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Abstract

This review traces anthropological studies of humanitarianism starting in the
late 1980s, when humanitarianism began to take shape as a particular moral
and political project through the formation of transnational nongovern-
mental organizations (NGOs). It follows both the evolving relationship of
anthropologists to humanitarianism—initially as allies, then as critics, alter-
nately embracing and challenging their conjoined humanist legacy—and the
growing field of the anthropology of humanitarianism.
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INTRODUCTION

Humanitarianism is not easily defined: It is, among other things, an ethos, a cluster of senti-
ments, a set of laws, a moral imperative to intervene, and a form of government. In its dominant
characterization, humanitarianism is one way to “do good” or to improve aspects of the human
condition by focusing on suffering and saving lives in times of crisis or emergency; for instance,
humanitarians provide temporary shelter, food, and medical care during wartime or immediately
after disasters. Historians have debated what humanitarianism is and how long it has been around,;
some have argued that humanitarian sentiment came into being in its modern formation with
the rise of capitalism in the eighteenth century (Haskell 1992), others, that it has been shaped by
eighteenth-century technologies of science and medicine that made visible the details of suffering
in the individual body (Laqueur 1989). This review is limited, however, to anthropological studies
of humanitarianism starting in the late 1980s, when humanitarianism began to take shape as a
particular moral and political project through the formation of transnational nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs).

Anthropological scholarship on transnational humanitarianism has proliferated, racing to keep
up with the increasing importance of humanitarianism around the world. This article traces both
the evolving relationship of anthropologists to humanitarianism and the growing field of the an-
thropology of humanitarianism. In particular, it defines three moments in anthropological schol-
arship, each of which also exemplifies a particular relationship between anthropologists and hu-
manitarianism. First, by looking at how the fields of legal and medical anthropology come together
in the study of humanitarianism, I describe a turn from a concern with anthropological difference
to a focus on universal suffering, where anthropologists see their work in alliance with the moral
project of humanitarianism; second, I trace a shift from alliance to critique of humanitarianism, as
anthropologists reveal its unintended consequences; and third, I cover newer studies that question
humanitarianism as a clear field or object of study. The review ends with directions for future
scholarship.

JOINING LEGAL AND MEDICAL ANTHROPOLOGIES:
THE TURN TO SUFFERING

Humanitarianism responds to problems by enlisting the help of a diverse pool of actors and experts,
many of whom are from the medical and legal fields: doctors, nurses, psychologists, lawyers,
bureaucrats, policy makers, and public health officials. Otherwise stated, humanitarian responses
to suffering and emergencies are structured as combined medical and legal interventions—not as
political events. For this reason, anthropological work on humanitarianism brings together the
field of legal anthropology with that of the anthropology of medicine.

Legal anthropology came to humanitarianism through a study of the effects of violence and
conflict in a globalizing world. Traditionally concerned with forms of law, order, conflict, regu-
lation, and crime in non-Western societies (Comaroff & Roberts 1981, Gluckman 1955, Nader
1990), legal anthropologists shifted in the 1980s to studying their home societies (Greenhouse
1986, Merry 1990); they also shifted away from a case study method to explore law as a form of
power (Starr & Collier 1989). Part of this shift involved examining law’s distribution and trans-
mission, including at the international and transnational levels (Merry 1992). Legal anthropology
changed, that is, from an interest in how other people imagine law to a focus on different types of
domestic and international law.

Although scholars dispute how far back international law goes—some argue 400 years—it really
came into its modern form in the post-World War II era. The United Nations (UN) was formed
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in 1945, replacing the League of Nations, and the UN Convention on Refugees was signed in 1951
in response to a reconfiguration of the globe that left many people stateless (Arendt 1951). These
developments, combined with movements for decolonization and the concomitant formation of
new nation-states, brought to bear the concern with new forms of international order, conflict,
and displacement worldwide and in anthropology specifically.

On the legal side, then, anthropological work on the topic of humanitarian intervention was
initiated by studies of international refugees and displacement (Harrell-Bond 1986; Malkki 1995,
1996). Here, the focus was on political conflict and the international legal and bureaucratic insti-
tutions, such as the UNHCR (UN High Commissioner for Refugees), that create and mediate
spaces such as refugee camps. For example, Harrell-Bond’s 1986 book Irmposing Aid explores the
Ugandan refugee assistance program in southern Sudan. The book analyzes bureaucratic proce-
dures and institutional rivalries and looks closely at the relief establishment itself, calling it to task
for not listening to refugees, who were progressively understood as victims, unable to fend for
themselves.

Malkki was another forerunner in the field; in the 1990s, she worked with Hutu refugees from
Burundi living in Tanzania and similarly indicted an international humanitarian order for silencing
refugees. She examines the legal category of refugee and its relationship to moral identity, but
she also tracks the category of humanity, suggesting that anthropologists might be best suited to
both question and reimagine the practice of humanitarianism owing to anthropology’s historic
imbrication with “progressive liberal politics” and its proponent, universal humanity. Indeed, at
this time, the field of law was becoming increasingly concerned with the category of humanity;
as legal scholar Teitel (2011) argues, “humanity’s law”—a combination of international human
rights law, the laws of war, and international criminal law—came to play an important role in the
post—Cold War period. That is, whereas the “laws of war” inscribed humanitarian sentiment into
law in the late nineteenth century, limiting the effects of armed conflict on civilians, they took on
new weight in the 1980s and 1990s in conjunction with other forms of law and political action that
were creating and protecting the category of humanity. The study of refugees and of the category
humanity—both key figures in humanitarianism—were thus part of a move in legal anthropology
to the study of transnational processes.

Similarly, medical anthropology shifted its focus to the transnational with the study of humani-
tarianism. Changing both object and scale, it moved medical anthropology from the cross-cultural
study of health and well-being to universal forms of experience, with an emphasis on universal
suffering. Medical anthropology had been concerned primarily with the cross-cultural under-
standings of health and sickness and the pluralistic practices of healing and medicine; Kleinman
(1988) famously distinguished “disease” from “illness” by noting that illness was “the subjective
experience of symptoms and suffering,” whereas disease was a biomedical diagnosis based on the
symptoms of an illness. And actually it was a concern with suffering, not disease, that drew medical
anthropologists to the study of humanitarianism.

With its primary focus on health and bodily integrity in situations of emergency—often in
distant locales (Boltanski 1999)—humanitarianism centers attention on the suffering body. Med-
ical humanitarianism as we know it was founded in the nineteenth century with the Red Cross
movement, which developed alongside the laws of war to humanize warfare, providing medical
care for wounded soldiers. But contemporary humanitarianism is perhaps best epitomized by the
Nobel Prize-winning humanitarian organization, Doctors Without Borders or Médecins Sans
Frontieres (MSF). MSF was founded in 1971, galvanized by the global political movements of
1968 and yet ultimately shaped by the movements’ failure to really transform society. Although
MSF was initially guided by a belief in a universal humanity grounded in equality and solidarity,
after the failure of anticolonial revolutionary Marxist movements in the 1970s, MSF leaders turned
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away from engagement with what they thought of as politics and instead embraced the belief that
one could ultimately only address individual suffering. In this sense, they attended to what they
conceived of as a universal humanity composed of suffering victims (Ross 2002, Vallaeys 2004).
As former executive director of MSF-USA, Nicolas de Torrente (2004) wrote, “humanitarian
action’s single-minded purpose (is) alleviating suffering, unconditionally and without any ulterior
motive” (p. 5).

