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Abstract 

Contrary to popular belief that humanitarianism is entirely positive, it does have 

unsuspected flaws. In practices, such as charity and humanitarian work, which are seen 

as inherently positive, can it be difficult to notice the unfavourable aspects. However, in 

recent years, scholars have increasingly focused on illustrating these negative outcomes. 

This thesis, while not providing new examples of such outcomes, rather offers a new 

understanding of them through the less common lens of structural violence, to which to 

effectively analyse these problematic outcomes. 

Turning a critical eye towards the unintended and unexpected consequences of 

various philanthropic endeavours and humanitarian work, I intend to argue they can be 

seen as violent. I aim to do so equipped with the theories of violence, structural violence 

in particular, and by reviewing the critical anthropological literature on humanitarianism. 

Analysis of the reviews, through the framework of anthropological approaches to 

structural violence, demonstrated that humanitarian actions and its ethos entail violence. 

The results show that the lens of structural violence is an effective tool in which to look 

at these negative outcomes of humanitarian work. This analysis discovered that structural 

violence is evident in and is a part of humanitarianism, despite its purely good intentions. 
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Útdráttur 

Mannúðarstefna og ofbeldi: Mannfræðileg sýn á kerfisbundið ofbeldi í mannúðarstörfum. 

 

Þvert á trú almennings um að mannúðarstefna (e. humanitarianism) hafi eingöngu kosti, 

þá hefur hún þó nokkra óþekkta galla. Í góðgerðar- og mannúðarstörfum, sem eru álitin í 

eðli sínu jákvæð, getur reynst erfitt að taka eftir vanköntum. Á síðastliðnum árum hafa 

fræðimenn í sívaxandi mæli beint athygli sinni að þessum neikvæðu hliðum stefnunnar. 

Þó að ritgerðin sýni ekki fram á ný dæmi um þessar neikvæðu hliðar, þá veitir hún nýja 

innsýn á málefnið frá sjaldgæfu sjónarhorni kerfisbundis ofbeldis, sem varpar mikilvægu 

ljósi á vafasömu hliðar mannúðarstefnunnar. 

Með því að líta gagnrýnum augum á þær óviljandi og óvæntar afleiðingar ýmissa 

mannúðarviðleitna, og mannúðarstarfa, hyggst ég færa rök fyrir því að hægt sé að álíta 

þessar afleiðingar sem ofbeldi. Ég stefni á að gera það með aðstoð kenninga um ofbeldi, 

þá sérstaklega um kerfisbundið ofbeldis, og með því að skoða þau mannfræðilegu gögn 

sem gagnrýna mannúðarstefnuna. Með því að greina efnið út frá mannfræðilegum 

nálgunum varðandi kerfisbundið ofbeldi, er hægt að færa sönnur á að mannúðaraðstoð, 

sem og hugmyndafræði hennar, felur í sér ofbeldi. Niðurstöður sýna að áhrifaríkt era ð 

skoða neikvæðar hliðar mannúðarstarfa út frá ramma kerfisbundins ofbeldis. 

Kerfisbundið ofbeldi er skýr og greinilegur hluti af mannúðarstefnunni, þrátt fyrir góðan 

ásetning. 
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1 Introduction 

An increasing part of the world’s population lives in poverty, despite decades of 

development aid, donations and humanitarian workers doing their best to improve the 

lives of the poor. Somehow global inequality is even worse than it was before this myriad 

of charitable work, which points to wider issues. Many affluent Westerners are familiar 

with buying products that donate a portion of the proceeds to charity, donating their old 

and used clothes, sponsoring a child in a developing country or have gone –  or know 

someone who has gone – to do volunteer work abroad. I intend to look at these 

philanthropic endeavours as a form of structural violence and try to shine a light on the 

unintended and unexpected consequences of different humanitarian actions. I will base 

my argument on the framework of structural violence inherited from Galtung, but 

through the lens of anthropology, argue that structural violence is a useful tool through 

which to explore these problematic outcomes of humanitarian good intentions. 

My personal experience with having taken part in these forms of philanthropic work, 

by donating clothes, volunteering at an orphanage in eastern Africa, sponsoring a child 

for several years, donating to NGOs and such, has created a significant pull towards this 

topic. My interest in the area increased after studying anthropology for the last three 

years, and especially after a class on the anthropology of violence last semester. With the 

knowledge and experience I had with humanitarianism and its often-negative side 

effects, when learning about structural violence, a particular realisation took hold. After 

spending several months in various countries on the African continent, and to narrow 

down my subject from the entirety of the Global South, I will focus on Africa in this paper. 

Structural violence is a form of violence that is usually difficult to pinpoint; through 

normalisation and regularisation it becomes invisible, and it becomes a part of different 

social structures and institutions. Unlike direct or personal violence, structural violence is 

not as quick and dramatic; rather it slowly corrodes human values and persists. A defining 

example of structural violence provided by Galtung (1969) is if a person in the 18th 

century would die from tuberculosis, it would not be regarded as violence, as getting 

infected and dying form that disease during that time was considerably more likely. On 
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the contrary, if a person in today’s world would die from tuberculosis, even with all the 

modern medical resources available, then Galtung would construe it as violence (p. 168). 

Summarily, if people are suffering from something that could have been prevented or 

cured, then ”violence is committed” (Galtung, 1969, p. 171). 

The first section of this paper will examine structural violence, explain what it is, who 

has contributed to the concept, how anthropologists see it and it will be demonstrated 

how it can be portrayed in different contexts. It will then explore humanitarianism and 

its good intentions but bad effects. Ticktin’s (2014) review article, will be used as a 

roadmap with additional references by other scholars linked to it. Chapter 4 is divided 

into three themes, the first one being the images that propel people to take part in 

humanitarian work, and why they feel the need to do so. The other two themes will 

address a certain form of charity or humanitarian work that members of the public 

commonly engage in: chiefly, the donations of used-clothes and volunteer tourism. I 

intend to show how each of those forms of charity or philanthropic practices, from an 

anthropological perspective, can be understood as forms of structural violence. 
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2 Structural violence and anthropology 

Violence is a complex subject which includes a physical dimension, assaults on the 

personhood, dignity, sense of worth or value of the victim, as well as larger socio-cultural 

aspects (Scheper-Hughes & Bourgois, 2004, p. 1). Violence is integrated into many 

different aspects of our everyday life; it is incorporated into social, cultural and political 

settings (Farmer, 2004a, p. 317), discourse and language (Galtung, 1990, p. 299) and the 

sense of self and perception of others (Scheper-Hughes & Bourgois, 2004, p. 14). The 

concept of violence used in this thesis generally does not refer to a physical form of 

violence; rather, it depicts the institution of principles and social structures that 

contribute to all sorts of harm and suffering which can progressively lead to diminution 

and even death. 

The form of violence that is the focus of this thesis is structural violence, which is a 

type of violence that is indirect and insidious, and how it has been theorised and used in 

anthropology. The concept refers to violence that is built into the structure of different 

social and cultural institutions. Structural violence is characterised in that it is usually 

invisible and not performed by just one person. As a result, it is often difficult to point out 

that violence is occurring and to assign culpability for it. Structural violence differentiates 

between people’s potential reality and their actual circumstances (Galtung, 1969, p. 168) 

– when the optimum growth of each human being is denied on the grounds of race, 

religion, sex, sexual orientation, age or socio-economic class. Structural violence is 

exerted systematically and indirectly (Farmer, 2004a, p. 307) and unlike direct violence, 

there is generally not a direct motive behind it (Farmer, 2004a, p. 318). 

In Galtung’s work, he gives more of a general understanding of the concept, while 

anthropologists, such as Paul Farmer, whose work will be discussed later, used extreme 

examples of inequality and suffering drawn from his work in Haiti to illustrate the 

workings of structural violence. In this thesis, I will argue that some of the more difficult 

to see forms of structural violence are those that are located within practices that are 

often seen as inherently positive, such as charity or humanitarian work. The positive aura 

that clings to humanitarian work, for understandable reasons, also resists such an 

analysis. For those with first-hand experience within humanitarian spaces, the 

shortcomings of this work and its potential to contribute to inequality – or even maintain 
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it – are obvious. But for those outside of these spaces, it may be less so. One goal of this 

thesis is to turn a critical eye toward charitable and humanitarian spaces and to observe 

them through the lens of anthropological approaches to violence, and structural violence 

in particular. 

Both structural violence and humanitarianism share a number of key features. A 

substantial trait of structural violence is that the perpetrator of the violence often is not 

aware they are performing violent acts; they are merely following the cultural practices 

they have been taught. Similarly, within humanitarian work, the actor is often oblivious 

to the bad effects that often coincide with the ‘good deeds’ they are doing. Unlike direct 

or personal violence, the actors in these contexts may be unaware of the outcomes of 

their actions because structural violence itself is the outcome of patterned, group 

behaviours and not those of individuals. Furthermore, the context itself of 

humanitarianism may also resist a critical analysis in this light due to the positive 

associations inherent to this field. I will now turn to review the contribution of Johan 

Galtung to the concept of structural violence before looking at how his work has 

influenced anthropology. 

2.1 Johan Galtung 

The term structural violence was originally coined by the Norwegian mathematician and 

sociologist, Johan Galtung, who, throughout his long academic career, devoted his work 

to identify “the necessary and sufficient causes for peace and equity” (Galtung Institut, 

n.d.). While not an anthropologist, Galtung’s work has had a significant influence upon 

anthropological views of violence in recent decades. In 1969, when he saw and observed 

homeless people on the street in India – without shelter, food or anyone caring for them 

– it occurred to Galtung that this was undoubtedly a form of violence (Galtung, Fischer & 

Fischer, 2013, p. 11). These people were suffering from hunger, deprivation, and suffering 

from unnecessary diseases that could be cured or prevented, and other miseries brought 

about by neglect, discrimination, and the unequal structures of society (Galtung et al., 

2013, pp. 11-12). Resultantly, he formulated the concept of structural violence to 

interpret his observations. Later the same year, his article Violence, Peace, and Peace 

Research (1969) was published, where he introduces the term which refers to this 

conceptualisation of violence – where social structures or social institutions may harm 
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people by preventing, constraining or restricting their access to basic human needs and 

limiting their life chances and possibilities. 

