aman-made events disaster (1999:2) thus
the application of the model to HTS as a wartimer@menon is novel. This model will thus be
used to argue for an understanding of the HTSdasaster-in-process. The model allows for a
critical discussion of the themes that arose thinadigcourse analysis as they represent
discourses of military, academics, and public sphand the conflicts between these spheres
over ethical practices.

Hoffman’s (1999) original model, created to map anderstand the sociocultural
phenomena that followed the Oakland firestorm &119ncludes four phases: the disaster event,
the crisis, the aftermath nexus, and the passagjesare. The conceptual illustration below
(Figure 8) is inspired by this model and adaptefiiame the concerns about HTS. The
emergence and establishment of HTS as an Army Q@diyram is the “disaster event.” The
“crisis” phase is represented by issues of unadgstand vulnerability. Next, issues of social
control are represented as the “aftermath nexuwsst,lthe actual and potential outcomes of HTS

are represented as the “passage to closure” whadbscforward back to disaster. The center of
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the model represents the continual coproductidinofvledge by involved and concerned
institutions. The discussions below of each phdskeomodel refer both to the materials

subjected to discourse analysis (see Chapter 2n&manation from Chapters 3 and 4.

Actual & Potential ;

Outcomes of HTS HTS (Disaster)
(Passage to Closure)

Concerned
Institutions

Social Control
(Aftermath Nexus

Vulnerability & Uncertainty
(Crisis)

Circle represents:
Coproduction of
Knowledge & Data

Figure 8. Conceptual model based on Hoffman (1999).

The Crisis Phase: Uncertainty and Vulnerability

The HTS was created by the US military when suasssthe War on Terror were in
steady decline and new methods to fight insurgeete needed. The HTS was developed by
persons trained in anthropology and once estaldjsir@hropologists found themselves to be

desirable for their cultural expertise and ethnpgraskills, much as they were in the past. The
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HTS was created as a response to military uncéytalbout and vulnerability to insurgents and it
in turn created a crisis phase of concerns oveengaty and vulnerability affecting a much
broader set of involved populations. In the crisse, social groups (here the military and
anthropology) are disrupted by a disaster eventpdanzkd into a shared liminal state through
which they negotiate transformed subject positsimegped by the disaster itself.

Uncertainty

The most dominant theme revealed in the procedsoburse analysis was uncertainty.
It was the top theme for both academic and puliicadirse while it was the lowest-ranking
theme in military discourse. According to Gregomtt®n, “uncertainty does not simply exist—it
is produced, and the production of uncertaintyreault in new political, economic, and social
formations. This informational uncertainty genesatenflicting public discourse about blame
and the responsibility for remediation” (2010:1@pntemporary relations between the military
and anthropology were already tenuous going irgd/Mar on Terror. “Informational uncertainty
can create individual and community-wide stressf exacerbate existing relations (Button
2010:11) and this phenomena is at the start and biedoe crisis phase following the emergence
of HTS as a pilot program. In the crisis phase laggbnd, uncertainty here is produced and
maintained largely by the military as an entitypofver.

One reason for so much tense uncertainty betweemtilitary and anthropology is the
need for the coproduction of cultural knowledge @utunresolved lack of transparency over the
use of data collected by HTS social scientistsil&iiyoshi Jager states that “especially amid
the domestic acrimony spawned by the Iraq War,agadte coordination between military and
nonmilitary power [such as academics] will sevele@ynper U.S. counterinsurgency

capabilities.” (2007:vii). Kevin Orr and Mike Berthargue that “cooperation and greater
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interaction between theory and practice can gea@athole range of benefits including
bringing local knowledge to bear on a problem” (2Q) including military challenges.
According to Price, “asymmetrical wars of the twefitst century now look toward
anthropology with hopes of finding models of cu#tuor data on specific cultures to be
conquered or to be used in counterinsurgency apasit(2009b:1).

Many military personnel believe that the work oflesdded social scientists via the HTS
is invaluable to the military agenda. McFate anel/8tFondacaro quote an active duty solider
noting:

This is my third rotation, but we’ve always donkaseshit job at it [referencing cultural

data collection]. We don’t have enough patiencearighing we do is focused on

security. But they can get after a problem setl@chore academic about it...We have a

tendency to bullshit and say ‘this is how peopk'feut having a dedicated academic

supported by operators, they can achieve a lot mrarate data. [2012:78]

But Orr and Bennett also indicate that “such redetakes place within a political environment
that requires continual negotiation of differertenests” and because of this, there are also
negative aspects to coproduction of knowledge (201®1ajor Ben Connable suggests that “by
doctrine, mission, and organization, the US mpitarmandated to train and maintain organic
cultural expertise. Staffs are required to condiaehing in the navigation of cultural terrain.
Cultural information is inextricably linked to thetelligence process” (2009:59).

