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Abstract
This dissertation sets out to examine the claims of policy makers and
scholars that middle powers can influence the norms of the regional and
international system. Using the case study of Australian foreign policy in the
Asia-Pacific between 1983 and 2010, over three areas of policy activism, this
dissertation tests the ideational influence of middle powers and in particular,
whether they can promote or change norms (that is, to be a norm
entrepreneur) as a way of shaping the regional international system. The
original contribution to knowledge in this research is that middle powers are
actively concerned with promoting norms and can fulfil the requirements for
norm entrepreneurship. The dissertation also has developed a conceptual
framework for identifying norm entrepreneurs and a new definition for
middle powers which help to provide theoretical rigour to this and future
research into these two areas. This dissertation’s findings help to clarify the
role of middle powers, such as Australia, including how they seek to influence
the international system. It also offers a fresh approach to the study of norm
diffusion and norm entrepreneurship that will help to address some of the
key questions in the literature.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

A key question of international relations scholarship is which states have the
power to influence the international order Over the second half of the
twentieth century, significant research has been undertaken to examine the
way so-called ‘great power’ states have shaped the underlying structure of
the international system to support their national interests. When the
international system changes, either at a global or regional level, analysts,
particularly those using a realist or liberal framework, tend to focus on the
role and behaviour of great power states and their struggles for primacy, as a
causal explanation. While this approach has provided great insight, it tends to
assume a somewhat empty playing field, with only a handful of relevant
actors worth studying. Yet, global politics, as played out daily around the
world today, involves a cacophony of voices, featuring 192 nation-states, a
global press and numerous non-state actors (including regional and global
organisations, multinational corporations, non-government organisations
(NGOs), and individuals), all of whom seek to influence the international
order.
Recognising these concerns, some scholars have also examined the role and
behaviour of smaller states, especially ‘middle powers’, analysing how these
states respond to great power actions and whether these states can have a
regional or even global influence. Most of this research, like the studies of
great powers, has focused on how middle powers attempt to best utilise their
material forms of influence, such as military capability and economic weight.
However, in the early 1990s, scholars demonstrated that a common feature
of middle-power behaviour was their support for coalition-building and
multilateral institutions (Cooper, et al. 1993). The consistency and scope of
these behaviours suggested that not only do middle powers see multilateral
institutions as the most advantageous way for them to seek their national
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interests, but also that some middle powers have a clear normative
preference for multilateral forms of state behaviour and seek to advocate and
advance these norms in the international system. That is, middle power
states not only seek to respond to the international system as created by
great powers, some of them also attempt to influence or change it to suit their
national interests, such as altering the norms which govern the behaviour of
states in the international system.
While one branch of the scholarly literature has recognised that great
powers, particularly hegemonic powers, influence and change regional and
global norms (Ikenberry & Kupchan 1990:289, Nevers 2007:54), there is an
absence of research on middle powers and their engagement and interaction
with norms. In the last decade, scholars have begun to identify middle
powers as being interested in shaping regional and global norms (Neack
2000:2, Cooper 20011:321). Acharya (2010:159) noted that there is an
emerging trend in the literature where ‘traditional middle powers...are
normally expected to provide leadership as morally cosmopolitan norm
entrepreneurs’, though, as Slagter (2004:03) pointed out, there has been little
‘attempt to tease out the precise relationship between international norms
and middle powers’.
Policy makers in middle power countries have long proclaimed the
importance and influence of their countries to alter the regional or
international order for the better. This has certainly been the case in
Australia, where the longest-serving Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer,
argued that Australia has
...a unique and indispensable role in the world... I believe Australia is a
‘pivotal’ power... We have the vital capacity to act as a crucial link
between the developed western world and the developing and nonaligned world... and help link diverse views and perspectives to
achieve practical outcomes (Downer 1996a).
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His political opponents have been equal in their enthusiasm for the view that
middle power countries like Australia can have a regional and global
influence. His predecessor, Gareth Evans, claimed that
what middle powers may lack in economic, political or military
clout, they can often make up with quick and thoughtful diplomatic
footwork. And resolution of just about any significant problem in
international affairs – be it bilateral or multilateral in character
needs just that (Evans & Grant 1995:347).
Kevin Rudd, the former Prime Minister, strongly agreed, noting that Australia
ha[s] a proud record of contribution to global security and economic
stability. We [Australia] are widely respected for our ideas and our
actions. We can, and do, make a positive difference to the world (Rudd
2008a).
Within all these claims is a focus on the role of ideas and intellectual
authority as tools of middle power influence. In their own words, we see
policy makers in self-proclaimed middle power states claiming for their state
an ability to shape the regional and global order and norms in ways that
‘make a positive difference to the world’ (Rudd 2008a). But how much
validity we should give such claims, the manner in which this influence is
undertaken and the circumstances necessary for middle powers to have this
claimed impact is not known.
This dissertation sets out to examine the claims of policy makers and
scholars that middle powers can influence the norms of the regional and
international system. Using the case study of Australian foreign policy in the
Asia-Pacific between 1983 and 2010, over three areas of policy activism, this
dissertation tests the ideational influence of middle powers and in particular,
whether they can promote or change norms (that is, to be a norm
entrepreneur) as a way of shaping the regional and international system. The
findings from this research will help to clarify the role of middle powers,
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including how they apply ideational resources and seek influence. It also
offers a fresh approach to the study of norm diffusion and norm
entrepreneurship that will help to address some of the key questions in the
literature.

Investigative Task
The investigative task for this dissertation is to examine if, during the period
1983 and 2010, the Australian state acted as a middle-power normentrepreneur within the Asia-Pacific. To address this investigative task, this
dissertation will be guided by two research questions. First, what are norm
entrepreneurs? And second how do middle powers attempt to use norms as a
means of shaping a regional order?
This dissertation adopts the contention that states are the ‘constitutive
agents of the global system, they are the most important socializing agent
when it comes to standards of appropriate behaviour’ (Nagatzaam 2009:68).
Therefore, it will take an actor-centric approach and use a holistic level of
analysis to assess the investigative task. The research will explore the actions
of the elite in Australia to promote norms and the reception of elites in the
region to this promotion. This does not entail a use of ‘elite’ in a pejorative
sense, but rather as an identifier for those who influence policy including
members of governments, bureaucrats, academics and businesses. While the
literature and conceptual framework for this dissertation is explored in detail
in Chapter 2, at this juncture it is important to identify the major themes of
this dissertation.
Middle powers are understood as system-influencing states that can alter the
behaviour or constitution of the existing international order, in a specific
case, even in the face of conflict with system-determining states. This
definition was developed for this dissertation, drawing on the work of White
(2009) to get past some of the contentious debates and ‘truisms’ which
dominate the literature on middle powers (Ungerer 2008:265). For example,
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Ping (2005:23) asserts that ‘middle powers are those which are located in the
middle’. While there is a divergent literature about what definitions or data
identify middle power countries, the list of countries selected as middle
powers is rather consistent. Australia is regularly and consistently labelled a
middle power state in the literature (Glazebrook 1947; Fox 1977; Holbraad
1984; Wood 1988; Higgott & Cooper 1990; Ravenhill 1998; Ungerer 2007).
Australia’s foreign ministers such as Herbert ‘Doc’ Evatt, Sir Garfield Barwick,
Gareth Evans, Alexander Downer, and Kevin Rudd have also consistently
identified their country as a middle power.
In order to establish whether middle powers can wield the intellectual or
ideational influence their supporters claim, the literature on norms and norm
entrepreneurship will be drawn on to establish a conceptual framework to
analyse the behaviour of middle powers. Norms are understood in this
dissertation as ‘a standard of appropriate behaviour for actors with a given
identity’ (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998: 891). Norms come in many forms, but
they all contain both a behaviour and an identity of those involved. They
shape how actors (in this case, states) see their interests and how actors
interact with others in diplomatic or policy settings. For the purpose of
testing the above contentions, three norms were selected as case studies.
Each will be examined in a separate data chapter to identify how the
Australian government tried to promote the spread and socialisation of a
particular norm as a means of shaping the international order. The three
norms are
1)

The ‘super norm’ of non-proliferation and non-possession of weapons
of mass destruction

2)

A cooperative security approach to irregular migration

3)

The liberalisation of trade via the removal of barriers to competition

These three norms were selected because of their identification by scholars
as examples of the ‘middle power activism’ of the Australian government
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(Ravenhill 1998). There is already a significant literature on the Hawke and
Keating government’s efforts on non-proliferation (Cooper 2002:5), and
trade liberalisation (Cooper, et al. 1993:59) as quintessential examples of
leadership and diplomacy by middle powers, though with almost no mention
of the role of norms. While the later Howard government appeared to move
away from the activism of its predecessors (Ravenhill 1998:316), it had its
own examples of active diplomacy and innovation, most notably when
addressing irregular migration from 2001 onwards (Wesley 2007:28). In
combination, these three norms make excellent case studies for examining
the potential for middle powers to influence norms, the way this behaviour
may change over both time and policy fields, while staying close to clearly
identified examples of middle power activism.
Norms do not simply appear naturally, but instead are ‘actively built by
agents having strong notions about appropriate or desirable behaviour’
(Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:897). These agents are known as norm
entrepreneurs, yet while the term has become popular, there are significant
gaps in the literature on this role. First, the term lacks a clear definition,
though Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink made a strong start in a
seminal paper in 1998 that has been heavily cited and used to guide research
(see Hulme & Fukudu-Parr 2009; Ingebritsen 2002; McCoy & Heckel 2002;
Slagter 2004; Hall 2009; Nagtzaam 2009). Second, there is a lack of studies
applying the concept of norm entrepreneurs to states, and in particular to
middle powers.
There are studies which have examined the promotion of norms by
hegemons (Ikenberry, & Kupchan 1990), NGOs (Wapner 1996, Keck &
Sikkink 1998) and regional organisations (Capie 2008), but as yet nothing
substantial on middle power states. This is despite research which suggests
that middle powers are ‘the most devoted to the preservation of international
norms’ (Neack 2000:2). Scholars have therefore begun to argue that ‘middle
powers should be part of a wider research agenda on types of norms in the
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international system, their creation, maintenance, and impact’ (Slagter
2004:24).
Similarly, there have been longstanding calls by scholars such as Reus-Smit
(1995:24) for the application of a constructivist analysis to understand the
foreign policy of Australia as a middle power. In particular building on the
implication of claims by Australian policy makers who argue that ‘as a middle
power, not a great or a major power, we [Australia] do not have the clout to
rely on anything other than the capacity to persuade’ (Evans, cited in Leaver
& Cox 1997:184). Gyngell and Wesley (2007:73-74) demonstrated through
their surveys that most Australian diplomatic staff believe Australia is an
important and influential player in East Asia, though opinion is divided over
scope and in instances of conflict with great powers.
As studies of middle powers have consistently identified, if we are likely to
find evidence of middle powers exerting ideational or material influence, it
will be within their immediate region (Cooper et al. 1993:17-18). As will be
detailed at greater length in the literature review, power is a relative concept
– that is, subject to proximity and distance. The ‘assumption that power
resources are situationally specific’ is so foundational as to be regarded as a
starting point for analysis within international relations scholarship
(Baldwin in Rothgeb 1993:38). The contextual nature of power is a
fundamental concept in middle power studies, with a country’s classification
changing, depending on what area of influence is examined. As Osterund
(1992:6) explained
A regional great power may be a middle power in the global
context, but not necessarily so… on the other hand, a middle power
generally is not necessarily a great power regionally, since it may
exist in the close and dominated vicinity of really great powers
In short, the various levels at which a country is analysed substantially shape
the classification of the country. While there is sometimes an empirical
overlap with countries able to be classified as both regional powers and as
7|Page |

middle powers, these concepts are not identical and the circumstances and
mechanisms necessary for middle powers to ‘play as major regional or
subregional powers’ remains understudied (Cooper 2011:332). This is
particularly true within the Asia-Pacific region where there has been a lag in
examining the way non-great powers have affected the development of
institutions and normative rules. This is most notable when compared to
other regions of the world, especially Western Europe (Hemmer &
Katzenstein 2002:576). Indeed, the Asia-Pacific is understudied as both an
area of middle power activity (Ping 2005:4) and ‘as a norm target’ (Capie
2008:639). This dissertation will therefore limit its examination of Australia
as a middle power norm entrepreneur to the Asia-Pacific region. This very
heterogeneous region has given scholars and policy makers’ great difficulty
in defining its scope. To help clarify the discussion, this dissertation follows
Tow (2009:4-5) in adopting a series of ‘subregions’ to identify the scope of
and differentiate the disparate parts of the Asia-Pacific. These are Northeast
Asia, comprising China, Japan, and the Korean peninsula; Southeast Asia,
involving the ten members of ASEAN; and finally the broader Pacific involving
Australia, New Zealand, the South Pacific and Melanesian states and the US.
Other significant powers, such as India and Russia have both influence and
interest in the Asia-Pacific, and will be highlighted where relevant, but
neither was a significant focus of Australia’s policy promotion.
Finally, this dissertation has limited its period of study to begin with the 1983
election of the Hawke government which marked the start of the Australian
government’s push for ‘engagement’ (or enmeshment) with Asia (McAllister
& Ravenhill 1998, Capling 2008). While past Australian governments had
sought to build links with Southeast and Northeast Asia (Goldsworthy 2001,
Edwards & Goldsworthy 2004), the incoming Hawke government had an
explicit policy to ‘increasingly… seek enmeshment of the Australian economy
in … the world's most dynamic and economically fastest growing region’
(Hawke 1988). The fall of the Rudd government in mid-2010 serves as a
useful concluding point for this study, enabling an examination of Australian
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government policy in the data chapters that covers 27 years. 16 governed by
the Australian Labor Party under Bob Hawke, Paul Keating and Kevin Rudd
and 11 under the Australian Liberal Party-National Party Coalition led by
John Howard. All had different styles and interests, and this will be reflected
in the varying ways they sought to promote Australian influence in the
various subregions of the Asia-Pacific.

Research Methodology
This thesis utilises a qualitative case study approach. While quantitative
models (especially surveys) have been popular in the literature on norms
(especially in research conducted by US scholars such as Ramirez, et all
(1997) and Strang (1991)), such an approach has significant limitations. This
includes the difficulty of providing dependable data on the acceptance of
norms,

without

‘wrongly

drawing

individualistic

conclusions

if

intersubjective phenomena are drawn from subjective survey data’ (Boekle,
Rittberger & Wagner 1999:24). There are also concerns in the literature over
the applicability of the public surveys method when applied to foreign policy
due to issues of levels of public knowledge and identifying appropriate
audiences (Boekle, Rittberger & Wagner 1999:24-25).
Instead, evidence of intersubjectively shared beliefs, i.e. norms, is more likely
to be found within three areas of state policy: habitual actions consistent
with the norm’s identity (Viotti & Kauppi 2009:289), rhetoric that supports
or promotes (Onuf 2002:134), and finally, laws, regulations and institutions
that are employed to support them (Cooper 2002:24; Finnemore & Sikkink
1998:902). In light of these findings, the research approach within the
constructivist literature ‘often attempt[s] to understand...through detailed
empirical

research

and

rich

description...how

have

alternative

understandings been devised and propagated through not only state
bureaucracies but also international organisations, transnational nongovernment organisations, and advocacy networks’ (Viotti & Kauppi
2009:282). For these reasons, the difficulty of generalising quantitative

9|Page |

approaches and the constructivist literature’s preference for qualitative
approaches, a qualitative research methodology is likely to be the most
productive for addressing the investigative tasks of this dissertation.
Qualitative methodologies allow the researcher to analyse the interaction of
ideas, events and issues (McNabb 2004:104). A qualitative approach allows
an exploration of case studies that attempts to provide a rigorous explanation
of the spread and influence of norms within each particular example. The
case study approach will be applied to Australia’s promotion of the above
mentioned three norms in the Asia-Pacific between 1983 and 2010.
In the literature, case studies are the most popular approach for studying
norms (Raymond 1997:222; Adler 2002:100), as they offer strong empirical
findings and potential for theoretical generalisations. As such, I have adopted
them for my dissertation based on the work of Yin (1994). Constructivism
lends itself to a case study approach due to its central contention that ‘human
agency matters and our theories should address the choices agents make
[and]...the structure or ‘social arrangement’ of society within which they
operate’ (Viotti & Kauppi 2009:289). Case studies are empirical inquiries
used to examine contemporary phenomena within a ‘real-life context’,
especially where ‘the boundaries between the phenomenon and context are
not clearly evident’ (Yin 1994:13). As a methodological approach, the case
study has been used extensively in the social sciences (Burnham, et. al.
2004:53) and has become especially popular for use in conducting research
into public administration and governance, and in developing clear
definitions and descriptions of organisations and their behaviour (McNabb
2004:350). Despite the complex nature of public administration and large
organisations, case studies have been successfully used to draw out the
meaning and intentions of actions carried out by the particular actors
(Torrance & Stark 2005:33). All are critical elements for identifying middle
power behaviour and influence.
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Yin, in his authoritative book Case Study Research (1994), outlined the
benefits of a case study as enabling researchers to examine the ‘operational
links needing to be traced over time, rather than mere frequencies or
incidence’ (Yin 1994:6). This question of links is fundamental to
understanding the movement of norms and causal mechanisms involved. The
case study approach seeks to answer ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions rather than
simply the ‘what’ questions of a more exploratory/quantitative study
approach. Yin outlines four major case study formats: single-case (holistic)
designs, single-case (embedded) designs, multiple-case (holistic) designs and
multiple-case (embedded) designs. Embedded case studies examine multiple
units of analysis, as compared to the single unit of analysis approach in
holistic studies, though either may be applied to a single or multiple case
studies.
This dissertation has adopted a multiple-case (holistic) study approach,
seeking ‘either...similar results...or contrasting results but for predictable
reasons’ (Yin 1994:45-56) to help identify the ability of middle powers to
promote norms. This approach requires the development of a framework
which ‘states the conditions under which the particular phenomenon is
likely to be found’ (Yin 1994:46). The conceptual framework for this analysis
will be fulfilled by Finnemore & Sikkink’s (1998) model of norm
entrepreneurs and Legro’s (1997) tests for norm socialisation. This approach
seeks to match behaviour (whether the case fulfils the requirements for norm
entrepreneurship) to results (whether the case involves the successful
spread of a norm and the actors involvement). This will contribute to both
the literature on middle powers and their role and influence in international
society as well as contributing to the theoretical literature on norms and
norm entrepreneurship. The frameworks used will help to provide the
strongest foundation possible for such conclusions, given the inherent risks
in moving from empirical data to theoretical conclusions (Burnham, et. al.
2004:53; Yin 1994:10).
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There are two main types of data sources: primary sources (or informant)
who participated and secondary sources who are identified by their
closeness to the events discussed (Burnham, et. al. 2004:165). This
dissertation will follow other constructivist scholars of international
relations in using primary and secondary data sources such as documents,
treatise and behavioural events as a basis for assessing and attempting to
‘capture’ instances of norm entrepreneurship and norm diffusion (Raymond
1997:219). The primary data collection for this dissertation involved over 20
semi-structured elite interviews, conducted in Australia, Malaysia, Singapore
and Indonesia. Individuals were selected for interviews on the basis of their
background and experience of the norms and issues under study. They
included politicians, bureaucrats, academics and journalists. Elite interviews
are a popular and widely used approach in political science research because
‘it is often the most effective tool to obtain information about decisionmakers and decision-making processes’ (Burnham et al. 2004: 205). However
one difficulty, as noted by Pierce (2008: 119), is that for young researchers it
‘can prove difficult...to gain access to the most appropriate elite or useful
information from the encounter’.
Attending the 2010 24th Asia-Pacific Roundtable in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia
provided this researcher access to a wide range of current and formerofficials and academics, and helped to overcome some of the usual
constraints on early career researchers. Together with significant
supervisory support, this researcher was able to reach a wide variety of
potential interviewees including former foreign ministers and prime
ministers. Those interviewed were also asked for their assistance in
identifying and contacting further individuals to interview, a request that was
often granted. Interviews were conducted in a semi-structured format, using
open-worded questions specific to the individual’s perspective, knowledge
and position. All participants signed consent forms. Only one foreign official
requested anonymity in return for participation.
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Chapter Structure
The next chapter, Chapter 2, reviews the literature on middle powers and
norm entrepreneurs. It will also outline the conceptual framework which has
been adopted for identifying norm entrepreneurial behaviour in the data
chapters. Chapter 3 reviews the history of Australian foreign policy to
contextualise the case studies. Following on from these preparatory chapters,
there are three case study chapters. Chapter 4 traces the norm of the nonproliferation and non-possession of weapons of mass destruction (WMD).
Chapter 5 examines the rise of a cooperative security approach to irregular
migration; and chapter 6 looks at the norm of trade liberalisation. Chapter 7
discusses the implications for the conceptual framework and the literature
on middle powers and norm entrepreneurship from the three case studies.
Chapter 8 concludes this dissertation with an assessment of the degree to
which Australia has acted as a middle power norm entrepreneur between
1983 and 2010 and the feasibility of it doing so in the future.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review and Conceptual
Framework

In order to answer the research questions posed in the Introduction, this
chapter will examine the existing literature, and develop a conceptual
framework for use in the data chapters. The key research questions for this
dissertation are: First, what are norm entrepreneurs? Second, how do middle
powers attempt to use norms as a means of shaping a regional order?
Addressing these questions requires a thorough knowledge of both the
literature on norms and norm entrepreneurship. After reviewing the
literature, this chapter outlines the conceptual framework developed from
Finnemore & Sikkink (1998) that will guide the analysis. This chapter also
reviews the literature on middle powers and develops a definition to assist
the analysis. To begin answering these questions, it is useful to first turn to
the international relations literature on power.

Power
Power is the basis of all political analysis. Galtung argued that ‘power is the
most basic and richest concept in political science’ (Galtung, cited in Wood
1988:12). Like most critical concepts within the social sciences, the idea of
power is ‘essentially contested’ (Barnett & Duvall 2005:41). Many scholars of
power in international relations begin by reference to Max Weber’s definition
of power as the ‘opportunity to have one’s will prevail within a social
relationship, also against resistance, no matter what this opportunity is based
on’ (Weber, cited in Berenskoetter 2007:3). Robert A. Dahl (1957:202-203)
described this approach as the ‘intuitive idea’ of power as ‘A has power over
B to the extent he can get B to do something that B would not otherwise do’ .
For Dahl however, there are two constraints on power, it is assessable only in
instances of conflict (i.e., potential for application within a specific
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relationship), and power is always specific to the issue under debate, rather
than a universal, abstract level, or quantity (Scott 1994:12).
Within international relations scholarship, the avenue through which this
power has been understood (especially among those using a realist
framework) was material coercion. That is, the power of tangible forces, such
as a countries’ military or economic strength, deployed to achieve a certain
outcome, whether fulfilling a national interest, or preventing a challenge to a
state’s security. As such, Weber’s emphasis on power as operative ‘within a
social relationship’, by which he meant the ‘meaning frame within which the
individual’s will is formed and behaviour takes place… a shared system of
values’ was downplayed (Berenskoetter 2007:3). Under the dominant
theories of realism, and later neorealism and neoliberalism, however, there
was a shared agreement on the dominance of material explanations for the
power, position and behaviour of actors within the international arena.
According to these conceptions, international society is shaped along a ‘single
dimension: the distribution of power, defined in terms of material
capabilities’, with states believed to accurately perceive and respond to these
material capabilities (Legro & Kowert 1996:460). There were variations, with
neoliberals emphasising other facets of the international order, such as
Keohane (1988) on international regimes, or Nye (1990) on soft power. Yet
both fundamentally agreed on the materialist nature of power.
Critiquing this view, Bachrach and Baratz argued that power actually has two
faces, both Dahl’s confrontation approach, but also the ‘less visible face of
power [which] is the extent to which “a person or group — consciously or
unconsciously — creates or reinforces barriers to the public airing of policy
conflicts”’ (cited in Parsons 1997:7). This process, termed ‘non-decision
making’ recognises the potential for power to be exercised without any overt
or visible threat being made, and is as viable between states in the
international system as it is in domestic situations. Again, this concept of
power was tied to the idea of conflict being required in order to identify the
use of power. Where there is no conflict in the form of disagreement between
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actors over means and goals, Bachrach and Baratz write ‘the presumption
must be that there is consensus on the prevailing allocations of values’
(Lukes 1974:19).
In 1984, Stephen Lukes added a third dimension to the concept of power.
Lukes argued that not only is power a straight confrontational application
and non-decision making, but also that the ‘supreme exercise of power’ is to
‘get another or others to have the desires you want them to have — that is, to
secure their compliance by controlling their thoughts and desires’ (Lukes
1974:23). Luke’s approach seeks power even in instances where there is no
overt conflict within or between political communities. In setting the norms
of a society, the powerful can encourage allegiance without ever threatening
or insisting on it with less powerful actors convincing themselves of its
merits. As Barnett and Duvall (2005:46) wrote, two broad concepts of power
had now emerged in the literature on power: ‘behavioural’ and ‘constitutive’.
They defined these two concepts in the following manner
Concepts of power rooted in behaviour and interaction point to
actors' exercise of control over others; they are, then, ‘power over’
concepts. Concepts of power tied to social relations of constitution,
in contrast, consider how social relations define who the actors are
and what capacities and practices they are socially empowered to
undertake; these concepts are, then, focused on the social
production of actors' ‘power to’.
That is, behavioural forms of power enable actors to shape another’s
behaviour, directly or indirectly, such as via direct intimidation or indirect
development of institutions. Constitutive forms of power, on the other hand,
shape the structure actors engage within or their social identities and
capacities. While these concepts seem congruent with material and ideational
power, there is a slight difference, as behavioural and constitutive power are
aims (to change the behaviour, to change the constitution of), as well as being
forms of power (physical actions and ideational forces). They are therefore

17 | P a g e |

useful barometers for the types of power that states may seek if they are to
have influence. These two concepts of power, behavioural and constitutive,
will be returned to when developing a definition of middle powers.
Both the behavioural and the constitutive elements are important to our
understanding of international politics, yet they have come under criticism.
Neorealists in particular have attempted to reject the concept of constitutive
power with its focus on non-material forms of power. They argue that
identity and ideas are simple rationalisations, and masks for crude desires
for power. Meanwhile, some critical theorists have sought to reject for
theoretical or emancipation motives the concept of behavioural power, or
argued that because identity constitutes both the interests and the methods
deemed acceptable in pursuing those interests, behavioural aspects are crude
and second order forms of power.
There is one additional criticism that can be made, in that modern definitions
of power have had a tendency to downplay the ‘situationally specific’ nature
of power which Weber and Dahl highlight. So obvious is the relative nature of
power that it is taken as a starting point by international political analysts
(Baldwin, cited in Rothgeb 1993:38) yet rarely given explicit expression. In
more concrete terms, states have ‘historically been concerned primarily with
the capabilities and intentions of their neighbours’ above all others
(Friedberg 1993:5). As Buzan and Waever (2003:4) argued, this means that
states are more concerned with the nature of their security relationships,
degree of interdependence and normative overlap than they are with remote
countries. The relative nature of power can be further quantified through
four variables, weight, domain, range and scope (Rothgeb 1993:39). Of these,
domain is the most relative, involving ‘the actors ability to locate the target it
seeks to influence; whether other actors are prepared to cooperate with and
try to protect the target; and the targets willingness to accept control’
(Rothgeb 1993:40). For states with defined territories in close proximity the
interaction and relationships are a given, while states at great distance (or
non-state actors with no fixed location) may not necessarily have a consistent
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interaction or relationship through which power could occur. How to further
define the extent of power is a difficult and controversial task and one
beyond the scope of this dissertation (Buzan & Waever 2003, Nolte 2010,
Destradi 2010). These issues will be returned to later in the chapter when
discussing middle powers.
In the late 1980s, a new school of international relations thought began to
push back on neorealist and neoliberal agreement that power was materially
defined. Linking back to Weber, but also drawing on research from the social
sciences, a new approach emerged that wanted to emphasise both the
behavioural and constitutive forms of power, called Constructivism. This
approach quickly established itself as a major third force in international
relations theory. Mainstream constructivism has sought to offer a corrective
to the perceived failings of neorealist and neo-liberal approaches, seeking to
add consideration of ideational power, rather than rejecting material forms
of power (Onuf 2002:133). Constructivism does not deny the role and
importance of material power. Instead it seeks to add to that by recognising
and exploring the impact of ‘human consciousness and its role in
international life’ (Ruggie 1998:856). That is, the interaction of the ideational
forces (such as constitution and identity) with material forces (behavioural)
and the role of ideational forces in shaping the way humans interact with
material forces.
Constructivism arrived at an opportune time. The sudden end to the Cold
War was seen as having undermined the ‘explanatory pretensions of neorealists and neo-liberals’, and coincided with a new generation of young
scholars (Reus-Smit 2009:219) who began to argue for an examination of
many under-studied fields such as the behaviour of small and medium sized
countries, cross-border political-social movements and environmentalism
(Daddow 2009:114; Viotti & Kauppi 2009:276).
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Constructivism
To be accurate, constructivism is not a theory of international relations, but a
way of studying social relations, including those between states (Onuf
2002:137). It is based on the understanding that human life is socially
constructed. That is, the world can only be known through our
interpretations and language (Nagatzaam 2009:50). Humans, therefore, form
common conceptions and rules (norms and identities) to help make the
material world intelligible (Onuf 2002:132). Thus, Adler argued that ‘social
reality emerges from the attachment of meaning and functions to physical
objects; collective understandings such as norms, endows physical objects
with purpose and therefore helps constitute reality’ (Adler 1997:324). That
is, material and behavioural elements of international relations are
dependent upon ideational and normative structures and processes.
Constructivists therefore agree with neoliberalism and neorealism that
power is the ‘central theoretical element…but their conceptualisations of
power [are] vastly different’ (Hopf 1998:176). Constructivists seek to add the
role of ideational or non-material power, arguing that previous conceptions
of power that are reliant on material forces alone ‘fail to capture important
dimensions of the mutually constitutive relationship between states and
emerging global structures and processes’ (Reus-Smit 1995:26). This
includes the foundational issues of how material resources are assessed,
understood and applied. Constructivists also highlight the role of an actor’s
identity in shaping the goals to which they seek to apply power, a
contribution that is ‘clearly relevant’ to foreign policy studies (McDougall
2007:391). Adopting a constructivist approach, therefore, offers significant
opportunities for analysing middle powers, their behaviour and constitution
and the means by which they may seek to achieve their national interests.
Under a constructivist approach, there is the argument that ‘both material
and discursive power are needed for understanding world affairs’ (Hopf
1998:177). Yet the two forms of power are not divisible, with theorists
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emphasising ‘the constitutive effects of ideas’ (Wendt 1999:24) in shaping
our understanding of material and non-material forces. This changes the way
relationships are understood. Wendt (1999:25) argued that ‘where
materialists’ privilege casual relationships…idealists privilege constitutive
relationships’. By non-material power, constructivists are interested in
power via influence, persuasion, demonstration, legitimacy and repetition
(Finnemore & Sikkink 1998). The key to this is the role of social practices
known as norms which ‘reproduce the social meanings that constitute social
structures and actors alike’ (Hopf 1998:177).
In the context of the discipline of international relations, constructivism is
generally eclectic in methodology, aiming to occupy a ‘middle ground’
between positivist and post-positivist theories (Viotti & Kauppi 2009:277;
Adler 1997). Most constructivists subscribe to a general positivist approach
(Sterling-Folker 2006:118) by endorsing the view that material conditions
‘always matter, but they never matter all by themselves’ and they therefore
reject the ‘vulgar materialism’ of realists (Onuf 2002:133). Dissenting from
this approach are some postmodern constructivists who give very little
weight to material conditions, by arguing that only ideas matter. For these
theorists’, positivist/scientific approaches to understand the world (as
realist/liberal theories approach) impossible and often mere power
disguised as knowledge at worst (Viotti & Kauppi 2009:277). Idealist
approaches are more often classified by their areas of investigation (such as
feminist interpretivists) on the view that in international relations
‘constructivism is not philosophically idealist’ (Onuf 2002:133). As such,
despite this field’s connection to constructivism, this body of scholarship
need not otherwise concern us here.
Mainstream constructivists do not seek to critique the existence of material
power but the importance attached to material power by neorealist/liberal
theories, and to demonstrate the social conditions of materialism (Wendt
1995:73). Solidly rejecting the rationalist view that ideational factors are
mere ‘strategic exchange between self-interested actors’ (Nagatzaam
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2009:57), constructivists have set out to explain the social environment by
reference to under-discussed factors, such as norms, identity and other
ideational factors. This places constructivism closest to the English School,
especially with its emphasis on norms, history and identification of an
international ‘society’ (Bellamy 2005:6). While the English School was able to
do some important work on these topics, especially identifying the
importance of norms within regimes, constructivism is ‘uniquely suited’
(Nagatazaam 2009:51) to the study of norms and ideational factors, through
its concern for how the interests and identities of states are socially
constructed. The process of social construction is seen to occur via a
continual process of change and flow, with agents influencing the structure
they operate in, and in turn being influenced by it (Sterling-Folker 2006:116).
Constructivists have sought to challenge the neoliberal approach which
characterises the decisions (along with identity and interests) of rational
actors as an instrumental process, instead advocating a ‘communicative
rationality’ based on the importance of communication, and persuasive logic
in decision making (Adler 2002:102). Constructivists argue that actors make
decisions on ‘the basis of norms and rules on the background of subjective
factors, historical-cultural experience and institutional involvement’ (Boekle,
Rittberger & Wagner 1999:4). That is, they are guided, if not shaped, by
socially shared expectations of behaviour.
Both the internal identity of actors (states, individuals or groups) and the
identity pressures of external situations play important roles in enabling or
preventing certain actions. The ‘logic of consequentiality’ of neo-realist/neoliberal rationalist approaches is replaced by constructivists with a ‘logic of
appropriateness’ known as norms (Boekle, Rittberger & Wagner 1999:3). As
Klotz (1995:26) argued, ‘norms legitimize goals and thus define actors'
interests’ and therein their identity. It is only with an understanding of the
norms in the international system, constructivists argue, that we can
understand what states see as their interests and how they go about
achieving these interests.
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Constructivism also seeks to ‘problematise’ the traditional role of states
interests, by rejecting the rational choice concepts of identity and interests as
‘exogenously given’ (Daddow 2009:115). Constructivism approaches identity
as understandings and expectations that are acquired by interacting with, or
defining the self in relation to, a structure composed of social relationships,
shared meanings, rules, norms and practices (Viotti & Kauppi 2009:286).
Constructivists see state identities as much more fluid than neoliberal/realist
theories, arguing that actors identities have no pre-given nature but are
constructed and are produced through specific social interactions (Weber
2001:61). This is part of an effort to give identities and interests a much
greater say in the explanation of state behaviours and the outcome of their
actions (Daddow 2009:115). Acting within or against a specific identity is
seen by constructivists as both regulative and constitutive. Identities — as
with norms — regulate actors’ behaviour by helping to determine which
actions may be or are expected to be, undertaken, and they are constitutive,
with identities reinforced or challenged by experience, moulding the actors’
interests. Because this process is by definition social, there is always an
element of promotion as actors seek to communicate their identities to
others, and are reinforced or challenged in those identities by the responses
of other actors, a process of mutual constitution. This leads to a ‘paradox’
(Nagatzaam 2009:72) inherent in the constructivist idea of norms and
identity. How can norms and identities be both constraining and yet also
flexible enough to explain significant change? And what is the mechanism by
which norms and identities do change. One answer to this question is to posit
‘norm entrepreneurs’ who seek change, a role that will be returned to at
greater length later on.
Norms, or the ‘logic of appropriateness’ (Nagatzaam 2009:55), influence the
shape, identity, behaviour, rules and practices of the international system.
Demonstrating the importance of norms was the focus of much of the early
constructivist research (Finnemore & Sikkink 2001:396). In turn, this led to
concerns for why and how some norms come to ‘win’ (by becoming the
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dominant logic of appropriateness) when pitted against other norms. This
question still is central to many of the major debates within recent
constructivist scholarship. There is no single constructivist definition of
norms or ‘ideas’ as is sometimes used interchangeably (see Acharya
2010:171-172). However, there are some common elements.
Legro describes norms as the ‘collective understandings of the proper
behaviour of actors’ (Bellamy 2004:21), while Flockhart, (2006:91) identified
them as ‘stable structures acting as constraints on agents’ behaviour’ that are
‘constitutive of identity and interests, and provid[e] a cognitive framework
with which agents are able to make sense of a complicated world’. More
colloquially, Raymond (1997:215) stated that norms ‘ tell us who shall play
the political game, what the playing board will look like, and which moves are
acceptable’. Norms are not just enforced rules as Florini (1996: 364-365)
noted, identifying that they must be ‘considered a legitimate behavioural
claim’. As Meyer, Boli and Thomas (1989:9) asserted, norms and interests
define the meaning and identity of the individual actor and the
patterns of appropriate economic, political and cultural activity
engaged in by those individuals. They similarly constitute the
purpose and legitimacy of organisations, professions, interest
groups and states, while delineating lines of activity appropriate to
these entities.
These norms of appropriate activity are found in the repeated and reciprocal
interactions of states, either in their implementation and advocacy of policies,
or their modes of interaction with other states. It is this interaction and
embodiment of the norms which are constitutive of the state and their
identity and interests. As Reus-Smit (2009:222) noted
The international norms that uphold liberal democracy as the
dominant model of legitimate statehood, and which licence
intervention in the name of human rights and the promotion of
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free trade, exist and persist only because of the continued practices
of liberal democratic states (and powerful non-state actors).
Noting the trend for several of these norms to often appear together, or to
rely on similar norms, Hulme and Fukudu-Parr (2009:5) suggested several
norms or behaviours can be bundled together to form a ‘super-norm’
(sometimes also known as a ‘grand norm’) which ‘seeks to achieve more than
the sum of its parts because of the positive feedback interactions between
each norm’. A clearly delineated form of this is found in the United Nation’s
Millennium Development Goals, though there are also clear sets of norms
associated with liberal democracies (Reus-Smit 2009:222).
Within neoliberal and English School approaches to international relations,
super-norms, along with normal but policy-oriented norms (as opposed to
diplomatic norms), the concept of ‘regimes’ has often been applied to
‘describe the behaviour of states in trade, environmental, and other issue
areas’ (Goertz & Diehl 1992:635). Regimes have served as a useful
contribution to the literature, but have been surpassed by norms as a way to
get closer to the fundamental shifts in state behaviour and constitution. No
matter how a norm arises, it must take on an aura of legitimacy and
acceptance before it can be considered a norm. Norms ‘are obeyed, not
because they are enforced, but because they are seen as legitimate’ (Florini
1996: 364-365). While material levers such as the threat of conflict or
sanctions can play a role in the emergence and diffusion of norms, the
legitimacy and acceptance of the norm as the overriding ‘logic of
appropriateness’ is critical. Norms are taken to ‘either define (constitute)
identities or prescribe (regulate) behaviour, or they do both’ (Viotti & Kauppi
2009:285). Like identity and interests, norms are never static but ‘ongoing
social constructions rather than perennial givens’ (Rosamond 2001:202).
While some norms are undoubtedly moral, they ‘do not necessarily have a
“moral” connotation or purpose’ as norms are ‘about “appropriate”
behaviour,

rather

than

“morally

appropriate”

behaviour’

(Acharya

2010:171). Thus, norms can range from being moral to amoral. Though some
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scholars seek to insist that norms are normative (that is inherently about
moral standards), what is most important is that norms convey a ‘logic of
appropriateness’ to actors within a given identity. Norms are seen by
constructivists to diffuse and exchange through a process of social learning
(socialisation) by actors (usually elite decision makers); although Acharya
(2010:4) argued this ‘overlooks local beliefs and practices which, as part of a
legitimate normative order, determine the fate of new norms’. Other scholars,
such as Boli & Thomas (1999:18) identify universal principles that dictate
which norms socialise and which do not, suggesting that actors do not act so
much as they enact.
Once internalised (i.e., socialised) norms become part of the ‘appropriate
behaviour for actors’ (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:891) and are then
promoted, contested and resisted by actors within the global system
(Nagatzaam 2009:67). Having identified this process at work, scholars set out
to demonstrate and chart the change and spread of norms with the ‘primary’
aim to show how specific (largely moral) norms have influenced global
politics by tracing their individual evolution (Nagatzaam 2009:70).
Noteworthy examples of such studies include Nadelmann (1990) on state
involvement in international crime, Koltz (1995) on ending apartheid,
Biersteker & Weber(1996) on state sovereignty, Price (1997) on the chemical
weapons taboo, Risse, Ropp & Sikkink (1999) on human rights, Rosamond
(2001) on globalisation, Bellamy (2004) on security communities, Epstein
(2006) on global environmental norms and Capie (2008) on small arms in
Southeast Asia.
While the proper methodology, level of analysis and causal mechanisms for
norms are disputed (as will be detailed below), a significant number of
studies has endorsed Finnemore & Sikkink’s (1998) ‘excellent theoretical
framework for studying norms’ (Slagter 2004:8), featuring common
elements/identifiers of norm entrepreneurship and a three-stage norm lifecycle (emergence, cascade, internalisation) for a successfully socialised norm.
Finnemore & Sikkink’s (1998) work has been widely adopted in the literature
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as a ‘seminal paper’ (Hulme & Fukudu-Parr 2009:7) for structuring empirical
case study research about norms (Ingebritsen 2002; McCoy & Heckel 2002;
Slagter 2004; Hall 2009; Nagtzaam 2009). For these reasons, it has been
selected for this dissertation as the conceptual framework, both for the lifecycle of norms (discussed immediately below), and for identifying norm
entrepreneurship (examined later).
In the first stage of the norm life-cycle, a ‘critical’ role is played by norm
promoting actors, (i.e., norm entrepreneurs) who ‘call attention to issues or
even “create” issues by using language that names, interprets, and dramatises
them. Social movement theorists refer to this reinterpretation or renaming
process as “framing”’ (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:897). Norm entrepreneurs,
often driven by a moral desire (Nadelmann 1990), promote norms by seeking
to articulate and define norms and persuade other actors to new norms so as
to establish new ‘logics of appropriateness’. This usually is a process of
selection rather than creation, for as Kowert & Legro (1996:469) note ‘norms
are rarely (if ever) created de novo. Instead, they rely on pre-existing cultural
knowledge and institutions’. During this phase of norm acceptance ‘states
adopting the new norm standard are changing the state’s identity, which in
turn shapes state behaviour’, ideally creating a re-enforcing cycle (Slagter
2004:7-8).
In the second stage of the norm life-cycle, norm promoters ‘attempt to
socialise other states to become norm followers’ (Brucker 2007:301). If norm
entrepreneurs are successful in having their norm accepted as the new
standard of appropriateness by enough actors, the norm may reach a ‘critical
mass’ of socialised actors and reach a ‘tipping point’, leading the new norm to
cascade quickly through the rest of the community. The concept of ‘norm
cascade’

is one for which there is ‘convincing quantitative empirical

support...[but] not yet...a theoretical account for why norm tipping occurs,
nor criteria for specifying a priori where, when and how we would expect it’
(Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:901). At the international level of analysis such a
cascade would require the support of at least one-third of states (Hall
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(2009:312). Not all states are equal in their importance and power during
such changes, giving rise to questions of ‘prominence’ of the states accepting
the new norm. Florini (1996:374) suggests there may be some potential for
activist norm promoters to succeed without the support of all prominent
states. By cascading, a norm becomes ‘widely accepted at the international
level and a new dynamic begins where states adopt norms regardless of
domestic pressure’ (Hall 2009:312). One unfortunate tendency of the
literature on norm diffusion is to play down the difficulty and time required
for these stages to occur, along with the likelihood that for many (most)
norms, they will never spread widely or socialise. Norm diffusion, as this
dissertation’s data chapters will help demonstrate, can be a long and slow
process.
Finally, if a norm successfully achieves a tipping point and cascades, it
reaches a stage of norm internalisation. At this point, contestation is rare
(Slagter 2004:8) and compliance with the norm is ‘almost automatic’ (Hall
2009:312). However, there may be dissent at other levels, such as within a
domestic community, despite a clear internalisation or socialisation of a
norm at elite levels. A good example of this is the support for trade
liberalisation in Australia, which found strong elite socialisation from the
mid-1980s onwards, but has consistently struggled at a community level (see
Chapter 6). Once a norm socialises within a given group (such as the elite
group), some actors in that group may begin to seek to take on a promotional
role for the norm towards those not already socialised at other levels — e.g.,
elite members encouraging the adoption of the norm at a community level.
Institutions supporting the norm are established, and these function to reenforce the norm (Kratochwil 1989:62). This may come in the form of laws
and treaties that codify and monitor support and often seek to reward good
behaviour or highlight deviations (Keck & Sikkink 1998:3). However, this is
not definitive evidence of socialisation; as Hulme & Fukuda-Parr (2009:4)
argued, there is an important distinction between the institutionalisation of a
norm (creation of institutions) and norm implementation. Constitutive
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norms may be internalised but are still slowly or haphazardly introduced:
‘many important stakeholders (governments, organisations and leaders)
“talk the talk” but they do not “walk the walk”’ (Hulme & Fukuda-Parr
2009:4). This is a critical issue for advancing pre-existing but under-enforced
norms, with particular relevance to Chapter 4 (on the non-proliferation and
non-possession of weapons of mass destruction) and Chapter 6 (trade
liberalisation).
The three-stage norm life-cycle model of Finnemore & Sikkink (1998) can be
complemented with Legro’s (1997) test for norm robustness. Legro
measures a norm’s robustness according to three categories, its specificity,
durability and concordance
Specificity refers to how well the guidelines for restraint and use
are defined and understood...assessed by examining actors'
understandings

of

the

simplicity

and

clarity

of

the

prohibition...Durability denotes how long the rules have been in
effect and how they weather challenges to their prohibitions...Are
violators or violations penalized, thus reinforcing and reproducing
the norm. Concordance means how widely accepted the rules are
in diplomatic discussions and treaties (that is, the degree of
intersubjective agreement) (Legro 1997:34-35).
By combining Legro’s test with the life-cycle model of Finnemore & Sikkink
(1998) a conceptual framework can be developed for examining and testing
the status of norms. Notable amongst the literature on norms, is a significant
‘methodological openness’ (Onuf 2002:134) – or eclecticism – which is
closely tied to the earlier noted division between positivist and postpositivist approaches. As such research on norms ‘cannot be reconciled with
claims that any particular set of scholarly activities are the only ones
admissible’ (Onuf 2002:134). This enables a significant range of studies and
approaches to utilise constructivist methods and insights. That said, there are
several common approaches typically found in the literature. For example,
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identifying norms as ‘social facts that can be studied’...via a case-study
method (Adler 2002:100), and there remains a
shared commitment to a transformational logic involving “the notion
that actors’ words, deeds, and interactions shape the kind of world in
which they exist and that the world shapes who actors are and what
they want” (Sterling-Folker 2006:118).
A case study approach gives a precedence to analysis which focuses on
speech acts and documentation. As Finnemore & Sikkink (1998:892) note,
that while ‘we can only have indirect evidence of norms….norms prompt
justifications for action and leave an extensive trail of communication among
actors that we can study’ (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:892) such as
transcripts, legal documents and agreements. Indeed, Onuf (2002:134)
claims that ‘norms cannot be shared without taking the form of linguistic
statements’ which seek to support, resist or promote the norm towards other
actors. This ‘communication’ of norms can also be identified in a material
form via identifying habitual action — practices — which are suggestive of an
identity that accepts the new norm (Viotti & Kauppi 2009:286). For example,
a state holding regular elections helps signify acceptance of the norm of
democracy. In line with much of the literature, and as discussed in the
Introduction, this dissertation has adopted a case-study approach to help
identify and chart the development of speech acts, documentation and
habitual actions which give insight into a norms diffusion, as informed by
Yin’s case study model (1994).
The constructivist literature is significant for its diversity when it comes to
the level of analysis. In this regard Christian Reus-Smit (2009:223) has
categorised the literature into three approaches: systemic, unit-level and
holistic. Most of the attention has been directed towards the systemic level
involving scholarship of the interactions of the states as unitary actors.
Constructivists who use a systemic level of analysis argue that states are the
‘constitutive agents of the global system, they are the most important
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socializing agent when it comes to standards of appropriate behaviour’
(Nagatzaam 2009:68). States create international organisations, treaties and
work to comply (and encourage compliance) with norms by acting as norm
promoters or norm entrepreneurs. However, this can exclude by ‘theoretic
fiat’ many of the ideational and normative forces that work on states ,such as
their internal domestic politics along with the role and identities of non-state
actors (Reus-Smit 2009:224).
Unit-level analysis, is the opposite of systemic, moving down to the
domestic/individual scene, examining and emphasising the importance of
social and legal norms within a state and in turn their impact on the identity
and interests of the state. This is the approach of much of the literature
applying constructivism to explain a state’s foreign policy, as seen in Boekle
Rittberger and Wagner (1999) or Katzenstein (1996). A unit-level approach
identifies individuals, NGOs and other societal level ‘advocacy coalitions’ as
the ‘primary socializing agencies’ for norms (Nagatzaam 2009:69). This
approach prioritises the role of domestic groups to educate and bind the elite
(particularly in democratic contexts) to domestic expectations of appropriate
behaviours (Boekle, Rittberger & Wagner 1999:9-10). Domestic forces are
also portrayed as regulators and gatekeepers through which international
norms are either accepted or rejected via a process of ‘constitutive
localization’ (Acharya 2010:167).
Finally, there are some scholars who undertake a ‘holistic’ approach by
bringing systemic and unit level analysis together. This is based on an
interpretation that the domestic and international levels of analysis are ‘two
faces of a single social and political order’ (Viotti & Kauppi 2009:291).
Holistic approaches have tended to focus on how the global order changes,
and the dynamics and mutual constitution between the international order
and the nature of the state (Reus-Smit 2009:225). Questions of sovereignty
and security have therefore dominated holistic research. This can be a very
useful approach (if less theoretically elegant), however given this
dissertation’s focus on how middle powers act, and what strategies they
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pursue to be system-influencing states, a systemic approach has been
selected. Unit-level factors such as domestic issue coalitions are important
and will be identified where appropriate but will not be the focus of the
analysis.
The unit-of-analysis problem is a critical one for the constructivist literature,
given the great disagreements over the nature of the causal mechanism for
how norms change over time (Viotti & Kauppi 2009:287). This debate
separates scholars over the difficult agent-structure divide, a problem of
codetermination which some constructivists, such as Adler (2002:104),
doubt will ever be resolved. After two decades of work, much of the literature
still fails to clearly provide a causal mechanism by ‘simply repeating the
axiom that international society inculcates norms into its members’ (Clarke
2007:213). As Capie (2008:638) wrote, ‘what about the norms that fall by the
wayside? How do we explain norms that do not emerge or that for some
reason do not become widely accepted or fully internalized?’. This is a wellknown research design known as the ‘dog who didn’t bark’ problem, though
particularly acute in the constructivist literature on norms (Checkel
1999:86).
Another common problem in the literature, one which is tied to the focus on
studies of successful norm diffusion, is that the overt focus has emerged on
moral norms. One explanation for the emphasis on moral norms may be the
‘obvious affinity’ between constructivist scholarship and liberal international
relations theory (Sterling-Folker 2006:119). As Acharya (2010:171-172)
wrote in his influential book Whose Ideas Matter?, ‘constructivist literature
has focused too much on the spread of moral norms at the expense of
behavioural types. This limits the usefulness of constructivist perspectives on
the role of ideas in world politics’. This is striking given that empirical studies
of

norm

entrepreneurs

typically

find

that

they

are

‘extremely

rational…making detailed means-ends calculations to maximize their
utilities’ (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:910). There is no analytical justification
for the moral focus within constructivism, given that it is just as applicable as
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a theory for ‘explore[ing] the development of morally repugnant norms and
identities’ (Sterling-Folker 2006:119) as well as amoral norms.
While the first norm under study in this dissertation, the non-proliferation
and non-possession of weapons of mass destruction, fits this moral pattern,
the later data chapters examine norms of a cooperative security approach to
irregular migration and trade liberalisation which were promoted for more
obviously self-interested reasons and using less of a moral framework for
promotion. Further, while norm entrepreneurs will often paint their actions
as moral, no implicit moral or normative endorsement of norm
entrepreneurship is assumed or implied by this study. The identification of
norm entrepreneurship as playing a role in the establishment and
maintenance of norms in a regional or international system, is not to suggest
that it will or has always been used in appropriate forms. Acharya (2010:4)
rightly condemns the trend in the literature to ‘concentrate on moral
struggles in which good global norms (championed by mainly Western norm
entrepreneurs) displace bad local beliefs and practices (mainly in the nonWestern areas).’ This dissertation only seeks to examine the practice of norm
entrepreneurship and the strategies used, without endorsing the outcomes of
the case studies as the correct moral or normative outcome.
For some scholars this is a feature and not a “bug” in the literature. Boli and
Thomas (1999:18) have — controversially — argued that norms must fit a
‘universal

pattern’

for

diffusion

and

successful

socialisation.

This

deterministic approach is disputed by research showing the ‘highly
contingent and contested nature of normative change and normative
influence’ (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:913-914). At the other end of the
spectrum, scholars such as Checkel (1997:477) have argued that domestic
structures shape the mechanisms of norm diffusion, while Acharya (2010)
has developed a model of ‘constitutive localization’ highlighting the actions
of domestic actors and the ease with which they can align new norms into
their pre-existing structures as the critical factor. In other words, the adaptor
is the real change agent. Thus, Acharya (2010:72) wrote that while ‘although
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non-intervention and sovereign equality were “universal” norms enshrined
in the UN Charter, their diffusion and development required the advocacy
and support of regional conferences, underscoring the importance of the
“social construction” perspective’. Located between these structure-heavy
and adapter-driven approaches, lies the popular, but under-theorised and
under-studied approach of norm promoting agent, known as norm
entrepreneurs. First developed by Nadelmann (1990), this approach placed
the causal weight for the changing of norms on actors who sought to
influence the domestic and international structure with new norms.
Reflecting the literature’s moral bias, Nadelmann labelled these actors moral
entrepreneurs, but they are now known as norm entrepreneurs.

Norm Entrepreneurs
Norm entrepreneurship is defined in the literature as ‘the purposive efforts
of individuals and groups to change social understandings’ (Finnemore &
Sikkink 2001:400), applicable to ‘any individual or group who can effectively
challenge a standard of “appropriate” behaviour and encourage a new
standard of appropriateness’ (Slagter 2004:7). Nadelmann’s (1990:482)
description of norm entrepreneurs is still seen as authoritative (Acharya
2010:15), by identifying them as actors who
mobilise popular opinion and political support, both within their
host country and abroad; they stimulate and assist in the creation
of likeminded organisations in other countries; and they play a
significant role in elevating their objective beyond its identification
with the national interest of their government...their efforts are
often directed towards persuading foreign audiences, especially
foreign elites that a particular prohibition regime reflects a widely
shared or even universal moral sense, rather than the peculiar
moral code of one society.
Over time, the terminology has shifted from ‘moral entrepreneur’ (as used by
Nadelmann (1990) , to the more generic ‘norm entrepreneur’. It has also
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expanded to cover groups promoting norms as well as Nadelmann’s focus on
individual actors. The idea of entrepreneurship as a political as well as an
economic concept has been a contested part of the international relations
literature since at least the 1970s (see Jones 1978) and has often focused on
individuals who have created public goods — such as new collective goods —
or heroic leaders (Schneider & Teske 1992:737). Studies of leadership, such
as that of Young (1991), have also embraced the concept of entrepreneurship
by political actors. Several common features are found in the literature on
entrepreneurs in a political setting.
First, entrepreneurs are those ‘alert’ actors who identify ‘market
opportunities’ and try to take advantage of the new possibilities, in order to
earn a profit. Some of the literature explores why entrepreneurs emerge,
whether they are ‘called forth’ for systemic reasons, as is popular in
neoclassical economics understandings of the concept, or if entrepreneurs
can choose to undertake such a role (see Ravenhill 1998). The influence of
economics in the early literature was obvious and was slowly modified given
that most political entrepreneurs do not seek a monetary profit, but instead
rewards of leadership such as influence, reputation and authority (Schneider
& Teske 1992: 738-739). The literature on political entrepreneurs has
identified ‘large complex public organisation [as] the most powerful
instrument[s] for social, political and economic change’ and vehicles for
leadership (Lewis 1980: 238). Young (1991), in an article heavily cited by
Cooper, et. al. (1993) and Ravenhill (1998), asserted there are three types of
leadership. Structural leadership (using material power on behalf of an
institution), and intellectual leadership (using ideational power to shape the
thinking of others) are joined by a middle option that draws from both,
namely Entrepreneurial leadership. ‘The entrepreneurial leader makes use of
negotiating skill to frame the issues at stake, devise mutually acceptable
formulas, and broker the interests of key players in building support for
these formulas, ’ according to Young (1991:307). Young identified four key
functions of entrepreneurial leaders:
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(1) agenda setters shaping the form in which issues are presented for
consideration at the international level, (2) popularisers drawing
attention to the importance of the issues at stake, (3) inventors
devising

innovative

policy

options

to

overcome

bargaining

impediments, and (4) brokers making deals and lining up support for
salient options (Young 1991:294).
Entrepreneurial leaders typically operate on behalf of states and institutions
which provide a platform and resources for their activism, although it is not a
necessary condition (Young 1991:295). Indeed, the literature on norm
entrepreneurship has come to be dominated by studies of individuals acting
alone or with NGOs. Examples of unit-level empirical studies featuring norm
entrepreneurs include those on Individuals — activists and bureaucrats
(Klotz 1995; Wapner 1996 Adut 2004) — groups, usually NGOs (Finnemore
& Sikkink 1998; Sundstrom 2005) and international institutions (Checkel
2005; Job 2006).
This is unusual given that the wider literature on constructivism tends to be
dominated by systemic or transnational studies (Boekle, Rittberger &
Wagner 1999:9). However, when examining the concept of norm
entrepreneurship there is a dearth of studies which examine nation-states as
norm entrepreneurs in any great detail. There is no theoretical reason for
this absence, but only a handful of studies such as Ingebritsen (2002), Cooper
(2002) and Slagter (2004) do so. This is unfortunate, given the growing
recognition of the ‘centrality of norm entrepreneurs and their organisational
platforms for the emergence of international norms’ (Hulme & Fukudu-Parr
2009:30), with nation-states having undeniably the strongest basis to build
and develop organisational platforms.
Yet, the scholarship on states promoting norms has thus far remained limited
to the level of superpower states (see Ikenberry & Kupchan 1990; Klotz
1995:453). It is commonly accepted that 'superpowers exercise broad
spectrum capabilities, and are "fountainheads of "universal" values…seeking

36 | P a g e |

to impose [their] security agenda (including its ideological beliefs and
normative standards) across all [regions] (Job 2009:35). Yet there is almost
no study about how states which do not strive for global dominance (such as
great powers in a multi-polar environment, or middle powers) engage with
and promote norms. This is a significant gap in the literature given the
growing claims of policy makers in middle powers to have ideational
influence and a growing recognition in the literature that middle powers are
increasingly seeking to become ‘morally cosmopolitan norm entrepreneurs’
(Acharya 2010:159). Some studies such as Ingebritsen (2002) and Cooper
(2002) discuss middle powers promoting norms without using the term
norm entrepreneurship. Slagter (2004) was the first to combine the terms
middle powers and norm entrepreneurship, however she undertakes this in a
highly normative way. Slagter argued for examining middle powers as norm
entrepreneurs ‘only [for]... those norms that go against rational state selfinterest’. She wrote that ‘middle power behaviour runs contrary to the
expectation that states will act in their self-interest’ (Slagter 2004:16-24).
This is a claim that runs contrary to much of the literature on middle powers,
and indeed often even the view of middle power policy-makers (Evans &
Grant 1995:344). While significant within the literature as the first attempt
explicitly examining the link between middle powers and norm
entrepreneurship, Slagter's paper can be challenged on a number of grounds,
suggesting the need for a more extensive study of middle powers as norm
entrepreneurs, as this dissertation aims to do.
A review of the literature indicates that most studies which apply
constructivist insights follow the norm, or seek to use norms as an
explanation for a state of affairs rather than examining specific causal
mechanisms such as norm entrepreneurs. Instead, most studies which
discuss norm entrepreneurs utilise them as a causal agent (often amongst
many) to help explain the emergence and socialisation of the particular norm
with which the study is concerned. As such, we know little about norm
entrepreneurs, — how to identify them, what motivates them and what
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factors lead to their success or failure when promoting norms. Kowert &
Legro’s (1996:469) concern about the shortcomings of the literature on those
who build norms and identities still resonates. Many studies use the term
without substantial attempts at identification, definition or concerns for
theory, though Hulme & Fukudu-Parr (2009) offered a much more
analytically rigorous counter-example with their analysis of the UN and the
Millennium Development Goals
This dissertation will seek to address this important gap by examining one
state,namely Australia, tentatively identified as a middle power that has
promoted norms, and assesses how this state went about promoting three
different norms, only one of which has an explicit moral component to it,
over a twenty-seven year period 1983-2010. This approach should help to
provide insight on questions in the literature about why states may seek to
be norm entrepreneurs, what rewards and risks they face, and if there are
any differences to be gleaned from examining one norm promoter over
multiple norms, rather than the dominant model of examining one norm and
many promoters or causal mechanisms. To address these questions and build
a solid theoretical basis for the analysis the literature on norm entrepreneurs
will be drawn on to find guidelines for identifying them and the key debates
about their behaviour.
This section of the literature review will conclude on norm entrepreneurs by
delineating the four key requirements for successful norm entrepreneurship
as identified by Finnemore and Sikkink (1998). While Finnemore and
Sikkink’s (1998) landmark article International Norm Dynamics and Political
Change does not outline an explicit model of norm entrepreneurship (unlike
their discussion of a norm’s life-cycle), the authors highlight four features
that they argue are integral to the role of norm entrepreneurs and their likely
success in encouraging a norm’s socialisation. By identifying the key aspects
they have highlighted, we have an implicit suggestion for how to identify and
conceptualise norm entrepreneurs. These common features can be drawn
out to form an analytical model for identifying and assessing norm
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entrepreneurs. They are: 1) the development of an organisational platform;
2) framing the norm; 3) developing and implementing a socialisation
strategy; and 4) a willingness to sustain criticism. Their criteria closely
matches Young’s (1991) formulation for entrepreneurial leadership. Each of
these factors will be described using literature to assist their utilisation in the
data chapters. These four factors will be the criteria against which the three
case studies of a middle power acting as a norm entrepreneur will be
measured.