A useful way to easily understand Galtung’s approach to structural violence is to think 

of it as repeated personal violence, that has been built into a structure and repeated on 

a macro scale. When one person hurts another, it is personal violence, but when that 

violent behaviour becomes the repeated and patterned within a society and is then 

perceived as normative behaviour, then it is structural violence (Galtung, 1969, p. 171). 

The example Galtung provides is when one husband beats his wife, it is personal violence. 

However, when one million husbands “keep one million wives in ignorance” it is 

structural violence (Galtung, 1969, p. 171). Likewise, in a society where life expectancy 

varies greatly between upper and lower classes, with the upper class living up to twice as 

long as the lower class – is structural violence taking place (Galtung, 1969, p. 171). 

Another core difference between personal and structural violence is that the latter is 

silent – it is invisible. Galtung (1969) calls it “the tranquil waters” (p. 173). It becomes 

invisible through normalisation and regularisation through which it becomes taken for 

granted. Personal violence is evident and therefore recorded. On the other hand, 

structural violence is overlooked because it is “as normal as the air around us” (Galtung, 

1969, p. 173). By way of this normalisation by institutions and common practices, is access 

to education or health care limited for marginalised groups (Simmons, 2010, p. 11). It can 

be extremely difficult to identify structural violence, but harder still to assign culpability 

as it usually has no specific person who can, or will, be held accountable. For those 

reasons, it is not surprising that more attention is focused on personal violence rather 

than structural violence (Galtung, 1969, p. 173). It should be noted that even though 

personal violence is often more visible, structural violence is, in most cases, more harmful 

in terms of scale (Galtung, 1969, pp. 173-174). 

Galtung continued to expand upon this framework of structural violence to introduce 

the concept of cultural violence to the field (Galtung, 1990). Cultural violence refers to 

the rationalisation for direct and structural violence “in education, the media, literature, 

films, the arts, street names, monuments celebrating war ‘heroes’ etc” (Galtung et al., 

2013, p. 12). It is essentially any element of a culture potentially utilised for justification 

of violence, whether in its direct or structural form (Galtung, 1990, p. 291; Galtung et al., 
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2013, p. 39). Cultural violence might not kill or harm in the way direct or structural 

violence does, but it is nonetheless used to defend either or both (Galtung, 1990, p. 291). 

A relevant example of cultural violence is ideology and an example of ideology is the 

notion about ‘the self’ opposite ‘the other’ and that attitude can inevitably and 

undoubtedly produce cultural violence (Galtung, 1990, p. 298). Relevant examples of this 

self vs other ideology are the beliefs that whites are more intelligent than non-whites and 

that some nations are more civilised and historically important than others. These beliefs 

are still evident and firm in today’s Western culture (Galtung, 1990, p. 298). 

Consequently, is cultural violence capable of making structural and direct violence 

look and feel right, or at least acceptable (Galtung, 1990, p. 291). These three types of 

violence are all interlaced, and Galtung (1990) refers to the “Violence Triangle”, with 

direct, structural and cultural violence at each corner respectively. He explains how 

violence can start at any corner and transmit easily between the three (p. 302), seeing 

that violence produces violence (p. 295). To put the three types of violence in even more 

accessible terms; one can look at direct violence as an event, structural violence as a 

process, and cultural violence as an invariant (Galtung, 1977, ch. 9). 

The triangle can be demonstrated with the violence embedded in the experience of 

migrants from north Africa to Europe. The direct violence is the need for the migrants to 

go on this journey and risk their lives in the process, forced by political systems. The 

structural violence is the systems that keep and have kept these individuals poor and 

powerless, with governments and other institutions have been discriminating against 

some groups while advancing others. This extreme direct and structural violence is 

tolerated because of a cultural belief that inequality of wealth and power between those 

inside and outside Europe are natural. 

Galtung’s approach to violence has been influential in the social sciences, including 

anthropology. I will now focus on how some anthropologists, such as Paul Farmer and 

others, have drawn upon and used Galtung’s work. 

2.2 Paul Farmer  

The American medical anthropologist and physician, Paul Farmer, has written 

comprehensively about global health, human rights, and the role of social inequalities in 

the propagation and impact of communicable diseases. During his career, instead of 
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focusing on the poor per se, he rather aims to draw attention to the power relations that 

govern the agency of the poor and produce poverty, harm and suffering. With all the 

prominent work he has produced over the years, he has become one of the most 

influential and inspirational anthropologists (Farmer, 2010, p. 1; Ticktin, 2014, p. 277). As 

will be discussed below, Farmer, as an anthropologist but also physician and human rights 

advocate, also distanced himself from some traditional forms of anthropological wisdom 

when it came to understanding forms of violence. 

Drawing upon the work of Galtung, Farmer developed his analysis of structural 

violence in conjunction with some of his colleagues (Farmer, Connors, & Simmons, 1996) 

work, and introduced the concept into the field of anthropology (Brady & Burton, 2016, 

p. 61). Farmer (1996) contends that earlier on in the social sciences, and especially in 

anthropology, structural violence was confused with cultural difference (p. 277). With the 

advent of cultural relativism and in the discipline, the analysis of human suffering became 

even more complex. Instead of judging other cultures based on how they are different 

from ones’ own, anthropologists were prompted by cultural relativism to observe other 

cultures with an open mind and without prejudice, attempting to refrain from 

stereotyping traditions and beliefs of other cultures (Accomazzo, 2012, p. 544; 

Whitehead, 2004). This attempt at objectivity in which to understand cultural forms led 

anthropologists to “misdiagnose” structural violence as a mere cultural difference 

(Farmer, 2001, p. 274). 

In other words, cultural relativity meant that anthropologists needed to suspend 

culturally-based judgements, which resulted in violence that may be viewed as violence 

‘at home’ being interpreted merely as cultural difference in the field. Despite the good 

intentions underlying cultural relativity, this attempt to minimise biases often led to 

anthropologists overlooking violence that happened in front of them or to disregard 

warning signs that violence – even genocide – was underway (Accomazzo, 2012, p. 544; 

Scheper-Hughes, 2004). In many cases, ethnographies which focused on poverty and 

inequality in different places were affiliated with ‘otherness’ (Farmer, 1996, p. 277); 

anthropologists went to the field to look for ‘the other’ – to look for cultural forms and 

beliefs that were different from their own. Ultimately, it seemed that the places imbued 
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with misery and abuse were different, and as a result, those differences were regarded 

as culture. “We came, we saw, we misdiagnosed” (Farmer, 2001, p. 98). 

Farmer’s willingness to question the role of culture in perpetuating and legitimising 

violence and to see culture, not as ‘innocent’, is a notable theme in how late 20th and 

early 21st century anthropologists have approached violence and culture. An example of 

this would be whether structural violence can be camouflaged by culture. Gamlin (2016) 

argues as such for this citing the structural violence that Huichol migrant workers fall 

victim to when they migrate to work on tobacco farms. The conditions and facilities the 

Mestizo farmers offer their workers, would not under any circumstances be tolerated 

with by themselves (p. 309). When questioned, the farmers use culture as a justification 

for the structural violence taking place. For example, sleeping outside is looked at as a 

part of Huichol culture rather than being an outcome of structural violence. 

The common knowledge of cultural elements, the folk beliefs of the accepted 

knowledge of ‘everyday life’, and the avoidance of explanation that focus on the 

structures of exploitation and discrimination, makes the local farmers see “local practices 

and beliefs confounding the role of structural inequalities, leaving culture to blame, or as 

Farmer (2001) suggests, culture becomes the “alibi” for structural violence” (Gamlin, 

2016, p. 305). The discourses around cultural practices are more visible than the 

underlying violence that is occurring. When a Huichol woman gives birth on the 

plantation, the farmers casually explain this as a cultural practice or justify it by references 

to the toughness of the women (Gamlin, 2016, pp. 311-312). When in reality, indigenous 

people are considerably more vulnerable, in terms of morbidity and mortality rates 

(Gracey & King, 2009). The common ground for each of these problems is that they all 

stem from inequality (King, Smith & Gracey, 2009). 

Acknowledging that his education in anthropology has prompted him to 

“misdiagnose” social inequality as cultural difference (Farmer, 2001, p. 274), Farmer 

instead directed his attention towards social forces – “ranging from poverty to racism” – 

and how they become a part of people’s experiences (Farmer, 1996, p. 261). He spent a 

significant part of his career in Haiti, conducting research which argued that the risk for 

AIDS, tuberculosis and other communicable diseases in Haiti had been influenced by 

economic and political factors, and the risk for other sorts of severe suffering – hunger, 
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torture or rape, for example – have been created by social forces (Farmer, 1996, pp. 261-

262). It was evident that the victims of these forms of suffering were not connected by 

personal or psychological features. They did share, however, their location in terms of 

social status – they were all at the bottom of the social pyramid in terms of material and 

structural inequalities (Farmer, 1996, p. 263; Farmer, 2001, pp. 267-268). 

Farmer (2004b) claims that structural violence is not a product of an accident or force 

majeure. Rather, he states that such violence is a result of human agency – whether 

intended or not (p. 40). In turn, such violence is legitimated based on culture or reference 

to marginalised or stigmatised social categories: “any distinguishing characteristics, 

whether social or biological, can serve as a pretext for discrimination, and thus as a cause 

of suffering” (Farmer, 1996, p. 278). The concept of race is another example of social 

currency which is interwoven with structural violence. Racial classifications are invoked 

to rob many groups of their basic human rights and are centrally located within the nexus 

of inequality and suffering in many contexts (Farmer, 2010, p. 339), even when scholars 

do not acknowledge race to be a biologically significant term (Farmer, 1996, p. 275). What 

these forms of discrimination and marginalisation have in common is that they 

differentiate the value of human lives, “making some lives worth more than others” 

(Farmer, 2010, p. 297). 