The emergence of the HTS made the collection sfkimd of cultural information
possible internally by employing academics butuke of that information to potentially cause
harm concerns many. “Scientific practice and knolgéemaking is constantly producing new

parameters of what risk means, and thus moldingtke-changing landscapes of uncertainty”
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(Cornell and Jackson 2013:508) and in the contEwiam, new kinds of risks emerge. Concerned
anthropologists see novel risks in coproducing Kedge with the military because of
uncertainty over how this information is going ® Ussed in COIN operations in terms of
potential harm to civilians. This is where uncartgicreates questions about making vulnerable
populations in conflict zones even more vulnerabi@ating ethical values of “do no harm.”
Vulnerability

By definition, vulnerability is to be in a positida be easily hurt or harmed physically,
mentally, or emotionally and/or open to attack hasndamage (Merriam-Webster 2014).
Lakshmi Fjord notes that “vulnerable persons apeople, grouped by their lack of particular
physical, emotional, cognitive or social resounssch seem to explain their disproportionate
harms from disasters and the everyday” (2010:H@jman vulnerability, specifically regarding
time of war, is shaped by cultural, political, ssatial conditions and exploited by those in
power, be they insurgents or counterinsurgencyefrulnerability as a dominant theme was
identified in all coded institutions discourses aadked as the #2 most dominant in military and
academic discourse and #3 in public discourse o@tern in this discussion “is the way in
which people construct or ‘frame’...vulnerabilityciading at times the denial of it” (Hoffman
and Oliver-Smith 1999:8). The actual term “vulndedlivas almost non-existent in the military
discourse, mentioned only once. Instead militasgdiirse spoke to “risks” in lieu of
vulnerability proper while academic and public disise focused on “the underlying conditions
[and outcomes]”’ (Alwang et al. 2001:ii). The exfiligse of the terms “vulnerable/vulnerability”
were primarily found in academic and public discaur

According to Price, “safeguards protecting gathelat for use by military or

intelligence agencies are absent” (2009b:4) and eimBloyed anthropologists are unable to
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guarantee that the data they collect for HTS vallse no harm those who are noncombatant
participants in the research. A lack of being d@bleontrol data produces uncertainty about
creating new forms of vulnerability or exacerbatexgsting vulnerability given that populations
in areas of war are vulnerable before foreign amjitpowers intervene. Price argues that HTS
practices raise “serious political, ethical, andgpbical problems for anthropologists” because
HTS social scientists’ reports “can be used bytaryi and intelligence agencies in ways that can
make studied populations vulnerable” (Price 200RA8 Gonalez argues, “widespread
concern” and uncertainty are key concerns for oteEn more extreme forms of vulnerability
such as “how interrogators might use readily agbkssthnographic data for the abuse and
torture of prisoners” (2007:2).

Anthropologists are the experts in ethnographieassh and their primary focus is to “do
no harm” to their subjects, and “weigh competingecztl obligations to research
participants,...professional colleagues, employedsfanders,...while recognizing that
obligations to vulnerable populations are partidylanportant and primary (AAA 2012). The
complexity inherent in these multiple relationshgpsates sometimes competing loyalties for an
anthropologist as “varying relationships may creaeflicting ethical obligations, reflecting
both the relative vulnerabilities of different indiuals, communities or populations,
asymmetries of power implicit in a range of relaships, and the differing ethical frameworks
of collaborators representing other disciplinesm@as of practice” (AAA 2012). A primary
concern for anthropologists concerned with the ksltBus how to decrease noncombatant

populations’ “struggle to secure an increasinglgartain tomorrow from an increasingly

vulnerable today” (Sider 2011:1). A lack of contosler data is directly linked to the
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continuation or exacerbation of vulnerability afiflyulnerability was part of the ideology, it is
now manifest” (1999:140) in the crisis stage.
The Aftermath Nexus: Social Control

Concerns over uncertainty and vulnerability emerggdoon as the HTS was proposed
and they multiplied as the HTS became a permananyArogram These concerns remain
unresolved and have continued into the aftermatiisistage, the phase when social groups
affected by a disaster event attempt to re-grotied experiencing the crisis. This is “more
prolonged phase... its length depends on the...paaticiicumstance, but generally lasts from
some months to some years” according to Hoffma@q1311). It is in this phase that affected
groups establish new social and/or ideological blavies between one another or reinforce older
ones as a means to recover from or resolve this atiand. Hoffman claims that its length
“depends on the place, the disaster, and the phaticircumstance” (1999:141).