Medical humanitarianism grew and took on new prominence in the face of global political
events in the 1980s and 1990s—from the famine in Ethiopia to the Rwandan genocide—and
new forms of media and technology that made certain kinds of suffering hypervisible. As Malkki
wrote in 1996, the suffering body of the refugee held particular importance in the camps because
it was seen by humanitarians as providing a more reliable account of experience than a refugee’s
stories or words; she also notes the importance of doctors in this process, whose medical diagnoses
provided evidence for legal status while bypassing political histories of displacement. The role of
the suffering body as the best and most legitimate source for claims-making and legal and political
recognition has since been illustrated in multiple contexts (Allen 2009; Fassin 2001, 2011b; Fassin
& D’Halluin 2005; Feldman 2004; Kelly 2011; Ticktin 2006, 2011a,b).

Both legal and medical anthropologists followed this increasingly prominent focus on the
suffering body in the media and international institutions, taking suffering itself as an object of
investigation. Medical anthropologists shifted from a well-established focus on different under-
standings and expressions of illness and health to think about suffering in a larger, even existential
sense, or what Kleinman et al. refer to as “social suffering” (1997). In what are known as the three
“social suffering” volumes (Das et al. 1997, 2001; Kleinman et al. 1997), the authors address an
assembly of human problems under the rubric of suffering, and they are approached through vari-
ous lenses, from phenomenology and social experience to political economy. In a move echoed by
other work of the moment (Bourdieu 1999), the three volumes insist that suffering is an experience
shared across social classes and divisions and across local and global contexts.

The study of humanitarianism was centrally involved in shaping this new interest in univer-
sal suffering; it participated in, if not prompted, shifts in these subdisciplines from studies of
cross-cultural difference to a concern with the universal, global, and transnational—all brought
together by a focus on suffering. Yet as Robbins (2013) argues in a perceptive and provocative
piece, this attention to suffering also represented a larger disciplinary shift in anthropology. In
particular, Robbins (2013) calls this a move from the “savage slot” to the “suffering slot”—from
an engagement with the Other, and with difference, to one with “the figure of humanity united in
its shared vulnerability to suffering” (p. 450). Of course, this disciplinary shift reflected changes
in the world. The decolonizing movements in the 1960s and 1970s and the various postcolonial
critiques of anthropological and other representations of Otherness threw the field of anthro-
pology into a form of crisis and self-doubt. The turn to the “suffering subject” in the 1990s
responded to this crisis, giving anthropology a new, politically and ethically acceptable object of
study, while simultaneously responding to and reflecting the growing presence of discourses and
institutions that represented and protected a universal, “global humanity.” Looked at through this
lens, the study of humanitarianism plays a central role in the direction of anthropology, giving it
new life.

A different sort of anthropological engagement and a different epistemology accompanied this
focus on universal suffering. Generations of scholars have explained how the field of anthropology,
intent on the study of difference, was complicit with colonial missions. While fully acknowledging
this, we can nevertheless note that the earlier anthropological work relied on an epistemology
and methodology of analytic distance and critical comparison, with the presumed end goal (for
some) of creating a better world. This was imagined to be possible through discovering other
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ways of living (different legal systems or systems of healing). New anthropological work shifted its
approach from analytic distance to empathetic connection with one’s research subjects through
experiences such as trauma (Fassin & Rechtman 2009, Robbins 2013); rather than reinforcing
different worlds, the end goal was ultimately the realization of a shared humanity. That is, while
powerfully critiquing phenomena such as the commodification of suffering (Kleinman & Kleinman
1996), this work largely demonstrates a belief shared with medical humanitarians in a universal
humanity, grounded in a moral orientation to suffering. This affective—and often, moralized—
connection to one’s research subjects engaged anthropologists in a moral imperative to intervene,
to try to make the world better; we see attempts in both the legal and medical anthropological
scholarship to provide a more nuanced understanding of suffering and its multiple components
and causes in order to intervene more effectively (Bourgois 1995; Scheper-Hughes 1992, 2000).
This work tracked legal, political, and moral categories and institutions, while also proposing to
help reconceptualize, and in many ways reclaim, the humanitarian project. Farmer (1992, 1996,
2003) perhaps best exemplifies this tendency, as anthropologist-doctor-hero. In this sense, for
anthropologists, the study of humanitarianism—with its focus on suffering and humanity—paved
the way for a new type of intellectual-moral engagement, one which relied on a particular kinship
between the role of anthropologist and humanitarian.

UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES OF HUMANITARIANISM

Although a good number of anthropologists continue to join their scholarship with what they
hope will be better forms of intervention, seeing humanitarians and anthropologists as working
side by side (Abramowitz & Panter-Brick 2015, Bourgois & Schonberg 2009, Delvecchio Good
etal. 2010), in the 2000s others nonetheless moved away from empathetic engagement to greater
and more severe critiques of humanitarianism—critiques that often suggested that humanitarian-
ism should be entirely abandoned or dismantled. For instance, de Waal’s (1997) Famine Crimes
delivered a powerful blow to the aid regime in the face of famine in Africa, focusing on places such
as Ethiopia, Sudan, and Somalia. He argued that “the humanitarian international” stopped the
articulation of political solutions to famine by making it seem like a technical—not a political—
problem. With the idea of an “antipolitics” of the disaster relief industry, de Waal’s work echoes
that of Ferguson’s now foundational critique of the development industry (1994).

Yet because both humanitarianism itself and the anthropological study of humanitarianism in-
volve deep (often conjoined) moral commitments, it was not clear on what ground these critiques
could stand. That is, what moral position does one occupy to critique a morally driven move-
ment? Some of the questions associated with humanitarianism were untouchable, beyond debate
(Fassin 2011a,b). For instance, one could not question that suffering should be stopped or that
one should care about it. So, without abandoning the set of moral positions related to suffering,
anthropologists engaged with and critiqued humanitarianism according to its own self-professed
principles, examining the effects of these principles ethnographically and often denouncing their
failures.

Anthropologists were not alone; scholars and journalists from various disciplines were already
increasingly offering critical analyses of humanitarian interventions as depoliticizing or dehistori-
cizing (Barnett & Weiss 2008, Calhoun 2008, Kennedy 2005, Rieff 2002), and humanitarians
with first-hand experience working for NGOs began doing the same (Terry 2002, Weissman
2004). In this context, anthropologists have used their position of being “on the ground,” while
also having a (varying) measure of independence from the humanitarian process itself to trace
the effects of good intentions. Fassin (2011a,b) describes this position through Plato’s allegory of
the cave, as on the threshold or border, attending ethnographically to people’s own accounts of
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their lives while maintaining a distance from their interpretations to show hidden motivations or
interests; this anthropological position is a difficult and fraught balance between being critical and
yet accepting the principles of justice that drive humanitarianism. By situating themselves at this
threshold, anthropologists have offered some of the most potent analyses of the often unintended
or unexpected consequences of humanitarian interventions.

