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ABSTRACT

The rise of China in the Asia-Pacific has focused scholarly attention on the dynamics of
structural change in the international system. Dominant theories of international relations
suggest that ‘junior allies’ of a global hegemon will be inhibited from engaging with a rising
power. Throughout the twentieth century, however, Australia, as a junior ally of Great Britain
and then later the United States, has successfully engaged with rising powers. This thesis
examines the Australian case study and the seemingly anomalous foreign policy behaviour of a
~ junior ally that it presents.

The thesis investigates how and when Australia has engaged with a rising power over
time, from within the context of its alliance to a dominant global power. It advances three major
arguments. First, and most centrally, it argues that the interrelationship between Australia’s
alliance membership and its foreign policies toward rising powers has historically been more
complex than predicted by power transition and traditional alliance theorists. Extensive archival
and interview-based research reveals that this interrelationship is best captured by Snyder’s
theory of the alliance security dilemma, which provides greater discretion for a jumior ally’s
interests in directing its foreign policy. However, to render Snyder’s theory more applicable to
explaining the dynamics of Australian engagement with a rising power, this thesis outlines a
number of supplementary theoretical propositions.

These theoretical propositions encompass the two subsidiary arguments that this thesis
presents. The second key argument is that whether Australian policymakers adopted an
engagement preference depended on: whether they viewed the rising power as maintaining
benign intentions; their perceived incentives to cooperate with that country; and if they believed
. they would be able to forge a modus vivendi with the rising power. The third core argument is
that for Australian policymakers to, in turn, translate this engagement preference into an
engagement strategy, they needed to believe that their senior ally would acquiesce to this
strategy over time. If any of these elements were not present, Australia would tactically
withdraw from cooperating with the rising power or not ‘cooperate at all.

These arguments are explored in relation to two sets of cases: Australian engagement
with an ascendant America, from within its imperial alliance to Great Britain, between 1908 and
1951; and, second, Australian engagement with China, from within an ANZUS context,
between 1971 and 1998. The findings support the theoretical propositions advanced in this
study, suggesting that Australia has had greater scope to pursue its interests toward a rising
power than what is commonly assumed in the literature. These theoretical propositions
challenge traditional conceptions of Australian foreign policy and provide a useful framework

from which a more general theory of junior allied engagement could be developed over time.
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INTRODUCTION

In October 2003, US President George W. Bush and Chinese President Hu Jintao
addressed joint sittings of -the Australian Parliament on successive days. The Australian
Government had not previously extended this honour to any world leader other than an
American President. Hu’s address to Parliament was symbolic of China’s growing
status in Australian foreign policy.! As Australian Prime Minister John Howard
observed at the time, the event epitomised ‘the success of [Australia’s] foreign policy in
building close relations with Asia while further deepening our already close relationship
with the United States’.> The Howard Government’s ability to intensify Sino-Australian
relations‘at the same time as strengthening the US alliance is often characterised as its
greatest foreign policy achievement.’ Yet, this benchmark is merely representative of a
longstanding trend in Australian foreign policy.

Since Federation in 1901, Australian policymakers have frequently engaged
with a rising power from within the context of their alliance with a global hegemon.
Moreover, they have managed to do so despite the rivalry that sometimes existed
between these two great powers. During the first part of the twentieth century, Australia
forged a cooperative relationship with a rising America in the context of its imperial ties
to Great Britain. It did so notwithstanding Anglo-American competition for influence in
the Pacific and even occasional British dissatisfaction with Australian engagement
initiatives. Similar trends have been manifest in Australian foreign policy toward China
during the latter part of the twentieth century. Australian policymakers have generally
engaged with a rising China whilst still seeking to preserve, and even strengthen, their
alliance relationship with the United States. They have done so despite oscillating Sino-
US relations during that same period.

Such foreign policy behaviour is by no means limited to Australia. Other junior
allies of the United States, including Japan, South Korea and Thailand, have also

vigorously engaged with a rising China in the post-Cold War era. They have done so

' Hugh White, ‘The US, Taiwan and the PRC, Managing China’s Rise: Policy Options for Australia’,
Melbourne Asia Policy Papers, No. 5, Parkville, Vic: University of Melbourne, 2004, p. 4.

? John Howard (2003) cited in Hamish McDonald, ‘China Supports Our Role In Region’, 4ge, 18 October
2003, p. L.

* Paul Kelly, Howard’s Decade, Lowy Institute Paper, No. 15, Sydney: Lowy Institute for International
Policy, 2006; Paul Kelly, ‘Poised between giants’, Australian, 23 July 2005, p. 32; Hugh White, ‘Tomn
between the panda and Uncle Sam’, Age, 23 March 2005, p. 15; Dennis Shanahan, *US understands our
China dilemma’, Australian, 16 July 2005, p. 8.



INTRODUCTION

not as a precursor to realigning with that country but in the context of preserving their
bilateral alliance relationship with the United States.”

This foreign policy behaviour presents an empirical puzzle in the sense that it is
anomalous to dominant thinking in international relations. Most international relations
theorists argue that a junior ally will primarily seek to preserve the benefits it derives
from its partnership with the global hegemon. This tends to exert an overriding and

determining influence on its foreign policy.’

These theorists argue that the junior ally
- will endeavour to support the global hegemon’s leadership in the international system,
which generally precludes it from forging cooperative relations with a rising power as
its ally’s principal political and strategic challenger.® Scholars analysing the impact of
the rise of China on the Asia-Pacific security landscape have generally adopted this line
of thinking. Typically, they posit that regional countries may have difficulties in
preserving a healthy alliance relationship with the United States whilst simultaneously
accommodating China’s growing regional power.’” They suggest that the United States’
junior allies may one day have to choose between the two countries.® If such is the case,
how then can we explain the ostensibly paradoxical foreign policy behaviour of US
junior allies engaging with a rising regional power?

The purpose of this study is to explain how, historically, a single junior ally of a
global hegemon has come to engage with a rising power. This is central to
understanding the impact of changing power dynamics between a global hegemon and a

rising power on the broader international system. It is particularly relevant at a time

* The term ‘junior ally” is commonly used within existing international relations literature to denote a
materially weaker power in either a bilateral or multilateral alliance relationship. See, for instance,
Stephen Dyson, ‘Alliances, Domestic Politics, and Leader Psychology: Why did Britain stay out of
Vietnam and go into Iraq?’, Political Psychology, 28(6) 2007, pp. 647-66; Michael Chambers, ‘Dealing
with a Truculent Ally: A Comparative Perspective on China’s Handling of North Korea’, Journal of East
Asian Studies, 5(1) 2005, pp. 35-75; Fred Halliday, ‘Exonerating US Policy: The Myth of “Good
Intentions™, MERIP Report, No. 98, 1981, pp. 20-23; Robert O’Neill, ‘ Australian military problems in
Vietnam’, Australian Outlook, 23(1) 1969, pp. 46-57. Stephen Haggard adopts the term ‘junior partner’.
Stephen Haggard, ‘The Balance of Power, Globalization, and Democracy: International Relations Theory
in Northeast Asia’, Journal of East Asian Studies, 4(1) 2004, pp. 1-38. )

5 Robert Rothstein, Alliances and Small Powers, New York: Columbia University Press, 1968, pp. 30, 62;
Robert Gilpin, War & Change in World Politics, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981, p. 30;
Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, New Y ork: Knopf,
1960, p. 185.

¢ A.F.K. Organski, World Politics, New Y ork: Knopf, 1958, pp. 35254, 368; Gilpin, War & Change in
World Politics, pp. 24, 30-31, 33, 45; Jacek Kugler and Ronald Tammen, ‘Regional Challenge: China’s
Rise to Power’, in Jim Rolfe (ed.), The Asia-Pacific: A Region in Transition, Honolulu: The Asia-Pacific
Center for Security Studies, 2004, p. 47.

7 See, for instance, William T. Tow, ‘America’s Asia-Pacific Strategy is Out of Kilter’, Current History,
107(70) 2007, pp. 284, 286; David Shambaugh, ‘Asia in Transition: The Evolving Regional Order’,
Current History, 105(690) 2006, p. 154; Robert S. Ross, ‘Balance of Power Politics and the Rise of
China: Accommodation and Balancing in East Asia’, Security Studies, 15(3) 2006; pp. 355-95.

¥ See, for instance, Shambaugh, ‘Asia in Transition: The Evolving Regional Order’, p. 156; Hugh White,
“The limits to optimism: Australia and the rise of China’, pp. 476-77.



INTRODUCTION

when nuclear weapons have rendered war a less viable option of demonstrating
dominance and great powers have instead resorted to cultivating political influence
among weaker powers.” Understanding when junior allies have engaged with rising
powers is also pertinent to both junior allied and great power policymakers as they seek
to calibrate their foreign policies to their best advantage in response to regional
structural change. In addressing this subject, however, this study adopts a differing
. departure point from most theoretical and empirical studies, which endeavour to predict
when a single junior ally will have to choose between its dominant global partner and
the rising power. This study explores the often apparent but generally neglected
alternative dimension. It investigates the question: how and when does a junior ally

engage with a rising power from within the context of its alliance with the dominant
| global hegemon? |

The two corﬂponents of this question are interrelated. An understanding of ow a
junior ally comes to engage with a rising power necessitates an understanding of when
junior allied policymakers will be more or less inclined to do so. Discerning what forces
shape the changing dynamics of junior allied engagement with a rising power over
time—including, but not necessarily limited to the relative influence of the alliance—is
at the crux of the empirical puzzle that this study seeks to explain. Middle and small
powers, in particular, often face policy dilemmas during periods of power transition
because of their dependence on, or interests in, one or even both of the great powers.
This study specifically addresses the Australian case. As will be further elucidated later,
Australia presents a useful case study as a junior ally of successive global hegemons
that has engaged with rising powers during two of the major regional power transitions
of the twentieth century. | _

To determine the key factors that shaped Australia’s engagement with a rising
power, this study will pursue three subsidiary lines of inquiry. Fifst, it will examine the
extent to which Australian policies toward a rising power were determined by
considerations of a senior ally’s preferences, as power transition and alliance theorists
tend to suggest. Second, if the alliance did not exert a determining influence on
Australian policy, this study will identify what factors shaped whether it was more or
less inclined to engage with a rising power. The third line of inquiry is whethef, and
under what circumstances, the alliance acted as a constraint on Australian

policymakers’ decision to so engage. The interrelationship between an alliance with a

? Robert Rothstein still provides the most in-depth discussion of the impact of nuclear weapons on

relationships between weaker powers and great powers in the international system. Rothstein, Alliances
and Small Powers, p. 249. '



INTRODUCTION

dominant global power and a junior ally’s policies toward a rising power may be more
nuanced than is generally represented. This may explain the ostensibly paradoxical
foreign policy behaviour of a junior ally engaging with a rising power from within such
an alliance.

This introduction outlines the aims, contribution, and scope of the study. It will
do so by situating the study within the broader empirical and theoretical literature that
has bearing on the empirical puzzle driving this research. It also explores how the study
builds on this literature by examining its aims, its contributions, and the central
argument this study advances. Finally, the introduction details why the study adopted

Australia as its focus for analysis, and the methods it enlisted to explore the central

research question.

Existing Explanations of Junior Allied Engagement with Rising Powers
Australia: In Search of a Generalisable Explanation?

As a country that has consistently engaged with rising powers from within its alliances
with successive global hegemons, one might expect Australian foreign policy literature
to serve as a useful starting point for explaining the puzzling foreign policy behaviour
that drives this study. It might offer insights which could be applied more generally to
explain' how and when junior allies engage with rising powers. In fact, however, the
'literature is relatively unhelpful in this regard.

Over the pasf five years, a range of articles have appeared in both scholarly
journals and newspapers conjecturing how Australia will reconcile its intensifying
relationship with a rising China with the political imperatives of the American alliance.
Most of these articles are pessimistic, suggesting that Canberra might have to eventually
choose between Australia’s primary trade partner and its principal security guarantor.'®
Former Austréliari Deputy Secretary for Strategy and Intelligence Hugh White observes:
‘[1]t would be unwise to assume that we can walk both sides of fhe street in the future.

