
As for weaknesses, the book has at least two, in my
view. Firstly, the authors’ contention that the GIS–human
rights link needs detailed attention is not backed by a
strong enough argument as to why the global human rights
regime specifically is the lens we should use. Why not civil
liberties, social justice, antiglobalization, social and soli-
darity movements, republicanism, virtue-based ethics, and
more? For some of these alternative, more “political” forms
of organization, the hegemonic discourse of rights is part
of the problem, functioning as a dominant language of
global governance that poses a threat to diversity, agency,
and empowerment at the local level. An obvious example
is the way the Children’s Rights Convention, for example,
opens up a space for monitoring and surveillance, by the
United Nations and nongovernmental organizations, of
social practices in the South. The likely audience for this
book is, therefore, those preconverted to the human rights
discourse, especially lawyers.

Several of the later chapters—on discrimination,
women’s rights, minorities, and development—tell us noth-
ing substantively new about global structures of inequal-
ity, marginalization, and injustice by virtue of being viewed
through their manifestation in GIS-related policy issues.
(And vice versa: There is no critical interrogation of human
rights standards—they are taken as a fixed set of agreed-
upon global rules against which the promises and threats
of GIS policymaking are assessed.) The ways in which
oppression—of the gendered, ethnic, racial, cultural, and
class-based varieties—works long predates the develop-
ment of GIS. When Heike Jensen (pp. 246–52) talks
about the lack of women in ICT careers, and about gen-
dered ICT ideology, she could have said the same about
almost any other sector of the economy. Because there is
little or no reflection about human rights themselves,
there is also a tendency not to see how ambiguous rights
language can be, meaning that one of the obvious prob-
lems with rights—that they flatly contradict each other
in some cases—is elided. There is little mention any-
where, for example, of the right to property, and Man-
dana Zarrehparvar’s discussion (chap. 9) of the relationship
between free expression and hate speech is thin (to put it
mildly).

Second, if the book has little to offer in terms of new
thinking about rights, it also lacks any real political punch.
Throughout the chapters, the way in which certain states
and particular industries are building up a disturbing
level of control over what we consume and when we
consume it is often mentioned, but there is no “big pic-
ture” to tie this all together. Such a chapter was sorely
needed and suggests that the project’s contributors were
drawn together more by the topic in general than by any
shared analytical framework about the GIS. The ways in
which the U.S. state willfully acts to advance the inter-
ests of its firms by using multilateral institutions like the
World Trade Organization to carve out and protect big-

ger markets is given minimal sustained political analysis.
Many of those who benefit from the GIS—middle-
income Western consumers—also benefit from the pro-
tections provided by the extension of monitoring and
surveillance (whether in terms of employment, personal
security, pension fund investments, leisure activities, tour-
ism, and so forth). The absence of a framing chapter that
describes the alliance of neoliberalism, emergent transna-
tional security and intelligence structures, and social classes
gives the book a narrower appeal than it need otherwise
have had, and certainly means that it has relatively little
to offer to a political scientist.
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This book addresses an important issue—namely, why
governments give aid—and offers a comparison of five
countries since 1945: the United States, Japan, France,
Germany, and Denmark. Each country occupies its own
chapter, with systematic comparison being assisted by a
common set of headings relating to the main domestic
sources of influence: ideas, institutions, interests, and gov-
ernment organization. Two opening chapters set the stage
and offer a brief history of aid’s purposes. A rather short
concluding chapter sums up the findings. No other book
has the same agenda. Carol Lancaster’s analysis benefits
greatly from her position as an “insider” for 13 years on
and off in the U.S. government, working on aid issues,
and from the opportunity to interview around a hundred
aid officials and expert commentators in the five countries
during 2002–3.

The main argument is that domestic political influ-
ences make a difference. The text shows how, and the
extent to which, each of the four different influences has
mattered in the countries under discussion. It finds, unsur-
prisingly, that there is considerable variance across the coun-
tries in terms of how far competing and coinciding
developmental, diplomatic, commercial, and other pur-
poses have shaped aid policy. A finding common to all is
that the donor’s purposes have evolved toward greater prom-
inence of the developmental purpose: The norm that rich
countries should assist poor countries because they need
help has become well established. Supply-side political
constituencies have made this possible. These include, in
particular, the nongovernmental organizations and, in Ger-
many, the Stiftungen (well-funded political foundations),
which are embedded in the political debate over aid among
the political parties.