Organisational Platform
One of the greatest strengths a state which attempts to act as a norm
entrepreneur has is its access to an already existing organisational platform.
Where Individuals and groups which seek to promote norms go to great
lengths to gain access to state resources, states are well equipped
(particularly modern, developed nations) to advance new norms. Sometimes,
the organisational platform for promoting a new norm will be constructed
specifically for the norm (such as new international organisations or
groupings); or states may rely on existing resources such as a bureaucracy.
The ability to leverage state assets to aid the spread and socialisation of
norms is a critical element for successful norm promotion (Finnemore &
Sikkink 1998:900).
Focusing on the resources dedicated by states to their organisational
platform also represents an important indication of the seriousness of the
effort by judging the level of resources dedicated towards the task. There are
many instances of countries and national leaders who claim to want to
advance new principles or ideals within a regional or global order. We can
begin to separate actual efforts from self-serving rhetoric through close
examinations of the resources provided to support the norm. As such,
detailing the organisational platform for a norm entrepreneur has crucial
analytical value for scholars.
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Compared to small states, middle powers are generally expected to have
‘foreign services with high levels of analytical skills. These are coupled with
effective intelligence gathering and communication networks’ (Ravenhill
1998:311). A strong bureaucracy can work to both promote and sustain such
projects, but also should have some faculty for innovation, that is the
‘discovery and engineering of new ways to do things’ (Rumelt 2011:5). If a
state can be an entrepreneur for the promotion of norms, we should expect
to see regular efforts to create and devise new and innovative policies and
processes. The ability of the state’s organisational platform to play that role
will likely be crucial to the success of the role. The willingness of middle
powers to devote sufficient resources to the promotion of norms also serves
as a useful way for scholars to assess the willingness and support by policy
makers for the promotion of the norm. Many state leaders pledge their
nations support for new norms (such as human rights obligations), including
pledging significant financial support; but then fail to follow through as
promised. Examining the extent to which a state makes its assets available as
an organisational platform to promote a norm is highly informative for
understanding the support of the state for the norm and its promotion.

Framing
Norm entrepreneurs must identify and rhetorically advocate norms for their
goals in order to begin encouraging a wider acceptance. Persuasion is not the
only way to promote norms, with actors also using material power to aid the
spread of a norm but persuasion is the first and essential element (Onuf
2002:134; Sterling-Folker 2006:119) of a wider socialisation strategy.
Persuasion is ‘central’ to the
‘the mission of norm entrepreneurs...Persuasion is the process by
which agent action becomes social structure, ideas become norms,
and the subjective becomes the intersubjective’ (Finnemore & Sikkink
1998:914).
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While persuasion is the aim of norm promoting actors, the tool they use is
known as ‘framing’. Framing forms the ‘basic building blocks for the creation
of broadly accepted norms’ (Nagatzaam 2009:75) by ‘render[ing] events or
occurrences

meaningful...organise

experience

and

action’

(Brucker

2007:301). When actors frame they are attempting to ‘select some aspects of
a perceived reality and make them more salient in a communicating text, in
such a way as to promote a particular problem definition, causal
interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation for the
item described’ (Entman 1993:52). This can be a powerful tool, especially for
materially weaker norm entrepreneurs, as ‘an insightful reframing of a
competitive situation can create whole new patterns of advantage and
weakness. The most powerful strategies arise from such game-changing
insights’ (Rumelt 2011:9). Hulme & Fukudu-Parr (2009:14) suggest that the
framing role within states is sometimes undertaken by ‘message
entrepreneurs’,

independent

of

‘norm

entrepreneurs’.

Message

entrepreneurs are typically less ideationally committed to the norm but more
organisationally focused, such as leading bureaucratic officials in institutions
that have been established or tasked as an organisational platform for the
promotion of the norm.
Norm entrepreneurs seek to frame the current state of affairs as
unacceptable, diagnose the cause, and offer their alternate norm as a remedy.
By seeking to re-frame norms they want to challenge, and undermine, the old
norm’s logic of appropriateness while framing the new norm in such a way as
to make it more appealing and persuasive. This implies efforts to discredit
and overthrow existing norms in an attempt to ‘provoke cognitive
dissonance’ amongst those adhering to the old norm (Finnemore & Sikkink
1998:904)— an action sure to generate substantial criticism for which they
must be willing to endure. To promote norms, norm entrepreneurs take a
variety of strategies, such as linking the new norm to pre-existing dominant
norms for it to ‘resonate’ (Keck & Sikkink 1998:46). Norm entrepreneurs
may also attempt to link their promoted norm to universally existing beliefs
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to both confer legitimacy and to centre discussion around the merits of the
universal principle, rather than the specific changes implied by the new ‘logic
of appropriateness’ (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:907-908). This frames the
debate on grounds which appear to logically follow from other embedded
and socialised norms, rather than as an entirely separate and new social
convention. Finally, norm promoters may enhance the likelihood of
persuasion by introducing new information that reframes existing norms and
or identities, or by developing a message of greater simplicity than the
existing standards (Nagatzaam 2009:75-76). Johnston (2003:117) also
endorses the need for a congruence between the new norm and pre-existing
attitudes, noting that ‘actors entering a social interaction bring with them
particular prior traits that, interacting with the features of the social
environment and other actors, leads to variation in the degree of attitudinal
change’. Acharya (2010:5) prioritises this feature, arguing that ‘normative
change occurs because of the successful fusion of foreign ideas with local
ones’. These issues are tied up with concerns for credibility. Local actors who
are receiving foreign norms will be resistant to a new norm if it suggests
their earlier behaviour was hypocritical (Johnston 2003:117), or if they
believe the foreign actor pushing the norm is themselves hypocritical or
lacking in credibility and truthfulness (Nagatzaam 2009:75).
This concern for credibility is a common feature in the writings of the
Australian Foreign Minister Gareth Evans on the topic of ‘good international
citizenship’ (see Evans & Grant 1995:37). However, credibility should not be
conflated with purely altruistic norm promotion. While some scholars (see
Slagter 2004) have developed studies explicitly excluding self-interest on the
part of norm entrepreneurs, Finnemore & Sikkink (1998:912) argue that this
slightly misses the point given that norms work to shape the self-interest of
actors. In his study of four examples of norm promotion in the 18th and 19th
century, Clarke (2007:207) noted that the obvious self-interest of actors
‘seems not to have been a decisive factor’ in the likelihood of successful norm
promotion, suggesting that even clearly self-interested actors can be credible
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advocates. While the credibility of an actor is important for successful norm
promotion (Nagatzaam 2009:75), it appears self-interest in the rise of a norm
does not necessarily diminish an actor’s ability to promote the norm.
Unfortunately, when it comes to persuasion, — a critical area for norm
entrepreneurs — ‘we have no good way of treating it theoretically’
(Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:914). Differentiating the impact of persuasion
from material levers is difficult, although given mainstream constructivism’s
acceptance of a role for material power, norm entrepreneurs may use both
forms of power to aid their promotion of norms (Payne 2001:41). While
persuasion is important for norm entrepreneurs, with an analysis of the
spoken and written rhetoric of international actors forming the basis for
much of the constructivist literature (Sterling-Folker 2006:120), norm
entrepreneurs must identify and utilise the full range of opportunities
available to them for securing norm promotion as part of their strategy for
socialisation.

Socialisation Strategy
In order to persuade other actors to support a particular norm, norm
entrepreneurs must develop a socialisation strategy that combines material
power levers, strategic, legal and political manoeuvring (Nagatzaam
2009:67). The role of strategy is to ‘recognize the nature of the challenge and
offers a way of surmounting it… [it offers] a coherent set of analyses,
concepts, policies, arguments and actions that respond to a high-stakes
challenge’ (Rumelt 2011:2-6). While material levers may aid the promotion
of norms, their socialisation cannot result from coercion given that norms, by
definition, must be freely embraced as the legitimate behaviour rather than
because they are compelled (Florini 1996: 364-365). Socialisation is,
therefore, not about coercive changes in behaviour but the process by which
‘states internalise norms originating elsewhere in the international system’
(Alderson 2001:416).
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A socialisation strategy is therefore one which seeks to encourage ‘adaptive
behaviour in which local practices are made consistent with an external idea’
(Acharya 2010:19). These can be identified on a spectrum from indirect and
non-coercive (persuasion as discussed above), through to moderately
materialistic (international laws potentially with penalties) or even implicit
material force, though no norm can be said to have taken hold if the only
grounds for acceptance is the threat of coercion. Creating international
treaties based on the new norm, often referred to as the institutionalisation
of the norm (Hulme & Fukudu-Parr 2009), is often a critical element of the
socialisation strategy of norm entrepreneurs (Onuf 2002:132). While it does
not guarantee compliance, it is a highly visible (Cooper, D 2002:24) piece of
evidence towards identifying norm socialisation.
Treaties and conventions can amount to a form of international ‘peer
pressure’

with

‘norm

entrepreneurs

and

international

organizations...pressuring targeted actors to adopt new policies and laws and
to ratify treaties and by monitoring compliance with international standards’
(Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:902). States may succumb to this pressure due to
desires for legitimation, conformity, and esteem in their adaption to new
norms (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:902-903). Boekle, Rittberger and Wagner
(1999:3) argued that ‘international law, resolutions of international
organisations and final acts of international conferences are the indicators
for international norms’, while Finnemore & Sikkink (1998:916) even went
so far as to argue that ‘customary international law is norms’.
In some areas of scholarship, such as that of non-proliferation, the use of the
term norm has explicitly shifted from descriptions of common consensus to
‘generally refer to a formal agreement of one sort or another that bans
possession of specified weaponry’ (Cooper 2002:18). Cooper argued that
success or otherwise of norm promotional efforts in this area are best judged
by the ‘proportion of states that agree to participate, as well as the quality of
their compliance in choosing or being compelled to follow the rules’ (Cooper
2002:18). Each piece of law must of course be examined by scholars to define
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whether it is encouraging new norms to be socialised or simply re-enforcing
existing norms, but targeting and attempting to develop international laws
and treaties clearly is an important element of a norm entrepreneur’s
socialisation strategy.
As indicated above, norm entrepreneurs quite commonly resort to material
levers so as to ‘mobilize and coerce decision makers to change state policy’
(Checkel 1997:476-7). This may take the form of multilateral material levers
such as sanctions and other forms of punishments for non-compliance with
international laws and treaties, or involve individual actors who are seeking
normative change utilising their own material levers such as threats of
violence or punishment. Mainstream constructivism’s acceptance of material
power as a legitimate element of international relations means that such
levers can be incorporated into a constructivist explanation of normative
change (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:912). If material power is the only reason
for norm compliance by states, then we should expect to see signs of
dissention and a shift in behaviour should that power dissipate or be
challenged by states which do not yet accept the new ‘logic of
appropriateness’.
Importantly, while norm diffusion is a social learning process beyond
instrumental calculations (Nagatzaam 2009:66-67) repeated behaviour by a
coerced state may come to shape the identity and eventually lead towards
socialisation of a norm despite its coercive origin. Elites may also seek to
adopt or adapt the norms advocated by the coercive power for a number of
reasons, such as to ‘minimise the potential domestic costs of complaint
behaviour or to take advantage of elite restructuring to build new coalitions’
(Ikenberry & Kupchan 1990:291). Such coercive power is often associated
with hegemonic systems, however there may be certain occasions where
middle powers are able to exercise similar levels of long-term influence.
Unfortunately, this is an area where current scholarship has ‘yet to
satisfactorily shed light on the interrelationship between persuasion and
material levels’ and how actors select between the different socialisation
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strategies open to them (Nagatzaam 2009:67-68). Strategy is, therefore,
more than just goal setting, vision or ‘urging us forward’, but involves
‘discovering the critical factors in a situation and designing a way of
coordinating and focusing actions to deal with those factors’ (Rumelt 2011:24).
By focusing on a single norm entrepreneur over a variety of norms, rather
than the standard focus on individual norms, this dissertation sheds light on
how states acting as norm entrepreneurs select between the various
socialisation strategies. As Nevers (2007:57) has argued, ‘more attention
needs to be focused in this literature on whether different tools are used for
different targets’. This dissertation examines how actors attempt to focus
their activities on where change could occur, and how the country (Australia)
could best marshal its resources to achieve change, rather than just
enthusiastic activism or ambition towards a general goal. This is an especially
complex and important question for middle power states given their
potential status as ‘system-influencing’ actors within international relations.
Having decided on a socialisation strategy, Finnemore and Sikkink (1998)
argue that norm entrepreneurs must be willing to withstand criticism of their
efforts to challenge the existing logics of appropriateness and encourage new
norms.

A willingness to sustain criticism
Central to the idea of the promotion of new norms is an attempt to challenge
existing standards of ‘appropriate behaviour’, or ‘logics of appropriateness,’
which are tied to actor’s current identities and interests. This challenge to the
status quo, and indeed sometimes closely held beliefs and opinions,
inevitably brings norm entrepreneurs into conflict with other actors and they
must be willing to sustain criticism in order to promote their norms in what
is usually ‘a highly contested normative space’ (Finnemore & Sikkink
1998:897). This implies that any successful diffusion of norms requires a
substantial degree of resilience, especially in the face of criticism.
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Interestingly, norm entrepreneurs may sometimes seek out such criticism as
a way of re-framing existing norms by engaging in ‘deliberately inappropriate
acts (such as organized civil disobedience), especially those entailing social
ostracism or legal punishment...to send a message and frame an issue’
(Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:897).
Together, the four elements of norm entrepreneurship strategy identified by
Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) provide an analytical approach to examining
the behaviour of middle power states that seek to promote norms. This
chapter will now turn to the literature on middle powers, identifying the key
publications and debates, and offering a definition for this dissertation that
will help answer whether middle power states can act as norm
entrepreneurs.

Middle Powers
International relations texts typically describe middle powers as ‘states that
are weaker than the great powers in the system but significantly stronger
than the minor powers and small states with which they normally interact’
(Holbraad 1984:4). That is, the differing levels of power between states
automatically led to the concept of middle powers (Daniels, et. al. 2005:350).
Yet, attempts to narrow definitions beyond what middle powers are not –
neither great nor small – ideally towards a definition and understanding with
some predictive use, are highly contested in the literature. Though middle
powers have been identified and discussed for four centuries (Wight, et. al.
1979), ‘no commonly accepted definition or method of definition of middle
powers exists’ (Ping 2005:3). Most analysts have tended to favour a spectrum
analysis which emphasises the ‘middle’ notion of middle powers (as in the
above definitions). However, by the early 1990s some scholars in Australia
and Canada came to endorse a functional definition as a way of identifying
and understanding middle power states (Behringer 2005:307). This
approach has since been mocked as a tautology for arguing that middle
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powers are middle powers because they act like middle powers (Ungerer
2008:265).
After a boom of scholarship in the late 1980s and early 1990s, by the end of
the decade the attention of scholars shifted away from middle powers and
back towards the great powers. This was unfortunate, because as has already
been noted the rise of constructivism during this period enabled new ways of
analysing state behaviour and identity, and non-material forms of power. Yet
despite the early calls by constructivist scholars to apply such an approach to
middle powers’ behaviour (Reus-Smit 1995:24) there is still very little
extensive analysis of middle powers under a constructivist framework.
The return to prominence of the term ‘middle power’ in the rhetoric of the
Australian government gives particular relevance and importance to this
dissertation. The term is a favourite of Kevin Rudd, who served from
November 2007 to June 2010 as prime minister, and then as foreign minister
from 2010 to the time of writing. While a few scholars dispute Australia’s
middle power status (see White 2010), this dissertation will use the
literature on middle powers to understand Australia’s ability to influence the
regional order and the policies and resources it has at its disposal to do so.
In 1993, Cooper, Higgott and Nossal published Relocating Middle Powers:
Australia and Canada in a Changing World Order. This book represented a
highly ‘instructive’ (McDougall 2007:387) study of middle powers. Their
analysis divided the literature into four categories for the identification of a
middle power: position, geography, normative and behavioural. This
analytical division represents a somewhat artificial separation, but will be
used here to examine the various means of identifying and understanding
middle powers including ‘population, economic resources and military
strength [and] their opposition to undue great-power control, their ...
tendency to act together and the influence they exert individually’ (Barlas
2005:441). All are useful indicators though they have analytical
shortcomings. After reviewing the approaches highlighted by Cooper, et. al.

48 | P a g e |

(1993). This chapter will propose an alternate definition of middle powers
that addresses some of the main outstanding challenges in the literature, and
provides a useful framework for analysis in later chapters.
Position indicators dominate the definition of middle power in the literature.
This is particularly true in Australia where scholars have traditionally placed
an ‘intensive focus on the particularities of Australia’s international position
— size, isolation, wealth, population’ as a way of understanding international
relations (Wesley 2009:326). According to Cooper, et. al. (1993:17), position
as a definition of middle powers relates to an effort to rank states, and
according to ‘quantifiable attributes [such] as area, population, size,
complexity and strength of economy, military capability or other comparable
factors’. This approach offers easy comparison, with readily available means
of measurement. For instance, Thompson (2005) compares GDP, defence
budget, size of armed forces, and deployment of personnel across a range of
countries to conclude that ‘from a military perspective we’re [Australia] a
middle power behaving like a middle power’ (Thompson 2005:10). Yet this
approach offers little in the way of ‘predicting or explaining the behaviour
[of] middle powers’ (Ravenhill 1998:19). Needless to say, this approach is
highly determined by material capabilities as the definition of power, an
assumption rejected by many middle power policy makers (Ping 2005:49).
Position definitions also struggle to qualify their scope, leading to analysis
such as in the work of Loo (2005:6-7) where middle power status is
seemingly

granted

on

all

non-superpower

states.

Further,

the

characterisation of middle powers rarely goes any further than the
identification of what they are not. While the recognition of differing power
levels between countries served as the impetus for the concept of middle
powers, it is neither an objective measurement (what constitutes the
middle), nor does it enable prediction of behaviour by middle powers.
Geographic approaches, are closely linked to position indicators, though they
try to identify middle powers as those countries physically ‘in the middle’
between great powers and small powers. Geographic indicators have given
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rise to the argument that countries are middle powers if they are ‘powerful
within their geographic regions’ (Cooper, et. al. 1993:17-18). That is, being a
regional power is qualification for being a middle power, even if the country
is limited in its global influence. The regional-power definition has often been
invoked by the Australian international relations literature, given the
dominance of geo-political analysis (Wesley 2009:328). The former
Australian Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer (1996-2010), usually applied
position indicators to demonstrate Australia was a middle power. However,
he also used a unique geographic definition, arguing that the sheer
geographic land mass of Australia, (6th largest state in the world) entitled it to
status as a middle power (Ungerer 2008:32-33). Geographic or absolute
spatial claims to define middle powers have been criticised (Daniels, et. al.
2005:350; Cox 1996:245), as they seem to move away from the ‘middle’
element of middle power and instead focus more on the country having
achieved a basic standard of development, military spending and territorial
control. Such variable geographic indicators may be useful for realists who
emphasise the causal connection between size, material resources and
power. However, these factors are not a dependable guide and, like position,
geographic indicators of middle powers lack any significant predictive power
in analysis. Given the relative stability of the size of most states, geographic
analyses struggle to account for change in the international relations system.
A strength of geographic indicators is the recognition of power’s relative
nature and the role of proximity to power. Most states only have influence
within a specific region. For that reason, one traditional differentiation of
great powers from middle powers has been the difficulty of middle powers to
translate their regional influence to a global level (Wood 1988:3; Wight, et. al.
1979:299). Yet whilst the difference of great and middle powers has been
rarely confused, within a specific region middle powers may ‘have some
ability to resist pressure from more powerful states, and may sometimes be
able to influence the policies of weaker ones (states), especially if they are
geographically contiguous’ (Barlas 2005:441). Wood (1988:19-20) attributes
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regional or sub-regional leadership as the ‘the longest-established and most
widely recognised middle power role in the international system’. Australian
scholars typically highlight such factors, identifying Australia as a ‘key middle
power in the Asia-Pacific region’ (Taylor 2007:4). Middle power regional
leadership could occur via either material power (including the application of
military force) or ideationally (diplomacy and norm promotion to coalition
and institution building). Issues concerning geographic leadership can also
shape the direction and policy of middle power countries, potentially placing
them in opposition with other likeminded middle powers. While the middle
power states, Canada and Australia, cooperated during the 1945 United
Nations founding conference, they disagreed strongly on concerns over
regional representation, due to differing geographic interests.
Aside from the indicators of position and geography, Cooper, et. al. (1993)
argue there are also normative and behavioural indicators for middle
powers, an approach that has become the main preference for modern
middle power scholars (Flemes 2007:8). Normative and behavioural
indicators suggest that middle powers can be identified and understood
through the specific behaviour that they undertake, embracing subjective
assessments rather than trying to rank states along a more objective power
spectrum. While behavioural identifiers attempt to note common actions,
normative indicators imbue or apply an additional value judgement to these
choices. Normative definitions of middle powers have a long and well
debated history due to their suggestion that middle power countries behave
in a way that is more wise or just, than do great or smaller countries. Freed
from the demands of the great powers, supporters of a normative definition
claim that middle powers maintain ‘constructive attributes…[and] sometimes
even a measure of moral superiority’ (Wood 1988:20). This claim surfaced
along with the first definitions of middle powers in the 16th century (Wight,
et. al.1979:299) but is largely dismissed by current scholars as ‘empirically
discreditable’ (Cooper, D 2011:321; Holbraad 1984:208; Ungerer 2008:265266). As Cooper, et. al. state (1993:18)
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The limitations inherent in this emotionally centred view are
numerous and significant...middle power behaviour takes on a certain
smugness, occupying the moral high ground of the politics of the
“warm inner glow”. Such a position, however, is often difficult to
substantiate when the actual details of middle power foreign policy
are examined.
A normative approach is usually rejected by middle powers themselves,
including the former Australian Foreign Minister, Gareth Evans, who coined
the term ‘Good International Citizenship’ (GIC). Evans has argued GIC is not
‘the foreign policy equivalent of boy scout good deeds’ (Cooper, et. al.
1993:19), but rather ‘while middle power diplomacy is ultimately no less
self-interested than any other kind, its characteristic methods are these days
more often applied to a range of problems which involve the interests of not
just a few, but many, nations’ (Evans & Grant 1995:344). That is, it is
overlapping self-interest and correlation between middle power aims and
cosmopolitan ideals rather than any normative ‘goodness’ which accounts for
this behaviour. It is important at this juncture to separate normative
idealism, which is concerned with questions of what ‘should’ be a country’s
behaviour, and the study of norms which is concerned with ideational
mechanisms which influence the behaviour of countries.
While scholars and practitioners largely deny that middle powers represent a
different moral category of states, middle powers may fashion elements of
their foreign policy around their state identity. Thus, Evans defended
Australia’s GIC approach as
an extension into our foreign relations of the basic values of the
Australian community; values at the core of our sense of self and
which a democratic community expects its government to pursue...
[the pursuit of GIC] is proper, if for no other reason than to maintain
our own sense of worth in pursuing ends that are inherently
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valuable...Australia has an interest in being and being seen to be, a
good international citizen (Evans 1989:11-42).
While the concept of GIC represents a role that both small and greater
powers could undertake, it was developed as an expression of Australia’s
policy of middle power activism. It was based on a belief in Australia’s ability
to achieve change regionally and globally, without having direct
responsibility for the stability of the international system. As the
constructivists, Finnemore and Sikkink write (2001:399), ‘knowing about a
state’s perception of its identity (both type and role) should help us to
understand how the state will act’. A states’ identification as a middle power
therefore has an important impact on the types of power options and policy
tools considered by policy makers. Jayasuria (2010:35) similarly links middle
power identity to the behaviour of the state seeing ‘middle power as a
constitutive element of external, as well as internal sovereignty of Australian
statehood...understood as a normative configuration of state practices and
sovereignty that determine political identity, and not merely in terms of the
attributes and capabilities of national power.’ This raises important
questions about middle powers identifying themselves as middle powers (as
in the case of Australia) and the nature of their foreign policy.
Behavioural definitions argue that middle power countries, because of their
structural position, are going to seek particular behaviours such as building
alliances or coalitions in order to achieve sufficient strength. Along this line
of approach, a significant body of work has been developed on the use of
alliances by weaker powers (Higgott & Cooper 1990:457; Keohane 1969),
detailing smaller states preference to ‘balance rather than bandwagon’
(Mares 1988:453). There has also been significant work by Cooper (1997) on
‘niche’ diplomacy, a theme often found in the writings of Gareth Evans
(1995:344-345).
Seeking to avoid the more contentious elements of a normative approach,
Cooper, et. al. (1993) argue that behavioural indicators are a better approach.
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While they largely succeed in that aim, a behavioural approach still tends to
highlight and praise similar behaviour to a normative analysis, along with
claiming a strong degree of idealism for middle powers. Cooper, et. al.
(1993:19) seek to identify middle powers by: ‘their tendency to pursue
multilateral solutions to international problems, their tendency to embrace
compromise positions in international disputes, and their tendency to
embrace notions of “good international citizenship” to guide their diplomacy’.
This is different from a normative indicator in theory, but tends to result in
similar outcomes in practice.
While usefully identifying a range of actions common to middle powers,
behavioural indicators (like normative ones) seem to lose the power aspect
of the ‘middle power’ definition. Likewise, none of the behaviours identified
are exclusive to middle powers. Finally, normative assessments still tend to
creep back into this approach, with Cooper, et. al. (1993:173-174) concluding
that ‘middle power behaviour...is defined as an approach to diplomacy geared
to mitigating conflict and building consensus and cooperation...this kind of
activity can be an important antidote to the rigidity of the international
system in the face of major power inertia’. Not only is this normative in
outcome but in method too. Some later studies of middle power theory have
rejected the argument that there is a meaningful difference between
normative and behavioural approaches, labelling both as part of a
‘revisionist’ approach (Cooper, D 2011:321).
As this analysis of the literature on middle power shows, all four of the main
definitional indicators, position, geographic, normative and behavioural have
problems. Middle power scholarship ‘arguably is at an impasse’ (Cooper,D
2011:323). To avoid the literature on middle powers becoming simply a
tautology as normative/behavioural approachs threaten (Ungerer 2008:265),
and to enable predictive assessments as position/geographic approaches are
unable to provide (Ravenhill 1998:19), a new conceptual approach is needed
for defining middle powers.
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One new definition has been developed by Hugh White who goes beyond the
behaviourist focus on actions to identify middle powers through the
consequences of their actions and impact on the international system. White
described a middle power as
A state that can shape how the international system works to protect
its interests, even in the face of competing interests of a major
power...The big powers are the ones that can shape the international
order, the middle powers can shape the way it works in particular
cases. The big powers are the ones whose interests must be satisfied if
the international system is stable, the middle powers must take the
system as they find it and work with it as best they can. But they can
work with it. Small powers on the other hand can’t affect the way the
international system works. Small powers can have an impact where
the big powers allow them to do so. (White 2009)
Though White (2010:19) considers middle power behaviour in a strictly
materialist understanding of power, as noted at the beginning of this chapter,
power is understood as having a ‘behavioural’ and ‘constitutive’ forms,
involving both the interaction of actors and the constitution of actors
(Barnett & Duvall 2005:45). Both forms involve material and ideational types
of power, in recognition that the international system is not just limited to
consideration of power in terms of strict material hierarchies, but involves
issues such as legitimacy, authority, identity and norms. This is especially
important given the work of liberal and constructivist scholars who have
noted the predilection of middle powers to seek to apply ideational
resources, in order to achieve the aims of shaping the system of which White
speaks.
White’s formulation can be further refined with a contribution from Keohane
(1969:295) who, in a similar vein, defined four levels of states, defining them
by their systemic influence. The four levels are, ‘system-determining’ states
which ‘play a critical role in shaping the system’; ‘system-influencing’ states
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which have to work within the current system but can have a role in specific
issues through unilateral or multilateral action; ‘system-affecting’ states who
cannot hope to influence the system alone but have a similar influence as
system-influencing states when operating multilaterally; and finally ‘systemineffectual’ states for whom ‘foreign policy is adjustment to reality, not
rearrangement of it’ (Keohane 1969:295-296). The shift by Keohane to look
at the systemic role of states, rather than identifying them by their position
on a spectrum —an approach which he regarded as ‘arbitrary’ (Keohane
1969:296) — is a critically important move, however as Paul (2003:138)
notes, the classification ‘based on conditions prevailing in the late 1960s,
needs some reformulation in view of the major systemic change of the…end
of the Cold War’. Most fundamentally, most modern categorisations of states
use only three levels, minor or small, middle, and major or great powers (e.g.,
White 2009, Paul 2005:138-139, Bertele & May 1998:201-202). Modern
scholars effectively join Keohane’s (1969) categories of system-influencing
and system-affecting together.
This is a useful step, given that the similarities of the system-influencing and
system-affecting states, in the modern era, are greater than the differences
that separate these states from system-defining and system-ineffectual
states. For instance, Keohane deliberately identifies both types of states’
work through multilateralism, but does not define any distinction in their
influence within such forums. Yet he takes pains to separate the multilateral
leadership of these two states from system-ineffectual states who he says
‘can do little to influence the system-wide forces that affect them, except in
groups which are so large that each state has minimal influence and which
may themselves be dominated by larger powers’ (Keohane 1969:296). This
leaves us to question how meaningful the distinction between systeminfluencing and system-affecting states in multilateral forums is for Keohane.
By joining system-influencing and system-affecting states into one group, and
identifying them as able to influence the international system on a specific
issue without playing a determining role, modern scholars such as White
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(2009) also avoid the turn to a behaviour approach, which is implied by
Keohane’s discussion of multilateral activities by system-affecting states. By
merging system-influencing and system-affecting states into a single, middle
power level, described here as a ‘system-influencing’ role, we can retain
Keohane’s (1969) intention to identify states by their systemic influence,
without also including either behavioural definitions, (whose problems were
discussed earlier) or position/ranking analysis’s, an approach which
Keohane

(1969:296)

dismisses

as

‘arbitrary’.

Keohane’s

(1969)

categorisation, though merged into three instead of four categories provides
an important clarification for the work of White (2009) in building for this
dissertation a definition of middle powers based upon the consequence of
their power, rather than attempting to rank or normatively describe them.
Finally, White’s definition is also unnecessarily restrictive when suggesting
the middle powers work only to ‘to protect its interests’, rather than to create
or expand them, or shape some other sphere of action important to it. It can
thus be taken as assumed that protecting or expanding a middle power’s
interests while in conflict with a system-determining (or great power) state
is a sufficient condition for middle powership, but not a necessary one.
Otherwise, we would have to limit ourselves to only examining cases of
middle power and great power conflict, but as White (Interview 2010) notes,
this rarely occurs.
Bringing all these considerations into effect, we can thus recast our definition
to identify middle powers as
System-influencing states that can alter the behaviour or constitution
of the existing international order, in a specific case, even in the face of
conflict with system-determining states
This definition seeks to assess the outcomes of state behaviour, whether via
unilateral, bilateral or multilateral venues and regardless of whether sought
in a material, non-material or combined fashion to shape the existing
international order. It seeks to identify power through what middle powers
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can achieve, rather than based upon where (position, geography), what
(behaviour) or why (normative) middle powers are found. Cases that might
fit this definition would include where a state is able to defend its territory or
interests in military conflict with a great power (that is changing its
behaviour), or to introduce a significant new international organisation or
norm that helps constitute a specific element of the existing order.

Conclusion
The purpose of this chapter has been to develop the theoretical framework
which will be applied in the data chapters and critically examined in the
analysis chapter. This framework was developed through an analysis of the
literature on power, identifying the rise of scholarly attention on ideational
forms of power, and the related emergence of constructivism. Constructivism
is less a theory of international relations than a method for studying it, with a
particular emphasis on non-material features of the international system
such as norms, interests, identities and their social construction. The
literature on constructivism has grown rapidly over the last two decades,
however there are some key debates remaining. One of the most significant
of these is the nature of the causal mechanism for the spread and change of
norms. A growing research has suggested that ‘norm entrepreneurs’ may be
able to play this role, but the literature around the concept has several
significant shortcomings. To overcome this, and to develop the first half of
this dissertations’ theoretical framework, the ‘seminal paper’ (Hulme &
Fukudu-Parr 2009:7) of Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) has been adopted.
From this paper, four features of norm entrepreneurs were extracted. Norm
entrepreneurs need to develop and utilise an organisational platform, frame
the new norm they are attempting to promote, develop and implement a
socialisation strategy and finally, withstand criticism of their efforts. In the
data chapters, the actions of the Australian government will be assessed
against each of these four features to determine to what extent the Australian
government from 1983 to 2010 was a norm entrepreneur. In order to assess
whether the norm entrepreneur effort was successful, the research of Legro
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(1997) on norm robustness and the literature on socialisation will be drawn
on.
It has been well established by the literature that hegemonic powers are able
to change the norms of a regional and international order. Likewise, there are
a number of excellent studies of individuals and NGOs affecting change as
norm entrepreneurs. This has created a gap in the literature on whether nonhegemonic states, for instance middle powers, might be able to both act as
norm entrepreneurs (that is, to meet Finnemore and Sikkink’s four features)
and whether they can successfully socialise a norm. To address this question
the literature on middle powers, in particular how to identify and define
them, was examined. Reviewing the four common definitions, power,
geography, normative and behavioural (Cooper, et. al. 1993), common
problems were identified with each, prompting the development for this
dissertation of a new definition of middle power, based upon the work of
White (2010). This definition provides the second half of the theoretical
framework of this dissertation.
To review, this dissertation is seeking to assess whether a middle power
state, (identified here as a system-influencing state that can alter the
behaviour or constitution of the existing international order, in a specific
case, even in the face of conflict with system-determining states) can fulfil the
four features required of norm entrepreneurship (organisational platform,
framing, socialisation strategy, withstand criticism). This will be examined in
three case studies, involving a single middle power (the Australian
government from 1983-2010), promoting three distinct norms (The nonproliferation and non-possession of weapons of mass destruction, a
cooperative security approach to irregular migration, and the liberalisation
of trade via the removal of barriers to competition).
In the analysis chapter, this framework will be returned to, in order to assess
whether the Australian government meets Finnemore and Sikkink’s (1998)
test of norm entrepreneurship; second, whether any of the three case studies
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involved the successful socialisation of a norm within the Asia-Pacific; and,
finally, does the Australian government’s actions constitute an example of
middle power behaviour, as assessed against this dissertation’s definition.
In the following chapter, a brief historical outline of the development of
Australian foreign policy will be provided. This chapter will highlight the
Australian origin of the three norms examined in the data chapters, and the
approach and methods of Australian foreign policy prior to this dissertation’s
case studies.
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Chapter 3: History of Australian Foreign Policy

Introduction
This chapter explores the development of Australia’s foreign policy in the
Asia-Pacific from federation in 1901 until 1983 via a focus on two key
themes. First, the chapter will identify examples of innovative or
entrepreneurial foreign policy behaviour by the Australian government in the
period 1901-1983. Secondly, it will outline the development in Australia of
the three norms studied in this dissertation. These are non-proliferation and
non-possession of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), a cooperative
security approach to irregular migration and trade liberalisation. This
chapter will not apply Finnemore & Sikkink’s (1998) tests for norm
socialisation and norm entrepreneurship to the 1901-1983 period as there is
neither the need, nor space, to properly examine an eighty year period.
Rather, this chapter aims to provide a background on how the three norms
studied in this dissertation came to salience within the Australian polity. This
chapter will also show that by the time Bob Hawke took office in 1983, there
was already a strong tradition of creative and innovative foreign policy by the
Australian government for his, and later administrations, to draw on.
Early Australian activism is often overlooked within the literature, with
Australian foreign policy usually represented as a policy of ‘obsessive
reliance’ — if not subservience — regarding two great powers, first Britain
and then the US (Wesley 2009:332). Highlighting quotes such as Prime
Minister Andrew Fisher’s pledge to fight ‘to the last man and the last shilling’
to defend Britain during World War One, through to Prime Minster Harold
Holt’s 1966 call to go ‘all the way with LBJ’ into the jungles of Vietnam,
Australian foreign policy is often seen as having little room for creativity and
independence (Duncan, et. al. 2004:225). This ignores the many cases where
Australia has been a ‘bold global entrepreneur’ in its foreign policy (Duncan,
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et. al. 2004:227). Such examples include the contribution of Labor's Foreign
Minister H.V. Evatt in 1945 in shaping the United Nations founding
conference, (Robertson 2009:30-34). In the 1950s, Prime Minister Robert
Menzies used the British Commonwealth to give Australia a power and reach
far beyond its material resources. In 1971 Gough Whitlam pre-empted the US
President in visiting China with an aim of normalising relations1. Whitlam
also sought to reform Australia’s standing in the Asia-Pacific. Meanwhile
Malcolm Fraser sought to bridge the North-South divide to aid the Third
World, encouraged an end to apartheid in South Africa and helped achieve
independence for Zimbabwe (Renouf 1986:76-77). These events are
traditionally downplayed to fit the narrative of a slow Australian
development towards ‘independence’ often centred around issues such as
becoming a republic or rejecting the US alliance (for instance, see Camilleri
1975; Sheridan 1995; Curran 2004). When the Hawke government designed
its activist foreign policy, it had a clear history of Australian foreign policy
activism to draw on for inspiration, stretching back to the first years after
Federation in 1901.

A ‘social laboratory’
Forged not in battle but with a business contract, the primary focus of the
Australian nation in 1901 was the ease of trade and interaction between the
states. Domestic policy dominated the new parliament (Dutton in
Goldsworthy 2001:21). In its early years, Australia built a reputation as a
‘social laboratory’ (Barko 2000:6) for its willingness to experiment with
policy. As Prime Minister, Gough Whitlam (1972-1975), regularly reminded
his audience that ‘Australia was once amongst the pioneers, sometimes the
leader in social reform within the family of Western democracies’ (Whitlam

Whitlam was Opposition leader at the time. Formal normalisation of Australia’s
relationship with China would not occur until he was in office in 1972 (Freudenberg
2009:251).
1
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1973:14). Yet it was also an insular nation which set up significant barriers to
restrict the flow of people and goods into the country.
Known as the ‘Australian settlement’ (Kelly 2008:1-2), the focus of the early
parliaments was to

preserve Australia’s racial heritage through strict

controls on people movement and protect its workers and industries via
protectionist tariffs, state paternalism, and wage arbitration. External issues
were to be left to its imperial benefactor. While early Australian’s saw
themselves as ‘British’ (Curran 2004:24), several elements of the Australian
settlement, especially trade barriers and racial discrimination, were enacted
against the wishes of the United Kingdom (Jupp 2002:8). Most notable were
limits on migration to those who could pass an English language test. It was
in practice and purpose a policy of racial exclusion (Reynolds 1999:197).
Introducing the White Australia Act, Prime Minister Edmund Barton
described the bill as ‘one of the most important matters with regard to the
future of Australia’ (Soutphommasane 2009: 71). It represented the
Australian community’s early desire to tightly control who came to these
shores and the circumstances in which they came. The White Australia policy
would shape Australia’s immigration policy until at least the late 1960s,
despite opposition from both the Asia-Pacific region and the Anglosphere.
Also controversial in the eyes of the mother country was the development of
Australia’s protectionist tariff policy. Trade policy was the dividing line in the
first national parliament. The Protectionist Party led by Prime Minister
Edmund Barton, formed government, while the opposition benches were
occupied by the Free Trade Party under George Reid. The infant Australian
Labor Party (ALP) was so split on the issue that despite having strong caucus
solidarity, it allowed its members a conscience vote on trade. With the ALP
growing its popular support, the Protectionist and Free Trade parties merged
to form the Fusion Party (1909) which was the first in a series of non-Labor
parties (leading to today’s Coalition between the Liberal and The National
parties). In both the ALP and the Non-ALP parties, supporters of
protectionism dictated trade policy, a dominance that would last until the
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early 1980s. Consequently, Paul Kelly (2008:4) has argued that protectionism
was seen in the early post-federation decades as ‘a philosophy that would
make Australia powerful, secure in its prosperity and assuage its
insecurity...protection was the core of Australia’s consciousness’.
Australia’s foreign policy during the period from federation to World War
One lay in maintaining the racial purity of the nation, paranoia towards the
Asian north, and remaining a loyal and protected part of the British Empire
(Camilleri 1975:14). This gave Australians a sense that they were, by virtue
of birth, entitled to speak to the civilised world as equals. Relations with the
Asia-Pacific were limited to only a small level of trade and few significant
diplomatic or personal links (Goldsworthy 2001:1). Australia’s participation
in World War One is sometimes seen as the beginning of its foreign policy.
However, the government’s policy was effectively ‘unconditional support for
Britain [as] a matter of personal and national honour’ (Day 2008:290). That
support endured despite significant Australian casualties. During heavy
fighting on the western front in France, Australian soldiers were exposed to
chemical weapon attacks, a horror that still resonated for Prime Minister
Hawke seventy years later (Hawke 1994:219-20). After the war, Australia’s
Prime Minister Billy Hughes travelled to the Paris Versailles conference,
clashing with the US President Woodrow Wilson – who called him a
‘pestiferous varmint’ (Fitzhardinge 1973:24) –

on the question of

reparations from Germany, colonialism in the Pacific and Australian
representation at the League of Nations (Fitzhardinge 1973:23-24). Hughes
also acted to prevent the Covenant of the League of Nations including a clause
of racial equality. Hughes feared that any such statements would end up
forcing Australia to overturn its strict control of its borders under the White
Australia policy (Bolton 2003:117). Australia was still dependent upon the
United Kingdom for much of its foreign policy during the interwar years. In
the 1930s, W.K. Hancock could write ‘In Australia we are as a rule hardly
conscious that we have a foreign policy’ (Devetak 2009:339). It would take
the threat of invasion from Japan and the demands of the Second World War,
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for Australia to find its voice. It would do so in the unlikely shape of Herbert
‘Doc’ Evatt at the 1945 United Nations (UN) Conference in San Francisco.
Geoffrey Robertson has argued that it ‘was not Gallipoli...that first put
Australia on the international map – it was the conduct of Evatt and his team
at the UN’ (Robertson 2009:30-31). Evatt, the ALP’s foreign minister from
1941-1949, influenced the development of the United Nations and its charter
‘beyond any reasonable expectation of the representative of a small or
middle power’ (Watt 1967:44-45). Thus, under Evatt’s leadership,
representatives from the Australian government, influenced the UN
conference on social and economic rights, establishing the right to work,
equal pay for equal work, the rights of trade unions, secular education,
adequate standards of living and healthcare. Evatt also developed plans for
the establishment of a European Court of Human Rights which Robertson
(2009:31) suggests makes Evatt ‘the true progenitor of the most influential
human rights court in the world today’. Evatt boasted to the Australian House
of Representatives in August 1945 that ‘of the 38 amendments of substance
which Australia proposed no less than 26 were either adopted without
material change or were adopted in principle’ at the conference (CPD xvi no.6
1945:187). Through Evatt’s efforts, the Curtin and Chifley governments
placed ‘Australia...in the forefront of efforts to recognise and protect social
rights on an equal basis with civil and political rights’ (Devereux 2005:30).
Like Hughes thirty years prior, Australian officials weren’t always acting for
the good of humanity. Evatt played a major role in preventing the Security
Council from legally interfering in matters of ‘domestic jurisdiction’, out of a
fear that the UN could overturn the White Australia policy (Watt 1967:89).
Today this change is seen as responsible for hindering the prosecution of
countries who commit human rights violations. Nonetheless, the New York
Times paid tribute to Evatt, noting he arrived in the US ‘a virtually unknown…
he leaves, recognised as the most brilliant and effective voice of the small
powers, a leading statesman for the world’s conscious’ (Duncan, et. al.
2004:225). Evatt achieved his aim of carving out a distinctive role for
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Australia as both a negotiator between the great powers and as champion of
the smaller powers (Camilleri 1975:20). Through his actions, Evatt created a
model of middle power leadership against which future Australian
governments, especially those led by the ALP would be judged (Waters in Lee
& Waters 1997:35).
The Australian government also took an activist role in the reconstruction of
Japan after World War Two. Evatt and Prime Minister Ben Chifley engaged in
a ‘tenacious pursuit of labour reform’ in Japan, under the belief that a ‘strong
labour and union movement to permanently alter the underlying economic
structures of Japanese state and society...would enhance the prospect of
peace in the region’ (De Matos 2008:5). The Australian government’s actions
caused significant displeasure amongst the leaders of the US. Though
Australia was the minor coalition partner in the rebuilding effort, its officials
displayed an ‘energized confidence in [promoting] the ideals and institutions
on which the Commonwealth of Australia had been built’ to Japan (De Matos
2008:6).
While Australia was willing to aid the reconstruction of Japan, it was still
unwilling to shift in its views of Asia and Asians. The Australian governments
may have advocated for equality on an international scale at the UN, but it
still maintained a racist policy of strict border control. Relaxations were
eventually made to allow in much needed European migrants after World
War Two along with some UN sanctioned refugees, but Australians remained
hesitant, even fearful, to engage with their immediate region. To ensure
Australia’s security in the Asia-Pacific, the Chifley (and later Menzies)
governments sought first to develop and later to purchase an Australian
nuclear weapon (Harris 2009:2). In his study of the ‘joint-project’ with the
UK that offered potential weapons of mass destruction for Australia’s
defence, Reynolds writes that ‘for a small, white population living in a
troubled area, nuclear weapons provided the ideal deterrent’ (Reynolds
1998:853). To ensure more conventional security and diplomatic clout, the
Australian government turned its security focus from the United Kingdom ‘to
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America free of any pangs as to our traditional links or kinship’ in John
Curtin’s famous 1941 phrase. The move angered Churchill and the United
Kingdom (Day 2000:438-439) but, in the post-World War Two period,
prudently shifted Australia’s defence burden from a dying empire to a rising
one. The Menzies government (1949-1966) formalised the change, signing
the ANZUS alliance with the US and New Zealand in 1951. Though first
invoked fifty years later in September 2001, the ANZUS treaty has ensured
the US retained a focus and involvement in the Asia-Pacific region, making it
the ‘most successful initiative taken by the Australian government in the field
of foreign affairs in the post-war period’ (Watt 1967:124).
With rising Cold War sensitivities over the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction in the late 1950s the Australian government reluctantly dropped
its push for a nuclear weapon (Reynolds 1998:866). Interestingly, during the
same year the Menzies government was abandoning its quest for a nuclear
weapon, the Australian government also played a ‘major role’ in establishing
the International Atomic Energy Agency (JSCT 2009:5). This suggests there
was little contradiction in the mind of Australia’s elite in the government at
the time, between supporting non-proliferation (which carried domestic
symbolic weight) and accepting the possession of nuclear weapons by the
Australian allies. A similar dichotomy would be seen and criticised during the
period 1983-2010 by some in the domestic Australian population who
wanted a more principled and hard-line advocacy of non-proliferation and
disarmament by their government.
One area where there was agreement between communal and political elite
views in Australia during the post-war period was retaining a protectionist
trade approach. Since the post-war period, the US had established a number
of institutions for encouraging open trade relations such as the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). The Australian government resisted
involvement during the 1950s due to ‘booming receipts from...exports of
agriculture...and continued access to the markets of Britain and West Europe’
(Kenyon 2006:27). When the ‘Kennedy Round’ of the GATT opened in 1964,
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Australia played an ‘almost entirely passive’ role, using the lethargy of other
countries in removing tariffs as a justification for maintaining its own high
trade barriers (Pomfret 1995:194). Despite significant post-war economic
shifts, including an exponential increase in international trade, Australia
continued to ‘participate as a half-member, not a full member’ of GATT, from
within its protectionist tariff barriers (Kelly 1994:14). A similar halfheartedness also governed Australia’s relationship with the Asia-Pacific.
In January 1950, Menzies’ Foreign Affairs Minister, Percy Spender, argued
there was a growing ‘shift in the gravity of world affairs...from the Atlantic to
the Pacific’ (Gifford 2001:173) encouraging Australian engagement. Believing
that ‘a purely military approach...was inadequate’ (Watt 1967:197) the
Menzies government supported the Commonwealth Colombo Plan which has
provided billions for the Asia-Pacific in aid and support over the years.
Australia’s own contribution by 1956 amounted to $US72 million, and by
1959 there were 2650 students from the Asia-Pacific studying in Australia
and 360 technical advisors travelling from Australia into the region to assist
development and growth (Gifford in Goldsworthy 2001:175). Australia also
signed the 1951 Convention relating to the Status of Refugees, requiring the
government to ‘receive refugees in...a true spirit of international co-operation
in order that these refugees may find asylum and the possibility of
resettlement’ (Goodwin-Gill 1996:392) which would have important
implications for future government policy.
In 1966, Robert Menzies resigned as Prime Minister. His replacements, who
kept the Coalition in government until 1972, maintained strong support for
the US while beginning to seek better relations with the region. The
retirement of Menzies allowed a re-evaluation of Australia’s familial ties with
the United Kingdom. The easy going confidence which allowed Curtin, Chifley
and Menzies to view Australia as an outpost of Britishness and British
principles had begun to fall away. From 1966 onwards, the Australian
government attempted to re-establish the Australian national identity in
response to this change (see Curran 2004; Curren & War 2010). All
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Australian prime ministers have sought to define and shape the debates over
Australia’s identity, history and heritage, and all have, in one way or another,
‘been found wanting’ (Curran & Ward 2010:264). The debate over national
identity also influenced foreign policy deliberations for post-1966
governments and drove a series of shifts in Australian attitude to issues such
as migration, nuclear policy and trade.
This was also a period of regional change with the establishment of the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) in August 1967. The new
organisation represented a growing desire by regional states to seek regional
cooperation, reduce the threat of conflict, and enable the formalisation of a
number of key regional norms. According to Kishore Mahbubani, formerly
from Singapore’s Foreign Affairs Ministry, these include
Non-interference...a

respect

for

“face”...acceptance

of

hierarchy...networks not Western-inspired institutions...networks
should be inclusive rather than exclusive and their formation is driven
not by the major powers, but by the middle or small powers,
especially ASEAN countries (Dobell 2000:88).
While Southeast Asia was developing its own norms of regional interaction,
Australia was still trying to work out its place in the world. One of the most
significant figures in this effort was Harold Holt. Though Prime Minister for
only two years, Holt took important steps to wind down the White Australia
policy and expand Australia’s regional engagement. Holt’s changes saw
Australia start to become a multiracial and multicultural society that actively
sought to engage the Asia-Pacific. Yet with irregular migration still a nonissue, the Australian government in the 1960s continued to see migration as
an entirely domestic issue. Likewise, it was happy to continue trading behind
significant protectionist barriers. The biggest change relevant for this
dissertation during this period was the shift in Australian thinking about the
role of nuclear weapons within the Asia-Pacific.
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In 1968, Holt’s successor John Gorton tried to revive the bid for an Australian
nuclear bomb, before capitulating to internal government critics and signing
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1968 (Fraser & Simons
2010:171). Behind Australia’s shift from seeking nuclear weapons to
subscribing to a non-proliferation agenda were fears of an arms race in the
Asia-Pacific region which Australia could not afford: either from the risk it
posed to regional security and stability or its financial burden (O’Neil
2008:78-79). While there were periodic challenges to the protectionist trade
policy, including pressure from the US to encourage Southeast Asian
economic cooperation and export-orientated economies, there was still
significant resistance to any ‘West-European style regional economic
integration’ (Acharya 2010:61). In Australia the firm grip of the Country
Party within the Coalition government ensured that no significant change
could be made to Australia’s protectionist tariff wall.
The last of the Coalition Prime Ministers, William ‘Billy’ McMahon (19711972), is generally seen as having little historical significance while Prime
Minister. However, McMahon was notable for his view of Australia as a
regional powerbroker. In 1971, with the break-up of Pakistan and creation of
Bangladesh, McMahon developed a peacemaking role for Australia by
assisting in the creation of a cease-fire, followed by withdrawal of Indian
troops and the distribution of aid (Goldsworthy, et. al. 2001:313). Despite the
signs of change under Holt, Gorton and McMahon, it was during the
governments of Gough Whitlam (1972-1975) and Malcolm Fraser (19751983) that the views of Australia’s political elite began to radically shift in
regard to non-proliferation, irregular migration and trade.
Leading the first ALP government in 23 years, Whitlam led a ‘reorientation of
Australia’s foreign policy [as]...a return to the reformist zeal of our ancestors’
(Whitlam 1973:14), enacting significant changes to Australia’s domestic
institutions and foreign policy. Breaking from his Labor predecessors,
Whitlam sought to engage Asia and ensure Australia’s immediate region, the
Asia-Pacific, was the central focus of Australian foreign policy (Viviani in Lee
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& Waters 1997:100). Breaking from the Coalition Whitlam wanted to assert
the importance of Australian values and identity as core concerns for
Australian foreign policy.
Whitlam had demonstrated his new approach and his willingness for creative
leadership, by visiting China while still Opposition leader. While a notional
purpose behind Whitlam’s trip was to press the issue of Australian trade, he
also sought to investigate the possibility of Australia’s recognition of China
should he be elected. His move was ‘strategically bold and politically fraught
and it cast Gough Whitlam at the forefront of international geopolitical
realignment’ (Hocking 2009:371) as it pre-empted the famous state visit by
US President Richard Nixon. For Whitlam, there was an intimate relationship
between national and international policies, tying Australia’s national
identity closely to its domestic and foreign policies. Whitlam argued that
‘foreign policy not only reflects domestic policy, it affects it deeply. Racism,
intolerance, selfishness abroad means racism, intolerance, selfishness at
home’ (Whitlam 1973:3). In particular, Whitlam highlighted the long term
negative impact which the White Australia policy had on Australia’s regional
relations. He argued ‘it is our conviction that Australia’s long-term defence
interests will best be served by accepting the political realities of our region
and by making a determined effort to remove from it causes for tension and
conflict which could directly or indirectly affect Australia’s security’
(Whitlam 1973:6). This was the beginning of a decade long ‘watershed in the
development of refugee policy’ (York 2003:3) best symbolised by the Fraser
government’s acceptance of 2029 Vietnamese boat people in 1976-1979.
From federation until the end of Whitlam’s government, Australia faced little
challenge to its norm of strict control of its migration. Irregular migration
arrivals via boat were a ‘largely unknown phenomena in Australia’
(Schloenhardt 2003:62). Even in the mid 1970s there was still no formal
practice for determining refugee status, just ministerial authority under the
1958 Migration Act. During the Cold War, people smugglers were sometimes
seen in a positive light as working to help people escape from communism, as
71 | P a g e |

‘refugee smugglers…escape agents’ (Schloenhardt 2003: 68-69). Despite
these views of the smugglers, the overwhelming Australian perception was
still one of great caution about migration, particularly when it involved
uncontrolled arrivals along Australia’s vast borders. Reflecting this concern,
the Whitlam government was very hesitant to accept refugees fleeing the
Vietnam war and subsequently created a slow approval process and held
discussions about implementing automatic custody for those who arrived by
boat (Fraser & Simons 2010:276). However, other than responding to
international crises (such as those fleeing Vietnam or later Cambodia), people
smuggling was not an issue of significant concern for the Whitlam
government.
Whitlam’s inherently social-democratic (if not socialist) economic outlook
precluded any support for trade liberalisation, despite an emerging global
revival of neo-classical economics. Nonetheless, the Whitlam government
implemented a significant 25 percent across the board tariff cut. It was
undertaken largely as a pragmatic move designed to deal with inflation, and
was strongly opposed within the party and without ideological support by
the leaders of the Australian Labor Party, though well received nationally
(Freudenberg 2009:286-287). More successfully, the Whitlam government
actively expanded Australia’s non-proliferation role, arguing Australia’s
national security required

an active effort to prevent the further

proliferation of WMD, especially in the Asia-Pacific (Freudenberg 2009:240).
In his 1972 election campaign launch speech, Whitlam set out the goals of
ratifying the NPT treaty, and taking the French to the International Court of
Justice (ICJ) to prevent further nuclear tests in the Pacific, both of which were
undertaken within Whitlam’s first term in office (Freudenberg 2009:240268). Australia and New Zealand (which joined the action) were successful in
gaining interim protection measures requiring France to abstain. In turn, ‘the
Court action clearly played a role in the subsequent unilateral undertaking by
France to agree to cease atmospheric testing’ (Burmester 1996:22). The same
strategy of using the ICJ was followed by the Keating government in 1995
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when the French again sought to resume testing nuclear weapons in the
Pacific. While Whitlam shared some of the concerns of the domestic antinuclear and environmental lobbies about uranium mining’s effect on
international nuclear proliferation, he sought to separate the issues and
defended Australia’s uranium industry.
In the Whitlam government’s second term it established the Australian
Safeguards Office to aid and monitor regional and international nonproliferation efforts and established the Fox Inquiry (sometimes known as
the Ranger Inquiry) into Australia’s uranium trade which significantly
encouraged government support for promoting non-proliferation and
safeguards. In 1974, Whitlam and his minerals minister, Rex Conner, also
came close to establishing Australia as a ‘whole-of-life’ uranium supplier
(Broinowski 2003:253). This controversial scheme would have seen
Australia dig up and enrich its uranium before sale, and then accept back the
spent fuel rods for waste management. Some have argued that a whole-oflife-cycle role, especially being willing to accept returned ‘waste’ material,
would give Australia significantly greater control over where its uranium
material went and strongly aid non-proliferation efforts (Evans, Interview
2010). However, a clear majority of the public were opposed to nuclear
processing and waste storage facilities on Australian soil, preventing the
government from implementing its policy (Broinowski 2003:253).
Whitlam ‘broke the conceptual grid of previous government’s Cold War
policies’ (Viviani in Lee & Waters 1997:102-103) bringing a series of
opinions previously held only by interest groups into government, and
encouraging their adoption by the bureaucracy and in legislation. After
Whitlam, the Australian government saw the Asia-Pacific as its natural area
of foreign policy focus and sought to pro-actively involve itself within the
region. Recognising communist China symbolised this shift, allowing
Australia to ‘get seriously involved in Asia’ (Sheridan 1995:7). However, for
all Whitlam’s bold moves in domestic and foreign policy, his record was more
one of policy re-orientation, than policy achievement (Viviani in Lee &
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Waters 1997:107). The Whitlam government re-asserted a foreign policy
identity for Australia as an active, creative middle power. Whitlam also
cemented a link between Australian domestic values and the foreign policy of
the country. While not always successful in carrying this out – he often
subordinated human rights issues to ensure good government-togovernment relations (Goldsworthy, et. al. 2001:353-354) – Whitlam’s
approach would have a lasting impact on the foreign policy of future
governments.
Taking government in controversial circumstances, Malcolm Fraser (19751983) largely endorsed Whitlam’s desire for Australia to conduct a moral
foreign policy on the world stage (Renouf 1986:189-190). Fraser took the
view that Australia ‘is a significant middle power which will be listened to –
and is listened to – when it advances informed and reasonable views’ (Fraser
1980:1199). Fraser did more than any other Australian Prime Minister, to
promote the case of the developing world, often explicitly identifying
Australia as a southern hemisphere country which could help its developing
neighbours through its intimate connection to the North (Fraser & Simons
2010:466). The Fraser government commissioned a highly influential report
on Australia’s relationship with the Third World and ways to aid its
development, and on the reports’ release Fraser adopted many of its policy
recommendations. While Fraser was sympathetic to the argument that
developed countries should reduce tariffs in order to encourage agricultural
exports in developing countries, he would not do so ‘without some indication
that there would be movement internationally’, i.e., in the US and Europe
(Fraser & Simons 2010:471). Fraser tried to build up the Commonwealth as a
forum for Australia to have an influence beyond its material limitations,
condemning apartheid in South Africa and achieving independence for
Zimbabwe. Fraser also sought to develop a clear human rights policy, making
representations to regional neighbours such as Indonesia, Cambodia, Korea,
the Philippines and China (Edwards & Goldsworthy 2004:377) an approach
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which even Fraser’s critics accept ‘paid marked dividends’ (Renouf
1986:190-191).
The most significant of Fraser’s human rights policies was the response to
Vietnamese refugees who arrived by boat after the war in Vietnam. This
represented the beginning of Australia’s regional approach to irregular
migration. Whitlam had been slow to accept any asylum seekers, largely
limiting it to those selected by the government for airlifting to Australia
(Freudenburg 2009:342). Fraser, however, was confronted with the first
significant ‘wave’ of boat people who arrived on Australia’s shores, and
subsequently accepted around 2059 refugees (Phillips & Spinks 2011), most
of whom were small family groups in rickety vessels (Millbank 1999:2).
Fraser’s decision has been described as nothing less than a ‘turning point’
(Sheridan 1995:8) in Australia’s relationship towards Asia. The decision,
created significant domestic opposition as it represented a reverse of over
seventy years of strict border controls. With a looming federal election in
1977, and ‘saturation news coverage’ of the now almost daily arrival of boats,
the Fraser government was forced to change its approach to stop the boats
arriving in Australia (Betts 2001:35). The government decided to increase
the number of refugees it accepted from overseas camps reaffirming
Australian control over migration, while also establishing ‘boat-holding
arrangements’ with Indonesia and other regional countries to prevent
further travel (Betts 2001:35). Fraser’s foreign minister, Andrew Peacock,
declared that a ‘broadly based and more intensive international response
[was] clearly needed’ (Dee & Frost 2003:195). The Fraser government sought
to work with ASEAN and the UNHCR to address the issue in a regional
manner, though it was not yet conceived in a cooperative security
framework. Such thinking would not begin to be discussed by Australian
political elites until the late 1980s.
The government’s regional policies, along with changing conditions in
Vietnam and the resettlement of over 100,000 Vietnamese around the world,
helped stop the flow of boats. However, Australian attitudes towards Asia
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were still cautious, dominated by concerns about communist influence, and a
Cold War that was still ‘hot’ in the Asia-Pacific. Malcolm Fraser came to office
with a renewed concern for waging the Cold War by displaying a willingness
to publicly criticise the US administration of Gerald Ford (1974-1977) and
Jimmy Carter (1977-1981) for not confronting the Soviet Union (Fraser &
Simons 2010:448). Along with Australian defence and foreign policy, the Cold
War continued to inhibit any significant non-proliferation agenda by the
Australian government except when tied to its uranium supply. The former
Whitlam government’s uranium inquiry under Justice Russell Walter Fox
finally delivered its report in 1976, and its main outcome was to provide an
approach concerning how to justify expanded uranium exports. The
Australian government adopted the reports’ recommendations by increased
its support for safeguards and non-proliferation in return for a ‘rather
hesitantly given conditional green light’ by the Australian public to uranium
sales (Leaver & Ungerer 2010:26). The Australian government also indicated
it would now only sell uranium to countries within the Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT).
Because of Australia’s significant uranium assets, Fraser believed that the
Australian government enjoyed a ‘special position of influence and ha[d] a
corresponding moral responsibility to maximise protection against nuclear
weapon proliferation by responding to the needs of many countries for
adequate assurances of uranium supplies’ (Fraser 1977:645-51). The Fraser
government created an extensive public relations campaign to defend the
new arrangements for uranium sales, explaining ‘every aspect of the package
– from safeguards, to the international energy crisis, to Aboriginal rights and
the national park’ (Fraser & Simons 2010:566). Australia’s promotion of nonproliferation was aided by the existence of a highly skilled (though small)
nuclear industry in Australia acquired from hosting nuclear weapons tests by
the United Kingdom and US, along with Australia’s research into securing a
nuclear bomb.
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While the Fraser government carried out significant reform of Australia’s
immigration and non-proliferation policies, the Fraser years (1975-1983)
have often come to be derided as a ‘wasted opportunity’ (Henderson 2005)
due to the government’s status quo position on trade and financial
deregulation. During the 1960s and 1970s there was an emerging intellectual
movement in the US and Europe in favour of neo-classical economics, which
advocated a group of liberal economic norms including trade liberalisation.
These norms, some centuries old, regained intellectual fashion as part of a
rebellion against post-WWII economic structures established by the US. The
neo-classical movement had clear advocates in the Austrian schools of
economics (featuring Ludwig von Mises & Friedrich von Hayek) and the
Chicago school of economics (especially Milton Friedman). Their views were
adopted and advocated by the governments of Margaret Thatcher in the
United Kingdom (1979-1990) and Ronald Reagan in the US (1981-1989). The
Fraser government was sympathetic to the new approach, with some such as
the treasurer, John Howard (1977-1983), encouraging the new norm of trade
liberalisation in Australia (Errington & Van Olselen 2007:98-99). However, it
is a matter of some controversy why the Fraser government ended up
resisting many of the changes, with Fraser and Howard using their
autobiographies to make their respective cases for blame and responsibility
(Fraser & Simons 2010; Howard 2010a:119). Debates were also occurring
within the upper levels of the Australian bureaucracy over how Australia
should respond and reform economically, given concerns about ‘relative
decline’ compared to a rapidly growing Asia-Pacific (Dobell 2010). While
little legislation was passed implementing the new approach under the
Fraser government, it was clear by the early 1980s that a series of norms
regarding trade liberalisation and a deregulated economy had begun to
emerge at the elite level of the Australian government. In the wider AsiaPacific region, concerns about colonialism and development were gradually
giving way to export promotion and pro-trade outlooks (Acharya 2010:101).
However, Southeast Asian norms of regional and institutional minimalism
continued to limit discussion on new forms of regional economic integration
77 | P a g e |

and organisation, which was in line with the new economic thinking (Acharya
2010:106-107).