Much of this work is shaped and informed by a few key theorists, namely, Michel Foucault,
Hannah Arendt, and Giorgio Agamben. Agamben’s Homzo Sacer came out in English in 1998; his
theories of “bare life” and the camp as the “nomos of modernity” spoke directly to the themes of
an increasingly dominant global humanitarian regime and shaped an impressive body of scholarly
literature as well as a series of political responses: Activists in many places took up his theories
to explain the predicament of immigrants and refugees, the network of detention centers, and
the lives of the most marginalized. Homzo Sacer brings the theories of Hannah Arendt and Michel
Foucault into dialogue; although Foucault’s (1978, 1991) work had already guided and framed an-
thropological work for quite some time, Horzo Sacer brought new analytical attention to Foucault’s
concepts, such as biopolitics, biopower, and governmentality. Similarly, Arendt’s work (1951) was
reexamined for its prescient account of the relationship between the human and the citizen, as
well as its account of statelessness.

Below, I address three areas where anthropologists have most extensively explored the unin-
tended consequences of humanitarianism, and then I point briefly to what this work has enabled
theoretically. These areas include humanitarian spaces, the people associated with and touched
by humanitarianism, and the events that lead to humanitarian intervention.

Spaces

This literature considers spaces of exception created by humanitarian intervention, perhaps best
embodied by refugee camps. Camps, as quintessential humanitarian spaces—that is, set apart from
the ordinary spaces of life (Agier & Bouchet-Saulnier 2004)—temporarily address basic needs such
as food, water, shelter, and medical care for people fleeing violence or disaster, and as such, they
are conceived of as exceptions in both space and time. These camps are supposed to be zones of
peace in the midst of conflict, and they are made to last just for the time of emergency. However,
anthropologists have shown that camps are not necessarily exceptions in time or space and do
not hold all in abeyance: They are complex places, the sites of new forms of politics, nationalism,
rivalry, and entrepreneurship, as well as new forms of sociality, violence, and suffering (Agier 2002,
2008, Feldman 2011, Malkki 1996). Indeed, anthropological scholarship has shown that sometimes
these spaces are less safe than conflict zones; indeed, camps produce the misery of meaningless
lives. Anthropologists have nuanced and questioned the idea of the “camp” itself, detailing the
differences between its many instantiations, including detention centers (Coutin 2010, De Genova
2007, Kobelinsky & Makaremi 2008, Ticktin 2005), liberation camps (Williams 2012), and zones
of social abandonment (Biehl 2005).

This work builds on and challenges theories of the state of exception from Agamben (1998),
Schmitt (1985), and Benjamin (1986), filling out empirically whata state of emergency looks like. In
so doing, it points to gaps in both the political theories and the ideas purported by humanitarians.
For instance, this literature demonstrates that although the state of exception might be classically
defined as a suspension of the law, instituted by a sovereign in the name of a threatened public
order, in fact it may be desired and called into place by a broader public, as in Venezuela after
the natural disaster of 1999 (Fassin & Vasquez 2005). Additionally, this scholarship implies that
the relationship between the law and the police is different in each of these states and spaces
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of exception—the police do not always replace the law but sometimes actually prompt the law’s
remaking or rewriting.

People

The people involved in humanitarian interventions include those being helped (often thought of
as the “victims”) as well as the humanitarians themselves (those who “save”).

In a world where borders of the Global North are zealously guarded, and inequality between
North and South is growing, immigrants and refugees have become some of the key populations
served by humanitarians. Ethnographic work has revealed the often unexpected consequences of
involving medical experts such as doctors and psychiatrists in the immigration or asylum process as
a humanitarian measure; this involvement creates a focus on the suffering body as a locus of moral
legitimacy, which in turn requires immigrants and refugees to foreground their scars, injuries,
illnesses, or traumas in order to be granted rights. Anthropologists have demonstrated how this
practice often ends up favoring certain kinds of people and injuries over others for historical and
political—not necessarily medical—reasons; for instance, certain forms of torture, HIV/AIDS,
sexual violence, and posttraumatic stress disorder are among those given recognition (Fassin
2001, 2011b; Fassin & D’Halluin 2005; Fassin & Rechtman 2009; Kelly 2011; Nguyen 2010;
Ticktin 2006, 2011a,c). Humanitarian practice—and the need to enforce a certain bureaucratic
procedure—can be involved in other unexpected or unplanned ways to determine who qualifies as
a refugee, citizen, or native (Feldman 2007a,b) and to discipline people once they acquire refugee
status (Besteman 2013, Ong 2003).

Conversely, anthropological scholarship on humanitarians includes studies of MSF (Allen &
Styan 2000, Fassin 2007, Redfield 2013), the ICRC (International Committee of the Red Cross)
(Malkki 2015), CARE International (Feldman 2011), and World Vision (Bornstein 2005), and
it examines the multifaceted aspects of humanitarians’ institutional lives, from their bureaucratic
process to how their ethical principles play out. Anthropologists demonstrate the complexities and
aporias of humanitarian principles in practice, teasing out the often contradictory and unstable
meanings of key concepts and practices such as neutrality, crisis, engagement, and witnessing
(Fassin 2011b; Redfield 2005, 2006, 2013). These accounts also shed light on why people become
humanitarians, which, as Malkki (2015) suggests, contrary to popular belief, is not necessarily to
save lives; she argues that the Finnish ICRC workers just want to be good professionals. Indeed,
humanitarians often choose their careers to help themselves (as forms of self-care or as fulfilling
their own needs) as much as for those whom they purport to help (Feldman 2007b, Malkki
2015). These ethnographies reveal the often-uncomfortable positions in which humanitarians
find themselves: as gatekeepers to resources (Feldman 2007a) and as those who must practice
triage (Nguyen 2010, Redfield 2013) despite a commitment to saving lives and to promoting the
equality of all lives. Some work also explores the differences and inequalities between humanitarian
workers: ex-pats and locals (Fassin 2011b, Redfield 2012b).

Much of this literature on the people involved in humanitarian action explores the meaning of
“humanity” in practice: Rather than take universal humanity as a moral foundation or an underlying
premise for action, it asks what kind of human is protected and rescued by humanitarianism, how
this determination builds on humanity as both ethical relation and biological species, and what the
relationships are between government and humanity (Feldman & Ticktin 2010). Both drawing
on and critiquing Agamben’s idea of “bare life” and Arendt’s notion that being stateless deprives
one of one’s membership in the category humanity, the literature on those who receive aid shows
that while the humanity protected may appear to be minimal (Redfield 2005, Ticktin 2006), it
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is never simply outside of politics. And the studies of humanitarian institutions demonstrate that
a hierarchy of humanity is always at work, valuing some lives over others (Asad 2003, Fassin
2007).

Events

A range of events elicit humanitarian intervention. Three of the most prominent include conflicts,
epidemics, and disasters.