In this particular case, vulnerability and uncertgiin the crisis phase produces a concern
with and enacting of social control. Social contio} definition, “refers generally to societal and
political mechanisms or processes that regulate@iohaal and group behavior in an attempt to
gain conformity and compliance to the rules of\agegisociety, state, or social group” (Merriam-
Webster 2014). Social control was an unexpectaea¢hbat emerged through the discourse
analysis — it took reading between the lines td fimat the other two dominant themes were in
fact informing social control concerns about théitary and the HTS. Social control is not only
produced by vulnerability and uncertainty, busienforced through the coproduction of
knowledge and data control, primarily by the mrjtaSocial control was the #1 theme in
military discourse analyzed and #2 in academicpuridic discourse on the HTS. Discourse

from anthropologists demonstrated explicit conaeith social control whereas in military
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discourse, social control was a part of agendaetr@nd goals. This creates two distinct and
opposing groups, one concerned with social contnel pther concerned with implementing
social control.

For example, anthropologist Price writes that ia past, when military planners and
colonial administrators sought the counsel of ahlogists, they looked for a social science
stripped of ambiguity, meaning, and context. Theyted simple analytical tools that might help
them accomplish short-term objectives” of govermaaed control (2009b:5). Likewise,
anthropologists currently “commissioned by the Bgah as counterinsurgency consultants use
the same tools as instruments for manipulationsaetal control—not as a means of humanizing
other people” (Price 2009:5).

As the HTS has become a permanent program and gemweial control and power over
populations in war zones is thus being facilitatgcinthropologists in the HTS coproducing
cultural knowledge with other HTS social scientatsl military personnel. What the
anthropological perspective has added to a “simpl®unting of the number of war dead as an
indicator” of how lethal the military is withoutéHTS, is that it “provides more nuanced and
multifaceted data” on lethal vs. non-lethal, “inatity, and social control” (Harrod and Martin
2014:11). The potential for social control to hawelimits is because HTT members do not
“maintain control over the collection and stora¢he data they collected. HTS, as a program,
cannot guarantee that this data could not be ugethiers for other purposes, potentially
including lethal targeting” (McFate and Fondaca®d 2 3) and, | argue, less deadly but
potentially dehumanizing forms of social control.

Also of concern are the outdated and “primitivisthcepts, theories, and methods being

used in the HTS for research design. Gdewz states that “Montgomery McFate (the Pentagon’s

59



senior social science advisor for HTS)” has rewe#tat she “relied heavily upon the concept of
‘tribalism’, functionalist theory, and data collest methods developed for the Human Relations
Area Files” and the use of “social network analy§2909:2). He continues by stating that all of
“these elements was either created or elaboratbédhvanthropologists were employed by
colonial governments “to more effectively contnatligenous populations” (2009:2). Galez
insists that “it's no accident that these are [@@githe tools advocated by the HTS’s architects”
(2009:2). Social control is “established in...rol¢ke HTS) “and is perpetuated by the very
forces directed to its elimination or control” (Lerh 1972:i).

Concern over social control is an element thahtgbutes to the complexity of
recovery” from and working through issues of unaiatly and vulnerability as they presented in
the crisis phase after the emergence of the HTHrftam 1999:144). It bears on how
anthropology and the military engage in discours¢he HTS and address each others’ concerns
in ways that consider the different goals of eaxdtitution in constructive dialog as a part of the
passage to closure on this controversy. And it wiagek to issues of uncertainty as they bear on
transparency for the HTS in regards to ethicalaesepractices, something currently deeply
hidden in the classified world of military procedar exemplifying yet another form of power
and social control: the control of information.
The Passage to Closure: More Uncertainty

Despite its name, the “passage to closure” phass dot signal a finite end; it is simply a
step in the cycle that continues into the futureas crisis phases may occur (Hoffman
1999:149). It is a phase where social groups engegéreturn to...the calamity” in order to re-
make their social worlds as they have been tramsfdrby crisis (Hoffman 1999:149). Hoffman

notes that in this step, “some sort of settlemenéppropriate, “desirable or not” (Hoffman

60



1999:149) and here the “settlement” is potentietiyning to a working relationship for the
coproduction of cultural knowledge between anthtogy and the military as institutions of
power. This requires change on the parts of batihrapology and the military and it can create
more uncertainty as part of moving towards closure.

