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How Critical Should Critical Thinking Be?
Teaching Soldiers in Wartime

Anna Simons

e the past decade, Anna Sions bas exneiyged as one of the fireiost sociul
SCIERLISES studdying defense, secuiity, and mtliary smatters in the Unired Stures.
Hey 1997 etbmography, The Company They Keep: Life Inside the U8,
Army Special Forees, detasls the training and socialisation of the Ariy's
Special Forees units, which are responsible for some Of the pmost seusitive aiud
dangerous missions the military undertakes (Simons 1997). bt ber coreer s
a Professor of Defense Aunaiysis at the U.S. Naval Postiradiinie School { NPy,
Stimons bas taught, mentored, advised, and iuteracted with Speeind Operaiivons
Forces (SOF) professionals from the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force, and
bas both pavricipated in aid observed the shifting paradigms of prepaiediesy
and rraining as the Unired States has moved vist of the Cold War gnd invo the
post=9/11 eray of counterinsusgency, counterterrorisig amd sation-bi tding.
Like Clementine Fujisnura, Simons hus been teaching i the wilitary’s
cducationnl system fir well over i decade. Simons, however, is o professor ai thy
only graduate sustitution in the Department of Definse’s Profisszonal Military
Education syscem, whicl mnakes ber student interactions somenint di ffer-
ent than those thar Fufiniar and Hobmes-Eber experience. Like Fujimurn
and Holmes-Eber, Sisuois has tacked back and forth bevween the world of
acadcmnic anthropolyiy—sbe taayht ar the University of Californin i Los
Angeles (UCLA) and bus published nionerons articles about anthropology, the
wdlitary, and wirfire—ond the world of muilitry education and trainiyy,
Becawse of ber role us o graduate profissor and adviser, howeier, We frit she way
particulnrly well positioncd o speak about the institntivnnl dyntsies airend-
g the emergence of the “new culturalism” WIRONA ClLte ity operators
(those with aceual operational experience in the ficld ) and decision - makers.
Simons veceived ber Ph.D. in social anthropology from Hurvard
University and taught at UCLA, where she chaired the graduare pro-
gram in African Avca Stndies. In addition to'The Company Thev Keep,
Simons wrote Nerworks of Dissolution: Somalia Undone, which derails
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232 1 Anna Sunons
ittty colla pse of the Somali stare in the 19905 (Sintons 1995).
Stnons” Giterdisciplinary publishing vavges from the Annual Review

ol Anthrapology, for which she contyibuted a yeview of anthropoloyi-
cal resenicly oivazrfare, 1o political science and sccurity studies fournals
ading The American Interest, The National Interest, Orbis, Third
World Quarnterly, and Parameters.

Moy asutliropologists bave identified and lamented a vange of dangers
and thcaes thiat are pesited 1o comerge when military decision mkers and
oprratess appropriate anihiropological theory, suethods, and informarion
tosupport snilitary operitions, no matter how development-oriented those
uperictons ey secw fo be. In ber essay, Simons turns anthyopology’s conecrns
instdbe out by veframing the “new cultiralism” of the post-9/11 era in the
rontext of the mlitnry’s politics, practices, and epistemology. I doing so, she
challenes anthropoelogises of all persunsions to reconsider what we think we
ko aboit the dyiasiics, implicarions, benefits, and dasgers of incorporat-
v Senltuie” into wilitary planning, decision-making, and operations.

P

One thing that has rroubled me considerably since the invasion of Trag
1> how much skepticism we who teach officers should convey regarding a
war {or set of wars) our students have to fight. What is our roler To what
cxtent should we worry about—or, is there a difference even—-berween
stoking cynicism and encouraging critical thinking? Do we have a respon-
sibility to temper our remarks, knowing that officers will re-deplov to
difhicult, mavbe even impossible war zones? Or, by questioning policy, do
we hedp gird them tor the grim worst thar might lie ahead?

My ield site for this inquiry is my academic deparrment. My students

are nudeareer, field-grade officers, which means they hold the rank of

major and above ! Virrually all are operarors. These days, most have served
auimerous tours in Afghanistan and/or Irag.? Or, they have deployed to
the Philippines. A number have also spent considerable time in what some
call the third front in what used to be known as the “War on Terror”
Colombia.

