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    FOREWORD




    


    


    


    


    


  




  

    Dr. Fabienne Le Houérou draws upon a wealth of literature and on oral testimonies to explore the twin notions of humanitarian crisis and humanitarian intervention. Le Houérou’s interviews from various anthropological films lend intimacy to those most affected by humanitarian crises: refugees. Le Houérou’s poignant reflections on her firsthand experience with refugees underscores the significance of her conclusions.




    Le Houérou’s approach eschews reductive readings of the humanitarian crises as simply historical events, but couples close readings of catastrophes with the portrayals of those living the implications. In doing so, she broadens the scope of her critique of humanitarian crises to include humanitarianism.




    Dr. Fabienne Le Houérou’s conclusions contrast with those from a recent book, Vingt ans dans l’ombre du chapitre VII: Eclairage sur deux décennies de coercition à l'encontre de l'Iraq (Harmattan, 2013) by Coralie Pison Hindawi. Hindawi claims the United Nations Security Council’s (UNSC) coercive actions against Iraq from 1990 to 2003 (sanction, no-fly-zone, military intervention, occupation) led to utter catastrophe, and qualifies her conclusion to oppose coercive humanitarianism. On the other hand, Le Houérou’s methodology and ambitious efforts to map the evolution of humanitarian crises demonstrates nuance. For example, Le Houérou deplores the lack of military interventions in the case of Rwanda, which resulted not only in the genocide of 800,000 Tutsi- Rwandans, but also generated another conflict and civil war in Congo.




    Despite agreement by both authors on the role of human suffering for geopolitical gains, the selectivity of the UNSC, and the seminal role for great powers (including China and Russia) in interventions, I found Le Houérou’s conclusions much more disenchanted and realistic than those proffered by Hindawi. Hindawi warns against the banality of coercion in the post-cold war’s international relations paradigm. Yet Dr. Fabienne Le Houérou extrapolates a range of factors for the reluctance of the international community to intervene in many instances.




    My own work on humanitarianism in the Palestinian territories reaches comparable conclusions as Le Houérou. I argue the catalogue of human sufferings and the diagnostic categories of humanitarian management inscribed by the deployment of "humanitarian" bio-power can be located at the juncture between the “governmentality” and the intersection of rights with biopower, as developed by Giorgio Agamben. This separation of humanitarianism and politics - that we are experiencing today - could be attributed to the decoupling of the Rights of Man from the Rights of the Citizen, as predicted by Hannah Arendt. In the final analysis, however, humanitarian and international organizations – which today are supported by governmental and inter-governmental agencies – can only grasp individuals as sacred humans rather than as citizens, and therefore, despite best intentions, contribute to the maintenance of the very power structures which necessitate the need for such interventions in the first place.




    Despite such revelations, humanitarian organizations continue in the role of service providers rather than challengers to status quo. In this sense, humanitarian efforts become a substitute for political efforts and, under the ideology of humanism, the international community commits to a neutral language to address conflicts. In the Palestinian territories, the normalization of the State of Exception of the Israeli occupation serves as a notable example. This enabling framework of the occupation moderates, legitimizes, and reproduces the logic of humanitarian concern to address the symptoms rather than the roots of the humanitarian crisis. This inverse moral aspiration assumes an analogous structure of exception, and facilitates further human suffering.




    Finally, this timely book resonates with the ongoing Arab revolutions peppered throughout the Middle East. These uprisings generated several humanitarian crises (Syria, Libya, Yemen), produced floods of refugees, and inspired a variety of interventions. Undoubtedly, the implications of these revolutions will persist for decades. In response, scholars, politicians, and civil society actors need to engage – as most are currently – in animated discussions on the preferred mechanisms of transitional justice at the national or international levels to further peace and reconciliation. Should greater weight be granted to the International Criminal Court or to localized legal or political institutions? Moreover, these humanitarian crises and ongoing tragedies demand reflection on the evolution in the rhetoric used to define such situations as a way to foster a more robust grasp of the potential implications. Thus, Le Houérou’s important contribution to these discussions serves a crucial purpose to not merely explain the past, but also to better grapple with the present, and in doing so explore the implications for the future.
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    This book examines the emergence and evolution of the notion of “humanitarian crisis” as a pretext for military intervention from the Cold War to the current Afghan crisis. Each chapter outlines a series of crises in chronological order from 1959 to 2013, with a focus on the post-Cold War paradigm of “collective security” and intervention. The primary aim is to detail the influence of humanitarian field on both international conflict and international relations in the post-Cold War paradigm.