Hoffman suggests that in this phase, “the quesifarhange is a complex one.
Sometimes a calamity is a bridge to change...at difme&s changes meld together, with timeless
practices providing only new content for old forsigtl999:151). She also states that “if little
else, disaster usually spurs increased politicaramness” (Hoffman 1999:151) or other forms of
awareness. It has been argued that anthropologplcpand disciplinary reputations have been
guestioned because of the concerns over ethicetigean the HTS, as both an ethical dilemma
and an ethical disaster (Lin 2009:155). And whperpetuating former practices” (like those
from the troubled history of anthropology and thiéitary) can occur in this phase, “a new
horizon” may also emerge (1999:152). A new horikere would be to create an opportunity for
anthropology to continue the discussion on the ldm& military/anthropology relationships but
in the context of creating transparency regardnmgggrotections of human subjects.

We are, at this moment, in the passage to closwaeq) at a detente between
anthropology and the military. Anthropology and thiitary need to engage in discourse on the
HTS and address each others’ concerns in waysdnaider the shared and different goals of
each institution in constructive dialog as a péthe passage to closure on this controversy. And
this wraps back to issues of uncertainty as they be transparency for the HTS in regards to
ethical research practices, something currentlplgdadden in the classified world of military
procedures. We must also come to an understanddke HTT members, some

anthropologists “may [too] have doubtful motivaomhat their work may be improperly used,
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and that the ultimate effect on those studied tonedictable” (Whittaker 1981:437). Likewise,
as Orr and Bennett suggest, “it is disingenuoumpay through the presentation of social
science that research is a clean, objective pramesgd out by purists who stand above politics,
and this picture if further complicated in join pcts, where participants are mindful of a
complexity of interacting demands and interest§1@3).

Catastrophes and the social responses that follaywary from calamity to calamity,
but the disasters that occur, and the human resgorteem, is a cycle repeated time and again
that has within in the potential for positive triorsnation. But how can anthropologists work
toward addressing the ethical issues evident irkimgrwith the HTS? | thus argue that moving
forward in the passage to closure on the HTS regunthropology to engage productively with
the military on neutral ground rather than opt @iuall engagement. Several scholars have made
recommendations for such that are centered onatheeens with ethical practice found in this
thesis: uncertainty, vulnerability, social conttbgnsparency.

For example, George R Lucas, a military ethicisthatUS Naval Academy, that
anthropologists should “create a nongovernmentmration” like “Anthropologists Without
Borders...that would advise the military but would aotually be employed by the military”
(Glenn 2009b:1). While Connable suggests that pittaetice of deploying academics to a
combat zone may undermine the very relationshigsrtiitary is trying to build, or more
accurately rebuild, with a social science commuttigt has generally been suspicious of the
U.S. military since the Viet Nam era” (2009:58); émthropology to not work with the military
is to fundamentally violate our own publically gtdtvalue of working to solve real world

problems with our research.
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CHAPTER 6. HTS NOW, HTS IN THE FUTURE: A CONCLUSION
Conclusive Overview

The chief objective of this study was to analyzd awaluate conflicts and debates
between anthropologists and the military focusetherethics of human subjects research and
the ethical uses of data collected through sociahsists contracted by the military. At the
center of this conflict was the creation and impdanation of the HTS by the US military, and
specifically the “recruitment of anthropologistspmvide ‘cultural knowledge’ for the purpose
of more effective counterinsurgency in Iraq andtfegistan” (Forte 2011:149). Research
guestions thus focused on ethical practices iHfhi®, contextualized by the history of
anthropology’s role in military and government adens, ethics standards and protocols in
anthropology and the HTS, and the AAA’s public piosi against the HTS. In this thesis |
sought to provide answers to the following reseapodstions:

1) Are there common themes to be found in disaussegarding the HTS in the

government/military, anthropology, and general peispheres?

2) Are there disparities in the ethics standard&Af, human subjects research in

academe, and the military?