First, I address conflict. Anthropologists have shown how humanitarian intervention in conflicts
tends to unexpectedly naturalize or neutralize war, where aid to victims works to overshadow the
historical or political interests underlying practices of violence (Fassin & Pandolfi 2010, Pandolfi
2008). Furthermore, anthropologists argue that humanitarian interventions in conflict zones ac-
tually restructure the political order rather than keeping the status quo, as humanitarian principles
would suggest. For instance, Mamdani (2009) claims that in places such as Darfur, humanitarian
intervention works to turn citizens into wards and dependents, creating a two-tiered global sys-
tem. Fadlalla (2008) demonstrates how humanitarians get conscripted into broader political and
especially neoliberal agendas in Sudan, a point on which Clarke (2010) builds in suggesting that
conflicts in Africa have created a “humanitarian diaspora” that participates in new forms of neolib-
eral governance. Both Ferme (2004) and James (2012) show that the aid apparatus (in Sierra Leone
and Haiti, respectively) can exacerbate the very conditions of instability that elicited military and
humanitarian interventions in the first place.

Next, turning to epidemics, in the years since humanitarianism has come of age, HIV/AIDS
has been the pandemic of primary global concern. Much of the anthropological work around
HIV/AIDS has emphasized the structural violence that makes some people more susceptible
to infection than others (Farmer 1992, 1996). For instance, a focus on the figure of the child
(innocent, abused, or orphaned) is used to bring attention to the epidemic in places such as South
Africa and to elicit compassion, yet this reifies children as victims and erases the role of poverty and
exploitation (Fassin 2011b). Other unexpected effects of humanitarian responses to the epidemic
include the creation of new markets for testimonials by people with HIV/AIDS and a transmission
of confessional technologies from the West to places such as the Ivory Coast. Nguyen (2010)
argues that this emphasis on confession is because testimonials are seen as indicators of success
and keep money flowing to programs. Humanitarian organizations, pharmaceutical companies,
and governments have ended up working together not simply to help, but ultimately to govern
populations infected with HIV/AIDS (Biehl 2007, Nguyen 2010). For example, anthropological
work has shown that HIV/AIDS catalyzed a change in MSF’s understanding of itself, shifting its
mandate from emergency to more long-term response, as MSF began a campaign for access to
medicine (Redfield 2013).

Finally, I turn to disasters. Whether these are natural or man-made, humanitarians have taken
disasters as a key part of their mandate; indeed, the Lisbon earthquake of 1755 has been cited as
a formative moment in humanitarianism’s history (Redfield & Bornstein 2011). More recently,
anthropological work demonstrates the imbrication of humanitarianism with other forces such
as militarism and capitalism in disaster response, despite the humanitarian principle of neutrality
(Brauman 2004). These overlaps with other types of intervention open the way for transformations
of society after disasters, either through greater militarization (James 2012, Pandolfi 2003, Vasquez
Lezama 2010) or through encroaching forms of privatization and neoliberalization (Adams 2013);
incidentally, the latter cultivate competition rather than cooperation between NGOs in relief
work (Stirrat 2006). Petryna’s classic book (2002) on the Chernobyl nuclear disaster illustrates
these transformations; she shows how suffering becomes a resource when the state can no longer
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provide for its citizens, and a mix of humanitarian and state forces then create informal markets
for disability by adjudicating which citizens are worthy of treatment and resources.

The literature on events illustrates one of the defining features of this body of work on unin-
tended consequences: its focus on humanitarianism as a new form of government. Scholars have
often used Foucault’s concept of “governmentality” to think about how populations are governed
in ways that exceed the state (Feher et al. 2007, Ferguson & Gupta 2002, Ghosh 1994, Keck &
Sikkink 1998). But the outsourcing of certain state functions to humanitarian NGOs has grown
exponentially, giving it a specific character detailed by much of the literature just discussed: It
is portrayed as a humanitarian apparatus deployed across many significantly different geographic
and social contexts, which displaces a concern with systemic inequality to focus instead on individ-
ual suffering, transforms political violence into experiences of psychological trauma, and turns a
concern for politics and justice more generally into an emphasis on emotional responses to victims
(Guilhot 2012). Humanitarian government is depicted as a form of “mobile sovereignty” (Pandolf
2003), as “the left hand of empire” (Agier 2010), and more generally, as the deployment of moral
sentiments in the service of contemporary politics (Fassin 2011b).

BLURRING THE BOUNDARIES OF HUMANITARIANISM

These critiques both produce and respond to a particular idea of humanitarianism—as interna-
tional order, as a regime of care and also violence, and as exclusion as much as inclusion. But
changing empirical realities and new analytical developments have prompted a different vision.
Thatis, as humanitarianism has expanded beyond its initial sphere of emergency relief—pushed in
many ways by a popular belief that humanitarianism can better respond to injustice and suffering
than can politicians, even if the reality on the ground is much more complex (Brauman 2004,
Calhoun 2010)—it has bumped up against the limits of its technical abilities and political and
ethical goals. In response to these changing geopolitical realities, as well as to the limits of critique
and denunciation, new anthropological work has pushed back at diagnoses and condemnations of
humanitarianism, as well as at anthropological sympathies with the humanitarian project. Instead,
it demonstrates how humanitarianism as a project is morphing, for which we need new analytics.
Without knowing what, precisely, humanitarianism is and where its boundaries lie, a different
anthropological approach—focusing on ambiguities, limits, and constraints—has taken shape.

In trying to understand humanitarianism, earlier anthropological work attempted to distinguish
between humanitarianism and other projects that want to “do good,” such as human rights and
development, even while showing that the boundaries are slippery and always being reworked
(Bornstein & Redfield 2011, Feldman & Ticktin 2010, Wilson & Brown 2009). Human rights were
understood to be about politics and justice, ultimately turning to the law to correct past violations;
development was about improving economic well-being through long-term investments in the
future, guided by a beliefin progress. In contrast, humanitarianism was seen to existin the temporal
present, with no pretension to longer-term resolutions of inequality. But with the overwhelming
growth of the humanitarian aid industry, including new geopolitical actors, these boundaries are
being further broken down: Different forms of humanitarianism are being created, blurring the
boundaries with older and newer political and ethical forms.

For instance, scholarship on humanitarianism has focused largely on its secular forms, exempli-
fied by MSF, the ICRC, and various UN bodies; these were the dominant form of humanitarianism
globally. These organizations established humanitarianism as a social field with particular rules,
principles, and a secular ethos, even as it had Christian origins (Taithe 2004). Religious institu-
tions have always been involved in forms of charity and relief, but they are now occupying an
increasingly important place in the aid industry. Anthropological studies are emerging to make
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sense of them and their overlaps with Christianity and Islam as well as with other forms of charity
(Benthall 2011, Bornstein 2012, De Waal 2007). This work reminds us about the different forms
of aid, charity, and philanthropy, from Islamic zakat to Hindu dan; however, it also explores newer
humanitarian organizations such as Islamic Relief or Mercy Malasia, which are constituted as hy-
brid forms, adapting humanitarian principles to fit Islamic beliefs. This scholarship explores the
relationship between religious imperative and moral ambition (Elisha 2008). It also points to the
different temporal orientations of aid in religious organizations, beyond both the emergency of
humanitarian aid and the middle range of development (Scherz 2013).

