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This Issues Note was prepared for a workshop held October 9, 2003 in Boston.  
It has since been revised to reflect comments received both before and at the 
workshop. It contains annexes providing a review of comparable earlier crises as 
analyzed by the Humanitarianism and War Project (Annex 1), an 
acknowledgement of the organizations that made financial contributions to the 
undertaking (Annex 2), a list of persons interviewed on the issues of the 
workshop (Annex 3), and a selection of relevant documents and commentary 
(Annex 4).  The report of the workshop, including a list of participants, exists as a 
separate document. 
 
This paper, the conference report, and related materials may be found on the 
web sites of the Feinstein International Famine Center (famine.tufts.edu) and the 
Humanitarianism and War Project (hwproject.tufts.edu).  A set of selected 
documents and commentary prepared for the workshop is included in Annex 4.  
Please send any further comments to Antonio_Donini@brown.edu.   
 
 
1.  Background.   
 
The Iraq crisis presents a number of critical challenges to the humanitarian 
community.  As in Afghanistan, but now in starker and deeper fashion, 
humanitarian agencies are confronted with a contested environment, a security 
crisis, major policy quandaries, and a host of issues arising from the need to 
interact with Coalition forces whose intervention is seen as illegitimate by 
significant segments of the local population, in the region and beyond.  In the 
case of Iraq, the lack of a clear UN mandate is an additional complicating factor.  
In Afghanistan and Iraq alike, the UN and the other humanitarian agencies have 
been seen as taking sides, with tragic consequences for the security of staff in 
Iraq and a potential ongoing threat to humanitarian operations in both countries.  
 
With respect to Iraq, views diverge widely in the humanitarian community on how 
to relate to the Occupying Power (OP) and on the extent to which the OP should 
be held to its own responsibilities to provide for the security and well-being of the 
civilian population as well as a secure and enabling environment for aid activities.  
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The challenges facing the humanitarian enterprise recall similar dilemmas 
encountered in other post-Cold War crises in West Africa, the Great Lakes, the 
Caucasus and elsewhere. 
 
For better or worse, the policy and operational choices made by humanitarian  
agencies in the Iraqi context, both at their headquarters and on the ground, are 
likely to have a lasting impact in Iraq and beyond on issues ranging from the  
 
overall credibility and effectiveness of the humanitarian enterprise to security of 
personnel, especially national staff.    
 
The issues of “whether” and “how” to work in Iraq are ones over which 
humanitarian agencies have agonized greatly since well before the US-led 
intervention. The atmosphere in which these discussions have taken place is 
laden with political and institutional sensitivities. The agencies’ dilemma 
regarding whether to “stay” or “go” highlights the consequences of their decisions 
on the profile, perception, and security of their agencies as well as on the 
delivery of assistance and protection to vulnerable Iraqis.  The debate among 
humanitarian organizations underscores not only the absence of, but also the 
desirability of, shared criteria on the basis of which such pivotal determinations 
may be reached.   
 
As relief agencies struggle to be faithful to their understandings of the 
humanitarian imperative, the Baghdad blast has brought home to one and all the 
risks and the consequences of the choices made.  In intensive and ongoing 
discussions among themselves and with governments, humanitarian 
organizations have arrived at differing positions, sometimes even within the same 
agency, regarding how to interact with the OP, both as a donor of humanitarian 
resources and as a military and political actor on the humanitarian stage in Iraq.   
 
In grappling with these issues, the humanitarian organizations of the United 
Nations system have enjoyed if anything less latitude than non-governmental 
organizations and the Red Cross Movement.  While the UN and the RCM are 
mandated to be present wherever there is an emergency, where, when and how 
to respond is, for the NGOs, is essentially voluntary. As one respondent put it, 
“the dilemma they face in Iraq is largely of their own making”.  The lack of unity in 
NGO positioning vis-à-vis the OP and the pressures to accept funds are of 
course at the heart of the problem. 
 
Many in the humanitarian community view the present quandaries regarding 
humanitarian action in Iraq as indicative of serious illness or deep malaise within 
the humanitarian enterprise.  Coming shortly after the Afghanistan and Kosovo 
crises, the Iraq issues are seen as deeply troubling.   Some analysts, taking a  
broader historical view, see in the current situation the culmination of a longer-
term inability or unwillingness to address structural problems related to the shape 
and functioning of the humanitarian enterprise.  
 
This paper is aimed at stimulating reflection among policy makers and 
practitioners from across the humanitarian community on the nature of this illness 
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and its likely evolution.  The text identifies key concerns expressed in a first 
round of consultations held in mid-September in Geneva and New York on policy 
and operational issues arising from the Iraqi crisis.  Elements of the discussion at 
the October 9 workshop have also been incorporated.  We hope that this paper 
will be widely circulated and discussed in different fora, thus helping to shape a 
community-wide agenda for further policy development and research.  Whether 
there is a cure – through agencies’ self-medication or through more invasive 
structural therapies – remains to be seen.  In the meantime, there is no substitute 
for solid reflection and analysis. 
 
The initial interviews in Geneva and New York were helpful in identifying issues 
that were felt to require reflection and eventual action.  A number of humanitarian 
organizations have launched their own internal processes of review and soul-
searching and saw the October 9 workshop as providing grist for their mill.  A 
number commented that “the workshop could not be more timely.” Some 
organizations were more wary, however, expressing a reluctance to discuss, 
even in an off-the-record venue, events that are still so recent and around which 
the dust has yet to settle.  They expressed the need to keep a low profile, 
particularly as they had yet to determine how to proceed vis-à-vis Iraq.   
 
The workshop kept both sets of concerns in mind: providing a reconnaissance of 
the landscape and a mapping of the major issues needing attention while 
respecting the institutional sensitivities involved. A separate workshop report 
details the key issued raised at the meeting. 
 
2.  Diagnosis.   
 
While there are different nuances in assessments of the situation, most 
humanitarian actors seem to agree that the Iraq crisis has resulted in a 
dangerous blurring of the lines between humanitarian and political action and in 
the consequent erosion of the core humanitarian principles of neutrality, 
impartiality, and independence.  Serious compromises from which it will be 
difficult to disentangle have been made.  The bombs directed against the UN 
headquarters in Baghdad have added a tragic element to widespread fears and 
concerns about the future of independent and effective humanitarian action.     
 
