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... we recommend that you should try to get what it is 
possible for you to get, taking into consideration what 
be both really do think; since you know as well as we 
do that, when these matters are discussed by practical 
people, the standard of justice depends on the equality 
of power to compel and that in fact the strong do what 
they have the power to do and the weak accept what 
they have to accept. 

Thucydides, The Peloponnesian War, 
Book V, para 89 . 

..• in spite of our size we are equal partners of ANZUS 
in every sense, When they have the ANZUS meeting, three 
Ministers sit around the table with absolute equality 
between them. Australia, New Zealand and the United 
States. No account is taken of the size at that point, 
When it comes to contributions of course, size is 
naturally involved, but we're equal partners in ANZUS. 
The Americans in particular are very, very careful to 
ensure that aspect of the concept is maintained. 
They've had this problem around the world, the 'ugly 
American', and they're very sensitive and very careful 
about it. 

An exclusive interview with the 
Prime Minister, New Zealand 
International Review, Vol .2 
No.3, May/June 1977, p.8. 
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ABSTRACT 

This thesis is an analysis of the New Zealand Government's 

decision-making on combat military aid to South Vietnam and of 

subsequent decision-making on the admission of nuclear-powered 

ships to New Zealand ports. Particular emphasis is given to an 

explanation of the United States' influence on policy makers' 

definitions of the situations in order to give a greater understanding 

of New Zealand's continuing alliance relationship under ANZUS. 

The New Zealand Government characterised its own position 

on Vietnam in terms of certain dominant images which were influenced 

considerably by the United States. Furthermore, it is apparent 

that New Zealand's primary objective in Vietnam was not so much to 

win a war in South-East Asia as to secure itself against the 

possibility of reduced United States protection if it was not seen 

to be giving all-important symbolic support - particularly in the 

viii 

face of considerable Australian enthusiasm for a military contribution. 

With the post-Vietnam reduction of America's global 

involvement, New Zealand has continued to act with the feeling of 

constraint as an American client state, or rather, as a 'co-client' 

with one eye for Australia's actions. 



CHAPTER 1 

NEW ZEALAND INTO VIETNAM: FIRST APPROACHES 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

New Zealand's co-operation with the United States in 1965 in 

giving military support to the government of South Vietnam was a 

political decision of enormous significance. The involvement in what 

turned out to be a rather dirty as well as an unsuccessful war, meant 

that New Zealand had, in retrospect, to re-evaluate its foreign policy 

stance towards the United States in the light of not only bitter 

experience and domestic opposition, but also a new American foreign 

policy. 

1 

The task of this thesis is primarily to examine why New Zealand 

became involved in Vietnam. In order to do this we have focused on the 

crucial decision in 1965 to respond affirmatively to the South Vietnamese 

Government's request for help in the form of combatant military aid. 

We are seeking the best account of New Zealand's response - one made, 

quite clearly, in terms of treaty commitments to the United States. 

The approach we have chosen is to examine New Zealand's decision

making in terms of an actor in a specific situation. We are interested 

particularly in how the decision-makers characterised the events in 

Vietnam and New Zealand's relationship and obligations to South Vietnam, 

particularly under pressure from the United States. 

In order to give a full account of New Zealand's decision to 

send combatant troops to Vietnam we want to know two things. Firstly, 

how did the decision-makers define the situation? And, secondly, why 

did they define it in such a way - what influenced them? 

The first question can be answered by examining factors introduced 

by the 'situation' perspective outlined in Chapter 2. The chapter 

critically analyses the development of the sociological theory of action 

and its application to foreign policy decision-making. 

In order to answer the second question we integrate factors 

identified from a number of other perspectives as influences on the 

decision-making process. These are considered in detail in Chapter 3. 

National attributes, the structure of the international system, prior 

behaviour, personal characteristics of political leaders and party 

politics are all seen as influencing the ways in which policy-makers 

define their situation in that they condition policy-makers to certain 

kinds of thinking about events in the world. 



In Chapters 4 and 5, using a framework developed in the 

previous two chapters, we analyse New Zealand's decision on Vietnam. 

Chapter 6 is concerned with the influence of the Vietnam experience 

on the nuclear ships question and makes use of the same theoretical 

framework to discuss a new policy situation. 

The concluding chapter of the thesis addresses the question of 

the continuing relationhip between New Zealand and the United States 

which we discuss in terms of models of small and large states, 

making particular reference to the concept of the Patron and his 

Client. 

Michael Sexton writes concerning Australia's decision to enter 

the Vietnam war: 

The views that produced it are still firmly held by 
the majority of defence and foreign policy makers 
in Canberra,,,,. Nor has the machinery of decision
making, which prevented any prior debate of Australia's 
decision to enter the war, changed significantly 
since 1965. Yet the risks inherent in foreign-policy 
decisions have increased substantially since 1965. 1 

The same could largely be said of New Zealand, The fact that the nation 

became so firmly entrenched in a foreign war where its legal obligations 

were somewhat uncertain and where the advantage to New Zealand appeared 

on the surface to be minimal, raises the question, could it happen 

again? What are the chances of New Zealand becoming involved in 

another American war? 

It is no idle observation that whoever wins a war gets to write 

the history books, and in retrospect the 'rightness' of a war tends to 

be judged by its success, During the late 1960's the weight of public 

opinion began to build up in opposition to the war in Vietnam, both in 

the United States and in New Zealand. The withdrawal of American and 

New Zealand troops from 1972 onwards with the associated loss of force 

sealed the Vietnam war as an era of shame for the United States -

a deep wound in the national psyche. For New Zealand the trauma was 

less pronounced in that the ire was directed first of all against a 

foreign power - albeit our most powerful ally - and only secondarily 

at the New Zealand Government. 

Vietnam became the source of a great deal of anti-American 

feeling in New Zealand, which was later to develop into intense mistrust 

of American military installations and nuclear-powered warships. The 

1. Michael Sexton. War for the Asking: Australia's Vietnam Secrets. 
(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1981) pp.viii, ix. 
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war had the effect of polarising public opinion and popularising 

protest as a means of expression for interest groups. It marked 

the end of a generally bi-partisan foreign policy for New Zealand. 

There is the temptation, in retrospect, to take a simplistic 

approach and say "Vietnam was a disaster, New Zealand should never 

have been involved." However, in order to discover the true lessons 

of Vietnam, one must look a bit deeper. Is it necessary to assume, 

for instance, that just because the United States waged an unsuccessful 

war ergo New Zealand should never have made a military commitment? 

In 1965, when New Zealand entered the war in Vietnam the 

government made the decision with the apparent conviction that it was 

both politically and morally the right thing to do. We are seeking to 

discover why they came to that conclusion and in particular how the 

United States influenced New Zealand's decision-making. We also seek 

to discover how New Zealand's experience in Vietnam affected subsequent 

New Zealand foreign policy in one particular area - the question of 

visits by nuclear powered ships. 

1.2 PERSPECTIVES FOR FOREIGN POLICY 

A. Approaches to the Analysis of Foreign Policy Decision-Making 

Although approached critically,the framework we are using in 

this thesis has been largely inspired by ideas developed from East, 

S 1 d H ' b k h ' 2 E S 1 d a more an ermann s oo W y Nations Act. ast, a more an 

Herman have developed seven theoretical perspectives as part of the 

Comparative Research on the Events of Nations (CREON) project, which 

is an empirical cross-national study of the foreign-policy behaviour 

of 36 countries. 

Their perspectives are as follows: 

(i) Personal characteristics of political leaders. 

(ii) Decision structures and processes. 

(iii) Political features of regime. 

(iv) National attributes of societies. 

(v) Properties of the international system. 

(vi) Prior foreign behaviour. 

(vii) Transitory qualities of the situation.· 

Hermann and East defined a theoretical perspective as: 

2. Maurice A. East, 
Why Nations Act: 
Policy Studies. 

Stephen A. Salmore and Charles F. Hermann, 
Theoretical Perspectives for Comparative Foreign 

(Beverley Hills: Sage, 1978). 
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a general research orientation that posits the 
importance of some specified and inter-related 
set of variables for explaining foreign policy 
behaviour and that provides the explanatory logic 
relating the set of variables to foreign policy 
behaviour. 3 

The members of the CREON project are "Committed to the 

development of multicausal explanations of foreign policy behaviour 

that are susceptible to empirical investigation. 114 They are 

attempting, through the use of a number of perspectives, to. "develop 

explanatory logic for the underlying causal mechanisms that relate 

hypothesised explanatory variables to foreign policy behaviour. 115 

Foreign policy is approached as "the product of individual decision

makers operating in an organizational context116 with the emphasis 

being on policy behaviour, that is, actions or events rather than 

'foreign policy' per se. 

For the purposes of this thesis a number of aspects of the 

CREON perspectives have proved to be useful. However, since our study 

is an in-depth analysis of one major policy event and not a comparative 

investigation, there is no question of systematic quantification of 

data or applying statistical techniques in a way that would be possible 

if a more 'empirical' approach was taken. 

For this reason we have concentrated on the 'Situation' 

perspective as our primary tool of explanation as it provides the clear 

explanatory logic for a single foreign policy event, It also provides 

a framework to integrate other perspectives. 

B. 