... While the US-China relationship enjoys the current post-9/11 détente, we can avoid

' See, for instance, White, ‘The US, Taiwan and the PRC, Managing China’s Rise’, p- 7; Michael
Wesley, The Howard Paradox, Sydney: ABC Books, 2007, pp. 126-30. See also Allan Gyngell and
Michael Wesley, ‘Regional diplomacy has new impetus’, dustralian Financial Review, 3 April 2008,

p. 79; Louise Dodson, ‘Don’t make us choose, wams Beazley’, Sydney Morning Herald, 19 April 2005,
p. 6. A key exception to this 1s Stuart Harris. Harris ends his monograph by concluding that although
Australia will have to adopt a more nuanced regional diplomacy, this will not necessarily preclude
fostering links with both the United States and China. Stuart Harris, Will China Divide Australia and the
US? Sydney: Australian Centre for American Studies, 1998, pp. 81-85.
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tough choices. But if, and when, another source of tension arises, Australia will again be
on the rack.”'! Former Executive Director of the Lowy Institute Allan Gyngell observes
that, ‘however much we want to avoid the need to choose between them [China and the
United States], we won’t always have that luxury’. '2 This study does not take issue with
these claims. Escalated great power tensions may indeed render Australia’s future
strategic choices increasingly difficult.

What this study aims to do, however, is to provide a counterpoint. It explores
why Australian policymakers have traditionally not felt that they have had to choose
between closer relations with a rising power and an alliance with a global hegemon.
Understandihg what factors, in the past, gave rise to Australian engagemeﬁt from within
an alliance could usefully illuminate when it will more likely be constrained by alliance
considerations (and ultimately have to choose between great powers) in the future. To
the extent that academics and commentators have addressed this issue, their
observations have largely been specific to the Howard Government and made in passing
rather than a central focus for analysis. This ad hoc approach has engendered differing
and even contradictory explanations as to how Australia has been able to engage with a
rising China from within ANZUS. An oft-cited reason for why Prime Minister John
Howard was able to successfully manage these two relationships is that he cultivated
sufficient goodwill in Washington by offering Australian military contributions to the
US-led “War on Terror’ in Afghanistan and Iraq. He thus provided an opportunity for
discretion in Australia’s policy toward China.'> However, others contend that the -
goodwill Australia cultivates with the United States on global issues does not
automatically transfer to regional settings. They point to some American policymakers’
expectations of an Australian contribution in a possible Sino-US conflict over Taiwan."
Still other commentators suggest that the Howard Government’s success in reconciling
Sino-Australian ties with the American alliance was enabled by Washington’s own
ambiguous policy toward Beijing."” Although helpful to understanding the Howard
Government’s approach, these explanations are historically contingent and not
necessarily more broadly applicable to Australia’s or any other junior ally’s experiences

of engagihg with rising powers.

" Hugh White, ‘The US, Taiwan and the PRC, Managing China’s Rise’, p. 7

'2 Allan Gyngell (2003) cited in Michael Gordon, ‘Patriot Games’, 4ge, 25 October 2003, p. 1.

13 Kelly, ‘Poised between Giants’, p. 32.

' William T. Tow, ‘Sino-American relations and the ‘Australian factor’’, pp. 454-55.

15 Aldo Borgu (2005) cited in Tow, ‘Sino-American relations and the ‘Australian factor’’, p. 454; Kelly,
‘Poised between Giants’, p. 32.



INTRODUCTION

Australian foreign policy scholars have endeavoured to explain longstanding
trends in twentieth-century Australian foreign policy. Yet, none of these studies address
why Australia has been able to engage with rising powers in an alliance context. To the
extent that they do address Australian foreign policy behaviour from within an alliance,
their arguments generally reinforce the empirical puzzle driving this study. The
dominant stream of thought in Australian foreign policy literature is still the
‘dependency school’. Espoused by T.B. Millar, Bruce Grant, and Coral Bell, this school
generally argués that Australia has generally supported its ‘great and powerful friends’
in order to secure these allies’ assistance in a future hour of need. Australian
policymakers have thus adopted policies that complement—if not conform to—those of
Australia’s ally and have made military contributions to conflicts in which its ally was
involved.'® Dependency scholars have downplayed policy differences between
Australia and its principal ally rather than exploring how they came about, why they
were pursued, and how Australian policymakers have reconciled them with effective
alliance management.'’ This school of thought suggests that there is rather limited
scope for Australia to adopt an autonomous foreign policy from within an alliance. How
then has Australia engaged with a rising power that is a peer competitor of its ally?

Some Australian foreign policy scholars have identified circumstances in which
Australian policymakers have been more inclined to exercise a greater degree of
independence in their foreign policy. This has usually been associated with efforts to
pérticipate in multilateralism or to build coalitions with like-minded states to effect
change on given policy issues. " Yet, Australian engagement with rising powers and the
intra-alliance discussions that took place over such initiativeé mostly occurred m a
bilateral setting. This school of Australian foreign policy literature suggests that, in
these circumstances, Australia’s ability to bargain with its ally and subsequently pursue

an autonomous foreign policy toward a rising power will be limited."?

16 T B. Millar, Australia’s Foreign Policy, Melbourne: Angus and Robertson, 1968, pp. 7-9; Coral Bell,
Dependent Ally, Melbourne: Oxford University Press, 1988, pp. 2-5,199-203. More recently, see Bruce
‘Grant, Fatal Attraction: Reflections on the Alliance with the United States, Melbourne, Black Inc., 2004,
p. 89; Joseph A. Camilleri, Australian-American Relations: The Web of Dependence, South Melboume
Macmillan, 1980, pp. 10-19.

'7 A key exception to this is Bruce Miller’s exposmon on Australia and Foreign Policy, in which he
observes that middle powers maintain some degree of independence because of norms of diplomatic
equality, niche assets they provide to the larger powers, specialised knowledge, and the rarity of the use
of force in the international system. J.D.B. Miller, Australia and Foreign Policy, Sydney: Australian
Broadcasting Commission, 1963, p. 18.

'8 Andrew Cooper, Richard Higgott and Kim Nossal, Relocating Middle Powers: Australia and Canada
in a Changing World Order, Carlton, Vic: Melbourne University Press, 1993, pp. 24-25.

!9 Annette Baker Fox, The Politics of Attraction: Four Middle Powers and the United States, New Y ork:
Columbia University Press, 1977, pp. 280, 287.
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More recently, scholars such as Richard Leaver have pointed to historical trends
of Australian policy divergence from a great power ally, even in a bilateral alliance
context.”® This divergence has taken place over a wide range of security and econémic
issues (although is not specifically explored in relation to Australian policies toward
rising powers). Leaver seeks to highlight these trends of divergence, but self-
professedly leaves future research to explain how and why they emerged and how
Australian policymakers reconciled them with alliance imperatives.”' He posits relative
Australian fears of abandonment by its ally as one possible explanation but does not
explore this hypothesis.** This study takes up where Leaver’s study'left off. Discerning
how and when Australia has been able to engage with rising powers necessitates
understanding what Australian policymakers perceived as their scope for foreign policy
autonomy in a bilateral alliance setting. This understanding has implications not only
for how we conceptualise Australian foreign policy but, more broadly, for our
understanding of the empirical puzzle that Australian engagement with rising powers

presents to international relations theory.
International Relations Theory and Junior Allied Engagement with Rising Powers

As the review in Chapter One will outline in greater detail, the principal difficulties of
international relations theory in explaining how and when a junior ally, such as
Australia, comes to engage with a rising power are twofold. First, most international
relations theories that explore power transition focus on the dynamics of great power
relationships rather than on how structural change impacts the broader international
system. Second, most international relations theories that do examine this impact tend to
explore either the dynamics of the alliance relationship or the factors that influence
whether states develop cooperative relations with a rising power. They do not address
the interplay between these two relationships. A conceptual gap therefore exists

regarding how junior allies develop their foreign policies toward rising powers.

20 Richard Leaver, ‘Patterns of dependence in post-war Australian foreign policy’, in Richard Leaver and
Dave Cox (eds), Middling, Meddling, Muddling: Issues in Australian Foreign Policy, St. Leonards,
NSW: Allen and Unwin, 1997, pp. 71-72; Carl Bridge, ‘Introduction’, in Carl Bridge (ed.), Munich to
Vietnam: Australia’s Relations with Britain and the United States since the 1930s, Melbourne: Melbourne
University Press, 1991, pp. 7-8; Joan Beaumont, The Evolution of Australian Foreign Policy, 19011945,
East Melbourne: Australian Institute of International Affairs/School of Social Sciences Deakin
University, 1989, p. 3; Carl Bridge and Bernard Attard, ‘Introduction’, in Carl Bridge and Bernard Attard
(eds), Between Empire and Nation: Australia’s External Relations from Federation to the Second World
War, Melbourne: Australian Scholarly Publishing, 2000, pp. 2-3; Neville Meaney, The Search for
Security in the Pacific, 1901-14, Sydney: Sydney University Press, 1976, pp. 7-12.

?! Leaver, ‘Patterns of dependence’, p. 89.

22 eaver, ‘Patterns of dependence’, p. 89.
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These deficiencies are evident in the differing assumptions of power transition,
alliance, and engagement theorists. Extrapolating from power transition and alliance
theories, we can deduce that the alliance will have a determining influence on a junior
ally’s foreign policy that precludes it from forging cooperative relations with a rising
power.”> This deduction derives from commonalities in the theoretical suppositions -
supporting each theory. Both power transition and alliance theorists generally assume
that the relationship between two central protagonists in the international system (in this
case the rising power and the dominant global ally) will be adversarial.** They
subsequently tend to characterise the international system and the relationships
comprising it in stark zero-sum terms.”> These theorists also commonly assume that
junior allies (br coalition partners) of the dominant global hegemon will be primarily
concerned with preserving the security or other benefits they derive from that
relationship. Accordingly, they will privilege the alliance in their foreign policy and
their senior ally’s preferences as a key determinant.”® Both power transition and alliance
theorists presume that this will thus exert a preclusive influence on a junior ally’s
willingness to develop a cooperative relationship with a rising power.”’

Engagement theorists, meanwhile, encounter an opposite difficulty in explaining
the puzzle of junior allied engagement. Empirical work undertaken on East Asian states’
foreign policies toward a rising China suggest that junior allies of a dominant global

power (in this case the United States) can and do engage with rising powers.”® By

2 Gilpin, War & Change in World Politics, p- 30; Organski, World Politics, pp. 352-54, 368.

 On the prevalence of traditional assumptions regarding adversarial relations during power transition,
see Charles Kupchan, ‘Introduction: Explaining peaceful power transition’, in Charles Kupchan, et. al.,
Power in Transition: The Peaceful Change of International Order, Tokyo: United Nations University
Press, 2001, p. 7; Steve Chan, China, the U.S., and the Power-Transition Theory: A Critique, Oxon:
Routledge, 2008, p. 62. ‘

2 Organski, World Politics, pp. 354, 370; Gilpin, War & Change in World Politics, pp. 27-36; George
Liska, Nations in Alliance: The Limits of Interdependence, Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1962,

p. 12; Stephen Walt, ‘Why Alliances Endure or Collapse’, Survival, 39(1) 1997, pp. 156-58; Amold
Wolfers, Discord and Collaboration: Essays on International Politics, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press,
1962, p. 29; Eric J. Labs, ‘Do Weak States Bandwagon?’, Security Studies, 1(3) 1992, p. 389.

2% Organski, World Politics, p. 354; Rothstein, Alliances and Small Powers, p. 30; Morgenthau, Politics
Among Nations, p. 185; Liska, Nations in Alliance, p. 74.