Context for these questions was established terbeime the controversy surrounding
the employment of anthropologists (and other samgntists) in the military, and specifically
the HTS. Both anthropology and the military aredurs of historical particularity and can only
be understood in historical context. Informatiorswiaus collected on the US military, with an
emphasis on the Army and the War on Terror givéoripy because the HTS officially began
operating during this particular conflict. Furtiveorks on the roles of anthropology and the

military in other wars were secured and analyzedexge scholarly publications on the history of
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anthropology and colonial government relationsimpsrder to understand anthropology’s long
history with military and government intelligendhe Darkness in El Dorado ethics controversy
for anthropology as a discipline was analyzed pieaursor to the AAA response to the
emergence of the HTS. The initial creation of tHESHvas also outlined. Establishing this
historical context produced an understanding dir@apology’s engagement with governmental
entities in the past as well as its own interna pablic controversies over ethical practices.
This context both framed and complimented the dissmanalysis used to address the
first research questiodre there common themes to be found in discussagasding the HTS
in the government/military, anthropology, and gexigrublic spheresThrough discourse
analysis of selected government/military, anthroggl and general public materials on the HTS,
five common themes were found across these dismsssincertainty, vulnerabilitysocial
control, the coproduction of knowledgaddata control.First, 134 significant works were
located and those that dealt with ethics standandspractices where analyzed to provide an
outline of information on standards and policiesdthics in anthropology the military and the
AAA position on the HTS in order to address theosecresearch question. For the first research
guestion, these 134 worlgere narrowed down to 22 key items specificallydimcourse
analysis to identify common themes across the oategjof military, academic and public
discourse on the HTS.
Uncertainty, vulnerabilityandsocial controlwere found to be the three most prominent
concerns regarding the HTS across government/nyilitanthropology, and general public
spheres. Issues regarding tdoproduction of knowledgenddata controlwere found to be the

next set of primary concerns. The identificatiortredse five themes aided in addressing the
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second research questidre there disparities in the ethics standards oAABuUmMan subjects
research in academe, and the militarif?e conclusive answer to this question is complex.

Anthropology and the military do share a concertnwthical practices. Both have ethics
guidelines and standards and both are bound itigeato federal regulations, the DoD to 32
CFR 219 and academic anthropologists to 45 CFRW#le it is clear from the HTTHB and the
HTS Social Science Directorate that ethics starglaxast and that ethics training is critical to
HTS, the process for review and approval of humadnjests research proposals for HTTs by the
equivalent of an IRB as required by 45 CFR 46 o€BR 219 is not transparent. In contrast, for
practicing anthropologists who are employed as exwack, policies and processes for human
subjects research review and oversight are veay eled available to the public via the websites
for any academic institution’s HSPP unit.

For the AAA and many anthropologists, this disgapitoduces uncertainty over policies
and protocols for HSPP review to ensure, as muah @assible, that no harm is done in the
process or as a result of HTS operations. Thisrapasses not only IRB review but informed
consent and issues surrounding the used of ddtctaml that could cause harm. Uncertainty
exists about the rigor of training and the milzation of HTS social sciences and over the risk
of violence and death for HTT members and indigesrmulian populations.

To better understand this uncertainty and the cerityl of the conflict over the HTS as
well as identify potential ways to move forward lwitleas for addressing those concerns, the
themes addressing the first research question apgied to Hoffman’s (1999) model of cultural
response to disaster in the context of the anstedlse second research question. The use of this
model allowed a conceptualization of the HTS amdehsuing controversy to be understood as a

disaster-in-process and to identify common growmddcovery. Concern over social control was
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identified as an element that “contributes to tbmplexity of recovery” from and working
through issues of uncertainty and vulnerabilityrees presented in a crisis phase after the
emergence of the HTS (Hoffman 1999:144). This wasfl to bear on how anthropology and
the military might possibly engage in discoursaleHTS and address each others’ concerns in
ways that consider the different goals of eachtirtgin in constructive dialog as a part of the
passage to closure on this controversy.

The Future of Debates and the HTS

The AAA states that “among our goals are the digsation of anthropological
knowledge and its use to solve human problems”Zp0&iven that the aim of HTS is to use
local sociocultural knowledge for better operatiatecision-making and minimizing collateral
damage, particularly indigenous civilian deathsyould seem that the involvement of social
scientists such as anthropologists in HTS meets AAAls, the needs of national security, and
reducing war casualties. However, as demonstratéuds thesis, “weaponizing culture” through
the HTS is not supported by the AAA and is oppdsgdany anthropologists.