Similarly, new relationships are being forged between humanitarian and human rights orga-
nizations and between humanitarian and development organizations by way of new NGOs that
bridge these. Robins (2009) has pointed to the overlap between humanitarianism and human rights
practices in the case of the Treatment Action Campaign (TAC) in South Africa: The xenophobic
attacks of 2008 prompted the TAC not just to provide basic needs to those affected, but also to
fight for refugee rights. Other work demonstrates how organizations such as UNRWA (the United
Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East) have shifted from hu-
manitarian relief to development work (Gabiam 2011); it also traces new forms of intervention
that combine development, humanitarianism, and state-building all at once, even if haphazardly
(Dunn 2012).

Indeed, much of this new literature builds on the fact that humanitarianism has been around
for a while—that despite purporting to exist only in the temporal present, it has its own histories.
As Feldman (2012) writes in the context of Palestinian refugee camps across the Middle East, we
need to examine what it means to shift humanitarianism “from crisis response to condition of life”
(p. 155), to think not just about “the politics of life but the politics of living” (p. 157). McKay
(2012) too articulates the necessity of engaging with humanitarianism’s history, arguing that the
afterlives of intervention in Mozambique shape the kinds of claims people make in the present;
indeed, certain Mozambicans look back to a humanitarian past with a sense of nostalgia and use
this—not a yearning for the state—to talk about the inadequacy of the present.

Other work has brought into focus the gendered and racialized elements of humanitarian
intervention and how humanitarianism as a set of moral sentiments overlaps with and informs
other gendered and racialized projects to save suffering victims, such as movements against hu-
man trafficking or honor killings or, more broadly, the movement against gender-based violence
(Abu-Lughod 2013; Bernstein 2007; Fadlalla 2008, 2011; Hyndman & de Alwis 2003; Martinez
2011; Razack 1995; Ticktin 2011a,b; Volpp 2006). Not only does this work focus on the way that
often exoticized or ethnicized forms of sexual violence have become a reason for humanitarian
intervention—prompted by familiar representations of suffering brown women and, more recently,
by LGBTQ (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer) victims of homophobic violence—but it
demonstrates that the human at the heart of the humanitarian enterprise is always shaped by
gendered and racial histories. This work reminds us of the colonial histories and sentiments that
figure in humanitarian discourses and practices, whether through repetition or difference (Hunt
2008; Stoler 2010a,b), and of the way that these histories shape the geography of humanitarian
intervention in the present.

Finally, in a world increasingly dominated by paradigms of security and the War on Terror,
anthropologists are tracing how humanitarianism intersects with forms of militarism and security.
Despite the fact that not long ago, “humanitarian-war” would have seemed like an oxymoron,
we have witnessed new formations that allowed George W. Bush to suggest that humanitarian
assistance was the main reason to invade Iraq in 2003. Fassin & Pandolfi (2010) suggest that
this seemingly contradictory pairing represents a new paradigm put in place in the 1970s and
1980s, grounded on the right to intervene—to put sovereignty aside in the name of the moral
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principle of saving lives. They call this “military and humanitarian government”: a new version
of “just war.” Indeed, another way to understand this overlap is by following how humanitarian
technologies are being implemented in conjunction with military force and vice versa (Gilman
2012). That is, not only is the military delivering basic infrastructure and health care both in
conflict zones and in the aftermath of disasters, but increasingly, humanitarians are relying on
protection from military forces to deliver aid in zones deemed dangerous (Duffield 2001, 2010;
Gilman 2012; Singer 2010). Finally, there is an overlap of humanitarianism with other regimes of
security, including biosecurity, making humanitarianism and global health security into two sides
of the same coin (Lakoff 2010).

CONCLUSION: POLITICAL AND ETHICAL FUTURES

Although variants of each of these approaches endure, anthropological studies of transnational
humanitarianism have in the main followed a particular genealogy: from embrace of the morality
underlying humanitarianism to critiques and denunciation of humanitarianism and finally to more
cautious, ethnographic examinations and descriptions of its complexities, limits, and boundaries.
This trajectory has led to new questions about morality, politics, and humanism, some of which
are already being tackled; others are ripe for exploration. I point to three particular paths.

First, as we have seen, anthropological studies of humanitarianism overwhelmingly deal with
moral matters; although some anthropologists have explicitly chosen a morally positioned stance,
and others more implicitly so, there has been little exploration of morality itself in the anthro-
pology of humanitarianism: It is simply assumed. If, then, the anthropology of humanitarianism
began with legal and medical anthropology, we might say that these fields have emerged into—and
are out of necessity creating—a field of moral anthropology (Fassin 2011a, 2012). Not only does
this emergent field explore anthropologists’ engagement with moral assemblages, but it also asks
which other forms of morality are at work alongside, or against the moral issues raised by humani-
tarianism. Of course, the anthropology of ethics and morality is not new (Caduff 2011, Dave 2012,
Faubion 2011, Heinz 2009, Laidlaw 2002, Lakoff & Collier 2004, Lambek 2010, Zigon 2007).
However, new work about ethics and morality is emerging from the study of humanitarianism
and/or human rights, which looks to forge an “anthropology of the good” that goes beyond the
“suffering subject,” for instance (Robbins 2013), or to explore topics such as moral subjectivities
formed through hope, love, self-interest, or even desperation (Zigon 2013).

Second, anthropologists and others have critiqued humanitarianism for depoliticizing struc-
tural problems of inequality and domination. Yet, if humanitarianism can be read as an ethico-
political project, what might other competing political spaces and movements look like? This is
one direction for anthropologists frustrated by the cul-de-sac of critique. The work that is begin-
ning to emerge in this vein gains inspiration in part from philosopher Jacques Ranciere (2004,
2010) and his idea of “the political” as a breakdown of a given social order, not as a regime that
is already recognizable or in place. So far, this direction of research looks for new and emer-
gent meanings of the political in and around humanitarian spaces (Agier 2010, Feldman 2012).
Other potential avenues include new social and political movements and ways of becoming that
go beyond a focus on suffering (Coleman 2011, Razsa & Kurnick 2012) and new approaches
to the relationship between technology and politics that refigure the meaning of politics (von
Schnitzler 2014).

Third, anthropologists have critiqued the category of humanity that undergirds the humani-
tarian project and the liberal humanist tradition from which it descends (Asad 2003). Many are
wary of the moral engagement it compels. Finding new ways to study humanitarianism therefore
involves taking on anthropology’s own humanist legacy. The insights from feminist science and
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technology studies offer one way to think beyond moral positioning, while remaining committed
to ethics and politics; they offer a different engagement with the idea of the human through the
perspective of human and nonhuman assemblages, one that is sensitive to its histories of dom-
ination and exclusion (Barad 2007; Haraway 1991, 2008; Jain 2013; Puig de la Bellacasa 2011).
Scholars are starting to approach humanitarianism in ways that decenter the human: for instance,
looking at biometric technologies that track refugees (Jacobsen 2010), as well as at the design
and circulation of humanitarian objects (Redfield 2012a). Interesting new work is also looking at
emerging humanity projects that are not traditionally humanist, but are based instead on forms of
“biological humanism” (Rees 2014). These are just a few of the exciting new directions that are
opening up and are ready for investigation.

Anthropological studies reveal and reflect the increasingly central place of humanitarianism in
the world over the past 20 years. Yet this work also sheds light on the field of anthropology—and
anthropologists’ changing and often ambiguous roles as moral and political actors—in a world
dominated by “humanitarian reason” (Fassin 2011b).

DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

The author is not aware of any affiliations, memberships, funding, or financial holdings that might
be perceived as affecting the objectivity of this review.

LITERATURE CITED

Abramowitz S, Panter-Brick C, eds. 2015. Medical Humanitarianism: Ethnographies of Practice. Philadelphia:
Univ. Penn. Press

Abu-Lughod L. 2013. Do Muslim Women Need Saving? Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univ. Press

Adams V. 2013. Markets of Sorrow, Labors of Faith: New Orleans in the Wake of Katrina. Durham, NC: Duke
Univ. Press

Agamben G. 1998. Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life. Stanford, CA: Stanford Univ. Press

Agier M. 2002. Between war and city: toward an urban anthropology of refugee camps. Ethnography 3:317-41

Agier M. 2008. On the Margins of the World: The Refugee Experience Today. Cambridge, UK: Polity

Agier M. 2010. Humanity as an identity and its political effects (a note on camps and humanitarian government).
Humanity 1:29-45

Agier M, Bouchet-Saulnier F. 2004. Humanitarian spaces: spaces of exception. See Weissman 2004, pp. 297—
313

Allen L. 2009. Martyr bodies in the media: human rights, aesthetics, and the politics of immediation in the
Palestinian intifada. Am. Ethnol. 36:161-80

Allen T, Styan D. 2000. A right to interfere? Bernard Kouchner and the new humanitarianism. 7. Inz. Dev.
12:825-42

Arendt H. 1951. Origins of Totalitarianism. New York: Meridian

Asad T. 2003. Formations of the Secular. Stanford, CA: Stanford Univ. Press

Barad K. 2007. Meeting The Universe Halfway: Quantum Physics and the Entanglement of Meaning. Durham, NC:
Duke Univ. Press

Barnett M, Weiss TG, eds. 2008. Humanitarianism in Question: Politics, Power, Ethics. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
Univ. Press

Benjamin W. 1986. Reflections. New York: Schoken

Benthall J. 2011. Islamic humanitarianism in adversarial context. See Bornstein & Redfield 2011, pp. 99-122

Bernstein E. 2007. The sexual politics of the new abolitionism. Differences 18:128-43

Besteman C. 2013. Refuge fragments, fragmentary refuge. Ethnography 0(00):1-20

Biehl J. 2005. Vita: Life in a Zone of Social Abandonment. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

Biehl J. 2007. Will to Live: AIDS Therapies and the Politics of Survival. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ. Press

Ticktin



Boltanski L. 1999. Distant Suffering: Morality, Media and Politics. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press

Bornstein E. 2005. The Spirit of Development: Protestant NGOs, Morality and Economics in Zimbabwe. Stanford,
CA: Stanford Univ. Press

Bornstein E. 2012. Disquieting Gifts: Humanitarianism in New Delbi. Stanford, CA: Stanford Univ. Press

Bornstein E, Redfield P, eds. 2011. Forces of Compassion: Humanitarianism Between Ethics and Politics. Santa Fe,
NM: SAR Press

Bourdieu P, ed. 1999. The Weight of the World: Social Suffering in Contemporary Society. Transl. P Parkhurst
Ferguson. Stanford, CA: Stanford Univ. Press

Bourgois P. 1995. In Search of Respect: Selling Crack in El Barrio. New York: Cambridge Univ. Press

Bourgois P, Schonberg J. 2009. Righteous Dopefiend. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

Brauman R. 2004. From philanthropy to humanitarianism: remarks and an interview. S. A#. Q. 103:397-417

Caduff C. 2011. Anthropology’s ethics: moral positionalism, cultural relativism, and critical analysis. Anthropol.
Theory 11:465-80

Calhoun C. 2008. The imperative to reduce suffering: charity, progress and emergencies in the field of
humanitarian action. See Barnett & Weiss 2008, pp. 73-97

Calhoun C. 2010. The idea of emergency: humanitarian action and global (dis) order. See Fassin & Pandolfi
2010, pp. 29-58

Clarke KM. 2010. New spheres of transnational formations: mobilizations of humanitarian diasporas. Trans-
form. Anthropol. 18:48-65

Coleman G. 2011. Hacker politics and publics. Public Cult. 23:511-16

Comaroft J, Roberts S. 1981. Rules and Processes: The Cultural Logic of Dispute in an African Context. Chicago:
Univ. Chicago Press

Coutin S. 2010. Confined within: national territories as zones of confinement. Po/it. Geogr. 29:200-8

Das V, Kleinman A, Ramphele M, Reynolds P, eds. 1997. Violence and Subjectivity. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

Das V, Kleinman A, Lock MM, Ramphele M, Reynolds P, eds. 2001. Remaking a World: Violence, Social
Suffering, and Recovery, 3 Vols. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

Dave N. 2012. Queer Activism in India: A Story in the Anthropology of Ethics. Durham, NC: Duke Univ. Press

DelVecchio Good M-], Good BJ, Grayman J. 2010. Complex engagements: responding to violence in post-
conflict Aceh. See Fassin & Pandolfi 2010, pp. 241-68

De Genova N. 2007. The production of culprits: from deportability to detainability in the aftermath of
“homeland security.” Citizensh. Stud. 11:421-48

De Torrente N. 2004. Humanitarian action under attack: reflections on the Iraq war. Harv. Hum. Rights 7.
17:1-29

De Waal A. 1997. Famine Crimes: Politics and the Disaster Relief Industry in Africa. London: Afr. Rights

De Waal A. 2007. Humanitarianism reconfigured: philanthropic globalization and the new solidarity. See
Feher et al. 2007, pp. 183-99

Duffield M. 2010. Risk-management and the fortified aid compound: every-day life in post-interventionary
society. 7. Interv. Statebuilding 4:453-74

Duffield MR. 2001. Global Governance and the New Wars: The Merging of Development and Security. New York:
Zed Books

Dunn E. 2012. The chaos of humanitarian aid: adhocracy in the Republic of Georgia. Humanity 3:1-23

Elisha O. 2008. Moral ambitions of grace: the paradox of compassion and accountability in evangelical faith-
based activism. Cult. Anthropol. 23:154-89

Fadlalla AH. 2008. The neoliberalization of compassion: Darfur and the mediation of American faith, fear,
and terror. In New Landscapes of Inequality: Neoliberalism and the Erosion of Democracy in America, ed.
JL Collins, M di Leonardo, B Williams, pp. 209-28. Santa Fe, NM: SAR Press

Fadlalla AH. 2011. State of vulnerability and humanitarian visibility on the verge of Sudan’s secession: Lubna’s
pants and transnational politics of rights and dissent. Signs 37:159-84

Farmer P. 1992. AIDS and Accusation: Haiti and the Geography of Blame. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

Farmer P. 1996. On suffering and structural violence: a view from below. See Kleinman et al. 1997, pp. 261-83

Farmer P. 2003. Pathologies of Power: Health, Human Rights, and the New War on the Poor. Berkeley: Univ. Calif.
Press

www.annualreviews.org o Transnational Humanitarianism



286

Fassin D. 2001. Quand le corps fait loi. La raison humanitaire dans les procédures de régularisation des
étrangers. Sci. Soc. Santé¢ 19:5-34