(i) 

Perspectives for Foreign Policy: New Zealand in Vietnam 

The Situation 

This perspective focuses on: 

those transitory elements inside and outside of a society 
that become the stimuli for foreign policy decisions. 
Transitory qualities of the situation become occasions 
for decision when decision-makers perceive them as 
affecting their government's goals and, thus, as creating 
problems for their government. 7 

In Chapter 2 of this thesis we develop this perspective in 

greater detail as a' theoretical approach to the study of foreign policy 

events, Th~ other perspectives are considered primarily as influences 

on the decision-making process. 

3. Ibid p.22. 
4. Ibid p.18. 
s. Ibid p.19. 
6. Ibid p.20. 
7. Ibid p.23. 
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(ii) National Attributes 

Using aspects of this perspective we examine New Zealand's 

capacity to act in the world. We are interested in the influence 

of the size of the nation on the way in which it defined the situation 

5 

in Vietnam in that constraints are imposed by the limits on resources 

available for implementing decisions. An extension of this perspective -

the question of unequal alliances - leads in a subsequent chapter to a 

more detailed study of New Zealand's relationship with the United 

States. 

(iii) Prior Behaviour 

This perspective relates the present foreign policy of a 
government to the prior behaviour that other actors 
addressed to it and to the nature of its own prior 
behaviour towards other actors. In other words this 
perspective emphasises the importance of the historical 
experience of particular interacting nations. 8 

We will be considering particularly, in this context, the 

signals received from the United States prior to the decision on 

combat military aid to Vietnam. 

(iv) The International System 

This perspective incorporates those factors arising from the 
relatively stable patterns of international interaction 
that have a global context and that affect foreign policy. 
International system variables that may influence foreign 
policy behaviour include the distribution of goods, values 
and resources in the system and the complexity of the 
system as measured by its size, the range and scope of 
issues dealt with, its level of organization and its 
degree of polarity,9 

Using this perspective we examine New Zealand's strategic 

position in the world in 1965, It was the decision-makers' views of 

the global situation that tended to colour perceptions of the events 

in Vietnam, 

(v) Political Leadership, Party Politics and the Decision-Making 

Process 

The beliefs, motives, decision-style and interpersonal styles 

of political leader can have a considerable influence on a government's 

foreign policy. Beliefs and motives may also reflect a party political 

commitment related to the party platform or government policy. Certain 

types of decision are more likely to be influenced by Parliament or 

pressure and interest groups. The Vietnam decision for instance was 

made in Cabinet and only later reported to Parliament. 

8. Ibid p.23. 
9. Ibid p.23 



1. 3 

A. 

THE FOREIGN POLICY OF A SMALL STATE 

Underlying Policy Assumptions with regard to the United States 

It has been suggested that in recent years what has occurred is: 

a fundamental shift of underlying assumptions as New 
Zealand begins to emerge as a small nation rather than 
a dependent of Britain, the United States (or even 
Australia) . 10 

In Chapter 6 of this thesis we begin to examine the extent to 

which a shift in assumptions can be said to have occurred since the 

Vietnam war. While, clearly, New Zealand has moved away from exclusive 

•Colonial dependence upon Britain, it is also apparent that something 

6 

of the colonial mentality - the crucial element of the national psyche 

that Dr Sutch once described as our "amiable inferiority" - has remained. 

Certainly something of this attitude was evident at the time of 

Vietnam. What is not so certain is that it is necessary to assume that 

a major shift in underlying assumptions with regard to the United States 

has actually occurred in order to explain subsequent decision-making. 

B. New Zealand and the United States: Models of Small State -

Large State Relations 

Over a number of years a pattern of interaction has evolved 

between New Zealand and the United States which is, at least partially, 

determined by the relative size and power of the two countries. 

In a bi-lateral situation, foreign policy decisions are influenced 

to a considerable extent by the decision-makers' perceptions of the 

ways in which the two countries relate themselves to each other. The 

relationship, as perceived by a decision-maker, with its own implicit 

system of costs and benefits, forms an essential part of the 

psychological environment within which he operates. 

We are seeking to understand the sorts of relationship models 

that are applicable to New Zealand and the United States at the time of 

the Vietnam war and also to see to what extent they can be said to 

still apply. 

In order to do this we relate aspects of the Situation perspective 

and consideration of New Zealand's national attributes to small state 

theory and, more specifically, to some relationship models discussed in 

Michael Handel's Weak States in the International System. 11 

10. Ibid, preface. 
11. Michael Handel. Pleak States in the International System. 

(London: Frank Cass and Company, 1981). 



One of the limitations of this approach is the fact that in 

labelling a relationship one can tend to imply something fixed and 

static. However, while the relationship between New Zealand and the 

United States is bounded by the legal and formal treaty aspects of 

ANZUS, in itself it is a dynamic and developing thing, the preservation 

and strengthening of which has been an obvious and important motive for 

policy-makers. A model will, at best, be an abstraction - a useful 

construction to help integrate events and interactions in a meaningful 

way. 

1.4 LIMITATIONS OF THE PERSPECTIVES 

We have focused on one single foreign policy situation using 

explanatory tools originally developed for an empirical cross-national 

study. The original CREON perspectives have been adapted to give a 

broad framework for our analysis. The possibility of a strictly 

empirical study of foreign policy events which would give useful 

results as explanations of action is still a long way away, even if it 

is a desirable objective. We have simply considered and discussed the 

range of influences on the New Zealand foreign-policy decision-making 

process. 

7 

Information sources which focus on statements by policy-makers 

tend, inevitably, to stress the transient features of the situation that 

are perceived as important. There are other background facts and 

conditions however, which, although taken for granted, are decisive. 

It is important, for instance, that New Zealand is a small parliamentary 

democracy and a Pacific nation with a long colonial experience learning 

to adapt to a changing world. Chapter 2 discusses the integration of 

these all-important 'background' influences into the explanation of the 

situation of action that was Vietnam. 

Some problems have emerged of a more practical nature. We have 

relied extensively on statements in Government publications and newspapers, 

the material facts of which cannot always be verified. Furthermore, 

statements giving reasons for action have to be examined critically in 

that public explanations, while they may be true, may also conceal more 

substantial reasons that are either not mentioned or sometimes only 

hinted at. The full story is yet to be told as much of the relevant 

information is still classified. 



2.1 

A. 

CHAPTER 2 

THE SITUATION IN FOREIGN POLICY 

The key to the explanation of why the state behaves 
the way it does lies in the way the decision-makers 
as actors define the situation. 1 

THE SITUATION AS A PERSPECTIVE 

Use of the Perspective 

The situation perspective stresses the significance of the 

perceptions and images of policy-makers. Brady, in fvhy Nations Act, 

observes that: 

stimuli from the environment become situations when 
they are perceived by decision-makers. Generally 
stimuli are perceived if they have the potential to 
affect the goals of a government or, in other words, 
if they pose a problem for a government. 2 

In Brady's account three things must occur before we can say 

that a situation exists: firstly, there must be a stimulus in the 

external environment. Secondly, the stimulus must be seen to create 

8 

a problem, or an occasion for decision, in that it suggests a discrepancy 

between existing conditions and conditions that the government desires. 

And thirdly, the nature of the problem-must be interpreted - the situation 

requires definition, 

But what exactly is meant by 'the definition of the situation'? 

B. The Actor in a Situation 

The description of behaviour in terms of an actor in a situation 

is an idea drawn from the sociological theory of action pioneered by 

Talcott Parsons during the 1930's. Parsons stressed the influence of the 

social order on individuals as "actors in situations". The Functionalist 

definition of action has gone through many formulations but essentially 

action can be seen as: 

1. Richard Snyder, H.W. Bruck and Burton Sapin. "The Decision-making 
approach to the study of International Politics" In James N. 
Rosenau (ed) International Politics and Foreign Policy: A 
Reader in Research and Theory (New York: The Free Press, 1961) 
p.189. 

2. Linda P. Brady "The Situation and Foreign Policy" Why Nations Act 
p.173. 



activity which is related in some manner by 
principles of relationship to things outside the 
organism •... It is actors in situations who act ... , 
organisms in environments have activity .... the 
actions of actors in situations are abstractions 
in terms of principles of relationship. 3 

The concept of 'action' as an abstraction is of fundamental 

importance. As Parsons and Shils put it: 

any behaviour of a living organism might be 
called action; 4 but to be so called, it must 
be analysed ..• 

Every action "takes place in a situation consisting of objects 115 -

these may be other actors, goals, resources, means, conditions, or 

obstacles. Each actor has a system of relations to these objects -

his system of orientation. 

Parsons and Shils describe the situation, or, as they put it 

'the situation of action' as: 

that part of the external world which means 
something to the actor whose behaviour is being 
analysed. It is only part of the whole realm of 
objects that might be seen. Specifically it is 
that part to which the actor is oriented and in 
which the actor acts. 6 

The actual process of 'defining the situation' was not one that 

interested Parsons but it has been extensively discussed by members of 

another related school of sociology who have tended to emphasise the 

influence of the dynamics of small-scale social interaction. 