There is much in the book that will already be familiar
to seasoned observers of the politics of aid, including dis-
cussions of the way Japan’s aid policy has centered on
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managing its relations with the United States, and the
influence of the pro-Israel lobby on U.S. aid policy. The
material on Denmark and France will be much less famil-
iar, at least to English-language readers. More striking,
however, than Lancaster’s claim that the drivers of aid
policy have evolved beyond the Cold War origins in dip-
lomatic realism is her account of how a combination of
domestic political influences and international develop-
ments impacting on those influences has produced differ-
ences among the countries and led to changes over time.
To this end, she explores the impact of factors, including
worldviews or principled beliefs, and public opinion, that
for the most part are portrayed as passive and permissive,
rather than as a determinant of aid’s purposes. A particu-
larly interesting finding from Denmark is that the aid
agency’s (DANIDA) situation inside the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs has given it a measure of importance and
protection against other government departments that it
might have lacked had it been more independent. We will
have to wait and see if that has any lessons for the United
States, where the recent reduction in the independence of
the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID)
by the Department of State is nothing if not controversial.
In countries like Germany, the proclivity of the electoral
system to produce coalition governments has allowed
smaller parties to gain greater weight for their “niche issues,”
of which aid for developmental purposes has been a par-
ticular beneficiary.

Some of the international influences Lancaster identifies
are specific to certain countries, for example, U.S. pressure
on other countries to increase their share of the aid burden.
Other international influences are more general, including
the way the United Nations agencies have expanded and
given encouragement to aid’s developmental purposes.
Lancaster further argues that because aid continues to
have a mixture of purposes, it would be unfortunate if
aid’s performance is evaluated in terms of its developmen-
tal effectiveness alone. This is a valid comment, as aid’s
purposes now include a variety of global public goods,
ranging from furthering democracy to conflict reduction
in zones of political instability—all of which enjoy a more
universal legitimacy than, say, fighting communism, pro-
moting national trade and economic advantages (e.g., Japan)
or spreading the nation’s culture (e.g., France).

It is interesting, however, that democracy assistance and
the use of foreign aid to advance the cause of human
rights around the world do not feature prominently in the
book, despite the fact the USAID has recently taken the
lead in trying to develop ways of evaluating democracy
and governance aid specifically. (See Maragaret J. Searles,
“Evaluating the Impact and Effectiveness of USAID’s
Democracy and Governance Programmes,” in Peter Bur-
nell, ed., Evaluating Democracy Support: Methods and Expe-
riences, 2007.) This initiative came too late for the period
covered by the book, as did the recent reforms to USAID’s

institutional relationship to the Department of State. None-
theless, the chapter on the United States does illuminate
the prehistory of these developments.

Inevitably there will be quibbles with some features. An
even more theoretically ambitious study would have tried
to link the main argument more closely to the theoretical
literature on global public goods, which some of the devel-
opment aid literature has pioneered since the late 1990s.
Also, more should have been made of how much of their
aid the donors choose to give over to the United Nations
and other multilateral aid agencies and their choice of
which particular organizations to support, for understand-
ing the mixture of allocations can tell us a good deal about
their purposes. To illustrate, more discussion of the George
W. Bush administration’s preference for bilateral over
United Nations channels for spending the government’s
significantly increased commitment to fighting HIV/
AIDS in developing countries could have been illuminat-
ing, especially given that it attracted much criticism abroad.
Indeed, there are many multilateral aid organizations whose
official mandate is defined exclusively in terms of devel-
opmental or humanitarian objectives. This means that the
greater the share that goes to those organisations, the
stronger is the suggestion that diplomatic or commercial
purposes are not the most important to the donor. How-
ever, that reasoning is far less accurate in respect to the aid
that member states channel through the European Union,
although that donor hardly qualifies as a true multilateral
anyway. Denmark is the one country where Lancaster does
make much of the support given to UN organizations,
which appears to be Denmark’s way of elevating its place
and image in the world over and beyond the confines of
its small and relatively insignificant size.

Lancaster’s claim that by the end of the Carter presi-
dency developmental purposes “played the key role in
decisions on the use of aid, in both diplomatically and
developmentally important countries” (pp. 79–80) is debat-
able. More persuasive reasoning should have been offered,
not least because we learn later that only around half of
the total U.S. bilateral aid has been used for development
and associated purposes (p. 215) and the other half “pri-
marily for ‘nondevelopment purposes’ much of it tied to
diplomatic purposes of various kinds” (p. 222). At times,
USAID has been held accountable for aid failures in pro-
grammes driven by diplomatic purposes (p. 106).

Foreign Aid is innovative and helps to fill a notable gap
in the literature. And it offers important judgments that
should be of considerable interest to political analysts of
aid. Analysts who come from an international studies back-
ground and need to be advised of the domestic political
influences on this branch of foreign policy, and analysts
who approach public policy more from a fascination with
domestic politics, where attention to aid’s purposes has
tended to lose out to more high-profile policy areas within
foreign affairs, can learn much from this book.

| |
�

�

�

Book Reviews | International Relations

868 Perspectives on Politics

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592707072738 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592707072738

