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Chapter One: 

Introduction 

 
In the modern era, it seems that culture is everywhere. Wars of the 

past century have encouraged the disintegration of empires and have given 

rise to people having, or wanting, their own country, with their own flag and 

their own seat that the United Nations General Assembly. Since World War 

II, unprecedented numbers of museums have cropped up all over the world 

(Lowenthal 1998) with purposes ranging from trying to bring the Elgin 

Marbles back to Athens to celebrating the African American community in 

Bradenton, Florida. Globalization has criss-crossed lines of production and 

distribution across the map and the internet has made it possible to 

communicate across distances in a fraction of second. The whole of 

humankind exists in an increasingly interconnected world (Wolf 1982). It 

would seem that now more than ever the study of people and culture would 

be coveted in order to bring mutual understanding to everything from 

international conflict to international business. On the contrary, the 

discipline of anthropology in which the issues of culture are examined, is not 

currently on a path of engaging its perspective outside of academia. The 

most famous anthropologist to most Americans is Margaret Mead (1901-

1978), who worked in the mid 20th century. The lack of current engagement 
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of anthropology with the public and non-academic institutions has arisen 

indirectly from a discord over what anthropology is and does as well as what 

it should be and even could be. This thesis examines the discipline and 

practice of anthropology and its engagement with the United States military 

in a historical context in order to illuminate the complex state of 

anthropological ethics. 

Over the course of the discipline’s existence, anthropology as been 

defined in different ways. In the mid-1800s, anthropology was defined by 

the Oxford English Dictionary as “the study of human nature encompassing 

physiology and psychology” (Moore 2009: 2). In 1873, British 

anthropologist Edward Tylor (1832-1917) published The Science of Culture 

and permanently shifted the focus of anthropology towards the concept of 

culture. Tylor defined culture as “that complex whole which includes 

knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, customs and any other capabilities and 

habits acquired by man as a member of society” (2010:30). American 

anthropologist Leslie White (1900-1975), viewed the study of culture as 

equivalent to the study of thermodynamics; “an organization of things in 

motion, a process of energy transformation. . . [and] may be analyzed into 

the following factors: energy, tools and product” (2010: 296, 298). Clifford 

Geertz (1926-2006) defined anthropology as an interpretive science of 
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meaning; “man is an animal suspended in webs of significance he himself 

has spun, I take culture to be those webs” (2010: 342). The American 

Anthropological Association (AAA) defines anthropology on its website, 

www.aanet.org, as the study of “humans, past and present . . . anthropology 

draws and builds upon knowledge from the social and biological sciences as 

well as the humanities and physical sciences” (2012). This thesis broadly 

defines anthropology as the study of peoples and culture.  

Anthropological ethics are not a simple matter of categorizing one 

thing as right and another as wrong. Ethics in a broad sense are guidelines 

for appropriate professional behavior. In the discipline of anthropology, 

ethics are guidelines and principles with which to guide anthropologists in 

the stages of anthropological work including research, description, 

publication and application. The American Anthropological Association has 

Code of Ethics that will be discussed in Chapter 4. This thesis will examine 

how the current discourse over anthropological ethics is concerned with the 

outcomes of applications of cultural knowledge. However, ethics 

particularly when concerning the use of cultural knowledge is influenced by 

and concerns a whole range of things outside of the cultural knowledge 

itself. To illustrate the dynamic of this point, two stories will be shared 

below. 
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After the United States entered World War II, British historian George 

Taylor was appointed Deputy Director for the Far East at the Office of War 

Information. Taylor hired thirty well-qualified social scientists including 

numerous anthropologists. Research was directed towards understanding 

Japanese culture, in particular the role of the Emperor. With the knowledge 

of the role the Emperor played in Japanese society, Taylor petitioned 

President Roosevelt that if the Japanese were to ever surrender, it would be 

absolutely necessary to leave the Emperor out of any terms or conditions 

(Price 2002a: 19). The cultural knowledge acquired by Taylor’s research 

team contradicted both the prevailing idea that the Japanese were incapable 

of surrender and the precedent of unconditional surrender that was 

demanded of Hitler and Mussolini (McFate 2005). Taylor ultimately 

convinced President Roosevelt, and then later President Truman, and the 

Emperor was left out of surrender agreements.  

The second example is post WWII: From 1948 to 1954 the Huk rebels 

combatted the Filipino central government on the island of Luzon. Two 

American military advisors worked with the central government and were 

key in disintegrating the Huk rebels: Colonel Edward Lansdale and Charles 

Bohannon, former ethnographer of the Smithsonian Institution. Together 

they used cultural knowledge regarding Huk superstitions to launch target 
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psychological warfare. One example of this, retold by Lansdale in his 

memoirs:  

A combat psywar team…planted stories among town resident 

of an asuang (vampire) living on the hill where the Huks were based. 

Two nights later, after giving the stories time to circulate among Huk 

sympathizers in the town… the psywar squad set up an ambush along 

the trail used by Huks. When a Huk patrol came along the trail, the 

ambushers silently snached the last man on the patrol... They 

punctured his neck with two holes, vampire fashion, held the body up 

by the heels, drained it of blood, and put the corpse back on the 

trail…When daylight came, the whole Huk squadron moved out of the 

vicinity (Lansdale 1991: 72-23)  

These two examples illustrate how cultural knowledge can be applied 

towards the peaceful resolution of conflict versus terrorizing a population. 

However, what influences these examples to be positive or negative are 

factors not related to the information itself. Anthropological engagement is 

about taking cultural knowledge and anthropological expertise and using it 

for a purpose and the goal can be assessed or evaluated.  

This thesis focuses on anthropological engagement with the United States 

military because the issue of applying cultural knowledge extends beyond 
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the confines of anthropology and the work of anthropologists. It confronts 

the reality that in a globalized world in which anyone can have cultural 

knowledge, what anthropologists do with their skills matters. How 

anthropologists and the anthropological community address and move 

beyond the controversy of anthropological engagement in the Afghanistan 

and Iraq wars could either fragment the discipline or open up a new way of 

thinking about what anthropology can contribute beyond itself. 

The thesis is organized into three main chapters. Chapter 2 focuses on 

historical instances of anthropological engagement with the United States 

military in order to illustrate how opinions on engagement as well as the 

agency of anthropologists changed over the 20th century. Chapter 3 examines 

the Human Terrain System as it is presented on its website and the stances 

taken on the program by anthropologists and members of the military. 

Chapter 4 explores the Code of Ethics of the American Anthropological 

Association as well as the Society for Applied Anthropologists and explores 

the application of those principles in assessing whether the HTS program is 

ethical. The conclusion, chapter 5, explores the potential of anthropological 

engagement in U.S. military peace operations and engagement in 

anthropologically-based or anthropological informed endeavors.  
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Chapter Two: 

A Historical Survey of Anthropological Engagement with  

The United States Military 

 

  In order to take on stance on the contemporary role of anthropology 

in the United States military it is necessary to first examine the history of 

anthropology’s engagement with the military.  Anthropology and the 

military are not inherently linked nor inherently sovereign. Rather, at various 

points over the last century social scientists have clashed, joined and 

entwined with the military establishment. In this chapter, these interactions 

shall be elaborated upon, showing how previous interactions have set the 

stage for the current ethical argument and moreover, how different sides 

chose to argue about it.  

 Anthropology has been called the handmaiden of colonialism, or “the 

child of imperialism” (Gough 1967) but that does not refer to the discipline 

as it is known today. In the late 1800s the discipline of anthropology was 

essentially a consortium of everything leftover from the formation of other 

academic disciplines. Anthropology “lay special claims to the study of non-

Western and ‘primitive’ peoples” (Wolf 2010: 414) and was enabled by 

European colonial expansion. Colonial control not only facilitated fieldwork, 

allowing anthropologists to venture into colonial territories and collect data, 

but colonial governments financed and supported these expeditions 

providing protection, salaries, grants, posts and research opportunities (Asad 

2002). 

 At the turn of the century, Franz Boas, a German immigrant to the 
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United States, began to conduct research that transformed anthropology. In 

one of his most famous works, Changes in the Bodily Form of Descendents 

of Immigrants, he conducted fieldwork in New York City and systematically 

gathered data, measuring the heads and physiologies of immigrants. Boas’ 

final report featured graphs, mathematical equations and statistics. 

Ultimately concluding “that I find myself unable to give an explanation of 

the phenomena, and that all I try to do is to prove that certain explanations 

are impossible” (1912: 555). Those certain explanations were attempts to use 

race in order to ascertain knowledge about immigrants. Boas used his 

anthropological methods to scientifically prove that different races do not 

denote different subspecies of human. 

  Boas worked to combat the idea that cultural traits were fixed in 

biology but argued instead that the environment modified cultural traits 

(Moore 2009:38). In order to make these strides against biological 

determinism, Boas approached his study of people and culture through 

temporarily suspending “the values and viewpoints of [his] own culture and 

[assuming] those of the cultures [he] was studying” (Patterson 2001:47). 

This became the foundation for the concept of cultural relativism. A pillar of 

modern anthropological thought, cultural relativism contends that cultures 

should be judged by their own standards. With the idea of cultural 

relativism, along with a prescription for fieldwork and anti-biological 

determinism, Boas influenced a generation of anthropologists like Margaret 

Mead and Ruth Benedict who would later become strong public voices in 

influencing how Americans understood other cultures and peoples.  

The first intersection of anthropology and the military came in World 

War I. Anthropology was not engaged or applied, rather used as a cover for 
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espionage. Boas found this reprehensible and publicly denounced using 

fieldwork as a cover for government spying. However, Boas’ criticism was 

in the minority both publicly and professionally.  

 During WWI Harvard archaeologist Samuel Lothrop used his academic 

position as a cover to spy for Naval Intelligence in the Caribbean (Patterson 

2001:53-54). This overlap enraged Boas and in a 1919 letter to the editor of 

The Nation Boas chastised any academic working with intelligence groups 

stating:  

 A person . . .who uses science as a cover for political spying, who 

demeans himself to pose before a foreign government as an investigator 

and asks for assistance in his alleged research in order to carry on, under 

this cloak, his political machinations, prostitutes science in an 

unpardonable way and forfeits the right to be classified as a scientist 

(Boas 2005). 

For Boas anthropology was a science and the weight of his radical 

messages against racism and colonialism came from the empirical scientific 

nature he has created around the new field of social science. Boas’s 

positioning of social science as separate from intelligence gathering and 

government use resulted in his censure and expulsion from the newly 

established American Anthropological Association (AAA) (Stocking 1960). 

It is important to note that the AAA is a professional organization that serves 

as a forum for the discussion of anthropological work.  

This WWI example shows that despite Boas academic prowess and 

legacy, his critique of anthropologists using their positions as covers for 

espionage did not change policy or the larger anthropological community’s 
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position on the issue. Boas attempted to create and enforce boundaries of 

what was appropriate and ethical behavior for social scientists, but he was 

unusual in his era and his attempts not only contradicted the norm but the 

opinions of the professional field. Later generations of social scientists well 

versed in the Boasian tradition would echo his perspective within debates 

regarding engagement of social scientists with military conflicts during their 

own era.  

After WWI, anthropology and ethnography rapidly developed into an 

explanatory means for describing non-Western societies. Fieldwork had 

become the standard practice and work such as Margaret Mead’s Coming of 

Age in Samoa were not only gaining publicity but also taking root in public 

consciousness. This era “represented a boom time for applied anthropology 

in the United States” (Chambers 1987:311). 

When World War II broke out, the majority of American anthropologists 

became directly involved with the war effort (Price 2002a: 16). This 

reflected both the positive public opinion of the war and a positive impulse 

that led scholars to they had knowledge and skills worth contributing to the 

war effort. The AAA even formed a ‘Committee on Anthropology and the 

War Effort’ and publicly supported of the war (Price 2002a: 16). 

The nature of anthropological engagement during WWII can be best 

summarized for the purpose of this chapter by three different incidences 

involving the British academic George Taylor. Although Taylor himself was 

not an anthropologist, once the United States entered the war, he was 

appointed Director for the Far East at the Office for War Information (OWI). 

He believed that understanding Japanese culture was critical in achieving 

Japanese surrender and recruited dozens of anthropologists and social 



	 11

scientists to study Japanese national character. Following Taylor and his 

team’s redesign of propaganda leaflets dropped on Japanese troops and 

villages, surrender rates dramatically increased. The study of the Japanese 

national character by American anthropologists led to anthropologist Ruth 

Benedict’s 1946 work The Chrysanthemum and the Sword: Patterns of 

Japanese Culture. Benedict detailed aspects of Japanese culture through 

what has come to be known as anthropology at a distance, meaning that 

Benedict did not conduct fieldwork in Japan but rather used other methods 

of research such as reading existing literature and interviewing Japanese-

Americans to in order to understand the Japanese national character 

(Benedict 1986). Her work was ultimately used by Taylor to convince 

President Roosevelt to leave the Japanese Emperor out of any terms of 

surrender (Price 2002a: 19).  

During his time with the OWI, Taylor encountered decision makers 

within the military establishment who were opposed to a non-military 

academic perspective. General Joseph Stilwell flew Taylor out to China to 

discuss how OWI’s findings could be better used in psychological warfare 

and was completely unreceptive to Taylor’s point of view. As David Price 

recounts: 

  Stilwell would listen to none of this, scoffing at the claim that 

academicians were needed to tell him how to fight his enemy or how 

to engage in effective psychological warfare. Stilwell then instructed 

one of his soldiers to take the next five captured Japanese soldiers; 

right in front of Professor Taylor he was to take his sidearm and make 

one of the soldiers shoot the other four in their heads. The fifth 

prisoner was then to be flown behind enemy lines and set loose so that 
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he could tell his countrymen what his enemy had made him do. 

Stilwell reportedly ended his display of disdain for Taylor by 

exclaiming, ‘Now that is what I call psychological warfare!’ (2002a: 

19)  

The third example from Taylor’s experience at the OWI shows that no 

matter what someone may know and believe to be true, he might be 

overruled or ignored. In 1945 Taylor informed President Truman that the 

OWI strongly believed the Japanese were ready to surrender (Price 2002a: 

19). Taylor’s reasoning was ignored and instead the American government 

took exponentially offensive action against the Japanese through the 

bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  

What the experiences of Taylor and the OWI during in WWII contribute 

to this thesis is historical precedent for a cruel reality: the effectiveness of 

anthropological knowledge, cultural knowledge or any insight for that 

matter, depends on the desire and willingness of decision makers to listen. 

This in many ways lies outside of the anthropologist’s control just as the 

decisions of Roosevelt, Stilwell and Truman did for Taylor. However, that 

does not discount the importance of the contributions and efforts made by 

Taylor and the researchers working for him in the OWI. It is important to 

note that Taylor and his team were not viewed by the anthropological 

community as complicit in the actions taken by the United States 

government at Hiroshima and Nagasaki. This is a stark contrast to the 

backlash government anthropologists would experience after the Vietnam 

War.  