In 1928 W.I. Thomas made the statement that: 

If men define situations as real they are real 
in their consequences.7 

This approach to the situation stimulated people such as Mead, 

Dewey and Schutz to study the ways in which individuals develop common 

perspectives and communicate with each other. "They imply, by their 

use of the phrase 'definition of the situation'", McHugh states: 

that there is no one-to-one correspondence between 
an objectively real world and people's perspectives 
of that world. That, instead, something intervenes 
when events and persons come together, an inter-
vention that makes possible the variety of 8 
interpretations that Schutz calls 'multiple realities' • 

3. Richard Sheldon, "Some Observations on Theory in Social Science" 
In Talcott Parsons and Edward Shils, Toward a General Theory of 
Action pp.30-34 (Cambridge Massechusetts: Harvard University Press, 
1951), p.31. 

4. Ibid p.53. 
5. Ibid p.54. 
6. Ibid p.56. 
7. W.I. Thomas. The Child in America. (New York: Knopf, 1928) p.584. 
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8. Peter S. McHugh, Defining the Situation: The Organisation of Meaning 
in Social Interaction,(Indianapolis and New York: Bobbs-Merrill, 1968) 
p.8. 



The same events and objects have different meanings for different 

people and thus their behaviour is different. 

2.2 ACTION THEORY AND FOREIGN POLICY BEHAVIOUR 

10 

There have been a number of attempts to use different formulations 

of action theory to explain foreign policy behaviour. Some have involved 

sophisticated discussions of the decision-making process, others have 

simply substituted the 'state' for the individual actor in the situation. 

In an essay on the decision-making approach to the study of 

International Politics, Snyder, Bruck and Sapin write: 

Action arises from the necessity to establish, to 
maintain and to regulate satisfactory optional contacts 
between states and to exert some control over unwanted 
yet inescapable contacts. Action is planful (sic) in 
the sense that it represents: an attempt to achieve 
certain aims and to prevent or minimize the achievement 
of the incompatible or menacing aims of other states.9 

This statement highlights two features of foreign policy action. 

Firstly it stresses the importance of other actors and secondly it 

stresses its intentionality. In other words foreign policy behaviour 

is related to the ways in which the decision-maker as actor perceives 

the state's goals and its relationship to the other actors involved: 

Action exists (analytically) when the following components 
can be ascertained: actor (or actors), goals, means, and 
situation. The situation is defined by the actor (or 
actors) in terms of the way the actor (or actors) 
relates himself to other actors, to possible goals, to 
possible means and in terms of the way means and ends 
are formed into strategies of action subject to relevant 
factors in the situation. These ways of relating 
himself to the situation (and thus of defining it) 
will depend on the nature of the actor - or his 
orientations.lo 

Policy makers evaluate events and objects according to their 

images of other actors, their self-perception or self-image as a nation, 

their perception of the relationship to other states concerned, goals 

and beliefs about what action is appropriate. These perceptions may 

be more or less accurate descriptions of the 'real world'. 

We have used these aspects of the definition of the situation as 

proposed by Snyder, Bruck and Sapin as a framework for our discussion 

of the way in which the New Zealand Government defined the situation of 

Vietnam. 

9. Snyder et al. op cit. p.186. 

10.Ibid p.189. 
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A. Alternative Conceptual Models 

It has already been noted that there are a number of formulations 

of action theory that can be used to explain foreign-policy behaviour. 

Snyder et al. hold that: 

State X orients to action according to the manner in 
which the particular situation is viewed by certain 
officials and according to what they want. The 
actions of other actors, the actors' goals and 
means, and other components of the situation are 
related meaningfully by the actor. His action flows 
from his definition of the situation. 11 

But to what extent can we speak of "State X" or "certain 

officials" as "the actor" in the situation? To what extent is this a 

useful conceptual model to help explain actual behaviour? 

Graham Allison has observed that the conceptual models used by 

analysts to think about problems of foreign and military policy "have 
12 

significant consequences for the content of their thought". However, 

given the nature of the New Zealand foreign policy decision-making 

process, we consider that what he calls the "Rational Policy :Hodel" 

gives a useful basic framework for a discussion of decision-making in 

terms of the definition of the situation. 

Important policy decisions are made in Cabinet - a small group 

decision-making unit. After the decisions are made the Government 

speaks practically as one man - it is statements by members of Government, 

speaking as the Government that we primarily concern ourselves with. 

Allison suggests two conceptual models as alternatives to the 

Rational Policy assumption. These he labels "an Organizational Process 

Model 11 and "a Bureaucratic Poli tics Model 1113 (or, a "Governmental 

Politics 1'bdel1114 ). He contends that there are grave limitations in 

basing an analysis on the assumption that a nation or government acts 
II • 1 . d . . k 1115 II 1 . . . h . as a rationa unitary ecision-ma er - a va ue maximizing mec anism 

for getting from the strategic problem to the logical solution 11 . 16 

He treats the focus on the national actor in a particular situation as 

a variation of this basic model. 

11. Ibid p.189. 
12. Graham T. Allison "Conceptual Models and the Cuban Missile Crisis" 

The American Political Science Review Vol LXIII, September 1969 No.3 
(pp.689-718) p. 689. 

13. Ibid p.690. 
14. Allison Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis. 

(Boston: Little, Brown, 1971) p.144. 
15. Allison "Conceptual Models 11 p.694. 
16. Ibid p.695. 



The Organizational Process paradigm, or what John Steinbrunner 

calls the "cybernetic theory of decision 11 , 17 analyses policy not as 

rational choice but rather as organizational output. The actor is 

not assured to be a monolithic nation but "a constellation of loosely 

allied organizations" on top of which government leaders sit. 18 

The Bureaucratic/Governmental Politics paradigm analyses policy 

as "political outcome 1119 / 11political resultant 1120 and the actor as 

"a number of individual players ... players are men in jobs 11 • 21 

From this point of view Allison argues: 

Action does not presuppose intention. The sum of behaviour of 
representatives of a government relevant to an issue was 
rarely intended by any individual or group. Rather separate 
individuals with different intentions contributed 
pieces which compose an outcome distinct from what 
anyone would have chosen. 22 

In his later formulation of the model, Allison develops the use of game 

theory to explain the process of policy formuation in terms of the 

interaction of many actors as players: 

Players who focus not on a single strategic issue 
but on many diverse intra-national problems as well; 
players who act in terms of no consistent set of 
strategic objectives but rather according to various 
conceptions of national, organizational and personal 
goals; players who make government decisions not by 
a single, rational choice but by the pulling and 
hauling that is politics. 23 

The decisions, Allison says, are "resultants": 

in the sense that what happens is not chosen as a 
solution to a problem but rather results from 
compromise, conflict, and confusion of officials 
with diverse interests and unequal influence. 24 

12 

However, in spite of the objections raised by these alternative 

conceptual models, the realities of the New Zealand political system are 

such that, in the final analysis - although it may be enlightening to 

discuss intra~governmental conflict - Cabinet remains relatively 

unconstrained in its decision-making and it is still most useful to 

speak in terms of a single actor's choice. The foreign policy of New 
25 

Zealand is precisely what someone has chosen as a solution to a problem. 

1 7. 

18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 

John D. Steinbrunner, The Cybernetic Theory of 
Dimensions of Political Analysis. Princeton; 
Press, 1974). 
Ibid p.699, also Essence of Decision pp. 79,80. 
"Conceptual Models" p.708. 
Essence of Decision p.112. 
"Conceptual Models" p. 708, 709. 
Ibid p. 711. 
Essence of Decision p.144. 
Ibid p.162. 

Decision: New 
Princetoh University 

Michael Handel, Weak States in the International System p.4. 



The important thing is to understand just what that problem is and 

how the key decision-makers have defined it. We accept that, if it 

is not universally applicable, at least it is useful in the New 

Zealand content to adopt what has been labelled a 'decision-making' 

approach: 

State action is the action taken by those acting in 
the name of the State. Hence the state is its 
decision-makers. State X as actor is translated 
into its decision-makers as actors. It is also one 
of our basic choices to take as our prime analytical 
objective the re-creation of the 'world' of the 
decision-makers as they view it. The manner of 
which they define situations becomes another way of 
saying how the state oriented to action and why. 26 

The question of the structure of decision-making is discussed 

in greater detail with reference to New Zealand in section 2.2 C. 

B. Rationality of Rationalization 

Allison's use of the term 'Rational Policy Model' is a very 

broad one. In a more narrow sense, however, the decision-making or 

perceptual approach to the definition of the situation that we are 

taking assumes not 'Rational Policy' but 'Rationalized Policy' in the 

sense that it focuses on the way in which decision-makers define the 

situation to themselves and to others, 

The political accountability demanded by democracy means that the 

government is obliged to give reasons for its actions. A government's 

public articulation of policy choice may involve a combination of four 

types of explanation: 

1. 

2. 

Rational Explanation. The government makes public the actual 

reasons for its decision - the 'ideal type' of open government. 

Posterior Rationality. The government gives good reasons for 

a decision that had not been thought of or discovered at the 

time the decision was taken, What March calls "the discovery 

f , , , , f , 11 27 o · intention as an interpretation o action, 
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3. Public Rationalization, The government gives a public explanation 

for a decision in fact taken for quite different or even 

contradictory reasons - the process of explaining-away. 

26. Richard C. Snyder, H.W. Bruck and Burton Sapin Foreign Policy 
Decision-making. (New York: Free Press, 1962) p.65. 

27. James G. March, "Bounded 
Engineering of Choice". 
Autumn 1978, Vol.9 No.2, 

Rationality, Ambiguity, and the 
The Bell Journal of Economics, 
p.593. 