Agencies are also split within and among themselves as they struggle with the 
contending pressures of principle vs. institutional survival. Well established 
NGOs, particularly those based in the US, have faced stark choices and arm-
twisting from their governments as well as competition from less principled 
quarters in the community and from “for profit” contractors.  Few in the 
humanitarian assistance community are prepared to say openly that “we should 
not be in Iraq -- let the Occupying Power deliver on its IHL responsibilities and 
sort out the mess it has created.”  Yet fundamental questions are being asked in 
private about whether the UN’s humanitarian apparatus should have been 
operational within Iraq and whether NGOs should have relied on the UN as a 
“buffer” vis-à-vis the OP. Conversely, the view taken by some – that “we have no 
choice but to be there” – obscures a wider range of options that do exist and 
deserve consideration. 
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This is not the first time that the lines between humanitarian and political action  
have been blurred.  Afghanistan and Kosovo provided a foretaste of unpalatable 
pressures on humanitarian action.  And from Angola to Timor Leste and  points in 
between humanitarians have functioned in highly politicized landscapes. That 
said, many in the community believe that the Iraq crisis represents a new level of 
intrusiveness into, and instrumentalization of, the humanitarian enterprise, 
differing not only in degree but also in kind from its predecessors.  Key 
differences cited are the lack of a UN imprimatur on the Iraq war, the extent to 
which interactions should be pursued with an Occupying Power whom many in 
the region, and beyond, view as illegitimate, and the short leash on which 
operational agencies are being held by some donor governments. 
 
Annex 1 to this paper compiles a number of quotations from earlier studies by the 
Humanitarianism and War Project regarding recurring dilemmas.  The studies 
themselves are available in their entirety at hwproject.tufts.edu 
 
On the basis of a first round of interviews as discussions as elaborated at the 
workshop itself, the following issues have been identified: 
 

(a) Perceptions 
 
• Double standards. There is a widespread feeling that the global war on 

terror has resulted in an erosion of humanitarian principles and IHL 
(incidents such as Guantanamo, Chechnya, and tolerance for torture are 
key examples, among others). US NGOs feel that they have been coerced 
into supporting US foreign policy objectives. The perception that double 
standards are being applied by the North to suffering in the South are 
reinforced by the wide disparity in funding patterns.  High profile crises 
“suck up the cash” while forgotten and often more deadly crises languish. 

 
• Northern agenda.  The deepening “us vs. them” divide and the lack of 

counterbalance threaten the essence of humanitarian action. Events in 
Iraq, on the heels of Afghanistan, have confronted the humanitarian 
community with the reality that the humanitarian enterprise is “of the 
North” and that aid agencies are seen as the “mendicant orders of 
Empire.” Many see this trend as increasingly problematic.  The intrinsic 
linkages between Northern politics and economics on the one hand, and 
Official Development Assistance and humanitarian action on the other, are 
of course not new.  However, the fact that aid workers are seen as “the 
enemy” by some in Islamic countries (and beyond) has brought this reality 
into much starker relief. 

 
• Profile. The questionable profile and poor reputation of the UN in Iraq and 

in the region before the war were not understood or factored into the 
discussion of the UN role in post-intervention Iraq. Ordinary people in Iraq 
blame the UN for a decade of sanctions. The UN was adding to their 
misery and is now helping the occupier. Aid agencies did not attempt to 
counter the perception that the UN and associated aid agencies were part 
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of a “western conspiracy” or were serving as vectors of western values. 
International NGOs are seen by many on the ground as part of the 
western “crusade.” It seems that, as in some other crises, elements of the 
local population are unable to discriminate among international players.  
The militant/terrorist forces are unwilling to do so and use the confusion to 
their advantage. 

 
• Absence/presence. The weak posture of the UN was compounded by the 

comings and goings of UN expatriate staff. The evacuation of all staff just 
before the US-led military action, according to some, “gave the green light 
for war” and reinforced the view that aid agencies were a tool of 
Washington.  Their subsequent return as the war seemed to be winding 
down, and with US acquiescence compounded the problem. Some staff 
believe that the August bombing of UN headquarters in Baghdad 
represented a “payback” for the UN’s vacillation.  They expressed the view 
that the chances of such an incident would have been reduced (but, of 
course, not eliminated) had the UN, like the ICRC, stayed the course.  In 
any event, the implications of leaving and the difficulties of returning, the 
role of the UN’s security coordination office UNSECOORD, and how such 
movements were perceived within the country need to be better 
understood. 

 
Many in the aid community and among the local population interpreted the 
return of aid agencies on the heels of the military intervention as a de 
facto legitimization of the occupation.  At the same time, some believed 
that Iraqi civilians in need should not be denied assistance through tried 
and true humanitarian channels. 

 
(b) The politicization of security 
 
• In Iraq, as in Afghanistan and elsewhere, the application of UN security 

“phases” is widely perceived more as a function of politics than of actual 
risk levels on the ground1.  If this were the case, it would further endanger 
programs and staff.  The UN Minimum Operational Security Standards 
(MOSS) were badly compromised in the view of one official interviewed: 
“the UN was totally non-MOSS compliant in Iraq.”  It is noteworthy that the 
UN staff association criticized the UN for not having withdrawn its 
personnel before the bombing, and the High Commissioner for Refugees 
has criticized the Secretary-General for being more sensitive to pressures 
from Security Council members than to risks run by exposed UN staff 

 
• Clearly, there are different security “cultures” in the aid community, 

sometimes within the same institution (including the UN).  Development 
professionals tend to be more “risk averse” than humanitarians; the latter 
range from “passive-defensive” security postures to a more proactive 

                                            
1 One workshop participant recalled how in Taliban Afghanistan the UN evacuated southern 
Afghanistan when a Taliban official threw a coffee pot at a UN aid worker.  In post-9/11 
Afghanistan a much higher level of risk is now deemed acceptable. 
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security management approach.  Many in the military tend to be more risk 
averse still. 

 
• The absence of an aid community-wide coordinated or collective security 

approach and of agreed, objective and measurable security indicators and 
criteria added to the confusion (and risks for staff) on the ground.  There 
are also differences in the understanding of security and in the responses 
to insecurity between the humanitarian and military cultures. 

 
(c) The UN role 
 
• The UN mandate in Iraq was vague and subject to different interpretations 

from the outset. There was lack of clarity at HQ even before the war 
started beyond the agreed assumptions that (i) the UN would be there and 
(ii) that humanitarian activities were the only activities allowed in the 
absence of a Security Council mandate. 

 
• Past history formed perceptions and reinforced biases.  There was no 

consensus (either within or outside the UN) on what its role should be. 
This confusion was based to a large extent on the perceived conflation 
between pre-war roles (Oil-For-Food, sanctions, inspections) and post-war 
roles. This in turn plagued the relationship with the Occupying Power from 
the start, with some UN agencies and NGOs keen to cooperate and others 
maintaining their distance.  The OFF program itself was a source of 
ambiguity as several UN agencies and thousands of staff had a vested 
interest in its continuation. 