%7 Organski, World Politics, p. 354; Gilpin, War & Change in World Politics, pp. 30-36; Jacek Kugler,
Ronald Tammen and Brian Efird, ‘Integrating Theory and Policy: Global Implications of the War in Iraq’,
International Studies Review, 6(4) 2004, pp. 164-65; Liska, Nations in Alliance, p. 147; Wolfers, Discord
and Collaboration, p. 32. A key exception to this is Michael Wallace’s work on the extent to which cross-
cutting relations between poles in an international system are more or less likely to give rise to war.
Michael D. Wallace, ‘Alliance Polarization, Cross-Cutting, and International War, 1815-1964°, Journal
of Conflict Resolution, 17(4) 1973, pp. 575-604.

2 See, for instance, Victor Cha, ‘Engaging China: Seoul-Beijing Détente and Korean Security’, Survival,
41(1) 1999, pp. 73-98; Michael Jonathan Green, ‘Managing Chinese Power; The View from Japan’, in
Alatair lain Johnson and Robert Ross (eds), Engaging China: The Management of an Emerging Power,
London: Routledge, 1999, pp. 152—-75; Reinhard Drifte, ‘US Impact on Japanese-Chinese Security
Relations’, Security Dialogue, 31(4) 2000, pp. 449-61.
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focusing on the nation-state level-of-analysis instead of the structure of the international
system, these scholars have identified a wide range of factors besides the alliance that
influence if, and when, a junior ally engages with a rising power. These factors include
perceptions of the rising power’s intentions, whether the rising power offers useful
short-term benefits, or whether the engaging state and the rising power share an
historical affinity.” As a collective school of thought, however, engagement theorists
previde a laundry-list of variables that may or may not be important in determining
whether a junior ally engages with a rising power. Nor do they sufficiently examine the
constraints of an alliance on a junior ally’s engagement strategies toward a ﬁéing
power. They do not explore under what circumstances a junior ally will limit or qualify
its engagement with a rising power due to alliance considerations. Whereas power
transition and aliiance theories assign alliances too much centrality in a junior ally’s
policies toward a rising power, engagement theorists insufficiently examine the impact
of alliance membership on these policies. |

In this context, Glenn Snyder’s theory of the alliance security dilemma is
unique. Snyder’s theory explores the interrelationship between a state’s considerations
of alliance management and its various other interests when formulating its policies
toward a potentially adversarial power. Snyder observes that, in some instances, an
allied state may wish to conciliate with a potential adversary from within its alliance.*
He specifies the conditions under which it will be rﬁore or less inelined to do so.
Although Snyder generally frames his theory in allied-adversarial terms, his theoretical
propositions may have applicability in explaining when a junior ally, such as Australia,
will be more or less likely to engage with a rising power and how this outcome emerges.
A group of allied states may not deem a rising power an adversary, but even non-
adversarial competition between a dominant global hegemon and a rising power can
impose constraints on a junior ally similar to what Snyder suggests.

Snyder observes that whether or not an allied state conciliates with a potentially
adversarial power (or rising power in this case) is a function of both its intra-alliance
bargaining power and its perceptions regarding the alliance security dilemma.’' These

two concepts will be discussed in Chapter One. In sum, however, Snyder argues that, in

% Cha, “Engaging China: Seoul-Beijing Détente’, p.76; David M. Edelstein, ‘Managing Uncertainty:
Beliefs about Intentions and the Rise of Great Powers’, Security Studies, 12(1) 2002, p. 13; Evelyn Goh,
‘Southeast Asian perspectives on the China challenge’, Journal of Strategic Studies, 30(4) 2007, p.817;
Alice Ba, “Who’s socializing whom? Complex engagement in Sino-ASEAN relations’, The Pacific
Review, 19(2) 2006, pp. 163, 168.

3 Glenn H. Snyder, Alliance Politics, Ithaca: Comell University Press, 1997, pp. 195-96.

3! Snyder, Alliance Politics, pp. 166, 195.
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the event a state’s preferences (in this case the junior ally’s preferences) regarding the
other power diverge from those of its ally, the state’s perceptions of its relative
depéndence, commitment and interest become important. The more the state’s
policymakers perceive their country to be asymmetrically dependent on their alliance,
the weaker they perceive that ally’s commitment and the lower value they assign to their
interests vested in the external power, the more likely that ensuing fears of abandonment
will prevail.* Under these circumstances, the state will usually support its ally and be
less inclined to conciliate with the potential adversary which may be challenging its
ally’s leadership in the international system.”?

Snyder observes, however, that even a state that is asymmetrically dependent on
its ally may pursue its interests toward a potential adversary if it values them highly
enough.34 By privileging the role of interests as a determinant of a junior ally’s policies,
Snyder’s theory advances on other previously mentioned schools of thought. It does not
assume that a junior ally’s interests in this power will inherently derive from its senior
partner’s preferences. Instead, it posits a more complex interrelationship between these
interests and alliance considerations in shaping a junior ally’s foreign policy. It suggests
that a junior ally may be able to pursue these interests in an alliance context while still
taking into account alliance considerations.

Snyder’s theory may therefore at least partially explain how a junior ally, such
as Australia, may be able to forge cooperative relations with a rising power from within
the context of an alliance to the global hegemon. As this study will demonstrate, there
appears to be a positive correlation between the value Australian policymakers assign to
their interest in conciliating with a rising power and their proclivity to engage with that
country from within an alliance. As a deductive model of alliance management,
however, Snyder’s under-specification of interest limits his model’s explanatory power
in this differing empirical context. Snyder’s model pfivileges the role of a junior ally’s
interests in determining its foreign policy, but cannot fully explain when such interests
are more or less likely to favour conciliating with a rising power. Nor does it adequately
specify when a junior ally will assign a high value to these interests in an intra-alliance
context, thus potentially overriding considerations of alliance dependence and
commitment. Both elements are critical to discerning under what circumstances junior
allied policymakers will be more inclined to adopt én engagement strategy toward a

rising power from within an alliance. Snyder’s theory therefore provides a useful

32 Snyder, Alliance Politics, pp. 170, 187-88.
3 Snyder, Alliance Politics, p. 184. :
** Snyder, dlliance Politics, p. 171.
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starting point for analysis, but does not totally resolve the central ambiguities of the
international relations literature in explaining junior allied engagement with a rising
power. His theory does not make clear what the most important determinants are of
whether, and when, a junior ally will develop an interest favouring engagement with a
rising power. There is also still some residual uncertainty as to under what conditions a
Junior ally will be constrained by alliance considerations from pursuing its engagement

strategies. It is within this conceptual gap that this study is situated.

Central Aims of the Study

This study’s aim is to further understand how and when a junior ally engages with a
rising power by addressing these twin ambiguities. For reasons noted above, Snyder’s
theory of the alliance security dilemma provides a useful starting point from which to
begin analysis. It is the only theoretical framework that explores the interrelationship
between an allied state’s concerns regarding alliance management and its interests in
formulating policy toward a third power. However, the study will build on Snyder’s
theory to render it more applicable as an explanatory tool for understanding junior allied
engagement with rising powers. It will do so by further specifying, first, when a junior
ally will develop an interest that favours conciliating (and potentially engaging) with a
rising power; and, second, when it is likely to assign a high value to and pursue these
interests in an intra-alliance context.

This study fulfils these analytical objectives by presenting a complementary
theoretical framework, comprised of two sets of supplementary theoretical propositions.
These are derived from, and will be more fully explored in relation to, the Australian
case. However, they are presented in the form of general theoretical propositions so that
they can be further tested in relation to other cases of junior allied engagement. The first
set of supplementary theoretical propositions details when a junior ally will be more or
less inclined to develop an interest engendering an engagement preference. These -
theoretical propositions suggest that the junior ally’s interest needs to be treated as a
subject for analysis. They specify the relative influence of the alliance, vis-a-vis other
factors, in shaping a junior ally’s interest and policies toward a rising power. These
other factors include images of the rising power, the rising power’s material capacity,
and communicative practices between the junior ally and the rising power. To.
understand the relative importance of these factors, the study has documented the

decision-making processes of individual Australian policymakers who formulated
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policy toward the rising power. By exploring the most important factors that influenced
these decision-making processes, the study has been able to generate systématic and
empirically—verified theoretical propositions that specify when Australia, as a key
example of a junior ally, has been more or less inclined to adopt an engagement
preference.

As Snyder would suggest, however, Australian policy preferences toward a
rising power did not axiomatically translate into the associated strategy toward that
country. For this reason, the study advances a second set of theoretical propositions.
These outline under what conditions a junior ally, such as Australia, will be more likely
to assign such a high value to its interests toward a rising power that it will pursue them
in an intra-alliance context. These propositions further define Snyder’s theory as to
when a junior ally will pursue its autonomous interests toward a rising power or when it
will be constrained by considerations of its relative alliance dependence and
commitment. This is a second and equally central component in understanding how and
when a junior ally engages with a rising power.

In setting out these theoretical propositions and exploring them in relation to the
Australian case, this study does not aim to construct a grand theory of engagement.
Instead, it offers theoretical explanation of when a junior ally may be more or less likely
to develop interests in conciliating with a rising power and may be inclined to translate
these into an engagement strategy from within an alliance context. This study’s
theoretical propositions are based on the Australian case with the potential for wider
applicability. They warrant testing against other cases before definitive conclusions
about junior allied engagement can be drawn. Nevertheless, this is a valuable “pilot’
study. It provides a building-block from which to develop, through future research, a
more sophisticated thedry of how junior allies respond to power transition.

The study therefore contributes to the power transition, alliance, and engagement
literatures. First, it fills a conceptual gap in these literatures regarding both how and
when junior allies of a global hegemon come to engage with a rising power. It does so
by exploring a junior ally-rising power relationship and an alliance relationship in
association with one another. Accordingly, it examines the relative impact of the
alliance, as well as other factors, in shaping the dynamics of a junior ally’s engagement
strategies. It systematises and prioritises which of these have been the most important in
determining whether Australia, as a junior ally, has engaged with a rising power. In
- establishing a set of theoretical propositions based on these findings, the study sets out a

framework for understanding the changing dynamics of junior allied engagement. It
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thus enhances understanding of the impact of power transition on alliance management
and the broader international system. This has particular salience and policy relevance
at a time when international relations scholars often suggest that a junior ally may have
to choose between the rising power and its dominant global power ally.>> This study
addresses the counterargument: when does a junior ally develop relationships with both
the dominant global hegemon and the rising power?

In exploring this counter-argument, the study makes a second contribution that
is relevant to policymakers. It does not contest claims that Australia may one day have
to choose between China as a rising regional power and the United States as the
dominant global hegemon. It does, however, provide a diplomatic history of how
Australia has managed this dilemma in the past and draws lessons accordingly.
Discerning what factors facilitated Australian engagement with a rising power from
within an alliance during the twentieth century could assist Australian policymakers to
understand how to engage with a rising China from within the current US alliance. This
study’s findings may also be of interest to US policymakers. Instead of signalling a
weaker alliance connection, the study suggests that contemporary Australian
engagement with China is part of a longstanding trend in Australian foreign policy—
one of cooperating with a rising power whilst preserving Australia’s pre-existing
alliance. |

Third, the study provides a diplomatic history that, it is hoped, contributes in a
meaningful and useful way to Australian foreign policy literature. The question of how
much scope Australia has to pursue an independent foreign policy from within an
alliance—a question frequently raised by Australian foreign policy scholars—is central
to the study. Its findings may, accordihgly, have implications for debates on this issue
among Australian foreign policy scholars. In positing a nuanced interrelationship
between Australia’s alliance membership and its engagement strategies toward rising
powers, the study supports the postulations of Richard Leaver and various Australian
historians who argue that Australia has often pursued autonomous and differing policies
to its senior ally even in a bilateral alliance setting.* It builds on Leaver’s arguments by
detailing when and why Australian policymakers have been able to diverge from their
senior allies’ preferences in engaging with rising powers. It may therefore provide

support for a ‘third’ school of thought in Australian foreign policy studies, detailing

% Shambaugh, ‘Asia in Transition’, p. 156; White, ‘The limits for optimism’, pp. 476-77; Tow, ‘Sino-
American relations and the ‘Australian factor’’, p. 452.