4. Partial Explanation. The government offers a public 

explanation for a decision by giving exaggerated weight to 

minor factors in the decision-making process and not 

mentioning the most significant influences. This is one 

aspect of what is often referred to as "the selective 
. f • f . fl 28 representation o in orrnation . 

The interplay of these varieties of explanation mean that it is 

important that government statements are not merely accepted at face 

value as a description of 11 the 'world' of the decision-makers as they 

view it 11 •
29 At the very least a significant amount of "selective 

representation of information" must be assumed. 

In discussing government statements about any given situation 

it is important to distinguish between varieties of explanation. The 

relative importance of explanations may or may not be reflected by 

the frequency of occurrence of certain dominant images. Quantitative 

analysis tends to be affected to a large extent by the selective 

representation of information. 

c. The Problem of Misperception 

Considerable interest has recently been shown in the phenomenon 

of misperception in foreign policy decision-making. It has been 

suggested that decision-makers perceptions are affected by either what 
30 they expect to see or what they want to see; or that perceptions are 

mediated by the lmages of policy makers. 

For instance, Kenneth Boulding writes: 

We must recognise that the people whose decisions determine 
the policies and action of nations do not respond to the 
'objective' facts of the situation, whatever that may mean, 

but to the 'image' of the situation, ... If our image of 
the world is in some sense 'wrong' of course we may be 
disappointed in our expectations, and we may therefore 
revise our image, ... The image, then, must be thought of 
as the total cognitive, affective and evaluative structure 
of the behavioural unit, or its internal view of itself 
and the Universe. 31 

28. W. Lance Bennett "Perception and Cognition: An Information -
Processing Framework for Politics". Samuel L. Long The Handbook 
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of Political Behaviour Vol 1 (New York: Plenum Press, 1981) p.98. 

29. Snyder et. al. p.65. 

30. These theories are discussed by Ned Lebow in Between Peace and War, 
See also Robert Jervis. Perception and Misperception in International 
Politics (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1976) p.143. 

31. Kenneth E. Boulding "National Images and International Systems" in 
James N. Rosenau (ed) Politics and Foreign Policy: A Reader in 
Research and Theory (New York: The Free Press, 1961) (pp.391-398). 
p. 391. 



One example of an 'image' influencing foreign policy decision

making is a particular assumptive framework or 'model' of international 

conflict. Conflict is frequently perceived almost entirely in terms 

of competition between two 'rational' parties, one trying to protect 

15 

its legitimate interests and the other involved in a 'diabolica1 132 

attempt to hinder it. Pruitt and Gahagan label this as the 'Aggressor -

Defender I model of Conflict: 

One party (the 'aggressor') is assumed to be the 
originator of the conflict and the major contributor 
to its continuation. His behaviour is typically 
explained in terms of the motives and emotions 
satisfied by the conflict and the failures of 
deterrents against aggression. 33 

For instance, Ralph White, analysing the misperceptions of the 

Vietnam war, suggests that this was a dominant image which both sides 

operated with leading to the escalation of conflict. 

The 'image' of the world or of a particular situation that is 

held by a decision-maker acts as a framework for integrating and 

interpreting data. As Jervis observes: 

We ignore information that does not fit, twist it so 
that it confinns, or at least does not contradict 
our beliefs, and deny its validity. 34 

Clear contradictory evidence may not even be noticed: for example, 

once a statesman has developed a particular view of a country, he will 

generally persist with that view even in the face of opposing evidence 

at least initially. Jervis argues that: 

Since the evidence always permits multiple interpretations 
and because the theories developed from previous cases 
must provide a guide to the explanation of new information, 
the influence of expectations on perception is not only 
consistent with rationality, but is "essential to the 
logic of enquiry 11 .35 

We need theories - images - to make sense of the world and to meaning

fully interpret data. Data is interpreted in such a way as to maintain 

cognitive consistency. This phenomenon is particularly important in 

32. R.K. White, Nobody wanted War: Misperception in Vietnam and other 
Wars. (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1968). 

33. D.G. Pruitt and J.P. Gahagan Campus Crisis: The Search for Power 
unpublished manuscript. (Buffalo: State University of New York, 
1972) p.19. Quoted in Herbert C. Kelman and Alfred H. Bloom, 
11 Assumptive Frameworks in International Politics 11 in Jeanne N. 
Knutson (ed) Handbook of Political Psychology (San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass, 1973) p.284. 

34. Jervis op.cit. p.143. 

35. Ibid p.154. 



the conduct of scientific enquiry - the most extreme statement of it 

. bbl K h' t d f h t f s · 'f' 1 · 36 is pro a y u n s s u yo Te S ructure o cienti ic Reva utions. 

Jervis notes: 

In politics too, ignoring discrepant information or 
assimilating it into pre-existing beliefs will 
perpetuate inaccurate images and maintain 
unsatisfactory policies, but these processes are 
necessary if decision-makers are to act at al1. 37 

The problem is that the correct explanation of information may 

also be highly implausible. 

Misperception, then, may be caused by a demand for cognitive 

consistency between theory and data - the tendency to make observations 

according to expectations. A second major source of misperception is 

the demand for cognitive consistency between decisions and data - the 

problem of cognitive dissonance. 
! 

The basis of disson,;rce theory is the observation that people 

and notably policy makers - seek strong justification for their 

behaviour: 

..• dissonance theory asserts that, after making a 
decision, the person not only will downgrade or 
misinterpret discrepant information but will also 
avoid it and seek consonant information.38 

The tendency to avoid information has not been widely, and 

unambiguously observed. What is more prevalent is the tendency towards 

"post decision spreading apart of the alternatives": 39 

After they have made a choice, decision-makers too 
often feel certain that they decided correctly 
even though during the pre-decision period the 
policy did not seem obviously and overwhelmingly 
the best. 40 

16 

The greater the conflict involved before making a decision, the greater 

will be the post decision dissonance and hence, the greater the tendency 

to want to justify the decision. 

Furthermore, if a decision is cos~ly in terms of national 

resources, then dissonance is also increased and pressures are greater 

to believe that the policy is succeeding, This phenomenon is closely 

linked to the matter of posterior rationality. 

36. Thomas S. Kuhn The Structure of Scientific Revolutions2nd ed., enl. 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970). 

37. Jervis. op.cit. p.172. 

38. Ibid p.387 

39. Ibid p.388. 

40. Ibid p.388. 



D. New Zealand and the Situation in Vietnam 

Working from the assumption that the foreign policy decision

makers action "flows from his definition of the situation", we require 

a systematic means of characterising the problem in terms of the 

perceptions of policy-makers. 

Rather than holding closely to Brady's approach in Why Nations 

Act, we have focused on the way in which policy-makers define the 

situation in terms of images. We ask, firstly, how has the New Zealand 

Government interpreted the events in Vietnam? Secondly, how has the 

Government characterised its own position - that is, how have 

decision-makers related New Zealand to the other actors involved in 

the conflict and what are their perceptions of the degree, type and 

urgency of the threat posed by the situation to the Government's goals. 

Thirdly we ask, what do the decision-makers see as appropriate action 

and what results are anticipated? 

17 



CHAPTER 3 

THE OTHER PERSPECTIVES 

3.1 INFLUENCES ON POLICY-MAKERS' PERCEPTIONS 

In order to explain why policy-makers define their situations 

in the way they do, we examine factors from four perspectives adapted, 

sometimes considerably, from the framework in Why Nations Act. 

These are: the International System; Prior Behaviour; Political 

Leadership, Party Politics and the Decision-Making Process; and 

National Attributes. 

As these perspectives are being used in this thesis for a 

specific purpose, much of the discussion in this chapter involves 

a critical analysis of the theory as a tool for understanding New 

Zealand's foreign policy decision-making, with particular reference 

to the decision on Vietnam. For example, we have found it most 

useful to consider the International System primarily in terms of 

New Zealand's strategic position as perceived by the government. 

In considering Prior Behaviour we have departed considerably from 

Warren Phillip's use of the idea in Why Nations Act and have 

concentrated on an analysis of the role of international signals 

and propaganda. This has also included a discussion of the 

theoretical question of power and influence. 

The National Attributes perspective, which we consider 

finally, is given broad theoretical consideration, including a 

discussion of models of small state - large state relations which 

we use in Chapter 7. 

A. The International System 

This is, as Maurice East points out, the study of foreign 

policy focused on the "most macro level of analysis". The perspective 

is based on the assumption that: 

as aspects of the International System change, there 
will be change in the foreign policy behaviour of the 
individual nations comprising that system. 1 

1. Maurice A. East. 11The International System Perspective and 
Foreign Policy" in East et al. op.cit. p.143. 

18 



East isolates two main variables: the complexity of the 

International System and the availability of resources within it. 

Complexity refers to three aspects: 

(1) The number and type of actors 

(2) The number and type of issues, and 

(3) The structure of interaction. 

The availability of resources refers to two further dimensions: 

(4) The distribution of resources, and 

(5) The degree of organization in the system. 

East suggests that International System variables affect 

foreign policy decision-making primarily by providing information about 

these five aspects. 