Conclusion
Looking back over the period 1901-1983, there is a clear history of
Australian foreign policy displaying creative leadership and policy making,
often at a global level. Despite the ‘dependence’ narrative that is so common
in the literature, Australian governments have maintained a pragmatic
tradition in policy making, making use of alliances, multilateral forums and
even lone stands to help achieve their policy objectives. Since federation the
Australian government often has been willing to get in front of world opinion,
to lead and encourage change. This is due to both Australia’s progressive
tradition as a ‘social laboratory’ from federation, its growing debates over its
identity of which foreign policy conduct was a key aspect, and its status as ‘a
country in search of a region’ (Collins in Goldsworthy & Edwards 2004:7).
According to Collins, Australia’s history and geography have forced it ‘to
create the links, the coalitions, the solidarities on particular issues and in
different settings…in economists’ terms, we have few if any opportunities to
be a free rider’ (Collins in Goldsworthy & Edwards 2004:7). This impetus for
change would be keenly felt by the Hawke government which took office at a
time of economic turmoil.
By the early 1980s, much of the intellectual foundation of the Australian
settlement of 1901 was either under sustained attack or had disappeared
(Kelly 2008:1). Imperial benevolence was tempered by thoughts of
developing a strategic WMD capacity, before settling for policies of strategic
alliances and strong advocacy for the norms of non-proliferation and nonpossession of WMDs, combined with a professional defence force. The White
Australia policy had been eliminated, leading to an increasingly multicultural
nation, even though domestic and elite concerns about border control and
migration levels remained, with only tentative regional engagement to
address irregular migration. Finally, while significant trade barriers were still
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in place, significant debates were occurring within the elite of the Australian
parliament and bureaucracy about changing from a protectionist, highly
regulated economy to an open liberalised trade model. Yet, the foundations of
Australia’s foreign policy were strong. It had a highly skilled bureaucratic and
diplomatic core, was a modern, English speaking country, and though remote
in geography and small in population, had an established role as a clear voice
in global forums.
After taking office in 1983, the Hawke government came to see that a foreign
policy which promoted the norms and policies of non-proliferation and
disarmament, regional engagement to address irregular migration and trade
liberalisation could serve the national interest and help the government to
re-define Australia as a modern, vibrant nation. This dissertation will now
turn to the three case study chapters where these changes and norm
promotional policies will be examined in detail. The first of these, Chapter 4,
will cover the efforts by the Australian government from 1983 to 2010 to
promote the norms of non-proliferation and non-possession of weapons of
mass destruction.
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Chapter 4: Australia and the Norm of NonProliferation and Non-Possession of Weapons of Mass
Destruction

Introduction
This chapter examines how the Australian government sought to encourage
the norm of non-proliferation and the non-possession of Weapons of Mass
Destruction (WMD) in the Asia-Pacific from 1983. This is a single ‘supernorm’, encompassing two closely related behaviours and identities. As will be
discussed, most Australian governments emphasised only the first part of the
norm (non-proliferation), with only the Keating government emphasising
both elements (non-proliferation and non-possession). It begins by reviewing
the relevant literature around the norm and the emergence of the norm for
the Hawke government. It then reviews, in a chronological order, how the
Australian governments led by Bob Hawke (1983-1991), Paul Keating (19911996), John Howard (1996-2007) and Kevin Rudd (2007-2010) promoted
the norm of non-proliferation and, to a lesser extent, the non-possession of
WMD

in

the

Asia-Pacific.

The

conceptual

framework

for

norm

entrepreneurship by Finnemore & Sikkink (1998), as outlined in Chapter 2, is
applied to the behaviour of each government. This will help answer two
questions. First, exploring each Prime Minister’s approach, did these
Australian governments’ behaviour between 1983-2010 fit the test for norm
entrepreneurship? Second, by surveying the scene during key points of
change, such as 1983, 1996 and 2010, is there evidence these Australian
governments contributed to either the spread or internalisation of the norm
of non-proliferation and non-possession of WMD within the Asia-Pacific
region? The findings from this data chapter, like those in chapters 5 and 6,
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will be the basis in Chapter 7 for addressing the dissertation’s investigative
task.
WMD have been around for over a century, and were used in both World
Wars. Their possession determined the nature of the Cold War and were
foundational for calculations of power in the twentieth century. The second
half of the twentieth century saw a proliferation of WMD, especially nuclear
weapons. WMD, as traditionally understood (that is excluding ancient era
efforts to use poisons or smoke), are defined by the United Nations as ‘atomic
explosive weapons, radioactive material weapons, lethal chemical and
biological weapons, any weapons developed in the future with similar
destructive effects to those of the atomic bomb or other weapons mentioned
above’ (Delupis 2000:234, UN Res. 32/84 B 1977). This is a very atomiccentric definition, which can be challenged in an era where conventional
weapons (such as cluster bombs) could have similar impacts (Delupis
2000:235). However, it is sufficient for this dissertation and accords with the
common usage of the term WMD by individuals and organisations quoted
within this chapter.
As Chapter 2 demonstrated, a norm in international relations theory is a
‘standard of appropriate behaviour for actors within a given identity’
(Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:891). This can take the form of either legal
procedural or behavioural norms (Acharya 2010: 171-172). Within the
literature on non-proliferation, the term ‘norm’ is often used in a legal sense,
applied ‘to a formal agreement of one sort or another that bans possession of
specified weaponry. According to this specialised understanding, norms can
be legislated through diplomatic processes’ (Cooper 2002:18). However, the
behavioural patterns of states are just as critical, and perhaps a better guide
to the socialisation of the norm than a state’s endorsement of a legal treaty
against WMD.
According to Cooper (2002:9), there are three potential approaches
governments can take to support non-proliferation efforts: capability-denial,
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non-possession norm-building, and consequence-management. Australia has
‘strongly favoured the norm-building approach across the board, with
sometimes reluctant support for capability-denial as a supplementary
approach, and with little or no support for consequence-management
strategies’ (Cooper 2002:187). Hanson agrees, noting that ‘Australia’s history
of disarmament diplomacy has demonstrated a commitment to participation
in the processes of negotiation and the formulation and upholding of
international rules and norms’ (Hanson 1999:14). Since the emergence
within Australia’s political elite of the norm of non-proliferation and nonpossession of WMD, the Australian government has been active in a range of
normative treaties. It has also engaged in both public and private attempts at
persuasion including safeguarding the development, maintenance, testing,
use, and reduction of WMD at both a regional and a global level.
The norm of non-proliferation and non-possession of WMD has been formally
defined within a number of international agreements (Cooper 2002:18). For
nuclear weapons, which have been the central focus of the Australian
government’s efforts, this has occurred through the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA). These highly technical international regimes of
assessment and regulation have been extended, sometimes with voluntary
measures such as the 1997 Additional Protocol, which the Australian
government was the first country to sign (Smith 2009). Since its passage, the
Australian government has adopted the IAEA’s Additional Protocol as a
mandatory requirement for all states who wish to purchase Australian
uranium (Floyd, Interview 2011). The sheer complexity of these
arrangements prevents their description in this dissertation. However,
significant material is available online, especially on the IAEA’s homepage, to
assist interested readers.
Hanson & Ungerer (1999:1) note that the issues of non-proliferation and
non-possession are intimately linked and often pursued together. However,
there have been debates within Australia over which aspect of the norm
ought to be the main focus (JSCT 2009:116). For example, former Australian
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Prime Minister (1991-1996) Paul Keating argued that ‘the world can’t have
non-proliferation without de-proliferation’ (Keating 2000:235), while the
conservative Howard government believed that middle powers like Australia
could only practically contribute to the spread of non-proliferation, as
opposed to non-possession (Downer, Interview 2010). To cover this divide,
this chapter will focus on both the norm of the non-proliferation of WMD and
the norm of the non-possession of WMD jointly.
As described in Chapter 3, Australia assisted US and UK tests of chemical and
nuclear weapons during the 1940s and 1950s, and considered developing a
domestic nuclear weapon program. By the late 1960s, the Australian
government abandoned these plans in favour of a strategy of encouraging
non-proliferation and safeguards on nuclear material both in the Asia-Pacific
and worldwide. Australian desires to expand its uranium industry in the
1970s re-enforced Australia’s position as a supporter of non-proliferation
regimes. Australia’s promotion of the norm of non-proliferation and nonpossession of WMD began in earnest with the election of the Hawke
government in 1983.
Since undertaking this advocacy, Australia has gained significant credit for its
non-proliferation activities. Jeffrey Lantis describes Australia as having
‘carved out a unique role in nuclear policy…a global champion of nonproliferation. Time and again, Australian diplomats have led the way on nonproliferation treaty commitments’ (Lantis 2008:22). In his study of nonproliferation strategies, Cooper (2002:5) similarly commented that ‘Australia
is universally recognised as among the most active players in the nonproliferation realm’, second only to the US. In 2009, the Australian
Parliament’s Joint Standing Committee on Treaties enquired into Australia’s
role in non-proliferation and non-possession issues. It found that Australia
was viewed in both Europe and the US as a country that ‘punches above its
weight’ (JSCT 2009:5). Australia therefore ‘generally enjoys a good
reputation’ (Hanson & Ungerer 1999:19) as an advocate of non-proliferation
and non-possession of WMD
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This is an unusual position for a middle power. As the former Australian
Foreign Minister, Gareth Evans (1988-1996) notes: ‘Australia’s profile in
relation

to

the

whole

range

of

multilateral

non-possession

issues…[has]...been quite disproportionate to our size as a nation or standing
as a military power’ (Evans & Grant 1995:82). However, there is a realism
within the Australian government about this influence. Thus Alan Gyngell, a
former foreign policy advisor to Prime Minister Paul Keating stated, ‘it’s not
that we’re [Australia] going to bring about the banning of nuclear weapons,
but we can help reshape, and I think have helped reshape the way the
international community thinks about the issues (Gyngell, Interview 2010).
Carl Ungerer also said that within the Asia-Pacific, there is also a ‘clear...sense
that the region looks to Australia for ideas and impetus on these sort of
issues’ (Ungerer, Interview 2010). That is, the Australian government has
established itself as an ideational leader on the issue, in the hope that this in
turn will lead to the reduction and, one day, elimination of WMD.
This chapter examines these claims, by applying the conceptual framework
established in Chapter Two to the behaviour and practices of the Australian
government from 1983 to 2010. It examines if, and how, each government
sought to advance the norm of the non-proliferation and non-possession of
WMD in the Asia-Pacific, and charts the diffusion of the norm in the region
over the same period. This helps to answer this dissertation’s research
questions about the ability of middle powers to act as norm entrepreneurs.

1983-1991 The Hawke Government
In 1925, following the horrors of World War One, chemical weapons such as
poison gas were banned under the Geneva Convention. Heavy negative public
sentiment and a fear of retaliation with similar weapons ensured that
chemical weapons were largely not used in the Second World War. However,
an arms race emerged for a new type of weapon of mass destruction: nuclear
weapons. Even before the moment of their creation, a campaign had arisen to
ban them. Many members of the US’s Manhattan Project, the team who built
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the first nuclear device, had concerns about the new weaponry. This included
the project’s leader Robert Oppenheimer (Bird & Sherwin 2009:323). While
watching the first successful nuclear test, Oppenheimer remembers recalling
some lines from the Bhagavada Gita, a Hindu scripture
If the radiance of a thousand suns were to burst at once into the sky,
that would be like the splendour of the mighty one...now I am become
Death, the destroyer of worlds (Atomic Archive 1965).
With those words, the nuclear era and the campaign to eliminate nuclear
weapons began.
Some of the Manhattan project’s scientists were key members of the push to
create regulatory organisations for WMD, such as the International Atomic
Development Agency (Slagter 2004:18). However, their activism failed to
convince the USSR and USA to abandon their newfound armaments.
Meanwhile, as described in Chapter Three, the Australian government spent
the first two decades after the Second World War seeking a nuclear weapon,
before coming to endorse the community’s growing preference for nonproliferation and non-possession norms. Paradoxically, political elite in the
government sought ways to support these norms, while expanding
Australia’s uranium industry.
Applying Legro’s (1997:34-35) test for the socialisation of the norm, we can
see that the early 1980s was a period of great upheaval, marked by two
significant trends. First, it was a time of increased tension about the use of
WMD (Leaver & Cox 1997:188) especially after revelations of the use of
chemical weapons in the Iran-Iraq War, beginning in 1980. Yet, with the end
of the proxy wars (Korea, Vietnam, Cambodia) in the Asia-Pacific, there was
also greater scope for a more creative and bold foreign policy approach by
middle powers, without the risk of becoming involved in the conflict between
the US and USSR. This was a time of great specificity for the norm of nonproliferation, with the two great powers carefully monitoring any changes,
while also a time of low durability (the norm was still relatively new) and
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little concordance in diplomatic discussions and treaties, given the overarching power of the great nuclear states, the US and the USSR. While the
Asia-Pacific was largely a non-aligned region, it was the interests and
demands of great power politics, not norms which dictated and shaped the
proliferation behaviour of the region. This had been the pattern for the
region for most of the Cold War.
Upon coming to office, Prime Minister Bob Hawke (1983-1991) felt that the
role of WMD’s was ‘almost imperceptibly, becoming susceptible to radical
change’ (Hawke 1994: 216). This was an opportunity that the Hawke
government (and especially the Foreign Ministers, Bill Hayden and later
Gareth Evans) were determined to take advantage of.
The Hawke government set out to ‘greatly elevate the attention Australia
would give to issues of arms control and non-possession’ (Butler 1989:1) and
in doing so turned Australia into an active promoter of the norms of nonproliferation and non-possession of WMD. Under Hawke, these issues held ‘a
much higher profile’ both due to Hawke’s forceful personality and because
‘the time was obviously right, [a] combination of rightness of issues and the
government was willing to do something about it’ (Findlay, Interview 2010).
Prime Minister Hawke wrote in his memoirs that he was ‘determined to play
a significant part in the causes of peace and non-possession’ aiming for
‘security for all states at the lowest possible level of armament, stability in
the nuclear balance, and adequate verification arrangements’ (Hawke
1994:217).
In time, the Australian government’s ambitions would broaden to advocate
for the norm of non-possession, but Hawke set in motion a series of
‘extraordinary steps to maintain a convincing and more responsible position’
(Broinowski 2003:158). Hawke’s desire for activism was also a timely
response to community concern. Under the trade-off organised in the 1970s,
the Australian government poured significant resources into nonproliferation and safeguards advocacy as a way to build domestic support for
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its uranium industry. Unfortunately, at the time of the Hawke governments
election in 1983, polls showed that as much as 80 percent of the Australian
public were in opposition to the continued sale of uranium (Broinowski
2003:163). More significantly, a Nuclear Disarmament Party won 7.2 percent
of the vote in the 1984 Senate election, and 1.5 percent in 1987 — enough to
secure the election of a federal senator on both occasions (McAllister
2011:270). Hawke’s support for promoting the norm of non-proliferation
was not only a personal mission, but also a political necessity to help sustain
the uranium industry and protect the ALP’s electoral left-flank.
One of the key tools which the Hawke government had for promoting the
norms of non-proliferation and non-possession was its ability to call on
expert advisors and a professional diplomatic service. Hans J. Morgenthau
(1961:139) argued in his classic text, Power among Nations that:
...of all the factors that make for the power of a nation, the most
important, however unstable, is the quality of diplomacy.... it is the art
of bringing the different elements of national power to bear with
maximum effect upon those points in the international situation which
concern the national interest most directly.
Time and again Australia’s diplomatic assets in the former Department of
Foreign Affairs, and later Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT),
have been highlighted by both Australian and world leaders (Hawke
1994:220) and by those interviewed for this dissertation as a key factor in
Australia’s ability to influence international negotiations and thinking on
non-proliferation and non-possession issues.
An effective diplomatic service was in place well before the Hawke
government took over thanks to Australia’s status as a modern, economically
developed, English-speaking state with a strong education system. The
Hawke government sought to significantly increase the resources available to
the Australian diplomatic service, especially in the areas of promoting nonproliferation and non-possession (DFAT 1987: 15, Butler 1989:1). Inside
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DFAT, the government established a Peace, Arms Control and Nonpossession Branch, appointed a domestic Special Non-possession Advisor,
and as a focus point for the government’s international efforts, created the
post of Ambassador for Disarmament, based in Geneva. The Ambassador for
Disarmament was tasked not only to represent Australia at international
forums, and advise the government but also to ‘maintain contact with the
Australian media and with Australian non-government organisations
concerned with peace, non-possession and arms control’ (DFAT 1987:15).
Butler’s role therefore involved advocacy as well as administrative duties.
Creating ambassadorial positions to deal with a specific issue of national
interest has been adopted by other Australian governments as ‘a way of
highlighting the priority we give to the issue...it meant that you had...staff
solely dedicated to dealing with that issue’ (Downer, Interview 2010). In
1987, the Hawke government added responsibility for non-proliferation to
the Australian Safeguards Office, becoming the Australian Safeguards and
Non-Proliferation Office (ASNO) along with turning it into a statutory body
ensuring its political independence. The government sought to deploy its
diplomatic resources as extensively as possible, particularly when it came to
opportunities to codify and solidify anti-proliferation norms via international
treaties like the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). At the 1985, 1990 and
(under Keating) 1995 NPT conferences, the Australian government ‘invested
considerable diplomatic energy in attempts to obtain consensus outcomes’
with heavy involvement in the preparatory meetings, general debates and
committee meetings of each conference (O’Neil 2008:81). Australia’s nonproliferation diplomats were seen at home and abroad as ‘clever politically,
winning the right positions. We sort of created a national reputation...on very
much less of a material basis than Canada has and come out with much the
same result.’ (Findlay, Interview 2010).
The strength of a diplomatic platform for middle powers can be overstated,
such as Foreign Minister Gareth Evan’s somewhat implausible claim that
‘what middle powers may lack in economic, political or military clout, they
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can often make up with quick and thoughtful diplomatic footwork’ (Evans &
Grant 1995:347). However, similar sentiments could be found in the
Australia academic literature on the time as Leaver (in Lee & Waters
1997:166) has noted ‘it would be hard to ignore the prominent place which
the related themes of ‘games of skill’ or ‘entrepreneurial leadership’ and the
like have come to occupy recent accounts of Labor’s foreign policy’. The
Howard government had a much more sceptical view of the impact of
diplomacy by middle powers when facing opposition from states with a
significantly larger material weight. Despite these differing views, Australia’s
diplomatic service was one of its most important assets for promoting and
helping to solidify the norms of non-proliferation and non-possession of
WMD. However, this organisational platform would be meaningless unless
the government implemented a viable strategy for deploying these assets
where they could be most effective.
The Hawke government’s framing of the norms of non-proliferation and nonpossession of WMD was focused on widening the scope of legitimate voices in
the debate. Hawke repeatedly argued that ‘the cause of peace and nonpossession was too important to be left to the superpowers to settle between
themselves’ (Hawke 1994:218), seeking to break out of the Cold War
restrictions which left Australia unable to say much ‘except in the vaguest of
terms’ (Findlay, Interview 2010). The other notable ‘framing gesture’ by the
Hawke government was the argument for ‘central balance stability’ (Leaver &
Cox 1997:188). The government’s strategy and rhetoric was carefully
constructed to focus on regional concerns and issues that contributed to nonproliferation, but without interfering with the strategic balance maintained
by the superpowers. At no stage was the Hawke government going to risk the
strength of the Australian alliance with the US of America through its
activism. Beyond these small initiatives, little effort was made to create a new
frame for the norm of non-proliferation and non-possession of WMD by the
Hawke government.
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Soon after taking power in 1983, the new Foreign Minister, Bill Hayden,
developed a strategy for Australia’s promotion of the norm of nonproliferation and non-possession of WMD. Hayden was motivated by strong
personal concerns about proliferation, along with a looming fear in the early
1980s that the world was experiencing a ‘second Cold War’ (Leaver & Cox
1997:188), heightening international tensions over nuclear warfare and
public concern over the sale of uranium. Hayden’s ‘sweeping agenda’ for the
Hawke government involved ‘appointing an Ambassador for Disarmament,
negotiating an effective, comprehensive nuclear test-ban treaty, outlawing
chemical and biological warfare, contributing to the non-possession activities
of the UN, condemning French nuclear weapons testing in the Pacific and
negotiating a nuclear free zone in the South Pacific’ (Broinowski 2003:164).
By the time Hawke left office in 1991, almost all of this agenda had been put
in place.
Key to the Hawke government’s strategy was maintaining the strength of
Australia’s relationship with the US. The government believed, as its
successors would, that Australia’s influence both as a non-nuclear weapon
state and as a middle power depended on a strong relationship with the US. It
is not surprising then that Prime Minister Hawke in setting clear parameters
for the new Australian Ambassador for Disarmament, told Richard Butler: ‘I
just want you to understand one thing. Our relationship with the US is the
most important one we’ve got. Do not f**k it up’ (Ewing 2000:83). Hawke had
entered government with the memory of the poor relationship between the
Whitlam government and the US fresh in his mind, ensuring Hawke was
‘always very attuned to nuances of US opinion’ (Findlay, Interview 2010).
The Australian government’s approach would change over time, with Paul
Keating perceived as being less concerned about American interests. It can
also be starkly contrasted with the approach of New Zealand who caused a
serious rupture in the ANZUS alliance over the issue of non-proliferation and
non-possession. The Hawke government’s concern for the alliance with the
US did not force it to always support US interests and wishes, as Australia at
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times would act directly in opposition to these — though always carefully
negotiated. The most notable example of walking this thin line was the
creation of the South Pacific Nuclear Weapon Free Zone (SPNFZ) or Treaty of
Rarotonga in 1984.
As part of the Labor Party’s 1983 election campaign, it advocated the creation
of a nuclear free zone for the South Pacific (Pande 2002:127). The Hawke
government wanted to codify in a legal treaty pre-existing Pacific support for
the norm of non-proliferation within its immediate region, assisting
international non-proliferation and non-possession efforts (Evans & Grant
1995:83). The strategy of using regional agreements to aid international
support for non-proliferation would later be endorsed by the United Nations
Disarmament Commission (UN 1999:8) and the Canberra Commission
(Keating 2000:223). The SPNFZ represented a regional expression of ‘deeply
felt concern about nuclear testing and dumping of nuclear waste’ (Pande
2002:138) as a way to demonstrate support for the global norms of nonproliferation and non-possession (Cooper 2002:25).
In late August 1983, at the South Pacific Forum meeting in Canberra, Prime
Minister Hawke proposed the creation of the SPNFZ. Australia was ‘central’
(JSCT 2009:5) to the development and ratification of the treaty of Rarotonga
which bans the manufacture, stationing, testing and use of nuclear weapons
in the South Pacific. This was an Australian initiative to codify the already
strong support for the norms of non-proliferation and non-possession in the
South Pacific. Yet, Australia was also encouraged by the region to undertake a
leadership role in developing and codifying the SPNFZ. As such, the South
Pacific region seems to have had a small but constitutive role in encouraging
Australian activism for the norms of the non-proliferation and the nonpossession of WMD.
Seeking to shape the treaty to suit its interests, Australia chaired the drafting
process, using both its bureaucratic resources and political weight to shape
the outcome to suit its preferences. When disagreements arose that couldn’t
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be solved, Prime Minister Hawke became personally involved to ‘knock heads
together’ to achieve a consensus (Findlay, Interview 2010). The main issue of
disagreement was the role of the US which had initially objected to the
nuclear weapons free zone (Hawke 1994:220) and was at times verging on
outright hostility towards it (Broinowski 2003:171). Many South Pacific
nations had much stronger non-proliferation views than Australia and
wanted to create a ‘radical zone...[with] the high seas free of nuclear
weapons’, which was in the Australian view ‘impossible’

and certainly

unwanted by the US (Findlay, Interview 2010). Given its initiative and
resources, the Australian government undertook most of the drafting
process, seeking language that attempted to take ‘care of US security
concerns’ (Pande 2002:128) while creating a document South Pacific
countries could support. Australia’s organisational platform played a crucial
role here, by enabling it to take a leadership role, co-ordinating and funding
the diplomatic legwork. Other than New Zealand, no other South Pacific
country – even to this day (Downer, Interview 2010) – could draft or
organise the treaty or ensure its success as Australia did.
Because of Australia’s leadership role, the Hawke government was able to
control the framing and language of the treaty. The difference in power
between Australia as a middle power and the micro-nations and small states
of the South Pacific, enabled Australia to alternate between methods of
persuasion, offering incentives and even ‘a bit of bullying’ by Bob Hawke to
achieve agreement (Findlay, Interview 2010). Australia has long held a
reputation within parts of the Pacific as a ‘bully’ when seeking to get its own
way (Knight 2004:18). Similar accusations were levelled by Pacific leaders
during the Tampa crisis in 2001, as detailed in Chapter 5. The powerimbalance between Australia and the South Pacific raises difficult
methodological issues. If small countries accept the ideas and values
promoted by a middle power, only because of the power imbalance and the
threat or fear of coercion, then it would not be evidence of a norm’s
socialisation. As highlighted in the literature review, norms must be
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legitimately endorsed, rather than adopted for some alternate motivation
(Florini 1996: 364-365). The role of material power on behalf of norms and
norm entrepreneurship have not been the subject of significant scholarship
(Nevers 2007 is one attempt at clarification), but the issues will be discussed
in Chapter 7, when looking at the lessons from Australia’s norm promotion
strategies and tactics. In the end, and despite objections by some South
Pacific countries to some of the language and terms of the treaty, the Pacific
countries accepted the US-friendly version of the SPNFZ which Australia had
drafted.
Australian diplomacy was critical to getting the treaty negotiated and
completed. However, it also built upon pre-existing support for the norms of
the non-proliferation and non-possession of WMD in the South Pacific. The
codification of these norms into the SPNFZ occurred despite significant US
objections. This suggests a case of middle power behaviour, shaping the
system in which they were operating, even in the face of a great powers’
objection, without having the power to create a new system. That is, Australia
sought to develop a treaty which achieved its aim, without seeking to overturn US hegemony, and the manner in which it was expressed (such as
deploying nuclear vessels) within the region, a challenge beyond any middle
power’s strength. One country, however, did seek such a challenge to the
nature of US rule and paid a heavy price for it: New Zealand.
New Zealand’s Prime Minister David Lange was a strong advocate (for both
personal and political reasons) of a complete ban of nuclear weapons in New
Zealand’s territory. When he attempted to implement this ban, it caused a
crisis in the ANZUS alliance, as the US was unwilling to assert that it would
not bring nuclear material or nuclear submarines within New Zealand’s
waters, while still guaranteeing their defence under ANZUS (Richardson
1997:4). While New Zealand was acting according to its own values and
principles, there is no evidence New Zealand’s actions had any notable
impact on global or even regional non-proliferation or non-possession.
Lange’s activism seems to fits the pattern of ‘moral entrepreneurs’ who
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operate more on the basis of ‘moral interests and emotional dispositions’
(Nadelmann 1990:524) than the more calculating approach of norm
entrepreneurs identified in the literature review. Unfortunately, there is not
the space here for a comprehensive analysis of the approach taken by New
Zealand, or the reason for its different approach to Australia in advancing the
norms of the non-proliferation and the non-possession of WMD. Such
questions and what they might tell us about the role of morality as a
motivation for norm entrepreneurship, along with how and why norm
entrepreneurs choose their strategies, could provide a profitable avenue of
future research but are outside the scope of this dissertation.
Hawke, though privately contemptuous of Lange’s approach, tried to limit
Washington’s desire to retaliate against Australia’s neighbour. But
Washington could not be easily placated and ended New Zealand’s
participation in the ANZUS alliance. If Hawke or any other Australian elite
members were tempted to adopt the sentiments of New Zealand or the
domestic Australian anti-nuclear movement, the example the US made of NZ
would surely have changed their mind. Polls from the period also show a
generally divided community over accepting visits by American vessels
carrying nuclear weapons, reducing any political pressure on the Hawke
government (Camilleri 1986:4). New Zealand’s example and subsequent
punishment identified a clear boundary line for the Hawke government in its
norm promotional efforts. There were clear limits to what the US would
accept from allies and given the consistent belief amongst the Australian elite
that a close relationship with the US assisted Australia’s influence as a
promoter of non-proliferation norms (DFAT 1986:6), Australian officials
worked to ensure that their strategy and actions never crossed the
boundaries the US applied. The timing of New Zealand’s ban seems to have
hurt the US’s willingness to support the SPNFZ. Washington believed
supporting the SPNFZ would be seen as an endorsement of New Zealand’s
ban (Pande 2002:136). At the time of the SPNFZ negotiation, in 1984-1985,
with the Cold War still raging, nuclear free zones were generally seen by the
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US government as a naïve, if not dangerous development (Broinowski
2003:173). Meanwhile, the French, recognising the SPNFZ was in part
directed against its nuclear testing program (Mack 1988:23), were also
seeking to persuade the US against the treaty, attacking any agreement which
would restrict their ability to test nuclear weapons in the region.
The Australian government sought to address US concerns in two ways. First
it sought to provide assurance to Washington through its control of the
drafting process that that the treaty would not restrict the transport of
nuclear weapons (Richardson 1997:9). Australia used its embassy in
Washington and a personal visit by the Foreign Minister, Bill Hayden, to
frame the SPNFZ for the US government as ‘not...a means of insulating our
region from the consequences of nuclear war nor of absolving us of any
responsibility for contributing to the maintenance of peace. In fact... the
contrary is the case.’ (Broinowski 2003:172). Nonetheless Australia was
unsuccessful in its efforts to persuade the great power to support the SPNFZ,
and of the five NPT Nuclear Weapon States, the US was the only one not to
ratify the treaty, though it did not block or prevent the treaty as it could have.
In his memoirs, Hawke writes that ‘in the best of all possible worlds the US
no doubt wished they had never heard of SPNZ. But they did not seek to
stand in our way’ (Hawke 1994:221). The SPNFZ has been criticised as
weaker than many other nuclear weapon free zones as it lacks an
enforcement mechanism and for allowing the trafficking and potential
dumping of nuclear waste in the region (JSCT 2009:135; Mack 1988:22).
The Australian Parliament’s Joint Standing Committee of Foreign Affairs,
Defence and Trade has concluded that the SPNFZ ‘played a key role’ in
encouraging and starting negotiations towards the eventual 1995 Southeast
Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty (JSCT 2009:134), effecting a
‘modest but significant contribution to the cause of nuclear non-proliferation’
(Pande 2002:140). Nuclear weapon free zones now cover the entire Southern
Hemisphere (JSCT 2009:132-133), and a majority of countries and landmass
worldwide (UN 1999:7). The Treaty of Rarotonga is an example of Australian
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officials seeking to codify already socialised norms via a legal treaty. Despite
the achievement, this sort of norm enforcement is essentially the ‘low
hanging fruit’ (Findlay, Interview 2010) that was available to the Hawke
government during the 1980s. Another such low hanging fruit for a middle
power to make a contribution to regional and global proliferation norms
during the Cold War was the issue of chemical weapons.
Former Foreign Minister, Gareth Evans has argued that Australia’s activity to
prevent the proliferation and possession of chemical weapons was an
‘outstanding example of the kind of role Australia can play’ (Evans & Grant
1995:87). Hawke writes (somewhat implausibly) in his memoir that the
Australian government’s activism was motivated by ‘horrifying images of
diggers and other soldiers gassed on the battlefields of France...in World War
1’ (Hawke 1994:220). More likely the motivation was the contemporary use
of poison gas in the early 1980s in the Iran-Iraq war, which pushed the issue
back onto the international agenda (Smith 2009). Regardless of the specific
motivation, Hawke proudly notes that ‘the cabinet resolved on 22 November
1983, together with other arms control and disarmament measures, to
support an international ban’ on chemical weapons (Hawke 1994:220). That
was only seven months after the Australian Labor Party had taken office.
The Hawke government pursued three tactics to aid its promotion and
socialisation of norms. Meeting with success for all three, it applied the same
approach in other policy areas, especially when promoting trade
liberalisation (see Chapter 6). First, it established a coalition group of
important nation states known as the ‘Australia Group’; second it sought to
bring in industry and issue experts including hosting a regional summit; and
finally it developed and pursued creative options to resolve disputes in the
development of a global legal treaty, the Chemical Weapons Convention of
1992.

In the international relations literature, building coalitions has

traditionally been seen as one of the key behaviours of middle powers
(Higgott & Cooper 1990) as it lets them combine their weight both materially
and ideationally.
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In the case of the Australia Group, Gareth Evans believed that coalitionbuilding was the ‘most effective way of coping with this gap between what
Australia wanted and had the capacity to achieve’ (Evans & Grant 1995:37).
The Australia Group began with 25 member countries (now 40), meeting
regularly at the Australian embassy in Paris. This offered Australian officials
a low cost platform for persuasion and establishing co-operation. It also
worked for Australian prestige to hold the meetings at their own embassy,
with controlling the location of meetings being seen as a common, but
effective entrepreneurial strategy

(Bumgartner and Jones 1991). The

Australia Group has been a highly successful example of a coalition-building
approach by a middle power, both in design and outcome. While some of the
later coalitions built by Australia would involve like-minded partners (such
as the Cairns Group) or geographic interests (such as the Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC)), the Australia Group was designed to bring
together ‘the major chemical-exporting members of the OECD’ (Evans &
Grant 1995:345). This was an approach that had been encouraged by the US
government, which wanted Australia to take the lead in involving the
chemical industry with global ban efforts, in an area it felt it lacked authority
(Cooper 2002:152). Like the case of Japan and APEC in Chapter 6, great
power states sometimes seek out active middle powers to promote agendas
they are constrained in addressing. While the interests of great and middle
powers can diverge, in areas of agreement, this co-operation can be a useful
and advantageous strategy for both types of states.
Though many countries had imposed limits on sales of chemicals in reaction
to the 1985 Iran-Iraq War, Australia took the lead worldwide by bringing
exporting countries together to develop common standards and approaches.
Evans claimed that the Australia Group ‘raised the cost of acquiring an
offensive chemical weapon capability by drying up sources and diverting the
delivery routes of proliferators, and is thus believed to have obstructed the
plans of countries seeking to acquire chemical weapons’ (Evans 1995:88). In
2009, the Australian Foreign Minister, Stephen Smith, endorsed his

98 | P a g e |

predecessor’s view by arguing that 25 years on, the Australia Group ‘has
made a significant contribution to halting the proliferation of chemical and
biological weapons through enhanced export controls’ (Smith 2009).
The Australian government sought to frame the challenge of preventing the
proliferation and possession of chemical weapons as a technical issue. This
approach helped place nominally political issues into a managerial
framework, in order to de-politicise them (Wesley 2007:28). Outside experts,
including members of the chemical industry were consulted by the Australian
government for developing its policy approach and to run technical seminars
and workshops in the Chemical Weapons Regional Initiative and later in the
global Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) (Evans 1995:89). This approach
was highly successful for the Australian government (Hanson & Ungerer
1999:6). Both the Keating and Howard governments adopted the tactic of
relying heavily on expert advisors who helped the government

to

rhetorically frame some issues for Asia-Pacific countries as technical
challenges requiring co-operation rather than political debates attached to
core values (Wesley 2007:28). Expert advisors offer norm promoters not
only outside sources of assistance and advocacy (as in the case of the
chemical industry), but also means of conflict resolution, helping the
promoted norm to gain leverage against contrary norms, or furthering its
socialisation in the case of under-enforced norms such as the nonproliferation and non-possession of chemical weapons. By allowing the
expert advisors to lead the way, the Australian government was able to keep
the focus on stopping the proliferation of chemical weapons, rather than
being seen as challenging the existence and livelihood of the chemical
industry which instead publicly supported Australia’s non-proliferation
efforts (Evans 1993:1).
Building on these initiatives, in June 1988 the Prime Minister Hawke
launched the Chemical Weapons Regional Initiative (CWRI), which was a
strategy to single out Australia as ‘perhaps the only Western government that
has actively tried to promote regional [Asia-Pacific] non-possession
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structures as well as a global ban’ (Cooper 2002:163). Hawke announced
that he was sending a team of Australian experts to hold talks on chemical
weapons issues in the Asia-Pacific. This was followed by a Chemical Weapons
Regional Seminar in August 1989. At his opening address for the seminar, the
new Foreign Minister, Gareth Evans, announced that: ‘the Australian
Government is reassured by the developing consensus within the region that
our common well-being would be very considerably served by adherence to a
comprehensive ban on chemical weapons...for the greater benefit to our
shared security interests’ (Evans 1989). The CWRI continued to meet beyond
this initial seminar, assisting with the development of technical seminars and
workshops for other regional institutions such as the South Pacific Forum
Secretariat, and holding meetings on the regional implementation of the
CWC. Chemical weapons have been a continuing challenge in the Asia-Pacific,
however their possession and use is still low.
In the early 1990s the Australian government turned its attention to the
global stage, seeking to bring to conclusion the Chemical Weapons
Convention (CWC), an effort Foreign Minister Evans would describe as
‘undoubtedly our most successful global-scale effort’ in non-proliferation and
non-possession (Goldsworthy 1994:2). In March 1992, the prospects for the
CWC were not looking healthy after nine years of intensive but unresolved
negotiations. After five months of Australia’s active involvement, the
convention was ready to be formally drafted and soon after signed and
ratified. The catalyst for this change came thanks to the actions of the
Australian Foreign Minister Gareth Evans who took the innovative but risky
step of tabling an Australian draft text for the convention. The Australian’s
draft of the CWC was secretly negotiated with the US after ‘Australia
proposed to take upon itself the task...on behalf (unbeknownst to them) of
the interests of all the other Conference on Disarmament (CD) delegations’.
Australia then sought to persuade other members of the CD of the proposed
treaty (Cooper 2002:160-161). Without this entrepreneurial approach to
international negotiations, ‘the negotiations would not have concluded’
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(McCormack 1993:159). Though Hawke was replaced as Prime Minister in
December 1991, the Australian government continued efforts to bring
industry players into the CWRI and seek their assistance and support. As a
payoff, the International Council of Chemical Associations strongly endorsed
the CWC at the signing ceremony in January 1993 (Evans 1993:1). Australia
was heavily involved in the crafting and diplomatic footwork of the CWC
treaty, with the efforts of Evans and his officials seen as ‘crucial’ (Findlay
1993) to its overall passage. The CWC was the first ‘multilateral nonpossession treaty to provide for the complete and verifiable ban of an entire
class of weapons of mass destruction’ (Evans 1993:1).
Trevor Findlay, who worked in DFAT on disarmament issues during this
period and released the first published monograph on the CWC, notes that
We [Australia] essentially provided the framework, the ground work
for that treaty. We didn’t come up with that idea, but the
implementation of that idea can be sheeted home to Australia. And it’s
a big thing to take on, only someone like Gareth could have brought it
off. He worked his department very hard to provide all the technical
bits that were put together. He was determined to get it done, and I
can’t think of any other country past Sweden, and the Russians and
Americans who could have done that (Findlay, Interview 2010).
Australia’s diplomatic activity in securing the CWC was crucial in three areas.
First, Australian diplomats drafted the framework of the treaty, second they
focused on persuading the typically sceptical countries of Southeast Asia to
sign on, and finally they used that regional support to help move the CWC out
of the UN Non-possession Commission and put it into the United Nations
General Assembly. As Ungerer said, Australia’s gathering of regional support
‘kicked off the momentum...because once they [the great powers] saw that
regions like Southeast Asia were in the tent and had been convinced by
countries like Australia to sign this thing, [it was] very difficult, morally for
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countries like the US to hold out and say oh no we don’t want to sign the
CWC.’ (Ungerer, Interview 2010).
While motivated largely by moral concerns, Australia also benefited from the
CWC’s passage financially as it increased Australia’s opportunities for trade
in its (safeguarded) chemical feed-stocks and related products (Broinowski
2003:197). Later efforts, such as extending the NPT and increasing the
safeguard demands on uranium sales, would also help increase the sales of
Australian uranium. Though Australia did not initiate the CWC, it took a lead
in resolving the deadlocked debates and ensuring the final ratification of the
treaty. Australia’s leadership in the CWC negotiations, bringing in first the
Southeast Asian countries, and then the great powers especially the US as a
way to secure global norm promotion was an ‘example where that normative
pressure actually achieves outcomes’ (Ungerer, Interview 2010).
While the Hawke government made a serious push to reduce the role of
nuclear weapons and enforce the norm of non-proliferation in the AsiaPacific, it was also seen as not going far enough by many in Australia and the
region. Within Hawke’s own party, many urged the government to do
significantly more to reduce Cold War tensions by renouncing support for the
US Reagan administration. As mentioned, there was also a vocal nuclear nonpossession movement in Australia which elected two senators in 1984 and
1987 (McAllister 2011:270), and involved then rock star and future ALP
minister, Peter Garrett. However, despite the moral overlap, on practical
issues such as uranium mining and preserving the US alliance, the Hawke
government and the domestic anti-nuclear movement strongly disagreed,
leaving the Australian government almost ‘wholly unresponsive to the antinuclear movement’ (Richardson 1997:4).
By the end of his time in office, Hawke was able to claim credit for
establishing Australia as a significant international actor in non-proliferation
and non-possession issues and the dominant regional voice in favour of the
norm. Bob Hawke argued that by the end of his term Australia had a ‘growing
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importance as a middle power and frequently as an opinion leader in
international and multilateral forums’, particularly in relation to nonproliferation and non-possession of WMD issues (Hawke 1994:359-360).
During the Hawke government, Australia shifted from being a country with a
weak record of supporting non-proliferation, to an active promoter of the
norms of the non-proliferation and the non-possession of WMD. It achieved
notable successes in securing normative support with a nuclear free zone in
the South Pacific and encouraging regional and global co-operation on
chemical weapons, a move which would enable Australia to help secure the
passage of the CWC.
The Hawke government, therefore ,meets Finnemore & Sikkink’s (1998) test
for norm entrepreneurship. While it made only a small effort to frame the
norm, the Hawke government built an organisational platform for advancing
the norms and designed and implemented a clear strategy for the promotion
of the norm. The Hawke government also withstood criticism at home, in the
South Pacific and from the US for the norm entrepreneurial path it took. The
focus of the Hawke government was on picking the ‘low hanging fruit’
(Findlay, Interview 2010), of legally securing socialised support for the norm,
both with the Nuclear-Free Zone in the South Pacific, and for Chemical
Weapons in Southeast Asia and globally. While this is an important role for
norm entrepreneurs, it is a secondary task, building on the persuasive work
of others to create, advocate and establish norms within a given community.
When the Hawke government came to office, there was consternation about
the spread of WMD. The Cold War kept the threat highly visible, yet in the
Asia-Pacific it is fair to say there was already a significant degree of
socialisation for the norm of the non-proliferation and non-possession of
weapons of mass destruction when applied to nuclear weapons. This was
clearly seen in the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone, which had been discussed
in the region since the 1970s. Likewise within the wider Asia-Pacific, only
France, China and the US possess nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons are
expensive, highly technical weapons to acquire, which has naturally limited
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their appeal and their spread within the region (Zakaria, Interview 2010), so
we must be cautious if not reluctant to take the lack of nuclear weapons in
the Asia-Pacific, as evidence of a lack of desire for nuclear weapons.
New Zealand in particular was strongly socialised to the norms, going so far
as to insist the US not to bring any nuclear material into its territory, even at
the cost of the alliance. The Hawke government, if it had any effect as a norm
entrepreneur, only seems to have strengthened and formalised support for
the norm in the Asia-Pacific. When it came to chemical weapons, however,
the Hawke government seized on recent breeches of a norm that had been
around in some form since World War One (Price 1997). Again there was
already strong support, but the Hawke government seems to have bridged
Hulme & Fukuda-Parr’s (2009:4) gap between norm institutionalisation and
norm implementation. This was a noticeable shift, occurring through
Australian creative and original policy making in bringing the chemical
industry on board and side-stepping long-standing conflicts in the CWC.
Hawke operated in a period of relative normative stability, in large part due
to the effect of the Cold War. His successor, Paul Keating instead operated in
a period of greater instability (with breeches by North Korea, and France),
though during the Keating government it became possible for a greater focus
on the second of this case studies two norms, the norm of the non-possession
of weapons of mass destruction.

1991-1996 The Keating Government
Winning an internal ALP leadership ballot in late 1991, Paul Keating took
over as Australian Prime Minister less than a fortnight after the dissolution of
the Soviet Union and the effective end of the Cold War. This celebrated ‘end of
history’ moment (Fukuyama 1992:xi) was seen by the new Prime Minister as
an ‘unprecedented

and possibly unrepeatable opportunity’ (Keating

2000:227). Not only could the Australian government’s non-proliferation
agenda be further advanced due to reduced international tensions and the
new desires for peace and security after so many years of war, but finally the
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non-possession and even the elimination of nuclear weapons was beginning
to be seen as a viable agenda (Hanson 1999:10, Keating 2000:227). The
initial post-Cold War period saw ‘an unprecedented level of activity in the
arms control field’ (Hanson & Ungerer 1999:5) to which the Keating
government was a keen contributor. The Keating government ‘marked the
most successful period of Australian nuclear diplomacy...as an engaging and
effective operator in non-proliferation affairs’ (Broinowski 2003:202-203).
As noted earlier, the Hawke government was significantly constrained by the
Cold War in both policy and rhetoric (Hanson 1999:2). Therefore, there was
little active effort put in by the government to reframe the way WMD was
viewed beyond an argument that Australia could and should play a role in
such important discussions (Hawke 1994:218). As Australia’s Foreign
Minister Gareth Evans (1990) argued, ‘at this turning point in history we
have a great opportunity to strengthen non-proliferation in a direct and
practical way. My government believes such a chance may not come again
and must be seized’. The Keating government laid out many ideas for change,
not only for WMD, but also for peacekeeping and reform of the UN
Pushing such ideas could be seen as one way of promoting ‘global
norms’, a notion often invoked by Australia in these years. Among
more specific activities, Australia created a role for itself as an
energetic participant in the UN Geneva negotiations on nonpossession and weapons control, having in particular a major input
into the Chemical Weapons Conventions (CWC) of 1993 (Goldsworthy
in Cotton & Ravenhill 1997:21).
The Keating government’s rhetorical strategy was built around the idea of a
new moment, seeking to describe WMD as a relic of a previous era, rather
than a current strategic tool. Gareth Evans revealed that the Keating
government tried to keep its rhetoric focused on practical grounds
always putting [government policy] in terms of advancing the
common interest and being seen as a partner to the region in just that
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rather than trying to get the region to adopt our values or western
values (Evans, Interview 2010).
This is a slightly self-serving analysis as it downplays the idealism and
radicalism of the government, particularly in the face of domestic criticism
that the Keating government was ignoring the national interest (Beeson
2001:46) and regionally that it was seeking to dictate Australian or Western
ideals to a region that was developing its own ‘Asian values’ (Jain 2007:33).
One key example of this is the shift in the mid-1990s by the Keating
government to advocate the elimination of WMD — an idea which had long
been thought of as highly idealistic or even utopian (Downer, Interview
2010).
The Keating government’s attempt at framing the two norms were limited
and their language largely restrained when compared to international
standards. The main framing exercise by the Keating government was the
1995 Canberra Commission for the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons, which
was set up ‘to make a new and clear choice to enable the world to conduct its
affairs without nuclear weapons’ (Canberra Commission 1996:1). The new
and hopeful circumstances of the international environment coincided with a
government which was keen to weave its reforms into a new national
narrative, one where international activism would take pride of place.
As Chapter 3 demonstrated, by the early 1980s Australia was already
identifiable as a state which supported non-proliferation and non-possession
of WMD norms. While much of the policy work under Keating was a
continuation of the work under Hawke, the big shift occurred in the Prime
Minister’s understanding of what norm promotion activism meant to
Australia. For Hawke, norm promotion was a role Australia could play within
the confines of the US alliance and the Cold War; it was a pragmatic policy
which aided Australia’s national interests and security. For Paul Keating,
Australia’s promotion of the norms of non-proliferation and non-possession