3% 1 eaver, ‘Patterns of dependence’, pp. 71-72; Bridge, ‘Introduction’, pp. 7-8; Beaumont, The Evolution
of Australian Foreign Policy, p. 3; Bridge and Attard, ‘Introduction’, pp. 2-3; Meaney, The Search for
Security, pp. 7-12.
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Australian autonomy in a bilateral context and juxtaposed against existing dependency

and middle power schools.
Central Argument

This study presents three main arguments which collectively vary from dominant
thinking in international relations theory and Australian foreign policy studies. Most
centrally, it argues that the intérrelationship between Australia’s alliance membership
and its foreign policies toward rising powers is more complex than what dominant
perspectives envisage. Australian policymakers have generally believed that they have
had considerable scope to pursue their interests toward a rising power from within an
alliance. To the extent that alliances have impacted on Australian policies toward a
rising power, they have been a potential external constraint rather than an axiomatic
determinant. Whether Australia engaged with a rising power has been a function of the
same two distinct but interrelated decision-making processes that Snyder identifies in
his theory of the alliance security dilemma: consideration of Australian interests in a
rising power and whether pursuing these interests could be reconciled with Australia’s
interests in alliance preservation. The study builds on Snyder’s theory by specifying
when Australian interests supported an engagement strategy toward the rising power.
This study’s second main argument is that Australia’s interests in, and

associated preferences to engage with, a rising power have derived from three key
factors. These were: (1) policymakers’ perceptions of whether the rising power
maintained benign intentions, particularly with regard to Australian interests in regional
order; (2) considerations of incentives to cooperate with that country; and (3) whether a
modus- vivendi. with that 'poWer seemed attainable. How Australian policymakers‘
responded, at any given point in time, to the rising power depended on their relative
evaluation of these three factors. If Australian policymakers believed the rising power
maintained benign intentions and viewed important incentives to cooperate with that
country, they were likely to develop an interest supporting an engagement-based
approach—that is, an engagement strategy or only tactical variation from it. When
Australian policymakers also believed that they would be able to reach a modus vivendi
with the rising power’s leadership, an engagement strategy was more likely to emerge.
Conversely, when Australian policymakers did not think they could reach a modus
vivendi with the rising power, they were inclined to either tactically withdraw

cooperation (or ‘disengage’) from that power or abandon engagement altogether (or
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‘non-engage’). The relative configuration of these three factors was instrumental to both
the origins and dynamics of Australian engagement with rising powers.

This is not to say, however, that the alliance context in which these assessments
were made was unimportant. As a risk-averse junior ally, Australia was conscious to
engage with rising powers in such a way that would not jeopardise its alliance with the
global hegemon or the benefits it derived from that country. As Snyder’s theory
suggests, Australia’s translation of its interest and preference toward a rising power into
a respective strategy depended on the value it assigned to them in an intra-alliance
context. If Australian policymakers assigned a high value to their interest, they were
more likely to adopt the corresponding engagement strategy. Snyder’s theory does not
cbnceptually specify, however, when this was more likely to occur.

This study builds on Snyder’s theory in this regard by developing a third main
’argument: when conducting diplomacy with rising powers, Australian policymakers
were more likely to designate a high value to their interest in a rising power if they
believed that the senior ally would ultimately acquiesce to Australia’s corresponding
engagement strategy. In contrast to what Australian foreign policy ‘dependency’
scholars might argue, this did not necessitate Australian conformity with or even
conscious support for the dominant global ally’s own stance toward the rising power—
simply either an explicit or implicit judgment that the dominant global ally would not
strenuously object to Australia’s engagement strategy. Australian policymakers were
more likely to envision this acquiescence as forthcoming if they did not view their
engagement preference as compromising their senior ally’s core global and regional
interests. They also designated allied acquiescence more likely if their’ engagement
preference was consistent with evolving understandings of alliance contribution.®” It
was Australian policymakers’ perceptions of allied acquiescence which influenced the
value they assigned to their interests in a rising power. If Australian policymakers
believed that their dominant global ally would acquiesce to their engagement initiative,

~ considerations of Australia’s relative dependency and commitment impeded less on the

37 This concept will be elucidated further in Chapter Two. Briefly, however, it encompasses what
Australian policymakers viewed as consensually agreed-upon practices that, if followed, would lead the
dominant global partner to designate Australia as a ‘good’ ally. Although an intra-alliance contribution
might comprise military support for Australia’s ally in a particular conflict, it could also entail more
minor contributions such as ‘consultation’ rights over specific foreign policy issues. What Australian
policymakers interpreted as shared understandings of alliance contribution were subject to negotiation
with the ally, inherently dynamic, and usually linked to the evolving purpose of the alliance. As will be
further explored in the case studies, these understandings, at times, enabled the junior ally to effectively
compartmentalize its relationship with the rising power from its relationship with the senior ally.
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policy process. Australian policymakers were able to more easily reconcile engagement
with a rising power with their alliance commitment.

It has thus been a combination of Australian policymakers’ perceptions
regarding a rising power coupled with prospects for allied acquiescence that have
encouraged them to transcend the great power divide to which power transition and
alliance theorists generally refer. Together, these factors have shaped the dynamics of a
single junior ally’s engagement with a rising power and go some way to account for the
ostensibly anomalous foreign policy behaviour that this study seeks to explain. When
supplemented with these arguments, Snyder’s theory gains explanatory power in
accounting for Australian engagement with rising powers from within an alliance

context and, potentially, explaining trends of junior allied engagement.
Case Study Selection
Australia and Regional Power Transition

If the central purpose of this study is to explore how and when junior allies respond to a
rising power, one imme‘diate question is why focus on Australia? A common criticism
of research designs based on a single case is that their results are not necessarily
generalisable. Findings may be biased by characteristics inherent to the particular
country or political actor that is the subject of analysis.”® However, this study focuses
solely on Australia for a number of reasons. Key among these is its principal concern
with the changing dynamics of a junior ally’s engagement strategy. To explore the
various influences that shape these dynamics, the thesis investigates historical cases that
highlight variation in a single country’s engagement strategy over ninety years.
Investigation of several countries’ engagement strategies over such a long period is
beyond the scope of this thesis and would weaken analysis. By focusing on a single
country, the study also controls for external factors that may explain difference in
engagement strategies across states but which may have little bearing on temporal
variation in engagement—namely geography, culture, or relative military capabilities.
Moreover, Australia presents a particularly interesting and important case study.

It presents a most-likely case against which to test assumptiohs extrapolated from power

% Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social
Sciences, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2005, pp. 80-81.
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transition and traditional alliance theories.” According to these theoretical traditions,
Australia’s significant asymmetric dependence (in the different periods analysed)
should have compelled it to closely calibrate its policies towards the rising power with
those of its senior ally. The incongruence between Australian foreign policy behaviour
andthese theorists’ predictions suggests a need to modify these theories with respect to
how junior allied behaviour is conceptualised during power transition. Australia is also
a useful case study because it is one of the few countries that has been a junior ally of
successive dominant powers during the twentieth century and has engaged with rising
powers in this context.

This study examines the factors that gave rise to change in Australian
engagement strategies toward rising powers during two different periods of power
transition in the Asia-Pacific. The second part of the study, through three case studies, .
investigates Australian engagement with an ascendant America between 1908 and 1951.
This engagement occurred at a time when the growth of the American economy and the
rise of American naval power meant that it was rapidly emerging as a challenger to
British regional and global supremacy. How Australian policymakers came to believe
that they could engage with a rising America at the same time that the United States
presented a potential challenge to the dominance of Australia’s ally, Great Britain,
encapsulates the puzzle this study seeks to explain.

This puzzle is made more interesting because Australia exercised limited control
over its foreign policy during most of this time. Until Australia ratified the Statute of
Westminster in 1942, its external policies were subordinate to those of the British
Empire.40 Nevertheless, this study advances a similar interpretation of Australian
foreign policy before 1942 to that espoused by many other Australian historians.k
Despite legal limitations, Australian policymakers made a series of independent forays
into foreign affairs during the first part of the twentieth century.*’ Peter Edwards has
labelled such forays as part of a ‘proto’ Australian foreign policy.** This ‘proto’ foreign
policy often included Australia’s engagement initiatives toward a rising America, some

of which were at odds with British preferences.

% For literature on most-likely cases and their utility in single-case research designs, see George and
Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development, pp. 80, 121.

“ The Statute of Westminster vested the British Dominions with the authority to negotiate treaties with
foreign powers and to, accordingly, send separate diplomatic representation to overseas posts.
Accordingly, it granted the Dominions formal administrative control over their foreign policies.

! Beaumont, The Evolution of Australian Foreign Policy, p. 3; Meaney, The Search for Security, pp. 7-
12.

* Peter Edwards, Prime Ministers and Diplomats: the Making of Australian Foreign Policy, 1901-1949,
Melbourne: Oxford University Press, 1983, p. 3.
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In another set of three cases, the third part of this study explores the dynamics of
Australian engagement with a rising China between 1971 and 1997. A rising China did
not pose a strategic challenge to Australia’s dominant global ally, the United States, in
the same way that a rising America did to the United Kingdom during the early
twentieth century. China’s challenge was regional rather than global. Even in the 1990s,
China still lagged considerably behind the US in material capabilities. Nevertheless,
both American and Australian policymakers viewed China as a potential rising power as
far back as the 1970s.* The idea of China as a rising economic and political power
became more deeply embedded in Australian policy circles during the 1980s, after
China embarked on its extensive program of economic modefnisation. As China began
to divert some of its economic prosperity to expanding and modernising its air and
naval forces during the 1990s, Australian policymakers viewed it as a rising power in
the full sense of the term—that 1s, as a rising political, economic, and strategic power in
the international system.-Increasingly, Australian policymakers believed that China
could potentially challenge American regional primacy in the future.** Successive
Australian Governments have continued to engage with a rising China, however, despite
growing structural competition between the two powers.

At first glange, these two sets of case studies of Australian engagement—during
the Angio—American and nascent Sino-American power transitions—appear vastly
different. However, there are sufficient similarities in the operational circumstances they
presented to Australian policymakers to render them a relevant comparison. First,
although there were significant differences between a rising America and a rising China
in terms of the relative challenge they presented to the international system, Australian
policymakers viewed both countries as rising powers. A ‘rising power’ is one that
increases its material capabilities (both economic and military), improves its position in
the international hierarchy of prestige, and gains a capacity to influence the rules that
govern interactions between states.” Despite the differences in material capabilities
between a rising America and a rising China, Australian policymakers believed that

both countries were developing, or would in future develop along the lines noted above.

“ Evelyn Goh documents how the idea of a rising China featured in American policy circles as early as
the Nixon Administration. Many of the ideas that US President Richard Nixon floated about China’s
growing power in Asia were echoed by Australian Labor Party (ALP) officials in Opposition and later in
Government after December 1972. For Goh’s argument regarding the Nixon Administration’s views
toward China, see Evelyn Goh, Constructing the US Rapprochement with China, 1961-1974: From “Red
Menace” to “Tacit Ally”, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005.

* Department of Defence, Australia’s Strategic Policy, Canberra: Department of Defence, 1997, p. 14.

* This definition of a rising power draws on the same components that Robert Gilpin uses to describe
governance of, and control within, an international system. Gilpin, War & Change in World Politics,

pp- 29,42, 48. :
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As Neta Crawford, Robert Jervis and Deborah Larson observe, beliefs and perceptions
can assume the status of reality and will influence the policymaking process
accordingly.*® On the basis of Australian policymakers’ beliefs, the two sets of case
studies are comparable.

A second commonality across the cases in parts two and three 18 the nature of
the great power relationship. Unlike Great Britain and a rising America, the United
States and a rising China have never ruled out the prospect of war between them.
Nevertheless, both sets of cases feature a ‘cooperative-competitive’ relationship
between the rising power and the dominant global hegemon. This sort of relationship is
neither purely cooperative nor purely adversarial. Instead, it is one in which there are
elements of both cooperation and rivalry across multiple dimensions of the
relationship.*’ The theoretical conclusions outlined in this study must therefore be
considered in terms of the cooperative-competitive great power relationship that served
as the backdrop to (and will be further described in) both sets of cases.