Farmer also focused on the factor of gender in order to understand the gendered 

outcomes of structural violence that appeared to men and women differently, linked as 

well to the different strategies they used to deal with material inequality. Having 

researched HIV/AIDS in rural, impoverished places such as Haiti, Farmer (2010) found that 

women experiencing poverty had a higher probability of getting infected than their 

wealthier counterparts (pp. 294-295). Additionally, he found a connection between HIV-

infected women and being victims of direct violence (Farmer, 2010, p. 314). This is exactly 

what structural violence is and how it operates – “that some women are, from the outset, 

at high risk of HIV infection, while other women are shielded from risk” (Farmer, 2001, p. 

242; Farmer, 2010). Farmer (2010) nevertheless acknowledges that “all sexually active 

women share a biological risk to some extent, but the AIDS pandemic among women is 

clearly patterned along social, not biological lines” (p. 314). 
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Another example Farmer (2010) gives is that black non-Hispanic children had a 44 per 

cent higher rate of asthma attack frequency than white non-Hispanic children in urban 

areas in the United States in 2000. Black children were also more susceptible to be either 

hospitalised or die from these asthma attacks than their white counterparts. Like with 

the former example, biology misrepresents the underlying problem: one needs to 

consider “environmental allergens, air and housing quality, and access to clinical services” 

(Farmer, 2010, p. 377). Farmer (2010) emphasises that social forces produce both the 

distribution and the outcome of these, and other diseases and that those forces are 

something that is out of the victim’s control (pp. 377-378). 

Farmer’s work can be noted in more recent anthropological research which focuses 

on structural violence. In this next section, I will provide an overview of some work 

conducted in this area. 

2.3 Additional contributions 

Many scholars since Galtung and Farmer (e.g. Ellison, 2003; Leatherman & Thomas, 2009; 

Massé, 2007; Roberts, 2009) have researched and written about structural violence, as it 

can take many different forms and occur in different contexts. What follows is a brief 

overview of some anthropological research that has been done in recent years to explore 

a few examples that speak to the variety of research on structural violence and its many 

forms. 

In Wendy Vogt’s (2013) article, she contends that structural violence occurs and is an 

inextricable feature of, the journey of the Central American migrants crossing Mexico. 

The everyday violence the migrants face on their journey, she claims, is comprised of both 

the long history of political and criminal violence in the area and by the local and global 

economies that benefit from human mobility (Vogt, 2013, pp. 764-765). She points out 

that the migrants do not perceive the violence they experience on their journey “as new 

or unique but as a continuation of processes they have known their whole lives” (p. 765). 

This confirms the notion of structural violence being invisible through normalisation – 

“the acceptance of ‘the way the world is’” (Farmer, 2010, p. 296). 

The migrants are certainly victims of structural violence, even though they might not 

perceive it as such themselves. They merely see themselves as ‘going through the process 

of migration’. It is evident that structural violence is taking place: for example, the 
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migrants state a lack of economic opportunity, disappointment, and fear of both the 

government and of threats of crime and violence (Vogt, 2013, p. 768). We must not forget 

that “human mobility is rooted in larger structural forces and historical processes that 

systematically weaken the ability of people to live in their home communities with safety 

and justice” (Vogt, 2013, pp. 766-767). The migrants not only experience structural 

violence on their journey but also in their homelands which drove them to migrate in the 

first place. 

Similarly, to those who Vogt worked with, David Simmons (2010) also looks at a 

marginalised and vulnerable group of people, instead focusing on the structural violence 

experienced by Haitian agricultural workers, particularly through anti-Haitianism, in the 

Cibao region of the Dominican Republic (Simmons, 2010, p. 10). Anti-Haitianism can 

simply be seen as a form of racism and refers to a deep-rooted cultural contempt for 

everything Haitian (p. 11). This profound hatred operates through varied legal, political, 

economic and cultural practices. In turn, those practices proceed to pathologize, 

marginalise and oppress the Haitian population in the country (p. 11). The most visible 

form of structural violence through anti-Haitianism are the racial and spatial segregations 

the Haitian workers’ experience (p. 11). 

Examples of the spatial segregation are that it restricts opportunities for the Haitians 

to communicate in Spanish-speaking settings, and therefore they miss out on practising 

or improving their Spanish. By not speaking good Spanish, the Haitians receive scant 

attention and few replies from the locals, if any at all (pp. 15-16), even in clinics and 

hospitals. Spatial segregation also shows in the difficult access to clinics, as the Haitian 

communities – the bateyes – are rural or semi-rural; in other words, they are far away 

from health care services. The distance is not the only problem, as due to their income 

being limited the transportation is also too expensive (p. 16). 

By not affording basic necessities, the Haitians become marginalised, vulnerable, and 

thus more likely subjected to various kinds of suffering. In some of the Haitian 

communities, municipal authorities operate a garbage pick-up; however, they only pick 

up trash that is placed in plastic bags or garbage bins. That becomes an issue because the 

residents cannot afford bins or plastic bags. As a result, their garbage ends up in ditches 

and other public spaces – which, in turn, brings in different pests and vermin that can 



18 

harm their health (p. 14). The treatment the Haitians receive is a form of structural 

violence, and with that violence, the quality of their living condition declines and makes 

them more vulnerable to additional forms of structural violence. 

There are several similarities between Vogt’s and Simmons’ work, perhaps most 

importantly being the portrayal of structural violence exerted towards marginalised and 

vulnerable groups of people. However, the significant difference is that the source of the 

violence subjected to Vogt’s migrants is their social status – it is their differential social 

characteristic that justifies or allows the violence. Contrastingly, in Simmons’ article, the 

underlying justification for the structural violence is that the Haitians appear to be viewed 

in terms of racial differences on the part of the Dominicans. 

Whether it is race, social status, sexual orientation, or any other category people can 

be placed into, structural violence most likely will occur. Despite the surface variables, 

such as race or gender, structural violence results in similar patterned effects, as Galtung 

argued regarding limiting life chances and such. Whether it is in the case of Mexican 

migrants or Haitian migrant labourers in the Dominican Republic. 

Having defined what is meant by structural violence and how it can take place 

through different social structures, I will now move on to discuss humanitarianism and its 

often-problematic outcomes. 

 

  



19 

3 Anthropology and humanitarianism 

Humanitarianism is the promotion of human welfare; it is the belief in the value of human 

life and that all human beings are worthy of respect and dignity and should be treated 

accordingly (UN General Assembly, 1948). Humanitarianism encourages people to take 

action that saves lives, relieves suffering, and advocates for human dignity in the times of 

crisis and emergency – whether they are natural disasters or man-made (Ticktin, 2014, p. 

274). Along with impartiality and independence (Barnett, 2011, p. 12), its leading goal is 

to keep neutrality at its heart, to always include the mindful intention to engage in 

consonance with human need, and not be influenced by political affiliation (Hart, 2006, 

p. 6). 

Neutrality within humanitarian work often ends up merely being a guideline or 

optimal outcome. Regardless of the humanitarians’ attempt to stay neutral, their work 

frequently ends up entangled in political systems (Hart, 2006, p. 6). In describing 

humanitarianism, Mariam Ticktin (2014) even states that it is, amongst other things, a 

form of government (p. 274). Didier Fassin (2007) also points out that some recent 

conflicts have been conducted with humanitarian objectives, as well as that Western 

military intervention can be justified based on humanitarian grounds (p. 508). Being 

inspired by and using Ticktin’s (2014) framework, I will explore the themes offered in her 

work, and additionally draw upon references by other scholars. 

Starting her article about the history of humanitarianism within anthropology, Ticktin 

(2014) mentions how it brought together the fields of both medical and legal 

anthropology. “As humanitarian responses to suffering and emergencies are structured 

as combined medical and legal interventions – not as political events” (Ticktin, 2014, p. 

276). But in recent years, scholars have focused on underlining the biopolitical aspects of 

humanitarianism (e.g. Redfield, 2005), as well as the focus on suffering has become 

increasingly integral to the field (Beckett, 2017, p. 37). 

Even with contemporary understandings of humanitarianism, the concept continues 

to be vigorously challenged by several scholars. Critical analysis of humanitarianism is not 

a new phenomenon. Before anthropologists started turning their investigative eye 

towards humanitarianism, other scholars, journalists, and those with experience of 

working for NGOs had started their critiques and assessments of the humanitarian project 
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(Ticktin, 2014, p. 277). It cannot be denied that anthropologists are “particularly well-

positioned to address these topics” (Minn, 2007, p. 1), and that they have provided some 

effectual and powerful analyses of the ‘unexpected and unintended consequences’ that 

often come hand-in-hand with humanitarian interventions (Ticktin, 2014, p. 278). 

Ticktin (2014) focuses on the three main areas in which anthropologists have broadly 

explored these unintended consequences, which consist of: humanitarian spaces, the 

events that drive the humanitarian intervention, and the participants of humanitarianism 

– both the doer-agent-’saviour’ and the recipient-subject-’saved’ (p. 278). These three 

subjects addressed by Ticktin, all share the theme of ‘good intentions, bad effects’. I will 

add a fourth dimension that explores what could be referred to as ‘innocence’ on the part 

of those engaged in humanitarian work. That is to say, those engaged in such work, 

possible noble intentions aside, may be unaware of the larger outcomes of their work, 

which I contend could be interpreted as structural violence. 