106 | P a g e |

of WMD was not just a role but part of a new identity for Australia as a global
actor in international affairs.
The government’s aim was ‘being and being seen to be a Good International
Citizen (GIC)’ (Goldsworthy 1994) which ‘involves an extension into our
foreign relations of the basic values of the Australian community – values
which are at the core of our sense of self’ (Evans & Grant 1995:35).
Goldsworthy describes the concept of GIC as:
..an extremely activist approach to the so-called new agenda
problems, all of which transcend state boundaries and can properly be
tackled only by multilateral collaboration. The catalogue of such
problems includes ‘unregulated population flows’, including refugee
issues; drug trafficking, terrorism, and other forms of international
crime; the spread of communicable diseases; atmospheric pollution
and other kinds of environmental degradation; racism; abuses of
human rights; and global poverty and inequality. Problems of these
kinds have always been around, but in the dark Cold War days they
were rather too often pushed down the agenda by more immediate
national and international security concerns….to tackle them is to give
further substance, arguably to the notion of promoting global norms.
(Goldsworthy in Cotton & Ravenhill 1997: 21-22)
Hanson (1999:4) writes that ‘the fundamental ethical idea that lay at the
heart of the GIC concept was the notion that states should be involved in
promoting policies within the international system which were inherently
valuable and not simply the expression of specific national economic or
security interests’. This strongly accords with the idea of moral
entrepreneurship and, at times, the Keating government’s approach to nonproliferation and especially the non-possession of WMD suggests a primarily
moral motive.
However, as Goldsworthy (in Cotton & Ravenhill 1997:22) notes and this
analysis demonstrates, there were national interest benefits to many of the
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actions taken by Australia as a promoter of norms, even if they were not the
primary motivation. The Keating government believed that the promotion of
these norms supported ‘Australia’s most obvious interest’ by avoiding the
use of WMD (Evans 1995:34). The government saw combating regional
proliferation as a ‘direst strategic interest’ (Ungerer, Interview 2010). The
new activism on Australia’s behalf was ‘an important catalyst in building a
new Australian identity’ (Reus-Smit 1995:24). As Gareth Evans has said, ‘we
were all about selling universal values certainly making an Australian
contribution to the advance of universal values in a regional context’ (Evans,
Interview 2010).
It should be noted that members of the Keating government do not label their
activities as ‘norm entrepreneurship’. When Evans was asked if the label
applied (with Evans indicating he understood the term) he argued
what we were pushing was disarmament, what we’re pushing is nonproliferation, what we’re pushing is [the] peaceful use of nuclear
energy in a way that doesn’t contribute to further proliferation. We’re
pushing policy objectives which are manifestly defensible and
desirable in their own right, not for any larger conceptual reason but
simply to enhance global security (Evans, Interview 2010).
That is, the government valued its norm promotion activity not as a good in
itself, but as a means of practical policy change. A change in non-proliferation
and non-possession norms within the Asia-Pacific would necessarily result in
changed behaviour by other countries in the region, and a change to the
security risk and threat from WMD. Yet this unwillingness to embrace the
language of norms publicly may be a deliberate choice by smaller and middle
powers. A leaked DFAT briefing from 1994 demonstrates that discussions of
norms were part of the internal Australian government’s discussion ‘the
maintenance of strong global norms against the acquisition of such weapons
is central to our interest in preventing proliferation in the [Asia-Pacific]
region’ (Cooper 2002:140). It is also notable that great powers, such as the
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US are less reticent to talk publicly about changing norms, such as the Bush
Administration’s 2003 National Strategy for Combating Terrorism which
openly claimed ‘we aim to establish a new international norm regarding
terrorism non-support, non-tolerance and active opposition to terrorists’
(Nevers 2007:53). While a great power can comfortably claim such an
objective, it would be much more sensitive and difficult for a middle power to
do so.
There is also an important domestic consideration which helps keep talk of
deliberately attempting to change norms from the public discourse of the
elite in middle powers. In a democracy, the efficacy of government action is
measured by assessing the policy outcomes rather than changing regional
attitudes (even the diffusion of the norm implies long term policy changes by
socialised states). In the case of the non-possession norms, an actual
reduction in weapons of WMD stockpiles, along with clear agreements
restricting their use or proliferation was the benchmark set by the Australian
public. Or in the case study explored in Chapter 6, the delivery of free trade
agreements and regional tariff reductions, rather than the ideological
agreement of other leaders in the region on the merits of free trade. States
acting as norm entrepreneurs may seek ideational change, but they measure
their success by the change in behaviour of socialised actors, rather than on
the extent of the socialisation of the norm. As such, we should expect (and do
find) states focusing on norm enforcement as much as they do on expanding
the socialisation of the norm.
Following a regional agreement on tackling chemical weapons and the
establishment of a South Pacific nuclear free zone, the Keating government
began to look more globally than the Hawke government to promote the nonproliferation and non-possession of WMD. Under Keating the Australian
government was ‘vigorous in its participation in the international
community’s proceedings and thinking about nuclear issues’ (Harris 2009:9).
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Just like his predecessor Bill Hayden, Foreign Minister Gareth Evans
developed a strategy for the promotion of non-proliferation and nonpossession regionally and worldwide to ‘involve itself, and be seen to be
involved, in negotiating a much stronger international nuclear safeguards
regime’ (Broinowski 2003:196-197). The government’s strategy had three
aims: an indefinite extension of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), a
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), and the completion of negotiations
for the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC). All three were achieved
(Harris 2009:9, Broinowski 2003:202) with the Australian government
playing an active and sometimes critical role in securing a positive outcome.
In the mid-1990s the Keating government was drawn into participating in an
International Court of Justice trial on the legality of WMD as an additional
legal measure to encourage the norm. However, this could also be seen as an
example of mission creep, as the Keating government went well beyond what
was possible for a middle power country, throwing resources at an unlikely
and ultimately unsuccessful push for the elimination of all WMD.
The Keating government followed a similar approach to the Hawke
government by focusing on codifying pre-existing international support for
the norm of the non-proliferation of WMD. The most significant of these in
terms of Australian contribution was the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT). Strenuously pushed by the Keating government, the CTBT was
signed in September 1996 after an additional, and similarly entrepreneurial
effort by the incoming Howard government. Australia strongly advocated for
the passage of the CTBT and ‘played an active role in negotiating the CTBT’
(Smith 2009). The Australian government saw the CTBT as a useful step in
restricting the proliferation of nuclear weapons, arguing that ‘a universally
adhered-to treaty would help inhibit the spread of nuclear weapons by
making it impossible to test nuclear explosive devices. It would also prevent
the development of new weapons and the improvement of existing ones by
nuclear-weapons states’ (Evans & Grant 1995:83). The CTBT had important
relevance to the Asia-Pacific, with both China and North Korea considering
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tests (and in the latter’s case conducting them) during the 1990s and 2000s.
Likewise, both the French and US governments had previously used the AsiaPacific as a testing area, and in the mid-1990s the French would seek a final
round of tests at Mururoa Atoll in the Pacific.
Australia deployed every available diplomatic resource to obtain an
agreement on the CTBT. The Ambassador for Disarmament, Richard Butler,
was strongly involved. DFAT departmental officials also took an active role in
the treaty as their experience and growing expertise during the Hawke years
had made Australia’s promotion of non-proliferation norms into ‘an objective
pursued for its own sake by dedicated diplomatic professionals’ (Broinowski
2003:203). Like the CWC, the Foreign Minister, Gareth Evans was also
strongly involved in the CTBT’s drafting. This was necessary given the many
diplomatic challenges which faced the passage of the CTBT, including
opposition from the US. At several points, the treaty looked in danger of
being abandoned, before being ‘eventually salvaged by creative diplomatic
footwork by Australia’ (Hanson & Ungerer 1999:5).
While the Keating government’s close identification with the promotion of
non-proliferation had created some domestic partisan tension over the
cost/benefit of Australia’s role, the later Howard government praised ‘Gareth
Evans in particular and the department [for] making a considerable
contribution to the drafting of the treaty’ (Downer, Interview 2010). Taking
office in 1996, Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer, took the creative step of
removing the draft CTBT from the UN Convention on Disarmament in Geneva
as he felt the convention was ‘never going to agree to it and introduced it
directly to the United Nations General Assembly and had it adopted by the
General Assembly’ (Downer, Interview 2010). For this, Downer rightly claims
some credit in realising the objective of the Keating government to secure
anti-testing norms as an integral part of their promotion of the norms of the
non-proliferation of WMD and the non-possession of WMD. However, as will
be shown below, while anti-testing norms had been accepted in the South
Pacific as far back as the passage of the SPNFZ in 1984, France would seek to
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test in the region in 1995 (discussed below). India in 1998 also conducted
weapons tests, while North Korea was moving towards testing a nuclear
weapon, though it would not achieve this aim until 2006.
The other big international agreement to which the Keating government
contributed to regarding the spread of the global norm of non-proliferation
and non-possession of WMD was the NPT review, where the ‘task of
obtaining a consensus statement from the periodic NPT reviews became a
standing priority for these Australian diplomats’ (Leaver & Cox 1997:193). At
the 1995 NPT review, the Keating government attempted to seek not only an
extension for five years, but also proposed a ‘definite strategy’ for achieving
an indefinite extension of the NPT (Leaver & Cox 1997:194). Evans and
Australian diplomatic and technical officials were able to play a ‘prominent
role in engineering the indefinite extension of the NPT’ (Broinowski
2003:199), ensuring that ‘a good deal of ‘‘Australian language’’ on negative
security assurances and other issues was incorporated into that text’ (Leaver
& Cox 1997:199). Like the SPNFZ, the high quality of Australia’s
organisational platform allowed a middle power a significant influence on the
language and framing of the NPT and its legal documents. The early 1990s
were a period of an ‘unprecedented level of activity in the arms control field’
(Hanson & Ungerer 1999:1) in which Australia played a significant role in
supporting and promoting.
By the mid-1990s, the Keating government was deeply unpopular with the
Australian population. Economic concerns were driving the public’s
complaints, but also a sense that the government was too focused on
international affairs and questions of Australian identity rather than
addressing domestic problems (Beeson 2001:46, Robb 2011:108). Yet the
Keating government maintained and in many ways expanded its promotion
of the norms of the non-proliferation and the non-possession of WMD. One
change this period saw was a shift towards a more unilateral approach, a
change in strategy which reaped ‘considerable benefits’ for the government
(Leaver & Cox 1997:200). First, the Keating government joined an
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international effort to test the ‘Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear
Weapons’ before the International Court of Justice (ICJ) in November 1995.
Australia’s Foreign Minister, Gareth Evans, appeared before the court on the
first day of the trial to argue that it was ‘illegal not only to use or threaten use
of nuclear weapons, but to acquire, develop, test or possess them’ (Burroughs
& Cabasso 1996:43). In Evan’s language can be seen a clear effort to reframe
the perception of nuclear weapons as illegitimate thus requiring their nonpossession if not elimination. Australia’s participation in the ICJ case was
controversial because it involved the Keating government arguing for the
illegality of nuclear weapons despite the US providing Australia nuclear
protection under the ANZUS alliance (Boyle 1995). Australia was also
criticised by other countries’ with strong non-proliferation records (such as
Canada and Brazil, though Japan and New Zealand supported Australia) on
the grounds that any ruling could harm these countries’ own defence
partnerships with the US, along with concerns about the strategy of seeking
court decisions as a means to control state behaviour. In a split decision the
court ruled that: ‘the threat or use of nuclear weapons would generally be
contrary to the rules of international law....However....the Court cannot
conclude definitively whether the threat or use of nuclear weapons would be
lawful or unlawful in an extreme circumstance of self-defence’ (ICJ 1996).
Though not a decisive result, the ICJ report provided a timely and ‘strong
moral boost to the elimination cause’ (Hanson and Ungerer 1999: 538).
Supporters of non-proliferation, such as Malaysia, have used the ICJ findings
to repeatedly present draft nuclear disarmament resolutions to the UN
General Assembly (BBC 2000). The finding of the ICJ, and Australian support
also helped the Keating government as it grappled with the growing public
concerns after a French announcement that it would seek to conduct a series
of eight nuclear tests at Mururoa Atoll in French Polynesia. For the Keating
government, this was ‘shattering’ news (Keating 2000:221). The initial
reaction of the public in the Asia-Pacific was furious and soon led to
significant protests and even violence, with the burning down of the French
consulate in Perth (AFP 1995). Despite Australia’s record, and organisational
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platform, when it came to a great power wanting to using nuclear weapons in
the Asia-Pacific region, if only for testing purposes, Australia had ‘decidedly
limited options’ as a middle power (Keating 2000:222).
The Southeast Asian subregion and especially the South Pacific is especially
susceptible to interference by the several great powers with claims to
geographic territory in the region (such as Mururoa Atoll or American
Samoa). No one great power claims the region as a direct sphere of influence
in such a way as to discourage activity by other great powers. This situation
left it to middle powers such as Australia to try and respond to France’s
actions. Despite a decade of non-proliferation activism, Australia had only
‘symbolic and ineffectual’ diplomatic steps available, much to the
government’s frustration (Broinowski 2003:205). The Prime Minister was all
too aware of the limitations he faced when confronting a major power state
like France, wondering ‘how did we have any chance of dissuading him
[Chirac]. How, and with what leverage?’ (Keating 2000:222). The same
‘widespread [Australian] public perception that nuclear weapons were no
longer appropriate to the post-Cold War environment’ (Hanson and Ungerer
1999:7) that had supported the Keating governments efforts against WMD
now meant that anything short of stopping the tests would lead to the
Australian government’s response being described as too slow and meek. The
Australian government co-ordinated its actions with the region via the South
Pacific Forum (Keating 2000:223) and assumed regional leadership of the
campaign against the French nuclear tests (The Australian, 25 October 1995).
The Australian government sent a parliamentary delegation to France and
Europe, launched a public information campaign and privately offered
support to regional countries and international NGOs which protested
against the French tests.
Keating was not prepared to leverage Australia’s trade relationship with
France, which included agricultural and uranium sales (IPRS 1995), nor was
he willing to use the Australian military to block or even ‘symbolically’
protest the tests (Keating 2000:225). Yet Australian pressure, along with the
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region-wide protests (and condemnation from other great powers such as
the US) led the French to reduce the number of tests, and with offering
guarantees to sign the CTBT and the SPNZ once they had finished the tests
(Leaver & Cox 1997:200). Despite these concessions, the announcement of
the tests in June 1995 was a bitter experience for the Australian government
which served to spur a final unilateral effort to promote the norm of nonproliferation and non-possession of weapons of mass destruction, launching
‘arguably the principal state-sponsored contribution to the idea of nuclear
weapon elimination’ (Hanson & Ungerer 2001:124) – the Canberra
Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons.
The outraged South Pacific response to the intended French nuclear tests was
the ‘catalyst’ (Hanson & Ungerer 1999:7) for the Australian government’s
most explicit example of norm entrepreneurship for non-proliferation and
non-possession, the Canberra Commission. Unlike the focus on norm
enforcement which had dominated the Australian government’s activity in
1983 (such as seeking the completion of legal treaties), the Canberra
Commission was an exercise in norm building and persuasion. Keating
believed that the
most useful thing Australia could do was to try to shape the
international debate more actively. Anti-nuclear groups had written
many reports....but, until that time no government of Australia’s
standing had ever put its name behind a report committed to their
elimination (Keating 2000:230).
The explicit aim of the Canberra Commission was to frame the issue of nonpossession of WMD as a viable option, even for great powers and persuade
other governments. Inviting a range of senior statesmen and women from
around the world to meet and form a panel, Australia’s Foreign Minister
Gareth Evans tasked the commission to:
make the case, if it can be made, as to why the world should now
strive for the absolute elimination of nuclear weapons; it is to make
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the case, if it can be made, as to how such elimination might be
achieved in practice; and it is to articulate these cases, assuming they
can be made, in such clear and compelling terms that governments
around the world will be persuaded to make the necessary
commitment and take the necessary action. (Evans 1995)
In the area of non-proliferation, the Canberra Commission was the most
explicit attempt at norm entrepreneurship by the Australian government
from 1983-2010. Hanson (1999:17) commented that the Canberra
Commission was most notable for its innovation and creativity in approach
it involved seizing the initiative and devising a previously untried
method of exerting diplomatic influence...the method chosen to
promote the elimination of nuclear weapons represented a unique
form of disarmament diplomacy. The commissions of a group of
experts signalled a novel move.
While government’s regularly commission reports, the Keating government
was explicitly tying its prestige and fortunes to the report. The Canberra
Commission represented the culmination and perhaps the ‘key initiative’
(Hanson & Ungerer 1999:5) of the Labor government’s non-proliferation and
non-possession efforts. It was also launched at a time designed to aid the
negotiation of the CTBT and NPT (Stewart 1995). In his opening speech to
the inaugural meeting of the Canberra Commission, Prime Minister Keating
proudly noted that ‘Many ideas for a nuclear weapons-free world are on the
table, but there has never before been a government sponsored exercise to
develop a comprehensive and practical approach to the problem’ (Keating
1996). What also drew attention was the composition of the panel. Among
the seventeen members were former prime ministers (Michel Rocard of
France), academics, Nobel Prize winners (Joseph Rotblat), ambassadors, and
military and civil leaders including General Lee Butler, former Commander in
Chief of the US Strategic Air Command and Robert McNamara the former US
Secretary for Defence. The Keating government’s appointment of a panel
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filled with high profile panel members, and one tipped towards those with
links to the elite levels of the US government was deliberate. It was also a
difficult and extended persuasive effort to obtain the participation of the
right people (Evans, Interview 2010). The Keating government recognised
that ‘if the Report was to have any impact at all, it first would need to be
incorporated positively into the arms control and non-possession debates in
Washington’ (Hanson & Ungerer 1999:10).
The expert report drew on many of the lessons learnt from Australia’s
previous norm entrepreneurship, such as utilising technical experts,
coalition-building, and a focus on developing pragmatic step-by-step policy
options. The Canberra Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
also revealed a shift in the norms pursued by the Keating government. While
non-proliferation and non-possession were still the norms which the
government was aiming to promote, the concept of expanding the norm of
non-possession into one of total elimination of WMD started to creep onto
the government’s agenda. This represented an instance of over-reach given
the significant challenge of socialising the norm of elimination worldwide.
The Canberra Commission stated in its findings that ‘nuclear weapons pose
an intolerable threat to all humanity and its habitat…the opportunity now
exists, perhaps without precedent or recurrence, to make a new and clear
choice’ (Canberra Commission 1996:1). The commission provided three main
recommendations for the government. First was a cut-off convention on the
development of new nuclear weapons. Second was a ‘no-first use’ of nuclear
weapons agreement. This would relegate such weapons to a purely defensive
purpose if adopted. Finally, the commission strongly supported expanding
nuclear weapons free zones such as the SPNFZ. The report also included
recommendations such as the removal of warheads from nuclear delivery
vehicles, ending the role of non-strategic nuclear weapons, an end to testing
in line with the CTBT, and a new round of negotiations between the US and
Russia to reduce their arsenals (Keating 2000:223).
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The response to the Canberra Commission was initially very positive. As
Slagter (2004:21-22) notes ‘its creation was well-known, its experts were
well respected, and its report was widely read’. At the September 1996
United Nations session in New York, the Indonesian delegation suggested
that the Canberra Commission ‘could form the basis of negotiations for the
complete elimination of nuclear weapons’ and the US identified the report as
‘defining the path ahead for nuclear non-possession’ (Hanson & Ungerer
1999:6). When the newly elected Howard government was hesitant in its
promotion of the report, other countries such as Austria, Sweden and Brazil
sought to endorse and advocate in its place. Hanson and Ungerer (1999:1112) write that ‘for one brief moment it appeared as though the views of both
the nuclear weapon states and the non-nuclear weapon states had converged’
around the Canberra Commission. Though there are hundreds of reports on
non-proliferation and non-possession, the Canberra Commission was for its
time the only example of a government-led report and a notable
entrepreneurial initiative (Keating 2000:230). The Canberra Commission
was ‘a non-traditional and innovative exercise’ (Hanson & Ungerer 1999:7)
for a middle power to undertake. It remains a stand out example of a middle
power devoting resources and creative diplomacy towards framing a norm
and developing public strategies for its promotion and socialisation.
Though popular with some domestic and international audiences, the Keating
government did face significant criticism for its actions. The Australian
Liberal Party described the Canberra Commission as a ‘stunt’ that wasted
time and resources (Keating 2000:234).However, as Finnemore and Sikkink
(1998:898) note, norm entrepreneurs must display a willingness to suffer the
disapproval of others for their efforts to challenge and change previously
accepted norms. The shift to discuss the non-possession of nuclear weapons
came under sustained criticism. Foreign Minister Alexander Downer
(Interview 2010) has noted fourteen years later that
...nuclear weapons still exist in spite of the Canberra Commission and
Rudd Commission, I’m a bit sceptical about what they can ever
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achieve. They’re good domestic politics, it makes you look as though
you’re here in Australia going to rid the world of nuclear weapons if
you believe that, then clearly you’d believe anything.
The Liberal party also had concerns about the Keating government’s
emphasis on multilateralism which Leaver and Cox (1997:200) agree
hindered the strategy of the Hawke and Keating governments to promote the
norms of non-proliferation and non-possession of WMD. Multilateralism was
seen as too focused on ideational issues, forgetting that ‘a modicum of
bilateral pressure sometimes works wonders’ (Leaver & Cox 1997:201).
Commentators have also questioned the assumptions that led to the Keating
government investing so much time and effort into the promotion of norms,
wondering if the emphasis placed on entrepreneurial skill by the government
could make up for the lack of material clout of middle powers. Leaver
(1997:167) has argued that ‘the instruments which have historically been
tasked with prosecuting Australian policies regarding the spread of nuclear
capability have often been little more than exercises in wishful thinking’. The
Keating government’s choice to continue the Hawke government’s attempted
norm entrepreneurship while within the confines of the US alliance was also
a regular object of criticism (Boyle 1995). As Medcalf argued before the Joint
Standing Committee on Treaties Inquiry into Nuclear Non-Proliferation and
Non-possession issues, ‘it is well and good for a country such as Australia to
browbeat others about nuclear non-possession, but we do not live in as
dangerous a neighbourhood as most of these countries. However, we feel the
need for an American nuclear umbrella. It is a challenge for our credibility on
this issue’ (JSCT 2009:17). Former Foreign Minister Gareth Evans has
previously argued that when Australia is promoting issues internationally
‘the asset that matters most is credibility’ (Evans & Grant 1995:37). He
rejects Medcalf’s argument that our connection to the US damages Australian
credibility
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The fact that we are a beneficiary as an ally of the US of the nuclear
umbrella ....is not a credibility denter...European countries are all
beneficiaries of the US under the NATO umbrella, and Japan is still
highly respected as a nuclear campaigner....despite the fact that that
it’s a beneficiary....Australia has plenty of other credibility on the
nuclear issue because of our general non-possession record and also
the fact that as the world’s biggest uranium resource there are some
obligations and responsibilities that flow from that....[In] all the
conversations I’ve had on this around the world, I’ve never had
anyone question our credentials on that basis, never. (Evans,
Interview 2010).
Evans is right that many nations with excellent non-proliferation records also
enjoy some security provided by the US and, indirectly, by its nuclear
capacity. However, Medcalf’s concerns are a common and reasonable
objection which affects Australia’s credibility, even if no one was willing to
raise it directly with Evans. The Keating government’s successors, the
Howard government, strongly rejected any criticism of the ANZUS alliance,
arguing that Australia’s closeness to the US superpower was not a hindrance
on Australia’s credibility, but was one of the key sources of it. If Howard and
his Foreign Minister Downer had a major criticism of the norm-building
efforts of the Hawke and Keating governments – beyond scepticism at some
of the more idealistic actions – it was the friction such activism brought to the
alliance with the US. The incoming Howard government made its main
foreign policy objective a stronger alliance with the US, placing nonproliferation as a secondary objective.
This is an opportune time to return to Legro’s (1997:34-35) test for the
norm’s robustness. Despite the setback of the French nuclear tests, 1996 was
a markedly different environment for the norm of the non-proliferation of
WMD and the norm of the non-possession of weapons of mass destruction.
The Keating government’s initiatives such as the Canberra Commission were
‘a recognition of the strengthening taboo against and increasing scepticism
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over the utility of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction....[a]
recognition of a growing consensus on the unacceptability and even illegality
of nuclear weapons’ (Hanson 1999:16). Since 1983, the norm of nonproliferation and non-possession had moved from being a malleable rule of
the Cold War powers, to gain a high degree of specificity and concordance.
That is, non-proliferation was increasingly an established legal principle,
with highly technical, but publicly available rules for the movement and use
of nuclear, chemical and biological material, through institutions such as the
International Atomic Energy Agency and the Chemical Weapons Convention
and Australia group.
The durability of the norm — which goes to ‘how long the rules have been in
effect and how they weather challenges to their prohibitions [and whether]
violators or violations [are] penalized’ (Legro 1997:34-35) — was however,
still lacking. France was able to test nuclear weapons with little practical cost.
In coming years, India carried out nuclear tests, and Pakistan and North
Korea completed their plans for developing nuclear weapons (along with
testing them). Meanwhile, there was little serious pressure on already
established nuclear powers such as the US, China and Russia to move
towards the non-possession of weapons of mass destruction. The mid-1990s
saw China embrace a range of multilateral non-proliferation causes in
Northeast Asia. It agreed to the CTBT, cooperated in seeking a peaceful
resolution to North Korea’s nuclear threats and sought arms control
measures as a means of encouraging regional stability. However, Australia
made little effort to promote the norm of non-proliferation — and even less
so the norm of non-possession — in China and analysts believe China’s
moves were not evidence of a conversion to ‘supranational values’ but
instead part of a ‘strategy designed to advance national interests…by
reassuring those who might otherwise collaborate against a putative China
threat’ (Goldstein 2003:73). China’s behaviour, therefore, shows both the
weakness of the norm of non-proliferation in failing to socialise the rising
power, but also indicates some the norm’s strength. Namely that, supporting
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the norm of non-proliferation was increasingly seen during the mid-1990s as
part of the appropriate set of behaviours for a country wishing to be seen as a
responsible, non-threatening power within the Asia-Pacific (Goldstein
2003:73). Therefore, by 1996 the Asia-Pacific, especially in the broader
Pacific and Southeast Asia subregions, could be said to have clearly
established the norms of the non-proliferation and the non-possession of
weapons of mass destruction. While violations went unpunished, they were
rare and the actions were well publicised and condemned. The Australian
government’s role in the increasing robustness of the norm of the nonproliferation and non-possession of weapons of mass destruction is,
however, much harder to identify.
Under Bob Hawke (1983-1991) and Paul Keating (1991-1996), the
Australian government had helped to implement a South Pacific Nuclear Free
Zone, worked with industry and globally to limit the accessibility of chemical
weapons via the Chemical Weapons Commission, helped to extend the Non
Proliferation Treaty, created the Canberra Commission and undertook
significant work with the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty that was nearing
completion. Yet, with the Cold War over, the US was now a committed
advocate for non-proliferation, and each of Australia’s successes required
either US support, or endorsement. The US provided the muscle and material
threats which helped constrain national governments which attempted to
engage in proliferation. The end of the Cold War also created a ‘peace
dividend’ by removing much of the attractiveness or demand for weapons of
mass destruction, particularly nuclear ones. In the face of these worldchanging trends, any suggestion of Australian impact must be downplayed
and

treated

with

great

caution.

As

an

advocate,

Australia

was

entrepreneurial, but also active at an opportune time, with much of the
region moving in the same direction. Any Australian impact, other than the
specific treaties and legal shifts that have been highlighted, was otherwise
lost in the noise. Importantly, as well, while the national governments of the
Southeast Asia and the broader Pacific subregions of the Asia-Pacific were
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increasingly signing up to specific and durable agreements for nonproliferation, there were notable elements of their domestic population who
saw in weapons of mass destruction the ability for non-state actors to have a
global role. Challenging this threat, especially from terrorist and smuggling
groups would be the great proliferation challenge facing the Howard
government.

1996-2007 The Howard Government
The Howard government represents a step away from the activism that
motivated the Hawke and Keating government’s promotion of nonproliferation and non-possession norms. From 1996 until 2001, the Howard
government continued to support the norms of the non-proliferation and
non-possession of WMD, albeit with a significant shift in tone rather than in
aim (O’Neil 2008:83). The Howard government implemented and supported
initiatives related to non-proliferation that were in progress, such as the
CTBT negotiations, but sought to downplay ‘the promotion of non-possession
as a “practical” goal of Australia’s foreign policy’ (Clarke 2007:583). After the
2001 terrorist attacks in the US, the Howard government re-discovered an
activism for addressing the proliferation of WMD, at least towards non-state
actors, along with developing a new strategy which would move away from
the emphasis on multilateral approaches that had guided much of the Hawke
and Keating governments work, most clearly seen with the Howard
government’s support for the US led Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI).
Upon taking office, the Howard government described its foreign policy as ‘in
the national interest’ and ‘practical’ (Makinda 2003). This was an attempt to
differentiate its approach from the Keating government but also enabled it to
downgrade the promotion of the norm of non-possession, and any talk of
eliminating WMD worldwide. According to Clarke (2007:583), this meant
that while the Howard government showed significant ‘continuity with its
predecessor’s approach to non-proliferation’ there was ‘...also a clear
disjuncture...regarding the issue of nuclear disarmament’ (Clarke 2007:583).
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The Howard government saw non-proliferation as a practical and
worthwhile objective, but non-possession was unrealistic, if not impossible
(Downer, Interview 2010). As such, the Howard government moved away
from policies which advocated the norm of non-possession, while it
continued to endorse the non-proliferation policies of their predecessor. This
was clearly demonstrated by the way the Howard government handled the
Canberra Commission report. Upon taking office, Foreign Minister Downer
sent fresh instructions to the commission ‘to come up with “practical and
realistic findings”’ (Broinowski 2003:208), in line with the government’s own
conception of its foreign policy approach. Though Downer was privately
sceptical of any benefits of commissions (Downer, Interview 2010), the
Foreign Minister publicly welcomed the release of the report, saying he was
‘delighted’ by its release and saw the report as a way to ‘develop imaginative
new ways of guiding the world into the next century’ (Downer 1996b). The
Howard government, however, did not ‘show any enthusiasm in seeking
follow up’ (Harris 2009:9) and did not attempt to have the Canberra
Commission report formally adopted by the United Nations General
Assembly.

Critics

have

charged

that

the

report

suffered

‘virtual

abandonment’ (Hanson & Ungerer 1999:6) by the Howard government.
Slagter (2004:22) claimed that this was a critical failure by the Australian
government: ‘just when the real process of norm cascades could begin a
powerful middle power dropped the issue.’ As noted above, it is not accurate
to describe the mid-1990s as a period of impending norm cascade, but
certainly the Canberra Commission showed signs of providing a spur to the
spread of the norms of non-proliferation and especially non-possession of
WMD in the wider Asia-Pacific.
Downer disputes the mainstream interpretation of abandonment, putting the
blame on the report itself rather than on his government. He said ‘we didn’t
bury it, we let them produce their report and we distributed it far and wide
around the foreign ministries and foreign ministers of the world and made a
couple of speeches about it’ (Downer, Interview 2010). In the end, the

124 | P a g e |

Canberra Commission report ‘sank without trace’ losing any generated
momentum (JSCT 2009:7). According to Ungerer (Interview 2010), the
Howard government’s view was that ‘these sort of commissions do nothing.
That they are a waste of time, energy and resources’. Downer explained his
view that
the Canberra Commission helped to give a little bit more momentum
to the [norm of non-proliferation of WMD], a little bit, may have made
a very minor contribution to helping build the relative consensus to
the CTBT...I don’t think it particularly does us any good. I mean how
would you define whether it’s in our national interests. Whether
somehow in the world, this is some kind of brilliant exercise of soft
power, building some sort of profile of good will towards Australia...I’d
be pretty sceptical about that (Interview 2010).
The view of the Labor Party and Gareth Evans, however, was that while such
scepticism is understandable, long range efforts need to be undertaken by
governments ‘If anything is to happen it will only be because governments
want it to happen, and governments need ideas and blueprints and
stimulation and persuasion if they are to act. Political will does not spring
from a vacuum: it needs cultivation and stimulation by the force of ideas’
(Evans 1995). Evans (Interview 2010) has further argued that in this
particular case the Canberra Commission was successful and achieved its
objectives: ‘that core message of the Canberra Commission I think did have a
huge impact.... but it’s extraordinary how much resonance that report
continues to have, I’m very pleasantly surprised as I go around the world’.
The Howard government was willing to give much stronger diplomatic
support to finalising a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). After his
appointment as Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer took ’over Evan’s
lobbying efforts with enthusiasm’, using the same underlying strategy of the
Keating government (Broinowski 2003:202). Downer played a critical role by
taking the innovative step of removing the CTBT treaty from the Conference
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on Disarmament and putting it before the United Nations General Assembly
where it was adopted. However, the signatures of several countries are still
needed to fully ratify the CTBT, and negotiations continue to this day.
Downer saw the CTBT as ‘a useful way of supporting the non-proliferation
regime because...while I’m very sceptical about nuclear weapon states
abandoning their nuclear weapons I know they’re not going to, nuclear nonproliferation is...a very valuable cause to support and that was a step in
support of nuclear non-proliferation’ (Downer, Interview 2010). The Howard
government continued to support the CTBT during its term in office, and by
2009 had built 16 of the 20 facilities for the CTBT’s monitoring scheme, along
with building and running a monitoring station in Papua New Guinea (JSCT
2009:25). Australia now hosts the third largest number of facilities in the
CTBT’s international monitoring system. In 2009, Australian CTBT stations
helped to detect tests in North Korea, demonstrating both the regional
benefits of the treaty (Smith 2009), and the deficits, as detection of tests was
proof that efforts to contain ‘rogue’ regimes such as North Korea were failing.
The Howard government regarded the Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) as the
‘primary instrument of Australia’s non-proliferation strategy’ (O’Neil
2008:83) along with related agreements such as the Additional Protocol of
the IAEA, which Australia was the first country in the world to sign and ratify
(Smith 2009). The Additional Protocol enabled the IAEA to ‘establish the
technical capabilities and legal authority necessary for the detection of
undeclared nuclear material and activities’. DFAT’s Australian Safeguards
and Non-Proliferation Office considers the Additional Protocol to represent
‘the contemporary verification standard for NPT non-nuclear weapon states’
and maintains that the ‘universalisation of the Additional Protocol is a key
Australian non-proliferation policy objective’ (JSCT 2009:68). The Howard
government also added the requirement in 2005 that all states which buy
uranium from Australia must have signed the IAEA’s Additional Protocol
(JSCT 2009:69), further linking the sale of uranium with the non-proliferation
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cause, and demonstrating the Howard government’s recognition of the
potential of strategic resource diplomacy.
During the late 1990s, the times may have suited John Howard, but they
didn’t suit the cause of non-proliferation. US President Bill Clinton was
increasingly focused on domestic concerns, reducing the time, support and
willingness of Washington to support a non-proliferation agenda (Hanson &
Ungerer 1999:15). Within the Asia-Pacific, there were also setbacks during
the 1996-2001 period, with the French carrying out six nuclear tests in the
region, along with tests by both India and Pakistan. While the Howard
government had pursued closer relations with India, it described the tests as
being in contravention to the NPT, ‘outrageous acts’, and withdrew the
Australian High Commissioner from New Delhi, imposing sanctions on India
(and later on Pakistan). Australia’s response was notably stronger than the
USA, leading to a severing of military ties between Australia and India and a
notable ‘chill’ in the relationship (Mayer & Jain 2010:139). Yet, while facing a
series of setbacks to the non-proliferation and non-possession agenda, the
Howard government was beginning to develop a more comprehensive
approach to one of the strongest diplomatic assets it had: uranium.
One of the major resources which Australia has to aid its promotion of a nonproliferation norm for WMD is its possession of the largest uranium deposits
in the world (DFAT 1987:10; Floyd, Interview 2011). Australia is thought to
have between 25 percent (Harris 2009:2) and 39 percent of the world’s
available resources (Lever & Ungerer 2010:31). This share is by far the
largest in the world, followed by Canada holding around 15 percent and
Kazakhstan with 13 percent. This resource means that Australia is ‘uniquely
placed to press for the universal implementation of the Additional Protocol
and related safeguard measures’ (JSCT 2009:69-70). The Hawke and Keating
governments recognised the importance of uranium for Australia’s nonproliferation advocacy (Evans & Grant 1995:344) but they faced significant
restrictions. First, the ALP as a party was divided (if not opposed) to the idea
of uranium mining, forcing a compromise permitting only three mines;
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second, though Australia has the world’s largest share of uranium, it is far
from the only available source making direct threats unviable. Even when
France conducted nuclear tests in Australia’s neighbourhood in 1995, the
Keating government refused to consider banning sales of uranium to France
(Keating 2000:225). However, the Hawke and Keating governments were
able to utilise the approach established by the 1976 Ranger report — as
discussed in Chapter 3 — by insisting that countries who purchased
Australian uranium demonstrate high levels of safeguards, often in advance
of the global norm under the IAEA.
When the Howard government came to office it, too, followed Leaver’s
(1997:178) dictum that ‘Australian governments have been overwhelmingly
fixated upon the economic, rather than the political, pay-offs that stem from
the control of reserves [of uranium]’. Howard was much more concerned
with the economic potential from uranium (unrestrained by his party unlike
Hawke and Keating) than with using Australia’s uranium resources as an
entrepreneurial asset for the promotion of the norms of non-proliferation
and non-possession of weapons of mass destruction. Uranium has been an
important, but only indirect asset in Australia’s promotion of norms. Gareth
Evans (Interview 2010) suggested that Australia ought to increase its sales of
uranium in order to have a greater say over non-proliferation safeguards,
such as moving to a whole-of-life-cycle processing as the Whitlam
government sought in 1974. Others, such as former head of the Department
of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Stuart Harris (Interview 2010), have noted that
new technology including sea water extraction of uranium may mean that the
strategic worth of Australia’s uranium mines will diminish. Despite these
debates, Australia’s uranium supply stands as a potentially major strategic
resource for a middle power which is promoting the norms of the nonproliferation and the non-possession. However, it is one that has been largely
ignored by both the ALP and the Coalition during the period 1983-2010.
In the face of regional and global setbacks and the Howard government’s
desire for less public activism, the Australian government from 1996 to 2001
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‘reoriented its priorities away’ (Smith 2009) from non-proliferation and
almost entirely dropped support for non-possession norms. Former Prime
Minister Keating has described the Howard government’s actions as ‘drifting’
(Keating 2000:240). Several contributors to the 2009 Joint Standing
Committee on Treaties inquiry into Australia and Non-Proliferation and Nonpossession argued that the Howard government’s budget cuts to DFAT had
caused a significant reduction in the department’s expertise in arms control,
and both diplomatic and policy development in general (JSCT 2009:170-171).
The Howard government also oversaw an overall reduction in the level of
Australians with technical skills related to nuclear research and safeguards,
especially at the entry level (Broinowski 2003:243), which started to create a
‘gap’ in Australia’s nuclear expertise (Harris, Interview 2010).
While the Howard government was able to identify the potential for resource
diplomacy as an additional aspect to Australia’s organisational platform
(even if not pursuing it), the government allowed the existing infrastructure
at the DFAT to wither. DFAT saw overall staff numbers decline by 20 percent
over the term of the Howard government, along with leaving Australia with
one of the smallest levels of overseas missions in the OECD (Lowy Institute
2009:24). The Howard government’s cuts were denounced as ‘savage’
leaving the department ‘dangerously’ underfunded according to the former
departmental secretaries Phillip Flood and Richard Woolcott (Maley 2008).
This was an unusual action to run down a successful and effective
organisational

platform,

but

reflected

the

Howard

government’s

disinclination for taking initiative in foreign affairs in general. This was
especially true for the norm of non-proliferation and their rejection of
promoting the norm of non-possession of WMD. In the period 1996-2001,
while the Howard government made some useful contributions, notably
aiding the passage of the CTBT, they do not meet Finnemore & Sikkink’s
(1998) test for norm entrepreneurship.
On the morning of 11 September 2001 (9/11), the terrorist group Al Qaeda
hijacked four planes over American skies, flying two into the World Trade
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Center in New York, one into the Pentagon in Washington D.C, with the final
one crashing in a field in Pennsylvania. The attacks on US soil served to
‘trigger’ significant changes in Australian and American defence and foreign
policy, and ‘reinforce[d] a number of tendencies’ within both the Howard and
Bush administrations (Clarke 2007:589-591). Launching the ‘War on Terror’,
the Bush administration withdraw from the ABM treaty, increased research
and development of ‘tactical nukes’ for use on the battlefield and accelerated
the testing and deployment of a missile defence capability (a counterproliferation strategy as opposed to a non-proliferation approach).
Meanwhile, the Howard government sought to strengthen the alliance with
the US developing ‘a band-wagoning or hedging strategy’ which attempted to
straddle ‘between the exemplary pull of the Bush administration’s approach
(particularly within the sphere of counter-proliferation) and the residual
force of Australia’s “traditional” approach’ (Clarke 2007:598) to nonproliferation.
The 9/11 attacks would lead to a rethink of a number of policies by the
Howard government, as seen in relation to weapons of mass destruction in
this chapter, and irregular migration as detailed in Chapter 5. The October
2002 terrorist attack against foreigners (including primarily Australians) in
Bali, Indonesia reinforced the Howard governments concerns. These two
attacks and a renewed focus on the threat from non-state actors led the
Howard government to develop a new activism for preventing the
proliferation of WMD, focused primarily on Southeast Asia. This included reframing the issue of non-proliferation to include threats posed by non-state
actors. Prime Minister Howard argued that
We now understand, after the events in Bali and those of 11
September 2001, that...there is a new dimension to international
relations and we cannot ignore it…we understand the danger of
leaving threats unaddressed (Howard 2003b).
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Framing non-proliferation as a security rather than a diplomatic challenge,
the Howard government invested significantly in the defence, intelligence
and police sectors, particularly in those areas which operated within the
Asia-Pacific region. Unlike DFAT, the Australian Federal Police, Australian
Security Intelligence Organisation (ASIO) and the Office of National
Assessment (ONA) experienced increases in staff numbers by 151 percent,
139 percent and 75 percent, respectively, from 1996-2008, with the vast bulk
of the increase coming after 2002 (Lowy Institute 2009:24-25). While 9/11
and the Bali attacks showed significant risks of conventional attacks by nonstate actors, the ‘greatest fear has always been that these weapons [WMD]
will find their way into the hands of terrorists’ (Howard 2003c). As such, the
many budgetary increases to combat terrorism, also included measures to
focus on non-proliferation, providing a substantial contribution to Australia’s
organisational platform.
The Howard government also drew on a successful strategy it had developed
to address people smuggling (see Chapter 5) to create a counter-terrorism
version of the Bali Process in early 2003. This forum, with its deference to
regional norms and concerns — such as letting regional countries appear to
take the lead while Australia did the behind the scenes drafting and
diplomatic tasks (Downer, Interview 2010) — proved a significant initiative
for building elite level norm acceptance and co-operation. In 2005, the
Howard government signed the Nuclear Terrorism Convention and in May
2007 hosted the Asia-Pacific Seminar on Combating Nuclear Terrorism.
Ideologically, and in response to the events of 9/11, the Howard government
had much ‘greater sympathy...for more coercive counter-proliferation
measures of the type advocated by the Bush Administration’ (O’Neil
2008:78). Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer argued there was a need for
the international community to ‘be open to new methods and new thinking.
The non-proliferation agenda is too important to be bound down by rigid
dogma’ (Clarke 2007:592). While the NPT and multilateral system would
remain important for the Howard government, it was willing to join lesser
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initiatives such as the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership, which promoted
nuclear energy as part of an effort to reduce nuclear proliferation (Harris
2009:12) but existed outside the multilateral NPT framework. Of more
importance was the PSI, launched by the Bush Administration in 2003, after
private discussions with the Howard government. The Australian
government was keen to embrace the new approach offered by the PSI —
low institutionalisation, high independence — and quickly began a ‘sustained
regional diplomatic campaign promoting [the] PSI’ (Cooper 2011:328). As a
US Defense Department official told Cooper (2011:328), ‘they [the
Australians] did a lot of mentoring, a lot of handholding’.
One highly controversial aspect of the Howard government’s nonproliferation agenda was the invasion of Iraq in 2003. While Australia’s
participation was largely the product of alliance pressures from the US, the
Howard government, like the Bush administration, made Iraq’s presumed
WMD and the risk of their proliferation to terrorist groups, the central
justification for its actions. On the eve of the invasion, Prime Minister Howard
told the Australian public ‘if terrorists ever get their hands on weapons of
mass destruction...that, more than anything else, is the reason why we have
taken the stance we have and it’s the reason why we believe that Iraq should
be effectively and comprehensively disarmed’ (Clarke 2007:592). This
activist stance was at odds with the Howard government’s largely passive
approaches to non-proliferation and non-possession. Controversy over the
invasion of Iraq, along with a sense that the Howard government had started
to run out of ideas and energy by the second half of the decade, led voters to
seek an alternative. Consequently, in 2007 voters replaced Howard’s
Coalition government with a new Labor government that comprised a Prime
Minister who was a former diplomat and ‘anxious to refurnish the nuclear
non-possession and non-proliferation credentials’ of the Australian
government (McDonald 2010). Nonetheless, a full assessment of the Howard
government’s term, shows reasonable improvements in the norm of the non-
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proliferation and non-possession of WMD, despite the government’s low-key
and cautious approach.
During the course of the past two decades, there were a few notable setbacks for the norm of the non-proliferation and norm of non-possession of
WMD, with North Korea achieving a nuclear capability by 2006. There also
were claims about Myanmar seeking nuclear WMD, though these were
strongly debated (Selth 2007). Whatever momentum there was for the norm
of the non-possession of WMD as had been created by the Keating
government soon dissipated after Howard’s election, though as noted above,
if it was a real missed opportunity or not is debatable. However, aided by the
fear of non-state actors seeking WMD, there was a significant strengthening
and adoption of the norm of non-proliferation in Southeast Asia and, to a
lesser extent in the South Pacific, as countries moved to defend themselves
from the perceived nuclear threat. By taking the issue from one of state
sovereignty and conflict between elite groups, to one of transnational risks
towards the state elite members, the threat of terrorism was instrumental in
improving the willingness of states to adhere to the norms of the nonproliferation and the non-possession of WMD. This reassurance, after a
dispiriting decade following the end of the Cold War, was used by the Rudd
government to launch a bold new effort for the promotion of the norm.

2007-2010 The Rudd Government
Like its predecessors, the Rudd government accepted that the promotion and
codification of norms of non-proliferation of WMD was ‘firmly grounded in
Australia’s security interests’ (Smith 2009). The Rudd government selfidentified Australia as a middle power, and saw itself ‘in keeping with the
Labor tradition of activism on non-possession and non-proliferation’(Smith
2009). This activism included creating the International Commission on
Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament (ICNND), and returning
Australian

diplomatic

energy

to

the

multilateral

non-proliferation

framework. In a submission to a parliamentary enquiry on Australia’s non-
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proliferation activities (created by the government to help guide its policy
development), the Rudd government asserted its ‘very strong commitment to
nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear non-possession and to the ultimate
objective of a nuclear free world’ (JSCT 2009:8). The government, DFAT and
ASNO provided a joint submission identifying eight specific objectives that
would be pursued by the Rudd government to strengthen and expand the
norm of non-proliferation and non-possession of WMD. These included
supporting the final ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty, strengthening the IAEA, universalisation of the Additional Protocol
and measures to deal with states that withdraw from the NPT (JSCT 2009:8).
The main achievement of the Rudd in these contexts government was the
creation of the ICNND with a two-year mandate to ‘reinvigorate global debate
on the need to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons; advance the
goal of nuclear non-possession; and strengthen the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)’ (JSCT 2009:xxvi). The ICNND was an
eight million dollar effort (US Embassy Canberra 2008) to develop strategic
proposals for both Australia, Japan and international governments to
contribute to non-proliferation and non-possession, as well as a framing
exercise to seek ‘global consensus’ (JSCT 2009:xxvi). In the words of co-chair
Gareth Evans, the committee ‘place[d] an almost equal emphasis on advocacy
as on analysis and the production of the written record...we are going...to be
quite active moving around the world and selling it. That is what the
Australian government certainly is committed to supporting’ (JSCT 2009a:3).
This additional mandate for ‘advocacy’ seems to have been a direct response
to the stillbirth of the Canberra Commission Report.
While the ICNND was a bilateral initiative with Japan, the Rudd government
sought to shift the bulk of Australia’s non-proliferation and non-possession
efforts back towards the multilateral system. It cancelled a deal to sell
uranium to India on the grounds that such a deal would be outside the NPT
framework, causing a rift in the Australia-India relationship (Mayer & Jain
2010:140). The Rudd government was not squeamish about selling uranium
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given its discussions with China, and it was no longer bound by internal ALP
policy limiting the number of new mines (Harris 2009:4). Instead, it
prioritised the multilateral system around the NPT above some bilateral
relationships, despite a growing concern by commentators at the time that
‘the NPT regime can no longer bear the weight of the global non-proliferation
norm by itself’ (Leaver & Ungerer 2010:32).
There seems to have been a clear meeting of the minds between Rudd and US
President Barack Obama, elected in 2008 on the importance of the norms of
non-proliferation and non-possession (Sheridan 2009). Obama made
strengthening global norms of non-proliferation and non-possession a high
priority of his administration, delivering a major address in Prague that
declared ‘America's commitment to seek the peace and security of a world
without nuclear weapons’ (Obama 2009). Yet, whatever Obama’s personal
views about the non-possession of weapons of mass destruction, his
government would make no notable shifts towards that aim during the
period of the Rudd government. The Obama administration negotiated a
treaty with Russia, the New START’ agreement, to reduce the arsenals of both
countries, but this still left both nations with considerable stockpiles. It is
likely that until a mechanism guaranteeing the safety of states that already
possesses WMD, no state will be willing to consider the application of nonpossession norms to their own circumstances.
The White House praised the efforts of the Rudd government, particularly the
ICNND (Davies 2009), and invited Rudd to speak at an April 2010 summit on
restricting the proliferation of nuclear material to non-state actors.
Unfortunately, the ‘extremely chaotic policy process’ of the Rudd government
(White 2010, Carr & Roberts 2010:241) and the Prime Minister’s tendency to
micro-manage policy and paper flows within his government (Stuart
2010:150) prevented the Prime Minister from attending. This limited the
impact (and recognition) of the renewed activism of the Australian
government under Rudd.
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However, other than the ICNND, the government made no significant
investment of resources into the cause, and as the Prime Minister grew
steadily more distracted by domestic events and his rating in opinion polls
dropped during 2009 and especially 2010, non-proliferation and nonpossession efforts seemed to be ignored or abandoned as a government
priority. Within the wider Southeast Asian region during this period, the US
under President Obama was seen as more active and engaged in promoting
non-proliferation than Kevin Rudd and Australia (Zakariah, Interview 2010).
On 23 June 2010, the Australian Labor Party deposed Kevin Rudd from the
prime ministership, replacing him with his deputy, Julia Gillard, who until
that point had displayed no significant interest in foreign policy issues.
During the 2010 election campaign and in the ensuing time in parliament, she
made no mention of non-proliferation issues. The revival in Australia’s
multilateral approach to non-proliferation withered with Prime Minister
Rudd’s own fortunes, and his refusal to engage the ‘new thinking’ of the
Howard government (Ungerer 2010) left many unanswered questions and
challenges for his successor to grapple with
Returning to Legro’s (1997:34-35) test for norm robustness, an assessment
of the norm of the non-proliferation and non-possession of weapons of mass
destruction in 2010 reveals steady progress since 1996, and significant
progress since 1983. Revelations in 2006 and 2009 of North Korean nuclear
tests demonstrated both the weakness of the norm in its inability to bind
such a state, as well as the significant strength of the norm in most other
countries who responded with quick condemnation. Notably, this included
North Korea’s usual protector, China (Zhang 2009). For the norm of nonpossession, 2010 was a year of hope for much of the international
disarmament community, with the US and Russia taking significant steps via
the New START treaty to reduce their arsenals with an enthusiastic US
president taking a personal involvement. While reducing their arsenals,
neither the US nor Russia were willing to endorse the norm of nonpossession in any recognisable form. Despite the risks posed by a handful of
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rogue states, and haltingly slow progress on the non-possession of WMD by
nuclear possessing states, the norm of non-proliferation and non-possession
of weapons of mass destruction can be said to have largely socialised in the
Asia-Pacific in both institutionalisation and implementation. The norm
enjoyed a specificity through the technical agreements that had been
negotiated over the past thirty years, a durability as these treaties and
institutions strengthened their hold, and a concordance as violations became
rare and faced increasing punishment and exclusion from the region. A
national policy of non-proliferation, with a desire for future non-possession
had, by 2010 become the standard ‘appropriate behaviour for actors’
(Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:891) in Southeast Asia and the broader Pacific. In
Northeast Asia, by contrast, North Korea had ignored the norms of nonproliferation and non-possession of WMD — though it had been punished for
these violations with international isolation and sanctions (Schneider
2010:59).

Conclusion
Overall, Australia’s efforts to promote the norm of the non-proliferation and
non-possession of WMD rank as one of its most visible and successful
campaigns. The Australian government since 1983 invested significant time
and resources to shape regional and global norms and to codify support for
the norms of non-proliferation and non-possession of WMD. While a variety
of approaches was available to pursue non-proliferation, Cooper (2002:186)
argued that because of Australia’s status as a middle power it
…consistently accorded unambiguous primacy to the non-possession
norm-building approach...[devoting] the most attention to areas
where multilateral progress has appeared most promising. This
reflects the general philosophy that a middle power like Australia is
not in a position to set the international agenda, but that, by being
pragmatic and opportunistic, it can shape it closer to its preferences.
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In promoting the norm of the non-proliferation and non-possession of
weapons of mass destruction, the Australian government meets the test of
Finnemore & Sikkink (1998) for norm entrepreneurship. While not all
Australian governments did so for all of their time in office, over the period
1983-2010, the Australian leadership built an organisational platform,
framed the norm, developed a socialisation strategy, and sustained criticism
of its actions.
As a norm entrepreneur, Australia was able to shape and influence regional
norms according to its preferences, but unable to act like a great power in
establishing a new environment. Often, the Australian government’s, for all
their activism, did not even try, preferring to focus on strengthening the
under-enforced norm of non-proliferation and non-possession of WMD. The
notable exception was the Keating government’s limited burst of normframing and advocacy, seeking the non-possession of WMD to shift into a
norm eliminating all weapons of mass destruction. This effort was
undertaken too late in the term of the government to have much impact and
was quietly dropped by the Howard government soon after.
The Australian government’s actions must, therefore, be seen as having a
practical impact in encouraging non-proliferation, but having failed in terms
of norm promotion. As demonstrated throughout this chapter, the evolution
of the norm of non-proliferation and non-possession of WMD had little to do
with Australia’s activism. Australia helped secure and implement normative
agreement, a worthy and important task, but was not able to influence the
overall normative debate in the Asia-Pacific.
Despite the different approaches and levels of commitment by the leaders of
the Australian government over the period 1983-2010, there were some
common approaches to encouraging the norms of non-proliferation and nonpossession. First, successive governments invested considerable resources in
Australia’s operational platform, especially its diplomatic corps. Second,
Australian governments, particularly those led by Hawke and Keating relied
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upon expert and senior advisors (Evans 2010, Ungerer 2010). Third,
Australian governments often displayed a willingness to get involved, to trial
new approaches and change strategies (Findlay, Interview 2010). Finally,
over nearly 30 years the Australian government consistently maintained
support for the slow, hard work of promoting new norms of appropriate
behaviour related to the non-proliferation and non-possession of WMD.
Chapter 5, will examine the Australian government’s norm promotion efforts
in seeking to expand the norm of co-operative security to include irregular
migration in Southeast Asia and the broader Pacific.
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Chapter 5: Australia and the Norm of Cooperative
Security concerning Irregular Migration
Introduction
This chapter examines the Australian governments’ promotion of the norm of
a cooperative security approach to irregular migration. It describes how the
Australian government sought to expand the emerging norm of cooperative
security within the Asia-Pacific to include the issue of irregular migration.
Like the previous chapter, it will apply the conceptual framework of
Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) to analyse the behaviour of the Australian
government and as a means of analysing data to address this dissertation’s
investigative task. While irregular or unauthorised migration was a small
problem for the Hawke (1983-1991) and Keating (1991-1996) governments,
it became a primary issue for the Howard government after the number of
irregular migration arrivals rapidly increased, and the September 2001
terrorist attacks in the US made explicit the security risks posed by non-state
actors, including irregular migrants.
The concept of cooperative security emerged from Europe in the 1980s, and
was strongly supported during the 1990s by Labor’s Foreign Minister, Gareth
Evans. Under the Keating government, Australia was one of ‘the most active,
ambitious and optimistic proponents of developing a culture of cooperative
security in the Asia Pacific region’ (Huisken 2004:33). Despite a different
outlook from their predecessors and initial rejection of cooperative security
approaches, the Howard government came to see that Australian security
involving irregular migration depended upon countries in Southeast Asia and
the broader Pacific adopting ‘a willingness to do things differently

to

cooperate with previously unlikely partners, to be open to new strategies,
and to be resolute in action’ (Downer 2002e). This included ‘developing
practical cooperative measures to prevent, intercept and disrupt people
smuggling, trafficking in persons and other forms of illegal migration’ (Bali
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Process 2002:16), with Australian policy makers ‘at the forefront of the antismuggling and trafficking offensive’ in the Asia-Pacific (Grewcock
2007:181).This chapter begins by outlining the emergence of the norm of
cooperative security in the Asia-Pacific before turning to examine the
Australian government’s effort from 1983 to 2010 to expand the concept to
include irregular migration as a cooperative security norm. This chapter
focuses on people smuggling, which has been focus of political and public
concerns about irregular migration to Australia, though it will also touch on
human

trafficking

where

relevant.

Cooperative security and Irregular migration
The concept of cooperative security is a response to the super-norm of
sovereignty. Along with granting states monopoly control over their borders,
the norm of sovereignty includes a responsibility upon states to provide
security for their inhabitants and citizens. While international relations
theory has generally viewed state cooperation as a response to external
threats that is disbanded or reduced when the threat passes, some states
seek more extensive and consistent security cooperation to address long
term challenges. According to Acharya (2004:255) there are four features of
this new approach to security. They are
(1) rejection of adversarial or balance of power approaches to
security; (2) rejection of unilateralism and preference for an
"inclusive" approach to security through multilateral security
measures to manage the security dilemma; (3) emphasis on
reassurance through confidence-building measures (CBMs), arms
control, multilateral cooperation, and the enhancement of the
collective security functions of the United Nations; and (4)
establishing a link between domestic and regional and international
security.
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There are many variations in how this new approach to state security works
and what activity it implies for participant states. It involves strong forms
such as ‘collective security’, as found in the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation (NATO) charter, which requires members to treat an attack on
one member as an attack on all members, and to cooperate to restore and
maintain the security of the North Atlantic area. There are also weaker forms
of cooperation that ‘seek primarily to offer an alternative to force’ (Emmers
2004:6). These approaches include ‘common security’ and ‘cooperative
security’ that favour prevention rather than deterrence, and increasingly
non-military and socio-economic cooperation. Cooperative security, which
invites nations to ‘achieve security with others, not against them’ (Evans &
Grant 1995:101) has become the ‘key concept underlying the emergence of
multilateralism in the Asia-Pacific’ post-Cold War (Emmers 2004:7).
Cooperative security does not bind participants as collective security
approaches do, but instead seek to develop a habit of dialogue and
interaction between participants and an associated world view and as such
should be regarded as a norm (Acharya 2004:255). It is a set of behaviours
which seek to develop common agreement on the threats and approach
necessary to address security challenges, without forcing states to give up
some of their independence and sovereignty.
While Europe since the early 1980s has moved towards strong forms of
common security with the integration of security organisations, the concept
was ‘reframed in Asia-Pacific discourses as ‘cooperative security’’ (Acharaya
2004:241). This is a security approach which requires less trust and
dependence between states and thus less sacrifice of their sovereignty. As
such, the norm of cooperative security is more appropriate for Southeast Asia
and the broader Pacific and the regional response has been much more
‘receptive’ to it than proposals for EU style collective security norms.
(Emmers 2004b:4). After a period of contestation, cooperative security has
become ‘the most commonly invoked security concept in the Asia-Pacific
region’ though also one of the most ‘ambiguous’ (Capie & Evans 2002:98).
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The ambiguity was due in large part to the region’s norms of nonintervention and non-interference (Acharya 2009:112). These norms shape
the way Asia-Pacific countries approached the idea of security cooperation
and the issues they identified as common security challenges. For example,
attempts to address internal human rights abuses, or intervene in so called
‘rogue’ regimes like Myanmar have not received any significant regional
backing in Asia, unlike in Europe (Roberts 2010:69).
Within the Asia-Pacific, cooperative security has four key principles: Gradual
institutionalisation, a marked preference for inclusiveness, ensuring
cooperative security developments are complementary to existing security
arrangements, and encouraging informal diplomacy such as ‘track two’
involving academics, NGOs and governments (Emmers 2004:8). The
Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) has indicated its desire for
the region to eventually move towards the stronger end of the common
security spectrum by embracing the idea of a security community by 2015.
However, this would be a significant change as currently ‘the security
architecture of the Asia-Pacific is anything but tidy, consisting of a loose,
complex patchwork of unilateral, bilateral and multilateral arrangements’
(Acharya & Tan 2004: x). Many scholars have cast doubt on the likelihood of
a security community emerging in Southeast Asia in the near-future (Roberts
2010:233), with some even questioning the idea that the Asia-Pacific denotes
a ‘community’ given the differences in outlook and conflicts between member
states (Roberts 2006; Martin Jones & Smith 2006).
While the regional norms of non-interference and non-intervention have
prevented regional cooperation against states such as Myanmar, Asia-Pacific
nations have been much more willing to cooperate in addressing the security
implications of non-state actors, including those involved in the drug trade,
terrorism and irregular migration. Non-state actors bring a variety of security
challenges to nation-states, most explicitly with terrorism. After the terrorist
bomb attacks in Bali in 2002, and Jakarta in 2005, many governments in the
Asia-Pacific have devoted significant resources to addressing home-grown
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terrorist groups such as Jemaah Islamiyah and the reach of outside groups
such as Al Qaeda. Australia, which was one of the first countries to join the US
war on terror, and lost 88 citizens in the Bali attacks, has also been a leading
state in making terrorists and non-state actors a cooperative security
concern. This effort has been significantly aided by both the support of the
US, which has identified Southeast Asia as a vital region in the global war on
terror (NCTAUS 2004:150), along with the highly visible and harmful nature
of the security challenge from terrorists. Combating the manufacture and
trafficking of illicit narcotics has also gained strong regional support (ASEAN
2001). However, while narcotics and terrorists posed obvious security
implications and easily gained regional support for cooperation, irregular
migration was a much more recent and less clear issue.
The flow of irregular migration has been an issue of significant government,
law enforcement and public discussion worldwide. However, there is ‘still
only a small academic literature on the smuggling of migrants’ (Schloenhardt
2003:5). In the academic literature and policy discourse, countries are
classified as either ‘source countries’ (from where asylum seekers leave),
‘transit countries’ (though which they pass) and ‘destination countries’
(where they seek to go) (Tailby 2001:3-4). Schloenhardt (2003:13), in his
extensive legal study of migrant smuggling and trafficking, identified three
common features of all definitions of people smuggling: ‘(a) a business or
otherwise economic activity (dealing, trading, buying and selling), (b) the
illegal nature of this activity, and (c) a cross-border operation’. The former
Australian Ambassador for People Smuggling has defined the practice as one
where ‘people pay smugglers to arrange for them to cross illegally into a
third country. Usually the transaction ends once this is achieved. Trafficking
in persons, on the other hand, often involves coercion and abduction in
addition to fraudulent promises by the traffickers of jobs and a better life’
(Millar 2004). Those who arrive without proper documentation are irregular
migrants, whether they are asylum seekers who are ‘seeking international
protection but whose claim for refugee status has not yet been determined’,
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or refugees who have ‘been recognised under the 1951 Convention relating
to the status of refugees to be a refugee’ (Phillips 2010:2).
Australia’s political elite have constantly sought to assert Australia’s
sovereign control over the movement of irregular migrants across its
borders. Grewcock notes that ‘controlling human movement across
Australia’s borders is a central focus for national and regional security policy’
(2007:178). Many of Australia’s leading politicians are on the record insisting
on the nation’s sovereign right to control the flow of migration. For example,
Prime Minister Hawke (Howard 1984; Errington & Van Onselen 2008:306),
Prime Minister Howard and Immigration Minister Young (Howard 1988).
The principle of national control of migration was endorsed strongly by the
1994 Joint Standing Committee on Migration (McMasters 2001:85) and in
2001 Prime Minister Howard, during his election campaign launch, famously
declared ‘we decide who comes to this country and the circumstances in
which they come’ (Howard 2010a:399). The literature on transnational
migration and people smuggling generally accepts the concerns of Australia’s
political elite, recognising that control mechanisms created by states are
often driven by an ‘expression of national sovereignty over immigration’
(Schloenhardt 2003:231-232). Along with asserting the sovereign right to
control migration, Australian politicians have also long foreseen a security
risk from irregular migration. This risk would become central to the Howard
government’s strategy for addressing people smuggling. In February 2002,
Australia’s Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer, argued in the New York
Times that irregular migration, and in particular people smuggling,
‘undermines the integrity and the security of national borders. It is a direct
threat to national sovereignty’ (Downer 2002c).
Geography is the most likely explanation for the intensity of Australian’s
concern for border control (Wesley 2009:327). For many Australians the
‘sheer size of our coastline’ has led them to ‘feel particularly vulnerable to the
unchecked arrival of scores of boats’ (Howard 2010a:394). As the only nation
to occupy its own continent, Australians have become accustomed to the
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belief they are able to control the borders of the nation and, for most of their
history, unaccustomed to experiencing people smuggling (Millbank 1999:11).
This is in stark contrast to many Asia-Pacific nations such as Indonesia, which
has over 17 000 Islands, or Malaysia with its large land border connections to
Asia. Australia’s size and isolation also increase the challenge of preventing
irregular migration. The Australian defence force monitors over 10 per cent
of the world’s surface, involving hundreds of islands, to prevent non-state
actors crossing Australian borders (DOD 2010).
Australia is regarded as a very attractive ‘destination’ country for
unauthorised migrants (David 2000:xi), offering relative economic and
political stability. For much of the twentieth century it allowed
‘comparatively generous migrant and refugee settlement assistance and
quick access to citizenship entitlements’ (Millbank 1999:11). According to
Betts (2001:34), there have been three main waves of irregular migration via
boats. ‘The first from 1976 to 1981; the second, from 1989 to 1998; and the
third, and largest, from 1999’ till late 2001. Using Betts’ approach, a fourth
‘wave’ may be added from 2008-2010). There is great disparity between the
size of the waves. In the first, 2059 individuals arrived, along with 3195 in
the second, and 10,395 in the third. As the numbers increased, so did the
attention of the Australian government, in particular in 1976-77 under the
Fraser government, the early 1990s under the Keating government, and then
significant attention by the Howard government from 1999 till early 2002.
The numbers reduced significantly over the period from 2001-2008, before
rebounding to at least 10,000 arriving from 2008-2010 under Kevin Rudd
(Phillips 2010:13).
Previous efforts by nation-states to address the flow of individual asylum
seekers within the Asia-Pacific have struggled to gain regional support. This
is due to a variety of issues, including the difficulty and restricted capability
of Southeast Asia and broader Pacific governments to control access to their
more porous and poorer areas especially for those states with a number of
islands in their territory. Secondly, many Southeast Asia and broader Pacific
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countries are transit, rather than destination countries reducing their
incentive to prevent irregular migration (Tailby 2001:5). In 1977, after
accepting 2000 refugees of the Vietnam war, the Fraser government sought
to highlight the issue and reduce the movement of non-state actors. Fraser
increased the number of asylum seekers brought over under authorised
resettlement programs, and coordinated with the Indonesia and other
regional countries to prevent boats from departing for Australia (Betts
2001:35). The Fraser government also gave strong support to ASEAN’s
efforts to target people smuggling, recognising that a ‘more intensive
international response [was] clearly necessary’ (Peacock 1978:2172).
Australia also participated in international conferences in Geneva in 1978
and 1979 on Indochinese refugees, supporting ASEAN’s efforts.
In return, Australia was invited to attend the 1979 ASEAN Foreign Ministers
meeting. As Dee and Frost (2003:195) write, ‘it seems fair to say that ASEANAustralian relations were enhanced by Australia’s refugee policy in this
period’. Despite the efforts, that same year it was revealed that the
Vietnamese government was actively aiding the departure of unofficial
boatloads of people from Vietnam towards Australia (Dee & Frost 2003:195).
In early 2001, the Howard government was similarly warned that ‘Indonesia
could let many boats through if annoyed by Australian foreign policy’
(Errington & Van Onselen 2008:301-302). To prevent people smuggling, the
Hawke government (1983-1991) and its successors had to overcome the
Asia-Pacific’s historic treatment of irregular migration as a non-existent to
low priority (Downer, Interview 2010). The beginning of this change
occurred not with a different migration policy, but with a late-Cold War
rethinking of the concept of security.