 
• The UN also received conflicting signals from the OP.  Initially, the 

Occupying Power was not disposed to see the UN back in the country, 
only later to apply pressure because the UN was not seen as doing 
enough.  There were also differing expectations among member states, 
who put forward a range of different options to the SG.   For their part, 
NGOs expressed concern because of compromises made by the UN but 
also needed the UN so they would not have to interface directly with the 
OP.  A more lose-lose situation than that faced by the UN system is hard 
to imagine. 

 
(d) The nature of the crisis 
 
• There was no consensus on the nature of the crisis and how it was 

defined.  The starting point was that humanitarian agencies would only 
respond to humanitarian needs. When it became clear that there was no 
major food or displacement crisis and only pockets of vulnerability among 
civilians, the issue of the nature of the crisis was fudged for reasons of 
institutional survival. For fear of losing funds and contracts, many 
agencies became found reasons to stay on, regardless of their particular 
mandate. According to some of those interviewed, the “fictional” definition 
of the crisis as “humanitarian” resulted in the de facto cooption of 
humanitarian agencies into the OP strategy.  Certainly the extent and 
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severity of human need in Iraq paled by comparison with other crises of 
the day. 

 
• Additional confusion resulted from the blurring of the lines between 

humanitarian and development assistance.  If the crisis was humanitarian, 
why were development agencies there? Why did some stay even after it 
became clear that security risks were well beyond what development 
agencies normally accept?  Were agencies more interested in “peddling 
their wares” than in identifying priority needs?  Yet if there was indeed a 
humanitarian crisis, how should this be disaggregated from the 
generalized need of virtually the entire population? 

 
• Further frustration was caused by the procrastination of agencies that had 

withdrawn to Larnaca, Cyprus regarding a decision to return -- and then 
the hurried return of UN and NGOs once a decision had been made. This 
led to competition and jockeying for position (and contracts) vis-à-vis the 
OP and the triumph of operationalism to the detriment of protection, which 
was accorded lower priority.  The delays affected UN leadership on the 
ground in particular, which suffered from no clear mandate, no agreed 
analysis of the situation, and yet pressures from NGOs to be there as a 
“buffer” with the OP.   

 
• Procedures for interacting with the OP proved difficult to define and 

implement.  On the positive side, the UN had drafted and secured IASC 
agreement early on “Do’s and don’t’s” vis-à-vis interactions with the OP, 
which it disseminated on Relief Web.  However, agencies on the ground 
showed varying degrees of knowledge of and respect for these guidelines. 
Moreover, the OP itself gave conflicting messages regarding interaction 
with aid agencies and never did sign the MOU that had been processed 
through the UN. 

 
(e) Coordination 
 
• Coordination of the humanitarian effort in such crises is always a 

challenge.   In Iraq, the task was complicated by the divergent positions 
taken by NGOs. Some, primarily American, NGOs chose to “engage” and 
therefore agreed to comply with the funding requirements and other 
dictates of the OP.  Others, primarily European, “kept their distance” and 
refused US (and UK) funding and/or declined to interact with the OP.   

 
• Intergovernmental organizations sometimes added to the problem.  For 

example, at the behest of the OP, IOM agreed to handle land and property 
claims in the North and tasked its implementing partner, the Norwegian 
Refugee Council, to do so.  NRC refused and renounced its contract with 
IOM on the grounds that neutrality was breached and security of its staff 
compromised.  Some observers questioned whether IOM understood the 
complexities of the situation well enough to play a specific role.  
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• A major gap in coordination was noted in the absence of advocacy and 
public information campaigns and a communications strategy in local 
languages to explain the objectives of the UN and of the wider assistance 
community in Iraq as well as the lack of Iraqi media to broadcast such 
messages.  As a result, the UN did little to counter negative publicity and 
rumors associated with it. 

 
(f) National and international staff 
 
• The issue of the nationality of key international staff of the UN is perceived 

by some as problematic.  The UN apparently made no conscious attempt 
to avoid deploying in the Iraq theater staff with citizenship in Coalition 
countries.  Obliviousness to nationality is an interesting reversal of the 
situation in Afghanistan, where for several years the US and UK put 
pressure on the UN not to appoint nationals of their countries to work in 
Afghanistan. The question of the independence of the international civil 
service and of the political pressures to which certain nationalities are 
subjected is thus back on the agenda.  The issue goes to the point of the 
integrity of the UN system and the wider perception of it. 

 
• Iraq, as Afghanistan and other crises before it, once again highlights the 

risks faced by national staff, especially, but not only, when they are left to 
hold the fort after the departure of the expatriates.  The extraordinary 
nature of this risk when the UN and the wider aid community are seen as 
“taking sides” does not seem to have been internalized by the system; 
national staff are often seen as “expendable” whether in terms of job or 
personal security.  In an implicitly two-tiered organization of personnel, the 
continuity of programming in major crises increasingly rests with national 
staff, who are often taken for granted.  Claims that UN programs were 
never interrupted by the departure of international staff often understate 
the nature of national staff vulnerability and courage. 

 
3. Prognosis: the broader political and policy context and its possible 

evolution 
  

While there may be the beginnings of some consensus on “what went wrong” in 
Iraq and, indeed, on how Iraq now sheds light on a number of similar issues that 
emerged but which were less clear in Afghanistan, the bigger picture and its 
likely evolution is more difficult to put into focus.  Humanitarian action seems to 
be taking place in an increasingly murky landscape beset by manipulations and 
tensions between policy choices and even philosophies of humanitarianism. 
 
The box below summarizes a first set of key critical questions that are likely to 
shape the future of humanitarian action and its institutions.  This is still an open-
ended list to be further refined.  Much will depend on how such questions are 
answered by humanitarian actors themselves and by the wider international crisis 
response community.  The workshop  provided a first opportunity to discuss how 
and where these issues might be addressed in the coming months. 
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• Is the subordination or instrumentalization of humanitarian action to 
Superpower political objectives in Iraq and Afghanistan a passing 
exception or the harbinger of hard times ahead for humanitarian 
principles?   

• Has the push for “coherence” and “integration” in crisis management 
resulted in a temporary or permanent eclipse of the humanitarian 
dimension in the UN response to crises?  Does the institutional location of 
the UN’s humanitarian apparatus need to be revisited as part of a wider 
UN reform effort? 