The role of anthropologists and social scientists in the Korean Conflict 

and in the Cold War will not be examined in this historical survey. Although 
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fascinating, for the purposes of this exercise, the use of anthropology in 

these conflicts is too complex to be properly summarized. Further inquiry 

can be directed towards David Price’s numerous articles on the topic (2003, 

2005, 2008).  

The conflict in Vietnam was the third major clash of anthropology and 

the military establishment. Unlike WWII, the Vietnam War was not seen as 

a ‘just war’ and the public, as well the academic and military communities 

were strongly divided over the issue. Moreover, the public failure of 

government projects employed anthropologists creating a lasting legacy for 

anthropology that continues to the present day. This legacy is a distrust of 

government intentions for using anthropology, specifically in a 

counterinsurgency (COIN) context and fueled a shift in ethnography away 

from explanatory into a more descriptive realm.  

During the Vietnam War it became clear that the United States was 

fighting the Viet Cong as an insurgency and thus needed to increase its 

COIN efforts. COIN was seen as “predicated upon the understanding of 

human behavior” (Clemis 2009:166). Thus the military was much more open 

to engaging social science for the purposes of more effective COIN 

operations. Anthropology was believed to be able to provide an on-the-

ground understanding of the insurgency environment and how human factors 

that fuel conflict (Clemis 2009). This belief was operationalized through the 

development of Project Camelot and Project Agile.  

Project Camelot was designed in 1964 by the Special Operations 

Research Office (SORO) and had anthropologists along with other social 

scientists researching counterinsurgency in place all over the world. The 

integrated scientific and political ambitions of the project were to “devise 
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procedures for assessing the potential for internal war within national 

societies . . . identify with increased degrees of confidence those actions 

which a government might take to relieve conditions which are assessed as 

giving rise to a potential for internal war . . . assess the feasibility of 

prescribing the characteristics of a system for obtaining and using the 

essential information needed for doing the above two things” (Solovey 

2001:181). Project Camelot was seen as “the Manhattan Project for social 

scientists” (Solovey 2001:182) and Hugo Nuttini, an anthropologist from 

University of Pittsburg, was sent to Chile to begin research. The project was 

quickly exposed, igniting a whirlwind of controversy both amongst the 

public and the social science community. Defense Secretary Robert 

McNamara quickly cancelled the project (Fawcett 2009:19).  

In 1970, as anti-war sentiments mounted, Project Agile was exposed and 

became known as the Thai Scandal. The DOD and the Royal Thai 

Government funded anthropologists to embed themselves in Thai villages 

and research the Communist insurgency there, in particularly, how to best 

keep villages aligned with the Thai government and not support insurgents 

(Clemis 2009). The anthropologists in question claimed to have been 

working to help protect the villages where they were working (McFate 

2005:14). Joseph Jorgenson and Eric Wolf strongly critiqued the actions of 

anthropologists in Thailand in their 1970 article “Anthropology on the 

Warpath in Thailand” stating:  

  

 The days of naive anthropology are over. It is no longer adequate to 

collect information about little known and powerless people; one needs to 

know also the uses to which that knowledge can be put. Behind an appeal 
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for pure research, a research grant, a consultant's fee, an appeal to 

personal vanity or to patriotism, is a government that may well use the 

knowledge gained to damage the subjects among whom it was gathered. 

Perhaps this is the grimmest lesson of all the events of the past years: 

many a naive anthropologist has become, wittingly or unwittingly, an 

informer. (1970: 15) 

These events sparked heated ethical debates within the AAA regarding 

whether or not social scientists should lend themselves to governmental 

establishments. Professor Gerald Berreman of University of California 

Berkeley left a study on the Himalayan border countries once he discovered 

that the DOD funded the project. Professor Berreman openly acknowledged 

the political impetus behind this decision. Calling the war in Vietnam 

“illegal and genocidal. . . [he] stated, ‘I cannot accept research money from 

an agency whose primary interest and purpose is the prosecution of that war 

and the furtherance of policies which are likely to lead to similar wars 

including wars in the very areas of my research endeavor’” (quoted in 

Clemis 2009:168). 

 Other perspectives within the academic community ranged from viewing 

the use of social science in the government as necessary to defeat 

Communism in the developing world to a fundamental strategy for 

liberalizing and humanizing military policy. There was no escaping the 

political overtones of the debate or the discipline’s colonial roots. As Noam 

Chomsky wrote, “When we strip away the terminology of the behavioral 

sciences . . .see revealed, in such work as this [the pacification program in 

Vietnam], the mentality of the colonial civil servant, persuaded of the 

benevolence of the mother country and the correctness of its vision of world 
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order, and convinced that he understands the true interests of the backward 

peoples whose welfare he is to administer” (1967: 41). 

The harsh backlash from the anthropological community was 

overwhelmingly politically motivated and created a dynamic that demonized 

any social scientist working for the government. The experience of 

anthropologist Gerald Hickey during the Vietnam era illustrates how what 

had been acceptable engagement just a generation prior was influenced by 

the polarizing nature of the war.   

Hickey was recruited to produce a study on the recently implemented 

Strategic Hamlet Program and how highland peoples of Vietnam might be 

best courted to support the United States and South Vietnamese government. 

Hickey suggested that concrete connections between security and any efforts 

devoted to the strategic hamlets. Hickey also cautioned against using force 

as a motivator because farming communities often have many forms of 

passive resistance. His suggestions were ignored and ultimately the project 

was a failure.  

Several years later, the Montagnards of the central Vietnamese highlands 

revolted against the South Vietnamese government. Hickey, who had 

ethnographic experience with this group, provided General William 

Westmoreland with perspective on why the revolt was happening. The 

Montagnards has been relocated by the South Vietnamese governments into 

poorly managed camps and the response to which, was tribal national and 

resistance against the South Vietnamese government (Clark 1988:465). 

Hickey continued to study and research the culture of Vietnam looking 

for a way to end what he viewed to be a primarily political struggle. He 
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believed military force would be ineffective and instead favored the idea of 

accommodation a concept Hickey identified as already rooted in Taoist 

beliefs and Vietnamese culture. Hickey presented this idea in a paper titled 

"Accommodation in South Vietnam: the Key to Sociopolitical Solidarity" 

(1967). However leaders at the Pentagon interpreted accommodation to be 

the same as giving in to the Communists and ignored Hickey’s proposal and 

instead, favored a strategy of bombing (McFate 2005:13). 

Hickey’s work was not unethical by the current AAA Code of Ethics (see 

Appendix I for Code of Ethics, Chapter 4 for explanation of the Code of 

Ethics) and especially given the precedent for anthropologists to engage with 

the military. The abuses of social science in Project Camelot and Project 

Agile that outraged members of the anthropological community were 

realistically outside of Hickey’s control and most likely outside of his 

potential awareness. Yet, where George Taylor’s failure had not tainted the 

nature of his efforts and positive contributions to the WWII war effort, 

Hickey was stigmatized by the politics of the war and the political opinions 

of colleagues. Although he was awarded the medal for Distinguished Public 

Service, Hickey was unable to find an academic job after the war (McFate 

2005:13) 

 Within the military there was a shift away from the idea that social 

science as useful to COIN operations. Many were still in favor of 

maintaining the involvement of social science due to its “contributions 

towards understanding and working with indigenous populations in foreign 

areas” as well as “make the unfamiliar familiar” and “help foster social and 

economic prosperity and win hearts and minds” (Clemis 2009:169). Others, 

like Admiral Hyman Rickover, in the legacy of General Stilwell, rejected the 
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idea that an academic perspective on culture would aid military men on the 

ground. The repeated failure of anthropology-aided projects strengthened 

Rickover’s position. This combined with the backlash from the 

anthropological community against engagement with the military and the 

failure of the Vietnam War led COIN to fall “into doctrinal and operational 

obscurity following Vietnam” (Clemis 2009:170) and the Pentagon shifted 

towards only engaging in conflicts that could be won with force. This 

culminated in the Weinberger-Powell Doctrine that sought to avoid any 

future Vietnam-style engagements through the reluctance to use military 

force unless immediate victory was attainable (Campbell 1998). 

 After the Vietnam War, the discipline of anthropology shifted onto a 

new path. As students who went through undergraduate and graduate 

education during this era began publishing, ethnographic work focused 

increasingly on cultural descriptions and resembled less the explanatory 

work. Applied work fell out of favor and isolated as a fifth discipline of 

anthropology, since the Vietnam War had made clear to students at the time 

that once information was divulged it could easily be “used to control, 

enslave and even annihilate. . . communities studied” (McFate 2005:14). 

Also, after the Vietnam War there was not another conflict that required a 

military draft and thus military service became an experience that socially 

stratified the American people. However, as the paths of academic 

anthropology and the military establishment diverged, none of the ethical 

issues that were raised in the Vietnam-era were ever resolved. While critique 

and discussion continued within the anthropological community, the military 

was not a part of any dialogue.  

 In the next chapter, this thesis will examine the resurgence of COIN 

operations and anthropological engagement through the Human Terrain 
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System. Criticism of the program will be examined in order to separate 

criticism into what can be identified as politically motivated, practical 

concerns about the program’s effectiveness and structure and criticism 

stemming from concerns that the program violates the AAA Code of Ethics.  
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Chapter Three: 

The Human Terrain System and the Anthropological Community 

 

This chapter will examine the Human Terrain System (HTS) and the 

stances taken on the program by anthropologists. The origins, development 

and operations of the program will be discussed based on publicly available 

reports and how the program self-represents on its website. Criticism of the 

program will then be detailed and analyzed in order to illustrate that a large 

part of the critique is criticism of the Afghanistan and Iraq wars.  

On September 11th 2001, members of the terrorist group Al-Qaeda 

hijacked four commercial airliners and used them to attack the World Trade 

Center buildings in New York and the Pentagon in Washington D.C. The 

attacks resulted in the deaths of over 3000 Americans and marked the 

watershed moment in shifting the focus of American foreign policy towards 

the Middle East. In a speech to a joint session of Congress, President George 

W. Bush declared that the United States would not only wage war against 

Al-Qa’eda, the Islamic fundamentalist group responsible for the attacks, but 

any nation that supported these types of terrorist organizations (Clemis 

2009:170). The United States conducted a bombing campaign of 

Afghanistan starting in October 2001 in conjunction with NATO and the 
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Northern Alliance, the governing body in Afghanistan that held the 

country’s seat in the United Nation’s General Assembly (The Estimate 

2001) and Al-Qaeda’s allies, the Taliban, were overthrown. Then in 

December 2001, the Bonn Conference led to the mandate of the 

International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). According to ISAF’s 

webside, www.isaf.nato.int, NATO assumed governing control of ISAF and 

initially was only mandated to provide security in Kabul, in 2003 the 

mandate expanded to mission to the entire country (2012). Due to the initial 

limits of ISAF’s mandate, troop-contributing countries fielded provincial 

reconstruction teams (PRTs) across Afghanistan as a part of security and 

reconstruction efforts. PRTs will be explained in greater detail in Chapter 4. 

After the successful US-NATO conquest of Afghanistan, the Taliban began 

an insurgency against ISAF forces.    

In 2003, the concerns over weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in Iraq 

became tied to US fears over terrorism. In 2003, Secretary of State Colin 

Powell stated in a speech to the United Nations Security Council, “weapons 

of mass destruction in the hands of terrorists or states that support terrorism 

would represent a mortal danger to us all” (quoted in Clemis 2009:171). In 

March 2003, a US-led coalition forces invaded Iraq and quickly toppled 

Saddam Hussein’s regime. However, by the summer of 2003, US coalition 
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forces acknowledged they faced a low-intensity guerilla style insurgency 

(BBC News 2012). 

In 2005, several years into the Afghanistan and Iraq wars, social science 

and the United States military once again crossed paths. The swift victory 

along the lines of the Weinberger-Powell doctrine in both Afghanistan and 

Iraq led to an unanticipated long occupation which fed protracted and 

difficult counterinsurgency. The dearth of Middle Eastern cultural 

knowledge within all levels of the military establishment had become 

apparent. Retired Major General Robert Scales published an article stating 

that the conflict in Iraq had become a “culture-centric war” (Scales 2004:33) 

meaning that the conflict was “fought brilliantly at the technological level 

but inadequately at the human level . . . The U.S. Military is not accustomed 

to finding collective solutions to address human failures” (2004: 32). Scales 

defined the human element as encompassing information operation, cultural 

awareness, soldier conduct, civil affairs and intelligence (2004:32). The 

Department of Defense (DOD) published the Defense Language 

Transformation Roadmap which stated, “Language skill and regional 

expertise are not valued as Defense core competencies yet they are as 

important as critical weapons systems” (Department of Defense 2005). In 

2005, General David Patraeus was appointed commander of the multi-
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national forces in Iraq and implemented a new counterinsurgency (COIN) 

doctrine that emphasized public outreach, economic development, protection 

for the local population and empowerment for local politicians and security 

forces (Greanias 2010). This was a noticeable shift away from the long-

standing Weinberger-Powell doctrine that had formerly directed the 

Pentagon to engage only in conflicts that could be won with overwhelming 

force in order to avoid insurgency entanglements like that of the Vietnam 

War. 

 General Patreus’ new COIN efforts required a different level of 

outreach both at the governmental and grassroots level. This shift in strategy 

not only exposed the cultural gap between the American forces and local 

culture but also the immediate need for cultural knowledge within deployed 

units.  In 2005 the 10th Mountain Division in Afghanistan filed an 

Operational Needs Statement (ONS) requesting more socio-cultural support. 

Following this request, numerous Army and Marine commanders in or 

preparing to deploy to Iraq also filed ONSs. Research indicated that many 

improvised explosive device (IED) attacks were fueled as violent backlash 

against cultural offenses (Human Terrain System 2011), which meant that 

unless soldiers were purposefully offending local cultures and customs, the 

IED attacks were resulting from cultural misunderstandings and 
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miscommunication. The Joint Improvised Explosive Devices Defeat 

Organization (JIEDDO) agreed to fund a counter-IED initiative. This, 

combined with the continued flooding of ONSs coming from both Iraq and 

Afghanistan led to the funding and creation of a new program designed to 

meet socio-cultural operational needs. 

 On its website, www.humanterrainsystem.army.mil, the Human 

Terrain System situates the origins of the program within the context of the 

military’s need for cultural information. In a quote posted to the website 

from an unclassified Joint Urgent Operational Needs Statement from 

Afghanistan:  “US Forces continue to operate in Afghanistan lacking the 

required resident and reach-back socio-cultural expertise, understanding, and 

advanced automated tools to conduct in-depth collection / consolidation, 

visualization, and analysis of the operationally-relevant socio-cultural 

factors of the battle space.” 

