
I am an anthropologist because I strive to understand perspectives that differ from my own, 
particularly those that seem strange, irrational, or disturbing. 

I am an anthropologist because I aim to understand the ways historical trauma becomes 
discursively framed as collective memory and used as the material for social identities based on 
bounded and hostile forms of closure. 

I am an anthropologist because I seek to understand the competing moral perspectives and 
political-economic interests that structure enduring conflicts. 

I do so not as a moral relativist but as a scholar critically concerned to recognize and examine 
asymmetries in power relations. 

I am an anthropologist because I engage in research and teaching on these topics to challenge 
the public to think anew about stereotypes, stigmas, dynamics of domination, subordination, 
and victimhood. 

And as an anthropologist, I know that it is possible to apply these perspectives to generate 
creative ways for subverting the violence of the status quo. 

For these reasons, I oppose a boycott on Anthropologists in Israel, our professional colleagues 
who share these goals and aim to realize them through their research, teaching, and social 
engagement. 

An academic boycott contradicts the fundamental precepts of anthropology– an insistence on 
listening, learning, and leaving room for ambiguity in the analysis of complex situations; an 
understanding that the anthropologist cannot be less embedded in social and symbolic relations 
than the people and situations that are studied. A boycott positions “us” –the non-Israelis–as 
less entangled, less responsible, less complicit in the militarization and violence of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict—despite the deep involvement of the US government and corporate world 
in this conflict. It expresses a hubris of moral purity that one can condemn colleagues without 
understanding the lives they lead, or knowing the specific labor they pursue. A boycott 
represents a simple refusal to engage, under the guise of engagement, rather than the 
challenging investment of time and energy to figure out how our expertise may contribute 
positively to the goals of peace. 

For these reasons, I urge the AAA to consider productive ways that we, as an organization 
expressing deep concern over the violence in Israel/Palestine, can deploy our expertise as 
researchers and teachers, to promote peaceful change in the Middle East through supporting 
the development of anthropological research, teaching, and dialogue. 

Such initiatives should include educating ourselves about the efforts currently underway or 
desired in local universities, colleges, and at the grassroots, to bring anthropological kinds of 
insights to the publics engaged in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. 



Such initiatives could include supporting Palestinian anthropologists through research 
fellowships, opportunities to network with colleagues abroad, and support for their teaching 
endeavors. 

Such initiatives could include supporting the work of Israeli anthropologists who research and 
teach on topics related to peaceful co-existence, the historical and cultural analysis of 
nationalism, collective memory, the anthropology of the military, education, NGOs, and human 
rights. 

Such initiatives should put our outrage and anguish over this conflict to work in ways that 
support our Middle Eastern colleagues in their profoundly courageous efforts to promote peace 
through anthropological knowledge. 
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