Finally, the nature of Australia’s security ties with Great Britain and the United
States differed. Whereas the security relationship with Great Britain was an imperial
and organic one, Canberra viewed the Australian-American relationship as
contractual.”® Nevertheless, both relationships can be characterised as alliances. An
alliance is generally associated with a promise between two states which gives grounds
for reasonable expectations of either unilateral or mutual support in a specific conflict or

other set of circumstances.*’ This promise may be made explicit through a written

* This study uses the terms ‘belief’ and ‘perception’ interchangeably. Neta C. Crawford, Argument and
Change in World Politics: Ethics, Decolonization, and Humanitarian Intervention, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2002, p. 39; Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International
Politics, Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press, 1976, pp. 8-10, 401; Deborah Larson, Origins of
Containment: A Psychological Explanation, Princeton NJ: Princeton Untversity Press, p. 22.

T David Reynolds coined this term to describe the Anglo-American relationship during the interwar
period. This study borrows his definition of the term and applies it more broadly to the two different great
power relationships this study investigates. David Reynolds, The Creation of the Anglo-American
Alliance 1937-41: A Study in Competitive Cooperation, London: Europa Publications Limited, 1981,

pp- 2-3,286-92. '

* As will be discussed in Chapter Six, Australia’s imperial relationship had characteristics that were not
evident in Australia’s contractual relationship with the United States. The imperial relationship contained
elements of shared sovereignty and was supported by the notion of a unified imperial ‘community’.
Dominion ‘nationalism’ was situated within, and complementary to, this notion of ‘community’. Asin a
family, imperial commitments assumed a ‘moral” dimension. The obligations existing between Great
Britain and the Dominions were qualified predominantly by the allies’ capacity rather than their will to
meet them. This contrasts to Australia’s contractual relationship with the United States. This relationship
was founded upon shared interests instead of any organic association (as Australian policymakers learned
by their unfruitful attempts to form an entente with that country during the first half of the twentieth
century). For these reasons, Australian policymakers have not viewed the US commitment to Australia as
automatic, qualified by American will rather than US material capacity.

9 Snyder, Alliance Politics, pp. 6-8; K.J. Holsti, ‘Diplomatic Coalitions and Military Alliances’, in Julian
Freedman, Christopher Bladen and Steven Rosen (eds), Alliance in International Politics, Boston: Allyn
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agreement or may be inherent in the institutional mechanisms and practices of the
partnership.”® Australia’s alliance with the United States is fairly straightforward,
signified by the signing of the ANZUS Treaty in 1951.

Australia’s imperial connection with Great Britain was also an alliance. Even
within the Empire, the Australian Government maintained control over Australian
armed forces. An alliance existed between Australia and Great Britain because
Australian contributions were voluntary, not automatic. In this sense, Australia can be
viewed as a sovereign strategic entity—a condition that traditional concepts of alliance
presuppose.”’ Australia also carried out practices which suggested that, in the event of
war, the British could maintain confident expectations that an Australian military
contribution would be forthcoming. These included standardisation of armaments,
exchanges of officers, common methods of training, and informal assurances. These
practices connoted an alliance between Great Britain and Australia that persisted until
and even after the Second World War.

Both the imperial and ANZUS alliance also encompassed senior allied
expectations of Australian political support. Although these alliance relationships were
strategic ones, they were interlinked with, and signiﬁéantly affected by, the political
relationships between Australia and its senior ally.® Frequently, Australian
policymakers had to navigate between the political expectations ensuing from their
alliance with the dominant global hegemon and their independent interests in a regional
rising power. Despite certain differences, both sets of cases thus presented similar

circumstances to Australian policymakers, which this study explores.

and Bacon, 1970, pp. 96-97; T.B. Millar, Contemporary Alliances, Canberra: Department of International
Relations, Australian National University, 1981, p. 4.

39 Millar, Contemporary Alliances, pp. 5, 7-8; Steven David, Choosing Sides: Alignment and
Realignment in the Third World, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1991, p. 29.

*! On this implicit assumption of alliance theory, see Julian R. Friedman, ‘ Alliance in International
Politics’, in Julian Freedman, Christopher Bladen and Steven Rosen (eds), Alliance in International
Politics, Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1970, p. 9; Holsti, ‘Diplomatic Coalitions and Military Alliances’,
pp- 97, 99; Robert A. Kann, ‘Alliances versus Ententes’, World Politics, 28(4) 1976, p. 611.

*2 Snyder would label this as part of the political ‘halo’ of the alliance. He argues that ‘formal alliance
commitments usually have a political penumbra or “halo,” extending beyond the narrow contingency ...
which activates the commitment to military assistance. Allies expect their partners to support them on a
variety of issues short of war, including diplomatic crises, even though there is nothing in the alliance
treaty requiring it: To withhold such support, at least when it does not run drastically counter to the
partner’s own interests is likely to weaken the solidarity of the alliance’. For these reasons, an ally’s
foreign policy behaviour as well as its strategic commitment becomes important to perpetuating an
alliance. Snyder, Alliance Politics, p. 8.
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The Individual ‘Case Studies

Within parts two and three, this study examines individual case studies to discern the
most important factors that shaped whether and when Australia engaged with a rising
power. Each of these case studies focuses on a period in which Australia either engaged
or disengaged with a rising power from within its alliance. Distinguishing between
engagerﬁent and disengagement is part of the study’s contribution and will be further
elucidated in Chapter Two. Briefly, however, an engagement strategy is one in which
policymakers intentionally seek to enhance long-term cooperation with another state.
They do so by widening cooperation across a range of issue areas (broadening) or
intensifying cooperation in a single issue area (deepening). This usually encompasses
providing material or non-material incentives to the state to give it a stake in the
evolving relationship. It may also entail involving the state in dialogue to isolate
common interests, define shared expectations, and outline ways of managing difference.
Unlike appeasement, however, engagement is conditional on the state adhering to
consensually agreed reciprocal obligations. In the event the state does not adhere to
these obligations, policymakers in the engaging country may opt for a disengagement
strategy.

Disengagement involves temporarily suspending or withdrawing cooperation in
response to a specific conflict of interest and corresponding dispute over interpretations
of consensual obligations. By withdrawing incentives or even imposing limited
sanctions, policymakers hope to compel the target state to alter its position on the issue
over which they are in conflict. However, disengagement is usually geared toward

| suspending relations in a particular issue-area rather than abrogating the relationship

completely. Through disengagement, policymakers seek to create a more viable long-
term cooperative relationship that better accommodates their interests. It is this factor
that distinguishes disengagement from non-engagement approaches such as
containment.

Within each set of three cases, this study explores two separate instances of
engagement and one instance of disengagement with a rising power. In the first major
case of Australian engagement during the Anglo-American power transition, the study
explores Prime Minister Alfred Deakin’s invitation to the American fleet on its Pacific
tour in 1908. This event marked the first Australian effort to" cultivate a long-term
cooperative political relationship with the United States. The second case study,

illustrating disengagement, explores the Lyons Government’s trade diversion policy
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against the United States between April 1936 and November 1937. As the security
situation in the Pacific deteriorated in the lead-up to the Second World War, Australia
somewhat paradoxically adopted limited trade sanctions against the US. It did so in
response to what Australian policymakers perceived as American violation of trade
liberalisation principles and tacit norms of reciprocity guiding the relationship. The
third case study is that of the Menzies Government’s ANZUS negotiations in 1950 and
1951. Although the fall of Singapore in 1942 caused Australia to view the United States
as its principal strategic guarantor, it was not until the Menzies Government assumed
office that Australia adopted an intentional, broad-ranging and calculated political
engagement strategy toward that power.> It did so in order to bring about an Australian
security alliance with the United States. Yet, at a time when the US post-war
ascendance in the international system should have placed>pressure on Australia to
either firmly demonstrate its support for Great Britain or, alternatively, realign with the
United States, Australia effectively straddled between these powers.

In the second set of cases, the study explores Australia’s evolving engagement
strategy toward a rising China from within an ANZUS context. The first case is the
Australian Labor Party (ALP) Federal Executive’s decision to send a delegation to
China in 1971 and thus lay the foundations for a more cooperative Sino-Australian
diplomatic relationship wheh it assumed office in December 1972. This visit, and the
understandings reached during it, signifies the origins of Australia’s engagement-based
approach toward China that has persisted for more than thirty years. The second case
study is the Hawke Government’s response to the Tiananmen Square massacre. On 4
June 1989, the Chinese People’s Liberatior; Army (PLA) killed hundreds of student
protestors who had gathered in Tiananmen Square advocating political reform. In
response to this blatant violation of human rights, the Hawke Government instigated
political sanctions that effectively suspended Sino-Australian relations for close to two
years. It was not until the Howard Government developéd a new framework to restore
and rebuild the relationship after the 1996 Taiwan Strait Crisis, however, that bilateral
relations again flourished.® The Howard Government’s re-instigation of Sino-
Australian relations between 1996 and 1998 is therefore the third case study explored in

the context of the Sino-American power transition. These engagerhent efforts, from

%3 For works on Australia’s changing perceptions of its strategic reliance on Great Britain and the United
States, see T.B. Millar, Australia in Peace and War, Botany, NSW: Australian National University Press,
1978, p. 122; Percy Spender, Australia’s Foreign Policy: The Next Phase, Sydney: F.H. Booth & Son,
1944, p. 23; Alan Watt, The Evolution of Australian Foreign Policy, 1938—1965, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1967, p. 110.

** Chapter One elaborates, in greater depth, the details of the 1996 Taiwan Strait Crisis.
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within an ANZUS context, took place at a time of intensifying structural competition
between China and the US.

Each of these individual case studies signifies a ‘critical turning point’ in
Australia’s relationship with the rising power. Most encompass a shift from either non-
engagement "to engagement or, alternatively, engagement to disengagement.
Accordingly, the factors that engendered each of these shifts and which,
correspondingly, gave rise to the changing dynamics of Australian engagement with
rising powers are apparent. The factors underpinning Australian engagement and
disengagement are evident both within each individual case study and across the
differing case studies. Although the study does not centrally investigate instances of
non-engagement (because these instances did not feature once an engagement-based
relationship had been established), shifts that took place between non-engagement and
engagement in the Deakin and the ALP case studies help to explain what factors
‘underwrote an engagement as opposed to a non-engagement approach. Through this
research design, this study will provide an understanding of those factors which both

gave rise to, and shaped the changing dynamics of, Australian engagement with a rising

power from within an alliance.
Case Analysis Methods

To illuminate the most important influences underwriting engagement, this study has
adopted a methodological framework encompassing both deductive and inductive
approaches to theory-building.>® In so doing, it has made use of an approach that is
similar to what sociologist Derek Layder terms ‘adaptive theory.”*® In simple terms, it
has endeavoured to use deductive and inductive approaches in complementary ways to

answer the study’s central research question. Over the course of research, it made use of

>* Deductive theory-building involves testing existing theoretical hypotheses to verify the extent to which
they are affirmed by empirical evidence or, alternatively, require some modification. Theory is the
starting point for research. Inductive theory-building is based on analysis of empirical data to develop
generalisable theoretical propositions. Theory-building takes place after research. Derek Layder,
Sociological Practice: Linking Theory and Social Research, London: Sage Publications, 1998, pp. 134—
35.