1983-1991 The Hawke Government
The Hawke government’s understanding of security was dominated by the
tumultuous last decade of the Cold War. Protecting its bilateral alliance with
the US was its dominant foreign policy aim. However, the government began
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a significant shift from 1983 onwards where the Australian government
more consciously identified its security within Southeast Asia and the
broader Pacific and sought greater participation in addressing regional
challenges. For the Hawke government this included addressing the flow of
refugees, particularly those from Cambodia. However, irregular migration
was a peripheral foreign policy issue for the Hawke government. Between
March 1983 and mid-1989, no boats carrying irregular migrants arrived on
Australia’s shores (Betts 2001:34). In November 1989, boats began to arrive
intermittently, but the Hawke government made only minor policy changes
in response. Yet the Hawke government is important in relation to irregular
migration as it was committed to addressing the regional movement of
refugees, and for the early intellectual work to re-think the nature of
Australia’s security including concepts such as cooperative security which
would be strongly taken up by Gareth Evans as Foreign Minister during the
Keating government. This was a pre-emergence period for the norm of
cooperative security and its later expansion to include irregular migration.
Cooperative security ideals had still not taken hold into the Asia-Pacific,
while irregular migration was treated in a wide variety of ways between
regional countries with little agreement or even discussion about the issues.
The Hawke government addressed the issue of irregular migration in two
ways. In 1989 it overhauled the Migration Act ‘to curb abuse of the
immigration program by people seeking to come to Australia illegally' (York
2003:40). At the time, ‘illegals’ generally referred to those who overstayed
their visas and who were occasionally placed in detention prior to departure,
though ‘the period of detention was usually brief and the practice was only
policy, not law’ (Betts 2001:37). That is, it was only occasionally enforced
after ministerial discretion. The average time in detention began to grow in
1989 due to the inability of the system to cope with the increasing numbers
and as part of an informal move by the Hawke government towards the
principle of detention until authorisation (McMasters 2001:68). The Hawke
government also expanded the role of the Australian Defence Force to aid the
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Department of Immigration in ‘national surveillance’ to prevent unauthorised
boat arrivals and illegal fishing (SSC 2002:13). This began to link the issue of
irregular migration to national security — at least in the government’s
response mechanisms.
The other way the Hawke government addressed irregular migration was to
try and tackle the issue at the regional source. The 1980s were a period of
conflict and upheaval in the Asia-Pacific, and the Australian government had
to triple its staff in Southeast Asian immigration offices (York 2003:41) to
deal with the increased level of asylum claims. The Hawke government
focused ‘increasingly on the goal of achieving peaceful resolution of the
conflicts…thus tackling at their source the problems that were displacing so
much of Cambodia’s population’ (Dee & Frost 2003:196). While this was
undertaken for security and humanitarian reasons, it also helped stem the
flow of irregular migration. Australian officials worked to develop a
‘comprehensive Cambodian solution [enabling]....the creation of conditions
for the peaceful return of displaced Cambodians to Cambodia’ (Hayden
1983:3404). The Hawke government, particularly Foreign Minister Gareth
Evans (Findlay, Interview 2010), demonstrated significant innovation,
creativity, activism and energy in pursuing a peace agreement in Cambodia
which helped stop the flow of unauthorised migrants (increasingly via people
smugglers) to Australia. This could be seen as policy entrepreneurship, but
wasn’t norm entrepreneurship.
In November 1989, 27 Vietnamese and Chinese boat people arrived in
Australia, inaugurating the ‘second wave’ of asylum seekers which ran from
1989-1998 (Betts 2001:36). Following the arrival of 216 boat people in 1990,
and 225 arriving in 1991, the Hawke government began to face public
pressure to respond. The late 1980s were a period of change on a number of
fronts. Globalisation and new technologies, both of which had been embraced
by the Hawke government as delivering for Australia a more prosperous
future, were alerting millions of others to Australia’s attractiveness as a place
to live (Millbank 1999:7). Second, migration was increasingly a criminal
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enterprise of people smuggling (York 2003:52) reducing the ‘domestic
political imperative for welcoming refugees’ (Errington & Van Onselen
2008:306). Finally, ideas of common and cooperative security, which had
emerged in Europe in the 1980s were, by the early 1990s beginning to find
advocates in the Asia-Pacific, most notably in Gareth Evans, the new
Australian Foreign Minister. The three forces of more arrivals, the increased
sophistication of organised crime in relation to irregular migration and a reconceptualisation of security and how states interact, would come to play a
significant role during the Keating government.

1991-1996 The Keating Government
The Keating government was not a promoter of the norm of a cooperative
security approach to irregular migration. However, it was an important
advocate of the general norm of cooperative security, and it made a number
of legislative moves to treat irregular migration as a security issue. It did not
explicitly link the two concepts, nor seek to export this as a regional norm,
but the Keating government still took an important step in the development
of a norm of a cooperative security approach to irregular migration by the
Australian government, leading to the norm’s later explicit advocacy by the
Howard government.
So strong was the Keating government’s support for cooperative security as a
norm, that some have, wrongly, claimed Foreign Minister Gareth Evans,
‘introduced’ the concept (Capie & Evans 2002:100). More accurately, Evans
and Keating were some of the strongest advocates in the Asia-Pacific
(Huisken 2004:33) of a concept that had many supporters in Europe and the
West, and was already being shaped by a number of Asia-Pacific forces and in
Southeast Asian forums (Acharya 2004:255). The Australian government
argued there was ‘no reason why the principles of common security…and the
broader concept of cooperative security — should not be as applicable in the
Asia-Pacific region as anywhere else in the world’ (Evans & Grant 1994:104).
Helping to import the new European norm of cooperative security into the
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Asia-Pacific, was regard as an important element of Australia’s growing
regional engagement. As Prime Minister Keating famously argued ‘we were
looking, in other words, for security in Asia not security from Asia’ (Keating
2000:41). This was a ‘major paradigm shift’ in Australia’s outlook (Jain
2007:34), although during the Keating government it was largely expressed
as a rhetorical and long term goal rather than in specific policy changes
(Capie & Evans 2002:101). Keating and Evans spent a long time discussing
potential areas of overlapping security issues as a way to enable cooperation
and build a habit and identity of coordinated responses to security challenges
in Southeast Asia and the broader Pacific.
In 1994, Evans argued that it ‘would be very much to the advantage of
Australia, and the region, to develop a perception and understanding of the
common security interests we share’ (Evans & Grant 1995: 104). Evans
defined a cooperative security approach as one which ‘is multi-dimensional
in scope and gradualist in temperament, emphasises reassurance rather than
deterrence, is inclusive rather than exclusive, favours multilateralism over
bilateralism, and does not advance military solutions over non-military ones’
(Evans & Grant 1995:102). There are occasional references to irregular
migration in the Keating government’s musings about cooperative security,
though it is usually one amongst a laundry list of other issues including the
drugs trade, terrorism and environmental challenges. It would wait until the
Howard government, for the concept of cooperative security to be expanded
to explicitly include irregular migration.
One reason irregular migration was not highlighted as a cooperative security
concern was because immigration was never a significant personal issue for
Prime Minister Keating. His most comprehensive biography, by former
staffer John Edwards, does not even include ‘immigration’ in its index (Jupp
2002:55). Keating shared his predecessor’s passion for multiculturalism, but
he did not tie it as strongly to his vision of a new Australia. The Keating
government also faced a low number of irregular migrants arriving by boat –
around 1500 over its term (Betts 2001:34) — a number higher than Hawke
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had faced, but still manageable, ensuring the government did not pay
irregular migration significant attention. Out of office, Keating argued that
‘the sovereignty of Australia and all we enjoy here is not going to be
guaranteed by simply a piece of legislation It's going to be guaranteed by
having regional arrangements in place, regional respect and regard, with the
Australian community being a part of the world in which we live’ (Keating
2001). Yet his government’s primary response to irregular migration was a
piece of domestic legislation: mandatory detention. The Keating government
hoped this policy would ‘send a clear signal’ (Hand 1992) to the region,
deterring future irregular migration, but there’s little evidence it pursued a
regional approach with irregular migration as a specific concern. Introducing
the new policy of mandatory detention for all irregular migrants who arrived
on Australian shores, the Minister for Immigration, Gerry Hand, said
The Government is determined that a clear signal be sent that
migration to Australia may not be achieved by simply arriving in this
country and expecting to be allowed into the community. Australia
will, of course, continue to honour its statutory and international
obligations as it always has done. Until the process is complete,
however, Australia cannot afford to allow unauthorised boat arrivals
to simply move into the community (Hand 1992).
The then Department of Immigration and Ethnic Affairs, described the policy
as ‘a control mechanism to ensure that every non-citizen entering or staying
on in Australia is authorized to do so and to ensure that the integrity of the
migration program is upheld’ (JSCM 1994:108). A parliamentary committee
set up to review the law in 1994 handed down a report in favour of the
changes, noting that ‘in a world of increasing mobility across international
borders, Australia must not compromise the principle that non-citizens who
wish to travel to Australia and enter and stay in Australia must be authorized
to do so’ (JSCM 1994:151). That is, it ‘reaffirmed the principle of sovereignty
to determine the eligibility of non-citizens to enter…and the right to detain
such entrants’ (McMasters 2001:85). The Keating government’s 1992 policy
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of mandatory detention was a vital step in shaping the view of the political
elite and a majority of Australians that irregular migration represented a
clear security threat. As yet, the Keating government was doing little to seek
cooperation from regional governments on the issue.
While most norm promotion is directed towards elites via the process of
‘state socialisation’ (Flockhart 2006:90), the Keating government, through its
mandatory detention policy, was attempting to send a ‘clear signal’ (Hand
1992) to the individuals and families who were seeking irregular migration
access to Australia. While the Australian government’s ability to persuade
desperate people was necessarily limited, it hoped to try and scare or coerce
some of those likely to use people smugglers into habits of compliance, a
process known as ‘social influence socialisation’ (Flockhart 2006:97). While
this process is recognised in the literature, much of the analysis doubts its
usefulness. Risse-Kappen (1994: 208) has argued that it is only via coalitions
with the elite that socialisation at the domestic level occurs, rather than
through direct appeals. One significant problem is that it is almost impossible
to tell what effect this approach of persuasion aimed directly at individual
migrants might have had. For instance, a 2009 study of worldwide policies
aimed at reducing asylum seekers found that
there is evidence that asylum policies have become tougher and that
this has reduced the volume of asylum applications...But policy
explains only about a third of the steep decline between 2001 and
2006 — a distinctly smaller effect than some politicians have claimed
(Hatton 2009:209).
While some studies have attempted to explore how to disseminate
information to potential asylum seekers (see Koser & Pinkerton 2002), it is
nearly impossible to identify potential irregular migrants who were
persuaded not to attempt to travel to Australia due to the Australian
government’s efforts. Yet, regional information campaigns have been a
consistent part of the Australian government’s efforts to address the issue of
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irregular migration consistently from 1992-2010. As this persuasion effort
involves a different level of analysis than in this dissertation (a domestic level
rather than political elite and state policy), and given the difficulty of
quantifying or qualifying its effectiveness, it is noted here only for
comprehensiveness.
Over the period 1991-1996, the Keating government’s actions do not
constitute norm entrepreneurship. No clear strategy was developed, and the
norm promotion efforts were limited and inconsistent. For example, in 1992
Immigration Minister Gerry Hand visited Papua New Guinea to seek help
about a potential smuggling racket operating across the Torres Strait, but no
long term cooperation was sought (York 2003:61). References to irregular
migration can also be found in the government’s security agreements,
notably the 1995 military treaty with Indonesia, which created a
memorandum of understanding allowing joint policing action against
irregular migration. However this does not represent evidence of norm
promotion let alone norm entrepreneurship.
The biggest change during the Keating government’s term (1991-1996) was
the contestation and gradual establishment of the norm of cooperative
security (Acharya 2004:240-241). This took many forms, most notably
including a determined effort by some ASEAN member states in Southeast
Asia to securitise transnational crime. While drug trafficking had been
recognised as an issue requiring regional cooperation since 1976, in the mid1990s ASEAN states began to expand the agenda to include terrorism, piracy,
money laundering, human trafficking and people smuggling (Emmers
2003:424). However, during this period, the changes were almost entirely
rhetorical, as the regional elite sought to use the language of securitisation to
give ‘the impression that [ASEAN’s] declaratory anti-crime policy would be
translated into concrete action’ (Emmers 2003:425). Yet, the rhetoric while
doing little to address the issues, did help to provide a prosperous
environment for the Howard government’s efforts to securitise irregular
migration. As Johnson has noted, the consistency of an argument with prior
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regional ingrained attitudes is a significant factor in long term persuasion to
the socialisation of a new norm (Johnston 2003:117).

The Keating government was a strong advocate of this change, though as a
general principle rather than specifically linking it to the issue of irregular
migration. It would be their successors, the Howard government which took
the regional support for cooperative security and fused it with irregular
migration to develop a new norm to address people smuggling and human
trafficking.

1996-2007 The Howard Government
In 1996 when the Howard government came to office it did not intend to
promote the norm of a cooperative security approach to irregular migration
in the Asia-Pacific. But, pushed by circumstances, it engaged in an extensive
and highly successful norm entrepreneurial attempt. Prime Minister Howard
came to office critical of much of the Keating government’s foreign policy
approach, including its support for cooperative security
…my objection to the impression that was sometimes given in the past
that Australia had to pursue an Asia-only policy and downgrade the
weight it gave to associations with Europe and the US. My own view
has always been that Australia does not need to choose between her
history and her geography (Howard 1997b)
Howard initially dismissed the idea of cooperative security and sought to
reorient Australian security along a more ‘realist’ or traditional axis
(Dalrymple 2003) by strengthening the alliance with the great power state,
the USA. However, Howard would be forced to reconsider his approach in
August and September 2001, after a stand-off with irregular migrants, and a
series of terrorist attacks in the US. For the time being however, during his
government’s first term, ‘people smuggling…wasn’t an issue as important or
urgent...but as time wore on it became a front of the mind issue, as the
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number of boats picked up’ (Downer, Interview 2010). The number of
arrivals mirrored the government’s attention. During 1996-1998 around
1200 people arrived via boats as irregular migrants, while 3721 arrived in
1999 and 2939 in 2000 (Phillips 2011).
The Howard government’s second term from 1998, saw the beginning of the
‘third and largest’ wave of people smuggling (Betts 2001:34) with significant
increases from 1999-2001 despite the government’s initial efforts to stem the
flow. There were also regular reports of ‘several thousand more asylum
seekers in Indonesia waiting to make the trip’ (SSC 2002:291). There were
several reasons for the increased numbers. First, there was a worldwide
explosion in irregular migration during the late 1990s, especially by Iraqis
and Afghans (Blair 2010:204). Second, the link between organised crime and
people smuggling was growing, with governments of the Asia-Pacific
increasingly unable to counter the well-organised and resourced criminal
groups that were supporting the trade (York 2003:52-53; Emmers 2004:62).
It is also likely that, from 1999 onwards, Indonesia was turning a blind eye to
people smugglers who were sending boats to Australia, in part due to
strained relations over East Timor (Errington & Van Onselen 2008:301-302).
Prime Minister Howard noted that, ‘the dramatic rise in 2001 put the issue on
the front pages. Every day, so it seemed, another boat had arrived’ (Howard
2010a:394). This led to public demands for action, which at first Howard
resisted, telling a radio station on 17 August 2001 ‘we are a humanitarian
country. We don’t turn people back into the sea’. He also felt torn about ‘this
awful dilemma of, on the one hand, trying to behave like a humanitarian,
decent country, on the other hand making certain that we don’t become just
an easy touch for illegal immigrants’ (Errington & Van Onselen 2008:299).
Howard wrote in his memoirs that
no matter how logical the arguments the government had employed to
date might have been, there was intensifying public unease. In the
process, public support for orthodox immigration and an orderly
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humanitarian refugee program began to erode...There was a growing
feeling that Australia had lost control of its borders (Howard
2010a:394-395).
The Howard government was desperate to find a way to address the issue
during 2000 and into 2001, but the boats kept coming in ever increasing
numbers. This led to ‘a willingness to do things differently — to cooperate
with previously unlikely partners, to be open to new strategies, and to be
resolute in action’ (Downer 2002e). The Howard government never accepted
the concept of cooperative security as a general norm for Australia’s defence,
and certainly not in the multilateral terms favoured by the Keating
government. However, it came to recognise that a cooperative security
approach to specific challenges such as counterterrorism and irregular
migration was needed. Despite their early reticence, in 2002 the Howard
government came to recognise that confronting irregular migration
‘require[ed] a strong, synchronized, regional and global response’ (Downer
2002c). Wesley notes that by the end of their time in office the Howard
government ‘believed that people movements are a collective responsibility
and need to be responded to collectively’ (Wesley, Interview 2010).
The catalyst for this change was the events surrounding the MV Tampa, a
Norwegian tanker that rescued 438 asylum seekers from a people smuggling
vessel in August 2001 (Marr & Wilkinson 2001). The Howard government
decided to make an example of the boat, in the belief that the arrival of these
irregular migrants from Indonesia would create the impression that the
country ‘was a soft touch, and people smugglers would take careful note’
(Howard 2010a:395). Determined to refuse the asylum seekers entry into
Australian territory, the Howard government was slow and clumsy in seeking
Indonesian cooperation. First, they tried legal arguments, before offering
‘financial assistance’. Talks, however, regularly broke down, and at one point
Indonesian President Megawati Sukarnoputri refused to even take a phone
call from Howard. Howard puts this down to her ‘Javanese cultural aversion
to confrontation...She wanted to avoid saying no’ (Howard 2010a:397), an
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equally non-confrontational interpretation of the situation. Wesley
(Interview, 2010) is less forgiving, arguing that the Prime Minister and
Cabinet had ‘made a complete mess of it. [However] after it had become
dysfunctional at that level, senior officials started to have other ideas’. In the
end, the Howard government had to order Special Air Service (SAS) troops
onto the MV Tampa to capture the vessel and prevent it entering Australian
waters, for which Burke (2008:208) comments that ‘there could be no more
explicit proof of the increasing ”securitisation” of Australian policy discourse
and practice about refugees’. The failure to achieve a diplomatic solution
with Indonesia was the catalyst for a major change in the approach of the
Howard government to irregular migration.
The first significant change was the way the Howard government thought of,
and described irregular migration. In 2000, the government deliberately
inserted irregular migration into its Defence White Paper (Burke 2008:211,
DOD 2000:8). Early in the Tampa crisis, Prime Minister Howard had tried to
balance humanitarian and control impulses, but in the weeks after the crisis
ended and the 9/11 attacks, ‘Howard’s rhetoric would emphasise sovereignty
rather than warm-heartedness’ (Errington & Van Onselen 2008:301). Boat
arrivals were increasingly an ‘issue that the government liked to call border
protection’ (Errington & Van Onselen 2008:294), a term which had been little
used in an irregular migration context before 1996 (Grewcock 2007:190).
These changes of language were strongly re-enforced after by the 9/11
attacks in the US, which were seen by the Prime Minister as having ‘changed
our

security

environment

dramatically...large

increases

in

defence,

intelligence, border security and related security expenditures became a
constant feature of Commonwealth budgets after 2001’ (Howard 2010a:545).
After 9/11 the Howard government began explicitly ‘portray[ing] the issue of
human smuggling as a threat to Australia’s national sovereignty and
territorial integrity’ (Emmers 2004:66). By framing irregular migration as a
security issue, a process known as ‘securitisation’, the Howard government
obtained a powerful rhetorical advantage against competing norms of
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humanitarian concern and helped raise the importance of irregular migration
as a mutual security concern in the face of indifference by governments in
Southeast Asia (Downer, Interview 2010). ‘Securitisation’ is a framing
strategy which ’enables an actor or actors to move an issue or issue-area
outside the domain of normal politics into the sphere of security politics’
(Chaturvedi & Doyle 2010:98). According to Wilkinson (2011:94) —
following on from Waever (1995), securitisation
presents a linear and stepwise dynamic of security construction,
starting with a securitising actor who constructs a referent object and
threat narrative. This narrative of existential threat is then accepted
or rejected by an audience, thus determining the outcome of the
securitising move.
Issues such as unauthorised immigration and refugee movement are
‘prominent among those [topics] being securitized today’ (Emmers 2004:64),
in turn this has spawned a growing literature linking security and migration
(such as Curley, et. al. 2008, Bourbeau 2011). In McDonald’s (2011:285) view
Australia’s approach to asylum-seekers seems well captured by the
securitisation framework. Speech acts by those in authority positioned
asylum-seekers as a threat to Australian sovereignty, identity and
security.
Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer (Interview, 2010), stated that the
government was concerned that the ‘growing threat of Islamic extremism’
could make use of Australia’s ‘porous’ borders and the ease with which
people smugglers were penetrating them in 2001. While acknowledging that
the evidence of terrorists hiring people smugglers was ‘pretty scant’, Downer
defends his rhetoric from his time in government — ‘it’s not that they have,
it’s that they could. They certainly could get into countries like Indonesia and
Malaysia, through this whole process. So there is a security angle to it’
(Downer, Interview 2010).
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Howard likewise clarified after leaving office that he ‘never argued that
terrorists had deliberately sought to use the process of illegal immigration or
asylum seeking to gain entry to Australia for the purpose of carrying out
terrorist activities. I did make the most obvious of points that there was
always a possibility of this occurring, if Australia did not enforce a strict
policy of border protection’ (Howard 2010a:389). While the government
seems to have truthfully held such concerns, there was a domestic political
benefit to arguing the link between irregular migration and terrorism.
Emmers (2004:65) argues that ‘securitising illegal immigration can lead to
political gains and can thus be used as a political strategy to win votes.
Howard...exaggerated the issue for domestic political purposes’. As will be
demonstrated, the Howard government also sought to securitise irregular
migration to Southeast Asia and the broader Pacific as a means to develop
regional cooperation and eventually build a cooperative security norm to
address irregular migration.
The Howard government’s frame of irregular migration as a security threat
was central to its attempt to have the Asia-Pacific expand its cooperative
security norms. The government regularly described itself as in a ‘war’
against ‘smugglers’ and ‘traffickers’ – terms ‘which conjure up images of
predatory and dangerous criminal gangs’ (Grewcock 2007:178-179). In a line
that would become famous, Prime Minister Howard told the Australian
Parliament ‘every nation has the right to effectively control its borders and
decide who comes here and under what circumstances, and Australia has no
intention of surrendering or compromising that view’ (Howard 2010a:397389). Grewcock (2007:184) argued that ‘framing...within the legal distinction
between trafficking and smuggling creates a hierarchy of legitimacy, with
those migrants who voluntarily engage in arrangements to subvert border
controls portrayed as the least deserving and most deviant. This...also helps
legitimise their detention, expulsion or return’. As Grewcock (2007:190)
notes, the securitisation frame also helps draw attention from the way the
state handles irregular migration, to the threat of irregular migrants to the
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state. This shift in focus of concern about potential harm was strongly
criticised by a number of Australian domestic lobby groups and the Greens
political party, however it also helped align Australia’s approach with that of
the Asia-Pacific. Australia was not abandoning its support for human rights
and due process, but in the case of irregular migration it would now be
downplayed in favour of a primary focus on control and order in managing
the threat to the state.
The Howard government’s policies and securitisation frame ‘sent multiple
messages: not only were the boats unwelcome but, at a more subtle level, the
people were undesirable. This reflected the government’s view that boat
people were customers of a criminal industry with dubious refugee
credentials’ (Kelly 2009:593). This message was sent with both policy
changes and rhetoric, as Emmers (2004:67) put it
People smuggling has been incorporated, in the case of Australia, into
a traditional understanding of security that focuses on the state as the
prime referent object. More attention appears to be given to
maintaining border security than to protecting the illegal migrants
from the people smugglers. Moreover, the state has been described as
the only actor capable of responding effectively to the humansmuggling problem.
When asked if securitising irregular migration was an important asset in the
Howard government’s strategy for promoting a regional cooperative security
approach, Downer (Interview 2010), strongly agreed by saying there is ‘no
question of that, no question of that at all’. However, he cautions that ‘it’s just
an angle to it, it not the issue, it’s just one of the issues, so yes I suppose it’s
true to say that at a time in the early 2000s when countries were very
focused on their own security, that angle was a not insubstantial angle’
(Downer, Interview 2010).
The Howard government came to embrace a security approach as integral to
their identity with ‘government advertising...littered with the words that had
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marked the government: ‘stronger’, ‘safeguard’, ‘protect’, and ‘securing’’
(Errington & Van Onselen 2008:371). However, Kelly (2009:593) notes there
was a risk to this strategy ‘if, by contrast, they [irregular migrants] were
[seen as] family-loving people who were innocent victims of persecution then
Howard’s policy might be judged as inhumane’. To that end, the Howard
government went to ‘great lengths to prevent [refugee’s] human
stories...from reaching the public, perversely justifying their secrecy on the
right to privacy of the detainees’ (Errington & Van Onselen 2008:373).
By securitising irregular migration, the Australian government was able to
begin raising irregular migration into a regional priority issue, requiring and
justifying whole-of-government efforts to address it as part of the greater
regional norm of cooperative security. The explicit framing effort by the
Howard government to securitise irregular migration to the Asia-Pacific
demonstrates a clear initial step towards norm entrepreneurship. However,
the Howard government also had to develop an approach to persuade other
countries in the Asia-Pacific to adopt a cooperative security approach to
irregular migration as a regional standard of appropriate behaviour.
In addition to framing irregular migration as a security threat requiring
regional cooperation, the Howard government developed a number of new
policies and organisations to help it promote the norm of a cooperative
security approach to irregular migration. During the Tampa crisis most of the
Howard government’s policy decisions to build its organisational platform
were made in an ‘ad hoc...on the run’ manner (SSC 2002:2), but they were
refined over time as part of a ‘multi-faceted strategy’ (SSC 2002:4). These
developments included the creation of a People Smuggling Taskforce (PST) to
coordinate the government’s approach; the passage of legislation to excise
Australian territory and agreements with Pacific countries for offshore
processing (the Pacific Solution); ‘strategies for both preventing asylum
seekers from leaving Indonesia and strategies for intercepting them at sea’,
and the appointment of an Ambassador for People Smuggling to lead a
regional norm promotion effort. Together, these initiatives expanded the
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Howard government’s organisational platform for expanding the norm of
cooperative security to include irregular migration.
The role of the PST was to co-ordinate inter-departmental advice,
information and policy development, and it operated as a ‘quasi-war cabinet’
chaired by the deputy head of the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet
(Grewcock 2007:190) seeking to ‘provide advice on policy and operational
issues’ (SSC 2002:161). The PST was a whole-of-government operation (Marr
& Wilkinson 2003:54) that demonstrates the Howard government’s
emerging view that ‘combating people smuggling was no longer to be left as a
series of potentially fragmented administrative political decisions or ad hoc
policing operations — it was to be high profile, core state business without
margin for inconsistency or ambiguity’ (Grewcock 2007:190). Prime Minister
Howard (2010: 401-403) explains that
the government wanted to deter people from setting out for Australia
in the first place and that required sending a message that not even
the

processing

of

their

refugee

claims

would

occur

in

Australia...deterrence had to be the core of any effective response to
the surge of asylum-seekers.
To develop offshore processing, the Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer,
sought help from many Pacific countries in the region, including Fiji, Kiribati,
Palau, Tuvalu, Tonga, and even East Timor, where the United Nations — still
in charge of the country after the 1999 intervention — quickly refused to
cooperate (Marr & Wilkinson 2003:104). While other middle powers such as
France (in relation to French Polynesia) and Singapore were approached, it
seems clear that the Australian government knew where Australia
maintained a more powerful bargaining position. While the Howard
government would seek to persuade its Asian neighbours to adopt the new
norm, much of its relations with the South Pacific can be characterised in a
more material and realist fashion. This was for two reasons. First, the power
difference between Australia and Pacific countries enabled such behaviour,
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and second, because few irregular migrants passed through Pacific countries
on their way to Australia, these countries had relatively little they could offer
in support of a cooperative security approach with Australia.
Some Pacific nations were forthcoming, with Kiribati offering its help to
Australia as ‘a good friend in the Pacific’ (SSC 2002:294), although logistical
issues made it unworkable. Fiji on the other hand strongly resented
Australia’s approach, with the then leader of the Fiji Labor Party ‘describing
the offer of money...in return for hosting a detention centre as “a shameful
display of cheque book diplomacy”’ (SSC 2002:294-295). A 2002 Senate
Select Committee found there were ‘concerns...within the [Pacific] region that
Australia was using its economic power to further its domestic policy agenda
by exporting its problems to poorer neighbours’, although the concerns were
more about infrastructure and capacity to act than disagreement over
irregular migration (SSC 2002:295). Eventually, the Howard government
gained the support of Papua New Guinea (PNG) and Nauru, creating the
‘Pacific Solution’.
Australia’s success in gaining Nauru’s support was largely due to the
difference in the two countries size and wealth. As Marr and Wilkinson
(2001:105) write, ‘the government of Nauru would do just about anything to
make money...the place was bankrupt’. According to the Prime Minister of
Nauru at the time, Rene Harris, ‘Downer offered flatter, money and the
prospect of earning international respect’ to gain Nauru’s cooperation (Marr
& Wilkinson 2003:205) and this included $26.5 million in extra foreign aid.
Like the negotiations for the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone discussed in
Chapter 4, Australia’s material size and assets gave it a significant advantage
in gaining cooperation from Pacific nations. Other broader Pacific countries
such as PNG were more able than Nauru to withstand Australia’s power
politics, but the imbalance was still significant, and PNG’s ascent to
Australia’s policies must be seen in light of the differing weights of the two
countries. As such, it may be questioned how readily the agreement of small
Pacific nations to treat irregular migration as a cooperative security
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challenge relates to acceptance of the norm. As in Chapter 4, their relative
weakness compared to Australia and long-term economic and security
dependence on Australia makes identifying the motive for their agreement
very difficult. As such, Australia’s agreement with its Pacific island
neighbours represents clear middle power behaviour, but not evidence of the
socialisation of the norm.
The ‘sharp end of the new border strategy’ (SSC 2002:8) was the creation of
Operation Relex, whose main role was to ‘establish the entry of unauthorized
arrivals as a major domestic and regional policing issue and to legitimize the
concept of forward deterrence’ (Grewcock 2007:193). Once a suspected
people smuggling vessel was identified, the Navy sent a warning to the boat
detailing the penalties under Australian law for people smuggling. These
messages were ignored ‘almost without exception’ (SSC 2002:25). If the boat
continued, it would be intercepted. Some boats were turned around and
forced to return to Indonesia. As Prime Minister Howard wrote, ‘this policy
really worked, partly because of the tactic cooperation of Indonesian
authorities in allowing the boats back. This followed a careful briefing from a
special ADF mission to Jakarta. Wisely, little was said about Indonesia’s role.’
(Howard 2010a:403).
Howard’s comments demonstrate that Indonesia was receptive to
cooperation to address irregular migration. Following negotiations between
the Australian and Indonesian governments, the Australian Federal Police
(AFP) and their Indonesian counterparts, the Indonesian National Police
(INP) began to cooperate against the flow of non-state actors involved in
irregular migration. This included diverting and intercepting potential
unauthorised migrants, gathering intelligence on and arresting people
smugglers, detaining or destroying their vessels, and disrupting the trade.
Prime Minister Gillard has claimed that AFP cooperation with regional
policing prevented more than 5000 people travelling to Australia from
September 2009 to July 2010 as part of the ‘fourth wave’ of irregular
migrants (Woolner 2012:15). The AFP also carried out ‘information
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campaigns inside Indonesia, particularly amongst fishing crews and port
areas, warning that people smuggling is a criminal activity and of the legal
penalties in Australia’ (SSC 2002:9). The AFP’s activities in Indonesia were
enabled by two past agreements, the Keating government’s 1995
Memorandum of Understanding, and a 2000 Protocol allowing the AFP and
the INP to cooperate. However, full operations were not able to begin until
June 2002, as Indonesia had suspended the Protocol on 15 September 2001,
possibly in retaliation for the Tampa crisis (SSC 2002:10-11). The ongoing
Tampa crisis, however, was making it increasingly clear to the Howard
government that it needed the support of Southeast Asian countries and
Indonesia in particular to address irregular migration.
The final part of the Howard government’s development of an operational
platform was completed in February 2002 when it appointed John Buckley as
Ambassador for People Smuggling issues. At the time of the announcement,
Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer, said that the ambassador would be
responsible for
promoting a coherent and effective international approach to
combating people smuggling, particularly in the Asia-Pacific region,
and to assist as appropriate in the negotiation of high-level return,
readmission and resettlement arrangements (Downer 2002).
Appointed at the end of the first Bali Process conference (discussed below), a
key part of the role was to follow up on the results of the ‘highly successful’
conference (Downer 2002). In 2003, the position was concurrently taken up
by Caroline Millar who described her role as ‘one of high level advocacy in
the region and effective whole-of-government coordination in Canberra to
promote practical, cooperative activities…to combat people smuggling and
trafficking’ (Millar 2004). Alexander Downer explained that appointing an
ambassador for the specific norm was a
way of highlighting the priority we give to the issue. It meant that you
had one senior officer and a couple of staff solely dedicated to dealing
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with that issue, whatever the issue was such as people smuggling and
it meant that we had a person able to travel around to Indonesia,
Malaysia and you know some of the source countries and become a
considerable expert on it (Downer, Interview 2010).
The Rudd and Gillard governments continued the role of Ambassador for
People Smuggling, demonstrating a bipartisan endorsement of the strategy of
appointing expert advisors as central offices for the promotion of Australian
norms and policies. With its domestic policies in place, the Howard
government shifted its focus towards persuading the governments of
Southeast Asia and (to a lesser extent) Northeast Asia to expand the norm of
cooperative security to include irregular migration. This effort included the
creation of its signature norm entrepreneurial achievement: a regional biannual forum to promote cooperation to addressing irregular migration, the
Bali Process.
Realising the limited scope of a Western ‘destination’ country to change
attitudes in the entire Asia-Pacific, Australian officials sought to first
persuade specific regional governments as the basis for their campaign. The
Howard government believed that private bilateral persuasive efforts would
provide a more fertile ground for later public and multilateral advocacy.
Thailand, which had previously worked with the Australian government on
the Cairns Group promoting free trade (see Chapter 6), was one target for
persuasion by the Howard government due to Thailand’s high levels of
irregular migration and historic concern about them and the growing
personal relationship between John Howard and Thai Prime Minister,
Thaksin Shinawatra. However, the Howard government’s main concern was
to gain the support of Indonesia.
The bilateral relationship between Australia and Indonesia in late 2001 was
weak and diplomatic issues often escalated into public confrontations,
limiting the scope for bilateral cooperation (Emmers 2004:72). The main
damage to the bilateral relationship was due to Australia’s intervention in
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Timor Leste in 1999 during which relations ‘hit an all-time low’ (Yudhoyono
2010). This entailed the need for an approach that could be ‘quarantined’ to
specific issues of mutual concern, rather than rising or falling with the
strength of the overall relationship. There was also a certain tiredness of
strategy with high level visits by Prime Minister Howard, and Ministers
Downer and Ruddock to encourage Indonesian action on people smuggling in
2000 and 2001 being largely unsuccessful (Wesley 2007:187). During the
Tampa crisis, Indonesia ‘wanted nothing of the rescued asylum seekers...the
Indonesian government was in no mood to help John Howard solve a
domestic political crisis’ (Errington & Van Onselen 2008:301). Their position
was as much about public image as it was about elite disagreement. The
Indonesian government reluctantly agreed to accept some of the boats
returned under Operation Relex, but sought Australian guarantees of silence
about the two countries’ cooperation (Howard 2010a:403), reflecting
Indonesia’s domestic difficulty with Australia.
Prior to the 1998 Asian Financial Crisis and the downfall of President
Soeharto, Indonesia had been the regional leader of Southeast Asia, and to
this day it remains a middle power country of international significance as
well (Ping 2005). According to Wesley (2007:195), Australian officials played
to Indonesia’s sensitivities over these changes, especially Jakarta’s concerns
about further international reprobation. The Howard government, through
the work of senior DFAT officials, developed a specific framing strategy to
encourage elite Indonesian cooperation. This framing effort was of a notably
different tone from the public frame of securitisation by focusing on
reassurance and encouragement, rather than fear and security risks. To
persuade Indonesia to support the Australian government’s cooperative
security approach to irregular migration, the government sought to
shift the definitions of the issue of illegal immigration…away from the
highly politicised language of national pride, national sovereignty and
developed/developing country relations towards a more managerial
approach… [which] focuses on the maximisation of welfare, shared
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scales of what is desirable…attention to governance shortfalls, levels
of policy competence and expertise and gaps in the supervision of
common problems (Wesley 2007:189).
Indonesia was receptive to Australian efforts to repair the relationship, with
Indonesian officials telling the Foreign Minister Alexander Downer that,
‘because we [Australia] were fussed about it [irregular migration], they made
an effort’ (Downer, Interview 2010). This suggests initial support by
Indonesia was more diplomatic rather than representing evidence of Jakarta
adopting the norm of a cooperative security approach to irregular migration.
However, this would, in time, occur. Sweetening the deal with strong
financial incentives such as $A8 million for a jail at Tanjung Pinang to deal
with people smugglers (Ferguson 2010), the Australian government
successfully persuaded the Indonesian government to support its regional
approach to irregular migration.
Indonesia’s support was critical to the Australian government’s efforts as
Howard notes in his autobiography
‘the success of our border protection policy from late 2001 onwards
had depended, in part, on Indonesia’s willingness both to discourage
people-smuggling from its shores and also to accept the return of
boats intercepted by Australian naval vessels. We did not want that
disturbed’ (Howard 2010a:521).
After securing Indonesian support, DFAT officials suggested ‘semi-informal’
regional ministerial conferences, using Indonesia’s support to help secure a
wider audience in the Asia-Pacific. Repeating the strategy used with
Indonesia, the new forum was conceived and framed to the Asia-Pacific as
offering a managerial approach rather than political confrontation. This
approach was seen as helping to encourage cooperation and take the political
heat out of the reoccurring controversies over irregular migration (Wesley
2007:189). The result was the 2002 Regional Ministerial Conference on People
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Smuggling, Trafficking in Persons and Related Transnational Crime, also
known as the ‘Bali Process’.
The Bali Process was the first ministerial-level conference for regional
cooperation on people smuggling and trafficking (Downer 2002b). The
Australian government now had a forum expressly devoted to promoting the
need to tackle irregular migration at a regional level, with explicit recognition
that this practice posed security as well as migration challenges. Australian
officials asked Indonesian Foreign Minister Hassan Wurujidu to act as a cochair and host the first meeting in Bali, demonstrating publicly Indonesia’s
support. At the time, Australia deliberately downplayed its own initiative
even going so far as to publicly claim it was an Indonesian creation (Downer
2002c). Now out of office, former Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer, has
been willing to speak freely on Australia’s role and strategy:
Indonesia doesn’t want to be told what to do by western countries…
So if you want to achieve things with Indonesia you want to be very
careful not to claim credit for them. This whole Bali Process was put
together by me and Hassan Wurujidu, the Indonesian Foreign Minister
at the time, and Bali is in Indonesia so they hosted it. So obviously I
would have been very sensitive to all of these factors. As I often say,
don’t go into government if your aim is to claim credit. (Downer,
Interview 2010).
The Bali Process was an Australian initiative quite unlike previous
governments’ approaches, and the culmination of a major shift in the way the
Australian government sought to promote the norm of a cooperative security
approach to irregular migration in the Asia-Pacific. The new strategy
represented a significant shift in the tactics of persuasion and one of the most
successful efforts in norm promotion by any Australian government. The Bali
Process has been heralded as a ‘diplomatic coup’ involving ‘the largest
conference ever organised on people smuggling...[earning Australia and
Indonesia] additional credibility as responsible regional players’ (BBC 2002).
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Out of the Bali Process, the Howard government was able to claim a number
of policy successes. These included the extradition of people smugglers from
Thailand and Sweden to Australia to face charges, and the Egyptian
prosecution of smugglers associated with the SIEV X tragedy (a Suspected
Illegal Entry Vessel, which sank in international waters between Australia
and Indonesia in October 2001, at the cost of approximately 400 lives). The
Bali Process also established regular meetings, both formal with leaders and
foreign ministers and more informal workshops held in Malaysia, China,
Thailand, Fiji, Australia and Korea on issues such as legislation, law
enforcement, document fraud, trafficking and police targeting of people
smugglers. These workshops were run at a departmental level by officials
from the Department of Immigration and the AFP, continuing an approach of
using expert non-ministerial sources to promote the new cooperative
security approach to irregular migration. Though the Howard government
had its public differences with the United Nations (Makinda 2003), by
quarantining the debate about people smugglers from other issues via the
Bali Process, it was able to gain significant support and assistance from the
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees for running workshops and
assisting regional efforts.
The other big achievement to come out of the Bali Process was the
‘standardization of legal procedures and enforcement methods to match or
comply with those in Australia’ (Grewcock 2007:194) for prosecuting people
smugglers and traffickers. Australia and China, a participant at the Bali
Process, worked jointly to create a model legislation criminalising people
smuggling and the trafficking of humans, establishing that ‘a person commits
an offence if the person intentionally engages in people smuggling, regardless
of whether the smuggled person arrives in the receiving country’ (Bali
Process 2002:2). Within two years of the first Bali summit, 19 nations in the
Asia-Pacific had passed legislation criminalising people smuggling, with a
further 12 indicating a willingness to pass similar legislation. Of the 19 who
had passed changes, 18 based their legislation on the model legislation.
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Fifteen countries included ‘mutual legal assistance arrangements’ to enable
extradition of those involved in people smuggling and trafficking of persons.
Finally, nine countries also ‘established national action plans, prevention
strategies or inter-agency cooperation mechanisms’ (Bali 2003).
Australian Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer, highlighted the benefit of
these changes arguing that ‘with legislation in place, countries can conclude
the bilateral agreements and arrangements on mutual assistance in criminal
matters necessary to bolster extradition and prosecution efforts’ (Downer
2004). This standardisation of legislation had been an Australian priority for
the Bali Process and has been very successful (Grewcock 2007:194). Further
steps were taken in 2009 with Malaysia passing such legislation, and
Indonesia finally fulfilling a promises made in 2003 to enact such legislation
(Emmers 2004:75), with passage in April 2011 (Salna 2011). The spread of
common legislation strongly suggests normative change in the region along
with laying the basis for future action by Australian government. The spread
of near-identical legislation demonstrates a specificity and durability that
goes a long way to meet Legro’s (1997:34-35) test for norm robustness. The
Bali Process was so successful that the Howard government adapted the
approach taken in Bali to address another issue that was seen as requiring a
regional cooperative security approach: counter-terrorism.
The Howard government also gained support from the US, which helped to
fund some of the Bali Process workshops in 2004 and 2005. The US is
another high attraction ‘destination’ country, which has been sympathetic to
the concerns and approach of the Australia government. Like Australia, the
US has securitised irregular migration, especially since 9/11 with a heavy
emphasis border protection and strong responses (Adamson 2006:165). The
US approach probably provided the Australian government with moral
support for continuing its hard line against people smuggling and trafficking,
but Washington’s approach to the issue was entirely domestic, rather than by
seeking a cooperative security arrangement. As such, the US attitude towards
Australia’s securitisation of irregular migration was one of benign neglect in
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response to the spread of the norm of a cooperative security approach to
irregular migration in the Asia-Pacific.
The Howard government’s creation of the Bali Process as a way to build
regional support for tackling people smuggling and human trafficking won
the praise of the Indonesian Foreign Minister, Hassan Wirajuda, who called
the first Bali conference a ‘watershed’ meeting (Wirajuda 2007). Wirajuda
highlighted the normative shift that was under way, arguing that the
conferences ‘most important achievement is that countries in the Asia-Pacific
agreed that people smuggling and related transnational crimes are
international issues that require a collective response’ (BBC 2002). He added
that it demonstrated that ‘regional cooperation does defuse sensitive
bilateral issues and it can even transform potential conflicts into successful
joint efforts’ (in Wesley 2007:199). This represented a clear endorsement by
Indonesia for treating irregular migration as a cooperative security norm.
Wirajuda further declared that ‘all countries involved have a strong
commitment to handle the problem together’ (Emmers 2004:75). By 2004,
Australia’s Ambassador for People Smuggling, Caroline Millar, was able to
claim that a cooperative approach to irregular migration enjoyed ‘strong
political support in the region…the Bali Process has created an environment
in which regional countries are increasingly comfortable and cooperative
(including bilaterally and sub-regionally) in preventing and intercepting
people smuggling’ (Millar 2004).
Wesley (2007:198) saw the Bali Process as ‘one of the great unacknowledged
successes of Australian foreign policy in Asia in recent years’. Former Foreign
Minister Alexander Downer, added that Australia’s actions on people
smuggling were a strong example of Australian initiative and leadership in
the Asia-Pacific
[the importance of] people smuggling...the Bali process, all of that has
been entirely, not surprisingly an Australian initiative, we managed to
get regional countries together to focus on regional solutions to this
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problem...We’ve been a sole leader on those…things in the region.
Leader, not the sole player, the sole leader (Downer, Interview 2010)
While Downer’s account is naturally shaped by his personal involvement, it is
also a reasonable assessment of Australia’s role driving change in the AsiaPacific. He argued that ‘we got pretty good results, I wouldn’t over-claim by
the way, we got pretty good results, we certainly got very good cooperation
with the Indonesian government’ (Downer, Interview 2010).
After the failure of its policy during the Tampa crisis, Australia took the lead
in framing irregular migration as a security threat, developed new ways for
the region to discuss and address the issue via the Bali Process, and secured
clear endorsement of the expansion of the norm of cooperative security to
include irregular migration, with the acceptance of the model legislation
throughout the region. While legislative endorsement is not comprehensive
proof of socialisation of a norm (it may be enacted as a symbolic gesture or as
a political/economic calculation), it does signal at least some acceptance of
the norm and its importance. Through the model legislation and other
negotiations and encouragement, the Australian government was able to
ensure that ‘a framework for greater policing cooperation around an agenda
[people smuggling] that suits the Australian state, is now firmly in place’
(Grewcock 2007:194). Further agreements followed, such as the 2006
Lombok Treaty between Australia and Indonesia which commits both parties
to ‘Cooperation between relevant institutions and agencies...preventing and
combating transnational crimes, in particular…people smuggling and
trafficking in persons’ (DFAT 2006). Australian and Indonesian cooperation
and relations were strengthened by the joint operations after the October
2002 Bali Bombing and the December 2004 tsunami, both of which affected
the levels of irregular migration ensuring that ‘few asylum-seeker
boats...[have] made their way to Australia since the peak in 2001 (Errington
& Van Onselen 2008:373).
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Through the Bali process, the Howard government believed it had been
successful in creating a regional environment in which countries are
increasingly cooperating at political and operational levels to combat people
smuggling and trafficking. Downer (2004) has emphasised the importance
the Howard government attached to shifting regional attitudes
To my mind, one of the greatest achievements has been the significant
strengthening

of

an

enabling

environment

for

practical

cooperation…and the development of a more integrated approach to
cooperation in a range of other regional and sub-regional forums and
in regional bilateral relationships.
In 2003, when a boat carrying Vietnamese asylum seekers reached the West
Australian coast, the Australian government said publicly that Indonesia was
‘very supportive of our regional efforts to combat people smuggling’ and
argued the boat’s arrival ‘has to be seen as an isolated incident and certainly
not a lack of cooperation on Indonesia's part’ (Kirk 2003). This is a very
different response to that seen in 2000/2001, and demonstrates significant
government confidence in Indonesian support. While this chapter’s focus is
on people smuggling, the Bali Process involved discussion of human
trafficking as well, and Emmers (2008:74) commented that the conference
contributed to a shift in Southeast Asian and the broader Pacific attitudes
towards human trafficking.
Other evidence for the socialisation of the norm of a cooperative security
approach to irregular migration can be seen by looking at the success or
failure of alternate norms to challenge it. In this regard and despite the
significant public outcry and criticism of the Howard government’s actions
(though largely over questions of settlement and treatment, rather than
specifically for people smuggling itself) no real normative challenge occurred.
Asylum seeker activists are well aware that their ‘main conceptual challenge
rests in a rejection of the enforcement priorities of the dominant national and
international policy makers and the construction of an alternate paradigm’’
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(Grewcock 2007:200). Some critical scholars, examining the Howard
government’s securitisation of irregular migration have complained that the
securitisation frame is so advantageous that ‘the very basis of security
needed to be rethought if we were to understand the way that particular
issues became ‘securitised’ and the object of government policies’ (Beeson &
Jayasuriya 2009:371). However, it should be noted that much of the
framework of securitisation has been developed with a ‘preference for
desecuritisation’ as the framework’s “central normative claim”’ (McDonald
2011:283). That is, their normative position against securitisation reduces
the analytical benefit from such scholarship, and the significance of the
literature’s criticism of the Howard government’s actions. Critical theory
scholars were not the only ones critical of the Howard government’s
approach, which was condemned at home and in the region.
The last of the four requirements for norm entrepreneurship is to
demonstrate a willingness to sustain criticism (Finnemore & Sikkink
1998:898). That was certainly the case with the Howard government’s
actions against irregular migration and efforts to promote irregular
migration as an element of the Asia-Pacific’s cooperative security norms.
Criticism was fiercest within Australia where the Howard government was
compared to Nazi Germany (Maley 2004:144), described as ‘demonizing
asylum seekers’ (Bolzan & Mason 2006:1), and accused of playing ‘fast and
loose with the facts and the corruption of the nation’s defence force...and
international standing’ (MacCallum 2002:71). The government’s actions over
Tampa were condemned by Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, the
European Parliament and the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights
(Burke 2008:216). However opinion polls ‘suggest[ed] that a majority of
Australians have supported Howard’s hard line’ (Emmers 2004:67).
There was also some criticism regionally. Indonesia initially resisted
cooperating with Indonesian President, Megawati Sukarnoputri, warning ‘we
have witnessed some impatient governments taking unilateral steps to
protect their national interests’ — a clear reference to Australia’s impatience
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for change (Emmers 2004:73-74). But while many states in Southeast Asia
and the broader Pacific at first resisted the importance which the Australian
government sought to place on irregular migration, there was surprisingly
little criticism of the securitisation of irregular migration or the effort to
expand the norm of cooperative security to include irregular migration.
The Howard government was able to achieve considerable success
promoting a cooperative security norm for irregular migration to the AsiaPacific. It developed an organisational platform of deterrence and norm
enforcement, before turning to an innovative socialisation strategy of
convincing Indonesia and using that support as a basis for encouraging wider
regional adoption. This came together at the highly successful Bali-Process
summit. Australia’s initiative was the decisive factor in challenging and
changing regional norms related to the need for a cooperative security
approach to irregular migration, though the Howard government had to
downplay this publicly in order to secure cooperation. As former Foreign
Minister, Alexander Downer, explained
if you want to launch an initiative, you basically have to write it all
yourself, persuade them somehow or other that it’s all a good idea and
give them the bulk of the credit for it. And then you’ll get what you
want. It’s about methodology, the outcomes the thing, that’s how to do
it. If you leave it to them [many countries of the Asia-Pacific], it simply
won’t be done…Inefficiency is a very, very big feature of, a very big
component of what you have to deal with when you’re trying to
achieve things like what we were trying to achieve there and of course
you can’t say that publicly, but you can write that in a PhD thesis
(Downer, Interview 2010).
The Howard government successfully expanded the norm of cooperative
security to include irregular migration and cascaded the new norm through
Southeast Asia, the broader Pacific and, to a lesser extent, Northeast Asia.
From the low point in early 2000, to the growing consensus by mid-decade,
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the Howard government achieved a notable, and rare example of norm
entrepreneurship. The task for their successors, the Rudd government was
now to sustain this effort and strengthen the norm via demonstration and reenforcement. While showing innovation and energy at times, the Rudd
government did little to build on the success of their predecessors to ensure
the continuing socialisation of the norm of cooperative security towards
irregular migration in the Asia-Pacific.