The HTS website lists the ways in which the military was unable to meet 

its cultural needs such as the “Inability to exploit open source and 

unclassified cultural information. . . Limited subject matter expert support to 

assist commanders to understand. . . inability to tap into worldwide cultural 

knowledge & information.”  
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 In this vacuum emerged Montgomery McFate, a Ph.D. level 

anthropologist who in 2005 published several articles in Military Review 

delineating how the strengths of anthropology and social science could 

address the human element needs of the military. In her article “An 

Organizational Solution for the DOD’s Cultural Knowledge Needs” McFate 

and veteran war researcher Andrea Jackson provide not just another call for 

more cultural knowledge in the military’s operations but an actual pilot 

program proposal for how to fix the problem. Immediately shutting down 

the idea that Regional Combatant Commanders (RCCs) should be 

responsible for cultural outreach and cultural operational support, McFate 

and Jackson proposed an Office for Operational Cultural Knowledge that 

would encompass ethnographic field research, cultural training, advisers to 

commanders, a centralized unit for socio-cultural support and produce 

analytical studies for military consumption (McFate and Jackson 2005). The 

proposal pursued by the Foreign Military Studies Office, a subsection of the 

U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command and developed the proposal 

into the Human Terrain System based in Fort Leavenworth, Kansas (Kipp, et 

al, 2006). 

Although McFate has been a lightning rod for criticism of the HTS 

program, this thesis will not cover her in depth. Although she put forth the 
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idea of HTS and has been its public face, she realistically should not be the 

target of programmatic or ethical criticism. The military is a hierarchical 

organization and it is not reasonable to assume that McFate alone created the 

program. Through the processes of funding, creating and implementing this 

program, the DOD made this program their own and this thesis views the 

HTS program as a DOD program. Although anthropologists’ critique of the 

program will be elaborated upon later in this chapter, it is important to note 

that McFate’s proposal, for how to help the military with its dearth of 

cultural knowledge, was the only proposal to come from someone within a 

discipline that is based upon the study of cultural knowledge. 

 Human Terrain is defined as “the social, ethnographic, cultural, 

economic and political elements of the people among whom a force is 

operating” (Kipp 2006). From its inception, the information and data 

collected by Human Terrain System was to be unclassified so that it would 

“not become unnecessarily fettered or made inaccessible to large numbers of 

soldiers and civilians routinely involved in stability operations” (Kipp 2006).  

 The mission statement and raison d’etre of the Human Terrain System 

is represented on the website homepage (2012)  

Task: Recruit, train, deploy, and support an embedded, operationally 
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focused sociocultural capability; conduct operationally relevant, 

sociocultural research and analysis; develop and maintain a 

sociocultural knowledge base. 

Purpose: Support operational decision-making, enhance operational 

effectiveness, and preserve and share sociocultural institutional 

knowledge.  

The HTS website has an entire section dedicated to explaining how the 

program developed and expanded. The Human Terrain System began as a 

proof-of-concept program, a test pilot of the idea, consisted of five Human 

Terrain Teams (HTTs), which were to be embedded with five different 

brigade or regimental staffs. Two teams would be working Afghanistan and 

three in Iraq. The Afghan HTT deployed in February 2007. Each HTT 

consisted of five individuals: a team leader, a research manager, an analyst, a 

cultural analyst and a regional studies analyst. The first three positions were 

designated for military personnel and the latter two were designated for 

civilian MA/PhD level anthropologists with the regional studies analyst to 

be fluent in area language.   

After the deployment of the first HTT to Afghanistan in February 2007, 

the program fielded numerous requests for an HTT from units in both 

Afghanistan and Iraq. That year recruitment to the program and training 
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dramatically increased and by November 2008 a total of 26 HTTs were 

deployed in both theaters of war. The ebb and flow of HTT’s locations and 

requested presence reflected the surge of forces in Iraq in 2007, the 

drawdown in 2009 and then the redirecting of forces to Afghanistan. In 

2011, 23 HTTs are working in Afghanistan and 10 HTTs are in Iraq. In early 

2012, after military operations ceased in Iraq, the website updated to reflect 

its current organization, with 23 HTTs deployed in Afghanistan.   

The HTS website outlines the current HTS components which have 

extended beyond the initial pilot program. In addition to HTTs, Human 

Terrain Analysis Teams (HTATs) and a Theater Coordination Element 

(TCE) are also deployed to Afghanistan and previously Iraq. HTATs are 

described as “deployed to support echelons above brigade/regimental level 

[the level where HTTs are deployed] . . . The HTAT integrates into the 

commanders staff, conducted unclassified open source and field research, 

synthesizes the information from HTTs deployed with subordinate units . . . 

Consists of five to seven civilian and military personnel . . .one to two social 

scientists.” The TCE “provides socio-cultural support to the theater staff and 

decision makers and coordinates and manages the social science research 

and analysis capability.” The TCE is comprised of six to eight military and 

civilian personnel including three are social scientists. 
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The success of the HTS program is presented on the website through 

links to articles and newsletters written by Army journalists as well as 

positive testimonials and quotes from commanders and staff that HTS has 

supported. The program is not put forth as the pilot it once was but as an 

integrated and indispensable asset. In an article written by Army journalist 

Sgt. Mike Pryor (2007), the contributions made by HTT member and 

anthropologist Dave Matsuda, are detailed for a military readership. Dr. 

Dave Matsuda, an anthropologist at California State University, East Bay, 

embedded with an HTT in Iraq from 2007-2008, described an example when 

his brigade intended to publish wanted posters featuring the image of the 

scales of justice. Matsuda intervened, pointing out that the scales of justice 

was a Greek symbol and would most likely lack the intended effect. Instead 

he put forth the image of two open hands, an image drawn from the Islamic 

tradition and Matsuda believed would be more likely to resonate with Iraqis 

who see the poster. Professor Matsuda also recounted an event where 

soldiers thought they had settled a dispute with Iraqi villagers by making a 

condolence payment. However, when the soldiers returned several days 

later, they were attacked. The soldiers viewed this as betrayal but the 

villagers on the other hand viewed the payment as not being valid because 

the reconciliation ritual had not been conducted and Professor Matsuda was 
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able to contextualize the event so that the mistake would not be repeated.  

Throughout the website, testimonies of commanders and staff HTS has 

supported, including high ranking U.S. Military and other NATO-allied 

officers is used to legitimize and solidify the program’s mission. In 2010, 

Major Flynn reported, “The number one performance measure is whether I 

can pry them (HTTs) out of the commander’s hands when I need to 

reallocate them on the battlefield. I can tell you I have not been successful, 

not once…there is a desire to have this capability in the battlespace” (2012). 

Other quotes lacked dates but were examples of positive military opinion of 

the program. Lieutenant General Peter Chiarelli states, “I asked my Brigade 

Commanders what was the number one thing they would have liked to have 

had more of, and they all said cultural knowledge” (2012). Canadian 

Brigadier General Vance believes in Afghanistan, “the key for human terrain 

teams is to help us understand so we can decide which action to take or 

whether any action is even appropriate . . . This knowledge provides the 

baseline. It is all about understanding” (2012). Finally, the HTS website uses 

testimony to show that demand from commanders and units with what is 

driving its continued existence.  

 Successes of the HTS program are not only represented through its 

own self-promotion but also recounted in third party literature. In a 
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monograph titled Cultural Understanding in Counterinsurgency: an 

Analysis of the Human Terrain System written by Major Grant Fawcett 

(2010) submitted to the School of Advanced Military Studies, Fawcett 

details how an HTT in Afghanistan whose members advised the brigade 

commander on how to successfully reconcile with the Jayash al Mujahedeen 

Army (JaMA). 

 The HTT believed that most members of the JaMA were tired 

of fighting, and although they wanted coalition forces out of Iraq they 

supported the increased legitimacy of the Iraqi government and 

security forces. As a result, the leadership of the JaMA faced the 

decision between continuing the fight and losing the support of the 

JaMA. Through a series of meetings with local sheiks, the HTT was 

able to coordinate the reconciliation of 10 to 12 mid-level leaders of 

the JaMA, along with obtaining a written declaration that fighters 

would lay down arms and support the local government. Without the 

advice and assessment from the HTT, it is likely that U.S. forces 

would have remained in conflict with the JaMA for a significantly 

longer period (2010:29-30). 

This is significant because the corroborations of HTS program’s success, 

especially in a document that is publicly available but aimed at military 



	 32

readership, shows that the program has been integrated into the military 

establishment and its success withstand the scrutiny of military personnel 

outside of the program.   

The HTS program has been a catalyst of controversy within the 

anthropological community. Stances on the program echo the central 

concern of whether or not it is ethical for anthropologists to partake in the 

HTS program. Some academics, like Roberto Gonzalez, question the 

accuracy and objectiveness with which the HTS program has represented 

itself, writing, “it appears that HTS has two faces: one designed to rally 

public support for an increasingly unpopular war, and the other to collect 

intelligence to help salvage a failing occupation” (2008:21). Pauline Kusiak 

Ph.D. has a different perspective on the ethics of anthropologists engaging in 

the HTS program and raises an important critique of the discourse coming 

from academics like Gonzalez, writing, “there seems little doubt that some 

of the critique (of HTS in particular) is indeed thinly veiled protest of the 

war in Iraq. But the more substantive aspects of the critique are instead 

motivated by the. . .desire for proprietary self-preservation” (2008:73). This 

section illustrates that although anthropologists and professional 

anthropological organizations are critical of the HTS program on ethical 

grounds, the real debate is over whether or not anthropologists should 
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engage with the military and contribute their cultural knowledge towards 

military programs.  

In 2007, the American Anthropological Association published a one-page 

statement of its stance on the HTS program (see Appendix A for the full 

statement). Through comparing the program to the AAA’s Code of Ethics 

(see Appendix B for the Code of Ethics), five points of concern were laid 

out: the possible inability for HTS social scientists to identify themselves as 

anthropologists and not military personnel, the inability of HTS social 

scientists to make sure no harm comes to those that they study, the possible 

inability to achieve informed consent from those studied, the possible use of 

information derived from HTS anthropologists in targeting populations for 

military action and the possibility of HTS anthropologists’ association with 

the US military to bring harm to non-HTS anthropologists working 

worldwide. Following these points that the AAA stated, “Thus the Executive 

Board expresses its disapproval of the HTS program” (American 

Anthropological Association Executive Board Statement on the Human 

Terrain System Project 2007). Disapproval by the AAA meant that the 

organization could not condone or encourage members to join the HTS 

program.  

The Network for Concerned Anthropologists (NCA), another 
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professional anthropologist organization, took a firmer stance against the 

HTS program, stating that it is “an inappropriate and ineffective use of 

anthropological and other social science expertise” (NCA 2010). Founded 

by Hugh Gusterson of George Mason University, the NCA describes itself 

as an “independent ad hoc network of anthropologists seeking to promote 

ethical anthropology” (NCA 2012). In 2010, the NCA took political action 

against the HTS program by sending a letter of disapproval to Congress 

accompanied by over 650 signatures from professors and domestic and 

foreign social science Ph.D.s The letter stated that the NCA, despite being 

“heartened and encouraged by the Pentagon’s interest in expanding its 

cultural knowledge” (NCA 2010), has four points of opposition to the HTS 

program that should move Congress to call an immediate halt to the 

program’s funding:  

 1) There is no evidence that HTS is effective.  . .  

   2) HTS is dangerous and reckless . . .  

   3) HTS wastes taxpayer money . . . 

    4) HTS is unethical for anthropologists and other social scientists . . .  

The letter did not succeed in halting funding to the HTS program.  

In addition to professional anthropological organizations, individual 
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anthropologists have spoken out against the program and anthropological 

engagement with the military at large. Two professionals who frequently 

publish books and articles on the HTS program and issue of anthropological 

engagement in the military are Roberto Gonzalez and David Price. The 

positions of both Gonzalez and Price are grounded in a larger critique of the 

military establishment and the ways in which anthropological knowledge 

could be abused. This stance is a strongly influenced by abuse of social 

science by the military during the Vietnam War.  

Roberto Gonzalez, an associate anthropology professor at San Jose State 

University, has published three books on the topic: Anthropologists in the 

Public Sphere: Speaking Out on War, Peace, and American Power (2004), 

American Counterinsurgency: Human Science and the Human Terrain 

(2009), Militarizing Culture: Essays on the Warfare State (2010) and 

numerous articles. Gonzalez is skeptical of any claims made by HTS 

regarding the program’s effectiveness since “there is no verifiable evidence 

that HTTs have save a single life—American, Afghan, Iraqi or otherwise” 

(2008:21). Gonzalez also believes that HTS “enables the entire kill chain” 

(2008:22) meaning that involvement of social scientists inevitably leads to a 

lethal conclusion. Thus, Gonzalez views the engagement of anthropologists 

with a fundamentally lethal organization as running counter to the principles 
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of ethical anthropology, specifically the principle of do-no-harm.  

David Price, a professor of anthropology and sociology at St. Martin’s 

University, has written extensively on the topic of anthropology and the 

military with books and articles ranging from anthropology in World War II 

up though the present day debate. His most recent book, Weaponizing 

Anthropology: Social Science in Service of the Militarized State (2011) takes 

an aggressive stance not only against the HTS program but also the 

Pentagon’s quest to gain cultural knowledge. Many of his articles, "Case 

Western Breakdown: How Critical Engagements with Military Scholars Can 

Threaten Academic Transparency” (2011) “Silent Coup: How the CIA is 

Welcome Itself Back onto American University Campuses”(2010), “Human 

Terrain Systems Dissenter Resigns, Tells Inside Story of Training’s Heart of 

 Darkness” (2010) put forth an analysis that is grounded in a larger critique 

of the U.S. Military establishment as a whole. Price is skeptical of any 

contribution anthropology could make through engagement with the military 

due to the military’s own needs and furthermore, that the military is 

incapable of incorporating anthropological analysis in a constructive way. 

As Price says in “The Army’s Take on Culture” (2010:61):  

 Some argue that the military needs good anthropologists to 

improve its understanding of other cultures. But this view 
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misunderstands the military’s intentions. The military adopts 

inadequate cultural models because they comfortably echo the 

military’s own worldview. . . But this is exactly the sort of . . . 

“Science” that the military continually seeks, despite the groans of 

academics who know that at best such efforts will quietly fail, and at 

worst, will be weaponized to harass minority populations. The 

military appears bound to reproduce its own blindness even as it flails 

to reach outside its institutional borders for new ideas. The military 

recognizes its shortcomings in anthropological understandings of 

culture but its. . . predilections to support neocolonial missions 

hinders its ability to incorporate rigorous anthropological analyses. 

Both Gonzalez and Price critique the HTS program based on a 

fundamental belief that the military is a dangerous and fundamentally lethal 

organization. Their critique of the HTS program is thus a part of a larger 

critique of anthropological engagement based on what they view their 

discipline as engaging with—an organization that will inevitably use cultural 

knowledge to harm people. This perspective firmly places any sort of 

anthropological engagement with the military into the realm of unethical 

behavior.  