Starting with events, there are three primary events that call for humanitarian action 

– those are conflicts, epidemics and disasters. Focusing on disasters, the 2010 earthquake 

in Haiti specifically, Jobe’s (2011) article argues how humanitarian involvement in disaster 

relief can have negative effects, despite its good intentions. Kathleen Jobe, a physician, 

worked in post-earthquake Haiti and has produced a first-hand experience of the 

unintended consequences that took place. 

The medical assistance provided in Haiti certainly had extremely positive benefits and 

was driven by good intentions, but as with other things, negative outcomes resulted. One 

crucial factor was that the medical assistance was only temporary. There were not only 

immense and random donations of medications that normally are unavailable in Haiti, 

not beneficiary to the locals in the long term (Jobe, 2011, p. 4-5), but a lack of any long-

term follow-ups for patients who needed it. One example provided was of a woman who 

had to get bilateral leg amputation. Performing the surgery was a positive, as it saved her 

life, but now she and others in similar situations live “in a country with no disability, 

prosthetics, or rehabilitation” (Jobe, 2011, p. 3). In this scenario, the positive aspects of 

the primary care she received was offset in the wider context because, while saving her 

life, it ensured that she lived in poor living conditions and limited her life chances as 

framed in Galtung’s notion of structural violence. 
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Another ostensibly positive outcome was the provision of free food and water. 

However, it had negative repercussions for the livelihood of locals who previously had 

made their living “by selling water and other goods” (Jobe, 2011, pp. 3-4). This only added 

to Haiti’s problem of high unemployment, as did the “environmental degradation, trade 

liberalisation and the lowering of import tariffs” that shattered the domestic rice industry 

– which used to be completely self-sufficient. But now as U.S. rice (‘Miami rice’) has 

become cheaper than the domestic rice, Haiti has become dependent upon foreign aid 

(p. 4). The rural population in Haiti who, before the disaster and relief operations, made 

their livings from agriculture, are a part of those who suffer from these side effects of 

humanitarianism. 

Moving from events to spaces, Ticktin (2014) writes about humanitarian spaces – 

those exceptional areas framed by humanitarian intervention. The example she provides 

are refugee camps, which are perhaps the best humanitarian space to illustrate these 

unintended and unexpected consequences. These places are identified as exceptional 

areas because they are looked at as exceptions of time and space (p. 278). These safe 

zones bring relief to affected populations and provide them with basic needs (Benthall, 

2018, p. 1; Ticktin, 2014, p. 278). These placements intend to be refuges and that they 

will be temporary (Ticktin, 2014, p. 278). 

Anthropologists have shown that the dynamics and politics around refugee camps 

are often highly complex, and entail “new forms of politics, nationalism, rivalry, and 

entrepreneurship, as well as new forms of sociality, violence, and suffering” (Agier, 2002, 

2008; Feldman, 2011; Malkki, 1996, as cited in Ticktin, 2014, p. 278). These, in turn, often 

leads to these spaces being less safe and more dangerous than the conflict zones people 

were initially fleeing from. As Ticktin (2014) asserts, refugee camps produce the suffering 

of meaningless lives (p. 278). 

Who decides what life is meaningless? Whose life is worth less than someone else’s? 

One criticism of much of the literature on humanitarianism is that of the value of life is 

promoted, but anthropologists have long argued that humanitarian institutions 

demonstrate that there is “a hierarchy of humanity” (Asad, 2003; Fassin 2007) that 

underlies their work. This is what Fassin (2007) calls the politics of life (p. 500). He 

demonstrates these politics with the example of when Doctors Without Borders were 
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working in Iraq, just before the war in 2003. When the war started, they had the choice 

to either return home to safety or risk their lives while doing humanitarian work. Whereas 

the local population did not have that choice; they were stranded in the conflict zone and 

”they share the condition of those who can be sacrificed in a dirty war” (Fassin, 2007, p. 

507; Fassin, 2011, pp. 227-230; Fassin, 2013, pp. 41-42). With these two distinct groups 

of people – the humanitarians and the locals – being equally innocent in this conflict, only 

one of them can choose to either flee or be a hero. Unlike the locals, the humanitarians 

have the power to leave. 

Humanitarianism depends on power relations between the ‘saviours’ and the ‘saved’, 

which can undeniably have negative issues. Going on to discuss the ‘good intentions, bad 

effects’ of the people doing humanitarian work, a predominant one being that often 

humanitarian workers have tremendous power and authority, especially those working 

with immigrants. Ticktin’s article from 2006 reveals exactly that, referencing the health 

officials whose job it is to decide who among the undocumented immigrants is eligible 

for papers – papers that would bestow upon them the basic human rights all human 

beings are entitled to (p. 33). During her research, she found out that the decisions are 

not based on laws, rules, or rights, but are rather based on “a notion of humanitarianism 

and compassion, or, as it may happen, the lack thereof” (Ticktin, 2006, p. 43). 

By being based on subjective reason, rather than objective factors, the decisions vary 

from one health official to the next. Compassion is perceived differently between people, 

and likewise, what invokes compassion varies. Compassion revolves around “circulating 

narratives, images, and histories”, and often on the underlying reason to preserve “the 

unequal power relation between nurse and patient, and, citizen and foreigner – 

distinctions that are already heavily gendered and racialized” (Ticktin, 2006, pp. 43-44). 

Ticktin (2006) noted that the perceived race and gender identity of those the 

humanitarians attempt to help play a role, as some people’s narrative of suffering did not 

strike a chord with the health officials depending upon how these officials reacted to 

various aspects of their positionalities (p. 43). The hierarchies reproduced by compassion 

are parallel to structural violence and thereby preserve inequality between various 

marginalised groups of people. 
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The decision of who to help, and who to let fend for themselves is a constant in 

humanitarian work, as not always can everyone be helped. That choice is a form of politics 

through the selection of who receives treatment – for example in medical humanitarian 

work if there is not enough supply of medication for everybody – who gets treated? 

(Fassin, 2011, p. 226). The urge for humanitarian intervention is often interlaced with 

moral sentiments about the suffering victim that needs saving. Amongst those urgently 

needing saving are children and Hart (2006) pinpoints the issue when children are saved 

from one bad environment, but that rescue leads them straight into worse circumstances. 

This single-issue approach is evident in the employment of children in sweatshops, but 

when “denied access to a common source of income, many children in countries like 

Bangladesh” were placed into extreme jeopardy to be led into prostitution or rag-picking 

(p. 7). Hart argues that when examining and interfering with the lives of impoverished 

children of the Global South, the “social, historical, cultural, economic and political 

factors” that shape their lives need to be taken into account (p. 8). 

Having discussed the problematic effects of the participants of humanitarianism, the 

fourth and final subject addresses the ‘innocence’ of its workers. Where the argument is 

that they are innocent in one sense, if their motives are pure. But they are not innocent 

in the sense of structural violence, but of which they may be unaware. Motives of 

humanitarian workers, who might even mean well, could worsen a situation and 

unintentionally, result in a structural outcome that Galtung would see as structural 

violence. In Jobe’s (2011) article, she also mentions how post-earthquake Haiti attracted 

many well-meaning medical volunteers – as do all large disasters (p. 2). However, these 

volunteers often had limited or no equipment or medical supplies, or even lacked the 

means to provide their own water, food, housing or security after arriving in Port-au-

Prince (p. 2). The mainstream media encouraged many to contribute to relieving the 

suffering of those impacted, despite the helpers often having little skill or experience in 

aid assistance in areas similar as Haiti, where resources are poor, and domestic and health 

care structures were deficient before the disaster even hit (Jobe, 2011, p. 2). The do-

gooders really believe, and want, to do good. The surface motivation and underlying 

motivation are the same – but the outcome is poor because they don’t have the means, 

ability or understanding to help. 
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While Loftsdóttir (2017) uses the concept of innocence in the context of race, 

colonialism, neo-colonialism and Nordic identity construction, I am extending her use of 

the concept to mean a neo-colonial form of ‘innocence’ on the part of the participants of 

humanitarianism. They are innocent in the sense that these practices can contribute to 

various forms of local inequalities despite their good intentions. Furthermore, as 

individuals, they are innocent of the structural violence produced by humanitarian 

projects in terms of intentions, but not of outcomes. While their intentions are noble, 

they are most likely unaware of the larger and longer-term implications of humanitarian 

work in which they take part. They may be innocent in terms of individual motivation, but 

they are not in terms of structural violence. 

In discussing people’s motives for doing humanitarian work, it is important to ask 

what reasons lie behind the strong desire. The popular belief is that the main reason for 

people doing humanitarian work is to save lives and relieve the suffering of others 

(Ticktin, 2014, p. 279), as seems to be the case in post-earthquake Haiti. On the contrary, 

Malkki suggested (2015) that many Finnish Red Cross workers are just striving to be good 

professionals (p. 28). Those who decide to partake in humanitarian work, arguably do so 

to benefit themselves just as much as those whom they supposedly are helping (Feldman, 

2007; Malkki, 2015). Most of them continue “to return to international aid work again 

and again because of the professional growth it enabled and demanded” (Malkki, 2015, 

p. 40). 

Whether the change in the motives for humanitarian reason has blurred the 

boundaries of humanitarianism – or vice versa – is it evident that the concept has 

substantially expanded. Anthropological work, such as Abu-Lughod’s (2013) influential 

work Do Muslim Women Need Saving?, have brought to light the gendered and racialized 

components of humanitarianism and “how humanitarianism as a set of moral sentiments 

overlaps with and informs other gendered and racialized projects to save suffering 

victims” (Ticktin, 2014, p. 282). Another notable development of the humanitarian 

concept is the introduction of digital humanitarianism which has allowed people to take 

part in humanitarian actions by, for example, posting a picture on social media, liking a 

post on Facebook, or to click to ‘feed a hungry child’ (Shringarpure, 2018, p. 5). With this, 

the emphasis is put on the distance between the saviour and the saved, by not including 
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the details – but rather cheerful images and light-hearted language (p. 5). By expanding 

the separation between saviour and saved, this automatically maintains and even 

deepens the gulf in power between the groups and preserves the status quo. 