Fvpically, our students graduate atter 18 months and, if they’re in the
UnS0Army Special Forces, cither attend a three-month-long career course
and then deploy, or go straight back to units gearing up to return to a
war zone. Navy SEALs likewise head back to their units and deploy. In
contrast. many ol our Air Force officers (pilots, navigators, intelligence
othcers, and tormer Weapons School instructors) get swallowed by staffs.

One ebservation with which I would have concurred prior 10 9/11 is
that some graduate education can be a dangerous thing, since at least a fow
of our students graduated with the unhealthy conviction that they now
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knew plenty because they knew wore than their peers who had not been
exposed to the 40 or so books they’d bought and (ide cally ) ecad on thewr
way to receiving an M.S. in Defense Analysis. No question, simplhy sit
ting through our classes betore 9 /11 enabled students i our currculum
to quote and cite various theories related to counterinsurgency in Wans
thar few others could. Bur, whereas in the pre-9 /1L Special Operations
Forces (SOF) world this would have lent Lhuu a biv of an edge; oday, 1t
grants then incomparable additional advantages sinee cou DECTINSUTEL
has become the military topic du jour and they, lirerally, are the masters ot
irregular warfare knowledge.

To set a bit more of the scene: as is true in most acadeniic SCTLHIR S,
much of what our students learn comes prepackaged for them by faw
ulty who, like faculty elsewhere, vie to get our points across and enjoy
being talking heads in our own dassrooms. 1 menrion this because our
version of graduate education differs from “normal™ graduate cducation
in at least two regards. First, our students are already professionals; we
are not grooming them to become professional acadeniics in our par
ticular discipline(s). Most faculty who teach in “normal” universitics can
probably agree that there s some body of foundational know! ledee and
certain disciplinary methods all students shosld learn 1o be professors in
those fields. In contrast, we offer a rerminal degree. We are not help
Ing to wrain the next generation of anthropologists, or political scientists,
or cven defense analvsts. As it is, fields like Security Studies, Natonal
Seccurity Aftairs, and Defense Analysis also are broadly interdisciplinary.
Of the tenure-track taculty in my department, somcething ke six have
degrees in political science, three in mathematics, one in history, one in
computer science, one in sociology, and one in anthropology. Thus, it
is not clear that even if we wanted to we could agree on the content we
would like our students to leave with. However, we all are in accord that
the 30-something-vear-old officers we teach should 20 back 1o the foree
with more analytical methods than they came with. Worth noting is that
they seem to want this, too.

The Cult of the Unconventional

Lam sure all my colleagues at NPS, the military’s only graduate rescarch
aniversity, feel the weightiness of teaching men and women who, in their
real-world jobs, are used to managing millions of dollars worth of equip:
ment and making lite and-death decisions. Bur I'd say there are nwo
added challenges in my department. First, there is the specter of the cult
of the unconventional. Sccond is the tricky business of tying 1o counier
not just military, bur SOF conditioning. Both are interrelated. Lot mie
tackle the cult of the unconventional first.
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i SOF circles, “unconventional” is used to describe certain kinds of
mulitary wiirs, a distinet mode of warfare, and a superior manner of think-
ing. This leads to any number of clisions. ‘Take thinking, for instance.
A common presumption iy that people who think unconventionally
thiok ourside the box. For those who think they think outside the box,
tis is, not surprisingly, considered the best and smartest of all possible
approaches. Notonly do many members of unconventional unirs consider
themselves clire—which they are by virtue of having made it through rig-
orous assessinent and selection filters—but turther proof comes with their
higher than-average General Technical (GT) {(or 1Q) test scores. Smuart
mwn, simart units. From here it is but a short slide to then thinking sheir
mierhod of warfare is itself the smartest kind of warfare there is; just look
atwho wages it Indeed, at times, devotees of the unconventional use the
word “conventional” as it it were a slur.

Untorrunarely, this attitude poses serious problems. First, it essentializes.
Once tribalized, members then get sucked into spending far too much time
countering, dismissing, and trying to underimine members of other tribes
vor, i nuhitary parlance, branches and services). Second, this conventional /
wnconvenuonal dichotomy itselt is falsely based; there is no solid history
to support 1, which means, third, those who read this divide into the past
distort arecord trom which they are prone to learn fauley lessons.