 Anthropologists, who do not view the military as a fundamentally lethal 
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and unethical organization, view the HTS program as an opportunity to 

expand what anthropologists can contribute outside of their professional 

work. As Kusiak writes, anthropologists can use their cultural knowledge 

and perspective to help the military, “differentiate between the ubiquitous 

from the abnormal in another sociocultural milieu, [provide] understanding 

of the role of identity in fueling conflict and fluency in alternative 

explanatory frameworks and narratives” (2008:66). Kathleen Reedy, a Ph.D. 

social anthropologist who worked in the HTS program said of the program, 

“You can actually see the results of your work in a day-to-day environment” 

(Redden 2008). Another HTS member, Marcia Hartwell had larger 

interpretation of program stating, “It’s a chance to change the military; it’s a 

chance to change the Army . . .in many ways, the Army is ready to do things 

in a different way” (2008). 

These anthropologists view critiques like that of Gonzalez and Price as 

an “over-simplification of the full range of security-related activities in 

which the military engages, and it completely ignores those military 

operations whose purpose is actually to avoid killing or to bring violence to 

an end” (Kusiak 2008:72). Laura McNamara, who sits on the AAA’s 

Commission on the Engagement of Anthropology with the U.S. Security and 

Intelligence Communities, argues that the staunchest critics of the HTS 
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program, “have absolutely no experience dealing with government agencies” 

(Redden 2008) and ethically studying within bureaucratic cultures like U.S. 

intelligence agencies “is the kind of thing that anthropologists really should 

be doing” (2008). 

The debate over whether or not the HTS program is ethical for 

anthropologists to partake in, has opened up the issue of whether or not 

anthropological engagement with the military is ethical and exposed 

inconsistencies with how the anthropological ethics are interpreted within 

the discipline. The clash of anthropology and the military as discussed in this 

chapter highlights the lingering distrust of the military instilled in many 

academics following the Vietnam War and how that has created an negative 

impression of the current military establishment. However, this stance 

creates the possibility for a widespread subjective understanding of the 

military and of military operations.  

The next chapter will examine the inconsistencies and ambiguity existing 

within the realm of anthropological ethics. Codes of ethics and professional 

responsibilities will be put forth as published by the American 

Anthropological Association and the Society for Applied Anthropologists. 

Then contrasted with the ethical concerns emerging from the AAA’s 

Commission on the Engagement of Anthropology with the US Security and 
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Intelligence Communities. Ultimately, culminating in a discussion of what 

the AAA and the anthropological community are overlooking in the debate 

over the ethics of the HTS program and anthropological engagement in the 

military. 
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Chapter Four: 

Anthropological Ethics and the Future of the Discipline  

 

The controversy surrounding the HTS program and the staunch position 

against it taken by both individual anthropologists and the American 

Anthropological Association (AAA) is an interesting indication of how some 

anthropologists see themselves and the work they do in relation to the 

government and the military establishment. In 1919, the AAA implicitly 

condoned academics joining forces with the government and during World 

War II, individual anthropologists did not see it as inappropriate to work 

with or through the government to spread cultural knowledge to the public, 

contribute to the creation of policy, and see that governmental policy was 

carried out in the best way possible. Over the last several years, the 

uncertainty over the ethical soundness of the Human Terrain System (HTS) 

program and over the use of anthropological knowledge by the military has 

opened up a discussion on the AAA Code of Ethics and in doing so, exposed 

inconsistencies in how the AAA has chosen to address this ethical issue. 

This chapter will examine the AAA’s discussion of anthropological ethics 

and the contradictions in the organization’s response to the larger issue of 

ethical anthropological engagement with the military. This chapter will then 

put forth that the current discussion of anthropological engagement with the 
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military ignores potential contributions to military Peace Operations and 

Provincial Reconstructions Teams. Furthermore the current debate over the 

role of social science and the military presents an opportunity to redefine the 

boundaries between what constitutes professional and academic work 

compared to what anthropologists can contribute outside of the discipline to 

anthropologically-based or anthropologically informed endeavors.    

The AAA Code of Ethics (see Appendix B for the Code of Ethics) is a 

recent document in the history of both the discipline of anthropology and of 

the organization. Approved in 1998 after the Commission to Review the 

AAA Statement on Ethics published its 1996 final report, it serves as 

“guidelines [to] address general contexts, priorities and relationships which 

should be considered in ethical decision making” (American 

Anthropological Association 1998) while also acknowledging that “no code 

or set of guidelines can anticipate unique circumstances or direct actions in 

specific situations” (American Anthropological Association 1998). Thus the 

Code of Ethics does not act as law, forcing anthropologists and their work to 

a certain set of standards, but rather serves to set a general tone and standard 

for what modern anthropology should encompass. 

The AAA cannot enforce the Code of Ethics onto its members or their 

work. Before its final approval in 1998, the 1996 final report by Commission 



	 43

to Review the AAA Statements on Ethics stated, “the AAA no longer 

adjudicate claims of unethical behavior and focus its efforts and resources on 

an ethics education program” (1998:1). This stance could not have been 

overlooked in the subsequent editing of the AAA Code of Ethics and thus 

makes the document a set of ideal standards to guide the current discipline. 

Some argue that such guidelines and the emphasis on ethical education is 

“legalistic, adjudicative and restrictive, an attempt to codify research 

behavior in anticipation of legal challenge” (Harper and Jimenez 2005). 

Because the Code of Ethics is a general guideline for an entire discipline put 

forth by a single professional organization, there is an unclear process for 

how the AAA and the anthropological community are supposed to address 

issues of ethical misconduct. 

 One of the most recent issues of ethical misconduct since the publication 

of the Code of Ethics, was what has come to be known as the Tierney-

Chagnon Affair. In the 1960s, the anthropological researcher Napoleon 

Chagnon worked with the Yanamami, an indigenous group in the Amazon 

and produced severals works including his famous book, Yanomamö: The 

Fierce People, and several film documentaries. Although Chagnon has 

drawn criticism for his work for most of his long career, the staunchest 

allegations were put forth only recently. In 2000, journalist Patrick Tierney, 
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who has an undergraduate degree in anthropology, published Darkness in El 

Dorado: How Scientists and Journalists Devastated the Amazon, which not 

only explicitly criticized Chagnon for creating the conflict he attributed to 

Yanomami culture but also for working with geneticist James Neel in 1968 

to vaccinate the Yanomami for measles and then observe their immune 

responses. The experiment resulted in the death of some of the Yanomami 

who were vaccinated (Tierney 2000:53-82).  

During the AAA annual conference the year Darkness in El Dorado was 

published, Tierney’s ethical misconduct charges were “raucously debated” 

and led to a subsequent meeting described as a being “filled with ethics 

charges and bitter, sometimes personal debate, and unable to finish on time, 

as arguments spilled into the hallways” (Mann 2009). The AAA referenced 

the Code of Ethics and conducted an inquiry task force to address Tierney’s 

charges against Chagnon and Neel. The following year the task force 

exonerated Chagnon and Neel of Tierney’s accusation that the measles 

vaccine led to an epidemic yet concluded, “Chagnon’s work had been 

damaging to the Yanamamö” (Mann 2009).  

Despite the inquiry taken by the AAA, opinions within the 

anthropological community on the Tierney-Chagnon affair and the measures 

taken by the AAA are both heated and diverse. In an email former AAA 



	 45

president and head of the inquiry task force Jane Hill described Tierney’s 

book as “just a piece of sleaze” (quoted in Mann 2009); likewise another 

task force member Janet Chernela relayed that “nobody took Tierney’s book 

seriously” (quoted in Mann 2009). Anthropologist Terence Turner, a critic 

of Chagnon, argued that the inquiry was unfairly organized. Turner only had 

fifteen minutes to defend Tierney’s work while over an hour was given to 

those who wanted to critique Tierney’s work. Turner also alleged that the 

inquiry board ignored points Tierney made about other “putative unethical 

work” (quoted in Mann 2009). Some believe that the action taken by the 

AAA was too harsh and done only to protect future research opportunities in 

Latin America. Historian Alice Dreger, who reported on Chagnon’s critiques 

and the AAA’s actions, saw them as so problematic, as to state: “‘I can’t 

imagine how any scholar feels safe as a member” (quoted in Mann 2009).  

The Tierney-Chagnon Affair illustrates that although the AAA and the 

anthropological community have a systematic way for addressing issues of 

ethical misconduct, the personal seems to overtake professional guidelines 

There was no definitive action taken to solidify what was ethical or unethical 

about Chagnon’s work and scholars fell on one side of the debate or the 

other based on their own interpretations of the ethics of anthropology. With 

this precedent of how the AAA and the scholarly community addresses with 
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charges of ethical transgressions, this chapter will now examine the AAA’s 

statement on HTS program in greater detail (see Appendix A for the full 

statement).  

The AAA’s 2007 Executive Board Statement on the then fledgling HTS 

project appears to have stated its disapproval of the program in an attempt to 

anticipate any future ethical accusations against the project. The statement 

acknowledges that “the Commission’s work did not include a systematic 

study of the HTS project” (2007) yet goes on stating the Executive Board 

has “concluded that the HTS project raises sufficiently troubling and urgent 

ethical issues to warrant a statement” (2007). The statement put forth was: 

“the Executive Board expresses its disapproval of the HTS program.” The 

only support given for this conclusion were five points that primarily rested 

on the stipulation that the HTS operates in “settings of war” (2007) and the 

potential for both the Code of Ethics, section III A, 1 and section III A, 4, 

(see Appendix B for the full Code of Ethics) to be compromised. Section III 

A, 1 encompasses the do-no-harm principle in that “anthropological 

researchers have primary ethical obligations to the people species and 

materials they study.” Section III A, 4 refers to the principle of “informed 

consent of persons being studied, providing information, owning or 

controlling access of material being studied or otherwise identified as having 
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interests which may be impacted by the research.” 

   The Executive Board’s conclusion that  “the HTS project as an 

unacceptable application of anthropological expertise” (Executive Board 

Statement on the Human Terrain System Project 2007) seems unreasonably 

absolute given that the support for their conclusion has been pre-

acknowledged as fungible, non-absolute and dependent upon context. The 

concern over work occurring in “settings of war” seems tied to the fact that 

it is a war in which the United States is involved. This influences the belief 

that the HTS program automatically violates the do-no-harm principle and 

automatically implies that anthropologists who are a part of the program will 

bring harm to the people they study or at least not be able to stop harm from 

coming to them. This is a strong departure from the ability of 

anthropologists in World War II to contribute their expertise without being 

responsible for political decisions outside their control. The AAA’s stance 

on the HTS program’s relationship to the do-no-harm principle directly 

reflects the experience of social scientists in the Vietnam War in that social 

scientists are viewed as responsible for projects that were viewed negatively 

by the public. This is also supported by the ambiguous nature of informed 

consent as being “dynamic and continuous” (1998) and “it is understood that 

the degree and breadth of informed consent required will depend on the 
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nature of the project” (1998). The AAA statement on HTS does not clearly 

distinguish whether or not the organization views the HTS program as 

anthropology and whether or not the AAA takes issue with the HTS 

program’s engagement with the military or the methodology of the program 

itself. At the time of the statement’s publication, the program was still in a 

pilot phase and it is likely the nature of the project, which is anthropological 

engagement with the military, is the source of the AAA’s disapproval more 

than the project itself.  

 The Society for Applied Anthropology (SFAA) has a slightly different 

position on both anthropological ethics and the HTS program. Applied 

anthropology will not be examined extensively in this thesis and the SFAA 

is invoked here primarily to provide a contrast of how another professional 

anthropological organizations interprets the ethics of the discipline and of 

the HTS program. The SFAA defines applied anthropology as “the 

application of the principles, theories, methods and approaches of 

anthropology to the interdisciplinary identification and solution of human 

problems” (SFAA 1999). The lack of cultural knowledge in the military was 

a clearly documented human problem and the HTS program openly applies 

the principles, theories, methods and approaches of anthropology and thus 

could be considered to fall under the banner of applied work. Susan 
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Andreatta, president of the SFAA stated, “the Society will refrain from 

issuing a formal opinion in order that further exchange and discussion may 

proceed in a productive fashion and to benefit our members” (Andreatta 

2007:1). The SFAA makes a point to not “function as a spokesperson for the 

discipline of Anthropology” (2007:2) and to not position itself as “the voice 

of all applied and practicing anthropologists, sociologists, geographers etc.” 

(2007:2) Compared to the AAA Code of Ethics, “there is nothing in the 

SFAA Code of Ethics [See Appendix C for SFAA Code of Ethics] which is 

directly affected by the HTS or participation in the HTS” (2007:2).   

In February 2009, two years after the AAA published its statement on the 

HTS program, the AAA approved an update to its Code of Ethics (See 

Appendix D for 2009 Code of Ethics) that added a new clause in its section 

on Responsibility to the Public and a new section titled Dissemination of 

Results: 

 C. Responsibility the to Public 

2. In relation with his or her own government, host governments, or 

sponsors of research, an anthropologist should be honest and candid. 

Anthropologists must not compromise their professional 

responsibilities and ethics and should not agree to conditions which 

inappropriately change the purpose, focus or intended outcomes of 
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their research… 

VI. Dissemination of Results 

1. The results of anthropological research are complex, subject to 

multiple interpretations and susceptible to differing and unintended 

uses. Anthropologists have an ethical obligation to consider the 

potential impact of both their research and the communication or 

dissemination of the results of their research on all directly or 

indirectly involved. 

2. Anthropologists should not withhold research results from research 

participants when those results are shared with others. There are 

specific and limited circumstances however, where disclosure 

restrictions are appropriate and ethical, particularly where those 

restrictions serve to protect the safety, dignity or privacy of 

participants, protect cultural heritage or tangible or intangible cultural 

or intellectual property. 

3. Anthropologists must weigh the intended and potential uses of their 

work and the impact of its distribution in determining whether limited 

availability of results is warranted and ethical in any given instance. 

 

These additions to the Code of Ethics seem to be a direct response to the 
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controversy of the HTS program and the confusion over the ethical 

soundness of the program. The additions also illustrate increasing political 

undertones masked within anthropological jargon. 

In October of 2009, the AAA Commission on the Engagement of 

Anthropology with the US Security and Intelligence Community 

(CEAUSSIC) produced its final report on the HTS proof of concept program 

(see Appendix E for the full executive summary of the report). CEAUSSIC 

had been charged to “thoroughly review the Human Terrain System program 

so the AAA might then formulate and official position on members’ 

participation in HTS activities” (CEAUSSIC 2009). The executive summary 

of the CEAUSSIC 2009 report’s five main conclusive points are worth 

quoting at length:  

1) HTS and similar programs are moving to become a greater fixture 

within the U.S. military. Given still outstanding questions about HTS, 

such developments should be a source of concern for the AAA but 

also for any social science organization or federal agency that expects 

its members or its employees to adhere to established disciplinary and 

federal standards for the treatment of human subjects.  

