
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Characteristics, determinants, and perspectives of experienced 

medical humanitarians: a qualitative approach 

AUTHORS Asgary, Ramin; Lawrence, Katharine 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Sharon Abramowitz 
University of Florida, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 07-Sep-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS 2. The abstract is poorly organized in that the conclusion does not 
follow from the objective or results. It's unclear from abstract how the 
authors are arriving at their conclusion.  
 
3. Unclear. The study selects long-term humanitarian employees, 
who have self-selected into the field. Findings regarding the overall 
training and management of the humanitarian labor force needs to 
take into account the population of short-term or mid-term NGO 
workers who subsequently leave the field due to structure or 
personal factors.  
 
5. Which institution provided approval for human subjects research?  
 
6. The most significant flaw in this paper is the sense that the 
outcomes are clearly defined or situated in the context of a broader 
literature OR disciplinary conversation. For example, the term 
"character building" in an institutional perspective is poorly defined 
throughout, but it appears to be a central finding of the authors. In 
another example, Table 3 - a long list of quotes from interviewees - 
reads a little bit like a data dump, in which the authors have selected 
their preferred codes and offered specific quotes that illustrated it. 
The qualitative data is no doubt evocative of the commitments of the 
interviewees, but their comments are not well served in the current 
format in building towards a cohesive argument about the findings 
from the study as a whole. Each of the sub-categories - Burnout, 
Personal and Emotional Experiences, Collective Motives, etc... all 
read as though they have been overly condensed, and they wide 
degree of variation within these categories is undermined by the 
short shrift each has been given. The authors might be well served 
by choosing a subset - or even just one of these categories - and 
focusing on it in a more robust and well developed and 
contextualized way.  
 
12. The strengths and limitations section on page 2 is vague - 
especially the section "our in-depth analysis..." The first paragraph 
and the last paragraph of the section should be combined, and a 
more specific consideration of how the omission of shorter-term 
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humanitarian workers should be detailed. Furthermore, the concept 
of "experienced" is perhaps misleading... quite a few humanitarian 
workers who have been in the field for 3 years or more are highly 
experienced, as are those who chose to leave service after 5-10 
years. The issue of longevity should be problematized - or at least 
explained from the author's viewpoint. What is the benefit of 
focusing on this specific active population?  
 
General comments  
This is an important subject and an important population for 
research that often gets ignored. Too often, humanitarian actors are 
treated as naive volunteers or as predatory faceless NGOs that 
violate the needs of local populations, and this paper reflects the 
passion, care, professionalism, and good citizenship of the full-time 
staff that sustain humanitarian operations both within and between 
crises.  
 
That being said, the fact that the mean age is 41.8 poses problems. 
This is not just an experienced demographic - this is a unique 
category of "lifers," who have stayed with humanitarianism past an 
initial first few years of humanitarian volunteerism/early employment, 
and then past a mid-career period (which usually happens in the 
30's). More information about the national origins of these 
individuals might help to explain their economic positioning relative 
to the field - although this might be beyond the scope of the paper.  
 
It is also clear that this was an exploratory study - but the question 
that sits with me is "exploratory for what?" The researchers 
ambiguously indicate on page 4 that understanding long-term 
humanitarian sensibilities might lead to institution strengthening and 
help prevent burnout. 
 
It is clear that they authors have a remarkable set of data to work 
with in describing humanitarian experiences, but this article is trying 
to do too much, and the quantity of data, and its relevance to both 
the field and the population at study, is both overwhelming and 
under-delivering. The authors need to scale back the scope of the 
paper to focus more specifically on a series of sub-topics so that 
they can be developed fully. One peculiarity about the paper in its 
current form is the fact that the literatures for each sub-topic is help 
for the discussion section, and is substantially separated from the 
data in each sub-topic. The discussion section is overly chopped up 
into sub-categories as a result. A more seamless integration of data 
and literature needs to be introduced, and the paper needs to be 
restructured so that the quantity of content and sub-topics doesn't 
overwhelm both the reader and the topic. 

 

REVIEWER Lisa Schwartz 
McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada 
 
I do research in and publish in this field myself. 