• How will the tension between the “UN as Security Council” and the “UN as 
We the peoples…” be resolved?  Are reforms possible or likely that would 
give higher priority in the Council’s deliberations and actions to human 
rights and human needs, wherever they exist?  In other words, is it 
possible to “humanitarianize politics without politicizing humanitarianism”? 

• Is a two-tiered crisis response regime developing in which the 
Superpower calls the shots and enbridles humanitarian action in the high 
profile situations where it is directly involved, while in less visible crises, 
which may well be more deadly but attract less attention and fewer funds, 
humanitarians are more able to go about their principled business?  What 
are the implications in terms of funding for humanitarian action?2 

• Are the devaluation of humanitarian emblems and the threats faced by 
humanitarian personnel and operations qualitatively or only quantitatively 
different from earlier experience? Are persons that target aid workers part 
of a globalized galaxy of adversaries, or are  they homegrown actors.  
Does their nature matter, and is it worth the time necessary to understand 
their grievances? 

• Is it necessary to redefine humanitarianism?  What is its essential core 
and how does it connect (or not) with other forms of international 
involvement in the South – development, human rights, trade, investment, 
political/military action?  Is it possible or desirable to de-link humanitarian 
action from Western values and Western approaches to security in the 
broadest sense?  What are the indigenous values and traditions that a 
more universal humanitarianism might tap into? 

 
 
The following paragraphs provide a commentary on these questions. There are,  
for the time being, no hard-and-fast answers.  Further unpacking of these and 
other issues will be required before a more collective and pervasive 
understanding on the future of humanitarian action can be reached. 
 
Some would argue, with good reason, that the quality of mercy is now strained to 
breaking point. We simply do not know whether this is a temporary phenomenon 
– an anomaly in a more or less linear advance of humanitarian values - or a more 
durable state of affairs linked to superpower domination and the war on terror.  
Some, taking an even more lugubrious view, have predicted that the prospects 

                                            
2 According to Oxfam (IRIN, 16 September 2003) nearly half of all the funds provided by donors 
in 2002 in response to the 25 UN appeals went to just one country, Afghanistan.  Funding 
patterns are likely to be skewed by Iraq to an even greater extent in 2003/4. 
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for humanitarianism in the age of terror and anti-terror will be increasingly grim.  
Neutral humanitarian space appears to be shrinking generally and has practically 
disappeared in situations like Iraq and Afghanistan.   
 
It has been noted that the Bush and Al Qaeda doctrines mirror each other.  Both 
say, “You are either for or against us.”  This dualistic world view leaves little 
space for neutral, impartial, and independent humanitarian action.  The situation 
presents some similarities with the Cold War polarization, with one ominous 
additional feature: the direct threat against aid workers who because of their 
mode of funding, nationalities, lifestyle, values, and perceived identification with 
the objectives of the “western conspiracy” are considered fair and soft targets by 
embattled, ruthless, and violent militant extremist groups. 
 
While many would agree that Iraq represents a peak to date in the erosion of 
humanitarian principles, there are differing views on whether this development 
represents an aberration in the annals of humanitarianism or simply an additional 
plateau in a steady trend.  Some, in this connection, point to the dangers of 
focusing only on the implications of Iraq.  There are many other, and more 
deadly, crises where the humanitarian enterprise still functions reasonably well, 
though it may be strapped for cash. Others point to the qualitative changes that 
are occurring (never-seen-before pressures; increased conditionality in funding 
tied to foreign policy objectives; a surge in bilateralization; the ominous 
appearance of for-profit “humanitarian” contractors; etc.) They note as well a 
quantum leap in risk brought about by the perception that humanitarian action is 
linked to a new agenda of imperial policing in the periphery and to the promotion 
of western values. Moreover, these increased risks and perceptions of 
instrumentalization are not limited to parts of the Middle East and Afghanistan.  
They are creeping across the Islamic world and even beyond, as in West Africa. 
 
Whatever their degree of permanence or transitoriness, Iraq shows how crucial 
these developments are and how serious, even tragic, the consequences of 
devaluating humanitarian principles can be.  From the “purist” perspective, 
humanitarian principles have been degraded in Iraq. By accepting to work there 
in the context of the US-led occupation, humanitarian agencies have put 
themselves in an ambiguous and dangerous position. Enormous pressure has 
been brought to bear on the UN, including its humanitarian wing, to perform a 
subordinate role to the US-led intervention -- this despite the lack of a formal SC 
blessing to the military operation.  Financial and political pressure on US NGOs 
has been even more overwhelming.  Such pressures have resulted in the UN, 
the assistance community, and even the ICRC being seen as taking sides.  As a 
result, the ICRC emblem and the blue flag have lost their capacity to protect.   
 
There is, of course, no unity in the humanitarian community on the issue of how 
to interact with the OP in Iraq.  The range of present positions echoes earlier 
debates on whether the civilian nature of humanitarian action is a sine qua non or 
simply a desirable feature. Agencies differ among themselves on whether or not 
it is advisable to accept funds from and cooperate with the military forces of the 
belligerents and whether or not these should be involved in the delivery of relief. 
The issues of funds, the pressure to accept them, and the fear of losing contracts 
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to private companies contracted by the OP is likely to have a lasting impact on 
how NGOs envision their future roles in crisis settings.  The pressure on US 
NGOs to act as a “force multiplier” for US foreign policy goals has been 
especially strong. It has led to considerable internal hand-wringing, but little open 
debate, on how to confront such pressures in the future.  European NGOs who 
by and large rely less on bilateral government funds have had a less rough ride. 
 
Moreover, deteriorating security in Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere is likely to 
bring back on the table the vexed issue of armed guards and military escorts, i.e. 
the militarization of humanitarian action. In this connection, a number of those 
interviewed noted that international humanitarian law (IHL) clearly sets out the 
responsibilities of the OP and its obligation to provide for the security and well-
being of the civilian population.  Nevertheless, the obvious alternative was not 
considered: to let the OP proceed to meet its IHL responsibilities at least until 
such time as adequate security and an uncontroversial UN mandate would have 
allowed humanitarian agencies to perform their traditional functions if and when 
the efforts of the OP proved to be inadequate.  Politically and financially, the UN 
and most NGOs felt that they were unable to take this course.  And now NGOs, 
in addition to the UN, are leaving, with some citing as a reason “the weak 
position of the UN in the occupied country”3 
 
This leads to a fundamental question for humanitarian actors. Humanitarianism in 
such settings has become subsidiary to a much larger and essentially political 
agenda which has to do with how the international community chooses to 
manage its overall response to crises.  The evidence of the last few years points 
to the incremental emergence of integration as a template, but only in high 
profile crises i.e. those where the overall policy approach is driven by the 
Security Council or superpower interests. In low profile crises, principled 
humanitarian action has a better chance to survive. The post-Bonn UN mission in 
Afghanistan has been the most “coherent” and “integrated” to date, but elements 
of integration are present in all recent UN missions from Kosovo to Iraq, and the 
doctrine of integration has been codified in the Brahimi report. However 
axiomatic in the thinking of UN and government policy-makers, the push for 
integration carries crucial policy and institutional implications for the humanitarian 
enterprise.   
 