    Historical reflection, as a methodological approach, maps the evolution of the terms to define humanitarian crises in international relations from 1959 to the present. Historical cases offer individual examples to examine the politics of intervention, but also offer an opening to leverage multidisciplinary tools, such as anthropological tools, to explore the social consequences of situations, namely social chaos, forced migrations at large, or gendercide. This book draws on extensive field research and visual anthropological films on Diaspora in Ethiopia, Eritrea, Sudan and Egypt, India communities over a fifteen-year span.




    I examine each crisis in isolation to map the politics of intervention and the varied interpretations of a humanitarian crisis. Each chapter highlights the historical context of the emergence of violence, the response of the United Nations (UN) and international community, as well as the limitations therein.




    The first chapter explores the notion of “charity” as the spiritual, social and strategic basis of humanitarian solidarity in a form of “charity as action”. Subsequent chapters engage case studies in chronological order. The book outlines the major “humanitarian” crisis, such as Tibet (1959), Ethiopia (1985), Somalia (1991), Rwanda Genocide (1994), ethnic cleansing in former Yugoslavia (1992-1995), ethnocide in Darfur (2003-2009), Congo (1996-2003), and Afghanistan (2001-present).




    Each case charts the salience of “humanity” – as a notion underpinned by “charity” – by groups of western countries in the post-Cold War paradigm. I posit answers to the following questions: To what extent does the international system affect humanitarian interventions in post-Cold-War era? Are economic factors (greed) or ethnic identities (grievances) drivers of humanitarian intervention? To what extent does the genocide paradigm serve as a valuable tool to analyze contemporary crises? I claim skepticism of political and social framing is necessary to explain the politics of intervention.




    This book marks the culmination of over twenty years of field research in different parts of the world. It attempts to answer a fundamental global question: How genuine is the humanitarian paradigm in international relations?




    Direct experience with major crises in countries, such as Ethiopia, Eritrea, Sudan, led to personal reflection on the contradictions in post-cold war paradigm of humanitarian action. No international action bereft of political motives, and my observations of humanitarian crises prompted questions on the veracity of the humanitarian concept. Field research and practical experience in Africa, Asia, and Europe frame this inquiry.




    I demonstrate righteous intentions and notions of solidarity served as tools for geopolitics. The notion of charity, as a universal value, pervades Islam, Christianity, Buddhism, Hinduism, and lends itself to political instrumentalization in humanitarian action.




    My motivation was derived from a need to move beyond the haze of mediation in the form of politicians, news outlets, and pundits. More specifically, I probe the role of the media in the propagation and promotion of the notion of humanitarian action. This interplay between media and international relations was most apparent in the Rwandan genocide and Darfur Ethnocide.




    I pose the question: Why was the International community inactive during the Rwandan slaughters in 1994, and why was there a public outpouring of condemnation in Sudan for genocidal actions in Darfur? The book acknowledges various interpretations of genocide and ethnocide, but seeks further refinement of the terms in comparative examinations of Tibet, Yugoslavia, Rwanda, Congo, and Darfur.




    A separate driving question related to designation. I question the reasons certain situations are labeled as genocide whereas other serious conflagrations are deemed civil wars. A comparative historical approach was the key to shed light on the rules of international relations and the utility of concepts as tools of action.




    The concept of genocide serves as a central subject of examination. I acknowledge the varied categories of genocide through the historical reflection. I underscore the divergences between the definition of genocide clarified by the 1948 Genocide Convention and situations of ethnocide. Moreover, genocide by attrition – absent direct killings – through starvation and famine as tool of elimination and displacement, as in the cases of Tibet and Ethiopia, offer notable examples of this distinction. On the other hand, the situation in Rwanda met the criteria outlined in the 1948 convention. Finally, the Darfur case remains ambiguous and is referred to as a case of “ethnocide”, the systematic elimination of a whole population not exclusively based on race.




