that it no longer meaningfully represents Indigenous Peo-
ples’ rights and interests. From this perspective, the Decla-
ration derived from Indigenous movements across North
America, New Zealand. and Australia that were based on
radial decolonizing thought and were inspired by national
liberation movements and Marxist-inspired intellectual
philosophy. For Indigenous activist scholars such as Sharon
Venne and Charmaine WhiteFace and resurgence school
scholars like Glen Coulthard, Jeff Corntassel, and Hayden
King, the text of the Declaration that passed the UN
General Assembly in 2007 veered far off its original intent
during UN negotiations, getting “co-opted” by liberal states
and the international liberal human rights regime.

Erueti boldly and effectively demonstrates how this
grand debate need not—and must not—be an either/or
zero-sum consideration. The Declaration, he argues,
required global solidarity to achieve, and it needed Indig-
enous Peoples from Asia and Africa, as well as the Saami
people of the Scandinavian Arctic, to participate in its
negotiations. This global solidarity, however, created cet-
tain tensions between the Global North and Global South
that were grounded in their diverse needs, experiences, and
perspectives. The Global North movements emerged from
a decolonization standpoint based on self-determination,
autonomy, and respect for treaties. In contrast, the Global
South movements emerged slightly later and emphasized
domestic political participation and equality. Non-
Indigenous scholars Karen Engle and Courtney Jung have
previously argued that the decolonization framework was
problematically dropped during UN negotiations in favor
of overemphasizing culture. Erueti directly challenges this
line of argumentation, contesting its accuracy and claim-
ing that the human rights and decolonization frames need
not disrupt one another or compete in a zero-sum fashion.

Chapter 1 carefully and thoroughly traces the roots of
the Declaration and today’s international Indigenous
rights movement to the decolonization model, defily
demonstrating how self-determination has always been
the cornerstone of the Global North’s decolonization
movement. He also shows how advocates of the decolo-
nization model held firm to self-determination and treaty
rights during UN negotiations in the face of significant
pressure to drop or dilute them. Chapter 2 describes the
entrance of the Asian and African Indigenous Peoples’
movements, which focused primarily on culture and
human rights. This chapter also expertly walks us through
the UN negotiations process for the Declaration.

In chapter 3, Erueti makes a compelling case for the
mixed-model interpretation of the Declaration. Through
his reading of the Declaration’s complex and nuanced
political history in the first two chapters, Erueti shows
how these two frameworks—decolonization and human
rights—were merely different emphases by the Global
North and Global South movements and were never
intended to disrupt or undermine the other. The need
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to retain both frameworks in our contemporary interpre-
tations of the Declaration is evident from its political
history, as shown by Erueti. Chapter 4 explores some
key examples of contemporary rights struggles in Canada
and New Zealand and the global push for free, prior, and
informed consent to show how the mixed model is
superior to the human rights model or the decolonization
model standing alone. The brief conclusion responds to
additional critiques of the Declaration’s applicability in
domestic contexts.

Impeccably  researched, superbly —written, and
grounded in Erueti’s experience as a lifelong Maori rights
advocate in New Zealand and at the UN, as well as serving
as Amnesty International’s first Indigenous rights adviser,
this book provides a fresh look at the Declaration’s
political history; Erueti’s conceptual analysis makes a
robust case for resolution of the grand debate over the
Declaration’s usefulness and potential. He resurrects its
radical roots and invites its harshest critics back into the
international Indigenous rights movement. As Erueti
illuminates for us, not only is there intellectual space for
both interpretations within the Declaration but also the
continued existence of the decolonization model will only
be secured through advocacy alongside the human rights
model.
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Interventions on the intersection between security and
ethics have become increasingly common in academic
literature in the field of international relations. Yet most
of this literature tends toward articulating and defending
a particular account of “security,” rather than examining
the ethical commitments and limitations of different
accounts. And despite a stated interest in exploring the
intersection between security and ethics, most literature
on this topic tends to draw only marginally on philosoph-
ical frameworks or forms of reasoning and argumentation
informed by philosophy. David Welch’s book corrects
both these tendencies, with a systematic philosophical
investigation of alternative accounts of security. In the
process he makes a case for the priorities that should guide
state policy makers when allocating resources for the
pursuit of security.