Advocawes of the unconventional often cite Liddell Marts Strasegy
L1954} as one of ther ur-texts. However, for anyone who reads it, Hart’s
ciphasis is on the indirect approach in warfare, which does not really line
up with current conceptions of the unconventional. Take, for instance,
4 chsic miiicary action, like an ambush, Ambushes are sneaky; they are
nothing like frontal assaules. That makes them (technically) indirect. Bur,
are they unconventional? The correct answer has to be no, since they are
4 tactie that has been used by most if not all armies from the beginning
ot nme. Indeed, any kind of commander hailing from any kind of unit
should be capable of taking cither a direct (overr, frontal) or an irdirect
dlanking, behind-the-lines, sneaky) approach when trying to overcome
the cnemy or scize an objective. Is the situation that should dictate
which he chooses, though traly great commanders will artfully combine
both tor masimum cffect.

tnother words, it makes no sense to treat the direct /indirect distinction
as i ir’s a dichotomy, which is what has essentially happened with uncon-
ventional versus conventional. Though in what is perhaps the ultimate
rony, Harts version of “indirect” turns out to be a far better descriptive
forwhat LS, Army Specdial Forees, the preeminent unconventional force,
is designed 1o doswork by, with, and through indigenous personnel *

Notonly does “by, with, and through” represent the consuminate indi-
rect approach to waging war, bur “by, with, and through” is also the
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only way the United States will achicve 1 credible exit trom Adghanistan,
according to most observers. Yet, this is an exit that will only be achieved
by, with, and through the development and strengthening of Atghanistan's
conventional security forces (e.g., its army and police). Ironies really do
abound. -

Here is another: scan modern history, and among, three of e most
successtul variants of a “by, with, and througi” approach to wartare are
1B Lawrence™s work with the Bedouin in the Arab Revolt (during
World War [); Americans’ leadership of Filipino guerrilia bands on Luzon
in World War [I; and Detachment 1017 employment ol Kachins, Karens,
and other Burmese against the Japanese in Burma during World War 11
What distinguisiies these three examples, or a host of others, is that cach
was Its own work in progress.” None came from a remplate, a doctiine,
oramodel. But cach was also just one component in a much broader war
ctfort, which itselt was orchestrated by “conventional” military leaders,
none of whom had received cither “unconventional” training or xmmimi
in the unconventional. Worth noting, wo, is that, together, these cases
represent three of the most successtul fash-ups ever achieved berween
Western and non-Western torees, though rthe even more protound point
is that in no case of which ’m aware has any unconventonally organizad,
trained, or equipped mifitary foree, acting on its own, “won” or cven
orchestrated the winning of a war”

Yer, for a number of years now, a number of SOF advocates, o mclude
many of our students (and some of our faculey), have been SAYINE: remove
the Big Army (and Marines) from the controls, relegate conventional
units to a supporting backup role, put SO in charge, let it do its thing,
and we could win in Afghanistan, just like we would have prevailed fuster
in [raq. At best this is questionable. Among other things, it presumes that
those serving on U.S. Army Special Forces teams or in SEAL platoons
would have been aware of what they or, rather, the United States was  and
presumably still is) trying to accomplish. It also presumes that there are
cuemies in Afghanistan thar can be crushed or can eventually be made to
surrender, and that counterinsurgency techniques work. Not ouly docs
cach of these presumptions merit a book in its own right, but o treat
them as presumptions would irself be considered presumplious by many
i SOF circles because doing so would call into question the very notion
that SOIs expertise in counterinsurgency and unconventional wartare

should sutfice.

Heresy

30 e v ooty ¢ { M i 1o

Because my own reading and research {to include my ongoing “licld
reyrle® v clacerr . o i : - )

work” in the dassroom) has led me to mereasingly question whether
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the United States really does have the capacity, nevermind the national
staniing, 1o prosecute a long, drawn-out war of finesse, 1’d have to be
wn actress, rather than a reacher, to avoid raising doubts when 1 teach.
However, Tanalso abways reluctant to suggest to American officers who
need to believe they can make a difference that while they might excel at
the tetical and operational levels—which means they do extremely well
on missions or when it comes to planning missions—the overall strategy
v there 1s aostrategy) that they’re working so hard to support may well
faih, and mav well fail them. Even so, T probably do get too negative
A,

In the annals of milirary advising, there are plenty of oceasions when
the Unieed States” overall advisory cfforts failed. It is no coincidence that
many of the United States” most effective military advisors returned home
distxﬁug]n and embittered. T joke in my class on military advising that
being embittered—like having a bounty on onc’s head—may be the ulti-
nuate proof ot advisory success. But, it surely is no joke for participants on
the ground whenever the ULS, government pulls the plug carly on what
fias been an all-consuming effort. Yet, since the Korean War this has been
our government’s modus operandi. Worse, many of the efforts we read
about in class were probably fatile from the outser. | often say as much.
But can my students afford to agree?