    I hope this overview of the main humanitarian crises from 1959 to 2013 inspires the reader to deepen critical views on the contextualization of abuses as crises and to foster a willingness to question the veracity of the “humanitarian” in humanitarian action.




    The research for this book drew from the wealth of literature on the individual historical case studies and analysis, but most prominently, leveraged the oral testimonies of refugees. Most interviews were conducted for various anthropological films, particularly those on Darfur. This engagement with refugees provided raw insights into the notion of humanity, and challenged the conceptual underpinning of humanitarian intervention. Refugees, as the most deeply affected populations of conflict, offer invaluable perspectives, given their direct encounter with humanitarian crises, and the everyday reality of living with the implications of those crises. This effort sought to honor and amplify their voices to improve conventional notions of humanitarian crises and to better inform discussion of humanitarian action.




    

      Audience




      This publication serves as a tool for students of the history of international relations, human rights, and international migrations. It also offers a contextual primer for non-governmental organization (NGO) personnel, journalists, diplomats, actors, doctors, and military staff. The subject transcends disciplines, namely anthropology, history, and political science, but avoids jargon specific to any for the purpose of clarity and for relevance to those interested in humanitarian action and the history of international relations.
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      Abstract




      This introductory chapter outlines the definition of human intervention and retraces the genealogy of the concept “humanitarian” in relation with the International System. The aim in doing so is to contextualize the notion of humanitarian crises and humanitarian intervention. I note the conclusion of the bipolar international order drastically altered conceptualization of humanitarian crises, humanitarian action, and humanitarian intervention. The implications continue to shape the international system.


    




    

      Keywords: : Humanitarian action, Humanitarian crisis, humanitarian intervention, Cold War, Post-Cold War, Bipolarity, Unipolarity, Multipolarity, International system, International Politics, Humanitarian assistance, International conflict, History of international relations, post-colonial intervention, European Union, Soviet Union, United States, Politics of intervention, Military intervention.


    




    


    


  




  

    Humanitarian intervention entails the use of military force to compel restraint and to end human rights violations. The notion of humanitarian intervention lacks the legal precision, but rather offers three broad, but essential criteria: 1) centrality of the use of force, 2) breach of sovereignty, and 3) response not direct threat to “strategic interests”1. Such a broad definition complicates application. Diverse interpretations speak to the contentious nature of the concept. For advocates, humanitarian intervention serves as the most basic expression of human solidarity, whereas critics cast the very notion as a veiled neocolonial enterprise to exercise hegemony. While the precise definition of humanitarian intervention remains elusive, the criteria invoked to justify such interventions warrants reflection. This chapter excavates the historical underpinnings of the notions of the “humanitarian” as a way to better grasp the twin notions of humanitarian crisis and humanitarian intervention.




    First, the contested nature of the definition of humanitarian intervention remains inextricably tied to interpretations of a humanitarian crisis. At the most basic level, a humanitarian crisis is an event, or a series of events to pose a critical threat to the health, security, safety or well–being of a community or other groups of people in a given territory. Examples of humanitarian crises or drivers therein include armed conflict, epidemics, famines, natural disasters, political or economic implosions, or other major regional or local catastrophes. The broad range of potential humanitarian crises render the term “humanitarian” applicable to virtually any global challenge.




    Fluid interpretations of humanitarian crises spurred organizational attempts to codify an internal standardized definition of the concept and the basis for a response. Non-governmental organizations (NGOs), such as the International Committee of Red Cross (ICRC), offer an organizational schematic with degrees and categories of various humanitarian crises according to natural or manmade disasters or multipronged complex emergencies2. Most dire humanitarian crises require intervention, however, the specific type of intervention requires close consideration.




    On the other hand, ambitious international attempts likewise exist. The most notable among those was the 2001 International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS) attempt not only to codify the criteria for intervention, but to translate notions of the national “right” of sovereignty into a “responsibility” to population and international system3. Such sweeping definitions remain broad and highly subjective




    Yet this effort proffers a wholly separate approach to define both humanitarian crises and the requisite humanitarian interventions. Each case study provides an individual precedent, and therefore, taken together, they demonstrate the evolution in the concepts over time.