The dimension which is of greatEstinterest is the 'structure of 

interaction' one aspect of which is the 'structure of conflict' or 

'polarity' of the system. East suggests that: 

As the structure of conflict in the international 
system moves toward a loosely organized multipolar 
configuration, the foreign policy behaviour of 
nations will become more independent rather than 
interdependent. 2 

He adds: 

In a tight bipolar conflict structure, for example, 
a nation that is a subordinate member of one of 
the two blocs is highly constrained in its foreign 
policy behaviour.3 

A relationship between the polarity of the system and the 

relative independence of states is widely recognized, although there 

is disagreement over the way in which the polarity of the system 

actually affects the relative power of the weaker states, Swedish 

commentators, for instance, have argued that detente poses a threat 

to the independence of small nations that is not present when the 

system is characterised by bi-polar conflict. 4 

It is likely, in fact, that non-aligned, or relatively 

independent states are less constrained and the weak allies of the 

Great Powers and states within their spheres of influence are more 

constrained when conflict dominates. 

2. Ibid p.157. 

3. Ibid p.158. 

4. Kjell Goldmann "Tension between the Strong and the Power of the 
Weak: Is the Relation Positive or Negative?" in Kjell Goldmann and 
Gunnar Sjostedt (eds), Power, Capabilities, Interdependence: 
Problems in the Study of International Influence (London: Sage, 
1977) (pp.115-140) p.115. 
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A small state may find itself within either a competitive 
5 or a hegemonial system: At one extreme with almost unlimited 

freedom of manoeuvre to align itself with whoever it pleases and 

at the other extreme under the control of a hegemonial power in an 

exclusive sphere of influence, Under this situation a weak state: 

loses its freedom of maneuver cannot ask for 
help of other great powers, cannot improve its 
bargaining position politically or economically 
by playing one power against another, and cannot 
freely trade its vote for its best interests 
in the U.N. or offer strategic bases on its 
territory to the highest bidder. The small 
state under the control of one great power 
cannot even request the external help needed 
to release it from the domination of the 
hegemonial power. 6 

This is the position of the South and Central American states 

with regard to the United States. New Zealand, however, has or could 

have a great deal of freedom to manoeuvre. 

20 

It is important, thus, to consider not only the level of conflict 

within the international system but also the strategic position of a 

particular small state within the system as a whole. Furthermore, in 

the study of one particular conflict situation, what is perhaps even 

more significant is the relationship of the conflict situation to 

the global structure of conflict and for a particular nation, what is 

important is its own strategic position vis-a-vis, the arena of 

conflict. 

Consideration of these factors enables one to take into account 

the strategic situation of any given nation in relation to the 

international system, or more specifically, in relation to the nexus 

of Great Power conflict. As Maurice East admits: 

international system variables are probably the 
most remote from foreign policy in terms of ... 
the "social distance of causal variables from 
actual policy choice." 7 

The strategic approach serves to reduce the social distance involved 

in East's use of the International System perspective. 

The question of polarity - how the relative power of small 

states is determined by the degree of overall conflict in the relations 

between the Great Powers - remains an important one. We consider it 

in greater detail in the discussion of small state - large state models. 

5. Michael Brecher, The Foreign Policy System of Israel: Settings, Images, 
Process. (London: Oxford University Press, 1972) p.16. 

6. Handel op.cit. p.172. 

7. East "The International System" p.157. 



B. Prior Behaviour 

Warren Phillips, in his article on Prior Behaviour as an 

explanation of foreign policy, bases his approach upon the belief 

that: 

Nations develop routines or standardized procedures 
for dealing with each other, routines of reciprocity 
and inertia.8 

Reciprocity refers to the principle that: 

An actor's behaviour towards a specific object 
is a function of the behaviour that it received 
from the object.9 

Bureaucratic inertia on the other hand refers to the fact that: 

A given nation's behaviour towards a specific object 
is a function of its previous behaviour towards 
that object. 10 

Phillips draws on concepts used in various formulations of 

information theory as a basis for differentiating the effects of the 

influence of reciprocity and inertia. We are primarily interested 

in the process of reciprocity rather than the bureaucratic inertia 

hypothesis which is little more than a restricted statement of the 

Cybernetic model of decision-making. 

Halperin and Kanter state that: 

Nations affect the actions of one another less by 
physically compelling changes of behaviour than by 
acting on one another's perceptions and expectations;.,. 
the primary vehicle for the exercise of international 
influence takes the form of 'signals' among 
international actors. 11 

Phillips writes: 

We shall argue that it is the variety or heterogeneity 
of signals received from a specific other nation 
that determines the policy analyst's ability to 
reliably interpret information. We contend that 
during periods when incoming signals are reliably 
and accurately interpreted, the process of 
reciprocity will determine the recipient nation's 
responses. Conversely, when the stream of incoming 
signals conveys little information and therefore 
cannot be readily interpreted, the 1rocess of 
bureaucratic inertia will dominate. 2 

8. Warren R. Phillips, "Prior Behaviour as an Explanation of 
Foreign Policy" East et al. op. cit. p .161. 

9. Ibid p.162. 

10.Ibid p.162. 

11.M.H. Halperin and A,Kanter "The Bureaucratic Perspective: 
A Preliminary Framework'' in M.H. Halperin and A. Kanter (eds). 
Readings in American Foreign Policy (Boston: Little, Brown, 1973) 
p.40. Also quoted in Warren R. Phillips "Prior Behaviour" p.163. 

12. Phillips op.cit. p.164. 
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A great deal of international activity consists of 

communication between states. A nation will deliberately work 

on another nation's perceptions by means of signals from government 

to government and propaganda directed at the general population or 

at specific target groups in or outside of government. 

22 

Communication of this sort works in two ways. It may, firstly, 

influence the target state to act in response to perceived pressure 

from the originator of the signals. Secondly, the signals may influence 

the perceptions of the target government concerning a particular 

situation, and thus influence action. 

These aspects of international political communication are of 

critical importance because they concern a fundamental element of 

politics - the exercise of power, in this case the power of one nation 

over another. 

Communication, Power and Influence 

If we define Power in terms of compliance, we can say, using 

Dahl's formulation, that "A has power over B to the extent that he 

can get B to do something that B would not otherwise do 11 •
13 

on the other hand has argued that: 

whether compliance occurs should be on empirical 
question, open to investigation, not on a priori 
assumption entailed by the concept power. 14 

Bell, 

He defines power, not in terms of outcomes - compliance - but rather, 

in terms of the communication process involved in an attempt to exert 

influence and generate specific outcomes. Bell identifies three 

"linguistic paradigms" used in the exercise of power which he labels 

"power", "influence" and "authority" statements respectively. These 

labels are somewhat eclectic and have been modified by Jonsson in the 

language of bargaining theory: 

1 If you do X, I will do Y. 

2 If you do X, Y will happen. 

3 Do x.15 

13. R. Dahl. "The Concept of Power" Behavioural Science Vol II, 
July 1957 pp.202-3, quoted in Christer Janssen "The Paradoxes 
of Superpower: Omnipotence or Impotence? 11 Goldmann and 
Sjostedt (eds) Power, Capabilities, Interdependence p.65. 

14. D.J.V. Bell, Political Linguistics and the Study of Power. 
Paper presented to the XVII Annual Convention, International 
Studies Association 25-29 February, 1976, Toronto, quoted in 
Janssen "The Paradoxes of Superpower" p.65. 

15. Janssen pp.65,66. 



The essential difference between 1 and 2 lies in the role 

played by the initiator of the communication. In paradigm 1, 

the statement is in terms of a threat or promise of action. 

Paradigm 2 is a matter of warning or encouragement. The third 

paradigm is a command or prescription of action. 

These three varieties of signal are all ways in which we can 

say that one nation makes statements of power or influence to another. 

Goldmann uses the idea of power in a slightly different 

way again. He focuses on the concept of the "possession of power" 

and defines it in terms of the disposition of an actor to exercise 

power over another. He writes: 

If we want to know whether A has power over B, we want to 
know how B will behave in cases when A has a preference 
concerning B's behaviour. There are three possibilities 
in each case: (1) B behaves in the way A wants, but 
B's behaviour can be fully explained without reference 
to A's behaviour. (2) B behaves in the way A wants as 
a consequence of A exercising power over B. (3) B behaves 
in a different way from what A wants. The consequence of 
A possessing power over Bis that if A wants B to behave 
in a certain way, B always behaves in the way A wants, 
whatever A wants, either because of A exercising power 
over B or for some other reason. 16 

Thus, treated as a 'disposition', Goldmann defines power as: •~ has 
1117 power over B: If A wants B to do x, B will do x. This means, 

Sjostedt argues, "that the possession of power can be described as 
18 

the disposition to be powerful in relation to some actor." 

The power state A possesses over state B may be exercised 

using a number of different strategies both coercive and non-coercive. 

Coercive strategies typically are employed where there is hostility 

or a genuine conflict of interest between A and B. Non-coercive 

strategies do not pre-suppose such conflict. 

Sjostedt describes the strategies as follows: 

Coercive 1 Negative Sanctions 

2 Deprivation 

3 Prevention 

4 Rewards 

Non-Coercive 5 Support 

6 Stimulation 

7 Persuasion 19 
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16. Kjell Goldmann "The International Power Structure: Traditional 
Theory and New Reality." Goldmann and Sjostedt op.cit (pp.7-36) p.13. 