Often the foundation for digital humanitarianism is built upon good intentions, but 

with it being digital, people who are not in a position to go to the field can help from 

home. Many different forms of digital humanitarianism have occurred in the last years, 

perhaps with the first and biggest being the Save Darfur movement (Shringarpure, 2018, 

p. 1). A video game named Darfur is Dying intending to raise awareness of the situation 

in Darfur, was made by students at the University of Southern California in collaboration 

with foundations and organisations. However, the game achieved to strengthen and 

clearly signify the authoritative relationship the saviour has over the saved. 

Simultaneously, it became a model of the brutal portrayal of the racialised subject who 

has no chance of fortification and gets stuck as the ‘victim’ (Shringarpure, 2018, pp. 10-

11). The digitalisation of humanitarianism can undoubtedly reveal a trend “to fetishize 

conflict and violence”, and simultaneously, reinforce saviour complexes (Shringarpure, 

2018, p. 12). 

Some anthropological critiques of humanitarianism, state that the aim is not to deem 

humanitarian interventions as ineffective (Malkki, 1996, p. 379), but the purpose of the 

critique is rather to understand and possibly reform current measures (Persson-Fischier, 

2018, p. 321). The same should be stated here. Even though humanitarianism is 

something to strive for, it can and often does have poor outcomes – which are important 

to be aware of. These poor outcomes can be understood through the lens of structural 

violence, for, that is what they are, as they preserve inequality and limit life chances. 

These bad effects are inherently a part of the structure of humanitarianism, rendering 

them more closely akin to a perpetrator of such structural violence. 

As Galtung has argued, actions that result in perpetuating inequalities and limiting 

life chances as the result of systematic process can be interpreted as structural violence. 

While it is understandable that the positive associations that cling to humanitarian work 

may resist such an analysis, an argument can be made here that, judged upon outcomes, 

humanitarian practices can indeed result in violent outcomes. The next section will 
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outline this argument in greater detail and in light of the anthropological literature in this 

area. 
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4 Philanthropy as a form of structural violence

It has been over five decades since Galtung (1969) defined structural violence and 

illustrated how the impoverished populations of the world are limited in their life chances 

“because their basic physical and mental capacities are constrained by hunger, poverty, 

inequality and exclusion” (Uvin, 1999, p. 50). The unequal distribution of resources is 

structural violence according to Galtung (1969, p. 171). The unequal distribution of 

resources is defined by access to education and health care, unequal income and lack of 

job opportunities and “above all the power to decide over the distribution of resources is 

unevenly distributed” (Galtung, 1969, p. 171). Galtung (1969) points that out that 

structural violence usually does not have a clear subject-action-object relation, as the 

‘perpetrator’ of the violence are social or cultural institutions. In the Global South’s ‘poor’ 

or ‘underdeveloped’ countries, as they are often referred to as, such violence dates back 

to the colonial period, and possibly even further, and still remains a factor in 

contemporary humanitarian work. 

Highlighting Africa in this thesis to develop this argument, from the time many of the 

continent’s countries were gaining independence in the 1960s, the income gap between 

the Global North and the Global South has tripled in size. Today, over half the world’s 

population, live on less than five US dollars per day and even one-fourth of those, live on 

less than one US dollar per day (Hickel, 2017, p. 3). To put things in an even more stark 

perspective, the eight wealthiest people in the world control the “same amount of wealth 

as the poorest half of the world combined” (p. 3). Poverty is often presented as a natural 

phenomenon, as something that just exists, is unavoidable but which has the possibility 

of ‘fixing’ such as in the form of aid. However, Hickel (2017) argues, that poverty has been 

created and maintained, and states that since “poverty is a political problem - it requires 

political solutions” (p. 3). 

The familiar conception that poverty can be solved by, amongst other things, helping 

the ones in need is a theory that benefits development agencies, NGOs and the world’s 

most powerful governments, and with this ideology continues the billion-dollar 

development industry to grow and thrive (Hickel, 2017, pp. 8, 13-14; Hobart, 2002, p. 2). 

Contrary to popular belief and the prevailing development aid discourse, is the question 

of whether charity does, in fact, fix poverty and as some anthropologists have argued 
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(Rice, 2007, p. 96) that charity may even serve to maintain the status quo of inequality. 

Besides the instant and temporary improvement, nothing actually changes in the long 

term. Hickel (2017) argues that after a humanitarian’s strong desire to help has been 

satisfied, it is unlikely they will commit any more time or do any more work to act against 

the underlying causes (p. 187). 

Continuing with this argument, a considerable amount of literature has been 

published on the problematic nature of the development of the Global South by the 

Global North (e.g. Escobar, 1995; Ferguson, 1994). In the sections that follow I will explore 

two specific components of philanthropic or charitable endeavours through the lens of 

structural violence. Before delving into them, I will start with a section trying to suggest 

why these efforts are so popular and what propels people to partake in them. The two 

forms of charities I will examine are reasonably popular and common in the Global North, 

specifically used-clothing donations and volunteer tourism. Despite the intentions of 

those involved in these practices, the larger, patterned outcomes of used-clothing 

donations and voluntourism need to be considered in terms of their potential to 

contribute to structural violence. 

4.1 Images and imaginations 

A common Western image is to look at ‘poor countries’ as children; they haven’t grown 

up yet, they aren’t developed, and to the parallel; the West is perceived as the parents, 

who need to look out for them (Hickel, 2017, p. 19). This is often the underlying logic for 

Western development assistance to the developing world. What this mentality does is to 

lay and preserve the groundwork for inequality and can lead to, what Uvin (1999) calls 

‘mal-development’, which refers to when poor countries do not develop naturally nor on 

their own terms (p. 55). This superior attitude arguably found in the Global North has 

towards the South resembles paternalism in many ways. 

We can understand this mentality as paternalism in the way that the Global North 

“can and should act in ways that are intended to improve the welfare of those who might 

not be in a position to help themselves” (Barnett, 2011, p. 26). As well as partly consisting 

of freedom and control, as the Global North presumes they can speak on behalf of the 

South, that they understand them and their position, and with their privilege, knowledge 

and experience, can lead them to improvements of their existence (Barnett, 2011, p. 29). 
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This way of thinking also existed in the colonial period in that the colonial masters 

deemed that their colonies and their native populations were not able to rule themselves 

in terms of governance. They believed the indigenous cultures did not possess the skills 

or knowledge to approach modern civilisation (Mamdani, 1996, pp. 3-8). 

It might have been the leading conception during colonial times, that the South would 

be better off with Western guidance, but it was Frantz Fanon, “one of the pioneers of 

postcolonial theory” who argued, that only the colonised people themselves could 

reclaim their culture and their true self, by being in control of their own lives and lands – 

which was something they all lost during colonialism (Bandyopadhyay, 2019, p. 329). 

Another influential postcolonial theorist, Edward Said (1979), examines the eponymous 

term in his revolutionary book, Orientalism, which refers to the patronising Western 

mentality with regards to the so-called ‘Orient’. It is essentially the entrenched belief 

among Europeans that those Eastern societies are stagnant, primitive and undeveloped, 

and diametrically opposed to the West, which was perceived by Europeans as developed, 

enlightened, adaptable, and superior (Said, 1979). Although Orientalism focuses on the 

subordinate relationship of the East to the West, it is still a viable lens for examining the 

power relations between more recent geopolitical framing of the Global North and South 

(Andreasson, 2005, p. 972). 

Similarly, Stuart Hall has analysed these power relations between the Global North 

versus the South in a more recent context than that of Said. What he calls the white gaze, 

“the spectacle of the Other”, exoticizes the ‘other’ at the same time it holds whiteness at 

the apex of the hierarchy (Hall, 1996, p. 258). Whiteness is a defining, though changing, 

feature of many societies of the Global North, with white members of those societies 

benefiting from structural racism. Often these individuals are unaware of their access to 

power, while non-whites are unavoidably and constantly aware of their lack of privilege 

(Bandyopadhyay, 2019, p. 329). Those who benefit from white privilege in the present 

did not create it themselves, rather they inherited racialised power structures that 

developed over centuries (Kendall, 2013, p. 62). 

In his book Possessive Investment in Whiteness, George Lipsitz (2006) argues “that 

public policy and private prejudice work together to create a “possessive investment in 

whiteness” that is responsible for the racialized hierarchies of our society” (p. vii). He 
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addresses the continuing efforts made by whites to “protect a system that provides them 

with resources, power, and privilege” (Nenga, 2011, p. 266). As Benton (2016) 

demonstrates in her ethnographic research on African expatriates working within the 

humanitarian field in African countries (p. 266), this racial hierarchy was evident. But 

black experts usually had to prove their expertise while their white counterparts’ skin-

colour was enough proof for theirs (Benton, 2016, p. 271). These “insidious assaults of 

dignity” in the form of racism, are a clear example of structural violence (Farmer, 1996, 

p. 261). 

What images or ethos drives people to take part in charity or philanthropic work, and 

what role might they play in how we understand structural violence in this context? Moyd 

(2016) argues that it relies on a white-saviour ideal, where the Westerners take the 

position as donors and the ‘other’ as helpless recipients of aid (p. 95). It is essentially the 

framework of ‘victims’ and the ‘saviours’ (Ticktin, 2014, p. 279) and which results in an 

unequal, and arguably (structurally) violent relationship, noble intentions aside. Linking 

together with the Fassin’s (2007) politics of life, he states that “our current world order 

is made up of the powerful and the weak, and humanitarian action takes place in the 

space between the two, being deployed among the weak as it condemns the powerful” 

(p. 511). This white saviour complex partly stems from the notion of the white man’s 

burden, an idea that developed from the West’s narcissistic illusion that ‘they’ were the 

chosen ones to save ‘them’ (Easterly, 2006, p. 56). 