The choice confronting UN humanitarian entities is two-fold.  One option involves 
full membership in the UN conflict management and resolution machinery, with a 
potential loss of their independent and neutral humanitarian voice.  The other 
embraces some degree of separation or insulation from that machinery so as to 
nurture policy and partnerships in the humanitarian community, with the risk of 
being less able to ensure that humanitarian concerns are given equal billing in 
the overall response. The experience with “equal billing” so far has been mixed at 
best.  In Afghanistan, but also in many African crises, experience has shown that 
the political UN does not see itself bound by humanitarian principles and often 
has limited appreciation of the value of the humanitarian endeavor in and of itself. 
Humanitarian action, and the eventual need for tradeoffs, is always seen through 

                                            
3 Norwegian Refugee Council statement, 8 September 2003. 
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political eyes.  Culturally and institutionally, there seems to be a reluctance to 
acknowledge that humanitarianism and human rights are valuable in their own 
right and also central to the quest for peace. 
 
It is likely that the Iraq crisis will prompt a probing revisitation of the coherence 
and integration debates as well as of the institutional consequences thereof. The 
choice that is bound to resurface is between  
 

 integration of all conflict resolution tools and approaches under a 
single banner – that of the “political UN” – coupled with the 
recognition that in some cases such action will be seen by some as 
taking sides; and  
 insulation or independence of the humanitarian (and possibly the 

human rights) segments of the conflict resolution enterprise from 
(UN) political action, on the other.   

 
In some ways this would constitute a return to the clearer institutional 
architecture of the Cold War era when humanitarian issues and human rights 
were in more watertight compartments, or the recognition that a new Cold War is 
in the offing, built around the global war on terror and that humanitarian actors 
have to be much more cautious as to how they are perceived.   
 
One could envision, for example, a return to ideology and polarization in 
international relations with a superpower-driven anti-terror camp pursuing an 
elusive enemy, and a “third force” composed of groups and nations concerned 
that the anti-terror agenda undermines the goal of attacking poverty and 
promoting justice. The risks for humanitarianism in such a scenario are 
significant, as are the implications for the UN coordination function. Again, on the 
issue of integration vs. independence there are likely to be a range of positions in 
the humanitarian community (as well as among donors and UN member states). 
Given past experience, the institutional constraints to any significant reform of the 
system – for example, a single UN humanitarian agency outside the secretariat 
or an independent international humanitarian agency – are likely to be 
formidable.  However, based on our initial round of consultations, we sense that 
a reopening of the “single agency issue” will soon be on the cards again. 
 
Regardless of whether this issue will be reopened, many feel that efforts should 
be redoubled to influence decision-makers in the Security Council and elsewhere 
on humanitarian and protection issues.  The objective, as one workshop 
participant put it, should be to “humanitarianize politics” but without politicizing 
humanitarian action.  Some felt that the success of such a strategy would be 
dependent on the results of the 2004 US presidential election.  Others, seeing 
longer-term trends at play, doubted that much is likely to change in Superpower-
directed world ordering efforts in the years to come.  Nevertheless, there was 
agreement that a more “human” agenda in the SC, leveraging “friendly” donors 
and other member states should be pursued as a matter of urgency.   
 
Views differed as well on the issue of UN reform.  Some felt that the undermining 
of humanitarianism and human rights in the political UN arena was more a 
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function of leadership (or lack thereof) than of structures. Structurally, the 
Emergency Relief Coordinator is well-placed to advocate for a strong 
humanitarian perspective in conflict resolution and crisis management.  
Leadership has been the problem.  Others thought that surgery could not be 
postponed any longer and that nothing short of the deep reform of the 
humanitarian system was necessary.  The proponents of both views agreed that 
should a reform process get underway, the humanitarian perspective should be 
in the forefront. Hence the idea was suggested that “humanitarian sleepers” be 
placed in positions where they could influence SC members and the political 
wing of the UN Secretariat. 
 
While the issue of institutional reform can only be flagged at this stage, a final, 
related, point deserves to be made. The key question is: what is the future of 
humanitarianism post-Kabul and post-Baghdad?  Indeed, does it still make 
sense to use the term humanitarianism when the priests who are supposed to be 
the custodians of principle have, happily or reluctantly, joined the service of the 
Superpower that rightly or wrongly is widely despised throughout the region and 
beyond?  The question should be posed for the UN, but also in slightly differently 
form for the ICRC and for the NGO community. (One must recall how insistent 
NGOs were to become operational in Iraq but wanted the UN there as a “buffer”.)     
 
Given the blurring of the lines which everyone from the UN Secretary-General 
down acknowledged at the September meeting of the InterAgency Standing 
Committee principals, perhaps a first area to be addressed could be that of 
defining  the term “humanitarian”.  Is humanitarian action that takes its cue 
from the UN Security Council still humanitarian?  It is noteworthy that at the IASC 
meeting at least one agency head lamented the reality of the intrusion of the SC 
into humanitarian matters and advocated that the Secretary-General be the 
spokesman of “We the peoples…” rather than of the Security Council.  
 
A focus on core humanitarian activities would run counter to the trend of the ‘90s, 
when the humanitarian agenda expanded into areas that were not strictly 
speaking humanitarian – peace-building, capacity-building, aid-induced conflict 
resolution.  Moreover, because of the demise of “development” as a mobilizing 
device in the conduct of North-South relations and the byzantine vagaries of 
donor bureaucracies, the humanitarian label has been applied to all manner of 
small-scale and community-based recovery activities that would fit more neatly 
under a development label.  This pattern has been particularly egregious in 
Afghanistan, but also in Iraq, DRC, and Sierra Leone. In Iraq, the double blurring 
between politics and humanitarian action and between humanitarian and 
development work has been the source of much confusion.  In reaction, some 
humanitarian agencies are considering retrenching from assistance to core 
humanitarian protection and relief functions for specific vulnerable groups, in part 
to increase their own security. 
 