REVIEW RETURNED 27-Sep-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is an interesting and timely paper, which I strongly feel will 
make useful contributions to understanding of and motivations 
behind humanitarian aid work.  
I have a few comments:  
Population: It is not clear that population includes only foreign aid 
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workers who work outside of the home countries. This eventually 
becomes apparent but should be made explicit. It should also be 
identified as a limitation of the research, though it is not a fatal flaw. 
There is an acknowledged gap in this kind of research that we do 
not hear from local employed or volunteer workers associated with 
the INGOs. The current paper does not include local perspectives so 
this should be acknowledged, though understandable.  
Population: The authors refer to medical aid workers, but the table 
indicates that other kinds of workers are included in the study (eg 
lawyers, political scientists etc). This should be explained and 
potentially worked into the analysis and discussion. There is no way 
to identify when respondents have a health background, non-health 
related background or a combination. It may contribute to the 
analysis to identify either the educational background or role of the 
respondent, or at least they are are health care providers or not.  
Table 3: One heading used is 'Rights and Solidarity' only solidarity is 
not evoked in the quote. Do the authors have an additional quote to 
add here, or could the subtitle just be 'Rights'?  
Pg 10 Mission etc: Other studies report occasional conflict between 
INGO agendas and individual motivations/intentions by aid workers. 
Did you come across any negative experiences related to this?  
Pg 14: Subtitle 'Defining the population' This is a very important 
section and could be a paper of its own. The subtitle is a bit 
misleading. Consider adding 'served' or 'host populations'?  
Later in the same paragrpah, the authors state that host community 
contributions are perceived as limited by the INGO workers. Is this a 
term the respondents used or one the authors added? It is a 
contentious statement, and doesn't seem to be supported by the 
quotes the authors have chosen. I would suggest cutting the 
statement "- albeit limited -", or please support it with comments 
from the data.  
Pg 16: The authors make reference to a 'rights based' approach. It 
would be helpful to have a brief description of how they intend this to 
be sued (rights theory is a vast topic and could entail many subtle 
nuances). Is it clear that the respondents used the concept in the 
same way, or could their understanding of rights vary?  
Pg 19: The section on concepts, criticisms etc is interesting and 
contains important points. Are they supported by the participant 
perspectives, or is this reflection by the authors?  
Pg 23: By the end of this section, I wondered if there was any 
consideration by the respondents of the level of risks they are 
prepared to take and the reciprocal allowances they would hope to 
have. This is currently relevant to the Ebola crisis, where foreign aid 
providers would take on significant risk of death if they travel abroad 
and how have been able to access experimental treatment and 
vaccine ahead of local providers. Some discussion of what they feel 
are their responsibilities to respond and the concerns they have 
related to risks taken.  
Pg 24: The comment at the end of the paper "The principles of 
independence, neutrality, and impartiality are more difficult to define 
or  
maintain today compared to decades ago" This is true, but not really 
addressed directly by the data presented. Did the respondents refer 
to this issue? Did they find it hard to remain neutral, or keep the 
appearance of impartiality?   
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VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

Reviewer Name Sharon Abramowitz  

Institution and Country University of Florida, USA  

Please state any competing interests or state „None declared‟: None declared  

 

 

2. The abstract is poorly organized in that the conclusion does not follow from the objective or results. 

It's unclear from abstract how the authors are arriving at their conclusion.  

 

We have now organized the conclusion differently. We believe that our conclusions reflect a critical 

evaluation and discussion of the findings and are in line with the study‟s aims. We have omitted a 

reference to character building (discussed below in more detail) and used a more appropriate 

terminology. If the reviewer could kindly point us to the specific mismatch we are prepared to make 

any additional changes.  

 

3. Unclear. The study selects long-term humanitarian employees, who have self-selected into the 

field. Findings regarding the overall training and management of the humanitarian labor force needs 

to take into account the population of short-term or mid-term NGO workers who subsequently leave 

the field due to structure or personal factors.  