 

2) The current arrangement of HTS includes potentially irreconcilable 
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goals which, in turn, lead to irreducible tensions with respect to the 

program’s basic identity. These include HTS at once: fulfilling a 

research function, as a data source, as a source of intelligence, and as 

performing a tactical function in counterinsurgency warfare. Given 

this confusion, any anthropologist considering employment with HTS 

will have difficulty determining whether or not s/he will be able to 

follow the disciplinary Code of Ethics.  

 

3) HTS managers insist the program is not an intelligence asset. 

However, we note that the program is housed within a DoD 

intelligence asset, that it has reportedly been briefed as such an asset, 

and that a variety of circumstances of the work of Human Terrain 

Teams (HTTs) “on the ground” in Iraq and Afghanistan create a 

significant likelihood that HTS data will in some way be used as part 

of military intelligence, advertently or inadvertently.  

 

4) HTTs collect sensitive socio-cultural data in a high-risk 

environment and while working for one combatant in ongoing 

conflicts. Given the lack of a well-defined ethical framework of 

conduct for the program and inability of HTT researchers to maintain 
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reliable control over data once collected, the program places 

researchers and their counterparts in the field in harm’s way.  

 

5) When ethnographic investigation is determined by military 

missions, not subject to external review, where data collection occurs 

in the context of war, integrated into the goals of counterinsurgency, 

and in a potentially coercive environment – all characteristic factors of 

the HTS concept and its application – it can no longer be considered a 

legitimate professional exercise of anthropology. 

These points echo initial concerns put forward in the 2007 statement, 

specifically having researchers working in settings of war, confusion over 

informed consent and doubt over the ability of researchers to adhere to the 

do-no-harm principle of the AAA Code of Ethics. Ultimately however, the 

report does not contribute to defining whether or not the nature of the 

project, the engagement of anthropologists with the military is unethical. 

   The 2009 CEAUSSIC report states its intentions as “providing the 

discipline of anthropology with a descriptive basis to enable our ongoing 

conversation about anthropology and the security sector.” The review team 

discloses that “it makes no claim to being comprehensive” as well as the 

broad spread of its sources, including published writings, blogs, and 
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interviews. The report does not give any blanket statement regarding 

whether or not the HTS program is unethical but says, “HTS could be said to 

passively encourage ethical indeterminancy” despite citing the 2008 

formation of the Ethics Working Group by HTS social scientists who 

worked with other HTS members to draft the HTS ethical guidelines and 

that “HTS has ‘read and reviewed’ most of the ethical guidelines of relevant 

professional social science association and believes itself to be in 

compliance.” The tone of the report implies that despite the SFAA Code of 

Ethics stating that HTS does not violate anthropological ethics and the AAA 

disapproving of the program, rather than stating it violates anthropological 

ethics, somehow HTS is fundamentally unethical.  

   The main conclusions of the CEAUSSIC report strongly imply that the 

commission members view the military and military knowledge with 

extreme skepticism. In point 1, the commission states that the growing 

fixture of HTS and similar programs is a concern for any organization that 

expects “it’s members or its employees to adhere to established disciplinary 

and federal standards for the treatment of human subjects.” In point 3, the 

commission acknowledges that despite “HTS managers insist[ing] the 

program is not an intelligence asset. . .the program is housed in a DOD 

intelligence asset . . .[and there is] a significant likelihood that HTS data will 
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in some way be used as a part of military intelligence, advertently or 

inadvertently.” in point 5 that the commission distrusts, “when ethnographic 

investigation is determined by military missions, not subject to external 

review, where data collection occurs in the context of war, integrated into 

the goals of counterinsurgency and in a potentially coercive environment”. 

 This skepticism in its concerns and phrasing seems rooted in the 

concern that the current military establishment will abuse social science in 

the same way that it did during the Vietnam War. It is not the skepticism 

itself that this chapter seeks to critique but rather than it stems from a 

reactionary position that oversimplifies the military in its structure, 

ambitions and culture. In point 1, the commission members imply that the 

military has no way of either establishing disciplinary standards or ensuring 

its members adhere to them. As Pauline Kusiak points out, “nothing 

precludes the DOD from organizing and managing its own institutional 

review boards or from ensuring that research conducted for the DOD 

subscribes to common regulations of federally funded research” (2008, 72). 

The CEAUSSIC report’s doubt of the entire military justice systems seems 

to stem from the well-publicized failings of military personnel, such as the 

Abu-Graib scandal and fuels an understanding of military knowledge as 

lethal or contributing to lethal knowledge. The report’s skepticism and 
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overall negative opinion of the HTS project reflects the concern abuses of 

anthropological knowledge could happen again, as it did in the Vietnam 

War. However, this completely ignores the engagement of the military in 

non-lethal contexts such as peace operations and reconstructions efforts. 

Furthermore, in ignoring this reality, the report discounts the potential 

wealth of expertise that anthropologists could contribute. 

 Peace Operations (PO) are defined by the pentagon as “crisis response 

and limited contingency operations conducted by a combination of military 

forces and non-military organizations” (Joint Chiefs of Staff 1993) and 

encompass five types: peace keeping, peace enforcement, peace building, 

peace making and conflict prevention. One of the fundamentals for all PO is 

cultural awareness and both the usefulness and importance of understanding 

local culture is emphasized throughout the Pentagon’s Peace Operations 

Manual. The conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq were not entered into as PO 

and this thesis will not cover how these conflicts came about. However, 

since General Patreus took over operations in 2005, both theaters 

transitioned in a counterinsurgency position and moved towards trying to 

win hearts and minds. As Defense Secretary Robert Gates stated in 2005, 

“Kinetic [violent] operations should be subordinated to measures aimed at 

promoting better governance, economic programs that spur development and 
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efforts to address the grievances among the discontented” (quoted in 

Lemerande 2011:9). In Naval Lieutenant Theodore Lemerande’s 2011 thesis 

to the Naval War College, Lemerande suggests that despite having been the 

aggressor in both Iraq and Afghanistan, the United States found itself in a 

situation that straddled the line between COIN and PO. In this situation, 

Lemerande describes the contributions of HTTs as extremely relevant and 

necessary for stabilizing both countries. Lemerande also asserts that the 

contributions HTTs could be extremely useful in future PO. Lemerande is 

invoked here because he put forth one of the only arguments for how HTTs 

can be incorporated out of a war setting and into PO. This is the type of 

thinking about the HTS program that is being overlooked in the discussion 

within the anthropological community.   

 During the peace process, Lemorande theorizes that HTTs are well 

situated to further the understanding of a country’s human terrain so that 

soldiers who are a part of a peace force can maintain security through non-

kinetic (non-violent) methods: 

 When strategic commanders and diplomats may be directly 

involved in the formation of provincial governments, operational 

commanders can find themselves obligated to deal with local 

squabbles . . . A HTT employed by the local commander will assist in 
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understanding culturally appropriate mechanisms for helping to 

resolve conflicts before they can become large enough to affect the 

peace he is working to keep (Lemerande 2011:13-14). 

HTTs are also well positioned to work against potential spoilers of the 

peace process and stability, mainly the Taliban and Al-Qaeda, by 

introducing projects and performing functions that move the general 

populace away from supporting insurgents. Lemerande presents a potentially 

idealized scenario: 

 In one case from Afghanistan the Taliban was driven 

completely out of one village by the villagers themselves after an on-

site HTT encouraged coalition forces to buy a volleyball net for the 

local people. Without a single shot being fired, that simple act eroded 

every shred of support the Taliban had enjoyed in that village 

(2011:12). 

Good governance and social stability are necessary elements to creating 

lasting peace. As the peace process progresses, phasing out forces from a 

role of governance and into a position of empowering local organizations is 

necessary to ultimately exit the conflict. In Iraq, HTTs convinced a brigade 

commander to allow local authorities to hand out relief supplies rather than 
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the American reconstruction team. This allows the people within the 

community to distribute supplies by tribal consensus—the local tradition—

thus achieving more equitable distribution of supplies and supporting the 

new government’s role in fulfilling civic duties (Lemerande 2011:15). 

Another contribution of the HTS program that has been ignored in the 

anthropological discourse is the support that the HTS gives to Provincial 

Reconstruction Teams (PRTs). Any discussion of PRTs is noticeably absent 

from ethical critiques of the HTS program and supports the idea that much 

of the backlash against the HTS program is founded in a reactionary position 

to the Vietnam War rather than a critical analysis of current military 

operations, culture and thinking.  

  First developed in 2002 and implemented in 2003, PRTs were designed 

to help spread the effect of the United Nations-established International 

Security Assistance Force (ISAF) without expanding ISAF itself. US-led 

PRTs originally included 60-100 soldiers and were later expanded to include 

Afghan advisors and representatives from civilian agencies like the US State 

Department, US Agency for International Development and US Department 

of Agriculture. PRTs are described as arising out of the shift from active 

fighting to an unexpected occupation since “America’s inability to achieve 

its goals in both countries [Afghanistan and Iraq] more quickly has sparked 
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much-needed debate on how America and the world should prepare for and 

conduct stabilization and reconstruction (S&R) activities” (McNerney 

2006:33). NATO detailed PRTs objectives as promoting security, 

governance, development and public diplomacy and information operations 

in Afghanistan (Ruiz 2009). PRTs initially used DOD funds build schools, 

dig wells, repair clinics, demine areas etc. All activities objectively would 

categorize PRTs as a part of PO. US-led PRTs also worked alongside PRTs 

funded by the UK, Germany and other coalition nations. PRTs were the first 

efforts undertaken by the military where the main tenant for mission success 

was based in the PRT’s ability to engage with local people and local 

communities (McNerney 2006:35).  However, measuring the success of US-

led PRTs was difficult to document since the only measure for success was 

“the number of smiling Afghan children” (McNerney 2006:39). The success 

of PRTs was also stifled due to the well-documented cultural knowledge 

deficiency and in his article on counterinsurgency, anthropologist David 

Kilcullen, who went on to be an active member in the HTS program, 

described PRTs as being: 

 often treated as a pancea for civilian insurgency. They are not. But 

careful analysis of why PRTs succeed in some areas and do less well 

in others can help tailor approaches” (Kilcullen 2006:6-7).  
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PRTs are the main programs that HTS was designed to provide with 

cultural knowledge so that outreach projects and projects designed to fulfill 

Patreus’ COIN objectives, could take root and be effective at stabilizing the 

security situation in both Iraq and Afghanistan. The discussion of 

anthropological contributions to PO or security and reconstruction efforts is 

missing from the anthropological discourse on the US military, specifically 

from critiques like those of Gonzalez and Price that use the HTS program as 

a catalyst to critique the military establishment as a whole.  

 At this point, it is necessary to separate cultural knowledge from 

anthropology. The CEAUSSIC report concludes “it is not clear, in sum, if 

the overall goal of the HTS program, to provide cultural insight to military 

commanders in the field, or if activities of data collection of HTTs in the 

field can be reasonably described as ‘anthropology’” (2009:49). This forces 

not only a more concrete distinction between the boundaries of what is and 

what is not professional academic anthropology but also opens up whether 

or not it is ethical for anthropologists to engage in projects that require 

cultural knowledge thus becoming projects that are anthropologically-based 

or anthropologically informed. This will encourage the anthropological 

community to address whether or not it is fundamentally ethical for 

anthropologists to engage with the military and if not, then what sorts of 
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projects is it ethical for anthropologists to lend their expertise.  

 The HTS program may not be professional anthropology but it is not 

an unethical use of cultural expertise. The debate over whether or not the 

HTS program is ethical for anthropologists, is allowing the anthropological 

community to avoid overtly taking a stance on the larger issue of whether or 

not anthropologists view engagement with military as unethical. How 

cultural expertise is presented and used in the military evokes the cautionary 

tale of how it was abused during the Vietnam War but to focus on that alone, 

ignores the larger picture of how cultural knowledge is being used outside of 

university campuses. As Kusiak explains: “The challenge here for 

sociocultural researchers is. . . a fundamental divergence between the needs 

and priorities of sociocultural research conducted for the military and that 

conducted in a university context” (Kusiak 2008:71). The HTS program is 

using an anthropological foundation to create a system for acquiring and 

disseminating cultural knowledge in a way that the military can work with 

and understand which is different from a university setting. The military is a 

much more vertically-oriented hierarchical organization and the HTS 

program is designed to work within that structure. This thesis is not taking a 

stance on whether or not HTS is the best program to meet the military’s 

needs and there are numerous programmatic and methodological critiques 
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(Greanias 2010, Fawcett 2009) but HTS is the first program of its kind to 

come out of the anthropological community that seeks to use 

anthropological expertise to inform the military in a way that has been 

embraced and incorporated into the military establishment.  

 One of the fears arising out of the HTS debate that is a central concern 

to the large issue of anthropological engagement with the military, is the fear 

the military will ignore anthropologists and use the cultural information 

provided in a lethal way. While it has previously been stated in this chapter 

that such a fear is a part of the legacy of the Vietnam War, it is a real 

concern that deserves to be addressed in greater depth. If an anthropologist is 

politically or morally opposed to engaging with the military that is their 

prerogative but it should not be a platform with which to broadly condemn 

all anthropological engagement with the military, or any other organization 

inspires a differing in political or moral opinion within the anthropological 

community, as unethical. Because not everyone who is exposed to 

anthropology or trained in anthropological theory and methods goes on to 

pursue a career as a professional academic anthropologist. Those people use 

their background and training to inform any number of activities and 

professions they may undertake during their life, thus opening up a wealth of 

anthropologically-informed endeavors that do not identify as such. These 



	 64

types of endeavors or professions, could then be actively recruiting people 

with training in anthropological theory, methods and ethics. This then not 

only offers employment for anthropology graduates outside of teaching, but 

furthers the interest and sense of relevancy that brings funding to the 

discipline, thus fueling the ability for professional academic anthropologists 

to research and keep contributing to the field. Most importantly, the support 

of anthropologically-based and anthropologically-informed endeavors 

furthers ideas, theory and tools that can help the globalized world 

communicate better across cultures. 

 If the anthropological discourse continues to entertain a politically 

charged debate over whether or not the HTS program is ethical, the real 

issue of the current ambiguous relationship of anthropological ethics and 

anthropological engagement beyond the discipline especially with the 

military and the government, professionals and their contributions will 

fragment. The need for cultural knowledge in the military, the government 

and endless other international institutions will continue but the people who 

study culture and who are also trained in theory, methods and ethics, will be 

forced to turn down or shun opportunities to contribute because the 

consensus within the discipline is that it is an unethical use of their expertise. 