%6 ¢ Adaptive theory” is a term that Derek Layder adopts to describe theory that has derived from both
deductive and inductive approaches to research, interacting in a dialectic manner. Existing theory is used
to provide orienting concepts with which to approach empirical data. Simultaneously, however, empirical
observations could lead to the reformulation or modification of existing theoretical concepts. As Layder
observes, ‘extant or prior concepts and theory both shape and inform analysis of data which emanates
from ongoing research at the very same time that the emergent data itself shapes and moulds the existing
theoretical materials’. The outcome of this process is a revised ‘adaptive’ theory which is, in turn, subject
to revision when applied to other empirical settings during future research. Layder, Sociological Practice:
Linking Theory and Social Research, p. 166
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a deductive approach to examine the relative applicability of power transition theory
and Snyder’s theory. This approach revealed Snyder’s theory as the best theoretical
starting point for analysing Australian engagement. However, limitations of Snyder’s
theory in specifying when a junior ally was more likely to develop an interest
supporting an engagement preference as well d@s when it was likely to assign a high
value to, and subsequently pursue, this interest in an intra-alliance context suggested the
merits of simultaneously adopting an inductive approach. During the research process,
this approach facilitated prioritisation of some shaping influences over others, as well as
the discovery of additional factors that have impacted on Australian interests in, and
engagement strategies toward, a rising power.

To inductively determine the most important shaping influences on Australian
engagement, this study has made use of both historical and comparative social science
methods. It enlisted process tracing to ‘discem the most important influences on
Australian decision-making within each individual case study, whilst using comparative
methods to develop contingent generalisations across the cases. Because the study
endeavours to derive theoretical inferences from several differing and complex
historical cases, it is difficult to apply social science comparative methods directly to
the historical evidence to determine causality. Indeed, there are too many differing
factors among the cases that could easily be mistaken for causal ones. Australian
engagement strategies also emerged from a confluence of interdependent factors. For
these reasons, the study adopted process tracing in order to trace the various causal
processes within each case engendering Australian engagement or disengagement with a
rising power.”” This method has helped determine what factors gave rise to Australian
interests in conciliating with a rising power as well as how Australian policymakers
reconciled this with political obligations ensuing from the alliance.

To discern these factors, process tracing focused on Australian government
officials’ decision-making processes in each case study. This was the principal milieu
through which individual beliefs about a rising power, domestic political factors and
systemic factors conjoined to influence the policy process.”® By focusing on this level
of ‘analysis, the study could detect the relative influence of the alliance vis-a-vis other

factors in shaping whether and how Australia engaged with rising powers. To guide

*7 For these uses and advantages of process tracing, see George and Bennett, Case Studies and Theory
Development, pp. 214-15.

5% Sprout and Sprout present a similar justification in advocating greater focus on policymakers’ cognitive
and decision-making processes as a way to enhance understanding of international relations. Harold
Sprout and Margaret Sprout, Towards a Politics of the Planet Earth, New York: Van Nostrand, 1971,

pp. 99-102.
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process tracing, historical evidence in each case was framed around four key sub-
questions. These were:

(1) Who were the key decision-makers involved?

(2) To what extent did Australia’s alliance determine Australian policymakers’
interests and associated strategies toward the rising power?

(3) If the alliance did not determine these interests and strategies, what were the
most important factors that gave rise to Australian policymakers’ decisions
to engage or disengage with a rising power?

(4) What role, if any, did the alliance have as a constraint on the ensuing
engagement strategies? How did Australian policymakers reconcile their
engagement strategy with the imperatives of alliance management?

These questions enabled the study to test the relative explanatory power of differing
theories as well as induce new generalised inferences from Australian historical
evidence.

To answer these questions, the study developed a comprehensive understanding
of the Australian decision-making process in each of the six casés of Australian
engagement or disengagement with a rising power. It drew on extensive primary source
material to reconstruct Australian policymakers’ decision-making processes in each
period analysed. For cases of Australian engagement during the Anglo-American power
transition, the thesis relied primarily on archival intra-governmental documents, minutes
of discussion, and letters and diaries of the key policymakers involved. Because the
sources were written at the time of events and were not directed toward a public
audience, they provide the most reliable indicators of policymakers’ beliefs.® The
following three case studies—examining Australian engagement during the nascent
Sino-American power transition—relied to a greater extent on oral history and personal
interviews with key policymakers or advisors who were involved in either developing

Australian policy toward China or in alliance discussions.®

> This approach to data-gathering, in order to discern policymakers’ beliefs, draws on a similar method
presented by Deborah Larson in her study The Origins of Containment. Larson, Origins of Containment,
p. 63.

% The use of oral history presents some challenges. These include reconciling conflicting explanations of
events, overcoming collective ‘myths’ or legacies surrounding particular individuals or governments, and
simply poor recollection of the finer details of events. However, these challenges have not proven
insurmountable. This study sought to mitigate the risk of bias and to discemn the most important
influences on the policymaking process by prioritising accounts of those ministers or advisors who were
most central at the time. It also sought to corroborate various interviewees’ accounts as much as possible
or to verify them by referring to newspapers of the day, speeches, and pre-recorded oral histories. Used in
this way, oral history emerged as a useful and important source of information for periods for which
archival evidence is not yet available.
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While process tracing was useful in illuminating the most important factors that
shaped Australian decision-making in each individual case, the study also made use of
comparative methods to derive theoretical propositions across the cases. For those cases
that shared a common engagement or disengagement outcome, the study noted
similarities in the shaping influences that gave rise to this outcome. It also cross-
compared case studies of engagement and disengagement. In comparing these cases, the
study uncovered other differences in Australian decision-making processes that may
have given rise to these diverse outcomes. These methods are analogous to John Stuart
Mill’s methods of controlled comparison. The study overcomes many of the difficulties
of enlisting these methods, however, by first adopting process tracing to highlight the
key causal mechanisms in each of the six cases.®’ This reduces the risk of spurious
factors being isolated as causal.

By discerning the commonalities and differences between the shaping influences
that gave rise to different Australian strategies, this study inductively derived initial
theoretical propositions (from the course of research) that specify how and when
Australia has been more likely to engage with a rising power from within an alliance.
These theoretical propositions will be more systematically explored and justified in the
six Australian case studies. They may, in turn, have application to other cases of junior
allied engagement beyond Australia and could be used as a basis for developing a more

sophisticated understanding of how junior allies respond to rising powers.

Structure of the Study

This study is divided into four parts. The first part sets out existing theoretical
explanations as well as the alternative theoretical framework, which will be explored in
relation to the Australian historical case studies. Chapter One situates the study within
the broader international relations literature and extrapolates what existing theoretical
perspectives:would suggest regarding how junior allies should respond to a rising
power. It establishes why Glenn Snyder’s theory of the alliance security dilemma is a
useful analytical starting point, but also highlights the limitations of his theory in
explaining junior allied engagement with rising powers. Chapter Two then outlines this

study’s supplementary theoretical propositions which, by further specifying Snyder’s

8! Mill’s methods of controlled comparison derive theoretical inferences by comparing cases with both
similar outcomes (in the case of the ‘method of agreement’) and divergent outcomes (in the case of the
‘method of difference’). For the strengths and weaknesses of Mill’s methods of comparison, see George
and Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development, pp. 15360, 214-15.
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concept of interest, provide his theory with greater explanatory power in this empirical
context. These propositions are presented at the outset of the study so as to provide a
framework through which the reader can assess the validity of the study’s theoretical
inferences vis-a-vis the historical evidence.

The second part of the study will explore the theoretical propositions which are
advanced, relative to other theoretical perspectives, in the context of Australian
engagement with a rising America during the Anglo-American power transition. It
systematically examines whether and how these theoretical propositions account for the -
decision-making that gave rise to Australian engagement toward the United States and
subsequently explain the changing dynamics of Australian engagement over time.
Chapter Three explores the Deakin Government’s invitation to the American fleet in
1908. Chapter Four examines the Lyons Government’s instigation of the trade diversion
policy against the US in 1936-37. Chapter Five investigates the decision-making that
underpinned the Menzies Government’s efforts to adopt an engagement strategy leading
to the 1950-51 ANZUS negotiations. These three chapters are then followed by a short
synopsis, which evaluates the extent to which, and how, these cases collectively support
the theoretical propositions outlined in Chapter Two.

Part Three then explores these theoretical propositions against the changing
dynamics of Australian engagement with a rising China during the nascent Sino-
American power transition. Chapter Six explores the Australian Labor Paxfy’s decision
to move toward more cooperative Sino-Australian diplomatic relations in the lead-up to
the December 1971 election. Chapter Seven examines the factors that underpinned the
Hawke Government’s shift toward disengagement in response to the 1989 Tiananmen
Square massacre. Chapter Eight details the decision-making procésses that gave rise to
the Howard Government’s efforts to restore and rebuild Sino-Australian relations after
the 1996 Taiwan Strait Crisis. Through these case studies, the study analyses the
robustness of the theoretical propositions that this study advances in different historical,
cultural and alliance contexts. Evaluating this robustness is important to discerning how
- useful these theoretical propositions may be to understanding junior allied engagement
more generally.

The final part of this thesis is a concluding chapter. This chapter summarises the
findings of all six case studies relative to the theoretical propositions that the study sets
forth and explores the implications of these findings. It then comments on vthe potential
value of these findings for international relations theory, Australian foreign policy

studies, and the work of the Australian policymaking community.
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CHAPTER ONE

JUNIOR ALLIED ENGAGEMENT AND THE THEORETICAL DIVIDE

International relations scholars have recently intensified efforts to analyse how states
respond to rising powers. This scholarship has emerged primarily in response to the rise
~ of China in East Asia.’ However, much of the international relations literature casts
doubt on the prospect that a junior ally of the dominant global power will be either
inclined or successfully able to form cooperative relations with a rising power. Existing
theoretical work generally suggests that, so long as a junior élly wishes to preserve its
alliance, its foreign policies will be principally determined by the preferences of its
senior partner. This condition precludes it from forging a relationship with the rising
power as its senior ally’s chief strategic compétitor. Other theorists, meanwhile,
highlight material and ideational factors that shape a junior ally’s engagement strategies
toward a rising power, but fail to reconcile this with the constraining influence of
alliance considerations—particularly if that alliance is with the prevalent global power.
Because existing international relations theories focus on either intra-alliance dynamics
or exclusively on general bilateral relations between a junior ally and a rising power,
they struggle to effectively explain the particular phenomenon of junior allied
engagement with rising powers. This underscores the central research question driving
this study: how and when does a junior ally come to engage with a rising power?

This chapter more fully explores the conceptual gap, briefly discussed in the
Introduction, that has emerged‘in the international relations literature on the dynamics
of junior allied engagement with rising powers. There are three existing schools of
thought—power transition theory, alliance theory, and engagement theory—that touch
on some aspect of this question. This chapter outlines each of these theory’s
assumptions regarding when a junior ally will be more or less inclined to forge
cooperative relations with a rising power and the relative impact of an alliance as a
constraint. The theories generally focus on one or the other of these two relationships

rather than exploring both simultaneously. The chapter then outlines why Glenn

! See, for instance, David Shambaugh, ‘China Engages in Asia’, International Security, 29(3) 200405,
pp- 64-99; Robert Ross, ‘Balance of Power Politics and the Rise of China: Accommodation and
Balancing in East Asia’, Security Studies, 15(3) 2006, pp. 355-95; Robert G. Sutter, China’s Rise in Asia:
Promises and Perils, Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 2005.
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Snyder’s theory of the alliance security dilemma provides a better starting point from
which to analyse junior allied engagement.” Snyder’s theory accommodates a more
nuanced interrelationship between a junior ally’s interests in a rising power and the
constraining influence of the alliance in shaping its policy toward that country.
However, there are ambiguities in Snyder’s theory of alliance management that limit its
explanatory power in the context of junior allied engagement. Outlining supplementary
theoretical propositions which address these ambiguities, this study furthers conceptual

understanding of the dynamics of junior allied engagement.
Explaining Junior Allied Engagement with Rising Powers

Conceptual debate in international relations today often revolves around realist, liberal,
and constructivist schools of thought. These approaches offer important insights about
issues that are at the heart of this study—such as when states are more or less likely to
| engage in cooperation, the relative impact of shifts in material power on patterns of
alignment, and the dynamics of alliance rn:z,mageme'nt.3 In most cases‘, however, these
schools of thought outline principles that are too broad to provide specific guidance—or
may even proVide conflicting predictions—as to how and when a junior ally engages
with a rising power. ‘
| Instead, this study defines itself in relation to three narrower strands of
international relations theory: power transition theory, alliance theory, and engagement
theory. These strands encompass realist, liberal, and constructivist perspectives but offer
more precise guidance regarding the situational context investigated in this study. This
section outlines the strengths and limitations of each of these theories relevant to how
and when a junior ally engages with a rising power. It does so by examining each of
. these theoretical strands’ assumptions as to when a junior ally will be more or less likely
to favour cooperation with a rising power and the circumstances under which an

alliance will constrain these preferences.