17. Ibid p.13. 
18. Gunnar Sjostedt "Power Base: The Long Road from Definition to 

Measurement" Goldmann and Sjostedt (pp. 37-62) p. 41. 
19. Ibid p.43. 



'Deprivation', 'Prevention' and 'Support' refer to physical 

action - conquest, the blocking of a state's action or giving 

assistance. 'Negative Sanctions' and 'Rewards' correspond to 

'threat' and 'promise' statements (if you do x I will do y). 

'Stimulation', which in its pure form is rare, is the process by 

which one state demonstrates to another that a mutually desired 

action is feasible. Finally 'Persuasion' is the process whereby 

"By means of rational argumentation A convinces B that the action 
20 

A wants B to undertake is preferable also for B 11 • Persuasion 

makes use of warning or encouragement statements (if you do x, y will 

happen). Sjostedt observes that: 

persuasion presupposes an initial conflict between the 
two parties A and B. This conflict is however, of such 
a character that neither A nor B considers the use of 
force to solve it. A rather takes advantage of a 
superior knowledge about the issue concerned. This 
makes it possible for A to define solutions to the 
conflict which are of such a character that it 
becomes hard for B to find alternatives for action 
which B can convincingl2 demonstrate is superior 
to that proposed by A. 1 

24 

There are thus two broad categories of verbal expression of the 

influence of power that we need to concern ourselves with. These are, 

firstly, threat/promise statements and, secondly, warning/encouragement 

or persuasion statements. The potential must be there for the 

statements to be validated and in the case of threats/promises, backed 

up by action. Persuasion requires the evidence of superior ability 

or knowledge. 

Propaganda: Communication Directed at Attitude Change 

International political communication involves more than the 

expression of behaviour preferences to a target nation. Janssen 

observes: 

The communication involved in the influence of power 
may be incomplete or indirect. Communication may in 
fact be tacit 1involving nonverbal acts. The point is 
that the exercise of power involves the conveyance 
of a message through some kind of signal, often a 22 
combination of verbal statements and nonverbal acts. 

The actual influence of a message will, furthermore, depend not only on 

whether the messages are perceived (or misperceived for that matter) 

but also on how they are evaluated in terms of their credibility, their 

20. Ibid p.43. 

21. Ibid p.44. 

22. Janssen, op.cit. p.66. 



consistency, reliability and specificity. The influence tends to 

regard not just the signals but, what Jervis calls 'indices •23 

h ' h . 1 1 t' f th b · 1 · · d · · 24 w ic invo ve eva ua ion o e actors capa i ities an intentions. 

The propaganda aspects of communication are aimed, at least in part, 

at influencing a target state's evaluation of the source of the 

25 

signals in terms of its capabilities and intentions. Propaganda is 

directed also at audience conditioning and sympathy building - a process 

f t, , , I 25 o image proJection. 

However, some aspects of propaganda are even more closely 

linked to the sending of specific signals. Thomas Schelling argues 

that: 

To communicate a threat, one has to communicate the 
commitment that goes with it, and similarly with a 
promise; and to communicate a commitment requires 
more than communication of words. One has to 26 
communicate evidence that the commitment exists. 

A certain kind of image projection can act as persuasive evidence of 

capability and intention and can also help to validate warning and 

encouragement statements. Propaganda is one means of giving evidence 

of a power base and of ensuring that signals are perceived and evaluated 

as intended. 

As the term 'propaganda' is heavily value-loaded, an alternative 

way of distinguishing between types of international political communication 

is to make the distinction between communication aimed at changing 

behaviour and that concerned with attitude - attitude being the principal 

variable in propaganda. Edelman argues that attitude may be a more 

significant political variable and often the major target of political 
. . 27 communication. 

C. Political Leadership, Party Politics and the Decision-Making 

Process 

In his book on the making of British Foreign Policy, David Vital 

states that: 

23. R. Jervis, The Logic of Images in International Relations (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1970). 

24. Janssen op.cit. p.67. 
25. Charles O. Lerche and Abdul A. Said Concepts of International Politics 

in Global Perspective (3rd Ed) (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 
1979) p.86. 

26. Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Cambridge, Massechusetts: 
Harvard University Press, 1960) p.147. 

27. M. Edelman, Stultifying and Liberating Political Communications 
Unpublished manuscript (1979). See W. Lance Bennett "Perception and 
Cognition: An Information - Processing Framework for Politics" in 
Samuel 1 .. Long (ed) The Handbook of Political Behaviour Vol 1 (New 
York: Plenum Press, 1981) p. 74. 



The making of foreign policy, then, is the business of 
the Executive and for almost all practical purposes 
the Executive is unfettered in its exercise of this 
function. 28 

He notes that: 

the major problems confronting Britain in the external 
sphere ... confront successive governments with dilemmas 
that are hard to resolve except in terms of mutually 
incompatible courses of action. It follows that the 
capacity of the central policy-making hierarchy first 
to formulate the problems, then to consider what 
courses of action would be appropriate, and finally 
to establish criteria by which one course of action 
may be selected out of a number of alternatives will 
chiefly govern behaviour. Ultimately, therefore, it 
is the mental and intellectual perspectives of the 
politicians and officials most concerned and most 
deeply involved in the process that must be understood 
if a coherent picture of British foreign policy-making 
practice is to be drawn.29 

Vital points out that in Britain, and it has largely been true 

in New Zealand also, policy decisions have been based on maintaining 

the status quo. That is, the government has not had a 'policy' as such, 

in terms of goals assigned to it, but rather decisions are made on the 

basis of the 'facts' of the external situation. 30 

Frank Corner, writing on the role of the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs in New Zealand, states that: 

the internal organisation of the ministry is based on the 
premise that the collection and interpretation of facts is 
the first business of the ministry.3l 

26 

The Executive in New Zealand fulfils a very similar role to the 

one in Britain with regard to the making of foreign policy - one major 

difference being that in New Zealand the number of decision-makers is 

much smaller. Usually the Minister of Foreign Affairs (formerly External 

Affairs) has been the Prime Minister, - although recently Prime Ministers 

Robert Muldoon, Sydney Holland and Sir John Marshall, have not held the 

Foreign Affairs Portfolio - Keith Holyoake in 1965, of course, did. 

John Henderson comments that in New Zealand: 

28. David Vital, The Making of British Foreign Policy. (London: 
Allen and Unwin, 1968) p. 49. 

29. Ibid p.91. 

30. Ibid p.100. 

31. Frank Corner "The Ministry and its Role" in John Henderson, Keith 
Jackson and Richard Kennaway (eds) Beyond New Zealand: The Foreign 
Policy of a Small State (Auckland: Methuen, 1980) (pp.216-222) 
p.220. 



He adds: 

Foreign policy decisions are the outcome of a complex 
mixture of bureaucratic or political involvement, but 
may reflect the influence of a key policy-maker. The 
type of issue involved, the time available for a 
decision, the amount and nature of pressure from 
domestic and foreign sources, and the personalities 
and operating styles of key decision-makers will 
determine which part of the political and bureaucratic 
structure will have most influence on the fluid 
process of policy formulation.32 

Foreign policy decisions, like other j_mportant government 
decisions, are the responsibility of Cabinet. However, 
the urgency of some key decisions does not allow time 
for thorough Cabinet deliberation .... 

The degree to which Cabinet will be involved in formulating 
key policy will also be affected by the personality and 
political style of the Prime Minister. The consensus 
style of Prime Ministers Holyoake, Marshall and Rowling 
encouraged participation by Cabinet colleagues. The more 
direct and forceful leadership of Prime Ministers Muldoon, 
Kirk, Nash and Fraser resulted in a greater personal 
impact on New Zealand foreign policy,33 

Henderson notes the weakness of Parliamentary involvement in foreign 

affairs and the fact that it has frequently been only after important 

decisions have been made that Parliament has been informed and presented 

with a fait accompli, 

Government departments can have an important role in decision

making in New Zealand. Senior public servants have "considerable 

influence on policy formulation1134 particularly in technical and routine 

decisions rather than the more important political ones. The New 

Zealand departments of External/Foreign Affairs and Defence are most 

significant in foreign policy decisions. 

27 

In more recent years in New Zealand - particularly since Vietnam, 

public opinion has emerged as a more visible influence which may act 

directly on the policy-making process. Etzioni observes that: 

While public opinion does not participate effectively 
in many specific foreign policy decisions, it does serve 
as a context that sets significant limits on the 35 
manoeuverability of the national decision makers. 

32. John Henderson, "The Foreign Policy Decision-Making Process" in 
Henderson et al. Beyond New Zealand (pp.212-215) p.212. 

33. Ibid p.213. 

34. Ibid p.215. 

35. A. Etzioni "Social - Psychological Aspects of International Relations" 
in G. Lindsey and E. Aronson (eds) The Handbook of Social Psychology 
(2nd ed) Vol.15 (Reading, Mass.: Addison - Wesley, 1969) p.576. 



The decision-maker is less constrained by public opinion on 

a specific issue than by the broad context surrounding the issue. 

How the public reacts to international political action depends, 

Kelman and Bloom assert, "on how the particular action is defined -

in what context it is placed". 36 

If we grant for the moment that decision-makers are 
constrained by the broader contexts within which the 
public views foreign affairs, their ability to define 
and re-define the context of specific issues often 
gives them greater flexibility than they realize 
or admit. 37 

Notwithstanding other influences, the domination of the foreign-policy 

process by the Executive in New Zealand serves to underscore the 

importance of a 'decision-making' approach to foreign policy analysis 

based on an understanding of the perceptions of key decision-wakers and, 

in particular, the "most visible policy maker ... the Prime Minister" 38 

28 

It is in this context that we turn to the two major 'internalized' 

influences on policy-makers - 'role' and 'personality'. 