So how might anthropologists work toward addres#negethical issues evident in
working with the HTS? | argue that moving forwandthe passage to closure on the HTS
requires anthropology to engage productively whin military on neutral ground rather than opt
out of all engagement. Opting out is not a valilison since war and other sociopolitical
conflicts will continue, bringing with them ongoimpptentials for harm to civilians and soldiers
alike. If anthropology as a discipline were to céetgly disengage, a vacuum is created whereby
other disciplines can dominate the military inggince realm and pick up where anthropology
left off, but perhaps in a less rigorously trairiashion in terms of ethnographic methods and

cultural sensitivity. And if anthropologists do matltivate a working relationship with the
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military, what will stop the military creating thedswn “anthropologists” instead? What would
this do for reducing uncertainty and vulnerability?

As institutions with significantly different goalanthropology and the military both
“draw distinctions [between how they go] about egsh, data collection, advising, and
intelligence, as well as differences between tlaesgities” (AAA 2009a:25). However, both
are, as noted above, grounded in professionalsstandards as well as have policies and
regulations for ethical practice regarding the ¢ctbn of human subjects. Anthropology and the
military do need to engage in discourse on the Hii&address each others’ concerns in ways
that consider the shared and different goals dfi @astitution in constructive dialog as a part of
the passage to closure on this controversy.

The findings in this thesis suggest that a moretsutial first step is for anthropology to
find ways to work with the military to make humaubgects protections policies, protocols, and
practices in the HTS more transparent and accol@tadflecting the same ethical practice
accountability that academic anthropologists argnbido through their institutions’ Human
Subjects Protections Programs (HSPPs) and InstiaitiReview Boards (IRBs). As it stands, a
key concern is that data that is collected by $@ti@ntists in the HTS are not controlled by
them or subject to transparent human subjects giroteassurances and could thus be used for
military decision-making that harms the populationslved.

Several scholars have made recommendations f@bawltion on these issues and that
addresses the shared concerns over ethical prastioeind in this thesis: uncertainty,
vulnerability, social control, transparency. Foaewple, George R Lucas, a military ethicist at
the US Naval Academy, that anthropologists shoatddte a nongovernmental organization”

like “Anthropologists Without Borders...that wouldwaske the military but would not actually be
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employed by the military” (Glenn 2009b:1). While i@@ble suggests that “the practice of
deploying academics to a combat zone may undertheneery relationships the military is
trying to build, or more accurately rebuild, wittsacial science community that has generally
been suspicious of the U.S. military since the Watn era” (2009:58), for anthropology to not
work with the military is to fundamentally violateir own value of working to solve real world
problems with our research.

Additionally, more research needs to be done omii®. The HTS is now an established
COIN entity and will continue to be used to achieviétary and foreign policy objectives. The
HTS is less than 10 years old and thus little edfahographic work has been done on the
program or with populations where the HTS has dpdra&Currently, research that has been
conducted on the HTS primarily addresses concerpddicipants of ethnographic study and
military agendas, both of which are important ateascrutinize. This thesis is a contribution to
this particular body of work. Further work with HBS8cial scientists and military personnel such
as that by Nigh (2012) and found in the CEAUSSI@bre(AAA 2009a) needs to be done as the
HTS program expands. Future explorations coulduotelfieldwork in HTS locations (i.e.
headquarters in U.S., deployed HTS areas) to asldtesent HTS experiences, what is and is
not actually applied in the HTT fieldwork afterittang, and post-HTS ethical, physical, and,
career risk assessments.

In the future there will be more ex-HTS employedthiirsthand experience who are
able to freely write and speak about their expeesrwithout this being “subject to review and
approval by Army security and public affairs” (H2814). This will provide opportunities for
engagement in reflexive research on HTS. Even thhdlig official HTS website claims that

“HTS is not an applied anthropology program” (HT®L2), a majority of ex-HTS employees
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will be found coming from and returning to workapplied anthropology fields thus creating a
new branch of research on the HTS and its reldtiprt® applied work in the discipline. Yet
even with future research, the solution to the mwvarsy between anthropology and the military
will remain very complex. | hope, however, thastfriactious relationship can evolve into a
mutually productive one. Beginning to navigate efi@cal landscapes of anthropology and the
military to find common ground, as | have donehis thesis, is just one step toward this as a

possibility.
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APPENDIX C. RESEARCH PLAN: STRIKE HIT, HUMAN TERRAI N TEAM