 

We appreciate this important comment. The humanitarian aid profession represents a diverse 

community of individuals. The purpose of this study was to explore the experiences and perspectives 

of humanitarian aid workers who had committed their careers to humanitarian fieldwork. While there is 

some self-selection, other factors such as supportive or nurturing environment within INGOs could 

have also contributed to their commitment to this profession. We believe that looking at more 

experienced humanitarian workers could help elucidate some specific characteristics that could be 

developed and applied to short or mid-term workers with implications for retention. We are hoping that 

discussions from this study help inform conceptual models and theoretical frameworks for 

complementary studies that look at other subsets of the aid workers population. We agree that to 

improve the overall training and management of humanitarian labor force there needs to be 

assessment of short-term or mid-term aid workers as well. This however was not the objective of this 

study and should be done in a separate but complementary study.  

 

5. Which institution provided approval for human subjects research?  

 

This information was already provided in the paper, last sentence of the last paragraph in the 

Methods section as “This study received Institutional Review Board approval from the Mount Sinai 

School of Medicine, New York.”  

 

6. The most significant flaw in this paper is the sense that the outcomes are clearly defined or situated 

in the context of a broader literature OR disciplinary conversation. For example, the term "character 

building" in an institutional perspective is poorly defined throughout, but it appears to be a central 

finding of the authors. In another example, Table 3 - a long list of quotes from interviewees - reads a 

little bit like a data dump, in which the authors have selected their preferred codes and offered specific 

quotes that illustrated it. The qualitative data is no doubt evocative of the commitments of the 

interviewees, but their comments are not well served in the current format in building towards a 

cohesive argument about the findings from the study as a whole. Each of the sub-categories - 

Burnout, Personal and Emotional Experiences, Collective Motives, etc... all read as though they have 

been overly condensed, and they wide degree of variation within these categories is undermined by 

the short shrift each has been given. The authors might be well served by choosing a subset - or even 

just one of these categories - and focusing on it in a more robust and well developed and 
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contextualized way.  

 

Thank you for this comment. We used „character building‟ only twice in this paper (in the abstract and 

strengths and limitations) and have now changed them to better represent our meaning. The goal of 

this research is to contribute to the limited established discourse regarding medical humanitarian aid 

work. Many of the topics we address have not been formalized, or critically analyzed, even within the 

realm of medical anthropology or ethics. The broader disciplinary conversation provided the direction 

for the conceptual model and theoretical framework and we used a qualitative descriptive approach 

for this study.  

Accordingly we don't see this a flaw, but rather an inherent approach of a qualitative study looking at a 

significant portion of a very broad, under-researched context. The possible confusion over 

terminologies such as „character-building‟ indicates a larger short-coming in the lack of specificity. 

Recognizing this, we try to either define our terms (ie: „career humanitarian‟) or use terms that are part 

of a common lexicon; we sided on using terminologies that lack discipline specificities so allow for a 

broader coverage of readers of a medical journal such as BMJ Open. If there are specific terms that 

the reviewer feels require additional definition, please let us know. We have now moved table 3 to the 

Appendix.  

 

12. The strengths and limitations section on page 2 is vague - especially the section "our in-depth 

analysis..." The first paragraph and the last paragraph of the section should be combined, and a more 

specific consideration of how the omission of shorter-term humanitarian workers should be detailed. 

Furthermore, the concept of "experienced" is perhaps misleading... quite a few humanitarian workers 

who have been in the field for 3 years or more are highly experienced, as are those who chose to 

leave service after 5-10 years. The issue of longevity should be problematized - or at least explained 

from the author's viewpoint. What is the benefit of focusing on this specific active population?  

 

Per BMJ requirements, there are two sections for including strengths and limitations in this 

manuscript. There is a dedicated section of “limitations” towards the end of discussion section that 

discussed in detail potential limitations considering study design and population of participants. We 

have now added a sentence to clarify the lack of coverage of short-term and mid-term humanitarian 

workers. Additionally, as seen in the Table1, around 11% of our participants have between 3-5 years 

of experience and 34% between 6-10 years.  

 

We chose to focus on this particular population of aid workers specifically for the breadth and depth of 

their field experience, and therefore chose the term „experienced‟ to describe the length and time 

commitment of these individuals, keeping in mind that it is only one aspect of evaluating the degree 

and intensity of experience. We do not suggest that individuals with 3 years of international aid work 

experience are not „experienced‟; however, the number of missions, length of time in the field, and 

exposure to aid work structures and organizations is simply greater the more time individuals spend in 

this field. Similarly, we chose not to use the term „professional‟ humanitarian to describe this 

population. We felt that the term „professional‟ would miss a group that did not yet considered 

themselves professional humanitarians – precisely the group you describe above, and which we had 

included a representative sample. Please see methods section “Inclusion criteria included a) 

individuals who worked for any large medical humanitarian INGO outside their country of origin, b) 

with a minimum of three years international field experience, and c) having some supervisory and/or 

coordination experience at country or headquarter levels. Individuals who exclusively worked for 

governmental organizations or UN agencies and local medical aid workers were not included in this 

study.”  