    This book charts both the evolution in the interpretation of humanitarian crises to demonstrate the changing justifications for humanitarian interventions in the post-Cold War international system. The survey of individual humanitarian crises provides a framework to highlight precedents in the development of the notion of humanitarian intervention. Crucially, each intervention builds on the prior with lessons learned and a propensity to rectify past shortcomings. For example, the UN-sanctioned United Task Force (UNITAF) humanitarian intervention in Somalia was heavily influenced by the failures of the international system to respond to the Ethiopian famine of the 1980s. Yet similarly, the ill-fated intervention in Somalia dampened the likelihood of intervention in the subsequent crisis in Rwanda. Therefore, the aggregation of case studies provides the crucial chronological context to map the shifts in the emergent definition of humanitarian crises and interventions.




    

      Transformation of “Humanitarian” in International System




      While the notion of humanitarianism dates back centuries, yet the second half of the 20th century, particularly the post-Cold War period, led to a significant expansion in the definition. This book maps this evolution as a way to flesh out a more lucid definition of the foundational principles of a humanitarian crisis. Moreover, the evolution clarifies the extent to which notions of humanitarianism are a political construct increasingly invoked to justify political and military intervention.




      The unipolarity and multipolarity to prevail in the post-Cold War international system recalibrated interpretations of humanitarian action to what is now commonly referred to as humanitarian intervention. Gradually, humanitarian crises from severe political, social, economic or food insecurity rife in the post-Cold War milieu became associated with military intervention. This trend of militarization continued in the 2000s and up to 2013.




      Humanitarian intervention remains a central feature of foreign policy, particularly in light of NATO’s (North Atlantic Treaty Organization) military interventions in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo in the 1990s and in the more recent 2011 Libyan intervention. The volume of interventions by the European Union (EU) is an indicator of the global trend. The EU intervened under the doctrine of humanitarian intervention 16 times in 3 continents since 2002. Crucially, the EU defines humanitarian intervention as the threat to – or use of – force across state borders by an individual or group of states with the aim to prevent or end widespread and grave violations of fundamental human rights of individuals.




      Naturally, tensions emerged between the principle of state sovereignty – a defining pillar of the UN system and institutional law – and the evolution in international norms related to human rights and the use of force. Vigorous debate ensued, and continues largely to date. Disputes on the legality, ethics, or the necessity of humanitarian interventions persist.




      The extent of neutrality in the use of military force as a response to human rights violations or humanitarian crises remains highly contentious. Therefore, salient questions emerge from past examples, such as: When should humanitarian intervention occur? Who has the right to intervene militarily? Are humanitarian interventions effective? Does military intervention serve the stated goals?


    




    

      Critiques of Humanitarian Action




      To detractors, humanitarian intervention serves as a form of military coercion with ambiguous or loosely veiled hegemonic goals. Critiques of humanitarian intervention and the subsequent Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine ranged from the allusions to the danger of ambiguity to charges of a new paradigm of intervention under the guise of humanitarianism. Ann Orford contends humanitarian intervention maintains historical continuity with colonialism4, whereas Noam Chomsky claims humanitarian intervention serves as the modality to impose US hegemony in the post-Cold War paradigm, and thus classifies such interventions as “humanitarian imperialism”.5 From this perspective, humanitarian intervention facilitates a wider appeal for US imperial ambitions. These interpretations challenge the veracity of the humanitarian rhetoric, the logic of humanitarian aid, and wider peace-building efforts.


    




    

      Post-Cold War Norm Evolution




      Humanitarian action took shape as a cogent framework in the 1980s. The wake of the Ethiopian famine served as a paradigmatic shift due to convergence of humanitarian crisis, media, and international politics.


    




    

      Role for Media Outlets




      The proliferation of disquieting images of the Ethiopian famine reached new audiences in more expansive media outlets. Televisions around the world contrasted starving Ethiopian babies with the opulence of King Haile Selassie. Yet the emergent prominence of media outlets in the dissemination of horrific images of humanitarian crises shifted in the humanitarian intervention in Somalia, when images of dead American soldiers dragged through the streets of Mogadishu circulated widely in news organizations around the world.