2007-2010 The Rudd Government
The period, from 2007 to 2010, represents period when the process of
internalisation of the norm of a cooperative security stalled. The Howard
government had achieved substantial norm institutionalisation post-2001
and witnessed a substantial reduction in arrivals. In 2001-2002, a total of
3039 irregular migrants arrived by boat. Over the next six years, only 301
irregular migrants arrived in Australia by boat (Phillips 2011). Not all of this
reduction can be attributed to the Howard government’s actions, but the
change took the issue out of the newspaper headlines and became less
significant for the Howard government. Meanwhile, the ALP in opposition,
and then in government was deeply conflicted over irregular migration. It
pledged a humanitarian focus, bringing ‘significant changes for asylum
seekers and refugees’ (Karlsen 2010:1) while also arguing it was
implementing a ‘hard-line, tough, targeted approach to maintaining border
protection for Australia’ (Rodgers 2009). Rudd’s national security strategy
pledged his government to ‘seeking to positively influence the shape of the
future regional architecture in a manner that develops a culture of security
policy cooperation’ (Rudd 2008a:2), yet he was unenthusiastic about existing
architecture that served this purpose such as the Bali process.
As such, the Rudd government’s term in office illustrates the challenge of
moving to norm institutionalisation and implementation, when ‘the
processes of making policy statements and public announcements about a
norm’ are supplemented by ‘the actual allocation of budgets and the
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undertaking of practical actions to achieve a norm’ (Hulme & Fukuda-Parr
2009:4). This is a critical step in the internalisation of norms. However, while
the broader Pacific quickly implemented the new norm, the changes occurred
in a much more sporadic manner in Southeast and Northeast Asia. There
were some notable delays such as the Sukarnoputri government in Indonesia
which was supportive of the new norm, but slow to implement its pledge to
implement anti-people smuggling legislation. Unfortunately for Rudd, the
years 2007-2010 also represented a ‘fourth wave’ of people smuggling,
driven especially by refugees from Afghanistan and Sri Lanka. In 2009, there
were 2750 irregular migrants who arrived by boat, and in 2010 the number
doubled, to over 6000 (Phillips 2010:11). These new arrivals significantly
increased domestic pressures for a policy change, and brought the Australian
government into public arguments with some countries in Southeast Asia.
Some broader Pacific countries such as Nauru and PNG also found
themselves drawn into Australia’s domestic political debate over the viability
of re-establishing the ‘Pacific Solution’ as the number of irregular migrants
increased.
The Rudd government continued with most of the overarching policy
framework established by the Keating and Howard governments, while
claiming it was ‘returning humanity and fairness to Australia’s refugee
policies, and sweeping away past excesses’ (Evans 2008), most notably
ending the Pacific Solution and increasing the rights of migrants and asylum
seekers. The Rudd government attempted to balance the concerns of a
section of Australian public about the morality of the Howard government’s
actions, with its desire and political need to demonstrate its control of the
border and prevention of people smuggling. These two conflicting
approaches led to an incoherence in the government’s strategy. The
government did not seek to address the fundamental challenges made, nor
develop alternate approaches. This created a public impression of a
conflicted, helpless government, a tendency that was exacerbated during
crisis situations (Oakes 2010:364).
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The Rudd government identified a new set of values to guide its domestic
policies stating that while ‘mandatory detention is an essential component of
strong border control...detention...is only to be used as a last resort and for
the shortest practicable time’ (Evans 2008a). The Rudd government ended
the offshore processing practice in Nauru, while the legal excision of most
Australian islands as a way to increase the difficulty for irregular migrants to
reach Australian territory and claim asylum. Immigration Minister, Chris
Evans, argued that the ALP’s changes ‘heralded a fundamental shift to a
values based approach to detention which will see us maintaining strong
border security on the one hand, but also treating people fairly and humanely
on the other’ (Evans 2008). Some, such as McDonald (2011:282), have
suggested this represented an attempt to ‘desecuritise’ irregular migration.
This is perhaps true in terms of the policy changes undertaken by the Rudd
government, but not true for its rhetoric and by the end of its term, security
concerns would return to front and centre of the Rudd government’s policy
approach.
The Rudd government struggled to maintain its policies through its term as
people-smuggling vessels began to return to Australian waters. Instead, it
tried to sharpen its language of control and desire to end irregular migration
as a means of reassuring the public. In April 2010, the Rudd government
sought to halt the flow with the drastic announcement of an immediate
‘suspension of the processing of new asylum applications from Sri Lanka and
Afghanistan....mean[ing] that it is likely that, in the future, more asylum
claims from Sri Lanka and Afghanistan will be refused’ (Smith, Evans &
O’Connor 2010). Critics argued that the change was ‘an apparent violation of
Article 3 of the 1951 Refugee Convention which prevents discrimination on
the basis of a refugee’s country of origin’ (Karlsen 2010:20). After the rise of
Julia Gillard to the Prime Ministership, the Australian government dropped
the ban on Sri Lankan applicants (Gillard 2010:9), and sought a return to a
cooperative security, regional approach to irregular migrants, seeking
cooperation with East Timor and Malaysia for regional processing.
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The Rudd government endorsed their predecessor’s policy of regional
engagement as the key to addressing people smuggling (Evans 2009). Kevin
Rudd’s signature foreign policy initiative, the attempt to create an AsiaPacific Community, can be seen as a contribution to the organisational
platform of the Australian government’s norm promotion activities. In June
2008, Rudd announced his desire for a ‘regional institution which is able to
engage in the full spectrum of dialogue, cooperation and action on economic
and political matters and future challenges related to security’ (Rudd
2008a:6). Such an organisation would have provided the Australian
government with a platform to address and gain cooperation on issues
including irregular migration. While Rudd was unsuccessful in building a new
regional organisation, due to a combination of poor strategy and a region
overburdened with too many institutions, his main ideas have been
incorporated into a now expanded East Asia Summit (Carr & Roberts
2010:250). Rudd’s successor, Julia Gillard, was able to take advantage of
these changes, and ensured a resolution on combating irregular migration
appeared on the final communiqué of the 2010 East Asia Summit (Garnaut
2010).
The Rudd government also increased funding for the Defence Department
including Operation Resolute, as part of a ‘$654-million strategy to
strengthen Australia's borders, which includes increased maritime and aerial
patrols and surveillance, and a boost to the AFP's resources to investigate
people smuggling syndicates’(Evans 2009). Operation Resolute is staffed by
400 ADF members and involves air, sea and land surveillance, along with
interception and patrol capabilities. According to the Chief of the Defence
Force, Angus Houston (2010), it has been ‘frequently visited by foreign
governments to aid their own approach’. The Rudd government also
continued the Howard government’s ‘whole-of-government’ approach to
preventing people smuggling. This involved 18 national intelligence officers
to ‘collect, analyse and report on people smuggling, trafficking and irregular
migration’ and 30 compliance officers in regional offices in neighbouring
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Asia-Pacific countries to ‘identify, respond to and counter immigration fraud
and malpractice…also work closely with local police and immigration officials
to combat people smuggling, trafficking and illegal migration’ (DIC 2010).
Likewise it has continued the role of Ambassador for People Smuggling,
appointing James Larson in 2010.
The Rudd government’s socialisation strategy involved continuing the policy
of the Howard government, but without the same enthusiasm or
inventiveness, even after the boats returned. This included following up the
gains made at the Bali Process, encouraging the spread of regional legislation
to criminalise people smuggling. The Rudd government was able to secure
agreement from Malaysia which ‘heed[ed] Australian requests that it toughen
its laws to make people-smuggling illegal’ (Franklin 2009). In March 2010,
Indonesia’s President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono re-stated in a speech to a
joint sitting of the Australian Parliament his government’s plan to introduce
legislation criminalising people smuggling (Yudhoyono 2010), which was
passed in early 2011.
While there were legislative setbacks, at a bureaucratic level, the Rudd
government was able to engage capacity-building efforts to improve the
ability of certain Southeast Asian and broader Pacific countries’ to strengthen
cooperation and continue to encourage a regional security approach to
irregular migration. Officials from the Rudd government worked with border
management agencies in Indonesia, the Philippines, Malaysia, Thailand and
Vietnam and in the Pacific to ‘facilitate the detection of people of immigration
concern and assist in preventing people smuggling and irregular
migration…strengthen[ing] their ability to curb illegal and irregular transborder movements.’ (PM&C 2010:39). Like their predecessors, the Rudd
government focused on Indonesia as the main transit country to prevent
people smuggling into Australia. The Rudd government developed a Border
Management Capacity Building Partnership (CEKAL) with Indonesia’s
Director General of Immigration, involving ‘comprehensive bilateral technical
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cooperation…including document examination and immigration data
analysis, and information technology’ (Smith 2008:16).
The Rudd government generally enjoyed a strong relationship with
Indonesia, although irregular migration issues still had the potential to cause
significant tension in the relationship. On 16 October 2009, 78 Sri Lankan
asylum seekers, having set out from Indonesia, were picked up by the
Australian customs ship Oceanic Viking after their boat began to sink.
Resolution about where to send the ethnic Tamils led to several public
disagreements between Indonesia and Australia. Unwilling to take the same
step as the Howard government by deploying the SAS to end the standoff
‘made Rudd – who claim[ed] to have tough policies — look weak and
indecisive’ (Oakes 2010:346). The incident demonstrated that even though
significant progress had occurred since 2001 (with Indonesia notably
restrained in its public comments this time around) the issue of irregular
migration was still highly contentious and liable to detrimentally affect the
bilateral relationship between Indonesia and Australia. The Rudd
government’s indecisive approach also contributed to a slump in the
governments’ approval rating as ‘the government was made to look helpless
on border protection’ and the standoff helped lead to Rudd’s eventual
downfall (Oakes 2010:364).
In part due to its inability to prevent the increase in irregular migration, the
Rudd government was determined to project an image of strength against
people smugglers. Rudd used language that was far more strident than any of
his predecessors, describing people smugglers as
engaged in the world's most evil trade and they should all rot in jail
because they represent the absolute scum of the earth…[they] are the
vilest form of human life. They trade on the tragedy of others and
that's why they should rot in jail and in my own view, rot in hell
(Rodgers 2009).
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Rudd’s language may reflect his strong views, bit it may also reflect a political
calculation to demonstrate the government’s strong opposition to people
smuggling to the Australian public amid attacks by the opposition Coalition
parties that he was allowing boats to return to Australian shores. Soon after
Rudd’s term as prime minister ended in July 2011, Immigration Minister,
Chris Evans, admitted that ‘one of my greatest failures...was losing control of
the migration debate. It’s killing the government’ (Oakes 2010:372). In his
memoirs, former Prime Minister Howard attacked the Rudd government
arguing that by ‘abandoning the Pacific Solution and softening the visa
regime. Australia has again become an attractive target for people-smugglers’
(Howard 2010a:404).
In July 2010, Kevin Rudd was replaced by Julia Gillard as leader of the
Australian Labor Party and as Prime Minister. Though the government of
Gillard (2010—) is outside the scope of this study, it is worth noting that
within days of coming to the office of Prime Minister, Gillard announced
plans for a regional processing centre for irregular migrants. Gillard declared
that her ‘government’s policy goal [is] clear: it is to wreck the people
smuggling trade by removing the incentive for boats to leave their port of
origin in the first place; to remove both the profitability of the trade and the
danger of the voyage’ (Gillard 2010:3). When East Timor refused to host a
regional centre, Gillard negotiated a controversial agreement with Malaysia
to accept irregular migrants who arrived in Australia, in return for taking
already processed refugees. During the negotiations, other regional countries
including Thailand also expressed an interest in a similar refugee swap (AAP
2011). The Gillard government’s Malaysia Solution strategy represents both a
clear return to a cooperative security approach by the Australian
government, along with the willingness of Southeast Asian countries to
participate in a cooperative security manner to address irregular migration.
Similar to its dealings with Indonesia, it is clear Southeast Asian and broader
Pacific countries expect Australia to initiate any new agreements and to
shoulder much of the costs of the initiative, but the willingness to participate
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is dependent upon a common regional norm of a cooperative security
approach to irregular migration. Unfortunately for the Gillard government,
in August 2011 the High Court ruled that the Malaysian Solution policy along
with all offshore processing in Nauru and PNG was illegal under current
Australian law. In response, to the High Court’s decision, and vocal
opposition from the Liberal Party to the arrangement, Malaysian Prime
Minister, Najib Razak, took to writing in the Australian press to argue that
International co-operation is the only way to solve international
problems. Just over 10 years ago, the chaotic Tampa affair showed
what happens when nations fail to work with each other and instead
try to act unilaterally to tackle a problem such as illegal
immigration...At this point, it would be easy to give up, to tell
ourselves that we tried but the problem was too big, too politically
difficult to deal with. And the people-smuggling would go on. The
boats would continue to sail. Heartless traffickers would continue to
take everything from desperate people - their money, their dignity
and, all too often, their lives.
The significance of Najib’s comments is not just Malaysia’s embrace of a
cooperative security approach to irregular migration, but that Malaysia was
seeking to revitalise Australian support for this approach. It is too early to
determine the success of Prime Minister Gillard’s efforts; however, they
represent a clear departure from the Rudd government’s approach. The
period of the Rudd government (2007-2010) shows both the strengths and
the weaknesses in the Australian government’s efforts to turn irregular
migration into a cooperative security norm. Despite the Rudd government’s
lack of effort and innovation to promote the norm, governments around
Southeast Asia, Northeast Asia and the broader Pacific have continued to
support and invest in the norm. When Australia was more pro-active,
regional governments were quick to discus and often support Australian
initiatives, as seen with the Malaysia swap deal in 2011 and at the October
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2010 East Asia Summit, the final communiqué of which stated that member
states
reaffirmed [the region’s] commitment to combat people smuggling
and trafficking in persons. We stressed the importance of continued
bilateral and regional cooperative efforts. (EAS 2010)
With the overarching framework and elite agreement in place, the Rudd
years can be seen as a period of socialisation, and stabilisation of the norm,
with no major alternate norm emerging. More negatively, however, pressure
from Afghani and Sri Lankan asylum seekers seemed to overwhelm existing
measures, and old habits returned with many Asia-Pacific transit countries
reducing their interest in the issue (especially in wake of the 2008 global
financial crisis) and paying less attention to irregular migration moving
through their territory. The Rudd government’s confrontation with Indonesia
over the Oceanic Viking and East Timor’s rejection of a regional processing
centre also showed the challenges faced in turning emerging regional
agreement into practical policy outcomes.
Compared with the situation in 2001, an analysis of the region’s attitudes in
2010 demonstrates clear support for the norm of a cooperative security
approach to irregular migration. Returning to Legro’s (1997:34-35) test for
norm robustness helps analyse the changes. First, the norm of cooperative
security had taken hold over the 1990s and 2000s leading ‘ASEAN to
formalize intramural security dialogues, adopt a more inclusive posture
toward outside powers' role in regional order, and anchor a new security
institution for the wider Asia-Pacific region’ (Acharya 2004:241). Australia
had been an advocate of this change during the 1990s under the Keating
government, though played only a small role in influencing the changes in
attitudes in Southeast Asia and the broader Pacific. The Howard government
made use of the growing support for cooperative security (as a general norm)
to include irregular migration as part of the cooperative security norm. This
was achieved through building a concordance of views about the need for
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security cooperation on irregular migration and detailing these in a number
of agreements, treaties and regional organisations such as the EAS and
ASEAN, but most identifiably with the Bali Process. Through the model
legislation from the Bali Process, most countries in the Asia-Pacific had by
2010 come to adopt common legislation criminalising people smuggling, thus
providing a (limited) specificity to the norm that had been lacking. While the
durability of this norm was challenged during the term of the Rudd
government, with there being no suggestion of punishment or penalty to
countries who did not cooperate as the flow of irregular migrants increased,
there is still clear evidence of regional support in Malaysia and Indonesia
which the Gillard government has been able to make use of. Some of the Rudd
government’s difficulty may reflect the fact that the norm is still relatively
new (from 2002 at best), suggesting a need for a longer case study to
demonstrate the norm now constitutes an ‘appropriate behaviour’ for state
actors in the region. The Asia-Pacific, particularly Southeast Asia is also
strongly inclined to the norm of non-intervention, with the ‘ASEAN Way’
reflecting a regional unwillingness to have binding penalties or punishments
for norm violators (Acharya 2010:79).

Conclusion
Migration has been one of the most important issues for the Australian
government since its founding in 1901. However, given Australia’s remote
geographic position, irregular migration was rarely a major issue before the
mid-1970s when the term ‘boat people’ first entered the Australian
vocabulary (Phillips 2011). The Hawke government (1983-1991) was largely
unconcerned about the issue of irregular migration. It enacted small
legislative changes to toughen up applications when boats arrived and
worked to encourage peace in Southeast Asia, partly in the hope this would
limit the flow of asylum seekers to Australian shores. The Keating
government (1991-1996) faced a small rise in numbers and began the move
towards a security approach to the issue with the creation of mandatory
detention for arrivals. Australia was the first developed, wealthy country to
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introduce mandatory detention policies to control the flow of unauthorised
migrants, though combating people smugglers was not a priority for the
government. Keating later argued a regional response was critical to
addressing irregular migration, but his government took few if any steps to
implement it in policy. It was, however, an active supporter of the idea of
cooperative security approaches in the Asia-Pacific, though rarely connected
this with addressing irregular migration.
When the Howard government (1996-2007) came to office, it downplayed
the issue of irregular migration and any need for a new norm of cooperative
security. However, in 2001, facing dramatically rising levels of peoplesmuggling vessels and falling public confidence, the Howard government
embarked on an ambitious policy to promote a cooperative security
approach to irregular migration as a regional norm. Playing on security fears
enhanced by the 9/11 attacks, the Howard government framed irregular
migration as a security rather than migration issue. With an enforcement
framework and organisational platform in place by late 2001, it turned its
attention to persuading Indonesia and leveraging that support by developing
an annual regional conference to encourage action on irregular migration, the
Bali Process. Out of this conference the Howard government was able to gain
the support of 19 countries in the Asia-Pacific to criminalise people
smuggling and effectively end the flow of people smuggling vessels to
Australia, albeit at the cost of significant domestic and regional criticism for
its treatment of unauthorised migrants. The Rudd government (2007-2010)
tried to humanise this policy, ending the offshore processing and restricting
the use of mandatory detention. However, it was unwilling to put an end to
mandatory detention and as the boats returned, found its approval ratings
slumping. The Rudd government then tried to deal with the issue via more
strident language and suspensions of applications from the countries where
the flow was coming from. None of these worked, and the government’s
perceived difficulties led to Rudd being replaced by his deputy Julia Gillard,
who has sought to re-engage the region to build a regional processing centre.
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Like the promotion of other norms in chapters 4 and 6, some common
strategies can be found across all Australian governments from 1983 to 2010
to promote a cooperative security approach to irregular migration. These
include framing the norm, hiring expert advisors and using the bureaucracy
as advocates, seeking to develop institutions to reflect the importance of the
norm and encourage cooperation, focusing on Indonesia as the key to gaining
a fair hearing in the wider audience, and being willing to sustain their
position in the face of at times strident community level criticism. These
themes will be picked up in Chapter 7 analysing the lessons in policy and
theoretical terms that can be drawn from the case studies. In the following
chapter on the promotion of free trade, a greater level of agreement among
the Australian elite can be found about the goal, but there was also a strong
debate over different norm promotion strategies, specifically between those
who favoured bilateral and those who sought multilateral agreements.
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Chapter 6: Australia and the Norm of Trade
Liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to examine the Australian government’s
promotion of the norm of trade liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific between
1983 and 2010. It will assess whether Australia meets Finnemore and
Sikkink’s (1998) test of norm entrepreneurship, and to what extent the
Australian government was successful in socialising the norm of trade
liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific during the period studied. This is the last of
the three data chapters. Chapter 7, which follows,, will bring together the
findings of the case studies to discuss the implications for the conceptual
framework on norm entrepreneurship and middle powers, and address the
two research questions that have guided this dissertation’s research.
Pushed by fears of economic ‘relative decline’, the Australian government
converted to the norm of trade liberalisation during the 1980s. In turn,
Australia became ‘a leading exponent on trade issues…[who] made a vital
contribution at the level of ideas for [Asia-Pacific] regional integration, global
trade etc.’ (Kesavapany, Interview 2010). As Australia embraced an exportoriented economic norm, the national interest dictated a focus on spreading
similar views around the region. Today, Australia ‘is a trading nation whose
material wealth and prosperity depends...on its ability to import and export’
(Capling 2001:1-212), which helps to explain the bilateral support the norm
of trade liberalisation has enjoyed since adoption. The Australian
government’s trade policy in the Asia-Pacific since 1983 was been directed
towards a single ‘overriding objective...to preserve and enhance an open
trading environment’ (Dobell 2000:22). This chapter will identify how the
Australian government attempted to promote the norm of trade
liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific, reducing barriers to trade and preventing
restrictions or distortions of trade. Australia did not create the norm of trade
191 | P a g e |

liberalisation, but rather sought to generate agreement and give salience to
an under-enforced norm.
As a middle power state, Australia was not large enough to force changes in
the economic policies of its regional neighbours, meaning it needed to use
persuasion and diplomatic resources to encourage the norm of trade
liberalisation. In addition, Australia, unlike some other middle powers (for
example Canada) has a very diverse trade pattern. This means it needed to
spread acceptance of the norm of trade liberalisation both regionally and
globally for optimum benefit. In 2010, 19.1 percent of Australia’s two-way
trade was with China, with 12.0 to Japan and 9.0 to the US (DFAT 2011:5). By
contrast, Canada conducts around 70 per cent of its two-way trade with the
US (FAITC 2011:36). Since Australia could not force compliance, and the
range of partners was too wide, any long term open trading environment in
the Asia-Pacific to suit Australia’s economic interests would have to be
supported by embedding a norm of trade liberalisation in the region.
From 1983 to 2010, the Australian government pursued this goal,
demonstrating a willingness to experiment and shift strategy and emphasis.
One of the main approaches was to work through the multilateral trade
system, where Australia ‘play[ed] a pivotal role at key moments, not just
during periodic tariff-cutting tournaments but also in the establishment and
maintenance of the system’s rules and norms’ (Capling 2001:2). Innovative
creations by the Australian government, such as the Cairns Group and the
Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), were designed to influence the
global Uruguay Trade Round along with strengthening regional trade norms.
The government also pursued Free Trade Agreements (FTAs), generally in a
bilateral format.
While previous chapters explored norms that experienced significant shifts in
the enthusiasm with which the Australian government pursued them, since
1983 the norm of trade liberalisation has enjoyed relatively consistent
support across the four Australian governments studied. At times, trade
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liberalisation has been ‘believed...like a religion’ by Australian politicians and
officials (Wesley, Interview 2010), a religion they were keen to proselytise to
the wider Asia-Pacific. Despite the enthusiasm of Australia’s ruling political
elite, the promotion of the norm of trade liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific was
highly controversial in both Australia and the Asia-Pacific. The arguments for
the norm of trade liberalisation were often highly technical and sometimes
counterintuitive, meaning that ‘liberalising the economy was...an elite
preoccupation’ (Errington & Van Onselen 2008:221), beginning soon after
the end of the Second World War.
Trade norms affect states and their behaviour by ‘constituting actors
identities and interests...communicates ideas of what a 'normal' trading
nation is and does’ (Lang 2008:43). The norm examined in this chapter,
‘trade liberalisation’ is understood as that domestic industries should not be
unfairly advantaged through government intervention which affects the terms
of trade, such as through the imposition of trade tariffs. This is a regulative
norm, whose function is to ‘order and constrain behaviour’ (Finnemore &
Sikkink 1998:891), in this case restricting barriers to trade by nation states.
In the economics literature, the case for free trade is generally seen as
‘simple, logically true and non-trivial’ (Robertson 1997:136). However, for
the general public and many politicians, it is anything but, as it is often tied
up with larger debates about the role of government and the market.
Pomfret (1995:27) argued that the norm of trade liberalisation can be
‘effectively’ separated from advocating ‘laissez-faire economic policies; one
does not have to believe in non-interventionism and leaving everything to
market forces in order to accept the benefits of free international trade’.
Indeed the early post-WWII commitments to trade liberalisation by western
powers occurred at a time of increasing government domestic intervention in
the market and expansion of the modern welfare state (Lang 2008:21). This
chapter will therefore examine only the norm of trade liberalisation rather
than the full range of norms involved with economic liberalism. Trade
liberalisation is nominally a norm most attractive to those states which
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already maintain capitalist economies. However, the Australian government
was able to argue the case for the norm of trade liberalisation to many
countries which don’t fit this model (such as the Howard government
pursuing FTA’s with China), while it also had to undertake significant work to
strengthen the norm in capitalist countries such as the US.
This chapter seeks to contribute to the growing literature on smaller players
by examining how Australia, as a middle power, has attempted to influence
the spread of the norm of trade liberalisation within the Asia-Pacific. There is
already a significant amount of excellent scholarship on Australia’s trade
behaviour; however, the bulk of the literature is ‘eclectic’ (Seabrooke & Elias
2010:3) in approach and usually examines short periods of time or specific
government policies. For example, Cotton and Ravenhill’s (1997, 2006) series
on five year periods of economic policy, or the work by Cooper, et. al. (1993)
on the Cairns Group and Higgott (1993) and Ravenhill (2009) on APEC. While
there has been a ‘sociological turn’ by Australian trade scholars since the late
1990s, (Seabrooke & Elias 2010:2), with many works identifying the role of
norms (see Capling 2001, Ravenhill 2009), the question of Australia’s
promotion of trade norms and normative influence on trade liberalisation in
the Asia-Pacific has not been sufficiently studied.
Following the end of World War Two, the US used its dominant position in
the West to establish a range of political and economic institutions, including
a multilateral trade system (Pike 2011:52). These included ‘an international
system based on non-discrimination and lower trade barriers’ as embodied
in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) (Pomfret 1995:192). Concerned that it could be
isolated from regional trading blocs in Europe and Asia, the US strongly
advocated three significant trade norms. These were non-discrimination,
reciprocity and trade liberalisation (Janusch & Behrens 2009:2, Mahbubani
2008:2, Ravenhill 2009:94-95). Though Australia had been an active
participant in the development of post-war political institutions such as the
United Nations (as noted in Chapter three), it was a ‘non-participant’ in the
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new economic institutions (Pomfret 1995:190-191) due to the strength of
protectionism in Australia since Federation in 1901. The first Australian
government was organised around the principle of protectionism, with the
Free Trade party forming the opposition. The newly established Australian
Labor Party (ALP) was initially so divided that it allowed its representatives a
consciences vote on trade.
Protectionism was the dominant economic policy in Australia for most of the
twentieth-century, featuring alongside policies including the white Australia
policy, state welfare and industry protection, which together have become
known as the ‘Australian Settlement’ (Kelly 1994:1). In the late 1940s, as the
US was promoting the norm of trade liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific, the
Australian government was still increasing its state protectionism,
establishing some of the world’s highest tariff walls (Anderson 1994:8). Even
after the introduction of the GATT, support for tariff reduction worldwide
was ‘relatively weak’ with plenty of exemptions, and safeguards built into the
founding text (Lang 2008:19). Though Australia had close economic and
cultural links to the US and the United Kingdom, who embraced trade
liberalisation, Australia and the Asia-Pacific region were much more hesitant.
The Australian government ‘struggled to come to terms with the importance
of non-discrimination and multilateralism’ in the early days of the GATT
(Capling 2001:211). Within the wider Asia-Pacific non-discrimination,
termed ‘open regionalism’, had begun to enjoy strong support from the
1960s onwards (Ravenhill 2009:105). This was due to the emerging set of
‘ASEAN way’ norms which rejected economic integration and legally binding,
discriminatory institutions (Acharya 2004:61-79).
While the Australian government continued to embrace protectionism in the
late 1960s, the era saw a sea change in academic opinion especially after
England’s accession to the European Common Market. Garnaut (2002:11)
records that Australian ‘economists began to examine closely and to publish
studies on the costs of the highly differentiated Australian tariff...by the late
1960s the economic profession was advocating import liberalisation with
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near unanimity and with increasing technical sophistication’ (Garnaut
2002:11). The intellectual movement for change within Australia coincided
with a series of shocks to the Australian and international economic climate.
In the West, the early 1970s witnessed ‘serious erosion in the principles and
norms that were established in Bretton-Woods and in the articles of GATT’
(Higgott & Cooper 1990:592). Facing economic strife, the Australian
government under Gough Whitlam (1972-1975) reduced all tariffs by 25
percent. However, it was a highly unpopular move by a government which
had little conviction for the policy. A worsening economy contributed to the
downfall of the Whitlam government, replaced by the Fraser government
(1975-1983). Though willing to discuss economic reform, Malcolm Fraser
was still ‘a creature of the Menzies-McEwen period of economic management,
when plenty of benign and protective government intervention appeared to
work’ (Howard 2010a:135). Substantial majorities of the Australian public
were still in favour of protectionism and tariffs during the 1970s (Garnaut
2002:12). As the Fraser government began to falter in the early 1980s, the
‘Australian economy came face to face...with the need to change
fundamentally, not only to recover from the affliction of stagflation but also
build the basis of sustainable growth...Australian policy makers were forced
to embrace far-reaching change’ (Howard 2010a:540). This was known as a
fear of relative decline.
The chief fear among the Australian elite was that the country faced a long
period of ‘relative decline’ (Dobell, Interview 2010) compared to the AsiaPacific region. This was best exemplified by the statement by Lee Kuan Yew
that Australia risked becoming the ‘poor white trash of Asia’ (AAP 2007).
This fear forced the Australian elite to be open to new ideas and approaches.
After winning the election in 1983, Prime Minister Bob Hawke, and his
Treasurer Paul Keating ‘began their work at a time when Australians were
recognising that the old ways no longer worked’ (Edwards 1996:176). The
early 1980s were a period of boom for Asia, with massive growth in
Northeast Asia and a significant shift towards export orientated economic
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policies in Southeast Asia. Interestingly, the strongest rejection of the US
model of liberal trade came from the Philippines which was influenced by
Latin American import-replacement economic theory rather than Western
liberal trade (Harris, Interview 2010). These factors of relative decline,
recognition of the failure of old approaches, and a boom in regional economic
growth gave the incoming Australian government a pressing incentive to
encourage an open trading environment in the Asia-Pacific which could help
reinflate the Australian economy. This access was the fundamental aim
behind the Hawke-Keating government’s strategy of engagement with the
Asia-Pacific (McDougall 2007:288-289).

1983-1991 The Hawke Government
The Hawke Labor government (1983-1991) was not expected to prioritise
the liberalisation of the Australian economy or the promotion of trade
liberalisation regionally. The ALP’s 1983 election platform contained
standard pledges of Keynesian deficit spending to restore the economy, and
Hawke was a former leader of the Trade Union movement (Kelly 1994:64).
Yet soon after taking office, the Hawke government realised that the economy
was worse than anticipated, with Australian industries struggling to compete
regionally due to trade barriers, especially in agriculture. The fixed currency
and high domestic tariffs were constraining growth (Kenyon 2006:28), with
high inflation and unemployment. The ‘situation was so evidently bad that it
gave Labor a licence for change’ (Hartcher 2011:111). Hawke was also
desperate to demonstrate that his Labor government could manage the
economy better than his predecessor Gough Whitlam had as a political
necessity for re-election and the health of the ALP brand.
Hawke and his treasurer believed that ‘closer integration into the
international economy, through trade liberalisation and other means, was a
necessary element of economic reform to build a modern economy in
Australia’ (Garnaut 2002:15-16). Michael Wesley (Interview, 2010) has
described the Hawke government as ‘true believers’ of trade liberalisation,
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with the policy taking on the status of a ‘religion’ for many of its members.
Hawke’s microeconomic and trade advisor, Craig Emerson (now Minister for
Trade in the Gillard government), explained that the Hawke government ‘did
not invent an economic philosophy; they adopted one from orthodox
economic thinking. Much of that thinking in Australia had been done by
academics’ (Emerson 2010:2). The approach of the Hawke government had a
basic ‘conceptual thrust [that] — force of argument and coalition building
among countries of the region could, over time, help to bring about a freer
multilateral trading environment’ (Hawke 1994:233).
The changes in Australia coincided with an international trend towards a
neoliberal or neoclassical economic approach. The change in opinions within
Australia’s elite can be ‘explained mainly through the domestic debate and
political contest...In a new intellectual environment, vested interests in trade
liberalisation became more effective in the political process...discretionary
acts of political leadership were [also] important in converting the changed
climate of elite opinion into policy reform’ (Garnaut 2002:2-3). The action
and advocacy by Margaret Thatcher in the United Kingdom (elected 1979)
and Ronald Reagan (elected 1980) on behalf of similar ideas also made it
more attractive for the Australian government to endorse trade liberalisation
policies.
In the Asia-Pacific region, there was significant diversity over trade and
economic policy (Ravenhill 2001:43).The great powers, such as the US and
Japan, were supportive of the concept, but resistant to any competition with
their core industries. Only the tiny state of Singapore appeared to practice
what it preached. In Southeast Asia generally, ‘economic nationalism and
import substitution remained for some time at the heart of ASEAN’s
economic cognitive prior’ (Acharya 2010:101). In Northeast Asia, while South
Korea was beginning to open its economy, China and North Korea still had
very strict government controls on the economy and trade. Applying Legro’s
test (1997 34-35), it is clear there was no specificity about how countries in
the Asia-Pacific should organise their trade policy what rules were in place
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from international institutions such as the GATT had little durability, and
there was a lack of regional concordance and intersubjective agreement.
Other than ASEAN, the Asia-Pacific region lacked a organisations which could
enable the spread of trade liberalisation. While there was some support for
the idea, the norm of trade liberalisation was still very much in an embryonic
phase. Writing in 1981, the economists Krause and Sekiguchi (in Ravenhill
2001:42) noted that the many challenges facing the Asia-Pacific region before
trade liberalisation could take hold included
Seek ways to build mutual trust, find a surrogate for hegemonial
power, design mechanisms to make countries aware of the limits of
their macroeconomic goals, make countries aware of the implications
of their macroeconomic policies on others, avoid excesses of exportled growth, face up to cyclical and structural problems, improve the
functioning of the exchange rate market, promote international trade
and contain protectionism. If any of these goals are to be reached, a
regular

and

continuous

procedure

for

consultation

among

governments of the Pacific basin must be created.
This insight, on the need for regional identity and organisation as the
foundation for future regional cooperation was well understood by the
Hawke government. The Hawke government’s policy was driven by two
impulses. Publicly the government sought the opportunity of trade
liberalisation expansion in Australia’s immediate region. Privately it feared
being locked out of an Asia region trading bloc (Griffiths & Wesley 2010:17)
alongside a concern that Australia’s primary ally the US, was about to re-align
itself towards Europe at the expense of Asia (Johnson, C., P. Ahluwalia, et. al.
2010:64). Both of these changes would have disastrous consequences for
Australian economic and defence policy. Engagement also raised a series of
questions about Australia’s identity, which Hawke and Keating wanted to
redefine, as scholars such as Curran (2004) have examined in detail.
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In order to promote the norm of trade liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific, the
Hawke government took a number of significant steps to ensure it had an
effective organisational platform. First, Hawke hired the public intellectual
and economist, Ross Garnaut, as his principal economic advisor. Garnaut
symbolises the movement of elite opinions from academia into the Hawke
government that assisted its development of policy and framing of trade
liberalisation for domestic and foreign audiences. Garnaut was a ‘a dedicated
anti-protectionist and pro-market economist’ (Kelly 1994:58). His influence
was such that other economic advisors to the government complained that
‘Hawke never took...advice on a single economic issue unless it coincided
with that of Ross Garnaut’ (Kelly 1994:58). Similarly, in 1984, when John
Dawkins took over as Trade Minister, he appointed Alan Oxley as Australia’s
Ambassador to the GATT. While Oxley was not a trade specialist, he had great
‘political nous and understanding of the media’ and ended up playing a major
role in organising and co-ordinating the pro-agricultural tariff reductions
organisation the Cairns Group (Capling 2001:107). As seen in the previous
chapters, appointing specific-issue Ambassadors has been a favoured tactic of
the Australian government, and a reasonably successful one (Downer,
Interview 2010). Australia has regularly gained significant credit and
influence in regional trade discussions due to the quality and commitment of
its ambassadors and negotiators who were ‘outstanding...in the GATT and
WTO...not a lot of countries can beat the game-playing of the Australian
delegation, they study it very closely’ (Kesavapany, Interview 2010). Trade,
with its highly detailed and long running negotiations is a policy field that
demands significant resources and highly educated and dedicated officials.
This was a significant advantage which a middle power state like Australia
had compared to most of the smaller, or less well developed Asia-Pacific
countries. An emerging and key part of the Australian government’s strategy,
through later initiatives such as the Cairns Group and APEC was to expand
access to similar resources throughout the Asia-Pacific as a coalition to
support its approach.
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Along with bringing in advisors, the Hawke government reformed the
bureaucracy, merging the Department of Trade with the Department of
Foreign Affairs in 1987. Hawke described his thinking some years later,
saying ‘increasingly, foreign policy is trade policy, and trade policy is foreign
policy’ (Hawke 1994:421). No clearer signal could be sent by the Hawke
government that it considered the promotion of trade a fundamental concern
of the government’s foreign policy. Amalgamation provided increased
resources to the trade portfolio, along with access to the negotiation and
diplomatic skills in the foreign affairs department. These skills were critical
to Australia’s participation in the eight-year Uruguay Round. Trade officials
have said that ‘without the foreign affairs department on side we wouldn’t
have been able to do anything successful in the Uruguay round’ (Harris,
Interview 2010). The bureaucratic shuffles also showed activity to the
general public, a useful political signal during a tiring government’s third
term (Dobell, Interview 2010). Some scholars have even argued that without
the amalgamation it would have been ‘impossible’ for the Trade Department
to deliver on the Hawke government’s reform agenda and norm promotion
policies (Capling 2001: 111-112).
While Australia is a first world, developed nation, it has long had a primary
resource focused economy, more reminiscent of developing nations. This
means that trade levels strongly correlate with the overall health of the
economy. Prime Minister Hawke argued that in
Australia’s case, as a large trading nation rich in minerals and
agricultural products with a gradually diversifying export base (and in
a dangerous environment of growing protectionist sentiment), our
interests were best served by recognizing this interdependence [of
trade and foreign policy] and pulling the two formerly distinct
portfolios together (Hawke 1994:421).
The changes to the organisational platform by the Hawke government were
critical to the success of the Australian government in promoting the norm of
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trade liberalisation. Australian officials also benefited from access to
Australian economic research and modelling from academia which enabled
Australia to offer trade partners an ‘intellectual contribution [which] was
enhanced by...the increasing sophistication of its economic diplomacy’
(Capling 2001:121). Many of the more significant figures such as Peter
Drysdale, Ross Garnaut and Stuart Harris were also heavily involved — and
utilised by the government —in Track Two diplomatic conferences and
discussions, especially with preparing the region for APEC (Harris, Interview
2010). A prime example of the benefit a strong organisational platform
provided was the Cairns Group, which will be discussed below (Higgott &
Cooper 1990:626). Capling (2001:108) argues the changes to the Australian
government’s organisational platform gave Australia a ‘new credibility as a
force for liberalisation...[an] ability to contemplate full participation in all
aspects of the negotiations, and the energy, commitment and intellectual
calibre of the true believers’. As a middle power it is critical for a country to
be able to marshal its resources efficiently and the Hawke government’s
reforms provided Australia ‘the ability to “punch above its weight” and be a
force for good in the GATT’ (Capling 2001:108). In order to best utilise its
organisational capacity, the Hawke government had to develop a series of
persuasive arguments in favour of the new norm of trade liberalisation.
As discussed in the literature review, framing is a process to ‘select some
aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient...in such a way as
to promote a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral
evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation’ (Entman 1993:52). The
Hawke government’s framing approach to the norm of trade liberalisation
rested on two prongs. The first was domestic economic reforms designed to
provide Australia with ‘clean hands’ (Hawke 1994:423) in order to improve
Australia’s credibility as a trade liberalisation advocate. The second approach
was to strip away the moral language favoured by Thatcher and Reagan and
frame the norm of trade liberalisation as a pragmatic step necessary for
development, both in Australia and for the region (Hartcher 2011:110).
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By undertaking a series of unilateral liberalisations of Australia’s trade
barriers, the Hawke government developed a very effective frame for trade
liberalisation: no need to trust the Australian government’s words, AsiaPacific countries just had to look at the results. The Hawke government
undertook unilateral liberalisation in a deliberate manner so as to gain
regional attention, and identify Australia closely with the norm of trade
liberalisation. For that reason, these reforms are covered here as a framing
behaviour due to the manner in which liberalisation occurred, rather than
just being treated as evidence of Australia’s socialisation to the norm of trade
liberalisation. Rather than seek mutual reductions with regional partners as
the best way to encourage change (and as the Howard government would
later do), the Hawke government acted unilaterally. This, it was hoped, would
demonstrate to the Asia-Pacific political elite the Australian government’s
confidence in the norm it was advocating. The move was also explicitly
undertaken to provide Australia’s trade negotiators ‘substantial negotiating
coin’ in the region (Capling 2001:110).
Though bold, this was not a self-sacrificing move, the Hawke government and
advisors such as Garnaut were also of the view that ‘the efficiency and
welfare gains from tariff cuts justified Australia moving ahead with unilateral
trade liberalisation, regardless of the actions of its trade partners’ (Capling
2001:114). Soon after taking office, the government implemented its
attention-grabbing unilateral strategy with a ‘decisive dismantling of
Australian protection’ (Garnaut 2002:6), with changes in tariffs on steel,
heavy machinery and household durables. In December 1983, the
government reacted to worsening economic conditions by removing
exchange controls on the Australian Dollar, further reducing protections for
local industries and goods. There were two big policy announcements, in
1988 and 1991, that dramatically reduced Australia’s overall levels of tariffs.
The 1988 reduction was at Hawke’s insistence and represented a ‘landmark
in internationalising the Australian economy. The May [1988] statement was
the beginning rather than the end of the tariff reform in the Hawke
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Government’ (Edwards 1996: 334). The second round of cuts were led by
Treasurer Keating and involved ‘more radical and comprehensive across-theboard reduction’, deeply cutting textiles, clothing, footwear and car
manufacturing to rates of five to fifteen percent (Garnaut 2002:7). These
tariff cuts represent clear evidence of the Hawke government’s acceptance of
the norm of trade liberalisation. The government did not undertake cuts as a
‘necessary evil’ to extract concessions but ‘considered [them] to be in the
national interest, part of an overall program of increasing national jobs and
prosperity’ (Emerson 2010:3). The government also enacted the second
round of cuts in 1991 in the middle of a deep recession, despite a popular
backlash over the pace and return from the reforms the Hawke government
had previously enacted. The Productivity Commission (2010:xxvi) has found
that ‘Australia has gained significant economic benefits as a result of
programs of unilateral reform...creat[ing] a competitive environment that
drives productivity and a more efficient utilisation of resources within the
economy’. Despite being a political rival, the Howard government has praised
the openness and prosperity of Australia’s economy they inherited as
providing the country with leadership opportunities and influence in the
Asia-Pacific (Kelly 2009:430-431; Downer, Interview 2010). Key regional
actors, such the first WTO President K. Kesavapany (Interview 2010) argue
that through Hawke’s unilateral reforms Australia came to be ‘identified with’
ideas of trade liberalisation and unilateral reform ‘and therefore when you go
into a meeting with these kind of ideas you [Australians] have the cache, and
the right to speak’.
The other way the Hawke government framed the norm of trade
liberalisation for the Asia-Pacific was by drawing heavily on an extensive
‘body of intellectual thought and rigour’ available within academic and
business circles to demonstrate the practical benefits of trade liberalisation.
The government used this intellectual material as ‘a vital counterweight to
the protectionism within the business community and the broad labour
movement at the time’ both in Australia and against reticence within the
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Asia-Pacific. (Emerson 201:2). The Hawke government’s framing strategy
was an intellectual appeal, based on the ‘dissemination of information about
the economic effects of protection...and by Australian participation in
discussion of trade liberalisation within the Asia Pacific region’ (Garnaut
2002:15). The Hawke and later Keating government sought to maintain tight
links to the elite in Australian business and academic circles, as a way to
defend their position on trade liberalisation. As Prime Minister Keating told
his cabinet colleagues, the ALP’s unilateral reform had ‘kept us regarded
seriously by the pointy heads, which eventually means we’re regarded
seriously by the masses; they see our willingness to internationalise as the
test’ (Edwards 1996:488-489). The government believed community views
followed elite opinion on economic matters. It also saw the task of
persuading fellow elite (many of whom in the bureaucracy and media had
already endorsed trade liberalisation) as an easier target group who would
then help to socialise the wider domestic public. Hawke’s central argument
was that ‘sustained economic growth...required reductions in protection, and
that these reductions would be implemented as employment strengthened
during the economic recovery’ (Garnaut 2002:15-16). Garnaut explains the
approach of the Hawke government
Hawke’s political style involved consultation among a wide array of
interest groups, extended public discussion, and dissemination of
information well in advance of decisions for change. The National
Economic Summit Conference, discussion in the new Economic
Planning Advisory Council and the Australian Manufacturing Council,
speeches and exhortations by the prime minister himself, and the
publication of reports to the government explaining the need for
change...were all instruments of public education, helping to prepare a
climate of public opinion that expected and favoured trade
liberalisation (Garnaut 2002:16).
Hawke’s approach was met very receptively in New Zealand, which with a
change of government in 1984, and similar fears of economic decline had also
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begun to undertake an economic liberalisation (Richardson 2001:2). The
example of Australia and New Zealand’s unilateral liberalisation in the
Western Pacific is seen to have had a ‘demonstration effect’ (Richardson
2001:3) encouraging other policy makers in the region to embrace trade
liberalisation. Yet any such effect was to come much later, with the initial
reaction of the Asia-Pacific one of interest in the experiment of Australia and
New Zealand. The 1980s witnessed some move towards liberalisation
amongst ASEAN members, though the influence of Australian changes and
advocacy is likely to have been extremely limited during the early phase
(Jayanthakumaran, K & Sanidas 2005:2). The Hawke government was also
supported by the domestic Coalition Opposition which was beginning to
ideologically endorse trade liberalisation, somewhat indemnifying the
government against community opposition (Howard 2010a:541). At times,
the Hawke government’s framing effort seemed to verge on the neoliberal
narrative of a minimalist role for the state as against a historically
protectionist over-regulated model. Critics often described this approach as
economic rationalism, but in response Hawke ‘would ask of his anti-reform
critics: “what are they in favour of – economic irrationalism?”’ (Emerson
2010:2). Ultimately, the Hawke government’s framing efforts within
Australia were only moderately successful. During the 1980s and early
1990s, trade liberalisation struggled to gain popular support despite strong
elite endorsement (Errington & Van Onselen 2008:221). This is similar to the
policy of engagement which saw a ‘significant degree of consensus on the
wisdom of closer engagement with Asia’ amongst the elite, however ‘this has
yet to be reflected in public attitudes’ (Cotton & Ravenhill 1997:12).
Along with believing in the ‘force of argument’ for spreading the norm of
trade liberalisation, the main socialisation strategy of the Hawke government
was coalition building, leading to the development of the Cairns Group and
APEC (Hawke 1994:233). Goldsworthy (1997:18-19) argues that coalition
forming enables middle powers to ‘compensate for their limited bilateral
clout by engaging in interest-based coalition building and other forms of
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multilateral action’ allowing middle powers to take on ‘dispute mediation
and conflict resolution...[a] leadership role’. Prior to the 1980s the Australian
government had been hesitant about the benefits of the multilateral trade
system, especially its core principle of non-discrimination in the GATT. That
changed with the election of the Hawke government and Australia became a
‘leading proponent’ of the system (Capling 2001:211). The Hawke
government also created the Cairns Group to aid the Uruguay Round of the
GATT. Regionally it worked to create the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation
(APEC) to institutionalise the trade liberalisation process. Hawke (1994:432)
writes in his memoirs that ‘the concept at the heart of both Cairns and APEC
was the optimization of each country’s economic opportunities by the
creation of the greatest possible freedom in international trade’.
Despite the rise of neo-liberalism and the promotion of trade liberalisation
rhetoric by the Americans and Europeans, none of the major world
economies were prepared to seriously reduce their agricultural protections
in early 1980 (Kenyon 2006:32). The task of persuading the US and the
European Union (EU) as a middle power to liberalise their primary industries
‘seemed a near impossible task’ (Kenyon 2006:32). In response, the Hawke
government designed a new, issue-based coalition-building approach to
increase its bargaining power (Higgott & Cooper 1990:592), developing the
Cairns Group.
The origins of the group lay in a 1983 speech Bob Hawke gave in Bangkok,
where he announced an initiative to secure negotiation on agricultural trade
at the upcoming Uruguay Round of the GATT trade talks. This speech
‘inaugurated Australia’s most sustained international initiative of the decade’,
the Cairns Group (Kelly 1994:93). The creation of the Cairns group was led
by John Dawkins, the Minister for Trade and Alan Oxley, the Australian
ambassador to GATT. It was hoped that a coalition of interested small and
middle-sized states could leverage the combined weight of Cairns group
members to challenge the EU and US in the forthcoming negotiations. In early
1986, the Australian government invited 14 countries to meet in Cairns
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(Australia) to discuss forcing agriculture back onto the agenda for the
Uruguay round and achieve significant cuts to trade barriers by the major
players. The countries it invited were a ‘motley crew’ (Pomfret 1995:196) of
developed and developing nations including Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Chile,
Colombia, Fiji, Hungary, Indonesia, Malaysia, New Zealand, the Philippines,
Thailand and Uruguay. Half the members (seven) were from the Asia-Pacific,
five from the Americas, and the remaining two were from Europe.
Australia was audacious in its development of the Cairns Group. Though a
middle power, it was seeking to shape the international trade system and be
recognised as a leading actor within the negotiations. Australian officials
asked countries to attend the first meeting in Cairns, with ‘the terms of the
invitation implying that attendance indicated acceptance of Australia’s
permanent hold on the leadership’ (Dobell 2000:20). Bumgartner and Jones
(1991) argue that the location of political negotiations can have a significant
impact on the outcome, with canny entrepreneurs carefully choosing
locations to suit their interests and outcome, as seems to have occurred here.
Hawke says his government undertook considerable effort to ‘consolidate
Australia’s leading role in the protracted struggle for a more liberalized
international trading system in general, and for agriculture in particular’
(Hawke 1994: 424). Via the Cairns Group, Australia had a high-profile
organisational platform from which it could push the norm of trade
liberalisation with America and Europe (Dobell 2000:20). Australia gained
‘considerable credit for its diplomacy in keeping the group together and
focused’ (Pomfret 1995:196). One reason why many members of the Cairns
Group accepted Australia’s leadership was that it was one of the few
countries with the bureaucratic skills and resources necessary to negotiate
with the US and EU and it was willing to spend these resources on their
behalf. Australian officials provided members of the Cairns Group with
technical assistance, policy development and compliance assistance, reducing
the cost and burden on many Asia-Pacific countries with little prior
experience or expertise in multilateral negotiations (Capling 2001:122).
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The creation of the Cairns Group is identified by Higgott and Cooper
(1990:626) as a classic example of middle power leadership. Australia took
on the role of ‘intellectual leader, provider of technical support and political
convener of the group’. When the Uruguay Round met in 1986, agriculture
was successfully reintroduced onto the agenda, leading to a final deal in 1993
involving cuts of thirty-six percent in the value of agricultural export
subsidies and a twenty-one percent cut in the overall level of subsidies. This
was a ‘significant breakthrough, one which owes much to Australian
diplomacy and the Cairns Group’ (Capling 2001:145). The economist Jagdish
Bhagwati has said that if not for the Cairns Group in the Uruguay Round ‘it is
difficult to imagine that the process of unravelling [Europe’s] Common
Agricultural Policy could even have begun’ (Dobell 2000:21). The Cairns
Group has since expanded to cover 19 countries, though the Uruguay Round
in some ways remains its high point. Nonetheless the influence of the Cairns
Group has the 1993 round, with only a minor role in the currently stalled
negotiations for the Doha Trade Round. Some scholars such as Ravenhill
(2009:21), suggest that the reduced impact of the Cairns Group over time
undermines claims the group was integral to the Uruguay Round agreement.
Even if accepted, such views don’t diminish the innovative and creative
leadership shown by the Australian government in creating and leading the
Cairns Group, though it does show care is required to determine the impact
of the government’s initiative. The Australian government seems to have also
gained little long-term influence beyond the Uruguay Round for its
leadership. Ravenhill (2009:71) does credit the Cairns Group with having
eased the path for the construction of APEC, which, as will be shown,
overtook the attention of the Australian government and offers a more long
term strategy for promoting trade liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific. The
Hawke government firmly believed that coalition building was the basis for a
successful strategy of promoting the norm of trade liberalisation and in 1989,
launched its most successful middle power effort: the Asia Pacific Economic
Cooperation (APEC).
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In many ways, APEC represents the ‘organisational expression of Australia’s
commitment to Asian enmeshment’ (Dobell 2000:58). It is the strongest
example of Australia’s desire to immerse itself within Southeast Asia and the
broader Pacific and the priority the Hawke government gave to establishing a
regional path towards trade liberalisation. Hawke has said that ‘the
fundamental basis of the APEC initiative was freer international trade’
(Hawke 1994:432). That is, it was an explicit norm promotion vehicle.
Garnaut has, since leaving government, said that APEC was ‘a mechanism
with which East Asians might be convinced of the merits of free trade,
neoliberalism and the sort of policy agenda that had figured so prominently
in the “Anglo-American” economies since the 1980s’ (Beeson & Jayasuriya
2009:369). Australia was supported in creating APEC by Japan, which had
raised the idea of a regional economic forum with Australian officials during
the late 1980s. Australia and Japan had a long history of cooperation on
economic regionalism from the 1960s onwards. However, even in the late
1980s the Japanese were hesitant to promote their own initiatives due to the
legacy of bitter memories in the Asia-Pacific over World War Two (Ravenhill
2009:48). Japanese officials knew that ‘any call by Tokyo for pan-Pacific
structures caused some in Asia to remember the Greater East Asia CoProsperity Sphere imposed at the point of the Japanese bayonet’ (Dobell
2000:29-30). Despite Japan’s important role in encouraging the development,
Australia should not be seen as simply doing Japan’s bidding. Australia had
been advocating new economic regional infrastructure to encourage trade
liberalisation for several years and the encouragement and support of the
Japanese represented a case of a great power seeking an active middle power
with similar ideas to tread where it struggled to. APEC’s formation can also
be seen as a sign that the Asia-Pacific was coming to accept the logic of
economic cooperation and economic liberalisation, even if far from socialised
to the Australian government’s norm.
Lee Kuan Yew, who was a very strong supporter of trade liberalisation in the
Asia-Pacific, has praised Australia’s leadership in the creation of the
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institution by arguing that ‘APEC was only a concept. Australia’s good timing
and skilful diplomacy brought it into fruition’ (Dobell 2000:16). By
international standards, APEC enjoyed ‘a remarkably short gestation period’
(Hawke 1994:432). In January 1989 Prime Minister Hawke announced
Australia’s push for a new economic regional organisation in a speech in
Seoul, and by November of that year the first meeting was held. This is even
more remarkable given that reports from the time suggest that it was
Hawke’s need for a ‘good story’ to mark the trip which prompted the
proposal, with the government otherwise having undertaken scant
preparation or consultation (Dobell 2000:18). After the announcement,
however, Australia’s diplomacy was highly skilful and well designed. As an
entrepreneurial strategy, the Hawke government utilised a tactic it had
successfully used before, asking a senior official, in this case DFAT head,
Richard Woolcott, to undertake a series of regional meetings to canvas
support and allay any concerns. Nineteen years later, the Rudd government
would also ask Woolcott to undertake a similar mission in support of its own
regional initiative, the Asia-Pacific Community (Carr & Roberts 2010:241242).
With signs of early support emerging from the Asia-Pacific, the Hawke
government set about developing the design for the institution. However, the
government was mindful that it would have to overcome a number of
barriers in order to achieve its aim of a regional institution to promote the
norm of trade liberalisation and resulting policy changes. Like the Pacific
Community concept before it, promoters of APEC faced regional misgivings
about a heavy institutional approach along with the challenge of ASEAN’s
own desire to retain primacy in the region and Southeast Asian identity
(Acharya 2010:105-106). Recognising this, the Australian government
shifted its desire for a negotiated, legally binding Western style institution to
a more regionally appropriate model that stressed consensus and peer
pressure with only a light secretariat (Harris, Interview 2010). The lightness
of the institutional form was critical not only to ensure initial acceptance by
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Southeast Asian governments, but also to ensure that the pressure for trade
liberalisation was seen as having come from peer countries and not an
independent authority. One of APEC’s roles was to review member-states’
trade policies, by way of providing information, rather than seeking a legal
ruling as occurs with the WTO. APEC’s less institutional approach was seen as
the most regionally appropriate ‘means of pressuring governments to relax
controls on imports... Such external publicity can become a source of
inducement for governments to change their economic management policies’
(Mulgan 1996:4). That is, influence via peer pressure rather than legalistic
measures to encourage countries to liberalise. So that the new institution
would not be seen as a challenge to ASEAN centrality, APEC was established
as a ministerial level forum (Henderson 1997:121). By holding discussions at
a slightly less senior level the new forum provided governments in the AsiaPacific with greater freedom to discuss the contentious issue of trade
liberalisation without negotiating stages or concessions necessarily reflecting
on the leadership. In time, Australia would seek to upgrade the meeting to
involve national leaders, but the decision early on to establish APEC as a
ministerial forum was critical to its creation. APEC’s impact in promoting the
norm of trade liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific will be examined later in the
chapter, following the structural changes to the institution which were
sought by the Keating government.
Australia’s efforts to promote the norm of trade liberalisation to the AsiaPacific was not without its critics, both within Australia and especially in the
region. Finnemore & Sikkink (1998) use the willingness of norm
entrepreneurs to sustain criticism as a key characteristic, separating the
promotion of a norm from mere rhetorical support for change. Domestic
criticism of the Australian government’s unilateral reforms and trade
liberalisation advocacy were tied up with concerns about the project of
engagement with Asia, Australian identity, and the move away from the
‘Australian Settlement’ and protectionism of Australian industry. This
criticism was heaviest within the government’s own political party, the ALP.
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The switch to liberalisation of the economy was shocking to many ALP
supporters, and created hostility, disillusionment and a sense of alienation
from the party for many of the rank and file (Kelly 1994:33). The reforms of
Hawke and Keating, in endorsing and actively promoting trade liberalisation
were ‘not just anathema to the Labor tradition...the government...was really
involved in the remaking of the Australian political tradition’ (Kelly 1994:31).
Similarly, in the Liberal party, despite its current day image, the shift to
support free market economics was highly controversial in much of the
electorate, making it harder to win elections with their support for
liberalisation (Kelly 1994:98).
Many were also sceptical that Australian initiatives such as APEC would be
accepted as a key regional infrastructure, noting that the idea of APEC
‘seemed at odds with historical reality and [was] unlikely to win over
sceptical Asian elites’ (Beeson & Jayasuriya 2009:369). Despite some
supportive members such as Singapore (and from a distance, the US) the
Asia-Pacific’s trade and economic norms during the Hawke government era
were dominated by ‘state-led, neo-mercantilist developmental strategies that
had been pioneered by Japan and emulated elsewhere across the region’
(Beeson & Jayasuriya 2009:369). Socialising the norm of trade liberalisation
required more than just getting rhetorical support from governments in the
Asia-Pacific, but changing what was understood to be the standard of
appropriate behaviour. In that countries which resisted liberalisation or
increased their tariff barriers to trade would be seen as acting
inappropriately. For the Australian government from Hawke to Rudd, the
biggest challenge was taking existing regional acceptance of trade
liberalisation and securing its hold as a norm, with all that implies for
shaping state identity (states seeing themselves as pro-trade liberalisation)
and state behaviour.
Because of this difficulty, the Hawke government was always very sensitive
towards those who sought to exclude Australia as the ‘odd one out’ of the
region. For example, Malaysian Prime Minister, Mahathir bin Mohamad,
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responded to the 1989 proposal to create APEC by offering his own Asia only
grouping, deliberately excluding Australia and the US. Mahathir’s efforts did
not gain adequate regional support, but did reflect concerns from ASEAN that
its pre-eminence was being challenged. These doubts also reflected a
dubiousness about Australia’s claim to membership of the Asia-Pacific
(Johnson, McCarthy and Ahluwalia 2010:65). Australia was challenging not
just Southeast Asia’s norms on economic policy, but the way the region
identified and where it drew the boundaries in constructing a regional
identity.
Others critics of the Hawke governments’ approach, including those who
already were supporters of the norm of trade liberalisation, worried that the
government was so focused on the idea of activism promoting the norm of
trade liberalisation that it not only lost sight of the real goal of improving
Australia’s economic position, but actively harmed them (Griffiths & Wesley
2010:19). This included complaints from within the bureaucracy that DFAT
was under-resourced for conducting bilateral deals as a consequence of
having fallen out of favour with the Hawke government (Edwards 1996:488489).However, Hawke was not around to counter such criticism or maintain
APEC after its first years. In December 1991, Paul Keating replaced him as
leader of the ALP and thus as Prime Minister. Keating’s challenge was driven
by his personal ambition to be leader, along with his belief that he could
manage future economic development and promote the key economic
reforms of the Hawke government, which he had overseen as treasurer, such
as trade liberalisation (Kelly 1994:644-645). Keating’s government embraced
trade liberalisation, continuing the work of the Hawke government, including
by upgrading APEC to a leaders’ meeting.
While the norm of trade liberalisation could be said to have existed since the
19th century, the 1980s represented something of a norm re-emergence.
This can be attributed to the pressures of economic strife seen in the 1970s,
fears of relative decline in Australia and desires for economic modernisation
in the Asia-Pacific. Despite the Hawke government’s proliferation of
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initiatives, many of which served Australia’s economic interests, the impact
on regional norms was likely insignificant. APEC helped to facilitate change,
but its creation also reflected the emerging support for economic
liberalisation. Australia was far from the only ship pulling in the direction of
trade liberalisation, with Singapore and New Zealand within the region also
extolling the benefits, and from afar a similar mantra could be heard from
Washington and London. However, this did not slow Paul Keating, who
sought to expand the pace of promotion for the norm of trade liberalisation,
within both the Asia-Pacific and around the globe.