Many feel that effective and principled humanitarian action requires some form of 
“return to basics.”  The more one departs from the “copyrighted” humanitarianism 
enshrined in the Geneva conventions, the more the risks of treading on murky 
ground increase. This “Dunantist” view is countered by those who believe that 
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too restrictive an approach does not do justice to the complex nature of current 
conflicts and in particular protracted emergencies.  Should humanitarian actors 
stop advocating on child soldiers because this is not strictly speaking a life-
saving issue?  Obviously not.  At the same time, there is a realization that 
humanitarians have perhaps gone too far in occupying space left free by others – 
development actors and shrinking state involvement in ODA.   
 
Some form of “re-centering” on basic humanitarian values therefore seems 
desirable, with two caveats.  The first is that re-centering should not come at the 
expense of protection and human rights concerns. If anything, the contrary 
should happen through the re-positioning of the normative functions of 
humanitarian and human rights organizations at the center of the stage rather 
than being seen, as often happens, as ancillary to assistance functions.  The 
second is that there is no one-size-fits all solution.  Maximalist humanitarian 
approaches may be justified in some situations – particularly when there is a 
peace agreement and an agreed collective strategy which lends itself to some 
degree of an integrated response – while minimalist solutions may be the only 
way forward in extremely contested, politicized and volatile environments. 
 

4. An Agenda for Reinvigorating Humanitarian Action 
 
The previous review and analysis has identified broad policy and political issues 
as well as more specific operational concerns.  Discussions to date underscore 
the view that an agenda for reinvigorating humanitarian action is needed, 
covering a gamut of macro and micro matters that will be processed in the 
coming months in a variety of venues and agencies.  Some initial ideas for future 
work are listed below.  We would anticipate that over the next few months a 
number of initiatives would be undertaken to explore these and other avenues. 
An agenda for recovery would involve a number of constituencies: the UN, Red 
Cross Movement, NGOs, donors, other UN Member States (e.g. G77), think 
tanks, officials and communities in affected countries, academics, and others. 
 
Some preliminary ideas for an agenda for the redress of humanitarianism in its 
principles, policy, and institutional and operational dimensions are listed below.  
They focus on the conditions and circumstances necessary for the preservation 
of humanitarian space particularly in contexts where humanitarian action is 
manipulated for political objectives or is seen as antagonistic to the aims of 
militiant extremist groups. 
 
Among the broad policy issues are the following: 
 
1. Strategize on the measures needed to safeguard humanitarian action from 

manipulation by political agendas, including the roles of multilateral and 
bilateral donors and their commitment to principles. 

2. Revisit the coherence vs. independence debate, with an eye to insulating 
humanitarian activities more effectively from negative association with 
political, military, and peacekeeping work 

3. Review whether the UN system is the best focal point for the orchestration 
and coordination of humanitarian work in high-profile political settings.  
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4. Define advocacy strategies vis-à-vis the Security Council and member states 
to contribute to “humanitarianizing politics” rather than politicizing 
humanitarianism. 

5. Identify measures to ensure that advances made on human rights and 
protection issues are not jettisoned in the context of the war on terror and as 
new actors emerge in the humanitarian arena. 

6. Revisit the current welter of definitions of humanitarianism and identify the 
core “humanitarian activities” which should be preserved in even the most 
insecure settings. Define the conditions (e.g. after a peace agreement) where 
more maximalist and integrated approaches may be justified.   

7. Review the comparative advantages of the UN, Red Cross Movement, and 
NGOs in the advocacy for, and delivery of, principled humanitarian action. 

8. Revisit the concept of what constitutes a “non-governmental organization” 
and in particular the extent to which political and financial pressure from, and 
proximity to, governments may compromise adherence to core humanitarian 
principles.  

9. Assess the appropriate roles of the military in providing security for 
humanitarian operations in the context of the growing misuse and/or 
militarization of humanitarian action itself. 

 
The following are  more specific institutional and operational issues that 
deserve further study. 
 
1. Analyze the consequences on programs, affected populations, and staff 

security of the withdrawal of expatriate humanitarian staff from Iraq and other 
crises (Afghanistan, Liberia) as well as the costs (financial and in terms of 
credibility) of returning. 

 
2.  Explore the possibility of formulating a template of considerations to be taken    

into account in reaching such engagement/disengagement decisions, 
acknowledging that individual agencies would retain the ultimate decision-
making authority. 

 
3.  Review risks for local staff in recent crises and measures that have been, or 

could be, taken to enhance  their security. 
 
4.  Study protective measures for aid workers: does the issue of private security  

firms/militarized assistance need to be revisited?  
 
5.  Track over time the issue of the protective nature of the emblems through a    

quantitative and qualitative analysis of security incidents in hostile 
environments.  

 
6. Study the groups that target humanitarian agencies in order to understand 

better their motivations and the communities with which they interact.  Define 
options for reaching out to such groups to negotiate humanitarian space and 
increase the “acceptability” of humanitarian actors. (Why is it, for example, 
that the UN does not face security threats from Islamist groups in the 
Occupied Territories in the Middle East)? 
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7.  Analyze whether there is evidence that the separation of protection activities 

from the provision of assistance provides for better profile/security.  
Conversely, does the presence of relief personnel enhance protection? 

 
8.  Study UN leadership and coordination on the ground in Iraq.  Were UN 

agencies giving consistent or divergent messages on humanitarian issues 
and on interaction with the OP? 

 
9.  Review measures taken by humanitarian agencies to explain to the wider 

Middle Eastern public their role and activities in Iraq; identify appropriate 
advocacy and public information strategies for the various publics in the 
region. 