For the discipline to embrace such a future, critiques of HTS program and 
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anthropological engagement with the military need to produce a more 

compelling agenda for the discipline that is not based in an ambiguous code 

of ethics.  
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Conclusion: 

A Turning Point for Anthropology 

 This thesis has examined the historical pattern and current 

engagement of anthropologists and anthropological knowledge with the 

United States military. This thesis argued the debate within the 

anthropological community over the ethical soundness of the Human Terrain 

System stems from a reaction to the negative experience of anthropological 

engagement that occurred during the Vietnam War and fails to address 

whether or not anthropological engagement with the military, or any other 

entity, is unethical. The current ambiguous nature of ethics within the 

anthropological community has allowed for the debate over the HTS 

program and anthropological engagement with the military to become 

politically charged and based in oversimplified understandings of the 

military.  The anthropological community must move beyond this debate 

and address the ethical and practical confusion that allows 

anthropologically-based and anthropologically informed projects to be held 

to the same scrutiny as professional academic work. To do this however, the 

community must come to a consensus on what then qualifies as professional 

academic work and to what standards that work should be held. Then the 

community can turn towards discussing and addressing what, how and 
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within what type of ethical framework anthropologists or people with 

anyone with anthropological training can contribute outside of the 

professional academic arena. Furthermore this can be examined with the 

objective and relativistic perspective that the discipline prides itself upon. 

 The work of anthropologist Robert Rubinstein provides a hopeful 

outlook for the future of ethical anthropological engagement with the 

military and peace operations. Rubinstein has published numerous books 

and articles on the topic of culture and peace operations: “Intervention and 

Culture: An Anthropological Approach to Peace Operations” (2005), 

Peacekeeping Under Fire: Culture and Intervention (2008), “Culture and 

Interoperability in Integrated Missions” (2008), Building Peace: Practical 

Reflections from the Field (2009). Rubinstein has also engaged in pre-

deployment training with Army units bound for peacekeeping missions. In 

2001, Rubinstein helped train two Army units in negotiation and 

communication skills prior to their deployment to Kosovo (Rubinstein 

2003:16). This type of engagement was not treated as unethical or 

compromising to Rubinstein’s other professional work such as chairing the 

Commission on Peace and Human Rights of the International Union of 

Anthropological and Ethnological Sciences. This is an encouraging prospect 

of the type of expertise anthropologists can be contributing to military 



	 68

operations that is ethical and relevant.  

 Clifford Geertz (1973) once stated that the purpose of anthropology 

was to make cultures mutually intelligible. This should be the principle that 

guides that anthropological community into the future. Anthropologists are 

free to incorporate whatever personal beliefs, political or moral, into their 

publications, research, projects outside the discipline but if the discipline of 

anthropology is to survive long enough for a new generation of 

undergraduates to study, the anthropological community should take the idea 

of cultural relativism to heart. Anthropologists have the choice to only 

produce scholarly work and not participate in anthropologically-based or 

anthropologically informed endeavors however, these endeavors must be 

accepted and given room to grow in a real and practical way. If not, the 

discipline will be pushed in the direction of becoming increasingly irrelevant 

in today’s world.  
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Appendix A 

American Anthropological Association Executive Board Statement on 
the Human Terrain System Project 

October 31, 2007 

Preamble 

Since early October, there has been extensive news media coverage of the 
U.S. military’s Human Terrain System (hereafter, HTS) project and of that 
project’s use of anthropologists.  Later this fall, the American Anthropological 
Association’s Ad Hoc Commission on the Engagement of Anthropology with 
U.S. National Security and Intelligence Communities will issue its final report. 
In advance of that report, the Executive Board affirms that it is important 
that judgments about relationships between anthropology, on the one hand, 
and military and state intelligence operations, on the other, be grounded in a 
careful and thorough investigation of their particulars. 

The Commission’s work did not include systematic study of the HTS project. 
The Executive Board of the Association has, however, concluded that the HTS 
project raises sufficiently troubling and urgent ethical issues to warrant a 
statement from the Executive Board at this time.  Our statement is based on 
information in the public record, as well as on information and comments 
provided to the Executive Board by the Ad Hoc Commission and its members. 

The AAA Executive Board’s Assessment of the HTS Project 

The U.S. military’s HTS project places anthropologists, as contractors with 
the U.S. military, in settings of war, for the purpose of collecting cultural and 
social data for use by the U.S. military.  The ethical concerns raised by these 
activities include the following:  

1. As military contractors working in settings of war, HTS anthropologists 
work in situations where it will not always be possible for them to distinguish 
themselves from military personnel and identify themselves as 
anthropologists.  This places a significant constraint on their ability to fulfill 
their ethical responsibility as anthropologists to disclose who they are and 
what they are doing.  ��2. HTS anthropologists are charged with 
responsibility for negotiating relations among a number of groups, including 
both local populations and the U.S. military units that employ them and in 
which they are embedded.  Consequently, HTS anthropologists may have 
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responsibilities to their U.S. military units in war zones that conflict with their 
obligations to the persons they study or consult, specifically the obligation, 
stipulated in the AAA Code of Ethics, to do no harm to those they study 
(section III, A, 1). 

3. HTS anthropologists work in a war zone under conditions that make it 
difficult for those they communicate with to give “informed consent” without 
coercion, or for this consent to be taken at face value or freely refused.  As a 
result, “voluntary informed consent” (as stipulated by the AAA Code of 
Ethics, section III, A, 4) is compromised. 

4. As members of HTS teams, anthropologists provide information and 
counsel to U.S. military field commanders.  This poses a risk that information 
provided by HTS anthropologists could be used to make decisions about 
identifying and selecting specific populations as targets of U.S. military 
operations either in the short or long term.  Any such use of fieldwork-
derived information would violate the stipulations in the AAA Code of Ethics 
that those studied not be harmed (section III A, 1). ��In addition to these 
four points about the activities of anthropologists working in the HTS project 
itself, the Executive Board has this additional concern:   

5. Because HTS identifies anthropology and anthropologists with U.S. military 
operations,  this identification—given the existing range of globally dispersed 
understandings of U.S. militarism—may create serious difficulties for, 
including grave risks to the personal safety of, many non-HTS 
anthropologists and the people they study. 

Conclusion 

In light of these points, the Executive Board of the American Anthropological 
Association concludes (i) that the HTS program creates conditions which are 
likely to place anthropologists in positions in which their work will be in 
violation of the AAA Code of Ethics and (ii) that its use of anthropologists 
poses a danger to both other anthropologists and persons other 
anthropologists study. 

Thus the Executive Board expresses its disapproval of the HTS program. 

In the context of a war that is widely recognized as a denial of human rights 
and based on faulty intelligence and undemocratic principles, the Executive 
Board sees the HTS project as a problematic application of anthropological 
expertise, most specifically on ethical grounds.  We have grave concerns 
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about the involvement of anthropological knowledge and skill in the HTS 
project.  The Executive Board views the HTS project as an unacceptable 
application of anthropological expertise. 

The Executive Board affirms that anthropology can and in fact is obliged to 
help improve U.S. government policies through the widest possible 
circulation of anthropological understanding in the public sphere, so as to 
contribute to a transparent and informed development and implementation of 
U.S. policy by robustly democratic processes of fact-finding, debate, 
dialogue, and deliberation.  It is in this way, the Executive Board affirms, 
that anthropology can legitimately and effectively help guide U.S. policy to 
serve the humane causes of global peace and social justice.	
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     Appendix B 
Code of Ethics 

of the American Anthropological Association 
Approved June 1998 

I. Preamble 

Anthropological researchers, teachers and practitioners are members of 
many different communities, each with its own moral rules or codes of 
ethics. Anthropologists have moral obligations as members of other groups, 
such as the family, religion, and community, as well as the profession. They 
also have obligations to the scholarly discipline, to the wider society and 
culture, and to the human species, other species, and the environment. 
Furthermore, fieldworkers may develop close relationships with persons or 
animals with whom they work, generating an additional level of ethical 
considerations 

In a field of such complex involvements and obligations, it is inevitable that 
misunderstandings, conflicts, and the need to make choices among 
apparently incompatible values will arise. Anthropologists are responsible 
for grappling with such difficulties and struggling to resolve them in ways 
compatible with the principles stated here. The purpose of this Code is to 
foster discussion and education. The American Anthropological Association 
(AAA) does not adjudicate claims for unethical behavior. 

The principles and guidelines in this Code provide the anthropologist with 
tools to engage in developing and maintaining an ethical framework for all 
anthropological work. 

II. Introduction 

Anthropology is a multidisciplinary field of science and scholarship, which 
includes the study of all aspects of humankind--archaeological, biological, 
linguistic and sociocultural. Anthropology has roots in the natural and social 
sciences and in the humanities, ranging in approach from basic to applied 
research and to scholarly interpretation. 

As the principal organization representing the breadth of anthropology, the 
American Anthropological Association (AAA) starts from the position that 
generating and appropriately utilizing knowledge (i.e., publishing, teaching, 
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developing programs, and informing policy) of the peoples of the world, past 
and present, is a worthy goal; that the generation of anthropological 
knowledge is a dynamic process using many different and ever-evolving 
approaches; and that for moral and practical reasons, the generation and 
utilization of knowledge should be achieved in an ethical manner. 

The mission of American Anthropological Association is to advance all 
aspects of anthropological research and to foster dissemination of 
anthropological knowledge through publications, teaching, public education, 
and application. An important part of that mission is to help educate AAA 
members about ethical obligations and challenges involved in the 
generation, dissemination, and utilization of anthropological knowledge. 

The purpose of this Code is to provide AAA members and other interested 
persons with guidelines for making ethical choices in the conduct of their 
anthropological work. Because anthropologists can find themselves in 
complex situations and subject to more than one code of ethics, the AAA 
Code of Ethics provides a framework, not an ironclad formula, for making 
decisions. 

Persons using the Code as a guideline for making ethical choices or for 
teaching are encouraged to seek out illustrative examples and appropriate 
case studies to enrich their knowledge base. 

Anthropologists have a duty to be informed about ethical codes relating to 
their work, and ought periodically to receive training on current research 
activities and ethical issues. In addition, departments offering anthropology 
degrees should include and require ethical training in their curriculums. 

No code or set of guidelines can anticipate unique circumstances or direct 
actions in specific situations. The individual anthropologist must be willing 
to make carefully considered ethical choices and be prepared to make clear 
the assumptions, facts and issues on which those choices are based. These 
guidelines therefore address general contexts, priorities and relationships 
which should be considered in ethical decision making in anthropological 
work. 

III. Research 

In both proposing and carrying out research, anthropological researchers 
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must be open about the purpose(s), potential impacts, and source(s) of 
support for research projects with funders, colleagues, persons studied or 
providing information, and with relevant parties affected by the research. 
Researchers must expect to utilize the results of their work in an appropriate 
fashion and disseminate the results through appropriate and timely activities. 
Research fulfilling these expectations is ethical, regardless of the source of 
funding (public or private) or purpose (i.e., "applied," "basic," "pure," or 
"proprietary"). 

Anthropological researchers should be alert to the danger of compromising 
anthropological ethics as a condition to engage in research, yet also be alert 
to proper demands of good citizenship or host-guest relations. Active 
contribution and leadership in seeking to shape public or private sector 
actions and policies may be as ethically justifiable as inaction, detachment, 
or noncooperation, depending on circumstances. Similar principles hold for 
anthropological researchers employed or otherwise affiliated with 
nonanthropological institutions, public institutions, or private enterprises. 

A. Responsibility to people and animals with whom anthropological 
researchers work and whose lives and cultures they study. 

1. Anthropological researchers have primary ethical obligations to the 
people, species, and materials they study and to the people with whom they 
work. These obligations can supersede the goal of seeking new knowledge, 
and can lead to decisions not to undertake or to discontinue a research 
project when the primary obligation conflicts with other responsibilities, 
such as those owed to sponsors or clients. These ethical obligations include: 

.To avoid harm or wrong, understanding that the development of 
knowledge can lead to change which may be positive or negative for 
the people or animals worked with or studied 

.To respect the well-being of humans and nonhuman primates 

.To work for the long-term conservation of the archaeological, fossil, and 
historical records 

.To consult actively with the affected individuals or group(s), with the goal 
of establishing a working relationship that can be beneficial to all 
parties involved 

2. Anthropological researchers must do everything in their power to ensure 
that their research does not harm the safety, dignity, or privacy of the people 
with whom they work, conduct research, or perform other professional 
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activities. Anthropological researchers working with animals must do 
everything in their power to ensure that the research does not harm the 
safety, psychological well-being or survival of the animals or species with 
which they work. 

3. Anthropological researchers must determine in advance whether their 
hosts/providers of information wish to remain anonymous or receive 
recognition, and make every effort to comply with those wishes. Researchers 
must present to their research participants the possible impacts of the 
choices, and make clear that despite their best efforts, anonymity may be 
compromised or recognition fail to materialize. 

4. Anthropological researchers should obtain in advance the informed 
consent of persons being studied, providing information, owning or 
controlling access to material being studied, or otherwise identified as 
having interests which might be impacted by the research. It is understood 
that the degree and breadth of informed consent required will depend on the 
nature of the project and may be affected by requirements of other codes, 
laws, and ethics of the country or community in which the research is 
pursued. Further, it is understood that the informed consent process is 
dynamic and continuous; the process should be initiated in the project design 
and continue through implementation by way of dialogue and negotiation 
with those studied. Researchers are responsible for identifying and 
complying with the various informed consent codes, laws and regulations 
affecting their projects. Informed consent, for the purposes of this code, does 
not necessarily imply or require a particular written or signed form. It is the 
quality of the consent, not the format, that is relevant. 

5. Anthropological researchers who have developed close and enduring 
relationships (i.e., covenantal relationships) with either individual persons 
providing information or with hosts must adhere to the obligations of 
openness and informed consent, while carefully and respectfully negotiating 
the limits of the relationship. 

6. While anthropologists may gain personally from their work, they must not 
exploit individuals, groups, animals, or cultural or biological materials. They 
should recognize their debt to the societies in which they work and their 
obligation to reciprocate with people studied in appropriate ways. 

B. Responsibility to scholarship and science 
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1. Anthropological researchers must expect to encounter ethical dilemmas at 
every stage of their work, and must make good-faith efforts to identify 
potential ethical claims and conflicts in advance when preparing proposals 
and as projects proceed. A section raising and responding to potential ethical 
issues should be part of every research proposal. 

2. Anthropological researchers bear responsibility for the integrity and 
reputation of their discipline, of scholarship, and of science. Thus, 
anthropological researchers are subject to the general moral rules of 
scientific and scholarly conduct: they should not deceive or knowingly 
misrepresent (i.e., fabricate evidence, falsify, plagiarize), or attempt to 
prevent reporting of misconduct, or obstruct the scientific/scholarly research 
of others. 

3. Anthropological researchers should do all they can to preserve 
opportunities for future fieldworkers to follow them to the field. 

4. Anthropological researchers should utilize the results of their work in an 
appropriate fashion, and whenever possible disseminate their findings to the 
scientific and scholarly community. 

5. Anthropological researchers should seriously consider all reasonable 
requests for access to their data and other research materials for purposes of 
research. They should also make every effort to insure preservation of their 
fieldwork data for use by posterity. 