Fassin D. 2007. Humanitarianism as politics of life. Public Cult. 19:499-520

Fassin D. 2011a. A contribution to the critique of moral reason. Anthropol. Theory 11:481-91

Fassin D. 2011b. Humanitarian Reason: A Moral History of the Present. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

Fassin D, ed. 2012. A Companion to Moral Anthropology. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell

Fassin D, D’Halluin E. 2005. The truth from the body: medical certificates as ultimate evidence for asylum
seekers. Am. Anthropol. 107:597-608

Fassin D, Pandolfi M, eds. 2010. Contemporary States of Emergency: The Politics of Military and Humanitarian
Interventions. New York: Zone Books

Fassin D, Rechtman R. 2009. The Empire of Trauma: An Inquiry into the Condition of Victimhbood. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton Univ. Press

Fassin D, Vasquez P. 2005. Humanitarian exception as the rule: the political theology of the 1999 Tragedia
in Venezuela. Am. Ethnol. 32:389-405

Faubion JD. 2011. An Anthropology of Ethics. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press

Feher M, McKee Y, Krikorian G, ed. 2007. Nongovernmental Politics. New York: Zone Books

Feldman A. 2004. Memory theatres, virtual witnessing, and the trauma-aesthetic. Biography 27:163-202

Feldman I. 2007a. Difficult distinctions: refugee law, humanitarian practice, and the identification of people
in Gaza. Cult. Anthropol. 22:129-69

Feldman I. 2007b. The Quaker way: ethical labor and humanitarian relief. Am. Ethnol. 34:689-705

Feldman I. 2011. The humanitarian circuit: relief work, development assistance, and CARE in Gaza, 1955-67.
See Bornstein & Redfield 2011, pp. 203-26

Feldman I. 2012. The humanitarian condition: Palestinian refugees and the politics of living. Humanity 3:155—
72

Feldman I, Ticktin M, eds. 2010. I the Name of Humanity: The Government of Threat and Care. Durham, NC:
Duke Univ. Press

Ferguson J. 1994. The Anti-Politics Machine: “Development,” Depoliticization, and Bureaucratic Power in Lesotho.
Minneapolis: Univ. Minn. Press

Ferguson ], Gupta A. 2002. Spatializing states: toward an ethnography of neoliberal governmentality. Amz.
Ethnol. 29:981-1002

Ferme MC. 2004. Deterritorialized citizenship and the resonances of the Sierra Leonean State. In Anthropology
in the Margins of the State, ed. V Das, D Poole, pp. 81-115. Santa Fe, NM: SAR Press

Foucault M. 1978. The History of Sexuality: An Introduction. New York: Vintage

Foucault M. 1991. Governmentality. In The Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentality: With Two Lectures by
and an Interview with Michel Foucault, ed. G Burchell, C Gordon, P Miller, pp. 87-104. Chicago: Univ.
Chicago Press

Gabiam N. 2011. When “humanitarianism” becomes “development”: the politics of international aid in Syria’s
Palestinian refugee camps. Am. Anthropol. 114:95-107

Ghosh A. 1994. The global reservation: notes toward an ethnography of international peacekeeping. Cuit.
Anthropol. 9:412-22

Gilman N. 2012. Preface: militarism and humanitarianism. Humanity 3:173-78

Gluckman M. 1955. The Fudicial Process among the Barotose of Northern Rbodesia. Manchester, UK: Univ. Manch.
Press

Greenhouse C. 1986. Praying for Justice: Faith, Order and Community in an American Town. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
Univ. Press

Guilhot N. 2012. The anthropologist as witness: humanitarianism between ethnography and critique.
Humanity Dev. 3:81-101

Haraway D. 1991. Simians, Cyborgs and Women: The Reinvention of Nature. New York: Routledge

Haraway D. 2008. When Species Meet. Minneapolis: Univ. Minn. Press

Harrell-Bond BE. 1986. Imposing Aid: Emergency Relief to Refugees. Oxford, UK: Oxford Univ. Press

Haskell T. 1992. Capitalism and the origins of humanitarian sensibility. In The Antislavery Debate: Capitalism
and Abolitionism as a Problem in Historical Interpretation, ed. T Bender, pp. 107-35. Berkeley: Univ. Calif.
Press

Ticktin



Heinz M, ed. 2009. The Anthropology of Moralities. New York: Berghahn

Hunt NR. 2008. An acoustic register, tenacious images and Congolese scenes of rape and repetition. Culz.
Anthropol. 23:220-53

Hyndman J, de Alwis M. 2003. Beyond gender: towards a feminist analysis of humanitarianism and develop-
ment in Sri Lanka. Women’s Stud. Q. 31:212-26

Jacobsen KL. 2010. Making design safe for citizens: a hidden history of humanitarian experimentation.
Citizensh. Stud. 14:89-103

Jain SL. 2013. Malignant: How Cancer Becomes US. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

James EC. 2012. Witchcraft, bureaucraft and the social life of (US) aid in Haiti. Cult. Anthropol. 27:50-75

Keck M, Sikkink K. 1998. Activists Beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks in International Politics. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
Univ. Press

Kelly T. 2011. This Side of Silence: Human Rights, Torture, and the Recognition of Cruelty. Philadelphia: Univ.
Penn. Press

Kennedy D. 2005. The Dark Sides of Virtue: Reassessing International Humanitarianism. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
Univ. Press

Kleinman A. 1988. The lllness Narratives: Suffering, Healing and the Human Condition. New York: Basic Books

Kleinman A, Das V, Lock MM, eds. 1997. Social Suffering. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

Kleinman A, Kleinman J. 1996. The appeal of experience; the dismay of images: cultural appropriates of
suffering in our times. Daedalus 125:1-23

Kobelinsky C, Makaremi C, eds. 2008. Editorial. Confinement des étrangers: entre circulation et enfermement.
Cultures & Conflicts: Sociologie Politique de P’International, No. 71, pp. 7-11. Paris: L’Harmattan

Laidlaw J. 2002. The anthropology of ethics and freedom. 7. R. Anthropol. Inst. 8:311-32

Lakoff A. 2010. Two regimes of global health. Humanity 1:59-80

Lakoff A, Collier S. 2004. Ethics and the anthropology of modern reason. Anthropol. Theory 4:419-34

Lambek M. 2010. Ordinary Ethics: Anthropology, Language, and Action. New York: Fordham Univ. Press

Laqueur T. 1989. Bodies, details and the humanitarian narrative. In The New Cultural History, ed. L Hunt,
pp. 176-204. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

Malkki L. 1995. Purity and Exile: Violence, Memory, and National Cosmology Among Hutu Refugees in Tanzania.
Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press

Malkki L. 1996. Speechless emissaries: refugees, humanitarianism, and dehistoricization. Cult. Anthropol.
11:377-404

Malkki L. 2015. The Need to Help: The Domestic Arts of International Humanitarianism. Durham, NC: Duke
Univ. Press

Mamdani M. 2009. Saviors and Survivors: Darfur, Politics, and the War on Terror. New York: Pantheon