 
10. Examine the extent to which during the run-up to the Iraq crisis, and the crisis 

itself, humanitarian concerns were energetically asserted at the highest levels 
of the United Nations, including the UN headquarters task force headed by 
the Deputy Secretary-General. 
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Annex I: Experiences from Earlier Crises, as Analyzed by the 
Humanitarianism and War Project 

 
1. From Operation Lifeline Sudan (1989) 

 
 An early H&W study found that by focusing on international media, the UN had 
missed an opportunity to develop an African constituency for it innovative 
programming.4 

 
2. From the first Gulf Crisis (1990-1992) 

 
“In an attempt to preserve a distinction between humanitarian activities and their 
political context, some UN officials made distinctions between a ‘good UN’ and a 
‘bad UN.”  When people in Jordan vented their anger at the UN in a 
demonstration in front of the UNDP offices – there was no separate 
representative of the UN Security Council in the country – UN officials met with 
them and conveyed their petitions to UN headquarters.  We are UN humanitarian 
organizations and not the Security Council, UN staff in effect explained to the 
leaders.  We are here suffering with you and trying to help.  Conversely, 
however, the identification of UN staff with the plight of the people also drew 
criticism.  “Whose side are they on anyway?” asked one diplomat from an Allied 
Coalition embassy.”5 
 

3. From the Former Yugoslavia (1991-93) 
 
“U.N. humanitarian officials sought to protect the integrity of their work [from the 
negative perception of UN sanctions and UN peacekeeping operations] in 
various ways.  Some went to great lengths to keep their distance from what they 
called ‘the other U.N.’ Many with region-wide responsibilities used separate sets 
of business cards, listing offices separately to avoid provocation.  Some prefaced 
discussions in the field with a disclaimer distinguishing themselves from 
UNPROFOR.  ‘We’re here to help you,’ they reported saying. To emphasize their 
independence from the political and military United Nations, some suggested 
painting their vehicles ‘U.N. blue’ as against ‘UNPROFOR white.’ 
 
Accepting their affiliation, other officials sought to make the best of a difficult 
situation, noting that a certain institutional schizophrenia should be expected and 
accepted.  “We are a part of the U.N. system and will always be seen as that,” 
said Thomas McDermott, UNICEF’s Special Representative to the Republics of 
Former Yugoslavia.  Even where United Nations troops are involved, he noted, 
there will be human needs that require the special expertise of humanitarian 
professionals.  With people suffering, McDermott said, “We have to be there,” 
worrying about such essentials as nutritional adequacy, prenatal care, and the 
training of social workers.  The most sensible course of action, said a senior 
humanitarian official in Belgrade, is simply to accept the fact that “For people 
here in Serbia, the U.N. is the U.N., and the U.N. is UNPROFOR.” 
                                            
4. Cf. A Critical Review of Operation Lifeline Sudan (October 1990), 51-52. 
5 United Nations Coordination of the International Humanitarian Response to the Gulf Crisis: 
1990-1992, Occasional Paper 13, p. 22 
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”In an effort to reduce contradictions in the United Nations, the report urges 
debate regarding the creation of a new institutional capacity within the 
organization to provide assistance and protection where enforcement under 
Chapter VII of the Charter results in economic sanctions or military intervention.  
Functioning in such an environment is providing too treacherous for most 
members of the U.N.’s existing humanitarian system.”6 
 

4. From the Caucasus and the Great Lakes 
 
“[L]ocal employees of international agencies in the Caucasus represented an 
indispensable resource when expatriates were unwelcome or unwilling to take 
the risks of continued direct involvement.  The emphasis in the Caucasus 
discussion [co-sponsored by the H&W Project in the mid-90s] was on finding 
ways to sustain humanitarian activities through facilitating and supporting the 
continued efforts of local actors, whether locals employed by international 
agencies or local organizations themselves.  Yet workshop participants were 
clear that on occasion humanitarian activities might need to be withdrawn or 
suspended. 
 
Discussions sought identify a series of ‘disengagement indicators’ to help reach 
such a critical decision.  Anticipating the likely fallout of withdrawal, one of the 
concerns expressed was that the disengagement of internationals would expose 
or punish local NGOs associated with foreign relief operations.  ‘Militant elements 
would enjoy greater impunity due to weaker local NGOs and the absence of the 
deterrent effect of international aid agencies.’  The extreme insecurity in the 
Caucasus underscored the reality that a commitment to local institution-building 
limits the freedom of expatriate organizations abruptly or without consultation to 
disengage from insecure theaters of operation.  If capacity building is to have any 
meaning, international humanitarian actors are not simply free to go – or perhaps 
even to come—entirely on their own terms. 
 
Experience from elsewhere confirms the extent to which engagement with 
foreign agencies can be hazardous to the health of indigenous employees and 
institutions.   A dramatic example took place in Rwanda in 1994, where militant 
elements entered buses that were evacuating expatriate personnel during the 
genocide, removing and taking to their death the agencies’ Tutsi employees.  
Debriefed in Nairobi after the incidents, UN personnel were in a palpable state of 
shock as they tried to come to terms with the fate of their colleagues – as 
contrasted with their own stays of execution.7 
 

5. From the Caucasus (1997-98) 
 
“Many agencies address security in ways seriously out of step with the 
requirements of much of the Caucasus environment.  One agency actively 
                                            
6 Humanitarian Action in the Former Yugoslavia: The U.N.’s Role 1991-1993, Occasional Paper 
18, x and 101-2. 
7 Larry Minear, The Humanitarian Enterprise: Dilemmas & Discoveries.  (Bloomfield, CT: 
Kumarian Press, 2002), 66-67. 
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discourages so-called ‘security paranoia’ among its staff, sending the message 
that security should be something less than a 24-hour a day preoccupation.  
Another fielded a lone expatriate to the northern Caucasus with no special 
security protocols, equipment, training, or support.  By contrast, the ICRC 
requires its field staff to undergo intensive three-week training, which includes 
familiarization with security threats and dealing with the challenges likely to be 
encountered in hostile environments. 
 
Some larger agencies have labored against serious internal difficulties when 
confronted with security problems.  Concerns among field staff about the career 
implications of asking to be withdrawn from the field or temporarily replaced, 
prevented staff members in at least one case from being frank with headquarters 
when they felt in imminent danger.  Eventually a staffer was kidnapped, forcing 
the drastic curtailment of the agency’s entire program. 
 
In the headquarters of some agencies, there can be implicit biases toward the 
continuation of programs, thus minimizing security risks.  Smaller agencies, on 
the other hand, may be biased toward suspending programs due to the greater 
financial and logistics requirements of operating in a hostile environment.  In the 
field, meanwhile, a recommendation to suspend programming due to insecurity 
can be viewed as an admission of failure.”8 
 
Research in the Caucasus resulted in the formulation of a set of “Disengagement 
Indicators” reflecting a variety of local and international concerns.9 
  

6. From Africa (1999-2000) 
 
“Since the lack of formal coordination arrangements between the UN and NGOs 
undermines the effectiveness of humanitarian activities, a generic memorandum 
of understanding (MOU) between the UN and NGOs should be developed.  This 
MOU should be applicable early in humanitarian emergencies when agencies are 
setting out their relationships, and could be adapted to the specifics of each 
setting.  It should incorporate the reform of security coordination to include NGOs 
in information-sharing measures.”10 
 

7. From Kosovo (1999) 
 
Politicization infiltrated the neutrality of humanitarian activities in the various 
theaters and periods of the Kosovo crisis.  In the FRY, the interplay between 
NATO military action and military/paramilitary activities on the ground meant that 
virtually the entire humanitarian community left the battlefield on the eve of the 
battle.  After the battle, reconstituting humanitarian operations became more 
subject to political considerations by host and donors alike. 
 
