
easier to justify humanitarian intervention than to justify
failure to respond to mass atrocities” (p. 32). This claim
reflects a normative bias that is present throughout but
which appears overly idealistic given the complex in-
terplay of interests and norms that undergird humani-
tarian intervention discourse. While there has been
a development toward a broader acknowledgment of
human rights norms in international politics, the sheer
number of unaddressed human rights violations shows
that atrocities continue to occur without decisive action
on the part of the UN Security Council, irrespective of
a general norm endorsement.

Second, throughout the book, humanitarian interven-
tion is equated with humanitarian military intervention
(see the author’s definition on p. 16). This is regrettable,
since the emphasis on a military response foregoes
a discussion of alternative measures to address humanitar-
ian crises (which might be part of actors’ causal stories).

Finally, in a similar vein, due to its research design, the
book focuses narrowly on the Security Council and its
members’ causal stories without taking into account
important external conditions. In consequence, a blind
eye is turned toward crucial factors, such as material
capabilities, veto rights, and the domestic politics of
foreign policy decisions—all of which are important
influences on the outcome that the author seeks to explain.

These limitations do not diminish the overall contri-
bution of the book, however. All Necessary Measures
provides a cogently argued constructivist account of the
influence of causal narratives and discourse on decision
making at the United Nations. The detailed and clearly
structured case studies illuminate existing pathways to-
ward intervention at the Security Council. Moreover, the
book provides a succinct explanatory framework that
should be applied to additional cases of humanitarian
military intervention and nonintervention, as well as cases
where nonmilitary means have been authorized to address
humanitarian crises. Against the backdrop of Security
Council deadlock in the face of humanitarian disasters
such as the ongoing conflict in Syria, the book can help us
understand why inaction occasionally prevails over hu-
manitarian intervention.

Foreign Policy Analysis: Beyond North America. Edited
by Klaus Brummer and Valerie M. Hudson. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner,

2015. 242p. $65.00.
doi:10.1017/S1537592715004144

— Balkan Devlen, Izmir University of Economics

Foreign policy analysis (FPA) has become a popular
subfield in the past decade in international relations,
with its own large section in the International Studies
Association (ISA), the Web of Science indexed journal,
textbooks, and dedicated courses at the undergraduate
and graduate levels. However, it remains largely an arena

in which U.S.-trained scholars dominate. Klaus Brummer
and Valerie Hudson’s edited volume is a refreshing
corrective to this U.S. dominance in the study of FPA. It
is divided into nine chapters. Following an introduction by
Hudson, Chapters 2 to 7 look at FPA in China (Huiyun
Feng), Japan (Yukiko Miyagi), India (Sumit Ganguly and
Manjeet S. Pardesi), the Arab world (Raymond Hinne-
busch), African states (Korwa G. Adar), and Latin America
(Rita Giacalone), respectively. Chapter 8 by Amelia Had-
field and Hudson compares North American and Euro-
pean approaches to FPA. Brummer concludes with
a chapter on the implications of the previous chapter for
mainstream FPA and a way forward for the field.
Putting together a coherent edited volume in which

the chapters coalesce around a common theme or method
is a hard feat to achieve. This volume succeeds in that
regard reasonably well. Apart from the first and last
chapters, the remaining contributors adopted one of the
two approaches. They either discussed the FPA literature
and the way FPA is conducted in their respective
countries/regions or applied the tools of mainstream
FPA to the foreign policies of the countries they analyzed.
Chapters by Feng (China), Ganguly and Pardesi (India),
and Giacalone (Latin America) adopt the first approach,
while Miyagi (Japan), Adar (Africa), and Hinnebusch
(Arab world) adopt the second. I find the chapters that
discuss the way FPA is done in a particular country more
rewarding as they provide a window into an academic
literature that I do not have access to for various reasons,
language barriers being the most prominent.
It is not possible to do justice to each chapter in a brief

review; therefore, I will not attempt to analyze individual
chapters’ arguments. However, I want to highlight three
chapters, on China, India, and Latin America, as exem-
plifying what this volume tries to achieve. Each provides an
extensive summary of FPA scholarship in its respective
country/region, discussing the scholarly and political
traditions that shape the study of foreign policy in that
place and highlighting the methodological, educational,
and political difficulties of utilizing mainstream FPA. All
three are informative, well written, and worth your time.
Brummer’s concluding chapter synthesizes the previous

chapters and makes suggestions for a way forward for FPA.
Three patterns stand out in his analysis. First, FPA
generally is not considered a distinct field of IR outside
North America. Instead, the grand theories of IR (realism,
liberalism, constructivism, etc.) are commonly used in the
analysis of foreign policy in most places outside the United
States. Second, there is a method gap between North
American and non—North American FPA. Outside
North America, quantitative and formal methods are
almost never used in FPA. Graduate students in political
science or IR outside North America also receive little or
no training in such methodologies. Lastly, the availability
and accessibility of relevant data outside North America
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and Western Europe remain a major obstacle in carrying
out mainstream, actor-centric FPA. My personal experi-
ence as a scholar working in Turkey also corroborates these
three patterns identified by Brummer.
Any good scholarly volume raises new questions as