Martinez S. 2011. Taking better account: contemporary slavery, gendered narratives, and the feminization of
struggle. Humanity 2:277-303

McKay R. 2012. Afterlives: humanitarian histories and critical subjects in Mozambique. Cult. Anthropol.
27:286-309

Merry SE. 1990. Getting Justice and Getting Even: Legal Consciousness Among Working-Class Americans. Chicago:
Univ. Chicago Press

Merry SE. 1992. Anthropology, law, and transnational processes. Annu. Rev. Anthropol. 21:357-77

Nader L. 1990. Harmony Ideology: Justice and Control in a Zapotec Mountain Village. Stanford, CA: Stanford
Univ. Press

Nguyen V-K. 2010. Republic of Therapy: Triage and Sovereignty in West Africa’s Time of AIDS. Durham, NC:
Duke Univ. Press

Ong A. 2003. Buddha is Hiding: Refugees, Citizenship, the New America. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

Pandolfi M. 2003. Contract of mutual (in)difference: governance and the humanitarian apparatus in contem-
porary Albania and Kosovo. Indiana §. Glob. Legal Stud. 10:369-81

Pandolfi M. 2008. Laboratory of intervention: the humanitarian governance of the postcommunist Balkan
territories. In Postcolonial Disorders, ed. M-JD Good, S Hyde, S Pinto, B Good, pp. 157-86. Berkeley:
Univ. Calif. Press

Petryna A. 2002. Life Exposed: Biological Citizens after Chernobyl. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ. Press. 264 pp.

www.annualreviews.org o Transnational Humanitarianism

287



288

Puig de la Bellacasa M. 2011. Matters of care in technoscience: assembling neglected things. Soc. Stud. Sci.
41:85-106

Ranciere J. 2004. Who is the subject of the rights of man? S. A#. Q. 103:297-310

Ranciere J. 2010. Dissensus: On Politics and Aestbetics. London: Continuum Int.

Razack S. 1995. Domestic violence as gender persecution: policing the borders of nation, race and gender.
Can. J. Women Law, Rev. Femmes Droit 8:45-88

Razsa M, Kurnik A. 2012. The Occupy Movement in Zizek’s hometown: direct democracy and a politics of
becoming. Am. Ethnol. 39:238-58

Redfield P. 2005. Doctors, borders and life in crisis. Cult. Anthropol. 20:328-61

Redfield P. 2006. A less modest witness. Am. Ethnol. 33:3-26

Redfield P. 2012a. Bioexpectations: life technologies as humanitarian goods. Public Cult. 24:157-84

Redfield P. 2012b. The unbearable lightness of ex-pats: double binds of humanitarian mobility. Cult. Anthropol.
27:358-82

Redfield P. 2013. Life in Crisis: The Ethical Journey of Doctors Without Borders. Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

Redfield P, Bornstein E. 2011. An introduction to the anthropology of humanitarianism. See Bornstein &
Redfield 2011, pp. 3-30

Rees T. 2014. Humanity/plan; or, on the “stateless” today (also being an anthropology of global health). Cu/r.
Anthropol. 29(3):457-78

Rieft D. 2002. A Bed for the Night : Humanitarianism in Crisis. New York: Simon & Schuster

Robbins J. 2013. Beyond the suffering subject: toward an anthropology of the good. 7. R. Anthropol. Inst.
19:447-62

Robins S. 2009. Humanitarian aid beyond ‘bare survival’: social movement responses to xenophobic violence
in South Africa. Am. Ethnol. 36:637-50

Ross K. 2002. May ‘68 and Its Afterlives. Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press

Scheper-Hughes N. 1992. Death Without Weeping: The Violence of Everyday Life in Brazil. Berkeley: Univ. Calif.
Press

Scheper-Hughes N. 2000. The global traffic in human organs. Curr. Anthropol. 41:191-224

Scherz C. 2013. Let us make God our banker: ethics, temporality, and agency in a Ugandan charity home.
Am. Ethnol. 40:624-36

Schmitt C. 1985. Political Theology: Four Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignty. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press

Singer PW. 2010. Strange brew: private military contractors and humanitarians. In Disaster and the Politics of
Intervention, ed. A Lakoff, pp. 70-99. New York: Columbia Univ. Press/SSRC

Starr J, Collier J, eds. 1989. History and Power in the Study of Law: New Directions in Legal Anthropology. Ithaca,
NY: Cornell Univ. Press

Stirrat J. 2006. Competitive humanitarianism: relief and the Tsunami in Sri Lanka. Anthropol. Today 22:11-16

Stoler A. 2010a. Along the Archival Grain: Epistemic Anxieties and Colonial Common Sense. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton Univ. Press

Stoler A. 2010b. Carnal Knowledge and Imperial Power: Race and the Intimate in Colonial Rule. Berkeley: Univ.
Calif. Press

Taithe B. 2004. Reinventing (French) Universalism: religion, humanitarianism and the “French doctors.”
Mod. Contemp. France 12:147-58

Teitel R. 2011. Humanity’s Law. New York: Oxford Univ. Press

Terry F. 2002. Condemned to Repeat?: The Paradox of Humanitarian Action. Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univ. Press.
xiv, 282 pp.

Ticktin M. 2005. Policing and humanitarianism in France: immigration and the turn to law as state of exception.
Interv.: J. Postcolonial Stud. 7:347-68

Ticktin M. 2006. Where ethics and politics meet: the violence of humanitarianism in France. Am. Ethnol.
33:33-49

Ticktin M. 2011a. Casualties of Care: Immigration and the Politics of Humanitarianism in France. Berkeley: Univ.
Calif. Press

Ticktin M. 2011b. The gendered human of humanitarianism: medicalising and politicising sexual violence.
Gend. Hist. 23:250-65

Ticktin



Ticktin M. 2011c. How biology travels: a humanitarian trip. Body Soc. 17:139-58

Vallaeys A. 2004. Médecins sans Frontieres, la biographie. Paris: Fayard

Vasquez Lezama P. 2010. Compassionate militarization: the management of a natural disaster in Venezuela.
See Fassin & Pandolfi 2010, pp. 197-216

Volpp L. 2006. Disappearing acts: on gendered violence, pathological cultures and civil society. Publ. Mod.
Lang. Assoc. 121:1632-38

von Schnitzler A. 2014. Performing dignity: human rights, citizenship and the techno-politics of law in South
Africa. Am. Ethnol. 41:336-50

Weissman F, ed. 2004. In the Shadow of “Just Wars”: Violence, Politics, and Humanitarian Action/Médecins sans
frontiéres. Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univ. Press

Williams C. 2012. Silence, voices and “the camp”: perspectives on and from Southern Africa’s exile histories.
Humanity 3:65-80

Wilson RA, Brown RD. 2009. Humanitarianism and Suffering: The Mobilization of Empathy. New York:
Cambridge Univ. Press

Zigon J. 2007. Moral breakdown and the ethical demand: a theoretical framework for an anthropology of
moralities. Anthropol. Theory 7:131-50

Zigon J. 2013. On love: remaking moral subjectivity in postrehabilitation Russia. Amz. Ethnol. 40:201-15

www.annualreviews.org o Transnational Humanitarianism

289



	ar: 
	logo: 