1991-1996 The Keating Government
As Treasurer in the Hawke government, Keating played a leading role in the
economic reforms of the Labor government since 1983 and his trade
ministers while Prime Minister (1991-1996), John Kerin, Peter Cook and Bob
McMullan, had all been part of the Hawke government. Though Keating was
proud of his working class Labor heritage and values, he made ‘promoting
free trade and capital flows as a keystone of his policies’ (Johnson, C., P.
Ahluwalia, et. al. 2010:65). With the changes brought on by the end of the
Cold War just before Keating assumed the leadership in 1991, his
government possessed a newfound confidence that Australia had
‘unprecedented opportunities and responsibilities to help shape the world
and our region in ways that would help our long-term interests’ (Keating
2000:21). Central to this the promotion of the norm of trade liberalisation
where the Keating government adopted a much more active rhetorical
approach towards the norm of trade liberalisation, involving a renewed
framing effort, and further developing the organisational platform and
socialisation strategy that was employed under the Hawke government. By
his second term, Keating was able to claim to have led Australia ‘into a new
relationship with the expanding economies of the Northeast and Southeast
Asia and the Pacific rim’ (Henderson 1997:121).
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Paul Keating’s speech-writer and biographer, Don Watson (2002:159) has
argued that ‘Keating was anti-tariff in his bones’ when Keating actually
entered parliament in 1972 believing in the ‘Australian settlement’ and
protectionism for Australian industries. The change was to occur later,
during the years in opposition and especially his first years as Treasurer in
the Hawke government. Keating believed strongly in the importance and role
of leaders to shape history (Watson 2002:75). As such, participating in the
Uruguay Round and spreading the norm of trade liberalisation to the AsiaPacific appealed to Keating’s interests. It was a mission that was
unquestionably ‘big picture; it was a central issue in the evolution of the new
world order...it proved Australia’s capacity to tread creatively with the Asian
countries on common ground. It demonstrated the benefits of an approach to
Asia that was new in conception and unprecedented in intensity’ (Watson
2002:73-74).
As discussed in Chapter 4, the end of the Cold War provided the Keating
government with a significant opportunity to frame its policy approach
separately from its predecessor. The end of the Soviet Union was heralded as
the end to ideological warfare and the victory, perhaps for all history, of
capitalism (Fukuyama 1992). The post-Cold-War period unleashed a new
energy and vigour for pursuing trade liberalisation with the Asia-Pacific, of
which the new Prime Minister was determined to take advantage. Keating
gave the Australian government’s promotion of trade liberalisation a fresh
momentum ‘in terms of public opinion, regional diplomacy and new
institutions within the Asia-Pacific’ (Kelly 1994:xxi).
Paul Keating’s frame of trade liberalisation was an expansion of the Hawke
government’s pragmatic and practical economic arguments, within a wider
context of national development. Associating trade liberalisation with ideas
such as multilateralism, identity, and Asian engagement, Keating saw this
new norm as a way of demonstrating (both to the Australian public and an
international audience) that Australia was a modern, vibrant, and confident
nation. To trade without barriers or protections, to trade and compete
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worldwide, fit Keating’s picture for Australia’s identity. Trade liberalisation
was described by the Keating government as improving the prosperity and
confidence of nations which undertook it.
Despite this expanded frame, considerations of economic benefits in growth,
export income and job creation from trade liberalisation were never far from
Keating’s thoughts and rhetoric. Keating would regularly argue to Australian
audiences that ‘”if we are also to maintain steady improvements in living
standards and lower rates of unemployment...we [must] continue to seek
greater economic and political engagement with the region where the
opportunities are greatest — the Asia-Pacific. That is an essential element of
Government strategy”’ (Henderson 1997:20). During a joint press conference
with US President, Bill Clinton, Keating argued simply that ‘APEC equals
growth equals jobs’ (Watson 2002:412). Along with social democracy and
multiculturalism, the ‘new Australia which Keating championed was
characterised by an open competitive economy’ (Kelly 1994:xv). Scholars
such as Lang (2008:43) have suggested this seems an example of a state
experiencing a shift in the conception of its identity and interests after
accepting norms that ‘place particular emphasis or priority on liberal trade
objectives’. The shift to embrace trade liberalisation norms (and in turn
promote it to Australia’s immediate region) had important impacts on the
Australian government’s view of identity. Keating believed that Australia had
already made the shift to becoming a cosmopolitan and multicultural country
and did not ‘go to Asia cap in hand...We go as we are. Not with the ghost of
Empire about us. Not as a vicar of Europe, or as a US deputy’ (Keating, 1992:
190). However, as Johnson, McCarthy and Ahluwalia (2010:65) note, ‘of
course, Asia was not necessarily as enthusiastic to embrace Australia’. Nor
was the Australian public ready to accept the shift wholeheartedly (Cotton &
Ravenhill 1997:12).
To convince the region, the Keating government followed on the Hawke
government approach by stressing the intellectual and economic arguments
of trade liberalisation as a unilaterally beneficial norm to adopt, in place of
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the trade-off calculations of reciprocity. Keating was a ‘vigorous advocate...of
the bandwagon which trumpeted globalisation and internationalisation as
the way to future prosperity’ (Henderson 1997:120). Keating deployed
different framing strategies to different countries in the Asia-Pacific, though
as his speechwriter noted ‘every time the Prime Minister addressed a foreign
audience he was obliged to express his hope that the “Uruguay Round of the
GATT will reach a successful resolution”. It was like a prayer’ (Watson
2002:73). To Japan, which had undertaken a gradual liberalisation path in the
1980s, Keating offered encouragement to keep it progressing. When Japan
expressed concern at the pace of reform and the move away from voluntary
liberalisation, the Australian (and US) government had to deliver ‘sustained
pressure’ to keep Japan in line (Ravenhill 2009:101). With such a close
partner, Keating was happy to be open, noting that ‘Australia, like all Japan’s
foreign partners, wants Japan to engage in large scale deregulation and
economic reform, because we know it will improve our access to your
markets’ (Keating 1995:222). Playing on Japan’s similar concerns to Australia
of exclusion from a Southeast Asian/ASEAN trading bloc, Keating also
encouraged that ‘Japan has little to fear and everything to gain from an open,
pluralist regional and world environment...so Japan can be confident that its
friends want it to play an important role in the world’ (Keating 1995:220223). When meeting the Chinese, whose development was beginning to
gather pace, Keating framed trade liberalisation and involvement in APEC
along a similar ideal of national development as he advocated to Australian
audiences. Keating told Chinese officials that ‘normally when your growth
runs out, your luck runs out with it...but we were able to beat the system by
putting across the idea of a country gaining confidence in itself’ (Edwards
1996:524-525). The Keating government’s foreign policy strategy was to
institutionalise an Asia-Pacific community of nations to give greater
expression to the common interests of its participants, to encourage
the US to shift the focus of its activity from the Atlantic to the Pacific
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and, above all, to establish free trade within APEC nations early in the
twenty-first century (Kelly 1994:xxi).
While Keating was unsuccessful in achieving the development of an AsiaPacific community, he did boost APEC’s fortunes, and importance in the
region. To achieve this, the Keating government built on the Hawke
government’s two standout multilateral achievements, the Cairns Group and
APEC. The Keating government was the high water mark of Australian
governments’ support for multilateral institutions as the way to encourage
trade liberalisation within the Asia-Pacific. Keating believed that Australia’s
economic size as a middle power and ‘experience...that politely asking other
countries to do nice things for you won’t get you very far’, forced Australia to
‘join our voice to others in a multilateral approach that benefits everyone’
(Keating 2000:34).
One of the main focuses of the Keating government’s trade policy was the
completion of the Uruguay Trade Round. Alongside the EU and the US,
Australia was now a leading participant in the negotiations. That Australia
was able to take such a role was due to the Hawke government’s past
activism on trade liberalisation, and coalition building efforts, especially the
Cairns Group and creation of APEC. Australia was also willing to deploy
significant diplomatic and financial resources to aid the negotiations.
Singapore’s Ambassador Krishnasamy Kesavapany, who was involved in the
final negotiations for the trade round and later appointed the first Chairman
of the WTO, recalls that ‘Australia was one of the leading figures, by virtue of
its capacity to be present in all the key committees. You would not see a
committee being formed without an Australian representative there’
(Kesavapany, Interview 2010). The Uruguay Round was finally settled on 15
April 1994. It has been hailed as the most significant change in the
multilateral trade system since the creation of the post-World War Two
order. The completed trade round also replaced the old GATT with the World
Trade Organisation, along with beginning the opening up of the agricultural,
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investment and banking sectors and led to substantial trade liberalisation
globally and in the Asia-Pacific.
The other strategic opportunity for the Keating government to advance the
norm of trade liberalisation was through the prime minister’s plan to elevate
APEC to a leaders-led dialogue. Keating believed this change would provide
Australia with a significantly better opportunity to socialise the norm of trade
liberalisation at the elite, leaders level within the Asia-Pacific. Keating, always
confident of his own persuasive powers, believed that if he had access to
individual leaders, he could convince them of the utility and benefits of trade
liberalisation. Keating also benefited from a freedom that few other
Southeast Asian leaders had, thanks to being outside regional cultural norms,
along with the prime ministers self-confidence. As such, he was in regular
and direct contact with other regional leaders, especially Indonesian
President Suharto (Dobell 2000:46-47).
With the fortuitous timing of a US presidential visit due a month after Keating
took office, the Prime Minister scheduled an informal one-on-one meeting
with then President George Herbert Bush on the subject of trade
liberalisation. Keating believed that informal direct meetings with few
advisors present were always more productive. Keating recounts in his book
that he told the US President ‘you have the scope to put in place institutions
as influential as the post-war Bretton Woods arrangements....My main new
proposal concerned APEC [as]...the foundation for the building of a major
piece of political architecture if it was represented at head-of-government
level’ (Keating 2000:30).
Keating told President Bush Snr that turning APEC into a heads of state
meeting would help the US demonstrate its engagement and leadership in the
Asia-Pacific, while warning that ‘if the US was not fully engaged in APEC, its
model of a market economy and its version of liberal democracy would not
be reflected in APEC’ (Edwards 1996:463-464). The Australian government
also organised for farming groups to meet the President and personally
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express their concern over Washington’s high agricultural tariffs and marketaccess restrictions. Keating was unable to gain immediate agreement from
President Bush Snr on changing APEC or tariffs. Although the US leader saw
the potential benefits from such a shift, he expected Australia to seek out and
secure regional support first, before receiving US backing. While Australia
was the primary beneficiary of its relationship with the US, gaining prestige
and security, the US benefited also. As with Japan at the start of APEC, major
powers benefit from having smaller nations advocating causes they favoured
without their name or authority being explicitly attached to the proposal
should it fail to receive support. In order to achieve regional agreement, the
Keating government followed (as the Howard government would on
irregular migration a decade latter) an Indonesia-first approach.
In early 1992, Keating flew to Indonesia to talk to President Suharto and
persuade him that APEC should be upgraded into a heads of government
meeting. Keating made the argument that this change would ‘keep the US
engaged in Asia and help to sustain increasing trade across the Pacific’ and
suggested basing the headquarters of APEC in Indonesia (Edwards
1996:474). Keating saw the support of Indonesia and especially President
Suharto as critical for the success of his strategy, believing Suharto was ‘the
most important of the ASEAN leaders’ (Edwards 1996:525). During 1992,
Keating also met with the leaders of South Korea, China, and New Zealand to
promote his plan to upgrade APEC. According to his then economics advisor,
John Edwards, (1996: 511-525), Keating designed his appeal for support
carefully to each country, offering advice based upon Australia’s significant
unilateral trade reforms over the last decade, and the potential of APEC to
deliver similar benefits to these countries as well. The attempt to upgrade
APEC from a ministerial to leader level meeting by Keating is a clear case of a
national leader working as personal advocate on behalf of a norm, in this case
via securing regional participation in an institution dedicated to the norm of
trade liberalisation.
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When President Clinton replaced President Bush in January 1993, Keating
found an ideological and personal ally in the White House, and he quickly
began repeating his arguments for an upgraded APEC. Persuading Clinton
was critical to Keating’s agenda, not only because of his country’s influence,
but also because the US was due to host the 1993 APEC meeting in Seattle.
The new President was far more supportive of the change to APEC’s
structure, and agreed to establish a leaders meeting at the Seattle meeting.
Keating then sought to institutionalise this change by enlisting the support of
Indonesian President Suharto. Keating believed that a ‘single meeting in the
US could be a media event only. Agreement on a second meeting...established
a process in which leaders would require imaginative proposals, results and
announcements’ (Edwards 1996:525). Keating successfully persuaded
Suharto to also host a leaders meeting during the 1994 conference in
Indonesia and thereby established a tradition of APEC leaders summits which
continues to the present. The upgrading of the meeting significantly
increased the status and importance of APEC. This development also
provided Australian leaders with an annual opportunity to directly press
their fellow elite leaders in the Asia-Pacific on the cause of trade
liberalisation. Wesley (Interview 2010) has described Keating’s approach as
a model of diplomatic promotion by an Australian government. Wesley
argues the ‘clever thing’ was to keep Indonesia on side while preparing the
way with Japan and other supportive countries. This ‘outflanked’ Singapore
and Malaysia, the first of which reluctantly supported the proposal, the later
didn’t and was left ‘looking stupid...Keating really achieved something quite
extraordinary’ (Wesley, Interview 2010). Wesley’s description may be a little
strong, but certainly Australia was able, during this period, to overcome its
critics. These included Asia-Pacific countries who were resistant to trade
liberalisation, along with several Southeast Asian countries which had
concerns about the place of Australia within the region. Keating has argued
that his government’s activism to upgrade APEC rewarded the national
interest, both short and long term: ‘through the leaders meetings and the
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trade liberalisation agreements we have contributed to setting up the AsiaPacific in a way that suits us’ (Edwards 1996:532).
During the early 1990s, trade liberalisation ‘appeared to be generating a selfsustaining momentum: its apparent success caused a change in attitude
among key decision-makers throughout the region’ (Ravenhill 1995:855).
This support, in turn, was institutionalised within the Asia-Pacific by both
ASEAN and APEC. In 1992, the ASEAN Free Trade Agreement (AFTA) was
signed by Thailand, Singapore, Philippines, Indonesia, Brunei, and Malaysia,
marking ‘a qualitative change in direction both for the members of ASEAN
and for the East/Southeast Asian region’ (Bowles 1997:219). Like APEC, the
time between the proposal of the idea and its institutionalisation was very
quick by international standards (under twelve months), suggesting strong
pre-existing support for such structures within the region and normative
endorsement of the goal. Bowles (1997:221) notes three other factors also
helped drive the process, including the global pattern of rising support for
trade liberalisation, including the creation of the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) and the signing of the Maastricht Treaty creating the
European Union (EU). Within the Asia-Pacific there was also the emergence
of strong business interests in the region who were pre-disposed to the norm
of trade liberalisation. Finally, ASEAN was motivated by a desire to act so as
to maintain its centrality in the face of competition from other regional
economic bodies such as APEC. In assessing reasons for the change, it is
noticeable that studies of the rise of the ASEAN FTA, even by Australian
authors such as Ravenhill (1995:854), do not identify Australia’s advocacy
with any noticeable influence in the process.
Two years later (1994) APEC also moved to embrace a trade liberalisation
agenda with the signing of the Bogor agreement (Edwards 1996:528). The
agreement committed countries to ‘complete the achievement of our goal of
free and open trade and investment in the Asia-Pacific no later than the year
2020’ but ‘the pace of implementation will take into account differing levels
of economic development among APEC economies’ (Ravenhill 2009:157).
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That is, the agreement allowed significant latitude to member nations, in line
with the ‘ASEAN way’ regional norms. There was also significant
disagreement during the discussions whether the terms ‘free and open trade’
implied absolutely no barriers to trade or investment, or a 5 percent
maximum as ASEAN had earlier adopted (Ravenhill 2009:159).
APEC’s rise has coincided with a growth in the ‘share of total world trade
involving the member states [of APEC] from 34 percent to 45 percent, and
their share of world GDP rose from 48 percent to 56 percent’ (Rudd 2001).
However, this owes far more to the growth of many Southeast Asian nations
than the role of APEC itself. During the same period, Southeast Asia has also
seen a reduction in ‘obstacles to trade and investment, including border
barriers...more rapidly than in any other region...Since 1989, average tariffs
have been reduced from 17 per cent in 1989 to less than 6 percent while
intra-APEC merchandise trade has grown five-fold.’ (Elek 2009). This has
been highly beneficial for Australia with 70 percent of Australia’s exports
going to the APEC region. According to Australia’s Trade Minister Craig
Emerson (2010:4),
average applied tariffs have been lowered over the last quarter of a
century from more than 25 per cent to around 5 percent. APEC has
helped establish the confidence necessary for economies to undertake
unilateral trade policy reforms – a confidence in the knowledge that
tariff reductions made sense from a domestic reform perspective and
that regional partners were doing the same.
Of course Emerson, as both an advisor to the Hawke government, and now a
member of an Australian government keen to promote its economic
credentials is a biased source. As with the significant rise of bilateral FTA’s
(to be covered later), it is difficult to determine the precise effect of APEC’s
(and indirectly, Australia’s) promotion of trade liberalisation as opposed to
other sources. Elek (2009) also notes that through cooperation and technical
expertise sharing through APEC, ‘more efficient customs procedures and
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other practical arrangements to facilitate trade and investment are saving
billions of dollars per year.’ Likewise, John Howard, soon after his first APEC
conference in 1996 argued there was ‘clearly....momentum for regional trade
liberalisation...and it [APEC] is delivering concrete benefits for Australian
business.’ (Howard 1996b:8218). However, despite Australia’s enthusiasm
for its own structures, there is some evidence to suggest that APEC coincided
with Asia’s rise, rather than initiating it. The impact APEC had on regional
momentum as a multilateral institution must be offset against the bilateral
influence of key players such as Singapore and especially the US. Ravenhill
(2009:188) argues that APEC did little to spread trade liberalisation given its
weak institutional structure and the disparity between its members and
strength of their support for the norm of trade liberalisation. Noticeably,
Australia is little cited or credited by scholars and policy-makers who focus
on Southeast Asian economic reform during the 1980s and early 1990s.
Australia certainly played a key role in facilitating the spread and
development of the norm of trade liberalisation through structures such as
the Cairns Group, APEC and efforts at the Uruguay round, but it seems akin to
being a leading fish in a larger school, rather than a lone advocate who
brought the region with them, as is seemingly implied in the literature on
norm entrepreneurs.
A clear example of how Australia’s role differed from that envisaged by
Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) is the absence of regional criticism of its role.
Norm entrepreneurs should expect to face significant criticism for their
advocacy of a new norm as against defenders of the status quo (Finnemore &
Sikkink 1998:904), yet the strongest attacks on the Hawke and Keating
government for their promotion of the norm of trade liberalisation were seen
domestically within Australia, rather than regionally. The adoption of the
norm of trade liberalisation in Australia (as part of a range of economic
reforms during the Hawke and Keating governments), and the 1991
recession, led to significant social upheaval, with a leading social researcher
Hugh Mackay noting that a ‘common cry now being heard around Australia
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is, “why does everything have to change so fast”’ (Kelly 1994:xxiv). Facing the
unemployed or families feeling insecure about the rate of economic change,
Paul Keating as Prime Minister maintained his frame of national development
and Australia’s place in a prosperous region, ‘offer[ing] them APEC – a vision
of economic cooperation and mutually-beneficial growth encompassing the
Asia-Pacific region’. However, to those suffering from a slowly growing
economy, or concerned about too much international focus by the
government ‘APEC was no solution’ (Henderson 1997:121-123). Keating also
lacked the ‘common touch’ of his predecessor, focusing on a strategy of policy
purity that kept the government popular with media and economic elites in
the hope that their opinions would eventually trickle down to the wider
public (Edwards 1996:488-489).
The concern with the Australian government’s embrace of trade
liberalisation also included some members of the Cabinet, who were
concerned that the government’s unilateral reforms had ‘whittled away
Australia’s negotiating coin’ (Capling 2001:116-117). As Trade Minister John
Button once asked in a meeting with the Prime Minister, ‘how can we
negotiate with the ASEAN countries if we have nothing to offer?’(Edwards
1996:488-489). Though with the 2008 signing of the ASEAN-Australia-New
Zealand FTA (AANZFTA), along with numerous bilateral trade agreements
between states with low tariff barriers (such as Singapore) shows that
Button’s concerns were unfounded. However, concerns about the pace of
change in the early to mid-1990s stayed with the government and played a
role in the defeat of the Keating government in 1996 by an opponent who
pledged a ‘relaxed and comfortable’ approach. It’s also worth noting that,
despite Keating’s identification with multilateralism as a strategy, if we
compare Hawke to Keating’s record, ‘Australia’s success rate in coalition
building seemed to drop away somewhat’ (Goldsworthy 1997: 20).
While the Keating government held its nerve, it had some of the pressure for
further norm promotion activism taken off it by its own organisational
platform. Thanks to the creation of APEC, the Australian government
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provided itself the means to distance itself from some of the responsibility to
sustain future promotion of the norm. In one sense, the Australian
government’s multilateral promotion of the norm of trade liberalisation can
be said to have been, in part, outsourced to APEC. Instead of the government
having to undertake all the advocacy for trade liberalisation, both at home
and in the wider region, now APEC undertakes part of that role. Graeme
Dobell has argued that ‘in the end it may be APEC that is the spur to force
Australia to complete its free trade journey’ (Dobell 2000:57-58). APEC can
been seen as acting as ‘a substitute for the individuals...or countries that
would be expected to take the lead’ (Soesastro in Garnaut & Drysdale
1994:85) – namely Australia – in promoting trade liberalisation.
Not only was APEC a norm promoting vehicle that advanced the norm of
trade liberalisation, it also represented the creation of an institution whose
function would be to advance the norm of trade liberalisation even without
Australian day to day involvement. Scholarship by Finnemore (1996) and
Ruggie (1998) amongst others argues that ‘international institutions
facilitate the diffusion of standards of what it means to be a modern state —
effectively 'teaching' states that to be a modern state means to have certain
things' (Lang 2008:44), including, in this case a liberalised trading system.
APEC, as an Australian initiative for promoting a norm also reduced pressure
on the government, helping it to sustain if not offload criticism, serves as a
prime example of establishing an organisational platform for norm
entrepreneurship, one of Finnemore & Sikkink’s five requirements. With the
promotion of trade liberalisation institutionalised in APEC, the Australian
government was able to gain some distance and independence from the
process and this assisted its efforts to calm voter concerns about the risks
and expectations of trade liberalisation (Griffiths & Wesley 2010: 17)
The Hawke and Keating governments ‘transformed Australia from one of the
most highly protected markets in the Western world into the most open
market, with virtually no non-tariff barriers’ (Capling 2001:114). While the
reforms were often unpopular, they served the national interest by enabling
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a doubling of Australia’s total exports to East Asia between 1985 and 1995.
The Australian manufacturing sector, thought to be most at risk from the
changes, quadrupled its exports (Drysdale & Lu 1996:2-3). Regionally, the
norm of trade liberalisation took hold and was publicly endorsed by the
political elite throughout the region. The Australian government, under
Hawke (1983-1991) and Keating (1991-1996), was highly active in
promoting the change through offering leadership by example with its own
unilateral liberalisation, and the creation of the Cairns Group and APEC
platforms. However, while each served as a vehicle for trade breakthroughs
(the Uruguay Round in 1993 and 1994 Bogor Agreements respectively) these
were due to larger forces such as the ongoing support for trade liberalisation
from the US and the demonstration effect from other countries including the
‘Asian Tigers’ e.g. Singapore and South Korea. At best, the Australian
government seems to have provided a forum for these growing changes to be
nurtured, formalised and publicly endorsed. The Australian government
helped secure the cascade moment for trade liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific,
an important norm entrepreneurial role, even if it was not the main causal
factor for the region’s normative shift in favour of trade liberalisation.
Applying Legro’s test for norm robustness (1997:34-35), the norm of trade
liberalisation seems to have cascaded by 1996, but it was far from robust.
While there was a growing concordance amongst political elite groups in the
Asia-Pacific, the various trade liberalisation agreements they negotiated such
as by ASEAN and APEC, lacked a specificity, leaving it up to individual
countries to determine how they implemented trade liberalisation and the
timing. Not surprisingly, this ensured low levels of durability, with states
unwilling to insist on penalties for violators of the emerging norm. As with
Chapter 5, Southeast Asian norms such as non-interference and an insistence
on unanimity for decision making slowed the robustness of any normative
spread or institutionalisation. For all the success of focusing on multilateral
institutions, alternate strategies were becoming increasingly necessary to
securing the norm of trade liberalisation.
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The incoming Coalition government in Australia supported much of the
policy approach of the Hawke and Keating government’s trade liberalisation
policy, and when elected in 1996, pledged to continue the project of
engagement with Asia as its ‘highest foreign policy priority’ (Cotton &
Ravenhill 1997:10). However, because of personal temperament, and armed
with a different strategic approach, the Howard government (1996-2007)
moved away from the multilateral focus of the Keating government to a
bilateral approach as a way to continue promoting the norm of trade
liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific.

1996-2007 The Howard Government
Perhaps no man is better identified in the history of Australian politics with
the cause of economic liberalisation than John Howard. Like Paul Keating,
Howard entered parliament supporting protectionism, but had ‘something of
an epiphany’ while a minister in the Fraser government (Howard
2010a:136). While Treasurer from 1977-1983, Howard was not able to effect
any significant tariff reductions. During the same period, Howard recognised
Australia’s negotiating weakness after wasting seven weeks ‘traips[ing]
around various European capitals putting our case, railing against high levels
of European protection...and not making a great deal of progress’ (Howard
2010a:96). Cast into opposition after the 1983 election, Howard used his
support for trade and economic liberalisation to differentiate himself from
other key figures in his party; and developed a policy framework that
included strong support for trade liberalisation.
While in opposition, Howard was supportive of the Hawke-Keating
government’s economic reforms especially its unilateral reduction of tariffs.
However, sensing the public’s exhaustion at the rate of reform by 1995-1996,
Howard downplayed his economic liberalism to win office, pledging to lead a
‘relaxed and comfortable’ country. Howard even went so far as to claim he
was not ‘captain zero’ when it came to tariffs (Ravenhill 2009:118).
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Howard pursued a similar strategy in the Asia-Pacific region, where
government’s now had to move beyond the early-1990 public agreements,
and begin the hard task of cutting tariffs. Howard moved away from seeking
further multilateral agreements, and focused on bilateral trade deals within
the region. This shift restored an emphasis on reciprocity as both a framing
and socialisation strategy. The shift to focus on bilateral trade liberalisation
deals was controversial, given it suggested reduced support for the
multilateral trade system, and could threaten the trade norm of nondiscrimination via introducing special bilateral trade deals between some
nations. However, it was an approach that was more palatable to domestic
and regional audiences and achieved some notable deals while the
multilateral trade system struggled to achieve resolution. The Howard
government also moved away from the frame of national development for
trade liberalisation as used by the Keating government and back to a more
traditional ‘national interest’ conception. This frame would also prove
popular and useful with leaders and the elite in the Asia-Pacific and suited
the focus on bilateral deals.
Under the government of John Howard, there was a deliberate change to the
framing of the norm of trade liberalisation by the Australian government.
Rather than associate the norm with the Keating government’s frame of
national development, the Howard government framed trade liberalisation as
an issue of traditional national interest. Howard’s frame of trade
liberalisation was much closer to Hawke’s, focusing on the growth, jobs and
market efficiency benefits from trade liberalisation. After his first APEC
meeting in 1996, Howard told the parliament that
the government's continuing commitment to trade liberalisation...is
not a matter of ideology, but a consequence of the government's
conviction that liberalisation within the region will help sustain the
region's economic growth, will open up increasing market
opportunities for Australian exporters, will help promote Australia's
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own economic growth, and will create jobs and improve living
standards in Australia (Howard 1996:7512)
In Howard’s rhetoric is a clear effort to translate the distant noises of
international trade relations into practical and local benefits for Australian
industries and communities. For example, he argued ‘a recently concluded
agreement with Taiwan...will improve our access to markets for beef, citrus
and other fruits and cars. As a result, Mitsubishi Australia has already
concluded a $35 million deal to export its new Magnas to Taiwan and
announced extra jobs at its Adelaide plant. We are exporting fresh milk to
Hong Kong for the first time as a result of recent negotiations’ (Howard
1996b:8218). Such rhetoric indicates an attempt to ‘localise’ the benefits of
trade liberalisation with specific sections of the Australian community.
Likewise when seeking to communicate with the Asia-Pacific, Howard argued
that trade liberalisation would help sustain the region’s economic growth
and was in the direct national interest of member states.
At times, Howard gave into anti-trade liberalisation forces such as his 1996
freeze on car industry tariff reductions, which he oddly announced as ‘a good
decision for jobs’, a position at odds with his previous views that trade
created employment (Capling 2001:180). Howard defended his government’s
pause in the reduction of tariffs by complaining that ‘despite Labor having cut
tariffs in government and been supported by the Opposition, the Beazley-led
opposition took the opportunistic approach of calling for a freeze on further
tariff cuts’ (Howard 2010a:542). The Howard government only made two
major tariff cuts during its term, in the motor vehicle industry and for textile,
clothing and footwear manufacturers. However, by the time he took office,
most tariffs had already been eliminated or were on a downward path due to
changes by the Hawke and Keating government. Though the effect on trade
was minimal, the perception was significant. Just as Hawke’s unilateral
liberalisations had increased Australia’s ability to persuade the region to
adopt the norm, the slow down under Howard ‘affected Australia’s credibility
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as a driving force for trade liberalisation’ (Ravenhill 2009:118). As a middle
power, Australia’s image is a critical element of its level of regional influence.
When framing the norm of trade liberalisation to the Asia-Pacific, the Howard
government’s focus on the ‘national interest’ was easily conveyed to the
wider region. Howard kept his arguments focused on the practical and local
benefits that other countries would gain from supporting the norm of trade
liberalisation (Howard 1999). The frame of national interest has historically
been popular, as it appealed to conceptions of reciprocity, suggesting a
common sense, mutual-advantage from liberalisation. Historically, stressing
reciprocity has been a successful approach for pro-liberalisation forces to
secure agreements and international support (Kenyon 2006:4), as it helps to
binding leaders together. Howard, like Keating before him, made much of his
ability to individually persuade the regional political elite, and often
preferred to communicate his arguments for the adoption of the norm of
trade liberalisation in personal meetings with other leaders. In an email
interview with the author, Howard noted that, for example ‘personal
interaction between me and the then Prime Minister of Thailand, Thaksin
Shinawatra, had a direct bearing on the free trade agreement between our
two countries’ (Howard, Interview 2010b).
In his autobiography, Howard argues that his good personal relationships
with Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra of Thailand and President George
W. Bush of the US directly led to them ordering their staff to ensure the
successful completion of Free Trade Agreements with Australia (Howard
2010a:451-529). However, unlike Paul Keating, Howard struggled early on in
his term to establish easy personal relationships with the Asia-Pacific. But
with time, a focusing on the practical and material benefits of the relationship
between Australia and its neighbours and by appearing a good neighbour
during events such as the Asian Financial Crisis, Howard managed to forge
very strong relationships with much of the region by the end of his term.
Wesley argues that Howard’s ‘pragmatism...preference for bilateralism over
multilateralism, and the dogged insistence on the importance of interests, not
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identity, proved appropriate as the countries of Asia entered a difficult period
of transition, and as global enthusiasm for multilateralism withered’ (Wesley
2007:216).
One of the main challenges to the norm of trade liberalisation during the
term of the Howard government was the 1997-1998 Asian Financial Crisis,
which saw a ‘major implosion of several Asian economies’ (Mahbubani
2008:79). Problems with banks in Thailand and South Korea spread financial
chaos to the rest of the region, leading many to expect that Asia-Pacific
countries would reject norms such as trade liberalisation. At the time,
Australia’s Foreign Minister Alexander Downer believed that ‘nothing less
than the liberal-market economic model [was] at stake’ in the region. Prime
Minister Howard cautioned against the protectionist push emerging in some
Asia-Pacific countries, warning ‘we do not want to constrain the natural
workings of the market beyond what is necessary to ensure its stable
operation’ (Burke 2008:1993). Australia joined Japan and China in sending
significant aid programs of over a billion dollars each to the Asia-Pacific
region to assist with the recovery and restrict any weakening of the norm of
trade liberalisation. The demonstration effect from Australia’s resilient
economic performance was also significant in sustaining regional support for
the norm of trade liberalisation within the Asia-Pacific. As Alexander Downer
has noted
the Australian economy just kept growing steadily through 1997-98,
1999, whereas Indonesia’s GDP

shrunk by something like 15

percent...it made people in the region think that the quality of
economic governance in Australia was really high and they had
probably underestimated that. I don’t think we’ve ever looked back
(Downer – Interview 2010).
Not only was the Asian economic crisis a ‘turning point’ in improving the
Howard government’s relationship with the Asia-Pacific, but it also
demonstrated that there was a strong normative endorsement of trade
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liberalisation in the region. In so far as few countries attempted to introduce
barriers to trade. However, while the 1997-1998 Asian Financial Crisis did
not lead the region to embrace alternate norms of protectionism, it did slow
progress with several countries pausing their economic and political reforms.
This was frustrating to pro-liberalisation countries such as Australia and
Singapore, and helped in part explain the Howard government’s late-1990s
onwards efforts to develop bilateral FTAs with the US, Thailand, Japan,
Malaysia, China, Indonesia, India and South Korea as a way of building and
strengthening the norm of trade liberalisation (Priestley 2008).
At the heart of the Howard government’s strategy for promoting the norm of
trade liberalisation was a desire to establish FTAs with cooperative nationstates in the Asia-Pacific. However, while the Hawke-Keating government had
embraced multilateral avenues, including the creation of their own
institutions as part of their strategy, the Howard government was much more
cautious about the possibility of multilateral trade liberalisation. Beeson &
Jayasuriya (2009:370) note ‘what was most significant and innovative about
the Howard government’s approach to the region...was a marked preference
for bilateral, rather than multilateral relationships’. Two factors drove the
Howard

government’s

change

of

entrepreneurial

strategy

from

multilateralism to bilateralism. First, the Howard government came to office
ideologically suspect about the benefit of multilateral institutions. As Paul
Kelly (2009:441) argues, Howard had a ‘distaste’ for the ‘social democratic’
nature of many institutions, believing they produced ‘lowest common
denominator’ results. As such, ‘the notion of Howard proposing APEC as a
regional body would have been inconceivable because his mind was geared
to bilateral action’.
The election of George W. Bush as US President in 2000 seems to have
strengthened Howard’s disdain for multilateral forums, which some scholars
see as evidence of US policy influence on the Howard government (Capling
2001:172). The other reason for Howard’s bilateral focus was practicality.
Attempts by the Foreign Minister, Alexander Downer, to associate Australia
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closer to ASEAN early in the Howard government’s term were quickly
rebuffed by ASEAN. From this, Downer ‘drew the lesson “you can’t keep
running a policy that doesn’t work...you have to find a policy that makes
progress”’ (Kelly 2009:571). Some have also suggested the Coalition saw an
electoral benefit in an alternate strategy by seeking ‘to distance themselves
from the Labor government and place their own distinctive stamp on trade
policy’ (Capling 2001:171).
The Howard government did not ignore multilateralism. It engaged where
opportunities presented themselves and participated in the many AsiaPacific forums. However, the government did not display an activism or
entrepreneurial energy that could be labelled norm entrepreneurship. Thus,
there is little evidence of a creative or innovative approach to trade policy
beyond the switch to bilateralism. Given the Howard government was
undertaking an innovative approach to other policy areas around the same
time (see Chapter 5), its approach to trade policy suggests a lack of
engagement rather than an inability. The Howard government took office
during a time when the multilateral trade system, despite support from the
US was at a weak point. The last major multilateral trade deal, the Uruguay
Round was been achieved in 1994, and the prospects for future deals were
weak. As of late 2011, that pessimism has proven apt with the Doha trade
round stalling.
Dobell (2000:17) suggests that Howard became a ‘believer’ in APEC after his
first summit, but when compared to Hawke and Keating, his government’s
‘enthusiasm for APEC waned considerably’ (Ravenhill 2009:118). While this
was far from the sole cause, during Howard’s term APEC ‘lost its
momentum....APEC has been marginalised by other organisations and its
inability to play an effective role at moments of crisis’ (Griffiths and Wesley
2010:23). Howard regularly declared his support for multilateral trade
forums as a way of defending his bilateral strategy, such as in 2002 arguing
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the World Trade Organisation Doha Round remains at the centre of
Australia's trade policy. It offers the greatest broad-ranging benefits
for Australia and the world economy...it is a false and misleading
notion to argue that you cannot, compatible with supporting the
World Trade Organisation Doha Round, also take advantage of
bilateral trade opportunities as and when they arise (Howard 2002:
9079).
Similar arguments were made by regional partner countries who were
already socialised to the norm of trade liberalisation, but were similarly
frustrated by a lack of progress. The 1998 Asian Financial Crisis (AFC), saw
regional multilateral forums such as ASEAN lose momentum for further
reforms, while struggling to sustain existing agreements. In turn, nations who
were committed to trade liberalisation, such as Singapore and Australia,
sought out alternate ways to keep the reforms going, via a bilateral approach
(Daquila & Huu Huy: 912). While Australia and New Zealand had signed a
bilateral Closer Economic Relations (CER) agreement in 1983 (WTO
2011:53), the late 1990s saw a proliferation of new bilateral trade deals
begin in the Asia-Pacific. Singapore’s political and business elite saw bilateral
deals as a way of enabling countries that endorsed trade liberalisation to ‘go
much, much further and do things you can’t otherwise do in multilateral
settings’ and as a ‘a building bloc’ to further multilateral deals (Kesavapany,
Interview 2010).
The Howard government was able to achieve significant results with its
bilateral trade liberalisation strategy. FTAs were signed with Singapore
(2003), the US (2004) and Thailand (2005). At the time of Howard’s election
loss in 2007, negotiations were taking place with China, Malaysia, and ASEAN
(in conjunction with New Zealand), and preliminary discussions were being
held with Japan (McDougall 2007:290). FTAs can also act as a form of
‘insurance’ against future protectionism, and the proliferation of FTAs in the
early 2000s may have also helped hold the line against return of
protectionism during the 2008-2009 Global Financial Crisis. This is
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particularly important for small powers that have negotiated FTAs with
larger powers. Harris and Robertson (2009:435) highlight the insurance
angle when discussing the Australia-US FTA (AUSFTA) ‘the value of the
AUSFTA is not in the reduction of existing trade barriers, but in the promises
to refrain from imposing barriers in the future’. Kesavapany (Interview
2010) has suggested that since bilateral FTAs tend to have greater
involvement from national leaders, either in proposing or negotiating the
deal, a national leader who breaks a bilateral agreement faces the loss of face
and trust with their opposite number, making it much harder to break than
an impersonal international agreement. Another way bilateral deals provide
‘insurance’ against future protectionism is by protecting smaller powers from
the effects of returning to protectionism by major powers with whom they
have signed agreements…A bilateral trade approach also has the advantage
of requiring far fewer resources to carry it out, which enabled the Howard
government to cut funding to DFAT while still achieving results. There were
however several criticisms of the deals, both within Australia and the AsiaPacific.
While popularly labelled ‘Free Trade Agreements’, the bilateral deals the
Howard government established are ‘more accurately labelled preferential
trade agreements (PTAs), [which] entail the exchange of ‘concessions’ (or
preferences) between the partner economies to the agreement, advantaging
trade between the partners’ (PC 2010:xxii). Bilateral trade deals almost
necessarily entail the creation of specific trading exceptions for favoured
nations, which has been strongly criticised (Daquila and Huu Huy 2003:921).
Such deals have been criticised for creating a ‘noodle bowl’ of agreements
within the Asia-Pacific which can cause friction and trade inefficiencies
(Kawai 2011:11). Bilateral deals are also seen to challenge the norm of nondiscrimination, promoted by the US and GATT/WTO to ensure countries did
not establish different trade barriers for different countries. NonDiscrimination, to recap, is a trade norm that has been around since at least
the 1940s (Wolf 2005:37), requiring adherents to not establish different
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trade barriers (such as tariffs or legal requirements) that discriminate
between their various trade partners. It has enjoyed particular support
within the Asia-Pacific, especially under ASEAN (Ravenhill 2009:2). The same
freedom of limited negotiating partners enabled bilateral trade agreements
to include areas not within the scope of the WTO such as ‘investment
protections, intellectual property provisions, trade facilitation, government
procurement, e-commerce, and labour and environmental standards’ (PC
2010:xxi). These may help set the framework for future multilateral deals,
once such areas come up for discussion under the Doha or future multilateral
trade rounds.
The most controversial of the FTAs negotiated by the Howard government
was with the US, a country already supportive of the norm of trade
liberalisation. The negotiations and outcome resulted in regular protests
from Australian audiences and criticism by the ALP and the emerging Greens
party. Despite the very friendly relations between the two nations, and the
sense of Australia being ‘owed’ for its support for controversial US policies
including the War on Terror and the invasion of Iraq, the text of the
agreement reflected the differing power balance between the two countries.
As John Quiggan (2010) has argued
As a result of these asymmetries [between the US and Australia], the
actual terms of the agreement were considerably less favourable than
those anticipated by the Australian side…The agreement removed
most tariffs and barriers to Australian imports of US goods, but made
no change in US restrictions on imports of sugar from Australia and
only modest and gradual changes with respect to imports of beef and
dairy products.
The final agreement contained ‘900 pages of exceptions and qualifications’
and led some to argue that ‘Bush and Howard both talked free-trade but
didn’t practice it’ (Errington & Van Onselen 2008:344). There was also
criticism internationally, with the New York Times (2004) observing that the
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AUSFTA was ‘a huge setback in the process of liberalizing global agricultural
trade’. Measuring the outcome of the trade deal is inherently difficult, as the
Productivity Commission (2010:138) cautions ‘it is important to avoid
drawing conclusions based on overly simplified analyses of changes in trade
flows’. It seems clear that Australia’s manufacturing exports continued to
decline as the graphs shown in figure 1 indicate (PC 2010:139), however
investment increased and the agreement may have helped mitigate the
damage in Australia from the global economic crisis of 2008-2009 (Wilson
2010).
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Figure 1.0 Bilateral Merchandise Trade – Australia and the US

Source: Productivity Commission, Bilateral and Regional Trade Agreements Report, November 2010:139

Like the Hawke and Keating governments, the main criticism of the approach
of the Howard government for its advocacy of trade liberalisation, was from
domestic rather than Asia-Pacific sources. While support for the norm was
strong within the Liberal Party, their Coalition partners, the Nationals, were
very reluctant to support either the practice or principal of trade
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liberalisation. However, Howard’s frame of national interest, along with his
strategy of bilateral deals (emphasising reciprocity), and his willingness to
subsidise concerned groups (such as sugar farmers after the 2004 FTA with
the US) helped maintain Coalition unity. The ALP criticised the focus on
bilateral trade deals, suggesting they ‘take scarce resources and diplomatic
focus away from the main game in liberalising world trade, which is the
multilateral agreements’ (Rudd 2006:112). However, the link between the
Australian government’s support for bilateral trade deals and the stalling of
the Doha multilateral trade round is difficult to justify. Howard rejected this
logic, arguing that
free trade negotiations with the US will complement our joint efforts
in the World Trade Organisation Doha Round to facilitate greater
trade liberalisation globally. Free trade agreement negotiations...set a
high standard and provide an important demonstration effect to help
ratchet up the World Trade Organisation and other trade negotiations
(Howard 2002:9079).
Despite its criticisms, when the Rudd government (2007-2010) came to
office it quietly but effectively endorsed the Howard government’s strategy,
continuing the current bilateral negotiations and securing a deal with
ASEAN–NZ in early 2010. Regionally, critics worried whether Australia’s
focus on bilateral trade deals would harm the prospects for regional and
global multilateral trade deals. These criticisms were tied to concerns that a
move to bilateral deals challenged the norm of non-discrimination. Such
criticisms were region wide, with Singapore being criticised as ‘a Trojan
horse’ for signing a FTA with the US in 2003 (Kesavapany, Interview 2010).
The Howard government lost the 2007 election in part for its push for further
economic liberalisation, notably the controversial ‘Work Choices’ policy of
industrial relations deregulation. However, by the end of Howard’s final term
in 2007, he believed Australians had accepted the norm of trade
liberalisation, noting generational changes in the country’s
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attitudes to work, competitiveness and the interdependency of trade
between nations...Earlier generations largely saw such countries as
sources of cheap imports and, therefore, a threat to Australian jobs. By
contrast, the current generation knows that maintaining a booming
resource trade with North Asia is crucial to Australia’s economic
future (Howard 2010a:656).
The Howard government, through its framing of trade liberalisation as a
national interest issue, its Coalition with the National Party to contain rural
concern, and its indulgence towards some sections of the economy such as
car manufacturers, was able to sustain most of the criticism of its move for
trade liberalisation. By 2007, the norm of trade liberalisation can be said to
have further socialised within the Asia-Pacific, but it has also shown subregional variations and significant setbacks and challenges. Instead of
nearing completion of the AFTA in 2003 and Bogor Goals in 2010 and 2020
(for developed and developing countries respectively), only the developed
countries have acted. Yet their efforts were largely done with little reference
to these regional agreements, and during the Howard years, as the Doha
trade round struggled, the only liberalisations came from bilateral free trade
agreements between countries already socialised to the norm. As such, and
taking into account the factors noted during the Hawke and Keating
government (notably the role of other countries advocacy of trade
liberalisation especially Singapore and the US), it is difficult to attribute much
effect from the Howard government’s efforts to the norm of trade
liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific.

2007-2010 The Rudd Government
The Rudd government had a contradictory record on trade liberalisation. It
emphasised a preference for multilateralism over bilateralism and while
questioning many of the arguments for economic liberalisation, continued to
push for trade liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific and supported bilateral trade
negotiations. The Rudd government achieved some notable successes, such
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as concluding the negotiations for a free trade area involving ASEAN,
Australia and New Zealand. Rudd’s most important contribution was to help
discourage Asia-Pacific countries from re-establishing protectionism and
trade barriers during the 2008-2009 Global Financial Crisis. Rudd was
accused by critics of establishing new protectionism and rejecting the
economic reforms of the last thirty years, yet his government largely
accepted the norm of trade liberalisation without demonstrating innovative
leadership, or new strategies for the promotion of the norm. The Rudd
government did not coherently address the main blockages to the further
spread of the norm of trade liberalisation, and as such Australian government
resources were ineffectively used. The Rudd government was not a norm
entrepreneur government. There was neither the will, the policy creativity,
and perhaps more generously, it also faced inhospitable conditions for
advancing in the norm of trade liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific given the
2008-2009 Global Financial Crisis.
Within the ALP, the Hawke and Keating economic reforms from 1983-1996
were highly contentious. There was a public perception that the ALP had
abandoned trade liberalisation after Keating’s election loss in 1996 (Barnes
2008). Kevin Rudd’s speeches in opposition reflected the party’s ambivalence
about such reforms, praising the wealth creation potential but also arguing
liberalisation ‘has also generated enormous inequity. For social democrats,
therefore, free markets must also be managed markets’ (Rudd 2001). Rudd
was even sceptical about the chief trade liberalisation initiative of the HawkeKeating period APEC. ‘As a ginger group on trade liberalisation, it has
performed a useful function, but given that most substantial liberalisation
measures are likely to be negotiated in the Millennium Round of the WTO, its
main trade-related functions will consist of 'maintaining the faith'’ (Rudd
2001).
By the time of the 2007 election campaign, Rudd was describing himself as an
‘economic conservative’, claiming an inheritance of the Howard government’s
successful economic management and attempting to demonstrate support for
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the norm of trade liberalisation. During the Global Financial Crisis, Rudd’s
approach and rhetoric shifted. Rudd wrote an article on the crisis, arguing it
‘call[s] into question the prevailing neo-liberal economic orthodoxy of the
past 30 years — the orthodoxy that has underpinned the national and global
regulatory frameworks that have so spectacularly failed to prevent the
economic mayhem which has now been visited upon us’. Notably however,
Rudd rejected applying this logic to the area of trade arguing that ‘soft or
hard, protectionism is a sure-fire way of turning recession into depression, as
it exacerbates the collapse in global demand’ (Rudd 2009).
In the approach of the Rudd government we can clearly see that support for
the norm of trade liberalisation is quite clearly distinct from that of economic
liberalism (Pomfret 1995:27). After the crisis had passed, trade quickly
bounced back within the Asia-Pacific and there was no significant rise in
protectionism (Sally 2010). One possible reason for this was the proliferation
of FTA’s which ‘made it harder for governments to return to protectionism
post-GFC, as [it would result in] having to break multiple agreements ...once
you sign on, to go back would be an act of political ill will’ (Kesavapany,
Interview 2010). Although in general the Asia-Pacific economies were not as
badly affected as the US and some European Union countries by the crisis, it
would be an exaggeration to claim the Rudd government sought to frame the
norm of trade liberalisation. Where the issue was discussed, Rudd
maintained much of the rhetoric of the Howard government, focusing on
local economic benefits, rather than linking trade with ideals of nationhood
and identity as Keating had. The Rudd government followed the path of the
Hawke government by seeking to propose its own regional infrastructure,
which could have indirectly aided the spread and implementation of the
norm of trade liberalisation. In June 2008, Rudd proposed an Asia-Pacific
community (APC) which ‘is able to engage in the full spectrum of dialogue,
cooperation and action on economic and political matters and future
challenges’ (Rudd 2008b:6). The focus of the prime minister’s proposal was
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security cooperation and organisation, however trade liberalisation was also
an incentive
on the economic agenda, we must ensure that we have the best
mechanism possible to bring about free trade across our wider region.
We have a series of bilateral free trade agreements which perform a
function. We have negotiations underway through the World Trade
Organisation at present. But right now across the Asia-Pacific region
there is a great danger that we will end up with a bowl of spaghetti
rather than an integrated set of free trade agreements of the type that
the President of the US is advocating (Rudd 2008b).
Whether deliberately for his audience in Australia’s parliament, or out of
ignorance, Rudd Westernised the regional concern about competing and
contradictory agreements, by using the term ‘spaghetti bowl’, rather than the
term ‘noodle bowl’ which is more commonly used in the Asia-Pacific
literature. Borrowing the approach (and personnel) of the Hawke
government, Rudd sent a special envoy, Richard Woolcott, to gauge support
within the Asia-Pacific. However, Rudd possessed neither the good timing of
Hawke for APEC, nor Keating’s skill in persuasion and persistence. The APC
concept was badly launched, had significant practical difficulties in
implementation and was politely rejected by the entire region within a few
months. While some of the long term ideas of Rudd’s concept — such as a
central forum for China and the US to communicate within the Asia-Pacific —
may have contributed to the expansion of the East Asia Summit in a similar
membership direction (Carr & Roberts 2010:250), Rudd’s proposal made no
contribution to regional diffusion for the norm of trade liberalisation.
The Rudd government lacked a coherent overall strategy for promoting the
norm of trade liberalisation within the Asia-Pacific. At most it tended to echo
the approach of the Howard government seeking pragmatic benefits where
possible, pursuing FTA agreements with Japan and China, signing an FTA
with Chile, and securing the ASEAN-Australia-New Zealand Free Trade Area
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(AANZFTA) agreement. Some members of the Rudd government, especially
Craig Emerson — Bob Hawke’s former trade advisor — were enthusiastic,
but he seems to have received little support from the Prime Minister. While
the Rudd government supported the norm of trade liberalisation, it does not
meet the requirements for the behaviour of norm entrepreneurship.
In 2010, the norm of trade liberalisation can be said to have not considerably
moved — in either direction — in the Asia-Pacific. Given the global financial
crisis, this in itself, must count as a victory for the strength of the norms
internalisation. The crisis could have seen a substantial rollback of the norm,
or challenge from alternate norms. At best there was a slow movement
towards the implementation of the norm in most Southeast Asian and
broader Pacific countries. Viewed through the lens of Legro’s (1997: 34-35)
test for norm robustness, there appears a strengthening of the norm of trade
liberalisation. Concordance, that is, ‘how widely accepted the rules [norms]
are in diplomatic discussions and treaties’ continued to grow. Asia-Pacific
trade liberalisation agreements have slowly gained increasing norm
specificity, especially when negotiated as bilateral trade agreements. These
agreements also included explicit penalties for violations in their text, along
with the more implicit personal and political penalties that naturally arise
from breaking bilateral agreements (Kesavapany, Interview 2010). After a
period of norm institutionalisation in the early 1990s, the lack of regression
during the GFC, indicates a growing durability of the norm of trade
liberalisation. However, the perennial issue of penalties for violations of the
norm has been of concern, with the dates for the Bogor goals in particular
slipping for some industries. In a late 2010 assessment of the APEC Bogor
Goals, Australia’s Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade noted that
the lowering of barriers to trade and investment has not been
uniformly impressive across all sectors. The agricultural sector and
some industrial sectors (such as textiles, clothing and footwear) are
still afforded conspicuously high levels of protection, both at the
border
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through

domestic

support
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producers

and
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manufacturers. In the agricultural sector, the level of protection for
producers varies greatly among economies (DFAT 2010:4).
Australia’s responsibility for this outcome was likely highly limited. Instead,
key ASEAN members such as Singapore, and wider global powers such as the
US, have been the key movers in the socialisation of the norm of trade
liberalisation. Australia’s role, though highly activist and often inventive,
achieved only ‘modest progress’ in changing regional attitudes (Beeson
2011:571), and as merely one voice of advocacy amongst many.

Conclusion
Over the period from 1983-2010, the Australian government strongly
embraced the norm of trade liberalisation and promoted it to the Asia-Pacific.
As with the other case studies in this dissertation, there was a variation in the
strength of the Australian government’s enthusiasm for promoting the norm
of trade liberalisation. There were also clear differences of strategy. The ALP
governments of Hawke (1983-1991), Keating (1991-1996) and Rudd (20072010) preferred to promote the norm via multilateral means, while the
Coalition under Howard (1996-2007) sought bilateral deals. The most
notable successes as a result of the Australian government’s activism were
the creation of the Cairns Group to influence the Uruguay Trade Round and
initiating APEC as a forum for Asia-Pacific economic cooperation. The
bilateral FTAs pursued by the Howard and Rudd government’s have also
been of merit, although how much bilateral agreements contribute to
spreading the norm of trade liberalisation, as opposed to merely securing
agreements between already socialised countries, can be questioned.
As stated above, the Australian government cannot be said to have caused the
socialisation of the norm of trade liberalisation in the Asia-Pacific from 19832010. It was highly activist for much of the period, and displayed significant
creativity and innovation, however, larger forces such as the role of the US
and pre-existing normative support from nations such as Singapore seems to
be a far more credible explanation for steady socialisation of the norm of
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trade liberalisation. At most, the Australian government helped to create the
forums where this support was crystallised and formalised — in both
multilateral and later bilateral formats. This is an important contribution that
aided Australia’s economy, and overcame fears of ‘relative decline’ during the
early 1980s. Between 1983 and 2010, the Australian government met the
standard laid down by Finnemore & Sikkink (1998) concerning the role of
norm entrepreneurship, especially in the Hawke and Keating governments,
and to a lesser extent during the Howard government. But, though it was a
norm entrepreneur, it was not a successful norm entrepreneur, having little
effect on the socialisation of the norm of trade liberalisation in the AsiaPacific. Australia’s role was marginal at best, though one that was still
rewarding for Australia.
In the following chapter, the findings from the three data chapters will be
brought together to help answer the research questions posed at the start of
this dissertation. Can middle powers be norm entrepreneurs, and can middle
powers successfully socialise norms. The theoretical implications of the
answers to these questions will also be examined as part of this dissertation’s
contribution to the literature.
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Chapter 7: Analysis

This chapter will draw on the data from the case studies to analyse the
conceptual framework for this dissertation, the implications for the literature
and address the two research questions. These are:

what are norm

entrepreneurs? And second how do middle powers attempt to use norms as a
means of shaping a regional order? This chapter will explore both of these
questions, building upon the findings of the three case studies in Chapters 4,
5 and 6. Answering these questions will enable the following chapter, the
conclusion, to address the investigative task with an assessment of whether
Australia has acted as a middle power norm entrepreneur between 1983 and
2010 and the feasibility of it doing so in the future, along with highlighting
future avenues of scholarship.

Conceptual Framework: Norm entrepreneurship
Building on the insights from the ‘seminal paper’ (Hulme & Fukudu-Parr
2009:7) of Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) a conceptual framework for
identifying norm entrepreneurship was developed in the literature review.
From their research, four features of norm entrepreneurs were extracted.
Norm entrepreneurs need to develop and utilise an organisational platform,
frame the new norm they are attempting to promote, develop and implement
a socialisation strategy and finally, withstand criticism of their efforts. In the
data chapters, the actions of the Australian government was assessed against
each of these four features to determine to what extent the Australian
government from 1983 to 2010 was a norm entrepreneur. In order to assess
whether the norm entrepreneur effort was successful or not, the research of
Legro (1997) on norm robustness and the literature on socialisation was also
drawn on, testing how widely the norm had diffused and whether the
Australian government could be said to have had a role in affecting that
change. Taking each of the four elements from the conceptual framework for
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norm entrepreneurship one by one, this chapter will highlight the relevant
literature and then the evidence from the case studies to look for patterns of
overlap and divergence.
Organisational platform
According to the literature, a fundamental requirement for norm
entrepreneurs is to possess and utilise an organisational platform. This is a
resource which states which seek to act as norm entrepreneurs have a
natural advantage over other types of norm entrepreneurs. Access to state
resources including hard power assets (revenue and officials) and soft power
(the connections and credibility of the state) are highly praised assets for
norm entrepreneurs (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:900). Where non-state
norm entrepreneurs get the support of high-profile organisations,
institutions or states to endorse their norm, it has a significant impact on the
long-term, likely success of their campaign (Carpenter 2007:103). The
political elite, particularly prime ministers and other heads of government,
have the advantage of being able to bypass this stage. The level of resources,
not only financial but involving time given among the elite, is one of the
clearest signals we have about the strength of support by the government for
the promotion of a norm.
During the elite interviews, conducted for this dissertation, the size and
quality of the Australian government’s organisational platform (that is its
bureaucracy, financial revenues and other material assets) were regularly
highlighted as an advantage. As one Malaysian scholar noted
Australia has money. The kind of money to do what they want to do.
Australia has a very strong reservoir of highly trained people. Highly
competent people, highly capable people. And they have a leadership
structure that is able to tap these kind of talent that you have, we
[Malaysia] don’t have that. (Zakariah, Interview 2010)
While the Australian government in 1983 already had a modern and wellresourced bureaucratic structure to use as an organisational platform,
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successive Australian governments took steps to further develop their
capacity. Several significant regional institutions were developed and
resourced by the Australian government to support its norm promotion
efforts. These included the Australia Group, the Bali Process and APEC and
the Cairns Group. Because Australia provided the intellectual capital to think
up these institutions, and the resources to staff them, it was often able to
claim the leadership of the organisations as well, or at the least a significant
say in the nature of the new institutions and their direction.
One favoured tactic by the Australian government was the creation of issuebased ambassadors, such as the 1983 creation of an Ambassador for
disarmament, and the 2001 appointment of an Ambassador for People
Smuggling. Caroline Millar, the Ambassador for People Smuggling in 2004
saw her role as ‘one of high level advocacy in the region and effective wholeof-government coordination in Canberra’ (Millar 2004). The appointment of
specific issue based ambassadors was seen by the Howard government as an
effective way of drawing together the resources and energy needed for the
promotion of norms into a single office, who could then become an expert on
the issue (Downer, Interview 2010). Similar appointments were made in all
three case studies, and the positions were continued by later Australian
governments, including in cases where there was a change in emphasis. For
example while the Howard government’s shifted away from promoting the
norm of non-possession of WMD, it retained the Ambassador for
Disarmament position. Along with appointing officials to advocacy roles, the
Australian government often sought to hire external experts to aid its policy
development and improve its persuasiveness. To help decide and promote
the government’s trade policy, Bob Hawke hired a number of experts as key
personal advisors to him, most notably Ross Garnaut. After the
encouragement of the US, experts from the chemical industry were heavily
consulted during the late 1980s to assist non-proliferation efforts for
chemical weapons. This approach was seen as lending credibility to the
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Australian government’s actions, while reducing concerns that the changes
would hurt legitimate chemical businesses.
Innovation, which was defined in the literature review as ‘the discovery and
engineering of new ways to do things’ (Rumelt 2011:5), has long been lauded
by scholars and policy makers of middle powers. Gareth Evans, who came to
embody a willingness and ability for creative policy has argued that in
addition to stamina and physical capacity, middle power diplomacy depends
upon
a degree of intellectual imagination and creativity applied to the issue
— an ability to see a way through impasses and to lead, if not by force
of authority, then at least by force of ideas. (Evans & Grant 1995:346247)
Evans’ creative approach to policy design was regularly highlighted for
praise, such as by White (Interview, 2010). While Evans was clearly a gifted
policy maker, he also regularly walked the halls of the Department of Foreign
Affairs and Trade looking for new ideas. Similarly, the Howard government
was willing to listen when officials from DFAT proposed a new ‘managerial’
approach to dealing with Indonesia and encouraging regional cooperation
(Wesley 2007:176-177). Norm entrepreneurship can seem most impressive
when involving truly innovative policy making, such as the much lauded
Canberra Commission which ‘involved seizing the initiative and devising a
previously untried method…[it]represented a unique form of disarmament
diplomacy’ (Hanson 1998:17). Yet, such policies also carry a risk. Significant
challenges to the existing order are often quickly rejected, as the Rudd
government found with its proposal for an Asia-Pacific community. While the
ideas contained within Rudd’s proposal have found currency and support
(Carr & Roberts 2010:250) the sudden manner by which this innovation was
proposed led to a negative reaction to the proposal. There is also a risk that
innovative foreign policies are rare for the fact that they are unlikely to work.
The Canberra Commission gained significant attention but, caveats aside, had
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no meaningful impact on the status of the norm of the non-proliferation and
non-possession of WMD in the Asia-Pacific or world-wide. The organisational
platform at the disposal of the Hawke, Keating, Howard and Rudd
government’s clearly provided them with regular innovative and creative
policy options, but these ideas still had to be weaved into a coherent
socialisation strategy in order to be effective.
Bureaucratic changes were also used to help signal the desire of the
Australian government to achieve a change in policy and helpfully
demonstrate activity to the Australian public. The 1987 merger of the
Department of Foreign Affairs and the Department of Trade was publicly
described as driven by a realisation that ‘increasingly, foreign policy is trade
policy’ (Hawke 1994:421). These changes were driven by both a desire to
give trade officials better access to diplomatic staff to improve the promotion
of Australian trade interests and values, but it was also beneficial to the
Hawke government to be seen to be doing something (Dobell, Interview
2010). A strong organisational platform can offer norm entrepreneurs a
variety of different means by which they can attempt to promote the norm.
Nevers (2007:54) has argued that states choose between different
approaches depending on the nature of the target state, and this is clearly
demonstrated when comparing the Australian government’s normpromotion approach to the broader Pacific countries (save the US), with its
approach in Southeast and Northeast Asia. When dealing with the Pacific, the
Australian government was willing to ‘bully’ (Findlay, Interview 2010)
smaller states in order to achieve its aims. Notable examples include during
the Hawke government’s negotiations of the terms of the Treaty of Rarotonga
(Chapter 4), or when the Howard government seeking an offshore processing
centre under the Pacific Solution (SSC 2002:294-295). Similar efforts at
coercive behaviour by the Australian government were unthinkable when
dealing without Southeast Asian and Northeast Asian countries. As Steve
Wong, at the Institute of Strategic and International Studies Malaysia argued,
‘middle powership is very rarely about using sticks, it’s about using carrots’
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(Interview, 2010).