C. Responsibility to the public 

1. Anthropological researchers should make the results of their research 
appropriately available to sponsors, students, decision makers, and other 
nonanthropologists. In so doing, they must be truthful; they are not only 
responsible for the factual content of their statements but also must consider 
carefully the social and political implications of the information they 
disseminate. They must do everything in their power to insure that such 
information is well understood, properly contextualized, and responsibly 
utilized. They should make clear the empirical bases upon which their 
reports stand, be candid about their qualifications and philosophical or 
political biases, and recognize and make clear the limits of anthropological 
expertise. At the same time, they must be alert to possible harm their 
information may cause people with whom they work or colleagues. 
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2. Anthropologists may choose to move beyond disseminating research 
results to a position of advocacy. This is an individual decision, but not an 
ethical responsibility. 

IV. Teaching 

Responsibility to students and trainees 

While adhering to ethical and legal codes governing relations between 
teachers/mentors and students/trainees at their educational institutions or as 
members of wider organizations, anthropological teachers should be 
particularly sensitive to the ways such codes apply in their discipline (for 
example, when teaching involves close contact with students/trainees in field 
situations). Among the widely recognized precepts which anthropological 
teachers, like other teachers/mentors, should follow are: 

1. Teachers/mentors should conduct their programs in ways that preclude 
discrimination on the basis of sex, marital status, "race," social class, 
political convictions, disability, religion, ethnic background, national origin, 
sexual orientation, age, or other criteria irrelevant to academic performance. 

2. Teachers'/mentors' duties include continually striving to improve their 
teaching/training techniques; being available and responsive to 
student/trainee interests; counseling students/ trainees realistically regarding 
career opportunities; conscientiously supervising, encouraging, and 
supporting students'/trainees' studies; being fair, prompt, and reliable in 
communicating evaluations; assisting students/trainees in securing research 
support; and helping students/trainees when they seek professional 
placement. 

3. Teachers/mentors should impress upon students/trainees the ethical 
challenges involved in every phase of anthropological work; encourage them 
to reflect upon this and other codes; encourage dialogue with colleagues on 
ethical issues; and discourage participation in ethically questionable projects. 

4. Teachers/mentors should publicly acknowledge student/trainee assistance 
in research and preparation of their work; give appropriate credit for 
coauthorship to students/trainees; encourage publication of worthy 
student/trainee papers; and compensate students/trainees justly for their 
participation in all professional activities. 
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5. Teachers/mentors should beware of the exploitation and serious conflicts 
of interest which may result if they engage in sexual relations with 
students/trainees. They must avoid sexual liaisons with students/trainees for 
whose education and professional training they are in any way responsible. 

V. Application 

1. The same ethical guidelines apply to all anthropological work. That is, in 
both proposing and carrying out research, anthropologists must be open with 
funders, colleagues, persons studied or providing information, and relevant 
parties affected by the work about the purpose(s), potential impacts, and 
source(s) of support for the work. Applied anthropologists must intend and 
expect to utilize the results of their work appropriately (i.e., publication, 
teaching, program and policy development) within a reasonable time. In 
situations in which anthropological knowledge is applied, anthropologists 
bear the same responsibility to be open and candid about their skills and 
intentions, and monitor the effects of their work on all persons affected. 
Anthropologists may be involved in many types of work, frequently 
affecting individuals and groups with diverse and sometimes conflicting 
interests. The individual anthropologist must make carefully considered 
ethical choices and be prepared to make clear the assumptions, facts and 
issues on which those choices are based. 

2. In all dealings with employers, persons hired to pursue anthropological 
research or apply anthropological knowledge should be honest about their 
qualifications, capabilities, and aims. Prior to making any professional 
commitments, they must review the purposes of prospective employers, 
taking into consideration the employer's past activities and future goals. In 
working for governmental agencies or private businesses, they should be 
especially careful not to promise or imply acceptance of conditions contrary 
to professional ethics or competing commitments. 

3. Applied anthropologists, as any anthropologist, should be alert to the 
danger of compromising anthropological ethics as a condition for engaging 
in research or practice. They should also be alert to proper demands of 
hospitality, good citizenship and guest status. Proactive contribution and 
leadership in shaping public or private sector actions and policies may be as 
ethically justifiable as inaction, detachment, or noncooperation, depending 
on circumstances. 
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VI. Epilogue 

Anthropological research, teaching, and application, like any human actions, 
pose choices for which anthropologists individually and collectively bear 
ethical responsibility. Since anthropologists are members of a variety of 
groups and subject to a variety of ethical codes, choices must sometimes be 
made not only between the varied obligations presented in this code but also 
between those of this code and those incurred in other statuses or roles. This 
statement does not dictate choice or propose sanctions. Rather, it is designed 
to promote discussion and provide general guidelines for ethically 
responsible decisions. 
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Oklahoma City, OK 73146-0911). 

United Nations 
1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
1983 United Nations Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 
Discrimination Against Women. 
1987 United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. 
Forthcoming United Nations Declaration on Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 
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Appendix C 

Society for Applied Anthropology 

Statement on Ethical and Professional Responsibilities 

 
This statement is a guide to professional behavior for the members of the 
Society for Applied Anthropology. As members or fellows of the society, we 
shall act in ways consistent with the responsibilities stated below 
irrespective of the specific circumstances of our employment. 

1. To the peoples we study we owe disclosure of our research goals, 
methods, and sponsorship. The participation of people in our research 
activities shall only be on a voluntary basis. We shall provide a means 
through our research activities and in subsequent publications to maintain 
the confidentiality of those we study. The people we study must be made 
aware of the likely limits of confidentiality and must not be promised a 
greater degree of confidentiality than can be realistically expected under 
current legal circumstances in our respective nations. We shall, within the 
limits of our knowledge, disclose any significant risks to those we study that 
may result from our activities. 
2. To the communities ultimately affected by our activities we owe respect 
for their dignity, integrity, and worth. We recognize that human survival is 
contingent upon the continued existence of a diversity of human 
communities, and guide our professional activities accordingly. We will 
avoid taking or recommending action on behalf of a sponsor which is 
harmful to the interests of the community. 

3. To our social colleagues we have the responsibility to not engage in 
actions that impede their reasonable professional activities. Among other 
things, this means that, while respecting the needs, responsibilities, and 
legitimate proprietary interests of our sponsors we should not impede the 
flow of information about research outcomes and professional practice 
techniques. We shall accurately report the contributions of colleagues to our 
work. We shall not condone falsification or distortion by others. We should 
not prejudice communities or agencies against a colleague for reasons of 
personal gain. 

4. To our students, interns, or trainees, we owe nondiscriminatory access to 
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our training services. We shall provide training which is informed, accurate, 
and relevant to the needs of the larger society. We recognize the need for 
continuing education so as to maintain our skill and knowledge at a high 
level. Our training should inform students as to their ethical responsibilities. 
Student contributions to our professional activities, including both research 
and publication, should be adequately recognized. 

5. To our employers and other sponsors we owe accurate reporting of our 
qualifications and competent, efficient, and timely performance of the work 
we undertake for them. We shall establish a clear understanding with each 
employer or other sponsor as to the nature of our professional 
responsibilities. We shall report our research and other activities accurately. 
We have the obligation to attempt to prevent distortion or suppression of 
research results or policy recommendations by concerned agencies. 

6. To society as a whole we owe the benefit of our special knowledge and 
skills in interpreting sociocultural systems. We should communicate our 
understanding of human life to the society at large. 
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Appendix D 
 

Code of Ethics 
of the American Anthropological Association 

Approved February 2009 
 

I. Preamble 
Anthropological researchers, teachers and practitioners are members of 
many different communities, each with its own moral rules or codes of 
ethics. Anthropologists have moral obligations as membersof other groups, 
such as the family, religion, and community, as well as the profession. They 
also have obligations to the scholarly discipline, to the wider society and 
culture, and to the human species, other species, and the environment. 
Furthermore, fieldworkers may develop close relationships with persons or 
animals with whom they work, generating an additional level of ethical 
considerations 
 
In a field of such complex involvements and obligations, it is inevitable that 
misunderstandings, conflicts, and the need to make choices among 
apparently incompatible values will arise. 
Anthropologists are responsible for grappling with such difficulties and 
struggling to resolve them in ways compatible with the principles stated 
here. The purpose of this Code is to foster discussion and education. The 
American Anthropological Association (AAA) does not adjudicate claims 
for unethical behavior. 
 
The principles and guidelines in this Code provide the anthropologist with 
tools to engage in developing and maintaining an ethical framework for all 
anthropological work. 
 
II. Introduction 
 
Anthropology is a multidisciplinary field of science and scholarship, which 
includes the study of all aspects of humankind--archaeological, biological, 
linguistic and sociocultural. Anthropology has roots in the natural and social 
sciences and in the humanities, ranging in approach from basic to applied 
research and to scholarly interpretation. 
 
As the principal organization representing the breadth of anthropology, the 
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American 
Anthropological Association (AAA) starts from the position that generating 
and appropriately utilizing knowledge (i.e., publishing, teaching, developing 
programs, and informing policy) of the peoples of the world, past and 
present, is a worthy goal; that the generation of anthropological knowledge 
is a dynamic process using many different and ever-evolving approaches; 
and that for moral and practical reasons, the generation and utilization of 
knowledge should be achieved in an ethical manner. 
 
The mission of American Anthropological Association is to advance all 
aspects of anthropological research and to foster dissemination of 
anthropological knowledge through publications, teaching, public education, 
and application. An important part of that mission is to help educate AAA 
members about ethical obligations and challenges involved in the 
generation, dissemination, and utilization of anthropological knowledge. 
 
The purpose of this Code is to provide AAA members and other interested 
persons with guidelines for making ethical choices in the conduct of their 
anthropological work. Because anthropologists can find themselves in 
complex situations and subject to more than one code of ethics, the AAA 
Code of Ethics provides a framework, not an ironclad formula, for making 
decisions. Persons using the Code as a guideline for making ethical choices 
or for teaching are encouraged to seek out illustrative examples and 
appropriate case studies to enrich their knowledge base. 
 
Anthropologists have a duty to be informed about ethical codes relating to 
their work, and ought periodically to receive training on current research 
activities and ethical issues. In addition, departments offering anthropology 
degrees should include and require ethical training in their curriculums. 
 
No code or set of guidelines can anticipate unique circumstances or direct 
actions in specific situations. The individual anthropologist must be willing 
to make carefully considered ethical choices and be prepared to make clear 
the assumptions, facts and issues on which those choices are based. These 
guidelines therefore address general contexts, priorities and relationships 
which should be considered in ethical decision making in anthropological 
work. 
 
III. Research 
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In both proposing and carrying out research, anthropological researchers 
must be open about the purpose(s), potential impacts, and source(s) of 
support for research projects with funders, colleagues, persons studied or 
providing information, and with relevant parties affected by the research. 
Researchers must expect to utilize the results of their work in an appropriate 
fashion and disseminate the results through appropriate and timely activities. 
Research fulfilling these expectations is ethical, regardless of the source of 
funding (public or private) or purpose (i.e., "applied," "basic," "pure," 
or"proprietary"). 
 
Anthropological researchers should be alert to the danger of compromising 
anthropological ethics as a condition to engage in research, yet also be alert 
to proper demands of good citizenship or hostguest relations. Active 
contribution and leadership in seeking to shape public or private sector 
actions and policies may be as ethically justifiable as inaction, detachment, 
or noncooperation, depending on circumstances. Similar principles hold for 
anthropological researchers employed or otherwise affiliated with 
nonanthropological institutions, public institutions, or private enterprises. 
 
A. Responsibility to people and animals with whom anthropological 
researchers work and whose lives and cultures they study. 
 
1. Anthropological researchers have primary ethical obligations to the 
people, species, and materials they study and to the people with whom they 
work. These obligations can supersede the goal of seeking new knowledge, 
and can lead to decisions not to undertake or to discontinue a research 
project when the primary obligation conflicts with other responsibilities, 
such as those owed to sponsors or clients. These ethical obligations include: 
 
• To avoid harm or wrong, understanding that the development of 
knowledge can lead to change which may be positive or negative for the 
people or animals worked with or studied 
• To respect the well-being of humans and nonhuman primates 
• To work for the long-term conservation of the archaeological, fossil, and 
historical records 
• To consult actively with the affected individuals or group(s), with the goal 
of establishing a working relationship that can be beneficial to all parties 
involved 
 
2. In conducting and publishing their research, or otherwise disseminating 
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their research results, 
anthropological researchers must ensure that they do not harm the safety, 
dignity, or privacy of the people with whom they work, conduct research, or 
perform other professional activities, or who might reasonably be thought to 
be affected by their research. Anthropological researchers working with 
animals must do everything in their power to ensure that the research does 
not harm the safety, psychological well-being or survival of the animals or 
species with which they work. 
 
3. Anthropological researchers must determine in advance whether their 
hosts/providers of information wish to remain anonymous or receive 
recognition, and make every effort to comply with those wishes. Researchers 
must present to their research participants the possible impacts of the 
choices, and make clear that despite their best efforts, anonymity may be 
compromised or recognition fail to materialize. 
 
4. Anthropological researchers should obtain in advance the informed 
consent of persons being studied, providing information, owning or 
controlling access to material being studied, or otherwise identified as 
having interests which might be impacted by the research. It is understood 
that the degree and breadth of informed consent required will depend on the 
nature of the project and may be affected by requirements of other codes, 
laws, and ethics of the country or community in which the research is 
pursued. Further, it is understood that the informed consent process is 
dynamic and continuous; the process should be initiated in the project design 
and continue through implementation by way of dialogue and negotiation 
with those studied. Researchers are responsible for identifying and 
complying with the various informed consent codes, laws and regulations 
affecting their projects. Informed consent, for the purposes of this code, does 
not necessarily imply or require a particular written or signed form. It is the 
quality of the consent, not the format, that is relevant. 
 
5. Anthropological researchers who have developed close and enduring 
relationships (i.e., covenantal relationships) with either individual persons 
providing information or with hosts must adhere to the obligations of 
openness and informed consent, while carefully and respectfully negotiating 
the limits of the relationship. 
 
6. While anthropologists may gain personally from their work, they must not 
exploit individuals, groups, animals, or cultural or biological materials. They 
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should recognize their debt to the societies in which they work and their 
obligation to reciprocate with people studied in appropriate ways. 
 
B. Responsibility to scholarship and science 
 
1. Anthropological researchers must expect to encounter ethical dilemmas at 
every stage of their work, and must make good-faith efforts to identify 
potential ethical claims and conflicts in advance when preparing proposals 
and as projects proceed. A section raising and responding to potential ethical 
issues should be part of every research proposal. 
 
2. Anthropological researchers bear responsibility for the integrity and 
reputation of their discipline, of scholarship, and of science. Thus, 
anthropological researchers are subject to the general moral rules of 
scientific and scholarly conduct: they should not deceive or knowingly 
misrepresent (i.e., fabricate evidence, falsify, and plagiarize), or attempt to 
prevent reporting of misconduct, or obstruct the scientific/scholarly research 
of others. 
 