2 Glenn Snyder, Alliance Politics, Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1997.

? See, for instance, Randall Schweller and William Wohlforth, ‘Power Test: Evaluating Realism in
Response to the end of the Cold War’, Security Studies, 9(3) 2000, pp. 60-107; Kenneth Waltz, Theory of
International Politics, Reading, Mass: Addison Wesley Publishing, 1979; Alexander Wendt, ‘ Anarchy is
what States Make of it: The Social Construction of Power’, International Organization, 46(2) 1992,

pp. 391-425; Andrew Moravscik, ‘Taking Preferences Seriously: A Liberal Theory of International
Politics’, International Organization, 51(4) 1997, pp. 513-53.
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Power Transition Theory

Power transition theorists focus on the rise and decline of great powers in the
international system.” Yet, none of these theorists centrally address the ramifications of
power transition for junior allies or weaker powers. This is because their starting
premise is that the most important determinant of system transformation is the power
relationship between the dominant global power and the rising challenger.” They argue
that the Industrial Revolution provided great powers with the means to generate their
own capabilities, thereby reducing their external reliance on other states. While
alliances provide a useful basis of support for each of these powers, they are not pivotal
to their relative position in the international system.® Junior allies and weaker powers
are subsequently removed from this theory’s focus.

To the extent that these theorists do explore the impact- of power transition on
the broader international system, they share some common assumptions. First, they
generally conceive of international politics in terms of an allied-adversarial .divide
between the dominant giobal power and the rising challenger.” While the dominant
power is portrayed as a ‘satisfied’ state that seeks to preserve the status quo, the rising
challenger is usually characterised‘ as a ‘dissatisfied’ state that seeks to improve its
position in the international hierarchy of material power and political prestige. Second,
each of these powers, in turn, leads a coalition of either ‘satisfied’ or ‘dissatisfied’
weaker countries.® These countries are not necessarily formal allies of the great powers.

Instead, they are groups of states whose general orientation is to provide support to one

* Paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict from
15002000, London: Allen and Unwin, 1987; A.F.K Organski and Jacek Kugler, 1980, The War Ledger,
Chicago: University of Chicago Press; Charles Kupchan, et. al., Power in Transition: The Peaceful
Change of International Order, Tokyo: United Nations University Press, 2001; and Steve Chan, China,
the US, and Power Transition Theory, London: Palgrave, 2007.

5 Schweller and Wohlforth, ‘Power Test’, p- 74; Woosang Kim, ‘Power Transitions and Great Power War
from Westphalia to Waterloo’, World Politics, 45 (October) 1992, p. 154.

SAFXK. Organski, World Politics, New York: Knopf, 1958, p. 345; Jonathan M. DiCicco and Jack S.
Levy, ‘Problem Shifts and Power Shifts: The Evolution of the Power Transition Research Program’,
Journal of Conflict Resolution, 43(6) 1999, p. 682. This is a key point of difference between power
transition and balance of power theorists. Balance of power theorists assign greater causal importance to
alliances as determinants of system structure. They argue that alliances serve as either a deterrent to or a
facilitator of a rising power gaining hegemony. See Schweller and Wohlforth, ‘Power Test’, p. 74.

7 Charles Kupchan, ‘Introduction: Explaining Peaceful Power Transition’, in Charles Kupchan, et al.,
Power in Transition: The Peaceful Change of International Order, Tokyo: United Nations University
Press, 2001, p. 3. ,

# ‘Dissatisfaction’, as power transition theorists define the concept, will be outlined in a subsequent
paragraph. Organski, World Politics, p. 370; Jacek Kugler, Ronald L. Tammen, and Brian Efird,
‘Integrating Theory and Policy: Global Implications of the War in Iraq’, International Studies Review,
6(4) 2004, pp. 164-65; Robert Gilpin, War & Change in World Politics, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981, pp. 11, 19, 24.
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power over the other in the international system. This usually entails diplomatic or
political support but could also include military contributions in the event of a greaf
power conflict.” Third, power transition theorists generally construe this support in
zero-sum terms. A satisfied weaker state cannot conciliate with a rising power
competitor without simultaneously jeopardising the trust and allegiance of its dominant

global ally. As the founder of power transition theory, A.F.K. Organski observes:

Each system [led by the satisfied dominant power or dissatisfied rising power] has its
own patterns of behaviour and its own rules, and each would attribute the power and
wealth of the world in a different manner if it were dominant. ...Nations may jockey
for position within the order to which they belong, and on minor matters they may have
considerable freedom of movement. ...But they cannot and do not switch sides lightly,
deserting one international order for the other. Great or small, their whole way of life is
geared to the order to which they belong."’

Power transition theorists are ambiguous about the extent to which a dominant global
power influences its weaker supporters’ foreign policies. Most suggest, however, that
great power structural competition will make it difficult for a satisfied junior ally to
cultivate a long-term cooperative relationship with a rising power as it simultaneously
seeks to preserve ties with the dominant global power.'!

Extrapolating from power transition theory’s systemic assumptions, these
scholars envisage a junior ally of the dominant global power forging conciliatory
relations with a rising power in only two circumstances.'? The first is if the weaker
power transforms from a satisfied into a dissatisfied state.'> Power transition theorists
represent a state’s relative satisfaction as a function of: (1) its acceptance of rules and
norms in the international system; (2) its level of contentment with the collective or
private benefits Ait derives from that system; and (3) shared ideologies or values with the
dominant global power.” Robert Gilpin argues that satisfaction along these lines is

ultimately shaped by the relative distribution of power between the dominant global

o Organski, World Politics, p. 354; Organski and Kugler, The War Ledger, p. 60; Woosang Kim,
*Alliance Transitions and Great Power War’, American Journal of Political Science, 35(4) 1991,

pp. 834-35.

' Organski, The World Politics, p. 354.

"' Organski, The World Politics, pp. 352-54, 368; Gilpin, War & Change, pp. 24, 30-31, 33, 45; Jacek
Kugler and Ronald Tammen, ‘Regional Challenge: China’s Rise to Power’, in Jim Rolfe (ed.), The Asia-
Pacific: A Region in Transition, Honolulu: The Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, 2004, pp. 47.

'? Power transition theory is a theory of systemic change rather than a theory of foreign policy, although
some advances have been made recently within the discipline to explain policy preferences. See Kugler
and Tammen and Efird, ‘Integrating Theory and Policy’, p. 163.

" Organski, World Politics, p. 368; Organski and Kugler, The War Ledger, p. 60.

1 Organski, World Politics, p. 364; Kugler and Tammen and Efird, ‘Integrating Theory and Policy’,

pp. 164-65; Gilpin, War & Change, p. 34 . Similar arguments are made by hegemonic stability theorists,
mcluding Charles Kindleberger and Robert Keohane. See Charles Kindleberger, The World in
Depression, 1929-39, Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1975; Robert O. Keohane, ‘The
Theory of Hegemonic Stability and Changes in International Economic Regimes, 1967-1977’, in Ole R.
Holsti, Randolph M. Siverson, and Alexander L. George (eds), Change in the International System,
Boulder, Co: Westview Press, 1980.
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power and the rising challenger."” If the weaker state’s perceptions of power relativities
shift in favour of the rising challenger, it is more likely to look to that country as an
alternate source of collective or private benefits and to support its changes to
international rules and norms. Domestic political change in the weaker power may also
cause it to identify more closely with the rising power’s values.'® In the event that the
weaker power subsequently emerges as a dissatisfied- state, it is likely to forgé closer
relations with the rising power. It will do so, however, with a view toward realigning
with that country to the detriment of its relationship with the dominant power."’

In the event that the weaker state remains essentially satisfied, however, power .
transitidn theorists suggest a second circumstance in which it may forge conciliatory
relations with a rising power—namely, as part of a bandwagoning response to the
dominant global power’s own changing policies towards that country. While most
power transition theorists characterise the relationship between the dominant power and
the rising power as adversarial, some theorists have pointed to a number of cooperative
power transitions. '8 The Anglo-American transition during the first half of the twentieth
century is among them. If, as power transition theorists suggest, satisfied weaker
powers seek to bandwagon with the dominant global power,'? it is conceivable that
their efforts to conciliate with a rising power may be part of this bandwagoning
response.

However, the empirical research for this study suggests that neither of these
explanations account for the changing dynamics of Australian engagement with rising
powers. During both the Anglo-American and Sino-American power transitions,
Australian policymakers were, at times, sensitive to the relative decline in security
benefits they received from their dominant global power ally—the United Kingdom in
‘the former case and the United States in the latter. Yet, this relative decline in security

benefits did not automatically translate into Australian dissatisfaction with the status

]SvGilpin, War & Change, p. 30.

16 Organski, World Politics, p. 354; Gilpin, War &Change, pp. 22, 30, 34. See also G. John Ikenberry and
Charles A. Kupchan, ‘Socialization and Hegemonic Power’, International Organization, 44(3) 1990,

pp- 291-92.

'7 This assumption is implicit in the accounts of Gilpin, Kugler and Organski regarding the nature of
international order and the effects of change in that order over time. All of these theorists assume a
fundamental divide between supporters of the dominant or ‘satisfied’ power and supporters of the rising
or ‘dissatisfied’ power. Gilpin, War & Change, pp. 32-34; Organski, The World Politics, p. 354; Kugler
and Tammen, ‘Regional Challenge’, p. 47.

'8 Charles Kupchan, ‘Introduction: Explaining peaceful power transition’, pp. 1-17.

' Power transition theorists suggest that weaker satisfied powers will usually diplomatically and
militarily support the dominant global power. Organski, The World Politics, pp. 35254, 368, Kugler and
Tammen, ‘Regional Challenge’, p. 47; Kugler and Tammen and Efird, ‘Integrating Theory and Policy’,
pp. 164—65; Daniel Whiteneck, ‘Long-term bandwagoning and short-term balancing: the lessons of
coalition behaviour from 1792 to 1815°, Review of International Studies, 27, 2001, pp. 151-54.
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quo. Instead, Australian policymakers sought to preserve the status quo, despite their
dominant global ally’s declining capacity and/or will to maintain a large regional
presence. During the first part of the twentieth century, Australian policymakers looked
to the United States as a supplement to British power in the Pacific—not a replacement
for that power. Engagement did not result from Australia’s dissatisfaction with the
British-led order in the Pacific, but was an expression of Australia’s desire to preserve
that order. Contrary to what some power transition theorists predict, dissatisfaction with
the dominant global ally was thus not a necessary precursor for a junior ally to forge
conciliatory relations with a rising power. Indeed, the Howard Government’s
engagement strategy toward China in the late 1990s took place at a time when
Australian policymakers had renewed confidence in American power.””

An automatic assumption that a weaker state’s efforts to conciliate with a rising
power are simply part of a bandwagoning response is also problematic. While
Australian engagement policies appear to have been facilitated by cooperative—or at
least non-adversarial—relations between the dominant global ally and the rising power,
they did not axiomatically follow from that ally’s policies. In fact, there are several
instances in which Australian engagement initiatives toward a rising power conflicted
with its dominant global ally’s preferences. In 1908, then Australian Prime Minister
Alfred Deakin extended an invitation to the American Fleet to visit Australian shores,
despite British reservations. During the 1950s, the Menzies Government aggressively
pursued a Pacific security alliance with the US in the face of British opposition. These
examples suggest that a senior ally’s preferences toward a rising power are not _és
determinant of a weaker state’s engagement strategies as power transition theorists
project.