      Media serve a crucial role to shape perceptions of global events. Images of conflict and dire humanitarian circumstances are channeled through these circuits to amplify the importance of the situation, impact the perception of affected populations, and most important, influence the need for intervention. Those victims of violence remain voiceless as coverage gravitates toward political implications. Therefore, images of such catastrophic situations lend to the exploitation and political instrumentalization based on unconscious – or perhaps conscious – political and military strategy.




      A new paradigm of “silent ethnic cleansing” emerged as a conceptual tool to underline the pertinence of media depiction in the justification of humanitarian intervention. Media alters the extent and willingness of the majority of states to intervene “on humanitarian grounds”, however, the challenge lies in the credibility of the coverage and the ideological basis for the depictions. In turn, the reports and the wider media shape the severity of catastrophes, and by extension, change the willingness for humanitarian intervention.


    




    

      Role of International Politics




      Perspective undoubtedly bears upon both the definition and approach to the examination of humanitarian crises. Prior to the end of the Cold War, the notion of humanitarian crises remained nascent. This was evidenced by the 1959 Tibetan crisis. While the term humanitarian crisis remained elusive, the situation decoupled “genocide” as conceptual term from exclusive reference to tragic actions of the Nazis in World War II (WWII). The use of the term soon took on salience in developments in international relations of the seventies and largely continues to do so to date.




      The Tibetan crisis was a typical bipolar Cold War event. The configuration of the international system restrained a foreign military response to the Chinese invasion in 1950. Bipolarity, then the defining feature of the international system in the Cold War, affected virtually all forms of international relations.




      The Cold War pitted two powerful camps, American-European on the one hand, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the People’s Republic of China, on the other hand, imposed order in the international system. America and the USSR, as the two world powers, were dependant on a set of alliances contracted with other states, namely defense agreements in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Pact, respectively. The consequence of this paradigm tied virtually all nations to one camp, pitted against the counterweights in geopolitical order.




      After the Cold War and the fall of the Berlin wall in 1989, the communist regimes of Eurasia largely dissolved. As a result, different countries rose as independent nations, however, violence embroiled others, such as Yugoslavia, Congo, or Somalia. A resurgent America became the world’s dominant unipolar force for a decade. Asian nations, such as India and China, emerged as economic powers and served as important poles of wealth and influence, however, these nations lacked the diplomatic largesse of the US. As a result, the international system was often characterized as unipolar or sometimes multipolar, however, the core consistency remained a larger role for the concept of “humanitarian intervention”.




      The end of the Cold War ushered in a time of hope. The United States Security Council (UNSC) veto gridlock dissolved, and the UNSC was emboldened as a key decision maker in international affairs. Since the creation at the end of World War II, the Security Council was imbued with coercive powers to resolve disputes and to restore “international peace and security” under Chapters VI and VII of the UN Charter. The international organ’s power, per the charter, was limited to international conflicts, meaning between nation states. However, Anna Orford argues the interpretation of this mandate expanded in the aftermath of the cold war. She claims since 1989, the Security Council served as a tool to legitimize and facilitate intervention for “security”.6




      In the Cold War, the hegemonic bipolar camps of the US and USSR dominated satellite countries through the Atlantic Pact and Soviet alliance, however, in the post-Cold War paradigm independent nations wiggled free from the influence of hegemons. No continent benefited more from this trend than the nations in East Asia. East Asian economies drastically ascended without parallel in world history. For East Asia, the collapse of communism produced a shift from the primacy of military power to economic power in shaping the international order.7 Furthermore, the onset of complex interdependencies in the global economic system coupled with the increased salience of what many refer to as a “global village” relegated the notion of global superpower status as archaic. A separate, but related view held that even throughout the Cold War, neither the USA nor the USSR were superpowers, but were actually dependent on the smaller states in their respective "spheres of influence."




      While the US possessed a great deal of economic, diplomatic, and military clout, and also maintained “cultural capital” to influence populations, heightened dependency on foreign investors and the reliance on foreign trade fostered mutual dependency between developed and developing nations.8 This interdependency dissipates notions of the US – or any other nation for that matter – as a superpower, given the absence of self-sufficiency. Rather, the interdependency suggests a greater reliance upon the global community to sustain economic prosperity. The role of China in the current US economy serves as the best example of this complexity. China financially supported America in the midst of the global financial crisis of 2008; inexpensive, imported Chinese goods restrained American consumer prices.