This philanthropic relationship, in practice and discourses around them, is prevalent 

in contemporary times within the Global North (Moyd, 2016, p. 95). Malkki (2015) argued 

that a seminal factor in people’s decision to partake in humanitarian work had to do with 

their geographical and cultural location (p. 51). 

I want to help and need to help because I am from here. That is, I want to help as a 

specific ethical person, a Finn, a citizen of a rich country, a “citizen of the world,” a 

member of the Global North – a person, consequently, with a very specific set of 

obligations and desires vis-à-vis “the international” and “the world”. I/we have 

international obligations and also a need for the world. It is out of being someone, 

somewhere in particular, that one ends up making greater ethical and imaginative 

connections. (Malkki, 2015, pp. 51-52) 

Whether Western people’s imaginations and beliefs on why ‘they’ should help ‘them’ has 

an underlying reasoning emanating from the fixed stereotype of ‘us’ and ‘them’, white 
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saviour complexes, white guilt, or any other, it is clear that the power of these images 

manages to portray ‘them’ as helpless, needing to be saved by ‘us’ and thus defines the 

unequal power imbalances inherent in philanthropic endeavours. These power relations 

define and sustain the hierarchical structure of philanthropic work and, arguably, the 

forms of structural violence that can arise from these relationships. 

The practices of collecting and distributing used clothing contain numerous parallels 

with humanitarian discourses and ethos which, arguably, can be interpreted through the 

lens of structural violence. 

4.2 Used-clothing donations 

A common form of charity is the donation of used clothes. Populations of the affluent 

parts of the world –  primarily the Global North – often donate their used clothes to 

charities, which go on to export them to people in need – usually in the Global South – 

and more specifically, Africa (Brooks & Simon, 2012; Frazer, 2008; Hansen, 2000; Rice, 

2007). The underlying ethos of donating clothing is the belief that the donator is only 

‘doing good’ by helping the needy. This comes despite the fact that the focus here is that 

of structural violence in the light of outcomes that are produced as the result of the used 

clothing industry. However, it is important to note that there are many dimensions to 

consider, some of which, such as the cultural resistance to discarding food and clothing 

that could be used, (see Poppendieck, 1999; Rice, 2007), also play a role in sustaining this 

industry. 

By not being able to compete with free, many of the local textile industries have 

collapsed, which consequently leads to unemployment and rising inequality. Researchers 

have shown that imports of used-clothing have hurt clothing production in Africa, and it 

is estimated that around “40 per cent of the decline in production and 50 per cent decline 

in employment”, between 1981 and 2000, can be traced back to these donations (Frazer, 

2008, p. 1764). Looking at numbers in employment within these industries: employment 

in Ghana dropped by 80 per cent over the course of 25 years, or in Zambia between 1975 

to 2000, where numbers of employers “went from 25,000 in the 1980s, to below 10,000 

in 2002” and Nigeria’s employment numbers went from 200,00 to being insignificant 

(Traub-Merz, 2006, p. 17). This is indisputably, at least to some extent, a result of used-
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clothing imports. It is unlikely it is only consequential that at the same time numbers of 

imports are rising and the numbers of jobs are declining.  

Unemployment limits people’s ability to meet their basic needs and achieve the 

quality of life that otherwise would be possible. Limitations, such as this one originates 

from institutions exercising power over particular groups of people. In this case, even 

though the intention possibly was not to make people lose their job and resultantly 

experience hardships, it is nonetheless the outcome – and with the understandings of 

Galtung, can be seen as structural violence. 

Over the last three decades, used-clothing donations have considerably increased. 

Used-clothing has become one of the top ten exports from the United States to the 

African continent (Frazer, 2008, p. 1765). By 1995, one of every six containers on 

containerships going from the U.S. to Africa was filled with used-clothing (Hansen, 2000, 

p. 120). The United States, or North America, are not at all the only places involved, but 

the U.S is a significant exporting nation (Hansen, 2000, p. 18). 

The imports of used-clothing have some similarities with food aid donations and have 

those similarities been explored by various scholars (Wicks & Bigsten, 1996, pp. 67-72). 

The parallel of clothes and food donations are that while they can be beneficial to the 

consumer, they can easily cause great harm to the local farmers if administered 

improperly, as free food imports dampen crop prices (Frazer, 2008, p. 1766). Andræ and 

Beckman’s (1985) comprehensive case study in Nigeria showed exactly that. They 

discovered that the subsidised European and North American grain imports, benefited 

the consumers while harming the farmers (Brooks & Simon, 2012, p. 1275). 

Prima facie it looked like sending free food to the developing countries was an 

assured success – that it could only have positive outcomes – so it came as a surprise 

when it was realised it was accomplishing the opposite. That realisation was, however, 

unquestionably important (Frazer, 2008, p. 1780). The same applies to used-clothing 

donations. It is important that people are aware of the often unintended or less 

observable effects of these donations. That people are aware of the underlying structural 

violence that may result by donating their clothes. As has been demonstrated, this system 

of donating clothes from the Global North hurts local production and leads to local 
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unemployment. Unemployment resultantly leads to poverty and other hardships, which 

aligns with anthropological conceptions of structural violence. 

As with all humanitarian or philanthropic endeavours, there are certainly some 

positive aspects to used-clothing donations to consider. Contra structural violence such 

donations can help to meet the basic human need for clothing – the need for warmth and 

protection – as well as providing important cultural resources that are used to assert 

one’s character (Field, 2000; Hansen, 1994, 1995). Additionally, it is beneficial to some 

local merchants as it is profitable for them to import used clothing for re-sale (Wicks & 

Bigsten, 1996). However, it is important not to lose sight of the argument here that the 

importation of used-clothing, sources from donors with likely-benign intentions, can have 

a negative effect on the overall economic development of the receiving nations (Brooks 

& Simon, 2012, p. 1277). 

The relatively cheap used clothes function as an alternative to the purchase of new 

clothes – which are, or at least were, generally produced locally (Brooks & Simon, 2012, 

p. 1277). The consumer now has a choice to buy either cheap, used clothes or expensive, 

new clothes and might often prefer the used clothing from the Global North – for either 

financial and/or cultural identity reasons (Hansen, 2004; Veila, Valodia & Amisi, 2006). 

While providing some economic benefits, the framework of structural violence helps to 

provide a broader analysis which considers how this philanthropic project can be 

considered to be violent in the structural sense formulated by Galtung and advanced by 

anthropologists such as Farmer – actions which result in sustaining inequalities and 

limiting life chances. Voluntourism, the focus for the next section, continues to advance 

the argument that forms of structural violence can underly practices that are intended to 

have positive outcomes. 

4.3 Voluntourism 

Volunteer tourism has gotten increasingly popular in the last decade, with thousands of 

young adults from the Global North (around 200,000 from the United States alone) going 

to the Global South every year. Setting out to help the poor by doing various volunteering 

work – teaching in schools, building orphanages, help with animal conservation or 

nurture street children, to name a few (Bandyopadhyay & Patil, 2017, p. 645). To 

participate in volunteer work in underdeveloped countries has become one of the most 
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popular ways to spend ‘gap years’ (a year taken off between school and university, usually 

spent travelling or working) and it is often promoted by schools, universities, churches 

and in some places, even governments (Nenga, 2011, p. 271; Vodopivec & Jaffe, 2011, p. 

114). At first glance, it would seem that volunteer tourism is a form of tourism that 

benefits everyone – the volunteers gain life experience and presumably develop 

compassion and locals benefit from charitable works (Guttentag, 2011, p. 69). However, 

in keeping with the argument advanced here, a critical perspective upon voluntourism is 

warranted and one which can be situated within an analysis of structural violence. 

One critical issue raised by scholars is that volunteer tourism can encourage 

dependency. When host communities acclimate through constantly relying on others for 

aid or relief and from outside sources, it can ruin their own ability to prosper sustainably 

(Guttentag, 2011, p.69). If the host communities become dependent on this assistance, 

they resultantly become vulnerable and exposed, since these volunteer projects can be 

swiftly terminated (Guttentag, 2011, p. 69). 

Furthermore, the host communities run the risk of being negatively affected 

economically in the long term. It has been argued that volunteer projects can reduce local 

job opportunities, since getting volunteers to do a job for free is more economically 

optimal than paying locals to do the same job, even when locals may be more qualified 

for the job than the volunteers. Many volunteer projects do not even expect applicants 

to possess any pre-qualifications or skills (Brown & Morrison, 2003, p. 77; Vodopivec & 

Jaffe, 2011, p. 119). However, Guttentag (2011) points out that it is wrong to presume 

that volunteers obtain some inherent skills to “perform jobs like teaching English or 

constructing houses” by virtue of being residents of the Global North (p. 70). This idea 

that the Western travellers are more competent than the locals is both based on a racist 

and paternalistic premise that has historical analogues with the 19th-century colonial 

context cogently analysed by Edward Said in Orientalism (1979). The reduction of 

employment opportunities for locals as the result of their occupation by volunteer 

tourists, preserves and sustains conditions of local inequality which ultimately have their 

origin in organisations and institutions located within the Global North. 

Further issues have also been raised in the literature. The temporality of the 

volunteers stay is one, and another is that they are often not able to speak the local 
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language or are familiar with the local culture, both of which are issues that have been 

raised with international development in general but in the case of voluntourism the 

temporality is particularly notable. A one-week stay is promoted as ‘doing something is 

better than nothing’ and likewise is it advertised that a fitting degree of enthusiasm and 

motivation can take the place for know-how and skills (Vodopivec & Jaffe, 2011, p. 119). 

Similarly, the benefits of voluntourism are assumed, rather than demonstrated and it is 

believed and elevated to that of ‘common knowledge’ that the volunteers and their 

performance will spontaneously benefit the host communities (Raymond, 2008, p. 49). 