Cabinet members are constrained in their actions by their role 

as a part of the Executive. They are also constrained to some extent 

by party allegiance. The National Government's support for New Zealand 

combat military aid for South Vietnam was, if not totally predictable, 

at least highly congruous, given the underlying policies of the party. 

The Labour Party's opposition was quite predictable. 

Given certain Executive role and party constraints on political 

objectives, if the behaviour of a political actor appears unproblematic 

then the tendency is, as Greenstein argues, to "explain this behaviour 

in terms of its 'situational' determinants 11 •
39 However, we also want 

to know what psychological variables intervene in his definition of the 

situation. This problem leads to the consideration of the influence 

of personality on politics. 

Four kinds of personal characteristics have a great deal of 

relevance to foreign policy making. There are others, and there are 

other ways of distinguishing them, these however, emerge as the most 

salient for our purposes. Margaret Hermann labels them: beliefs, 
40 

motives, decision style and interpersonal style. 

36. Herbert C. Kelman and Alfred H. Bloom "Assumptive Frameworks in 
International Politics" in Jeanne N. Knutson (ed) Handboo.".,_ of Political 
Psychology (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1973) p.275. 

37. Ibid p.275. 
38. Henderson op cit. p.212. 
39. Fred I. Greenstein, Personality and Politics: Problems of Evidence, 

Inference and Conceptualization (New York: W.W.Norton and Co., 1975) 
p .xvii. 

40, Margaret G. Hermann, "Effects of Personal Characteristics of 
Political Leaders on Foreign Policy" in East et al. op cit. p.59. 
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Beliefs refer to "the leader's fundamental assumptions 

about the world". 41 It is this aspect that we have already considered 

with reference to perceptual and cognitive processes involved in 

interpreting sense data from the situation. Beliefs affect the 'image' 

of the situation. 

Motives refer to reasons for action. Lasswell in 1930 

proposed that the primary motive driving political man was emotional 

insecurity or low self-esteem compensated by a drive for power. He 

argued that the sources of behaviour were "private needs displaced on 

public objects and rationalized in the public interest. 1142 Other 

need-motives have been suggested: the need for power, achievement, 

support or approval of one's ideas, independence, structure. 

Decision Style refers to the political leader's preferred method 

of decision-making. Barber's discussion of the Presidential Character 

focuses to a considerable extent on decision style - flexibility, 

compulsivity, compliance and withdrawal are the decision styles of 

active - positive, active - negative, passive - positive and passive -

negative 'characters' . 43 

Finally, Interpersonal Style refers to the way the policy-makers 

relates to others, whether he is generally 'suspicious' or 

'Machiavellian'. The personal style of a leader has considerable 

influence on the style of foreign policy. 

D. National Attributes 

In Why Nations Act Maurice East focuses on 'National Attributes' 

as 'major explanatory factors accounting for foreign policy behaviour' . 44 

He uses the concept of 'capacity to act' as a construct to integrate 

national attributes in relation to foreign policy: 

capacity to act refers to the amount of resources a 
nation has and its ability to utilize these resources. 
Size and level of social organization are proposed 
as two dimensions of capacity to act. 45 

41. Ibid p.59. 

42. Harold D. Lasswell Psychopathology and Politics (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1930) p.75. 

43. James D. Barber The Presidential Character: Predicting Performance 
in the White House (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1972). 

44. Maurice A. East "National Attributes and Foreign Policy" in 
East et al, op cit. (pp.123-142) p.123. 

45, Ibid p.123. 



The influence of size on the foreign policy of states has 

received a great deal of attention over the past 20 years, and one 

aspect of this has been the considerable interest shown in the 

foreign policy behaviour of small states. A number of empirical 

studies have shown that size is an important determinant of 

international behaviour. 46 

Small States 

Many definitions of what a small state is have been put forward 

but there is general agreement that they are: 

characterized by one or more of the following: 
(1) Small land area (2) small total population, 
(3) small total GNP (or other measure of total 
productive capacity), (4) a low level of military 
capabilities. 4 7 

There may be doubts about the status of some countries but in all of 

these characteristics New Zealand emerges as a small stage. 

30 

On the basis of these, or related characteristics, foreign policy 

analysts have identified a number of tendencies in the behaviour of 

small states. Maurice East depicts the traditional behaviour patterns as 

being: 

(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

Low levels of overall participation in world affairs; 
high levels of activity in intergovernmental organizations (IGO's); 
high levels of support for international legal norms; 
avoidance of the use of force as a technique of statecraft; 
avoidance of behaviour and policies which tend to alienate 

the more powerful states in the system; 
a narrow functional and geographic range of concern in 

foreign policy activities; 
frequent utilization of moral and nonnative positions on 
international issues. 48 

Using an alternative model and on the basis of a certain amount 

of empirical research, East disputes the idea that small states tend to 

pursue a "low profile course of action, minimizing their perceived risks. 1149 

He maintains instead that: 

small states are likely to be slower in perceiving events 
and developments in the international system. Because 
they have a smaller capacity to monitor the system, it 
is less likely that they will perceive various early 
warning signals indicating new developments and 50 
important policy shifts by other international actors. 

46. For instance see Stephen A. Salmore and Charles F. Hermann, 
"The Effects of Size, Development and Accountability on Foreign 
Policy" Peace Research Society (International) Papers XIV (1969) 
pp.15-30. 

47. Maurice A. East "Size and Foreign Policy Behaviour: A Test of Two 
Models" World Politics Vol XXV, No 4 (July 1973) (pp.556-576) p.557. 

48. Ibid p.557. 
49. Ibid p,558. 
50. Ibid p.559. 



And thus: 

By the time the signals are perceived by the small state, 
the situation may have reached a stage of development 
where definite, unambiguous, high-risk behaviour must 
be taken. 51 

Opinions differ on the influence of size on the likelihood of 

conflictual behaviour. However it is fair to assume that while small 

states may pursue policies which seek to avoid alienating more powerful 

states, they may be forced into conflictual situations through a lack 

of information. 

In addition to the other features of small state behaviour, East 

pointA out that "the 'economic surplus' in small states is smaller than 

it is in large states" and that: 

compared to large states, small states have a smaller 
proportion of an already small resource base to devote 
to the international sector. 52 

Finally he argues that: 

Because of the primacy of internal demands on political 
decision-making ..• those international issues which are 
directly related to their economic growth and development 
will be most salient for small states. 53 

New Zealand's capacity to act is limited by the nations resources 

and by the Government's ability to use these resources in the pursuit of 

foreign policy goals. We examine the influence of these factors on 

New Zealand's definition of the situation in Vietnam. 

3,2 UNEQUAL ALLIANCES: LARGE STATE - SMALL STATE RELATIONS 

David Vital's work The Inequality of States, which was subtitled 

d f h 1 ' ' 1 1 ' 54 f A Stu yo t e Smal Power in Internationa Re ations, ocuses on a 

certain national 'ideal type' - the small, isolated, lone, maverick state. 

As a paradigm, little more tha·n the size restriction relates directly to 

the New Zealand situation. New Zealand, if it is anything, is an 'ally'. 

The concept of the 'small state' has developed in the literature 

to a considerable extent in terms of a model of independent action -

the "small state in its own right 11 •
55 It is our contention~ however, 

that New Zealand's foreign policy behaviour is best explained in terms of 

some sort of alliance model - it is premature, in the face of continuing 

political realities, to speak of a truly independent foreign policy for 

51. Ibid p.559. 
52. Ibid p.558. 
53. Ibid p.56O. 
54. David Vital, The Inequality of States: A Study of the Small Power 

in International Relations. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1967). 
55. See the introductory chapter of Henderson et al. Beyond New Zealand. 



New Zealand. Certainly this was true at the time of Vietnam, but the 

realities of the alliance still loom large and in recent years the ANZUS 

relationship has received a great deal more publicity than formerly. 

What we are seeking to develop is an unequal alliance model to 

help explain New Zealand's decision-making in terms of an on-going 

relationship with the United States. 

A. Features of an Unequal Alliance 

In addition to the features of small state behaviour that we have 

already identified in section 2.3 D, certain types of small-state action 

emerge specifically within the alliance context, action which is related 

to the aims of the small power in its dealing with its more powerful 

ally. For instance, Michael Handel asserts: 

The major question for many, if not most weak states is not 
whether they should enter into an alliance with a stronger 
power. It is, rather, how to obtain the external aid of 
another powerful state, how to commit the other power to 
support their interests, how to make sure that the help 
will arrive when needed, while at the same time maintaining 
their integrity and not becoming too dependent on the 
great power's good will and support. For many weak states56 
this is the normal way of life rather than the exception. 

Astri Suhrke considers this problem in a slightly different manner. 