3. Anthropological researchers should do all they can to preserve 
opportunities for future fieldworkers to follow them to the field. 
 
4. Anthropologists have a responsibility to be both honest and transparent 
with all stakeholders 
about the nature and intent of their research. They must not misrepresent 
their research goals, 
funding sources, activities, or findings. Anthropologists should never 
deceive the people they are studying regarding the sponsorship, goals, 
methods, products, or expected impacts of their work. 
Deliberately misrepresenting one’s research goals and impact to research 
subjects is a clear violation of research ethics, as is conducting clandestine 
research. 
 
5. Anthropological researchers should utilize the results of their work in an 
appropriate fashion, and whenever possible disseminate their findings to the 
scientific and scholarly community. 
 
6. Anthropological researchers should seriously consider all reasonable 
requests for access to their data and other research materials for purposes of 
research. They should also make every effort to insure preservation of their 
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fieldwork data for use by posterity. 
 
C. Responsibility to the public 
 
1. Anthropological researchers should make the results of their research 
appropriately available to sponsors, students, decision makers, and other 
nonanthropologists. In so doing, they must be truthful; they are not only 
responsible for the factual content of their statements but also must consider 
carefully the social and political implications of the information they 
disseminate. They must do everything in their power to insure that such 
information is well understood, properly contextualized, and responsibly 
utilized. They should make clear the empirical bases upon which their 
reports stand, be candid about their qualifications and philosophical or 
political biases, and recognize and make clear the limits of anthropological 
expertise. At the same time, they must be alert to possible harm their 
information may cause people with whom they work or colleagues. 
 
2. In relation with his or her own government, host governments, or sponsors 
of research, an anthropologist should be honest and candid. Anthropologists 
must not compromise their professional responsibilities and ethics and 
should not agree to conditions which inappropriately change the purpose, 
focus or intended outcomes of their research. 
 
3. Anthropologists may choose to move beyond disseminating research 
results to a position of advocacy. This is an individual decision, but not an 
ethical responsibility. 
 
IV. Teaching 
 
Responsibility to students and trainees 
 
While adhering to ethical and legal codes governing relations between 
teachers/mentors and students/trainees at their educational institutions or as 
members of wider organizations, anthropological teachers should be 
particularly sensitive to the ways such codes apply in their discipline (for 
example, when teaching involves close contact with students/trainees in field 
situations). Among the widely recognized precepts which anthropological 
teachers, like other teachers/mentors, should follow are: 
 
1. Teachers/mentors should conduct their programs in ways that preclude 
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discrimination on the basis of sex, marital status, "race," social class, 
political convictions, disability, religion, ethnic background, national origin, 
sexual orientation, age, or other criteria irrelevant to academic performance. 
 
2. Teachers 'mentors' duties include continually striving to improve their 
teaching/training 
techniques; being available and responsive to student/trainee interests; 
counseling students/ trainees realistically regarding career opportunities; 
conscientiously supervising, encouraging, and supporting students'/trainees' 
studies; being fair, prompt, and reliable in communicating evaluations; 
assisting students/trainees in securing research support; and helping 
students/trainees when they seek professional placement. 
 
3. Teachers/mentors should impress upon students/trainees the ethical 
challenges involved in every phase of anthropological work; encourage them 
to reflect upon this and other codes; encourage dialogue with colleagues on 
ethical issues; and discourage participation in ethically questionable projects. 
 
4. Teachers/mentors should publicly acknowledge student/trainee assistance 
in research and preparation of their work; give appropriate credit for 
coauthorship to students/trainees; encourage publication of worthy 
student/trainee papers; and compensate students/trainees justly for their 
participation in all professional activities. 
 
5. Teachers/mentors should beware of the exploitation and serious conflicts 
of interest which may result if they engage in sexual relations with 
students/trainees. They must avoid sexual liaisons with students/trainees for 
whose education and professional training they are in any way responsible. 
 
V. Application 
 
1. The same ethical guidelines apply to all anthropological work. That is, in 
both proposing and carrying out research, anthropologists must be open with 
funders, colleagues, persons studied or providing information, and relevant 
parties affected by the work about the purpose(s), potential impacts, and 
source(s) of support for the work. Applied anthropologists must intend and 
expect to utilize the results of their work appropriately (i.e., publication, 
teaching, program and policy development) within a reasonable time. In 
situations in which anthropological knowledge is applied, anthropologists 
bear the same responsibility to be open and candid about their skills and 
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intentions, and monitor the effects of their work on all persons affected. 
Anthropologists may be involved in many types of work, frequently 
affecting individuals and groups with diverse and sometimes conflicting 
interests. The individual anthropologist must make carefully considered 
ethical choices and be prepared to make clear the assumptions, facts and 
issues on which those choices are based. 
 
2. In all dealings with employers, persons hired to pursue anthropological 
research or apply anthropological knowledge should be honest about their 
qualifications, capabilities, and aims. Prior to making any professional 
commitments, they must review the purposes of prospective employers, 
taking into consideration the employer's past activities and future goals. In 
working for governmental agencies or private businesses, they should be 
especially careful not to promise or imply acceptance of conditions contrary 
to professional ethics or competing commitments. 
 
3. Applied anthropologists, as any anthropologist, should be alert to the 
danger of compromising anthropological ethics as a condition for engaging 
in research or practice. They should also be alert to proper demands of 
hospitality, good citizenship and guest status. Proactive contribution and 
leadership in shaping public or private sector actions and policies may be as 
ethically justifiable as inaction, detachment, or noncooperation, depending 
on circumstances. 
 
VI. Dissemination of Results 
 
1. The results of anthropological research are complex, subject to multiple 
interpretations and susceptible to differing and unintended uses. 
Anthropologists have an ethical obligation to consider the potential impact 
of both their research and the communication or dissemination of the results 
of their research on all directly or indirectly involved. 
 
2. Anthropologists should not withhold research results from research 
participants when those results are shared with others. There are specific and 
limited circumstances however, where disclosure restrictions are appropriate 
and ethical, particularly where those restrictions serve to protect the safety, 
dignity or privacy of participants, protect cultural heritage or tangible or 
intangible cultural or intellectual property. 
 
3. Anthropologists must weigh the intended and potential uses of their work 
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and the impact of its distribution in determining whether limited availability 
of results is warranted and ethical in any given instance. 
 
VII. Epilogue 
 
Anthropological research, teaching, and application, like any human actions, 
pose choices for which anthropologists individually and collectively bear 
ethical responsibility. Since anthropologists are members of a variety of 
groups and subject to a variety of ethical codes, choices must sometimes be 
made not only between the varied obligations presented in this code but also 
between those of this code and those incurred in other statuses or roles. This 
statement does not dictate choice or propose sanctions. Rather, it is designed 
to promote discussion and provide general guidelines for ethically 
responsible decisions. 
 
VIII. Acknowledgments 
 
This Code was drafted by the Commission to Review the AAA Statements 
on Ethics during the period January 1995-March 1997. The Commission 
members were James Peacock (Chair), Carolyn Fluehr-Lobban, Barbara 
Frankel, Kathleen Gibson, Janet Levy, and Murray Wax. In addition, the 
following individuals participated in the Commission meetings: philosopher 
Bernard Gert, anthropologists Cathleen Crain, Shirley Fiske, David Freyer, 
Felix Moos, Yolanda Moses, and Niel Tashima; and members of the 
American Sociological Association Committee on Ethics. Open hearings on 
the Code were held at the 1995 and 1996 annual meetings of the American 
Anthropological Association. The Commission solicited comments from all 
AAA Sections. The first draft of the AAA Code of Ethics was discussed at 
the May 1995 AAA Section Assembly meeting; the second draft was briefly 
discussed at the November 1996 meeting of the AAA Section Assembly. 
 
The Final Report of the Commission was published in the September 1995 
edition of the Anthropology Newsletter and on the AAA web site 
(http://www.aaanet.org). Drafts of the Code were published in the April 
1996 and 1996 annual meeting edition of the Anthropology Newsletter and 
the AAA web site, and comments were solicited from the membership. The 
Commission considered all comments from the membership in formulating 
the final draft in February 1997. The Commission gratefully acknowledges 
the use of some language from the codes of ethics of the National 
Association for the Practice of Anthropology and the Society for American 
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Archaeology. 
 
Subsequent revisions to this Code were initiated by the passing of a 
resolution, offered by Terry 
Turner at the AAA Business Meeting held in November of 2007, directing 
the AAA Executive Board to restore certain sections of the 1971 version of 
the Code of Ethics. A related motion, introduced by John Kelly, directed the 
Executive Board to report to the membership a justification of its reasoning 
if a decision was made to not restore, in total, the language proposed in the 
Turner motion. 
 
On January 20, 2008, the Executive Board tasked the Committee on Ethics, 
whose membership included Dena Plemmons (acting chair), Alec Barker, 
Katherine MacKinnon, Dhooleka Raj, K. 
Sivaramakrishnan and Steve Striffler, with drafting a revised ethics code that 
“incorporates the principles of the Turner motion while stipulating principles 
that identify when the ethical conduct of anthropology does and does not 
require specific forms of the circulation of knowledge.” Six individuals 
(Jeffrey Altshul, Agustin Fuentes, Merrill Singer, David Price, Inga Treitler 
and Niel 
Tashima) were invited to advise the Committee in its deliberations. 
 
On June 16, 2008, the Committee on Ethics issued its report to a newly 
formed subcommittee of the Executive Board created to deal with potential 
code revisions. The subcommittee (consisting of TJ Ferguson, Monica 
Heller, Tom Leatherman, Setha Low, Deborah Nichols, Gwen Mikell and 
Ed Liebow) examined the Committee on Ethics report and solicited the input 
of the Committee on Ethics; the Commission of the Engagement of 
Anthropology with the US Security and Intelligence Communities; the 
Committee on Practicing, Applied and Public Interest Anthropology; and the 
Network of Concerned Anthropologists, asking these groups to advise 
before making its own recommendations to the larger Executive Board. 
After examining the input of these groups, the EB subcommittee forwarded 
its recommendations to the entire Executive Board August 8. Subsequent to 
these activities, AAA President Setha Low reached out to a number of 
stakeholders to solicit their input. On September 19, 2008, the Executive 
Board approved a final version of the Code of the Ethics. 
 
IX. Other Relevant Codes of Ethics 
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The following list of other Codes of Ethics may be useful to anthropological 
researchers, teachers and practitioners: 
 
Animal Behavior Society 
1991 Guidelines for the Use of Animals in Research. Animal Behavior 
41:183-186. 
 
American Board of Forensic Examiners  
n.d. Code of Ethical Conduct. (American Board of Forensic Examiners, 300 
South Jefferson Avenue, Suite 411, Springfield, MO 65806). 
 
American Folklore Society 
1988 Statement on Ethics: Principles of Professional Responsibility. 
AFSNews 17(1). 
 
Archaeological Institute of America 
1991 Code of Ethics. American Journal of Archaeology 95:285. 
1994 Code of Professional Standards. (Archaeological Institute of America, 
675 Commonwealth Ave, Boston, MA 02215-1401. Supplements and 
expands but does not replace the earlier Code of Ethics). 
 
National Academy of Sciences 
1995 On Being a Scientist: Responsible Conduct in Research. 2nd edition. 
Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press (2121 Constitution Avenue, 
NW, Washington, D.C. 20418). 
 
National Association for the Practice of Anthropology  
1988 Ethical Guidelines for Practitioners. 
 
Sigma Xi 
1992 Sigma Xi Statement on the Use of Animals in Research. American 
Scientist 80:73-76. 
 
Society for American Archaeology 
1996 Principles of Archaeological Ethics. (Society for American 
Archaeology, 900 Second Street, NE, Suite 12, Washington, D.C. 20002-
3557). 
 
Society for Applied Anthropology 
1983 Professional and Ethical Responsibilities. (Revised 1983). 
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Society of Professional Archaeologists 
1976 Code of Ethics, Standards of Research Performance and Institutional 
Standards. (Society of Professional Archaeologists, PO Box 60911, 
Oklahoma City, OK 73146-0911). 
 
United Nations 
1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
1983 United Nations Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 
Discrimination Against Women. 
1987 United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. 
Forthcoming United Nations Declaration on Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 
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Appendix E 

 

AAA Commission on the Engagement of Anthropology with the  
US Security and Intelligence Communities (CEAUSSIC)  

  
Final Report on   

The Army’s Human Terrain System Proof of Concept Program  
 Executive Summary 

 
Submitted to the Executive Board of the   
American Anthropological Association  

October 14, 2009  

 

 
Executive Summary  
  
In December of 2008, the Executive Board of the American Anthropological 
Association asked the Commission on the Engagement of Anthropology 
with the U.S. Security and Intelligence Communities (CEAUSSIC) to 
thoroughly review the Human Terrain System (HTS) program, so that the 
AAA might then formulate an official position on members’ participation in 
HTS activities.  This report details CEAUSSIC’s primary findings, which 
are summarized in the following key points:   
  
1. HTS and similar programs are moving to become a greater fixture within 
the U.S. military. Given still outstanding questions about HTS, such 
developments should be a source of concern for the AAA but also for any 
social science organization or federal agency that expects its members or its 
employees to adhere to established disciplinary and federal standards for the 
treatment of human subjects.   
  
2. The current arrangement of HTS includes potentially irreconcilable goals 
which, in turn, lead to irreducible tensions with respect to the program’s 
basic identity. These include HTS at once: fulfilling a research function, as a 
data source, as a source of intelligence, and as performing a tactical function 
in counterinsurgency warfare. Given this confusion, any anthropologist 
considering employment with HTS will have difficulty determining whether 



	 97

or not s/he will be able to follow the disciplinary Code of Ethics.   
   
3. HTS managers insist the program is not an intelligence asset. However, 
we note that the program is housed within a DoD intelligence asset, that it 
has reportedly been briefed as such an asset, and that a variety of 
circumstances of the work of Human Terrain Teams (HTTs) “on the ground” 
in Iraq and Afghanistan create a significant likelihood that HTS data will in 
some way be used as part of military intelligence, advertently or 
inadvertently.  
  
4. HTTs collect sensitive socio-cultural data in a high-risk environment and 
while working for one combatant in ongoing conflicts. Given the lack of a 
well-defined ethical framework of conduct for the program and inability of 
HTT researchers to maintain reliable control over data once collected, the 
program places researchers and their counterparts in the field in harm’s way.    
  
5. When ethnographic investigation is determined by military missions, not 
subject to external review, where data collection occurs in the context of 
war, integrated into the goals of counterinsurgency, and in a potentially 
coercive environment – all characteristic factors of the HTS concept and its 
application – it can no longer be considered a legitimate professional 
exercise of anthropology.  
  
In summary, while we stress that constructive engagement between 
anthropology and the military is possible, CEAUSSIC suggests that the 
AAA emphasize the incompatibility of HTS with disciplinary ethics and 
practice for job seekers and that it further recognize the problem of allowing 
HTS to define the meaning of “anthropology” within DoD.   
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