                                            
8 Humanitarian Action in the Caucasus: A Practitioner’s Guide, Occasional Paper 32, 42. 
9 See Greg Hansen and Larry Minear, “Waiting for Peace: Perspectives from Action-oriented 
Research on the Humanitarian Impasse in the Caucasus,” in Disasters, Vol. 23, No. 3, 
September 1999, 257-270, at page 265. 
10 The Dynamics of Coordination, Occasional Paper 40, 110. 
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In Macedonia and Albania and in Kosovo after the bombing, the efforts of some 
humanitarian agencies to insulate themselves from the political context of 
NATO’s involvement were largely unsuccessful.  Others simply accepted the 
NATO association and mounted programs wherever possible.  Had the bombing 
and the military contingents in such a crisis come from another quarter than 
NATO, aid agencies public and private would doubtless not have moved with 
such alacrity to respond.  That fact in and of itself suggests a highly political 
dimension to their engagement. 
 
”[S]ome aid and human rights personnel felt obliged as a matter of principle to 
engage with those planning diplomatic or military initiatives with humanitarian  
consequences.  One suggested that even if NATO had not consulted 
humanitarian organizations, the agencies should have taken the initiative to 
approach military planners with information regarding the likely effects of military 
action on civilian populations.  Otherwise they, too, would have ‘blood on their 
hands.’ 
 
By contrast, however, some humanitarian agencies and personnel wanted no 
part whatsoever in NATO’s military or contingency planning.  Governments have 
their own intelligence sources, they pointed out, and aid groups were well-
advised to focus on their own bread-and-butter activities rather than taking on 
intelligence-sharing functions.  One aid official refused an invitation to meet with 
visiting U.S. Ambassador Richard C. Holbrooke at the time the Rambouillet 
process was foundering, fearing that such prior consultation would be invoked in 
justifying an eventual NATO decision to bomb.” 11 
 

8. From Afghanistan (2002) 
 
”’The good news is that a lot of high-level U.S. policy makers are interested in 
Afghanistan,’ says one senior aid official [interviewed in late 2002].  “The bad 
news is that a lot of high-level U.S. policy makers are interested in Afghanistan.’  
He adds that ‘If Afghanistan were Liberia, we’d have a lot easier time managing 
the crisis.’”12 

                                            
11 NATO and Humanitarian Action in the Kosovo Crisis, Occasional Paper 36, 55, 66-68. 
12 Ian Smillie and Larry Minear, The Quality of Money: Donor Behavior in Humanitarian Financing 
(April 2003), 9. 



 

 

 

21 

Annex 2: Acknowledgements 
 
 
The Feinstein International Famine Center would like to express appreciation to a 
number of organizations whose financial contributions  made the workshop 
initiative possible.   
 
The Fritz Institute 
CARE US 
Oxfam America 
World Vision International 
The Institute for Human Security at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy 
The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation 
The Center’s Humanitarianism and War Project  
 
Funds are being used for the research reflected in the workshop paper, for the 
convening of the workshop itself, and for the preparation and dissemination of its 
report.  Contributions from additional sources would still be welcome. 
 
Special thanks are extended to Oxfam America for providing the venue in which 
the workshop was held. 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

22 

Annex 3: List of Interviewees 
 
 
Geneva 
 
Stephen Tull, Humanitarian Affairs Officer, OCHA 
Gerard Putman-Cramer, Chief, Emergency Services Branch,  
           Deputy Director, Natural Disaster Policy, OCHA  
Rashid Khalikov, Director, Geneva Office, OCHA 
Peter Neussl, IDP Unit, OCHA 
Jamie McGoldrick, Iraq desk, OCHA 
Joel Boutroue, Head, Emergency Response Branch, OCHA 
Umesh Palwankar, Diplomatic Advisor, International Organizations Division, 
 ICRC 
Meinrad Studer, Senior Advisor, Humanitarian Aid, SDC 
Abbas Gullet, Director, Disaster Management and Coordination, IFRC 
Elizabeth Rasmussen, Resident Representative, Norwegian Refugee Council 
Manisha Thomas, Humanitarian Affairs Officer, ICVA 
 
New York 
 
Ross Mountain, Assistant Emergency Relief Coordinator, OCHA (Geneva) 
Mark Bowden, Chief Policy Branch, OCHA 
Robyn Groves, Senior Humanitarian Affairs Officer, OCHA 
Mike Gaouette, Humanitarian Affairs Officer, OCHA 
Ed Schekenberg, Executive Director, ICVA 
Joel McClellan, Secretary, SCHR 
Nicola Reindorp, Oxfam UN representative 
Adrian McIntyre and Jo Nickolls, Oxfam Iraq 
Kathleen Hunt, Director UN Liaison Office, CARE International 
 
Helsinki 
 
Jules Frost, Director, Emergency Response and Disaster Mitigation 
Nigel Pont, Program Advisor, Mercy Corps 



 

 

 

23 

Annex 4: Selected Documents and Commentary on the Issues of the 
Workshop 

 
 
 

Catan, Thomas and Stephen Fidler, “The Military Can’t Provide Security,   
Financial Times, Sept. 30, 2003 

 
Coalition Provisional Authority Request to Rehabilitate and Reconstruct Iraq,  

September 2003 
 
Farley, Maggie, “A Critical Annan urges ‘Radical Change in UN’s Iraq Role,” Los  
 Angeles Times,  
 
Ganz, Peter, “The United Nations and post-conflict Iraq,” Refugees International,  

Sept. 8, 2003 
 
Jenkins, Simon, “Can’t stop this thing we started,” London Times, Sept. 12, 2003 
 
McNamara, Dennis, “Aid business cannot go on as usual,” Reuters, Oct. 2, 2003 
 [www.occupationwatch.org] 
 
Oxfam, “Aid workers face ongoing danger, rampant insecurity stalls restoration of 

basic  services,” October 2.  [www.reliefweb.int] 
 
Rumsfeld, Donald, “Beyond ‘Nation Building’,” The Washington Post, Sept. 25, 

2003 
 
U.S. State Department, Draft U.S. Resolution for the Security Council [from BBC 

News] 
 
Vick, Karl, “Facing ‘Different Kind of War,’ Aid groups in Iraq Adopted Lower 

Profile,” Washington Post, Sept. 29, 2003 
 