      The delicate and overlapping systems in world affairs are indicative of the challenges to engage in foreign policy without support and heavy collaboration with other nations. Indeed, the diplomatic and economic factors that bind the international system often make unilateral state actions next to impossible. On the other hand, for some analysts, the US maintains the mantle of sole superpower due to its diplomatic and military strength and influence in what those analysts would term a unipolar world, despite globalization and the concomitant interdependencies. Many of the same analysts, notably, liberal internationalists, defend the concept of collective humanitarian intervention as an effective tool to stop local dictators, tribalism, ethnic tensions, or religious fundamentalism. To many critical academics, particularly those influenced by postcolonial theory, a “collective agenda for peace” seems like “increase[d] interference by the powerful into the affairs of the weak.”9




      The controversy surrounding humanitarian crises and humanitarian intervention warrants further investigation to address the question of whether humanitarian action is an instrument for peace or a hegemonic tool. To address this question, I survey major international crises with a focus on the post-Cold War paradigm. I examine the Somalia crisis in 1991, the Yugoslavian crisis in 1992, the genocide in Rwanda in 1994, the Congo crisis 2003-2010, the Darfur ethnocide 2003-2009, and conclude with the one of the world’s most longstanding conflict in Afghanistan, from the soviet invasion in 1979 to more recent developments up to 2013.




      Special attention was granted to the relationship between military and humanitarian action. The military-humanitarian nexus prompts debate and served as an impetus for military studies since 1990. So-called peace or “peacekeeping” operations under the auspices of the military are highlighted to illustrate the increased connectivity between intervention and the use of force. Military action coalesced with humanitarian action in the most notable cases of Iraq in 1991, Somalia in 1992, Rwanda in 1994, Bosnia 1992-1995, and Kosovo in 1999. The military-humanitarian relationship becomes increasingly prominent. In Bosnia, civilian aid agencies were escorted by the troops of United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR), whereas NATO forces assisted the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) to stock food and to construct refugee camps in Kosovo. Indeed, the military-humanitarian nexus not only emerges as a response to the challenges posed by humanitarian assistance in conflict zones, but also comes to define the very nature of intervention.




      In the cases of Somalia, Bosnia, and Kosovo, humanitarian assistance appeared reliant upon military actors. Military actors secured populations, administered check points, and maintained order as a prerequisite for NGO efforts to distribute aid to target populations. This interconnectedness between the security of actors forced development workers and even medical staff, such as doctors, to become more closely associated with soldiers and the military. Security imposed a “forced wedding” between development or humanitarian organizations and military institutions. The relationship first appeared in Somalia, then recurred in each subsequent humanitarian interventions. The coupling of military and humanitarian activities fostered and necessitated the need for information sharing. The distribution of food or other humanitarian materials and services in many conflict zones necessitated close cooperation between doctors and soldiers for logistical or security reasons. This convergence is, of course, a major risk for southern states, given the close approximation of Western aid with intelligence collection and by extension, political intervention.




      Prominent academic works suggest aid serves the purpose of a “forced” instrument used by the West to exert hegemony on the global south.10 Contrary to its own principles, Western assistance was perceived as a tool of interference and as a modality to perpetuate – rather than alleviate – poverty in pursuit of veiled political aims. From this perspective, humanitarian pledges of assistance were not charity from the North to the South, but rather a “weapon” to leverage for political influence. In 2009, Omar al-Bashir, the president of Sudan, during the Darfur ethnocide, declared NGO actors were foreign spies and most funds simply subsidized expatriates, rather than to contribute to the indigenous societies. In spite of such exaggerated claims of financial gain and political intrigue, field research in Sudan tended to corroborate Bashir’s claim that most money flowed to expatriate salaries. Indeed, a major section of aid agency budgets went to their own expatriate personnel. Further research clarified the refugees or individuals affected by the situation were the lowest link in the pyramid of recipients.




      I make an effort to offer an impartial and objective depiction of the global south NGOs and Islamic Relief Organizations in this effort. I associate the rivalries between aid agencies as a sign of the increased salience of the notion of humanitarianism both in the global south and Western countries. NGOs are unequivocally political bodies, and can serve the purposes of states or groups to gain political influence, despite the noblest intentions.
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