Not xm"bx'isingly, students can come up with all sorts of insighttul and
cerie parailels berween what the Vietnam War literature conveys (just to
pick one body of literature) and what they have spent the fast number of
vears experiencing themselves. But even when our readings make it more
than evident that waging war alongside a government that lacks legiti-
ey and is corrupt has rarely paid off, it is still hard for them to want
e connect adl the dots between Afghanistan (or Iraq) and similar wicked
problems from the past.

Notonly do the otheers 1 teach have a personal stake in today’s fights
ftheyve all ost close fricnds), but many clearly feel they have a genera-
tional stake in 9/11. At the same time, they are virtually alt carcer officers
in the combar arms. That means most are fully vested in the convic-
tion that things can be improved. Otherwise, not even the most cynical
amony them would be sticking it out when, in today’s alf-volunteer force,
none has 107 In fact, if students in our program weren’t so “onward and
upward”-oriented, few of them would be sitting in our classrooms in
Monterey.

At the same time, neither Iraqg nor Afghanistan has officially been con-
sidered lost. Irag is actually considered a victory in some quarters. Thus,
the arc ofcontlier has not yet begun to look as though it is heading toward
defear, as Viemam did in the late 1960s. And certainly there has been no
anumilitary sentiment in the United States. Thus, though some of our
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students are quite open about having no desire o go back to Kandahar
to "ear more moon dust,” most stll have a can-do atttude about the
operational challenges that lic ahead. Though they might have livde faith
n Washington, morale remains high; they have faith in themselves.

So,again, is it really my job to prod them to ask traly discomtiting ques
tons? Where, after all, would such questions really ger them, et alone the
rest of us? The short answer is nowhere. At least not immediately.

Yet, this is the pool from which tomorrow’s senior leaders will come.
Or, to put this in slightly different terms, the senior leadership of the
future can only come from those in uniform today. It caders and junior
and midgrade officers aren’t encouraged 1o think sulficienty critically
now, when will that habit be cultivated?

Granted, some among my colleagues might contend thar this is exacth
what we are already doing: helping to cultivate critical thinking. But are
we? Or, by unduly privileging the unconventional, are we onh planung
the seeds for new iterations of groupthink?

Subverting “The” Unconventional

Here is another catch: our students, who are selt-selected in niore WS
than most, are incomparably sophisticated when it comes 1o assessing
one another’s capabilitics. They can thin-slice and skewer one another in
manoseconds. Bur 18 months is hardly suthicient tinie for them to fearn
how to adequately separate the wheat from the chaff when it comes 1o
Ph.DDs and subject matter experts, particularly on subjects about which
they are not as knowledgeable.

Compounding this is thar our students also come to graduate school
somewhat uncertain about academicians (as they call us), but primed o
want to listen to individuals who can speak authoritatively and who must
know more than they do, thanks to those three lerters, P-h- D, Most, o0,
are anxious for anything we can offer that will hedp them cut through the
Gordian knot of twenty-first century warfare in places like Atghanistan.
All of this renders them alimost automatically deferential, which is good -
it makes for polite students—but also bad, since it leads them 1o aceept
large chunks of what they hear, read, or are rold ar face value withour
subjecting it to their normal withering scrutiny. This, I suspeet, has some
thing to do with the nature of officerdom, hicrarchy, and military condi-
tioning. But also, we do not teach hard sciences and we proclam, nght
up front, that there are no right answers, just betrer and worse arguments.

Without question, our students immediately reject anvehing that tlies in
the face of their personal experiences. Bur, on the whole, we faculty don't
talk tactics or operations (at least not in the military sense of the word
“operations”). Instead, when we’re critical we're critical of policy. Some
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of us even know policy niakers. Thus, faculty members” “presentation of
el canr be quite impressive, so much so it can make smart officers even
more susceptible, especially when they are generationally predisposed to
think in terms of sound bites: pithy formulations that sexad convincing,
especiatly when said with authority, can be utterdy seductive.