Although much of the material on voluntourism focuses on Africa, comparable 

criticisms have been made of voluntourism elsewhere. A coordinator of a volunteer 

project in Argentina has explained: “When we bring an intern without strong Spanish 

skills, it is unavoidably going to be a burden rather than an asset to the organization” 

(Raymond, 2008, p. 55). Besides not knowing the language or the culture, volunteers in 

health care, for example, are often without medical training and accountability, may be 

egotistic in their care for patients – which is also only short-term, and often are the 

volunteer projects not in collaboration with local health care providers which can be 

problematic for many reasons (Bishop & Litch, 2000; Roberts, 2006; Wall, Arrowsmith, 

Lassey & Danso, 2006, as cited in Guttentag, 2011, p. 70). 

The current history of volunteer tourism resembles in certain ways the history of 

colonisation, at least in terms of its ethos. The resemblance with colonialism has been 

noted by some scholars who claimed volunteer tourism to be a form of neo-colonialism 

(Bandyopadhyay, 2019, p. 328, 330; Guttentag, 2011, p. 71). It is the colonial histories 

and positions in humanitarian discourses and action, that indicate the resemblance 

between humanitarianism and colonialism, regardless if it is from duplication or contrast 

(Hunt, 2008; Stoler 2010a,b). A form of neo-colonialism is inherent in the prevailing 

notion that even unqualified Western volunteers are capable of improving the lives of the 

people in the Global South (Brown & Hall, 2008, p. 845). 

The same as with other forms of development aid, there are surely some positives 

that could be noted. Namely, that the volunteers do get work done, they experience 

tremendous personal growth, which Wearing (2001) argues to may be the biggest 

development that actually takes place (p. 2), and the cross-cultural exchange that 
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happens between the volunteers and the hosts (Guttentag, 2011, p. 69). In spite of this, 

the cross-cultural exchange has been praised as a way to boost cultural respect and 

dampen stereotypes (Jones, 2005; Lepp, 2008). However, volunteers can get inspired by 

the poverty, develop a ‘poor-but-happy’ mentality, and with that rationalise and even 

romanticise the poverty by focusing on the happiness of the locals (Pike & Beames, 2007; 

Raymond & Hall, 2008; Simpson, 2004). According to Simpson (2004), this kind of 

mentality can make volunteers justify poverty instead of trying to work against it – which 

distinctly keeps the status quo. There are, however, a few who manage to get a 

perspective on their own life and see how fortunate they are and proceed to try to act 

against global inequality (Guttentag, 2011, p. 71).  

As Guttentag (2011) states: “an environment in which one privileged group is 

donating their time and another underprivileged group is receiving assistance is not 

particularly conducive to producing an equal-power relationship” (p. 71). Noting this 

eternalising of inequality and being equipped with Galtung’s interpretation of the 

concept of violence, it is clear that this is a form of structural violence.  
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5 Conclusion 

This thesis has argued that the lens of structural violence is an effective tool to which to 

look at humanitarianisms’ negative outcomes. It has shown that structural violence is 

evident in and very much a part of humanitarianism. Neither are humanitarian actions 

entirely good nor are the ethos and beliefs behind it innocuous. In spite of this, both can 

be interpreted as structural violence. Based on Galtung’s conception of the term and its 

adoption by anthropologists, namely Paul Farmer, it can be concluded that the 

unintended and unexpected consequences of humanitarianism can be seen as structural 

violence. The results indicate that even though the intentions of humanitarian work can 

be entirely good, it nonetheless has bad effects, which can be defined as structural 

violence. 

The criticism of humanitarianism is not new, and parallels can be found in criticisms 

of development work. Even though this thesis did not provide new examples of negative 

outcomes, it did, however, look at the issue through a less common analytical lens – that 

of structural violence. Based on these conclusions, future studies could and should 

address more social issues which concern inequality, discrimination and suffering, 

through this lens. As Galtung’s theories of structural and cultural violence are a 

productive tool with which to do so. Structural violence has been demonstrated to be a 

common thread in why the negative results tend to arise in humanitarian work. 

Humanitarian projects, in their common and uncritical forms, can work to maintain and 

preserve structural inequalities particularly between the Global North and the Global 

South and strengthen the hierarchy of humanity. Structural violence as a framework can 

shed light upon the underlying reasons as to why. 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Guðrún María Þorsteinsdóttir 

 



38 

Bibliography 

Abu-Lughod, L. (2013). Do Muslim women need saving? Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press. 

Accomazzo, S. (2012). Anthropology of violence: Historical and current theories, 
concepts, and debates in physical and socio-cultural anthropology. Journal of Human 
Behavior in the Social Environment, 22(5), 535-552. 

Agier, M. (2002). Between war and city: Towards an urban anthropology of refugee 
camps. Ethnography, 3(3), 317-341. 

Agier, M. (2008). On the margins of the world: The refugee experience today. 
Cambridge: Polity. 

Andræ, G. & Beckman, B. (1985). The wheat trap: Bread and underdevelopment in 
Nigeria. London: Zed Books. 

Andreasson, S. (2005). Orientalism and African development studies. The ‘reductive 
repetition’ motif in theories of African underdevelopment. Third World Quarterly, 
26(6), 971-986. 

Asad, T. (2003). Formations of the secular: Christianity, Islam, modernity. Stanford, CA: 
Stanford University Press. 

Bandyopadhyay, R. (2019). Volunteer tourism and “the white man’s burden”: 
Globalization of suffering, white savior complex, religion and modernity. Journal of 
Sustainable Tourism, 27(3), 327-343. 

Bandyopadhyay, R. & Patil, V. (2017). “The white woman’s burden” – The racialized, 
gendered politics of volunteer tourism. Tourism Geographies, 19(4), 644-657. 

Barnett, M. (2011). Empire of humanity: A history of humanitarianism. Ithaca, NY: 
Cornell University Press. 

Beckett, G. (2017). A dog’s life: Suffering humanitarianism in Port-au-Prince, Haiti. 
American Anthropologist, 119(1), 35-45. 

Benthall, J. (2018). Humanitarianism as ideology and practice. In H. Callan (Ed.), The 
international encyclopedia of anthropology (pp. 1-12). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley. 

Benton, A. (2016). African expatriates and race in the anthropology of humanitarianism. 
Critical African Studies, 8(3), 266-277. 

Bishop, R.A. & Litch, J.A. (2000). Medical tourism can do harm. British Medical Journal, 
320(1017). 

Brady, D. & Burton, L.M. (Eds.). (2016). The Oxford handbook of the social science of 
poverty. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 



39 

Brooks, A. & Simon, D. (2012). Unravelling the relationship between used-clothing 
imports and the decline of African clothing industries. Development and Change, 
43(6), 1265-1290. 

Brown, F. & Hall, D. (2008). Tourism and development in the Global South: The issues. 
Third World Quarterly, 29(5), 839-849. 

Brown, S. & Morrison, A. (2003). Expanding volunteer vacation participation: An 
exploratory study on the mini-mission concept. Tourism Recreation Research, 28(3), 
73-82. 

Easterly, W. (2006). The white man’s burden: Why the West’s efforts to aid the rest have 
done so much ill and so little good. New York, NY: Penguin Press. 

Ellison, M.A. (2003). Authoritative knowledge and single women’s unintentional 
pregnancies, abortions, adoption, and single motherhood: Social stigma and 
structural violence. Medical Anthropology Quarterly, 17(3), 322-347. 

Escobar, A. (2012). Encountering development: The making and unmaking of the Third 
World. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Farmer, P. (1996). On suffering and structural violence: A view from below. Daedalus, 
125(1), 261-283. 

Farmer, P. (2001). Infections and inequalities: The modern plagues. Berkeley, CA: 
University of California Press. 

Farmer, P. (2004a). An anthropology of structural violence. Current Anthropology, 45(3), 
305-325. 

Farmer, P. (2004b). Pathologies of power: Health, human rights, and the new war on the 
poor (Vol. 4). Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 

Farmer, P. (2010). Partner to the poor: A Paul Farmer reader (Vol. 23). Berkeley, CA: 
University of California Press. 

Farmer, P., Connors, M., & Simmons, J. (Eds.). (1996). Women, poverty, and AIDS: Sex, 
drugs, and structural violence. Monroe, ME: Common Courage Press. 

Fassin, D. (2007). Humanitarianism as a politics of life. Public Culture, 19(3), 499-520. 

Fassin, D. (2011). Humanitarian reason: A moral history of the present. Berkeley, CA: 
University of California Press. 

Fassin, D. (2013). The predicament of humanitarianism. Qui Parle: Critical Humanities 
and Social Sciences, 22(1), 33-48. 

Feldman, I. (2007). The Quaker way: Ethical labor and humanitarian relief. American 
Ethnologist, 34(4), 689-705. 



40 

Feldman, I. (2011). The humanitarian circuit: Relief work, development assistance and 
CARE in Gaza, 1955-67. In E. Bornstein & P. Redfield (Eds.), Forces of compassion: 
Humanitarianism between ethics and politics (pp. 203-226). Santa Fe, NM: SAR 
Press. 

Ferguson, J. (1994). The anti-politics machine: “development,” depoliticization, and 
bureaucratic power in Lesotho. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press. 

Field, S. (2000). The internationalisation of the second-hand clothing trade: The 
Zimbabwe experience. [Doctoral dissertation]. Coventry University. 

Frazer, G. (2008). Used-clothing donations and apparel production in Africa. The 
Economic Journal, 118(532), 1764-1784. 

Galtung Institut. (n.d.). Johan Galtung. Retrieved March 27, 2020 from 
https://www.galtung-institut.de/en/home/johan-galtung. 

Galtung, J. (1969). Violence, peace, and peace research. Journal of Peace Research, 6(3), 
167-191. 

Galtung, J. (1977). Methodology and ideology: Essays in methodology (Vol. 1). 
Copenhagen: Ejlers. 