If the dynamics of the relationship between the weaker state and the dominant
global power do not exert an all-encompassing influence, what then are the most
important factors that influence whether a junior ally conciliates with a rising power? In
presenting the relationship between the dominant global power and the weaker state as a
determinant and inhibiting influence on a junior ally’s relations with a rising power,
power transition theory leaves little scope to examine what other factors may affect the
changing dynamics of junior allied engagement with a rising power. Nor can it

adequately define the interrelationship between what appears to be Australia’s

2 Commonwealth of Australia, In the National Interest, Canberra: Australian Government Publishing
Service, 1997, p. 57; John Howard, ‘Address by the Hon John Howard MP, Dinner Hosted by the Foreign
Policy Association’, New York, 30 June 1997, available at
<http://www.pm.gov.au/news/speeches/1997/fpa.html>, accessed 1 July 2005.
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autonomously derived interests in a rising power and the constraints imposed by its
desire to preserve its alliance relationship. Indeed, Australia is a key example of a
satisfied junior ally who sought to engage with a rising power from within its pre-
existing alliance rather than as a precursor to realignment. Under what circumstances
then does an alliance with the dominant global power affect the way in which a junior
ally forms its policies toward a rising power? Insights from alliance theory may be of

greater use in answering these questions.

Alliance Theory

Unlike power transition theory, alliance theory focuses on how states conduct their
foreign policies from within an alliance. Because of the assumptions upon which
alliance theory is premised, its explanations for when a junior ally is more or less likely
to conciliate with a rising power are under-developed. It does, however, offer useful
insights on the circumstances in which an alliance is more or less likely to constrain its
members’ foreign policies. This section will briefly outline what alliance theory
suggests in relation to both of these issues.

Alliance theorists’ expllanations of when a weaker state is more or less likely to
conciliate with a rising power are implicit in their assumptions regarding alliance
formation. Neorealists suggest that weaker states will align with a rising power to

protect themselves from the stronger dominant. power.21

Conversely, other realists
observe that smaller states will stay aligned with the existing hegemon because their
weak capabilities prevent them from resisting this antagonist.”> Still other theorists,
such as Stephen Walt and Yuen Foong Khong, argue that calculations of aggregate
power are a less important determinant of weaker states’ conciliatory relations with a
rising power than their assessments of its intentions, historical proclivities toward
cooperation, and cultural affinities.> There is thus no consensus in the alliance

literature on the factors that are the most important determinants of whether a weaker

power conciliates with a rising power. Common to most accounts, however, is an

2 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, p. 127.

?2 Stephen Walt, The Origins of Alliances, Ithaca: Comell University Press, 1987, p. 29. Eric Labs,
meanwhile, argues that weak states may either balance or bandwagon, depending on whether a great
power is willing to provide them with security assistance and their relative geographic proximity to the
dominant power. Eric J. Labs, ‘Do Weak States Bandwagon?’, Security Studies, 1(3) 1992, p. 389.

B Walt, The Origins of Alliances, pp. 25-26; Yuen Foong Khong, ‘Coping with Strategic Uncertainty:
The Role of Institutions and Soft Balancing in Southeast Asia’s Post-Cold War Strategy’, in J.J. Suh,
Peter Katzenstein, and Allen Carlson (eds), Rethinking Security in East Asia, Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, 2004, p. 195.
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assumption that a weaker state enters into or remains in an alliance with the dominant
global power because it is unwilling to conciliate with a rising power. Such an alliance
is not typically viewed as a platform from which a weaker state engages with that
country.

Alliance theory’s inability to adequately specify when a junior ally will favour
conciliating with a rising power is attributable to its key assumptions. Like most power
transition theorists, alliance theorists generally assume that there is an inherent allied—
adversarial divide in any international system. The alliance has only come about
beckause two countries already perceive a third state—whether or not it be a rising
power—as a threat. As George Liska observes: ‘Alliances are against, and only
derivatively for, someone or something.’** The idea that an alliance can exist in the
absence of a threat has only recently emerged in response to the end of the Cold War.
Increasingly, alliances have been reconceived as organisations that provide general
assets to their member states rather than threat-centric institutions. Yet, whilst this
changing interpretation of alliances provides greater scope to explore how individual
allies reach out to external powers, the theoretical literature has, to date, not taken up
this challenge.

Alliance theory is also inhibited from explaining how junior allies come to
engage with rising powers because it assumes that alliance cohesion demands states to
make zero-sum calculations between cooperating with an ally or cooperating with an
adversary.”® When party to an alliance, a state seeks to preserve its reputation for
alliance loyalty in order to maintain the trust of its partners.”’ If it conciliates with an
adversary, this may give rise to doubts about its alliance loyalty and potentially
jeopardise the alliance relationship. As Liska again observes, ‘[a]llies are never immune
to fears of separate deals as a result of separate negotiations by others. Separate or not,
negotiations [with the adversary] in themselves tend to be disintegrative’.? Armold
Wolfers similarly argues that ‘two allies seeming to be intimately connected by‘

common interest may become foes if one suspects the other of collusion with the

* George Liska, Nations in Alliance: The Limits of Interdependence, Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins
Press, 1962, p. 12. Stephen Walt similarly views alliances as threat-based institutions that wax and wane
according to the magnitude of peril that confronts them. Stephen Walt, ‘Why Alliances Endure or
Collapse’, Survival, 39(1) 1997, pp. 156-58.

% Celeste A. Wallander, ‘Institutional Assets and Adaptability: NATO after the Cold War’, International
Organization, 54(4) 2000, pp. 706-708.

26 Arnold Wolfers, Discord and Collaboration: Essays on International Politics, Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins Press, 1962, p. 29; Liska, Nations in Alliance, p. 12; Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among
Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, New York: Knopf, 1960, p. 190.

?7 Jonathan Mercer (1996) cited in Gregory Miller, ‘Hypotheses on Reputation: Alliance Choices and the
Shadow of the Past’, Security Studies, 12(3) 2003, p. 41; Snyder, Alliance Politics, pp. 184, 195-98, 357.
281 iska, Nations in Alliance, p. 147.
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enemy’.”’ The alliance literature’s tendency to predicate alliance cohesion on its
member’s zero-sum calculations has prevented it from exploring under what
circumstances allies will be more or less inclined to conciliate with external powers.
This is particularly the case for junior allies. Alliances are generally portrayed as
exhibiting an over-determining influence on these countries’ foreign policies. This is
because, alliance theorists argue, the relative distribution of material power in an
alliance generally determines the balance of political influence in that institution. The
overriding desire of weaker powers to ensure their survival, in view of their typically
limited military capabilities, leads them to place a premium on the alliance.’® What they
deduce as their greater need for the alliance, coupled with their usually token
contributions to shared alliance objectives, will mitigate their relative influence within
that institution. Junior allies are subsequently likely to support their senior partner’s
preferences in an effort to demonstrate their value and preserve their partner’s stake in
the security partnership.’’ As Hans Morgenthau observes, ‘[t]he distribution of benefits
is thus likely to reflect the distribution of power within an alliance, as is the
determination of polfcies. A great power has a good chance to have its way with a weak
ally’s concemns, benefits, and policies...’.32 Robert Rothstein, Robert Keohane, George
Liska, and Eric Labs alf share in this assumption. They collectively argue that the
comparatively weak military capabilities of smaller allies will make it difficult for them
to influence their senior partner.*® Junior allies will subsequently find it more difficult
to conduct an autonomous foreign policy from within an alliance. Assuming that an
adversarial relationship exists between the dominant global power and the rising
challenger, this is likely to inhibit a junior ally’s ability to autonomously engage with a
rising power. |
More recently, international relations theorists have isolated cifcumstances in
which junior allies may gain greater scope for autonomy in conducting their respective
foreign policies—including those toward rising powers. The alliance literature

highlights three such circumstances that may emerge in a bilateral alliance setting. First,

¥ Wolfers, Discord and Collaboration, p. 32.

30 Robert Rothstein, Alliances and Small Powers, New York: Columbia University Press, 1968, pp. 26,
30.

3! Rothstein, Alliances and Small Powers, p. 58; Robert O. Keohane, ‘Lilliputians’ Dilemmas: Small
States in International Politics’, International Organization, 23(2) 1969, p. 307.

%2 Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, p. 185.

 Rothstein, Alliances and Small Powers, pp. 57-58; Keohane, ‘Lilliputians’ Dilemmas’, p. 307; Labs,
‘Do Weak States Bandwagon?’, p. 389; Liska, Nations in Alliance, p. 74. As Annette Baker Fox
observes, ‘the general belief still exists that the great powers determine the course of world politics and
that the small powers can do little but acquiesce in their decisions’. Annette Baker Fox, The Power of
Small States: Diplomacy in World War 11, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1959, p. 2.
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Liska observes that individual allies may sound out an adversary’s willingness to
negotiate without risking their security partnership, ‘so long as they remain within the
limits of the allies’ essential loyalty to each other’s vital interests’.>® Yet, this
observation is difficult to reconcile with others that Liska makes regarding the difficulty
of conciliating with an adversarial power without simultaneously casting doubt on one’s
alliance loyalty.® Doubts about a junior partner’s loyalty could undermine the alliance
or jeopardise important benefits it derives from that institution.*® In view of these risks,
Liska’s theory is somewhat ambiguous as to the conditions under which a junior ally
will be more or less inclined to conciliate with an external power, especially if that
country is a strategic competitor to its dominant global ally.

Constructivists cite a second circumstance in which a junior ally will exercise
greater autonomy. They argue that an ally’s relative influence and capacity to pursue an
autonomous foreign policy i1s not a function of the relative -distribution of material
capabilities within an alliance. Instead, it derives from the ally’s capacity to effectively
argue and persuade its security partner(s) to meet its point of view.’” Michael Barnett,
for instance, argues that Middle Eastern allies have often been able to pursue their own
goals so long as they have been able to justify these in terms of furthering shared
ideological norms of pan-Arabism.’® Thomas Risse-Kappen similarly observes that in
alliances comprised of liberal democracies, member states consult and argue with each
other to reach joint agreement on mutually acceptable foreign policy practices.” Both
of these constructivist accounts presume that intra-alliance consensus precedes an ally’s
exercise of ‘independent’ . initiative in its foreign policy. In an Australian context,
however, policymakers often failed to consult their allied counterparts before engaging
or disengaging with the rising power. The principal weakness of the constructivist
approach in explaining the scope for autonomy within an alliance is thus not the degree
of agency it assigns to junior allies but rather its emphasis on allied consultation, and

eventual consensus, as a means of achieving this agency.

3 Liska, Nations in Alliance, p. 153. Keohane similarly observes that junior allies have a greater capacity
to pursue independent preferences on issues that are not of intense interest to the ally. Keohane,
‘Lilliputians’. Dilemmas’, p. 307.

% Liska, Nations in Alliance, pp. 147-49, 245.

% Liska, Nations in Alliance, pp. 147-49.

*" Thomas Risse-Kappen, Cooperation Among Democracies: The European Influence on US Foreign
Policy, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995, p. 37; Michael Barnett, ‘Identity and Alliances in
the Middle East’, in Peter Katzenstein (ed.), The Culture of National Securzty, New York: Columbia
University Press, 1996, p. 409.

** Barnett, ‘Identity and Alliances’, p. 409.

* Risse-Kappen, Cooperation Among Democracies, p. 35.
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Finally, alliance theorists point to the structure of the international system as an
important facilitator of junior allied autonomy in developing foreign policies. They °
argue that a junior partner maintains greater intra-alliance influence during periods of
systemic bipolarity.* Bipolarity, in this context, is viewed as a competitive but
stalemated great power relationship.”’ When great powers cannot fight against each
another militarily, they are more inclined to compete for political influence in the
broader international system. Junior allies are the beneficiaries. A reduced military
threat, coupled with increased great power competition for political allegiance, provides
weaker allies Wifh disproportionately greater intra-alliance influence than their material
capabilities suggest.*” A junior ally is, accordingly, less likely to be risk-averse in
pursuing a more autonomous foreign policy because the likelihood of reproach by its
senior partner is so much lower.” In mu