This 15 why I sometimes fear we teach ideal indocrrinees, though 1
most definitely do not mean that in the way most civilians might imagine.
Rather, miv concern is thar the more we tout the unconventional, the
more tontne whatever we present as unconventional becomes.

The conventionalization of the unconventional has been under way for
Guite some time: at feast sinee 1 first did fieldwork with U.S. Army Special
Forces in the carly 1990s. Since 9 /11, the insttutionalization of “the”
wnconventional has only intensificd. Proofl positive comes in the 2007
publication of the University of Chicago Press—issued counterinsurgency
fickd manual. Ar the same time, SOF numbers have grown substantially
and the business of doing SOF-like things is booming throughout the
mititary. Buy, whereas all things SOF may have gained renewed promi-
nenve, it is not clear that SOF has any beteer an idea today about what
(o Jo wath, or how to nurture or protect, truly unconventional thinkers.

Also, although SOFs are said to excel ar “dealing in the gray,” thereisa
critical distinction to be made between the gray of no clear national policy
and granting SOF officers the latitude they need to conduct operations.
Give SOF units a coherent strategy, provide them with clear intent, and
they will come up with 16 difterent ways to skin the cat or, depending on
the situation, the only two that make sense. But, offer them nothing more
than strategic ambiguity and they’ll do no better at escaping Groundhog

Drav than anvone clse.

Strategy requires clearly detined goals, along with clearly aligned ends,
wavs, and means, To be effective, strategy also needs to be casy for every-
one up and down the chain of command to understand so that they can
repeat 1L back 1o one another and know exactly what the other means.
Anvihing clse becomes too complex and /or confusing to execute. Thus,
it shouldn’t be surprising that when our national security strategy is
anbiguous, the default is to gravitate back toward what the doctrine says
1o do. Although docrine is only meant to serve as a set of guidelines, not
& template, as far as those who promulgate it are concerned, when there
is no cewr guidiance about what the U.S. military s supposed to achieve,
at least doctrine oftfers clarity; without being given a compelling “why”
o work toward, oflicers can punt prety far (though never far enough) by
concentrating instead on “how.”

Meanwhife, once the unconventional is boiled down to a well-detined
doctrine, SOF foses its flair. Others have written recenty about the
Anerican military’s preoccupation with the operational art (e.g., Strachan

How Critical Shoutd Critical thinking Ber | 239

2010). They see this as both cause and effect of our chronic sIateen
gmohtrcncc. At my level, what [sec is worse: @ waste. We are srinding Tx >
lives and afienating talent, ) o

Here s why: ar least sone of the otficers sitring, 10 my classes witf be
among those respounsible for helping to devise strategy and advise polic
makers one day. Surcly, it is not too soon to ask them how they might
do this, while the best way [ have found to ry to de-conventionalize the
unu.)n\'cntiunal is to be subversive about who or what really /5 uncon.
ventional: a most delicare task with men who have been conditioned o
regard themsclves as plenty unconventional already.

Editorial Commentary

/\nn‘a ‘Simovns offers a perspective on education and training 4t the
NPS, ‘m”thls case teaching SOF operatives, based on long c\;micmw
l1kc Fujimura, Simons’ tenure at an elite institution in the Professiond
Mlhmry Education system antedates the events of 9 /11 or the mubitary s
mcreased interest in anthropology since the mid-2000s. As such, she iy
tlbl(‘, to reflect on what it means to teach “critical thinking” ro up@nmrx
in the military, while in a way taking account of how rhc'nmlliplc tours
ot many of these personncel in Iraq and Afghanistan have influenced their
openness to new thinking in ways that complicate her responsibilitics as
an msp‘uttor, a mentor, and a translator of culrural anthropology into the
domain of military cngagement. -