Galtung, J. (1990). Cultural violence. Journal of Peace Research, 27(3), 291-305. 

Galtung, J., Fischer, D., & Fischer, D. (2013). Johan Galtung: Pioneer of peace research 
(Vol. 5). New York, NY: Springer. 

Gamlin, J. (2016). Huichol migrant laborers and pesticides: Structural violence and 
cultural confounders. Medical Anthropology Quarterly, 30(3), 303-320. 

Grace, M. & King, M. (2009). Indigenous health part 1: Determinants and disease 
patterns. The Lancet, 374(9683), 65-75. 

Guttentag, D. (2011). Volunteer tourism: As good as it seems? Tourism Recreation 
Research, 36(1), 69-74. 

Hansen, K.T. (1994). Dealing with used clothing: Salaula and the construction of identity 
in Zambia’s third republic. Public Culture, 6(3), 503-523. 

Hansen, K.T. (1995). Transnational biographies and local meanings: Used-clothing 
practices in Lusaka. Journal of Southern African Studies, 21(1), 131-145. 

Hansen, K.T. (2000). Salaula: The world of secondhand clothing and Zambia. Chicago, IL: 
University of Chicago Press. 

Hansen, K.T. (2004). Helping or hindering? Controversies around the international 
second-hand clothing trade. Anthropology Today, 20(4), 3-9. 



41 

Hart, J. (2006). Saving children: What role for anthropology? Anthropology Today, 22(1), 
5-8. 

Hickel, J. (2017). The divide: A brief guide to global inequality and its solutions. London: 
Random House. 

Hobart, M. (2002). Introduction: The growth of ignorance? In M. Hobart (Ed.), An 
anthropological critique of development (pp. 13-42). London: Routledge. 

Hunt, N.R. (2008). An acoustic register, tenacious images and Congolese scenes of rape 
and repetition. Cultural Anthropology, 23(2), 220-253. 

Jobe, K. (2011). Disaster relief in post-earthquake Haiti: Unintended consequences of 
humanitarian volunteerism. Travel Medicine and Infectious Disease, 9(1), 1-5. 

Jones, A. (2005). Assessing international youth service programmes in two low income 
countries. Voluntary Action: The Journal of the Institute for Volunteering Research, 
7(2), 87-100 

Kendall, F.E. (2013). Understanding white privilege: Creating pathways to authentic 
relationships across race (Vol. 2). New York, NY: Routledge. 

King, M., Smith, A. & Gracey, M. (2009). Indigenous health part 2: The underlying causes 
of the health gap. The Lancet, 374(9683), 76-85. 

Leatherman, T. & Thomas, R.B. (2009). Structural violence, political violence, and the 
health costs of civil conflict: A case study from Peru. Anthropology and Public Health: 
Bridging Differences in Culture and Society, 196-220. 

Lepp, A. (2008). Discovering self and discovering others through the Taita discovery 
centre volunteer tourism programme, Kenya. In K. Lyon & S. Wearing (Eds.), 
Journeys of Discovery in Volunteer Tourism (pp. 86-100). Cambridge, MA: CABI 
Publishing. 

Lipsitz, G. (2006). Possessive investment in whiteness: How white people profit from 
identity politics. Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press. 

Loftsdóttir, K. (2017). Being “the damned foreigner”: Affective national sentiments and 
racialization of Lithuanians in Iceland. Nordic Journal of Migration Research, 7(2), 70-
78. 

Malkki, L.H. (1996). Speechless emissaries: Refugees, humanitarianism, and 
dehistoricization. Cultural Anthropology, 11(3), 377-404. 

Malkki, L.H. (2015). The need to help: The domestic arts of international 
humanitarianism. Durham: Duke University Press. 

Mamdani, M. (1996). Citizen and subject: Contemporary Africa and the legacy of late 
colonialism. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 



42 

Massé, R. (2007). Between structural violence and idioms of distress: The case of social 
suffering in the French Caribbean. Anthropology in Action, 14(3), 6-17. 

Minn, P. (2007). Toward an anthropology of humanitarianism. Journal of Humanitarian 
Assistance, 6. 

Moyd, M. (2016). What’s wrong with doing good? Reflections on Africa, 
humanitarianism, and the challenge of the global. Africa Today, 63(2), 92-96. 

Nenga, S.K. (2011). Volunteering to give up privilege?. How affluent youth volunteers 
respond to class privilege. Journal of Contemporary Ethnography, 40(3), 263-289. 

Persson-Fischier, U. (2018). Anthropology and humanitarianism? In H.-J. Heintze & P. 
Thielbörger (Eds.), International humanitarian action: NOHA textbook (pp. 321-338). 
Cham: Springer. 

Pike, E.C.J. & Beames, S.K. (2007). A critical interactionist analysis of ‘youth 
development’ expeditions. Leisure Studies, 26(2), 147-159. 

Poppendieck, J. (1999). Sweet charity?: Emergency food and the end of entitlement. 
New York, NY: Penguin. 

Raymond, E. (2008). ‘Make a difference!’: The role of sending organizations in volunteer 
tourism. In K. Lyon & S. Wearing (Eds.), Journeys of Discovery in Volunteer Tourism 
(pp. 49-60). Cambridge, MA: CABI Publishing. 

Raymond, E. & Hall, C. (2008). The development of cross-cultural (mis)understanding 
through volunteer tourism. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 16(5), 530-543. 

Redfield, P. (2005). Doctors, borders, and life in crisis. Cultural Anthropology, 20(3), 328-
361. 

Rice, J.G. (2007). The charity complex: An ethnography of a material aid agency in 
Reykjavík, Iceland. [Doctoral dissertation]. Memorial University of Newfoundland. 

Roberts, J.H. (2009). Structural violence and emotional health: A message from 
Easington, a former mining community in northern England. Anthropology & 
Medicine, 16(1), 37-48. 

Roberts, M. (2006). Duffle bag medicine. The Journal of the American Medical 
Association, 295(1), 1491-1492. 

Said, E.W. (1979). Orientalism. London: Vintage. 

Scheper-Hughes, N. (2004). Ishi’s brain, Ishi’s ashes: Anthropology and genocide. In N. 
Scheper-Hughes & P. Bourgois (Eds.), Violence in war and peace: An anthology (pp. 
61-68). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing. 



43 

Scheper-Hughes, N. & Bourgois, P. (2004). Introduction: Making sense of violence. In N. 
Scheper-Hughes & P. Bourgois (Eds.), Violence in war and peace: An anthology (pp. 
1-31). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing. 

Shringarpure, B. (2018). Africa and the digital savior complex. Journal of African Cultural 
Studies, 1-17. 

Simmons, D. (2010). Structural violence as social practice: Haitian agricultural workers, 
anti-Haitianism, and health in the Dominican Republic. Human Organization, 10-18. 

Simpson, K. (2004). ‘Doing development’: The gap year, volunteer-tourists and a popular 
practice of development. Journal of International Development, 16(5), 681-692. 

Stoler, A.L. (2010a). Along the archival grain: Epistemic anxieties and colonial common 
sense. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Stoler, A.L. (2010b). Carnal knowledge and imperial power: Race and the intimate in 
colonial rule. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 

Ticktin, M. (2006). Where ethics and politics meet: The violence of humanitarianism in 
France. American Ethnologist, 33(1), 33-49. 

Ticktin, M. (2014). Transnational humanitarianism. Annual Review of Anthropology, 43, 
273-289. 

Traub-Merz, R. (2006). The African textile and clothing industry: From import 
substitution to export orientation. In H. Jauch and R. Traub-Merz (Eds.), The Future 
of Textile and Clothing Industry in Sub-Saharan Africa (pp. 9-35). Bonn: Friedrich-
Ebert-Stiftung. 

UN General Assembly. (1948). Universal declaration of human rights (217 III A). 
Retrieved May 5, 2020 from 
https://www.ohchr.org/EN/UDHR/Documents/UDHR_Translations/eng.pdf. 

Uvin, P. (1999). Development aid and structural violence: The case of Rwanda. The 
Society for International Development, 42(3), 49-56. 

Veila, M., Valodia, I. & Amisi, B. (2006). Trade dynamics in used clothing: The case of 
Durban, South Africa. SDS Research Report 71. Durban: School of Development 
Studies, University of Kwazulu-Natal. 

Vodopivec, B. & Jaffe, R. (2011). Save the world in a week: Volunteer tourism, 
development and difference. The European Journal of Development Research, 23(1), 
111-128. 

Vogt, W.A. (2013). Crossing Mexico: Structural violence and the commodification of 
undocumented Central American migrants. American Ethnologist, 40(4), 764-780. 



44 

Wall, L.L., Arrowsmith, S.D. Lassey, A.T. & Danso, K. (2006). Humanitarian ventures or 
‘fistula tourism?’: The ethical perils of pelvic surgery in the developing world. 
International Urogynaecology Journal, 17(6), 559-562. 

Wearing, S. (2001). Volunteer tourism: Experience that make a difference. New York, NY: 
CABI Publishing. 

Whitehead, N. (2004). On the poetics of violence. In N. Whitehead (Ed.), Violence (pp. 
55-78). Santa Fe, NM: School of American Research. 

Wicks, R. & Bigsten, A. (1996). Used clothes as development aid: The political economy 
of rags. Working Papers in Economics, 17. Göteborg: Department of Economics, 
Göteborg University. 


	Abstract
	Útdráttur
	Acknowledgements
	Table of contents
	1 Introduction
	2  Structural violence and anthropology
	2.1 Johan Galtung
	2.2 Paul Farmer
	2.3 Additional contributions

	3 Anthropology and humanitarianism
	4  Philanthropy as a form of structural violence
	4.1 Images and imaginations
	4.2 Used-clothing donations
	4.3 Voluntourism

	5 Conclusion
	Bibliography