HANDBOOK (2008)

Human Terrain Team Handbook

Appendix C

Sample Research Plan

Research Plan: STRIKE HTT

Project Lead: Dr. Omar Al-Talib in collaboration with Dr. Griffin
(Team II)

Work Plan Design by: 1LT Abeita & MSG Howard

Team Lead: Mr. Jonas Reventas

Research Focus: Internally Displaced Persons (IDP)

Research Statement: When reconciliation breaks down — IDPs
result. How do we involve IDPs in the reconciliation process and
relieve sociaf pressures exerted by IDPs and social pressures
exerted on the IDPs by others? Is it sectarian violence that is
causing increased tensions in the AQ or is the increased pressure of
overcrowding stretching limited essential services far bevond their
capacity?

Question: What issues are affecting IDPs and what issues are being
caused by IDPs?

Data needs:

e Surveys: Both direct and indireet, via interviews or
questionnaires, oral histories of post 2003 experience that
addresses concerns about basic needs and living condition
such as demographics, food purchases, diaries, and
perceptions of violence and crime. As much information as
we can obtain on the plight of IDPs in the Operational
Environment (OE).

e Background data for comparison: US
o United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)
measurement of poverty for cross-national analysis

Statement: Sunni vs. Shia may be a surface issue, the
real issue may be ecological
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o Comparison populations (L.e. Victims of the tsunami
in Asia, victims of Hurricane Katrina in the U.S.)
= Relocation plans
= Anti-IDP attitudes
= Essential Service Needs (sewage, water,
electricity, trash removal)

Surveys: Means of ascertaining population size and location.
o Use of UAV for aerial survey —
= Settlement areas
= Impact of IDPs on local environment
Iragi Ministry of Displaced Persons & Migration
U.5. Army Patrol Reports
Iragi Ministry of Planning
Iragi Ministry of Interior

o oo o

Info About IDPs — From District Area Councils
{DAC)/Neighborhood Area Councils (NAC), community
leaders, government officials, then local population, NGOs,
BBA’s, and Interpreters. Iraqi Army Civil Affair units
o Problem that may be an issue with data collected from
DAC/NACS is a bias that exists with local government
leaders referring to IDPs as “Squatters”, they may
either overestimate numbers to increase the burden
they place on the local government or underestimate
them in an effort to marginalize them from being
including into society.

Info From IDPs — Life stories, Interviews, personal narratives,
and social network analyses (How did they get into this
situation? What is their current situation? How do they plan
on changing their situation? Who are their informal leaders
alleviating the effects of social dislocation?) Some examples
of areas that the team can begin to focus on are:

o Hygiene and health care issues (quality of life) — What
is important to IDPs health wise? (eg. How do they
contribute to the problem of tapping into water pipes,
which leads to sewage contaminating the water lines?
This in turn can lead to health problems.)
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o

Resources:

Link into Crime/Violence (quality of life) — What is
the crime index compared to a city of the same size
and same SES, when the comparable index 1s removed
from equation what level of violence in the city due to
the insurgency?

Link to Reconciliation — [s the increase of violence
because of sectarianism or is it because of instability
due to economic pressures and IDPs? Who are the key
players for reconciliation among the IDP's? Also, is
there any link to Shia leaders in the AO that we can
utilize as an entry point into the local political
environment?

Dr. Al-Talib (Social Scientist): Team lead on research plan,
design and implementation

o
8]

Interview Iraqi officials, citizens, Dips, NGOs
Attend meetings with Government leaders
(DAC/NAC) track needs and ID gaps where cultural
intervention may be needed

Help facilitate cooperation between CF and Iragi
Forces during meetings/conferences

Provide guidance to CF who are seeking to engage
Iragi Forces, Local Nationals and NGOS on
reconciliation

Analyze acquired data for social science insight,
provide guidance to team members during product
development

Quality control of final products for social analysis
and provides final comments to product

MSG Richard Howard (Cultural Analyst): Interacts with key
personalities both inside and outside the brigade

o

Updates database with key officials, stakeholders,
dynamic personalities that can analyzed for linkages
we can use to maximize effort. (i.e.
personal/professional/social connections amongst
players). Does one group have a solution that can be
used to help another group or can
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