A middle power state that seeks to act as a norm

entrepreneur may at times have opportunities for utilising its relative power
advantages, however in the case of Australia’s relations with the Pacific (save
the US) being seen as a ‘bully’ brought negative press, and could have had
much more dire consequences if attempted with Southeast Asian and
Northeast Asian countries.
Australia’s advantage of a modern, developed, highly skilled bureaucracy also
mirrors an enduring broader Pacific and Southeast Asian regional problem of
poor governance. Once norms had been accepted by the regional elite, there
was no guarantee the norm would quickly become government policy, or be
implemented effectively across the state. To help overcome this, the
Australian government regularly provided resources to Asia-Pacific countries
including expert analysis, legal and bureaucratic assistance, modelling
software for identifying trade opportunities and direct funding, such as for
prisons to address irregular migration. Since 1983, the quality of governance
in many regional countries has significantly improved, however future
Australian governments will have to ensure any efforts at persuasion are
strongly backed up by support for implementation.
Overall, the Australian governments had clear access to a strong
organisational platform and regularly sought to make use of this resource as
a means of norm-promotion. The Australian government, across the three
case studies, therefore meets the first of the conceptual frameworks with its
possession and use of an organisational platform. However, while the
Australian government had access to a well-equipped organisational
platform, this did not guarantee the promotion of the norms. It can be
hypothesised that a capable organisational platform is a necessary but not
sufficient condition for successful norm entrepreneurship. This finding
justifies including organisational platforms within the conceptual framework
for norm entrepreneurship, though demonstrates there are limits to its
importance, along with the need for other factors such as a clear socialisation
strategy to direct the platforms efforts, along with a clear frame for the norm.
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Framing
The second part of the conceptual framework for norm entrepreneurship is
undertaking an effort to frame the norm. Finnemore & Sikkink (1998:897)
argue that the ‘construction of cognitive frames is an essential component of
norm entrepreneurs political strategies’. There were significant examples of
framing undertaken by the Australian government over the three case
studies, but one surprising finding from this research was how rarely this
effort was undertaken. Most Australian governments over the three case
studies used pre-existing frames for the norms and simply tried to add their
own rhetorical and persuasive strengths in support, rather than attempting
to construct a new frame for the norm.
The clearest example of framing by the Australian government in the three
case studies was by the Howard government with its ‘securitisation’ of
irregular migration in Chapter 5. Beginning in 2000, though significantly
expanded after the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the Howard government sought to
frame irregular migration as a cooperative security rather immigration issue.
The Howard government securitised irregular migration by describing
irregular migration as an issue of ‘border protection’ (Errington & Van
Onselen 2008:294), and regularly linking the arrival of irregular migrants
with existing security issues such as terrorism, drug and arms trafficking and
money laundering. Linking a new frame with an already accepted existing
frame is a tactic known as ‘grafting’ and has been demonstrated in a number
of case studies to be a successful approach for norm entrepreneurs (Acharya
2010:13). The Howard government also framed irregular migration as a
specific kind of security threat, one which required regional cooperation. As
Downer (2002c) argued in the New York Times
The idea of the [Bali Process] conference emerged because Australia
and Indonesia both recognized that people-smuggling cannot be
addressed by domestic laws and measures alone. People-smuggling
requires a strong, synchronized, regional and global response.
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This frame of a cooperative security approach to irregular migration grafted
onto pre-existing support in the Asia-Pacific, particularly in Southeast Asia,
for cooperative security approaches to transnational issues (Dalrymple 2003,
Howard 1997b). While the Howard government had rejected cooperative
security approaches when coming to office, they made use of these attitudes
when seeking a regional approach to irregular migration. Within the AsiaPacific the frame of irregular migration as a cooperative security issue seems
to have been accepted, and was credited by the Howard government as
having helped to convince regional elites to support the Australian
government’s efforts (Downer, Interview 2010).
Surprisingly, the Howard government’s framing of irregular migration stands
out as one of the few instances of active creation of a new frame by the
Australian government as part of its norm-promotion activities. When
promoting the norms of the non-proliferation and non-possession of WMD
and trade liberalisation, the Australian government elite largely endorsed
existing frames, echoing language found elsewhere. There were slight
differences in the way these issues were treated between the various
governments. While the Keating government described trade liberalisation
as an issue of national development, linking with its themes of an emerging
new Australia, the Howard government preferred a traditional ‘national
interest’ frame. Both governments however, described the norm of trade
liberalisation as an engine of prosperity first and foremost, and did so within
the confines of the general Western view of trade liberalisation. On issues like
weapons of mass destruction and trade, where so much has been said for
almost the entire twentieth century about both issues, we should not be
surprised that the Australian government did not create a radical new frame,
but there also seems to be the absence of a serious re-framing effort both
cases.
One possible explanation is that in seeking to convince the elite in the region
to change their thinking and policy, Australian politicians often sought to
communicate in private. Hawke (1994:220), Keating (2000:105) and Howard
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(Interview 2010) all identify their strong personal relationships and
interactions with regional leaders as a key strength in their diplomacy on
Australia’s behalf. While there is obviously a wealth of material for
researchers to draw on, many of these conversations will never be publicly
detailed. Access to classified documents (both through government’s
declassification, or resources such as Wikileaks) has provided some insight,
as do elite interviews, but as Downer (Interview, 2010) argues credit is rarely
publicly identified, and the Australian government as a middle power often
had reasons for downplaying its persuasive impact. This challenge of
identifying the framing that occurs between elites in private is a small if
notable impediment to understanding the framing and persuasion strategies
of middle power norm entrepreneurs.
Another explanation for the lack of framing seen within the case studies is
the inherent risk that framing carries with it. In the case of the Howard
government framing irregular migration as a cooperative security issue, if the
frame was not accepted the Howard government’s behaviour towards
irregular migrants could have been seen as ‘inhumane’ (Kelly 2009:593).
Within Australia’s there are certainly elements of the community which have
never accepted the Howard government’s frame of this norm. While AsiaPacific’s political elite were willing to accept the securitisation of irregular
migration, they may have (and to some extent have) had reservations about
the cooperative security aspect of the frame. Southeast Asian and broader
Pacific countries have still expected Australia to pay most of the costs
associated with addressing irregular migration and policy changes (such as
Indonesia’s criminalisation of people smuggling) have often taken a long time
to occur. Framing is therefore a risky process, which may discourage some
state norm entrepreneurs from undertaking it.
While framing is given a significant role within research on norm
entrepreneurship, it is notable that in this dissertation’s case studies there
was little effort to create new frames, and instead a clear reliance on preexisting frames. This may be a peculiarity with the Australian government, or
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may demonstrate a larger unwillingness by middle power norm
entrepreneurs to actively engage in the creation of new frames. The lack of
construction of distinct new frames in the promotion of the norms of the nonproliferation and non-possession of WMD, and norm of trade liberalisation
may, in part, help to explain the relative ineffectiveness of the Hawke,
Keating, Howard and Rudd government to socialise these norms within the
Asia-Pacific. Further study is required to assess to determine if state norm
entrepreneurs are less willing or able to frame the norm than other types of
norm entrepreneurs, and the impact this has on their overall success.
Likewise, whether ‘framing’ as a requirement for norm entrepreneurship
requires the construction of a new frame, or can be achieved by selecting a
pre-existing frame for the norm is not possible to say from these case studies.
A comparison of framing strategies, attempting to distinguish the way actors
select between frames, the effort they put towards the construction of a new
frame and, if possible, trying to identify the impact of framing as distinct from
other factors in norm entrepreneurship are all important questions for
further research. However, on the findings of this dissertation however, we
can hypothesise that framing of a norm is a necessary but not sufficient
condition

for

successful

norm

entrepreneurship.

Along

with

an

organisational platform and a frame for the norm, the third feature of
Finnemore & Sikkink’s (1998) conceptual framework is for norm
entrepreneurs to have a socialisation strategy.
Socialisation Strategy
As identified in the literature review, norms do not operate in an vacuum but
instead in a highly contested space involving new norms, existing but underenforced norms, and the socialised, dominant norms (Finnemore &
Sikkink:897). Therefore, norm entrepreneurs need a socialisation strategy
that promotes their norm and successfully encourages changes in the target
actors ‘adaptive behaviour [so that] local practices are made consistent with
an external idea’ (Acharya 2010:19). A socialisation strategy can involve
(initial) material levers to encourage change (Checkel 1997:476-7, Nevers
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2007:54) however, any effort solely based upon material factors cannot
achieve a normative shift, given the need for voluntary acceptance of norms
to be held as appropriate standards of behaviour (Florini 1996: 364-365).
Instead, norm entrepreneurs need a strategy that helps them decide which
material and ideational resources they use, and the order in which they are
used so as to achieve the behavioural changes they seek (Nye 2011:22).
Some Australian governments came to office with already developed
socialisation strategies for the norms they sought to promote. Bill Hayden
became Foreign Minister in 1983 with a clear strategy and list of aims to
encourage the non-proliferation of WMD (Broinowski 2003:164). On other
issues, such as trade liberalisation, the Hawke government developed its
approach in stages, involving trial and error over a number of years. On a
faster timeline the Howard government turned an ‘ad hoc’ response to the
M.V Tampa in August 2001 (SSC 2002:2), into an effective strategy for
regional socialisation by early 2002.
When governments changed, the socialisation strategies often changed, even
if there was agreement about the norm promotion. When Keating became
Prime Minister in 1991 he shifted the way the Australian government
promoted the norm of non-proliferation and added promotion of the norm of
non-possession of WMD. In the field of trade liberalisation he largely
continued the Hawke government’s approach. Keating added new goals (such
as upgrading APEC to involve a leader summit), but the strategy of
persuasion through demonstration and multilateralism remained. When the
Howard government came into power, however, it intended to abandon the
Hawke and Keating government’s socialisation strategy for promoting trade
liberalisation. While the Howard government did introduce a significantly
greater focus on bilateral means of encouraging trade liberalisation, Howard
was quickly convinced of the utility of APEC once he began to attend as Prime
Minister (Dobell 2000:17).
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Some aspects of socialisation strategy could be transported into different
portfolios, such as coalition building with key regional partners. Several
Australian governments recognised the need to put an Asian face on
Australian proposals, most notably through gaining the support of Indonesia.
When Keating was seeking to upgrade APEC, and when the Howard
government was seeking regional cooperation to stop irregular migration,
the agreement of Indonesia was the first step in both strategies. The failure of
the Rudd government to have ensured Indonesian support for its Asia-Pacific
Community proposal before going public could, in part, explain the proposals
poor regional reception. While policy makers in middle powers sometimes
claim their smaller size does not prevent them having a significant impact in
the regional or international order (Evans & Grant 1995:374), their desire to
seek out cooperative partners, via coalition building or multilateralism, is
evidence they recognise the limitations of their states’ individual influence
and power.
Coalition building is a classic middle power strategy (Higgott & Cooper
1990:457). As noted above, the Hawke government created the Australia
Group to help coordinate international activity on preventing the
proliferation of chemical weapons, and the Cairns Group to encourage the
liberalisation of agricultural trade at the Uruguay trade Round. These two
coalitions provided the Australian government with extra material weight
and resources to support its norm promotion effort, along with providing
extra ideational strength in increased legitimacy and influence. As long with
these relatively informal groupings of likeminded states, the Australian
government also attempted the harder task of creating formal multilateral
institutions as a key socialisation strategy. Every Australian government from
1983 to 2010 sought to develop new institutions, though the biggest success
was the creation of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) by the
Hawke government in 1989. The Keating government sought to develop the
institution, while the Howard government, while outwardly dismissive of
such institutions, tried its hand at multilateralism with the creation of the
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2002 Regional Ministerial Conference on People Smuggling, Trafficking in
Persons and Related Transnational Crime, known as the ‘Bali Process’. This
forum, hosted by the Indonesians with Australia as co-chairs, was integral to
the Australian government’s effort to promote the norm of a cooperative
security approach to irregular migration.
One big advantage of creating multilateral institutions is that they can help
continue the day-to-day management of promoting norms and deflect some
public criticism away from national governments. As Barnett and Finnemore
(2004) have shown, international organisations can develop substantial
autonomy, ‘enabl[ing] them to condition the terrain of international state
action’ (Reus-Smit 2009:234). For example, the presence of APEC as a
regional structure for encouraging trade liberalisation helped the Australian
government reduce its own advocacy for the norm and instead work to
‘address rural demands and stabilise expectations and moderate domestic
perceptions of the risks of trade liberalisation’ (Griffiths & Wesley 2010: 17).
Likewise, at times when the Australian government was distracted or even
indifferent to the promotion of a norm (such as the Howard government with
the non-possession of weapons of mass destruction), multilateral institutions
and the participation of Australian officials within them continued relatively
unaffected. Along with state cooperation, the Australian government also
sought to cooperate with significant non-state actors, such as political and
business elite, to help promote norms. Examples include the Hawke
government’s work with private industry on the Chemical Weapons Regional
Initiative, the Keating government’s Canberra Commission and the Rudd
government’s International Commission of Nuclear Non-Proliferation and
Disarmament (ICNND).
Some scholars have offered criticism that the Australian government came to
over-rely on multilateralism as the answer to all its problems (Wesley
2011:169). For example, the Rudd government sought to create an AsiaPacific community institution, despite the proliferation of organisations
already in the region. Likewise Leaver & Cox (1997:200) argue that the
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Keating government was significantly more effective in promoting the nonproliferation and non-possession of WMD when it relied on unilateral efforts
(such as the Canberra Commission) than in its efforts to revive stalled
multilateral discussions. These criticisms have a partisan hue with the
Coalition in opposition often criticising what it sees as Labor’s over-reliance
on multilateralism. While the Coalition used multilateral forums for nonproliferation and irregular migration advocacy, it preferred bilateral forums,
for example focusing on bilateral trade deals as a superior socialisation
strategy.
The debate over bilateral versus multilateral forums demonstrates a
challenge any democratic state will face if seeking to act as a norm
entrepreneur: a regular change in leadership. The three changes of
government (in 1991, 1996 and 2007) all led to significant changes in the
strategy and enthusiasm for how the Australian government promoted the
three norms examined in this dissertation. Not only did incoming
governments often change strategy, but in some cases, such as the Howard
government concerning the norm of the non-possession of WMD, the new
government abandoned the norm’s promotion. This affected Australia’s
reputation and authority for the other norm of the non-proliferation of WMD.
Likewise the Rudd government lost interest in advancing a cooperative
security approach to irregular migration, and could have been much more
active as an advocate of the norm of trade liberalisation.
Socialisation strategies will invariably need to change over time as
circumstances shift. However, when the changes are undertaken as part of a
political branding exercise (as some of the Howard government’s focus on
bilateral trade deals were), or simply undertaken to show activity, then the
change risks undermining the work of previous Australian governments.
States as norm entrepreneurs may come to the task with a strong, pre-built
organisational platform, but they will struggle like any other group (if not
more so) to achieve their aims if the socialisation strategy is regularly
changed. The political elite in states that are promoting norms need to give
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weight to the importance of continuity for long term success, when reviewing
socialisation strategies. The Rudd government seemed to give too little
thought to the process of changing strategies. It dismantled parts of the
Howard government’s irregular migration framework without having a clear
alternate policy in place, and Rudd was unwilling to recognise that the
multilateral trade liberalisation approach was not working.
This goes to the heart of applying the label norm entrepreneurship. Namely,
how creative or innovative does a norm entrepreneur have to be as a
promoter of the norm? Australian policy makers were clearly highly active
and often innovative in their policy for promoting non-proliferation and
trade liberalisation, but they largely did not create the norms they were
promoting nor substantially change it. They were only advocates of the norm.
Viewed this way, it might be akin to asking whether those who purchase and
run franchises for big fast food companies are ‘entrepreneurs’. However,
while the product might remain the same, for both non-proliferation and
trade liberalisation the Australian government created new ways to deliver
and package the norm, as have been discussed above. The situation is clearer
when looking at the norm of a cooperative security approach to irregular
migration. Here, the Australian government can be said to have ‘created’, in a
meaningful sense, the norm that it then promoted. It is not a coincidence that
only in this case study did Australia’s policy innovations and creativity have
the most impact.
Middle powers such as Australia can have a noticeable impact in particular
international circumstances, such as Evan’s work with the Chemical Weapons
Convention in 1992, drafting a new text, in private discussions with the US
and unknown to most of the convention. Without this innovative but highly
risky

strategy,

‘the

negotiations

would

not

have

concluded’

(McCormack1993:159). Yet, this was a case of finding a ‘niche’ contribution
where Australia could have a role, as one more hand on the global
progression of the norm against chemical weapons which had begun over 60
years before Gareth Evans became Australia’s foreign minister. Creative and
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innovative policy is clearly crucial to the impact a norm entrepreneur will
have, but Evan’s claim that ‘what middle powers may lack in economic,
political or military clout, they can often make up with quick and thoughtful
diplomatic footwork’ (Evans & Grant 1995:374) is not sustainable. That
Australia’s innovations largely occurred when moving with international or
wider regional support, helps to explain the virtual absence of the final
element

of

Finnemore

&

Sikkink’s

(1998)

framework

for

norm

entrepreneurs, namely overcoming criticism from the supporters of alternate
norms.
Sustain Criticism
The willingness to sustain norm promotion efforts in the face of significant
criticism is the fourth and final criteria developed from Finnemore & Sikkink
(1998) for identifying norm entrepreneurs. Norm entrepreneurs are seeking
to promote new logic’s of appropriateness and therefore necessarily
challenging existing conceptions of ‘appropriate’ behaviour. However, it must
be noted that Australia’s norm promotion between 1983 and 2010 was not
especially controversial within the Asia-Pacific. Most of the criticism of the
norm promotion actions by Australian governments came from domestic
critics, rather than the regional elite. The promotion of the norms of trade
liberalisation during the Hawke government, and cooperative security
towards irregular migration during the Howard government were especially
controversial. Both were seen as representing a significant shift in Australian
government policy, and in part challenging some domestic group’s
conceptions of Australia’s national identity. Unusually, the Hawke
government was also criticised for not being more active and purist in its
promotion of the norm of the non-possession of WMD.
Within the Asia-Pacific, most of the criticism arose from the behaviour of the
Australian government in promotion of the norm, rather than the content of
the norm itself. The Hawke and Howard governments were criticised for
‘bullying’ countries in the broader Pacific (excluding the US). Meanwhile the
Hawke, Keating, Howard and Rudd governments all faced criticism for their
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approach to institutionalism in Southeast Asia. The Australian government
has never been socialised to ASEAN Way norms, and often had to change
their proposals (such as the Hawke government’s shift in how it
conceptualised APEC to a much smaller institutional structure). Likewise the
directness of Australia’s diplomatic communication was sometimes criticised
during the Keating and Howard governments, as was the Australian
government’s claim to be a participant in Southeast Asian affairs at times
during the 1980s and 1990s.
There are two likely explanations for the lack of sustained criticism as the
Australian government tried to change the standards of appropriate
behaviour in regard to the security issues of weapons of mass destruction
and irregular migration and the economic issue of trade. The first explanation
is that the norms promoted by the Australian government had already been
introduced to the Asia-Pacific region by other actors. The United States in
particular had advocated non-proliferation and trade liberalisation in
Southeast and Northeast Asia since the 1950s. By 1983 when the Hawke
government began its norm promotional efforts no Southeast Asian or
broader Pacific countries possess nuclear weapons and Singapore and, to a
lesser extent, Japan supported trade liberalisation. Likewise the Australian
government’s securitisation of irregular migration did not challenge regional
thinking, and it was able to connect this with Southeast Asia’s growing
embrace of cooperative security approaches to transnational security issues.
The other explanation for the divergence from the significantly lower levels
of criticism seen in these cases studies than would have been expected from
the literature is that only one of the three norms was a moral norm. All three
norms involved standards of appropriate behaviour which the Australian
government was trying to encourage, but only in the case of the nonproliferation and non-possession of WMD was the sought new behaviour
framed as a moral act. When promoting non-moral norms we can then
reasonably expect that norm entrepreneurs will be less willing to engage
‘deliberately inappropriate acts’ (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:897) as a means
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of challenging the existing order and encouraging a new standard of
appropriate behaviour. In the Asia-Pacific, states that breach regional norms
rarely do so as a means to encourage others to adopt their approach, such as
whaling for Japan, or the possession of nuclear weapons for North Korea.
States will only occasionally seek to promote highly controversial norms, or
act in controversial ways as a means of norm promotion. The example of New
Zealand during the negotiations of the Treaty of Raratonga is therefore an
important counter-example requiring further study.
Finally, while we should expect controversy when seeing actors promoting
new standards of appropriate behaviour, it is not the fault or failing of the
norm promoting actor that there are low levels of criticism. As discussed
above, norm entrepreneurs ‘are extremely rational and, indeed, very
sophisticated in their means-ends calculations about how to achieve their
goal’ (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998:910), and will seek out socialisation
strategies that will reduce criticism and encourage quick acceptance. States
as norm entrepreneurs will also be selective in which norms they promote,
out of a belief that some norms might be too controversial so that their
promotion could damage long standing bilateral relationships or affect other
policy areas. An example of this may be seen in the case of the nonpossession of WMD. The Australian government is socialised to this norm,
but was only occasionally willing (during the Keating government) to put
resources into its promotion. The Hawke government was unwilling to
promote the norm because of concerns about the impact on the alliance with
the US, while the Howard government did not believe the norm of nonpossession of WMD could be successfully promoted and so did not attempt
its promotion. The literature on how norm promoters come to select which
norms to promote is still in its early stages and largely focused on
transnational advocacy networks (Carpenter 2007:100). States as norm
entrepreneurs may present an easier answer to the puzzle, given the long
standing assumption that states will be directed by the personalities of the
heads of government (Ravenhill 1998:324-325) and by the national interest
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(Morgenthau 1961:139). This obviously does not explain all state action;
states may act contrary to their national interests because of their strength of
support for a moral norm (as New Zealand seems to have done on the issue
of

WMD

non-proliferation).

Regardless,

national

interest

and

the

personalities and partisanship of the state leaders is at least a framework for
future analysis of how states come to select which norms to promote and
which norms they will not promote.
This review of the applicability of the framework of Finnemore & Sikkink
(1998) for identifying norm entrepreneurs to the case study of the Australian
government between 1983 and 2010 reveals significant overlap, as well as
some clear areas of divergence. The Australian government in all three case
studies built organisational platforms and developed socialisation strategies.
However, there were few examples of constructing a new frame on behalf of
the norm, and the level of criticism for the Australian government’s advocacy
of new norms was far less than expected. The desire of the Australian
government to avoid criticism, either through choosing not to promote
controversial norms, or being unwilling to act in deliberately inappropriate
acts may be a function of the relative power Australian leaders thought they
had. The literature review established that many scholars and Australian
policy makers identify Australia as a middle power. What do the case studies
examine the Australian government’s attempt to promote norms inform us
about these claims?

Assessing middle powers ideational behaviour
The literature review for this dissertation proposed a definition of middle
powers as ‘system-shaping states that can alter the behaviour or constitution
of the existing international order, in a specific case, even in the face of
conflict with system-determining states’. Do the case studies provide
evidence of Australia, a self-identifying middle power, meeting this
definition? What this implies for our understanding of middle powers and
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their engagement with norms as a means of influence will then be discussed
below in the section on implications for the literature.
Australia’s policies from 1983 to 2010 did not face conflict or competition
from a great power (or system-determining state). While the US had strong
concerns about specific Australian policies in support of both nonproliferation and trade liberalisation, Washington was broadly supportive of
both norms, and gave crucial support to some of Australia’s initiatives in
support of these norms. China, while generally opposed to trade
liberalisation did not seek to impede Australia’s activities in Northeast Asia,
nor encourage alternate trade norms. China’s position gradually shifted over
the period of the case study and in 2005 it entered into discussions with
Australia for a free trade agreement. However, there are still significant
impediments to a final agreement between the two countries, as of the time
of writing (AAP 2012). While Russia joined APEC in 1998 it has not had a
significant influence on Asia-Pacific trade norms, or, despite its significant
role in global WMD discussions much influence on non-proliferation and nonpossession norms in the Asia-Pacific, especially not in the broader Pacific and
Southeast Asia where the Australian government’s attention was focused. In
the case study of a cooperative security approach to irregular migration, the
US had no direct or noticeable role, while China supported the development
of draft legislation.
The single notable exception was identified in the first case study, Chapter 4,
when France tested nuclear weapons in the Asia-Pacific. Australia led the
regional advocacy against France’s efforts, and was able to limit the number
of tests conducted and get France to sign the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
at the conclusion of the tests. Significantly, Australia could not prevent the
behaviour of France in this specific case and, importantly, was not willing to
come into conflict with France with the application of either economic or
military resources. France went ahead with its nuclear tests despite
Australia’s opposition and the growing regional norm against the
proliferation and possession (including use) of weapons of mass destruction.
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What effect Australia had was limited in a behavioural sense, though the
Australian government did likely contribute to France’s post-testing shift in
constitution with its acceptance of a ban on further testing of WMD.
That Australia did not face conflict with a great power is due to the great
power’s lack of interest in challenging the norms Australia was promoting
and the unwillingness of the Australian government to come into direct
conflict with a great power in order to promote its norms. This is especially
true with the US with whom it has a defence alliance, ANZUS. This did not
prevent arguments and criticisms, such as over the content of the treaty of
Rarotonga and farm subsidies as an impediment to trade liberalisation. When
the government of New Zealand did find itself in conflict with the US over the
movement of WMD through its territory, the US broke its defence alliance
with New Zealand. There is no evidence New Zealand’s actions had an impact
on the US attitudes, clarifying their small power status. Whether Australia
could have had a greater impact had it taken a similar path is an interesting
hypothetical question, though the most likely answer is that Australia would
be similarly ineffective in changing the behaviour of the great power US.
As noted in the literature review, overcoming competition or conflict with a
system-determining power while altering the behaviour or constitution of
the existing international order is a sufficient, but not necessary condition for
middle power status. As identified in the case studies, the Australian
government does seem to have, in at least one instance, a role altering the
behaviour or constitution of the existing regional order. Australia is not a
great power in being able to set the existing order or have a system-altering
power in all cases, but in the specific instance of creating a norm of a
cooperative security approach to irregular migration it seems to meet the
requirements for middle power behaviour.
Part of the reason for identifying the role of conflict with a great power
within the definition of a middle power, is that in such instances we are likely
to see a state utilise the full extent of its material and ideational resources.
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This cannot be said to have occurred in any of the three case studies. When
promoting the norms of non-proliferation and non-possession, cooperative
security approach to irregular migration and trade liberalisation, the most
senior levels of the Australian government (prime minister and cabinet)
engaged with the project intermittently. There were long periods of absences
of attention across all three case studies and across all four governments.
Total spending identified in the case studies likely figure within the billions,
rather than the tens of billions, or more, that Australia could have spent as a
middle power country seeking normative change.
The case studies in this dissertation therefore offer inconclusive evidence as
to whether Australia meets the definition of a middle power. As highlighted
in the literature review, Australian policy makers clearly identify the country
as a middle power, and most other definitions including position and
behavioural approaches also identify Australia as a middle power. While this
dissertation examines how middle powers seek to promote norms and has
therefore focused on ideational forms of influence, some scholars have
argued over whether Australia possess the material weight, such as in
military spending that might be expected of a middle power (Thompson
2005:13, White 2010:64). This dissertations’ definition of middle power,
through its emphasis on an ability to ‘alter the behaviour or constitution of
the existing international order’ encompasses both material and ideational
factors. While this dissertation’s findings suggest that Australia has, in an
ideational form met the threshold for middle power behaviour (as will be
discussed at greater length in the conclusion), there is a need for future
studies to examine Australia’s ability to fulfil a middle power role in a more
traditional security setting with a focus on shaping the behaviour of the
regional order, especially in the case of conflict with a great power state.

Implications for the literature
The main finding of this dissertation is that using the four key identifiers
from Finnemore & Sikkink (1998), that is, developing an organisational
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platform, framing a specific norm, implementing a socialisation strategy and
sustaining criticism, can provide a viable framework for assessing norm
entrepreneurship. Meeting these four criteria can be taken to signify an effort
of norm entrepreneurship. As discussed above, the behaviour of the
Australian government in the three case studies matched the behaviour
expected in the literature for two of the elements of the conceptual
framework, building an organisational platform and developing a
socialisation strategy. However, with some exceptions, the Australian
government only rarely acted in line with expectations for the other two
elements of the framework, framing and sustaining criticism. The obvious
conclusion from this is that only in those cases where the Australian
government meets all four elements, should we identify it as a norm
entrepreneur, rather than seeing this divergence as a problem with the
conceptual framework. Future studies may tell us if the Australian
government’s behaviour (focusing on platform and strategy, with little
interest in framing and rarely facing criticism) is common or unusual in
states who seek to promote norms, which in turn could then inform future
revisions of the model, but there is not enough data at this point to suggest
any problems with the framework.
This dissertation demonstrates the merits of the conceptual framework of
Finnemore & Sikkink (1998) for identifying and understanding norm
entrepreneurship. This framework offers a way forward from the concerns of
Kowert & Legro’s (1996) that much of the literature on norm entrepreneurs
is noticeably short, un-theoretical and only occasionally aware of its
shortcomings. Though this criticism is 15 years old at the time of writing, it is
still true for much of the literature, as was highlighted in Chapter 2. Many
studies use the term without substantial attempts at identification, definition
or concerns for theory. While some now reject the significance of norm
entrepreneurs, such as Acharya (2010) who argues local agents are more
important in the diffusion of norms, greater conceptual clarity is clearly
needed for identifying and understanding norm entrepreneurship.
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There is a likely structural reason for the literature’s prior lack of clarity
about norm entrepreneurship. The vast bulk of research on the spread of
norms is directed towards a structural analysis of the study of an individual
norm’s spread. Agency and roles such as norm entrepreneurship are only
brought into the analysis as far as is seen applicable to that particular norms
spread, but otherwise largely ignored. Yet, if we are to give causal weight to
norm entrepreneurs as actors who can influence the norms of a regional or
international system, then much greater clarity about the role is required
than has been previously offered in the literature. This dissertation framed
its research in an alternate fashion to the mainstream approach. It focused on
a single actor which had been suggested as a possible norm entrepreneur and
testing the extent to which they match, and diverge from, the existing
literature on the role. This approach required drawing heavily from the
literature to construct a conceptual framework to carry out this research.
This framework was built from the insights of a ‘seminal paper’ (Hulme &
Fukudu-Parr 2009:7) by Martha Finnemore & Kathryn Sikkink (1998). Their
analysis of norm entrepreneurs and the life-cycle of norms have already
informed the case study research of numerous studies (Ingebritsen 2002;
McCoy & Heckel 2002; Slagter 2004; Hall 2009; Nagtzaam 2009).
By examining one actor pursuing norm promotion across three case-studies,
this research approach avoided a consistent problem in the literature of
scholars over-emphasising ‘the spread of moral norms at the expense of
behavioural types’ (Acharya 2010:171-172). Of the norms studied, only the
first, the non-proliferation and the non-possession of weapons of mass
destruction can be properly described as a moral norm. The other two case
studies involve clear expectations of appropriate behaviour in actors
socialised to the norms, but this behaviour is not seen as a necessarily moral
act. Further research which follows this path and shifts away from just the
study of moral norms is necessary if the study of norms and ideational power
is to be divorced from critical theorists and others who attempt to have a
normative effect through their research. While critical theorists (especially
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critical constructivists) will be able to develop their own research agendas
from more mainstream research on the role of norms, a clear break is needed
between research on norms and normative research than has previously
occurred.
There are necessary limitations in assessing only one actor against a
conceptual framework. One of the main ways this dissertation attempted to
offset these problems was by spreading the scope of the research to a period
of 27 years, involving four distinct governments, and examining that actor’s
changing behaviour over three distinct case studies. Future research will be
needed to apply the conceptual framework of this dissertation against other
actors, not only middle powers but also hegemonic and great power states,
and perhaps even small powers (though as the findings of this dissertation
suggest there are likely to be few compelling cases for examination of the
latter). It will also need to be contrasted with systemic studies which, might
expand on the context setting in Chapter 3 to identify how the Australian
government was socialised to the three norms it promoted.
The second implication of this dissertation’s findings for the literature is the
validation of the claims of Slagter (2004:14) that ‘middle powers...are wellequipped to encourage the development of new norms to supplant current
norms’. While the case studies suggest Slagter under-estimates the degree of
difficulty for middle powers to act as norm entrepreneurs, this dissertation’s
provide significant insight into how middle powers attempt to use norms as a
means of shaping the regional and international system.
In the context of this dissertation, middle powers are ‘system-shaping states
that can alter the behaviour or constitution of the existing international
order, in a specific case, even in the face of conflict with system-determining
states’. While there was no example of norm shifts in the face of competing
interests from a great power, Australia from 1983 to 2010 seems to have
helped shape the constitution of the existing regional order the international
system works in at least one case. The Australian government introduced and
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socialised the norm of a cooperative security approach to irregular migration
in the Asia-Pacific. It also, less successfully attempted to promote the norms
of the non-proliferation and non-possession of WMD and trade liberalisation,
but was not successful in achieving the socialisation of these two norms in
the Asia-Pacific.
Why middle powers undertake this role is an important question. Policy
makers in middle power country’s, as the introduction highlighted, have
often claimed for their countries a significant ideational power and authority.
This dissertation’s case studies provide evidence for the concern with which
various Australian governments, especially those led by Hawke and Keating
had for challenging and shaping regional norms. While middle powers,
especially democratic countries, are answerable for the practical outcomes
they seek, norms offer a way for these states to shape the environment in
which they operate. Norms can be challenged for relatively low investments
of resources as these case studies have identified, compared with the
economic size and weight of a traditional middle power country. Some
norms, particularly moral norms, offer middle powers a chance to claim a
prestige or authority in international affairs that might not otherwise be
available. The Hawke government seemed to believe its work to encourage
non-proliferation at a regional level had increased its credibility in global
nuclear discussions, including between the superpowers of the US and the
USSR (Hawke 1994:359-360). Middle powers, such as with the Howard
government’s concerns about migration, may believe that some issues
require a transnational approach, and therefore a normative foundation of
support is necessary for continued support and engagement by other states.
Middle powers may also be asked or encouraged to take on the role due to
the support of great powers — as opposed to conflict with such powers as is
suggested by the definition. Australia’s norm promotion efforts strongly
benefited from its close alliance with the US, given the regional ‘perception
that anything that comes out of Australia is on behalf of US’ (Zakharia,
Interview 2011). The value of the US alliance to Australia was noted by a
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number of commentators, including senior former policy makers as giving
Australia an influence and significance far beyond what it might ordinarily
have had (Evans, Interview 2010, Downer, Interview 2010). There are
advantages to both parties from middle power and great power cooperation.
The US and Japan benefited from having Australia advocating on behalf of
ideas they supported, before the great power had to publicly stake out a
position and put their credibility on the line. While Japan had first developed
the idea of APEC, they recognised that the concept would be received far
more receptively if promoted by Australia. Similarly, the US often asked
Australia to work on its behalf to gain Asia-Pacific support for changes such
as upgrading APEC and negotiating the Chemical Weapons Convention,
proposals which would have been viewed far more suspiciously had they
come directly from a major power. Though a case outside the scope of this
dissertation, in 1999 the US took a similar approach to the East Timor
conflict, privately warning Indonesia that Australia was acting on its behalf,
and with its protection. While Australia was not willing to go to the same
lengths as New Zealand to promote the norm of non-proliferation, Australia’s
relationship with the US was a net positive for it as a middle power norm
entrepreneur, providing access to an authority and resources that were
normally beyond most middle powers reach.
Interestingly, in the more successful case of norm socialisation, in Chapter 5
involving irregular migration, the US was effectively a non-player, having
only a small funding role in the Bali Process. The US had encouraged and
enacted its own securitisation against irregular migration that may have
encouraged the Australian government’s approach, but this was not in a
cooperative security style with other regional governments, and there is no
evidence of US persuasion of Australia or Asia-Pacific elites. There is no
evidence of regional perceptions about the US influencing the development of
a cooperative security approach to irregular migration in the Asia-Pacific.
Notably, the rising major power China played a key role in helping to draft
model legislation which criminalised people smuggling at the Bali Process. As
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seen in Chapter 5, this legislation was adopted by 18 governments of the
Asia-Pacific within very quick order.

One reason why the Howard

government was able to socialise the norm of cooperative security to
irregular migration may well be the newness of the norm. While nonproliferation and trade liberalisation enjoyed the support of a great power
state, that same historical discussion and great power support also served to
entrench positions and potential resistance. As Cooper, et. al. (1993:26-27)
argued ‘early initiatives from middle powers in a given issue area are always
likely to be easier than they will be in the later stages of any particular piece
of policy implementation’. That is, the longer other states, especially great
power states have supported a particular norm, without seeing a cascade, the
harder it then is for a middle power to act in a manner which leads to the
norm reaching a tipping point.
So, while middle powers can meet Finnemore and Sikkink’s (1998) test for
norm entrepreneurship, it may be that only in cases where they create,
rather than just seek to promote an under-enforced norm, could they be
successful. Further research into cases of successful norm entrepreneurship
(beginning with efforts by major powers, but also by non-state actors and
other middle powers) could help identify the differences between norm
entrepreneurship

on

behalf

of

newly

created

norms,

and

norm

entrepreneurship in cases of existing but under-enforced norms.
One other variable in assessing the feasibility of middle powers to act as
norm entrepreneurs is assessing the role of material influence and power to
affect the socialisation of norms. As Nagatzaam (2009:67-68) notes, scholars
have ‘yet to satisfactorily shed light on the interrelationship between
persuasion and material levels’. Certainly behaviour that is followed only
because of the threat of sanction or punishment cannot be seen as evidence
for the adoption of a norm (Florini 1996: 364-365). However, the material
resources of states offers their biggest advantage for promoting norms,
something that in the past has made individual or NGO norm entrepreneurs
keen to seek state-based endorsement and assistance (Finnemore & Sikkink
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1998:900). This dissertation has not undertaken the kind of study required
to answer this question, but does raise a number of useful data points, which
stress the necessity of material resources for norm diffusion. As discussed
above under the heading ‘organisational platform’, the ability of a state norm
entrepreneur to efficiently deploy its resources to advance the norm is
crucial. Given the highly technical nature of the three norms studied, a
regular feature of Australian policy was to offer the expertise and resources
of its domestic diplomatic core and bureaucracy (such as ASNO agents for
establishing nuclear safeguards in Southeast Asia or Trade department
officials within the Cairns Group).
In cases where Australia enjoyed significantly greater relative power it is
very difficult to determine if norm socialisation had occurred. Australia’s
dealings with the broader Pacific (save the US) are a clear example from the
case studies. Australia has been regularly labelled a ‘bully’ in its dealings with
Micronesian states, willing to buy influence or use threats to achieve its aims.
The acceptance by these states of the changes promoted by the Australian
government, such as the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone, or hosting
processing centres for irregular migrants cannot be clearly described as
evidence of socialisation to the Australian government’s norms. Though the
broader Pacific was already supportive of the norm of the non-proliferation
and norm of the non-possession of WMD, there has not been clear research
indicating the attitudes of many Pacific states to a regional cooperative
security approach to irregular migration. Micro nations like Nauru might be
willing to support Australian policies, but this could simply be because of the
material advantages that it would gain from cooperation.
In a recent paper, Nevers (2007:54) argues that states adopt different
approaches for different targets when promoting norms ‘they seek to coerce
the weak; persuasion is saved for the strong’. While he only examines great
powers targeting states on the fringe of international society, he comes to the
important conclusion that ‘the standing of the target state in the international
society of states, and its power relative to the norm-promoting great power
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helps explain the use, or non-use, of force by great powers seeking to
promote norms’ (Nevers 2007:54). While we must be cautious not to view
compliance due to coercion as evidence of norm acceptance, the role of
power, both in its material and relative aspects is an important area
requiring further study, particularly when involving middle power countries.
Norm entrepreneurship is a slightly unusual aspect of constructivist theory,
in that the literature often assumes a relatively static actor as promoter who
is attempting to influence the attitudes of a target actor. However, all
engagement involves some form of mutual constitution and as Ikenberry and
Kupchan (1990:293) noted as far back as 1990, ‘socialisation is a two way
process. Interaction can affect not only the normative orientation of elites in
the secondary state but also that of elites in the hegemonic state’. This is
equally applicable when looking at middle powers seeking to socialise other
states. There was not sufficient space in this dissertation to explore how
Australia was affected by the action of promoting norms – not only in the
changes from the promotion, but in terms of the extent the Asia-Pacific has
shaped Australian norms. This struggle to contain the process of mutual
constitution, rather than just focusing on systemic or agency processes is a
common concern with the literature on constructivism, though one that is
difficult to overcome in a single work (Checkel 1998:335-337).
A future project examining if and how Australia and Asia have been mutually
constitutive could provide significant insight and understanding into the
success and failures of the Australian government’s policy of ‘engagement’.
Such research could also fruitfully suggest how Australia might change in
orientation or behaviour during the so-called ‘Asian Century’. While most of
this mutual constitution occurs in a slow and passive manner, through the
conceptual framework developed of Finnemore & Sikkink (1998) there is
now model to help our analysis, should there emerge a case of an Asia-Pacific
nation seeking to actively export a norm towards Australia.
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One key question that remains unanswered by this dissertation is why
nation-states would seek to become norm entrepreneurs. For individuals, or
groups focused on a single moral issue, the role is attractive as one of the few
means of influence. For hegemonic powers who are system-determining
states, the role of shaping norms can come almost naturally as part of their
leadership. Why, however, might the vast bulk of states also seek to promote
norms? The role of norm entrepreneurship requires states come into conflict
with the status quo of ‘appropriate forms of behaviour’ along with taking
time and resources.
The most likely answer is the same as given when questioning why states
undertake any activity: because they believe it will protect and extend their
national interest. Just as shaping the material behaviour of other states is
advantageous to nations, helping to constitute the interests and identity of
other nations is similarly advantageous. Successful norm entrepreneurs
contribute to shaping the regional or international order in a manner that
suits their values and interests. It can also help shape the interests and
attitudes of nearby states in a manner which encourages prosperity and
security. In the specific cases studied, had Australia been able to achieve
socialisation of the three norms it promoted, it would have, achieved a
significant peace dividend via the removal of weapons of mass destruction
from its region; gained regional cooperation, in a security framework, to deal
with irregular migration, and; gained significant economic prosperity
through a proliferation of trade deals, that could be potentially leveraged to
help the global WTO trade round.
All would count as significant steps to protect and expand Australia’s national
interest, yet the list of benefits is also revealing as it has a focus on material
results from the socialisation of the norm. As Gareth Evans (Interview, 2010)
noted, state leaders seek the outcomes of norm promotion, rather than the
promotion of the norm-in-and-for-itself. Individuals may consider a change
in attitudes a worthy goal, nation-state leaders are judged by their
populations on a more material scale. This doesn’t prevent the promotion of
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ideas or ‘values’ by states, but the justification for promoting norms is often
rhetorically tied to serving direct material interests when discussed with
domestic populations. Now that the terminology of norms has reached policy
makers (Evans, Interview 2010), we could see a greater ideational focus
emerging from some states.
The many implications for the literature from this research, especially the
validity of the framework of Finnemore & Sikkink (1998) to identify norm
entrepreneurship and the usefulness of the definition of middle powers
suggest that significant further research is required to assess how other
actors match or diverge from the framework, to test if the Australian
government’s behaviour from 1983 to 2010 over three norms is
representative of norm entrepreneurs or is an unusual or in some ways
aberrant case study. The final chapter, the conclusion, will examine the
extent to which Australia has acted as a middle power norm entrepreneur
and the feasibility of it doing so in the future.
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Chapter 8: Conclusion

The previous chapter, the analysis chapter, revealed the implications for the
literature from this dissertation’s case studies. It examined the merits of the
conceptual

framework

for

identifying

middle

powers

and

norm

entrepreneurs, and identified a number of strengths and weaknesses to this
approach. The conceptual framework for norm entrepreneurship, in
particular, developed from the work of Finnemore & Sikkink (1998), offers a
rigorous new means for identifying and testing how states attempt to
promote norms and the requirements for them to do so effectively. This
framework helps to address some of the fundamental research questions,
especially the role of norm entrepreneurs as causal agents for the evolution
of norms in a regional order. The analysis chapter also discussed some of the
unresolved questions which emerged from the case studies.
This chapter will conclude the dissertation by returning to the investigative
task of this dissertation and assessing the extent to which Australia was a
middle power norm entrepreneur in the Asia-Pacific between 1983 and
2010. It will also assess the feasibility of the Australian government
undertaking a similar role in the future. This chapter will also review the
dissertation’s original contribution to knowledge, discuss any problems or
flaws in the study and outline future avenues of scholarship that build on this
dissertation’s findings.

Australia as a middle power norm entrepreneur from 1983 to 2010
The investigative task for this dissertation was ‘to examine if, during the
period 1983 and 2010, the Australian state acted as a middle-power normentrepreneur within the Asia Pacific’. As explored in the data chapters 4, 5
and 6, the Australian government only clearly meets the four elements test of
norm entrepreneurship in one case: The Howard government’s promotion of
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a cooperative security approach to irregular migration between 2001 and
2004.
The Howard government developed an organisational platform involving its
military and police, new government institutions and expanded its
bureaucracy through key appointments such as an Ambassador for People
Smuggling. The Howard government framed the new norm by ‘securitising’
irregular migration, and linking this new security issue with the existing
Southeast Asian support for cooperative security approaches to transnational
security issues. The Howard government used a socialisation strategy of
seeking Indonesian support and using that to leverage support, downplaying
some of its own role and establishing the Bali process multilateral forum.
Finally, the Howard government sustained its position in the face of criticism
from domestic and regional sources, though as detailed in the chapter, there
was not as much criticism as might have been expected with the promotion
of a new standard of alternate behaviour.
The Howard government was able to successfully socialise the norm of a
cooperative security approach to irregular migration. It did so by fusing
emerging Asia-Pacific support for cooperative security with the identification
of irregular migration as a security concern. It ‘grafted’ its norm onto preexisting regional attitudes, and it offered mechanisms and support for other
states to address the issue of irregular migration in a cooperative security
fashion (including draft legislation, funding and training). Through these
policies the Howard government was able to gain strong regional backing for
its norm, with a tipping point for the norms cascade during 2002. Successive
Bali process conferences after 2002 and the addition of discussions on
irregular migration to Asia-Pacific multilateral fora, have encouraged the
norm’s diffusion. This was driven by a rare confluence of events, including
the 9/11 terrorist attacks and emerging pressures to address irregular
migration. From 2005 to 2010 a slow-down seemed to occur in the norm’s
internalisation,

demonstrating

the

difference

between

norm

institutionalisation and norm implementation as highlighted by Hulme &
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Fukuda-Parr (2009:4). There is agreement in the Asia-Pacific that irregular
migration is a cooperative security challenge, but implementation, always a
tricky issue in the Asia-Pacific, is still patchy.
In the other two examined norms, for non-proliferation and non-possession
of WMD and trade liberalisation, the Australian government was an active
supporter of the norms, but does not meet the test for norm
entrepreneurship. There was little framing, and their contribution to the
socialisation of the norms in the Asia-Pacific was minimal. There are a
number of explanations for why the Australian government had a minor
impact in the spread of these norms, despite quite significant investments of
time, energy and resources in the promotion of the non-proliferation and
non-possession of WMD, and trade liberalisation.
When promoting non-proliferation and trade liberalisation the Australian
government was attempting to encourage norms that had a long history in
the Asia-Pacific. As such, the likely impact of a middle power to challenge and
change long standing regional attitudes will be much lower than when
encouraging a newly created norm. Second, both the norm of the nonproliferation and trade liberalisation had been supported and encouraged in
the Asia-Pacific by a great power state, the US. In such circumstances, where
a great power and a middle power are both supporting the promotion of a
norm, it is very difficult to determine the impact of the middle power state on
any changes. It is also notable that the two norms which the Australian
government attempted to promote at both a regional and an international
level (non-proliferation and non-possession and trade liberalisation) the
government was not successful. For the norm of a cooperative security
approach to irregular migration, the Australian government did not attempt
to promote the norm internationally, keeping its efforts focus on the AsiaPacific and Southeast Asia in particular.
Identifying that the Australian government was able to shape the constitution
of the regional order of the Asia-Pacific as a norm entrepreneur is insufficient
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evidence on its own to identify Australia as a middle power state. As
discussed in the literature review, middle powers are ‘system-shaping state
that can alter the behaviour or constitution of the existing international
order, in a specific case, even in the face of conflict with system-determining
states’. In the case studies the Australian government did not come into
conflict with, or alter the behaviour of a system-determining state or great
power, though it does seem to have demonstrated the capacity to alter the
constitution of the Asia-Pacific (especially the broader Pacific, and to a lesser
degree Southeast Asia) in a specific case. Further scholarship, particularly on
Australia’s material influence is clearly required. However, the findings of
this dissertation’s case studies are suggestive that the Australian government
between 1983 and 2010 was a middle power. By joining this finding with the
extensive previous scholarship which identifies Australia as a middle power
(Cooper, et. al. 1993, Ravenhill 1998, Slagter 2004, Ungerer 2007, Cooper
2011), and the self-identification of Australian policy makers with the middle
power label (Evans & Grant 1995:347, Downer 1996a, Rudd 2008a), we can
identify Australia as a middle power for the purposes of answering the
dissertations investigative task. Therefore, in the case of the Howard
government’s promotion of the norm of a cooperative security approach to
irregular migration, the Australian government acted as a middle power
norm entrepreneur.
Having reviewed the literature implications from the case studies in Chapter
7, this final chapter will look at the policy implications from these findings,
such as the feasibility of the Australian government acting as a norm
entrepreneur in the future, along with identifying further avenues of research
that could be fruitfully pursued following this dissertation.

Implications for Australian policy from these findings
As identified in the introduction, Australian policy makers have a long history
of arguing Australia can have a significant impact on the regional and
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international order at an ideational level. In the 2008 national security
strategy, Prime Minister Rudd argued that Australia
ha[s] a proud record of contribution to global security and economic
stability. We [Australia] are widely respected for our ideas and our
actions. We can, and do, make a positive difference to the world (Rudd
2008a).
This dissertation’s findings suggest that there is merit to Rudd’s claims,
despite his government providing a clear example of the difficulty of a middle
power having a significant ideational influence on the regional and
international order. The Rudd government came to office identifying a
number of international causes with which it wanted to be associated, and
contribute to the spread of, and promote. Some, such as calling for the
prohibition of the death penalty in Southeast Asia did not survive the
transition to government (Carr & Roberts 2010:242). The Rudd government
initiated a process for the promotion of the norm of the non-proliferation and
the norm of the non-possession of WMD, however, as discussed in Chapter 4,
the government, and in particular, the prime minister’s focus was erratic.
Initiatives were started and then ignored, opportunities were missed, and the
task seemed forgotten by the time Rudd was removed as prime minister.
Rudd’s successor, Julia Gillard has not undertaken any significant action in
support of this norm.
One instructive case study for assessing the implications of this research for
Australian policy is an issue which has occupied Prime Minister Gillard’s
attention, combating global warming. While Gillard has not sought to act as a
norm entrepreneur on this issue, many have suggested (Beeson 2011) that
Australia could act as a norm entrepreneur on this issue. Most of Australia’s
political elite are socialised to the norm of combating climate change (though
consensus has frayed in recent years), and the Australian government has
legislated for a fixed price carbon trading scheme as a means of addressing
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the issue. What lessons then could the Australian government take from this
dissertation, should they seek to promote action on climate change?
The first is the need to develop an organisational platform enabling
Australia’s experts and officials involved in climate policy to engage with the
region and the globe. Copying the Hawke government’s merger of the
Department of Trade with the Department of Foreign Affairs, by merging in
the Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency could be an effective
first step. It would also act as a clear signalling issue of Australia’s intentions.
A future Australian government could also seek to engage in coalition
building exercises, similar to their Australia group and Cains Group efforts to
gather likeminded countries in support of a norm of acting to prevent climate
change.
While this dissertation is merely following a well-worn path in encouraging
coalition building, a new finding from this dissertation is the importance of
middle powers developing frames to support the norms they are advocating.
If the Australian government were to seek to act as a norm entrepreneur on
climate change it would need to develop a clear frame for the new norm that
would encourage the regional and international elite to act. A compelling
frame would be one which would overcome the existing concern that action
on climate change comes at the cost of economic growth (Fankhauser & Tol
2005). Some scholars, members of the political elite and activists have
suggested the securitisation of climate change could be a means by which to
encourage states to accept the costs of action on climate change (Dupont
2008:29).
A clear socialisation strategy would also be required, seeking to persuade the
most significant actors first in order to encourage the cascade of the norm
both regionally and globally. In this regard, the Australian governments’
adoption of a fixed price carbon trading scheme is a useful act of
demonstration that, like the Hawke governments unilateral liberalisation of
tariffs, could help both frame the new norm and position Australia to
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encourage the socialisation of the norm. Finally, climate change is a very
controversial issue in the current political climate, not least because of the
moral implications that are associated with it (Macintosh, et. al. 2010:200),
so any norm entrepreneurial effort would have to require strong support
from the Australian community and likely bipartisan agreement on the
strategy.
None of this is to suggest that the Australian government will or even should
act as a norm entrepreneur to address climate change. It is raised only to
highlight the many important implications from this dissertation’s original
research for guiding future Australian policy. Given Australia’s policy elite
believe that the Australian state is able to, or ought to have a significant
impact on the international order, it is critical to study and closely analyse
the history of past efforts to identify the patterns of behaviour and resources
required for Australia to have the impact desired. This dissertation’s case
studies demonstrate both the possibility of Australia as a middle power
altering the norms of the existing order, but also the difficulty of this task as
well. The claim of former Foreign Affairs Minister Gareth Evans that ‘what
middle powers may lack in economic, political or military clout, they can
often make up with quick and thoughtful diplomatic footwork’ (Evans &
Grant 1995:347) is difficult to substantiate. The Australian government often
provided quick and innovative diplomatic efforts in the areas of nonproliferation and trade liberalisation, but these did not ensure the
socialisation of these norms in the Asia-Pacific.
There are several important avenues of future research which will help
scholars to clarify the opportunities and risks for middle powers to act as
norm entrepreneurs, and build on this dissertation’s findings for identifying
both middle powers and norm entrepreneurs.

Future areas of study
The analysis in Chapter 7 raises several key areas that could be profitable
avenues of further research, based on the findings of this dissertation. The
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first is to apply the conceptual framework of norm entrepreneurs to other
actors, as a way to test the framework in different settings and to help
address the long standing complaints about the un-theoretical nature of a lot
of the extant research on norm entrepreneurs. This would be particularly
useful as a means of overcoming one of the key methodological limitations of
this study, which was its examination of the behaviour of just one actor. The
decision to focus on just one actor was a deliberate choice in order to counter
several biases in the current literature on norm promotion, but it is still a
limitation in the generalisability of the findings from this dissertation.
A highly instructive case would be to examine how the framework matches
an example where a hegemonic power has successfully socialised a norm. Do
hegemons have to meet all four elements, or are they able to achieve the
intended socialisation regardless. This would be particularly useful with an
examination of the role of framing by states which seek to promote norms.
The Australian government did not develop innovative, new frames for two
of the three norms it promoted, from the data of these case studies we cannot
determine the impact of this inaction on the failure of the two norms to
socialise. It may be that states which promote norms are naturally less
concerned with framing than non-state actors are. States may be more
comfortable utilising their material resources, such as building organisational
platforms, while non-state actors must rely on framing, which does not
require significant resources, as one of their few options for encouraging
persuasion. Alternately, given the finding of this dissertation that middle
powers can act as norm entrepreneurs, future research could use this
dissertation’s conceptual framework to test the viability of smaller states to
act as norm entrepreneurs, as has been claimed in the literature (Ingebritsen
2002:13).
Another profitable avenue of future research based on the findings of this
dissertation would be to test the definition of middle powers, as developed in
the literature review, over a number of case studies involving great power
conflict. While such conflict is now rare (White, Interview 2010), testing the
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ability of middle power states to withstand or rebuff a great power,
particularly in a security setting could help scholars to better determine the
capacities of middle powers and the requirements for states to become
middle powers. While there are a legion of studies of Western middle powers
such as Australia and Canada, it could be instructive to apply this definition
to some of the emerging powers such as Brazil, India or South Africa in order
to address the ‘troubling parochial bias’ in the literature on middle powers
(Cooper 2011:320).
The exact relationship between power and the promotion of norms also need
further study by constructivists. While norms must be voluntarily accepted
(Florini 1996: 364-365), previous studies (Ikenberry & Kupchan 1990,
Nevers 2007) and this dissertation demonstrate the importance of power in
the successful promotion of norms. Norm entrepreneurship is a demanding,
time consuming role that requires significant resources to support. The role
of the relative strength of norm entrepreneurs with their target actors whom
they are attempting to socialise clearly has a significant impact on the
diffusion of norms, though to what extent, or how to measure or understand
this process we are currently unable to say. This could be undertaken within
a clear realist framework, and utilising a more quantitative approach as a
way of building on the eclectic, qualitative analysis offered in this
dissertation. This dissertation’s approach was deliberately selected so as to
try and provided the best data for answering the dissertation’s investigative
task, but as discussed in Chapter 2, it does carry several limitations. Further
study of middle powers which uses the same definition, but addresses these
questions via alternate methodologies and under different theories of
international relations could help to confirm or challenge the findings of this
dissertation.
This dissertation does contribute one clear finding. It identifies that middle
powers, in some circumstances, are able to act as norm entrepreneurs and
successfully socialise norms in a manner that changes the existing regional
order. This is the dissertation’s original contribution to knowledge. This task
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was addressed through the development, in Chapter 2, of a conceptual
framework based on the work of Finnemore & Sikkink (1998) to identify
norm entrepreneurs, and the creation of a new definition of middle powers,
based on the work of White (2009), Keohane (1969) and others. After
reviewing a history of Australian policy to contextualise the data chapters,
three case studies were undertaken. Chapters 4, 5 and 6 each examined how
the Australian government sought to promote a specific norm between 1983
and 2010 to the Asia-Pacific.
In all three of the case studies the Australian government met some aspects
of the conceptual framework for norm entrepreneurship, but only in the case
of the Howard government’s promotion of the norm of a cooperative security
approach to irregular migration were all four elements of the conceptual
framework met. This was also the only case study to feature a successful
socialisation of a norm through the actions of the Australian government. The
findings from these three case studies were then analysed for their
implications for the literature and theoretical framework in Chapter 7. To
conclude the dissertation, this chapter returned to answer the investigative
task and examine the potential for the Australian government to act in the
future as a middle power norm entrepreneur, along with highlighting some of
the profitable future avenues of research which can build on this
dissertation’s research.
Both scholars and policy makers should be able to build on the findings from
this dissertation. For scholars, this research helps to clarify the way middle
powers interact with norms as a means of shaping the order they find, and to
help test the claims of policy makers claim to ‘make a positive difference to
the world’ (Rudd 2008a). For policy makers, particularly within middle
powers, this dissertation can help to clarify just what is possible for their
nation and the lessons from history which can inform their future policies.
With the right platform, rhetoric, strategies and determination, middle
powers can be more than just a part of the cacophony of voices, but key
players in shaping global politics in the twenty-first century
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