This book begins by outlining and defending a defini-
tion of security as “an objective condition of relative safety
from harm” (p. 18). The author is aware that this focus on
“objective” security stands in contrast to approaches more
interested in the subjective construction of security or
securitization, making the case that “accurate threat
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perception” (p. 31) should inform the way security issues
are prioritized and addressed. Having laid this foundation,
the book then develops a theory of value, distinguishing
between intrinsic and extrinsic (or instrumental) value.
This gives us a framework for making sense of what
priorities should inform our approach to security and its
provision. This discussion, which includes a reflection on
the anthropocentrism of existing security thinking and
practice, concludes with the argument that “decisions
about security should generally reflect good-faith best
efforts to promote and protect the conditions under which
both humans and non-humans can experience the things
that make life worth living” (pp. 55-56).

From this point the book explores four referent objects of
security: the ecosphere, states, culture, and humans. A
chapter is devoted to each, with each discussion critically
examining the nature of this referent object’s value and to
whom. The discussion of ecospheric security makes clear
that the intrinsic and extrinsic value provided by a functional
ecosphere is such that it should take precedence as a security
referent. This analysis ranges from a discussion of immediate
threats to ecosystem functionality to the challenges of
climate change and even responses to it, not least in the
form of geoengineering. “Our duty of care to the
ecosystem,” the chapter concludes, “is a duty second to
none” (p. 90). In the chapter on state security (prioritized
as a terminology over “national security”), the author is clear
that the value of states is largely extrinsic, rather than
intrinsic. But given their formidable resources it is important
to recognize, the author argues, the capacity of the state to
petform important functions (including for the ecosphere),
even if there is an historical tendency for states to prioritize
marginal challenges to state sovereignty such as terrorism.

This book’s choice of “culture” as a referent object is
surprising on the face of it. But the author makes a strong
case for the (exclusively extrinsic) value of culture for
people as members of communities, linking this discussion
to recent literature on the concept of ontological security
in international relations. This discussion weaves between
a range of possible threats to culture from genocide to
language loss, cultural appropriation, and ontological
insecurity. The final substantive chapter engages with
human security, adroitly contrasting a coherent and eth-
ically defensible account of a focus on the security of
humans with the UN Development Program’s seminal
definition of human security. In the process, the author
makes the case that human security should be about
protecting individuals (not communities) and defines
human security in terms of Abraham H. Maslow’s basic
needs of safety and physiological needs (“A Theory of
Human Motivation,” Psychological Review 50 [4], 1943).
The conclusion reflects on the themes of the book in
relation to their future prospects, with the author expres-
sing pessimism about the possibility of optimizing the use
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of security resources but optimism about the prospect of
significant improvement.

If there is one lingering question in reading this book, it
relates to the author’s stated goal of informing (and
bettering) political choices around the allocation of
resources in pursuit of “security.” The book makes a
compelling case for the principles that should inform this
allocation, orienting around the need to ensure ecospheric
security in the first instance. Yet the gap between a strong
and well-defended case in an academic text and substan-
tive outcomes in practice is, of course, significant.

The book suggests that, if only we subjected decision
making about the pursuit of security to rational cost-
benefit analysis based on core philosophical principles
that we could agree to, then we would see political
choices that allocated resources effectively, thereby min-
imizing harm and genuinely advancing “security.” But a
case for rationality in this context only gets us so far (some
would say not far at all!) in understanding how political
leaders can and do choose to prioritize particular threats
and particular responses to them. And it is intuitively
difficult to accept the idea that this is simply a matter of
political leaders getting their calculations wrong. Rather,
a strong case can be made that political leaders are
constrained in their capacity to pursue innovative
approaches to security and its provision by prevailing
societal expectations, existing international norms, or
resource availability, for example.

In the book’s case for a rational allocation of resources
and in its more limited engagement with the political
constraints facing a revisioning of security in practice,
what seems to be missing is an account of how we might
get from where we are now to where the author wants us to
go. Essentially, what’s missing is an account of politics.
Simply put, how might the sets of priorities articulated in
this book move (and be moved) from academic principles
to political practice? However, there is certainly a case
for the principles outlined in this book to inform subse-
quent work on this topic, which might directly address this
question of praxis and could help realize this book’s stated
concern of informing policy and practice.

Thact said, this remains a genuinely important contri-
bution to the literature on security in international rela-
tions. It compels readers to reflect on their own
assumptions about security “values” and develops a coher-
ent and compelling case for an account of security that
prioritizes the protection of the ecosphere. In defining
security as an objective condition, along with engaging in a
critical examination of the literature on ecospheric, state,
cultural, and human security, the book poses a challenge to
much contemporary scholarship and even to the way we
think of the field of security studies. In this sense the
author makes himself a large targec—but this is also what
makes this book important.
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