 

General comments  

--This is an important subject and an important population for research that often gets ignored. Too 

often, humanitarian actors are treated as naive volunteers or as predatory faceless NGOs that violate 
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the needs of local populations, and this paper reflects the passion, care, professionalism, and good 

citizenship of the full-time staff that sustain humanitarian operations both within and between crises.  

 

We appreciate the reviewer‟s feedback on this study.  

 

--That being said, the fact that the mean age is 41.8 poses problems. This is not just an experienced 

demographic - this is a unique category of "lifers," who have stayed with humanitarianism past an 

initial first few years of humanitarian volunteerism/early employment, and then past a mid-career 

period (which usually happens in the 30's). More information about the national origins of these 

individuals might help to explain their economic positioning relative to the field - although this might be 

beyond the scope of the paper.  

 

Thank you for your comment. In the paper we have defined our population in term of inclusion criteria. 

While the mean age is early 40s, 41% of the population is in the 30-39 age group (please see Table 

1). The age factor in itself may not be a good indicator of career stage. Medical careers also skew 

what it means to be „mid-career‟. The extra time and education requirements mean that many 30-

39yrs are just starting their professional careers; therefore we feel our sample is appropriately 

reflective of the breadth of experience we were looking to explore. We have also provided tables of 

information regarding country of origin, career position, background education etc. We have now 

provided further details, considering confidentiality, regarding participants‟ characteristics for each 

quote.  

 

--It is also clear that this was an exploratory study - but the question that sits with me is "exploratory 

for what?" The researchers ambiguously indicate on page 4 that understanding long-term 

humanitarian sensibilities might lead to institution strengthening and help prevent burnout, but  

 

This section was cut off and therefore we are unsure of the totality of the reviewer‟s comment. At the 

end of the background section we described the specific aim of our study. We have elaborated in the 

last paragraph of the background that our research has “critical implications for the nature and quality 

of humanitarian interventions, as well as the prospects and expectations of the profession itself 

seeking to retain professional aid workers and maintain expertise...Characterizing shared 

understanding, attitudes, and experience provides an opportunity to reinforce collective motives and 

efforts, and enhance synergy, human resource support, and overall humanitarian efforts.”  

In methods section we have elaborated that this study uses a qualitative descriptive approach. We 

have stated in the strength and limitations bullet point sections: Our findings provide important insight 

into unique experience and characteristics of experienced humanitarians, and help guide this field in 

its personnel recruitment, management, and training.  

We have now added to the end of background section and in line with the study aim that “To help 

guide this field in its personnel recruitment, management, and training we aimed to evaluate career 

medical aid workers‟ perspectives, experiences, particularly the motivating factors and barriers in their 

pursuit of and commitment to a career in medical humanitarianism, the emotional impact of their work, 

and views on the future of humanitarian operation.”  

 

 

--It is clear that they authors have a remarkable set of data to work with in describing humanitarian 

experiences, but this article is trying to do too much, and the quantity of data, and its relevance to 

both the field and the population at study, is both overwhelming and under-delivering. The authors 

need to scale back the scope of the paper to focus more specifically on a series of sub-topics so that 

they can be developed fully. One peculiarity about the paper in its current form is the fact that the 

literatures for each sub-topic is help for the discussion section, and is substantially separated from the 

data in each sub-topic. The discussion section is overly chopped up into sub-categories as a result. A 

more seamless integration of data and literature needs to be introduced, and the paper needs to be 
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restructured so that the quantity of content and sub-topics doesn't overwhelm both the reader and the 

topic.  