VHcr account can also be read alongside, and productively compared
}\'1(117 ()thicr narratives in this volume provided by Jlll‘hl‘()p()](.)glsl\ work
ing in military cducation and training, instit’u(i;)ns, includin; those of
Clementine Fojimura, Paula Holmes Eber, and jessica 1 ‘umhi\z Fach of
these accounts, however, is notably different, in part since the institutional
Contexts tor cach are not identical. Unlike her counterparts, Simons does
not f)tfcr us an entrance narrative: instead, she dives right into the ciml‘f
lenging problems she faces in the present tense. Hnwc:'cr, ke Fajimur
and Holmes-Eber, she also interacts with her work space in ethnographic
tcrms:, which doubles us a scene of research and reflection: as n;tcd in
her biography here, Simons has published extensively on the ULS. Armys
Spectal Forces. ‘ o

At ic same time, these are her students. It is notable that, as an anthro.
po]og‘@t teaching in an interdisciplinary department, what the discussion
she ofters of “critical thinking™ is in her account is not in any obyvious wa
rglatcd to anthropology’s particular critical discourse. 1n fact, although
Slglons 18 a subtle commientator on pedagogy in this conrext, it is not 0
evident what her anthropological training has to do with ic. This niakes us
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surtos about whether, and how, her status as the jone anthropologist in
hevdepartment might have mattered inany way.

With Fujimura, Simons also notes tensions berween reaching and indoc-
trination. Simons quips that it might be better to think of her students
as Mindoctrinees.” For Simons, this quip leads to interesting pedagogical
retlecuon on what it means to teach in the shadow of military doctrine,
how to reference doctrine, and the risks in doing so. As a particular form
ot Department of Detense knowledge production, doctrine is at once a
distiftation oi” military policy into practice, tramework tor how the mili-
tary thinks about the world, and a guideline for how to ger things done.
Simons notes that “doctrine ofters clarity,” particularly when there is no
strategae chartty for operators to fall back on in circumstances of ambigu-
v Inwreaching context, the problem with doctrine, however, is that it
Tussentializes” -0 use her term-—when uncritically consumed by users.

Ter avention here o the pitfalls of essentialization, cven “strategic
essentialisin” (1o borrow this term trom discussions of nationhood),
does seem o mobilize a disciplinary sensibility. In Simons’ narrative,
tenrning counterinsurgency lingo—as summarized in the new U.S. Army
Cunntevinsuigency Manual, for cxample—can be in tension with criti-
cal thinking, Flere, then, in a way Simons is reticcting awareness of the
different expectations for kinds of knowledge production of the milirary
and acadeniia, ditterences that have come up in other places (if not in the
ST aYs 1oas more intractable contradictions between military and aca-
denc practice. Vor example, the exchanges among Roberto Gonzilez,
Montgomery Mclfate, Duvid Price, and David Kileullen in 2007 in
Anthropoloqy “loday abour whether the Comnterinsurgency Manual is
properly categorized as doctrine, scholarship, or plagiarism, illustrates this
tension. Simons, in contrast, secks the best batance.

She s particularly coneerned with the “specter of the cult of the uncon-
sentionad,” as this is historically cultivated by the SOF and as more recently
represented by the supposedly “out of the box™ thinking summarized
in the € ‘mzwz‘ffy"z'mzu‘/;mm/ Manual. She is concerned with what happens

when the munconventional” becomes the new “groupthink,” a trend she calls
the “eonvent x(mah'/atu')n of rhc conventional.” In conjunctinn with this

mxuul by our au(hms, namdy, a dlI‘CLf assoclation among hu students
berween knowledge acquisition and problem-solving urility. She tellingly
notes, “Without question, our students immediately reject anything that
ties tn the race of their personal experiences.” This comment is mreresting
o number of ways. First, it rings a change on one classical anthropologi-
cal narrative of professionalization, that of “being there,” where the field
and fickdwork separate the students from the protessionals. In Simons’s
vase, her students have been there, often multiple times—a theme echoed
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i Tarndey’s essay as well, This expericace, and role reversal, appears Lo

have particular authority for how she is able ro teach them.

Another way itis interesting is that students” esperience on their to e
takes the form ot “what works” and what doesn’t. And thev are concerned
with what has worked. Simons tellingly notes that whereas as Lacudty she
pitches her teaching at thie pol ey level fanalogous, in ity way, to g theo
retical approach), her students are typically more interested in the ract
cal and operational levels (¢.g_, the uulnv ot knowledpe as mutormed by
their experience of successive tours). This poses a challenge for Simons.
how does one appropriately teach “outside-the-box™ critical thinki iny 1o
SOF-type operators who need such skills more than most, without cither
providing too much criticality in ways that undermine thelr morale or
aiding and abetting a groupthink-type, tactival level problem solving, and
utilitarian relationship 1o knowledge rthay - d(ntxmu like ~all too casilv
can become a dangerously uneritical status quo? This seems 1o be a sig
nificantly ditferent challenge than those taced by teachers in nonmilic. 1y
academic institutions.