much as it provides answers. Reading all of the chapters
leaves me with three general questions. First, to what
extent is mainstream American FPA applicable outside
the United States? Some of the problems, such as data
issues, methods training, and different political institutions,
have been identified by the contributors as possible reasons
why this has proven difficult. I agree with them.
However, I also want to suggest that, especially in the
case of non-Western countries, there is also less room for
foreign policy autonomy compared to the United States.
Therefore, scholars in those countries look at structural
or systemic factors in explaining their countries’ foreign
policies, as the agency of their states is constrained by the
external environment.
Second, what can these diverse non—North American

literatures learn from each other? They share similar
limitations and concerns compared to mainstream FPA,
and I believe there is an untapped opportunity for cross-
fertilization and dialogue, especially in non-Western FPA
literatures. A project, perhaps undertaken by the FPA
section of the ISA, whereby major works of FPA in other
languages are translated into English could contribute to
such exchange and dialogue.
Lastly, what can non—North American modes of FPA

teach to mainstream literature? Brummer highlights some
of these possibilities in his chapter, including the use of
the foreign policies of non-Western states for probing the
scope of the mainstream FPA theory, as well as the
attention paid to the role of regional organizations in
African FPA or the extensive literature on European Union
foreign policy. But little is said about the possibility of non
—North American contributions to FPA theory. Is there
nothing in Chinese, Indian, or African FPA literatures that
can advance the FPA theory? Or does this subfield fall back
to the familiar patterns of the dominantWest doing theory
and the rest just applying it and/or being objects of
analyses? This question remains largely unanswered.
Finally, some minor criticisms. First, although this

volume aims to increase the diversity of perspectives on
FPA, with two exceptions (Adar and Giacalone) most of
the authors are based in universities in the West. No
doubt they are well-qualified scholars, but it would have
served the disciplinary diversity better if the editors had
included more non-Western-based scholars in the pro-
ject. Second, there is significant diversity within Euro-
pean scholarship on foreign policy. Lumping all
European literature together in one chapter oversimplifies
that aspect. Including several more chapters about
different European traditions would have enriched this
volume. Lastly, there is the matter of formatting and

organization. The editors use in-text citations with
a combined bibliography at the end of the volume.
One of the purposes of this work is to introduce non—
North American literature on FPA, and I find myself
regularly checking on different sources cited in the text for
future reference. This makes it a bit cumbersome to go
back and forth between the chapters and bibliography.
Bibliographical footnotes or endnotes at the end of each
chapter, or at least separate bibliographies for each chapter,
would have made this task much easier and more reader
friendly. The volume has a great potential to be used in
graduate-level FPA courses; thus, it would also have been
helpful if the authors had provided a list of classical and
major texts on FPA in their respective countries/regions at
the end of each chapter for those who want to explore the
subject further.

Nevertheless, these are minor issues that in no way
should distract the reader from the valuable contributions
of Foreign Policy Analysis. It is a great resource for scholars
and students in IR who would like to expand their
horizons and delve into new literatures beyond North
American FPA.

Politics in the Corridor of Dying: AIDS Activism and
Global Health Governance. By Jennifer Chan. Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 2015. 344p. $39.95.
doi:10.1017/S1537592715004156

— Sara E. Davies, Griffith University

In September 2015, the United Nations General Assem-
bly adopted 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
for the next 15 years. The SDGs serve as an addendum to
the 2000 Millennium Development Goals (MDGs),
whose targets “ended” this year. Among the SDGs is Goal
3: ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all
ages. Under Goal 3 are 13 listed targets, one of which, is
Target 3.3: “By 2030, end the epidemics of AIDS,
tuberculosis, malaria and neglected tropical diseases and
combat hepatitis, water-borne diseases and other commu-
nicable diseases.” Essential to meeting this target, of
course, are further targets that must be met, including
3.7: “By 2030, ensure universal access to sexual and
reproductive health-care services, including for family
planning, information and education, and the integration
of reproductive health into national strategies and pro-
grammes,” and Target 3.8: “Achieve universal health
coverage, including financial risk protection, access to
quality essential health-care services and access to safe,
effective, quality and affordable essential medicines and
vaccines for all.” These goals were adopted by all member
states in the 70th UN General Assembly, and from now
until the early part of 2016, there will be consultations to
discuss the development of milestones to measure, inform,
and advocate the achievement of all 17 goals with their
attached 169 targets.
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