 

We appreciate the reviewer helpful comments. We decided to present all data and avoid any 

systematic omission based on the readability to preserve the comprehensiveness of the data and 

their interrelationship. This was a hard choice for us to make. We spent more than 18 months trying 

different approaches to present our comprehensive data in this largely neglected field. We originally 

included all subheadings and data into the paper, then divided the paper into separate manuscripts of 

individual experience and perspective, organization-related data, and broader humanitarian issues 

and ethical experiences. However, such separation proved to be incomplete, in that many of these 

subheadings are extremely interrelated (for example that motivations of individuals had changed 

based on their experience working in different organizations and or context and or their views and 

experience regarding the overall humanitarian operation etc). The choice of providing subheading in 

the discussions section was based on prior experience publishing qualitative research in the medical 

journals, where feedback has been for some form of organization for better flow. These 

considerations have led to sometime shorter sentences and more concise statements, especially in 

the discussion.  

 

 

 

Reviewer: 2  

Reviewer Name Lisa Schwartz  

Institution and Country McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada  

Please state any competing interests or state „None declared‟: I do research in and publish in this field 

myself.  

 

 

--This is a very interesting paper. It involves timely, well constructed research -and should certainly be 

published.  

I have only a few comments which I have entered below.  

 

We really appreciate this feedback.  

 

--For decision of the editors: As I mentioned in the conflict section, this research closely resembles 

work I have been involved in and while I am embarrassed to recommend my own work, I sincerely 

think at least one of our papers would be of interest to the authors and could help support some of the 

findings. I suggest the following Schwartz L, Sinding C, Hunt M, Elit, L, Redwood-Campbell, L, 

Adelson, N, Luther, L, Ranford, J, de Laat, S. Ethics in humanitarian aid work: Learning from the 

narratives of humanitarian health workers. AJOB Primary Research. 2010;1(3):45-54. I have attached 

it here in case the editors feel it would be acceptable to share it with the authors.  

 

We appreciate providing us with the reviewer‟s prior work, which we have read and incorporated into 

our complementary piece on ethical experience of the participants of this study. We felt that this piece 

was more instrumental to that paper under preparation, and will certainly use it as a guide and 

citation.  

 

--This is an interesting and timely paper, which I strongly feel will make useful contributions to 

understanding of and motivations behind humanitarian aid work.  

 

I have a few comments:  

 

--Population: It is not clear that population includes only foreign aid workers who work outside of the 
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home countries. This eventually becomes apparent but should be made explicit. It should also be 

identified as a limitation of the research, though it is not a fatal flaw. There is an acknowledged gap in 

this kind of research that we do not hear from local employed or volunteer workers associated with 

the INGOs. The current paper does not include local perspectives so this should be acknowledged, 

though understandable.  

 

We appreciate and completely agree with the reviewer‟s comment.  

We have now clarified that our population is limited to international workers. Please see abstract, 

methods (inclusion/exclusion criteria), and limitations, as well as comments above.  

 

--Population: The authors refer to medical aid workers, but the table indicates that other kinds of 

workers are included in the study (eg lawyers, political scientists etc). This should be explained and 

potentially worked into the analysis and discussion. There is no way to identify when respondents 

have a health background, non-health related background or a combination. It may contribute to the 

analysis to identify either the educational background or role of the respondent, or at least they are 

are health care providers or not.  

 

Our research focused largely on those individuals who participate in medical humanitarian work. Our 

ultimate goal was to provide a broader set of recommendations or food for thoughts for organizations 

that provide medical or health services. There are many other humanitarian workers who are included 

in the larger population of aid workers. We address this in our limitations section. Considering that 

overwhelmingly our participants had health or medical background and or worked for many years 

within the context of delivery of health and medical services it did not feel to us that the specific 

educational background will be that relevant to the broader concepts and themes we were exploring. 

This however would be an excellent complementary research question to pursue as a follow up study. 

Additionally during our analysis we did not encounter any difference, whether small or significant, in 

term of characteristics of their experience except that the individual with medical or health background 

had more direct exposure with human suffering and elaborated more often on either ethical issues or 

burn out. To present a better picture, we have now provided participants‟ background for quotes.  

 

--Table 3: One heading used is 'Rights and Solidarity' only solidarity is not evoked in the quote. Do the 

authors have an additional quote to add here, or could the subtitle just be 'Rights'?  