How a military education “is” and “is not™ the same as that 11 a “1or
mal” university setng 1s thum addressed by mudtiple authors i this
volume. This theme, however, deserves some more attention. Afwer read
ing Simons, we came away wanting to know more about what vaiuc an
M.S. in Detense Analysis, or any degree for chat mateer, holds for e
ofhicer-student. Specifically, we wondered w ho qualities for {hug Proweams
and what they expect from the progeam in terms of carcer ads ancement
The extent to which “schoolroom” knowtedge measures up to “real-dife
frontline experience is also interesting; for example, when officers study
scenarios from Vietnam, what are they expected to learn about differences
berween past and preseat military campaigns? We ask tlm yecse Simons
notes the difficulty her students face in connecting, “all the dots buwccn
Afghanistan {or Iraq ] and similar wicked problems hmn the past)”

{f Simons is concerned with the cult of the unum\'umumh W also
wonder about another culr, thar of “lcaders wp." A common theme
emerging from several cases is how a military education is about- amony
other things—cultivating “leaders” (think of Holines Eber and Pupmura’s
accounts). At hirst glance, this makes sense, as their studcms are officers
and de facto or intended leaders (in the case of the U8, Naval Academy).
But more is at stake than having a well-run militar v Several authors, for
mistance, remark upon the fact that from the pool of ‘military otficers will
come many of the future’s top decision nml\us, as such, they all recog
nize the gravity of their teaching obligations. In fact, the OPPOTILNITY 10
shape the outlook and thinking of the nation’s seuior eaders ( military and
otherwise) seems a lar po part of the appeal and /or moral obligation of
teaching in a military cducational setting. Docs Sinons agrees
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Simons Response

I write this response oin the eve of a tip ro Baghdad w visit one of the
commuanders of U.S, SOF forces in Iraq. He has done as well as it is pos-
sible to do thus far in SO

Whenever 1 get to travel to visit our graduates | invariably say thar
seeing how well they are doing in the tield is the bese part of my job.
But that’s actually not quite true. Building the relationships that lead to
these Visits is no less rewarding, as s the impetus behind the invitatons
to travel “downrange”: araduates i command positions wans us to sce
what their units are doing. They want us to return ro the classroom as
well intormed as possible so that what we teach and the questons we
vaise remain redevant tor the next generation of commanders. No one
is more mterested in making the armed forces more effective than are
some of those who are charged with running it—excepr mavbe those in
rhe runnimg 1o ran it

Ulike to think that, by this point in time, [ can distinguish between
pare careerists aid otficers who strive to make a difference, both to oth-
crs and for the country, e is hard to be around the latter and not work as
Bard as they do. Tois also hard not o want to ofter them every possible
form ol assistance, to include exposure to as many usetul anthropological
'$ permit.

Among the core courses 1 teach are Anthropology ot Conflict and
Military Advisor. In the former T focus on what motivates groups to fight.
We pay particular attention to identity. Iintroduce students to concepts
fike “emic” and and we read accounts that range from Lincoln
Keiser™s ethnography of the Kohistani (a book that my pre-9 /11 students
turned out to especially appreciate atter 9/11) to Ed Husain’s personal
journey through Tslamism. In the Military Advisor class our focus is, as
the titke might suggest, on working with others. We delve into a series

approaches as quarter-long cours

etic,”

ol cross-cultural advisory encounters. Among other things, we analyze
che significance of cross-cultural atfinity, linguistic ability, empathy, what
“poimng nadve” might mean, and all manner of other topics that would be
ramiliar to anthropologists.