 

Table 3 only provides additional interesting quotes. It merely follows the organizations in the results 

section and only provides extra quotes. The quotes related to solidarity are already in the text. Please 

see the results section, “Humanitarian motivations and altruism” first paragraph. The table does not 

mean to be comprehensive but provide additional food for thoughts. We have now moved table 3 to 

the Appendix.  

 

--Pg 10 Mission etc: Other studies report occasional conflict between INGO agendas and individual 

motivations/intentions by aid workers. Did you come across any negative experiences related to this?  

 

We explored the issue of personal and organizational conflict, but it did not appear to be a major 

problem with this experienced group of aid workers in this stage of their career. We came across this 

mostly as related to participants‟ experiences with UN agencies. Some participants elaborated that 

they experienced conflicts in their mission and views with previous work with other INGOs.  

 

--Pg 14: Subtitle 'Defining the population' This is a very important section and could be a paper of its 

own. The subtitle is a bit misleading. Consider adding 'served' or 'host populations'?  

 

Thank you for this valuable suggestion. We have made this change accordingly to the “host 

population”.  
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--Later in the same paragrpah, the authors state that host community contributions are perceived as 

limited by the INGO workers. Is this a term the respondents used or one the authors added? It is a 

contentious statement, and doesn't seem to be supported by the quotes the authors have chosen. I 

would suggest cutting the statement "- albeit limited -", or please support it with comments from the 

data.  

 

This was a mistake. What we meant was that they valued the community‟s input “despite knowing that 

the community resources were depleted or limited during the crisis”. We have now omitted the “albeit 

limited resources”.  

 

--Pg 16: The authors make reference to a 'rights based' approach. It would be helpful to have a brief 

description of how they intend this to be sued (rights theory is a vast topic and could entail many 

subtle nuances). Is it clear that the respondents used the concept in the same way, or could their 

understanding of rights vary?  

 

This is very important comment. A goal of this project was to explore how the rights-based framework 

was used in medical humanitarianism. Rather than finding a uniform understanding of this framework, 

we found we often needed to clarify our questions by providing a definition for a right-based approach.  

While this clarification provided a consistency to this question, participants often commented on how a 

variable, unclear, or problematic understanding of the framework contributes to its uneven application 

in the field. We have now added a sentence to the “Right-based approach to humanitarian 

assistance” to indicate this conceptual confusion.  

 

--Pg 19: The section on concepts, criticisms etc is interesting and contains important points. Are they 

supported by the participant perspectives, or is this reflection by the authors?  

 

The conflict and criticism discussion section came out directly from participants. Our conclusions are 

derived from the results we obtained in this study. In interviewing participants, we found they were 

very conscious about the imitations of their work and overall humanitarian operation. Accountability 

was a center of tension and conflict among most of participants as presented in the results section as 

well. Please see impressions regarding overall work of INGOs in the results section.  

 

--Pg 23: By the end of this section, I wondered if there was any consideration by the respondents of 

the level of risks they are prepared to take and the reciprocal allowances they would hope to have. 

This is currently relevant to the Ebola crisis, where foreign aid providers would take on significant risk 

of death if they travel abroad and how have been able to access experimental treatment and vaccine 

ahead of local providers. Some discussion of what they feel are their responsibilities to respond and 

the concerns they have related to risks taken.  

 

Our interview questions did not directly address this question. By and large we noticed that this group 

of more dedicated or career humanitarian were less concerned about risks of their work, possibly due 

to their coping strategies and mechanisms of adaptation they had developed over years. We did not 

encounter examples where risk itself was considered a significant deterrent or a major factor in 

accepting a job or field position. When participants did address challenges to continuing in the 

humanitarian field, it was largely for personal reasons (ie: having children, raising families).  

 

--Pg 24: The comment at the end of the paper "The principles of independence, neutrality, and 

impartiality are more difficult to define or  

maintain today compared to decades ago" This is true, but not really addressed directly by the data 

presented. Did the respondents refer to this issue? Did they find it hard to remain neutral, or keep the 

appearance of impartiality?  
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While we do feel this is a bold statement, it was supported by our respondents‟ experiences 

particularly during reflections regarding current issues with humanitarian space and access, military 

interventions to win hearts and minds, and the role of the UN and the politicized aid. 
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