I teach other courses with a heavy anthropological bias. Students love
this. [adeed, this year for the first tme a young colleague whom 1 first
taight as an vudergraduate at UCLA s teaching Anthropology of Conflict
with e, He tells me almost every week how enthused his students are
abour the subject matter, how they wish they could take more anthro-
potogy courses, and how retreshingly different—but relevant—-they find
the material,

Fhis, PP say, reveals something very healthy abour our military, or at
least the shice of the military we teach. Ieis one ot the distinet benefits of
atfording nudeareer officers {(as well as select warrant officers and, soon,
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noncommissioned officers) 18 months in which 1o step back from Jday
to-day operational pressures ro reflect, svnthesize, question, debate, and
be able to put their experiences into a broader context and examine them
from ditferent frames. Withour question, this particular generation of
officers deserves time 1o reacquaint themselves with their families. T am
just finishing a project undertaken with 13 of them. We counted up their
total number of deploymentis since 9/11: 82. SOF has never had so nran.
experienced individuals. At the same time, it is ditheult for anvone to
make sense of these expericenees without being granted the time and 100l
to think about them critically--which is what graduate programs criable.
If even we faculty, who think about these issucs full-time, have dithicuhy
working our way through the thicker of the past decade, imagine those
who have been in the thick of it

OFf course, T also know that I'm about to be flummaosed once agaln in
lrag. There are so many moving picces and parts, so many players, and
$0-many operations that have to be juggled, managed, and monitored
that it is never clear to me there is anyone who can see the torest aud ihe
trees. This, too, is an issue 1 keep raising with students and graduates,
knowing that already, some of them are filling posittons where this s
what they have o try 16 do. How, then, can one not want to v (o fhrelp
them? Especially when one considers anthropology’s strong suirs: think.
ing holistically and trom multiple angies.

Notes

1. Licutenant commander in the Navy,

2. This includes numerous of our international officers, who likewise tond 16
be SOF oriented.

3. Or, it they don’y, they should.

4. Worth noting is thar U5, Armiy Special Forees (commonly reterred 1o s

Green Berets) are just one among a number of SOF forces. Their rraditional
specialization has been working with, training, and advising toreign torees,
whether insurgents or counterinsurgents, guerrillas, or government LEOOPS,
5. World War 1 is actually replete with exaimples: both of synergies, and divi
sion of labor nightmares,
6. On Luzon there were a whole series of bands, some of which aniluam
ated over time, and some of which did not. )
Bartles yes, campaigns mavbe, but not a war.

7.

8. 1 need o be carelul about not overstating this. The personnet svstem,
tor all its faults, is stll shrewd, and keeps otficers hooked with lquimx‘ at
retirement after 20 vears, along with other benefits. Among these are gen
crous health benetits, which prove especially important o tamilies with
children with special needs.
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Conclusion

“Be All That You Can Be...”: The
Anthropological Vocation in the
Securityscape

George E. Marcus

Our cascbook arises from and within a pumd of controversy the rotal
izing atmosphere of fear since 9/11, after the tour years of work by
the American Anthropological \xsou.mon (AAA) Commission on thic
Engagement of Anthropology with the US. Security and Intelligence
Comniunities (CEAUSSLC), the appeal of anthropology to the miliary s
counterinsurgency doctrine, the Human Terrain Svstem’s use ol anthuro
pologists in military operations—but it would otherwise be very worth
doing even in calmer times because it contributes to making visible the
blurring boundaries and common concerns of an anthro pological protes:
ston that increasingly operares as much outside academia as within it And
indeed, the terrains of research interest of both academic and nonacademie
anthropologists overlap as well. The SCCUFILYsSCape, as we term it is a dis
tinctive sphere in which anthropological work occurs, but is by no means
an exotic one. In tact, T will want to argue that carcers in this arena sarisiy
some of the keenest desires tor involvement in the public amhmpulxw\’
that is much called tor, and referred to, today at the core of the discipline,
The practice of a public ¢ anthropology is not only limited 1o spe. tking
out in the media of the Classically conceived public sphere, or 1o working,
for activist causes and sovial movements. Tt depends at base on the praciice
of an anthropological vocation wherever and however it is situated. The
debates and controversy over the roles of anthropologists in the milinary
and other defense and securiry msmumms have focused on the coneept and
standards of ¢thics (at base, “do no harm,” and its problems and complica
tions in application). Questions of ethics are undentably unpmmnu and
quite intricate in their situational complexity {see Faubion 2011} b Thev par
ticalarly focus the issuces about which anthropology, as an organization with
professional standards of conduer, should be concerned. But the conce prof

245