~e isolates three important and distinct factors in unequal alliances as 

follows: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(1) 

Obtaining Support, 

Resisting Intervention, and 

The Mistrust Factor, 57 

Obtaining Support 

In order to obtain support, the smaller ally has three principal 

tactics open to it - stressing its unreliability, contributions or 

weakness. These, Suhrke maintains, are not mutually exclusive but, 

rather, are aspects of the role the ally adopts, for instance: 

if the smaller state is a loyal and contributing ally, 
it may be rewarded for its compliance and support, 
Finally, the smaller state can bargain from weakness 
by stressing its fragile position which - unless it is 
remedied - may undermine the alliance itself. 58 

56. Handel op cit. pp.121,122 . 

57. Astri Suhrke, "Gratuity or Tyranny: The Korean Alliances." 
World Politics Vol XXV No. 4 (July 1973) pp.5O8-532. 

58. Ibid p.5O9. 
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He adds: 

the smaller ally tends to be cast in a given, mixed role 
which is determined by his own and the larger ally's 
perception of the smaller state's actual weaknesses and 
strengths, the past record of inter-allied relations, 
and the nature of the security threat. Within this 
role, the smaller ally can manipulate certain features 
for bargaining purposes, but sudden changes in the role 
compositions must correspond to external and internal 
developments in order to be credible. (Envisage the 
government of New Zealand suddenly stressing an image 
of unreliability towards the United States.) 59 

(2) Resisting Intervention 

Suhrke states that: 

the basic dilemma of the smaller ally is to obtain sufficient 
support without undue interference from the larger ally .•. 
The smaller government may accept a certain amount of 
control by the larger state in its domestic and foreign 60 
policy as an inevitable and legitimate price for support. 

If a small ally wants to avoid intervention it can resist either from 

a position of strength or weakness: 

To assume a position of strength, the smaller partner must 
maintain internal order, .fulfil alliance obligations, 
and isolate domestic conditions from the external 
functions of the alliance .. .vulnerability to allied 
control is further reduced by diversification of its 
foreign economic and diplomatic relations .... To 
demonstrate its weakness, on the other hand, the 
government can argue that it is sim1ly too frail to 
absorb allied demands and control. 6 

(3) The Mistrust Factor 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62. 

Suhrke's third observation is that: 

unequal alliances are generally marked by an atmosphere of 
mutual mistrust that is created by the differences in the 
foreign policy perspectives of the small and the large 
allies. For the small state, the alliance is a major 
foreign policy concern among relatively few. The larger 
state will judge it in relation to a number of commit
ments and interests. Essentially, the small state fears 
that it may be expendable - which to the large state would 
mean the loss of an ally, but which to ~he smaller 
government would be a national defeat. 6 

Ibid pp.509,510. 

Ibid p.511. 

Ibid p.512. 

Ibid p.512. 
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B. Strategies of Weakness - Small State Roles 

Given that the small state has certain specific aims in the 

alliance context, the role it adopts will be largely determined by the 

strategy it chooses to achieve those aims. We have already mentioned 

Suhrke's unreliable, contributing and weak ally roles. Robert Keohane 

suggests that: 

The simplest role for a small state to assume in dealings 
with the United States is that of a 'loyal ally'. All 
allies play this role to some extent, some play it 
almost to the exclusion of all others. The loyal ally 
supports Americ.an policies by word and deed. When its 
policies diverge from those of the United States, it 
attempts to mute the differences and 63 avoid 
embarrassing the American Government. 

Keohane observes some limitations in this s_trategy if the small state is 

seeking to influence the United States. He notes: 

... if the loyal ally appears entirely satisfied, it will 
be ignored. American policy-makers are too busy to think 
up grievances for states that cannot manufacture their 
own. A state that wants political, military and economic 
support, therefore, must hold the attention of the United 
States officials .... for a needy or greedy state it is 
imperative that visibility be maintained by insisting that 
the United States is overlooking some of its important 
interests. 
Two different strategies meet the need in opposite ways: 
a 'super-loyal' strategy on the one hand and a stance 
of 'moderate independence' on the other. 64 

A super-loyal strategy is more costly in terms of having to 

tailor policies to the wishes of the large ally and, as Keohane points 

out: 

If the American alliance system as a whole will persist 
and a de facto guarantee of its security remain in force 
in almost any case, why should 'the small state make 
special sacrifices to strengthen its own alliance or to 
abide by the spirit as well as the letter of the agreement? 
Recalcitrance may appear a better course than enthusiastic 
and self-sacrificing co-operation, 65 

The small state, because it is weak, can largely take the inter

national system for granted as there is little it can do to change it and 
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it is this fact that Keohane maintains can give the small state considerable 

advantage. However, as we have noted from Suhrke, independence or 

unreliability must be a consistently maintained role in order to be 

credible. Keohane states: 

63. Robert O, Keohane, "The Big Influence of Small Allies" 
Foreign Policy. No.2, Spiing 1971 (pp.161-183) p,167, 

64. Ibid p.168. 
65. Ibid p.163, 



It is obvious that only a country with a reputation for 
independence can effectively threaten to undergo a 
'radical shift in orientation'. Effective bargaining 
along these lines, therefore, requires frequent shows 
of such independence.66 

Generally, an 'unreliable' or highly independent ally can pursue 

such policies because it is of strategic importance to the larger ally. 

One which is less critical strategically may have to adopt an alternative 

strategy. But, as Suhrke puts it: 

The reliable and contributing ally, on the other hand, 
plays for lower stakes, but spg9ific contributions 
can yield substantial rewards. 

For a small state loyalty can be costly but, both in terms of 

economic expenditure and psychologically, to be a reliable, trusted, 

contributing ally is less costly where there exists between the allies a 

considerable mutuality of interest. Historical and cultural links - a 

sense of community or 'we' feeling - is extremely important and is 

strengthened in the face of an identifiable and visible energy. As Martin 

Wight observes: 

There are associations between powers that seem to be deeper than 
formal alliances, to be based on affinity and tradition as 68 
much as interest, to be not so much utilitarian as natural. 

The so-called 'natural' alliances tend to persist because of a 
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continuing common interest in relation to the international power structure 

and because of a community of ideology. 

Where there is only limited community and where the major partner 

in the alliance puts heavy demands on smaller states to pursue policies not 

immediately perceived to be in their own interest, then the costs of 

alliance, or at least the cost of a 'super-loyal' strategy, may outweigh 

the benefits. A small state may then choose to take a more risky independent 

stance. 

Looking more specifically at the United States as the larger power 

in an alliance, if it chooses to pursue a policy of global involvement 

then, for a small ally, a super-loyal strategy can be effective for 

gaining and maintaining attention, 69 

An American foreign policy with more moderate aims, on the other 

hand, gives allies greater freedom to manoeuvre, so that consequently even 

a loyal and reliable ally may act relatively independently without its 

66. Ibid p.171. 
67. Suhrke op cit. p.510. 
68. Martin Wight Power Politics (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1978) p.123. 
69. See also Goldmann, op cit. 



loyalty being called into question. In this case, to maintain the 

attention of the United States government, an unreliable role may 

be more effective without being unduly risky - certainly claims from 

weakness are harder to maintain. 

C. Patrons and Clients 

Michael Handel, in his book Weak States in the International 

System, advances a helpful perspective on Weak State - Great Power 

relations in the case of a particular kind of loyal ally. That 'is the 

concept of a Patron and his Client: 

The Weak State can still get protection or material aid in time 
of need, but in return it has to render services which 
considerably limit its freedom of action and decision on 
a large variety of international issues. On almost every 
issue it has to follow the great power's lead and 
continuously try to please it. Sometimes the Weak State 
is asked to do so; sometimes, on its own initiative, it 70 
tries to guess what the great power would like it to do. 
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Handel applies the characteristics of patron-client relations from 

the literature of comparative government to the relations between nations: 

1. They are instrumental relations between actors of unequal power 
and status (a superior patron and an inferior client). 
They are based on reciprocity (as distinguished from pure 
coercion) in the exchange of material goods or protection 
for services, loyalty and deference to the patron. Most 
often there is an inbalance in these relations favouring 
the patron, despite the reciprocity involved in the process. 
The relation in its pure form is conditional in character. 

2. The exchange is mutually valued by both parties. Coercion, 
manipulation and authority can exist implicitly in the 
background but are not dominant. The power inbalance is 
not so great as to permit a pure command relationship. The 
relations are a balance between voluntarism and coercion. 

3. The Patron: The bargaining power of the patron is by 
definition greater than that of the client. The resources 
he has and the protection he can offer usually have a strong 
monopolistic element. The patron assembles clients on the 
basis of its ability to assist them. 

4. The Client: The client usually has a moral or contractural 
obligation which binds him to the patron. This position is 
determined by (a) the availability of other patrons who can 
render the same protection or material support and the 
mobility of the clients between alternative patrons; 
(b) the degree to which the patron is dependent on his 
client's services.71 

70. Handel, op cit. p.132. 

71. Ibid pp.132,133. 



The paradigm has not been applied systematically in the analysis 

of international relations and the existing literature in the field 

is small. However,· it is a model which is helpful in gaining an 

understanding of New Zealand's relationship with the United States. 

One important point that Handel stresses is the informality of 

the relationship - contrasting it with the formal alliance: 
✓ 

In International relations, the main characteristic of the 
relation between patrons and clients is their informality; 
they are much less rooted in tradition and less uniform 
in character than formal alliances. In every instance, 
however, the client state makes decisions regarding its 
foreign policy with one ear to the wishes of the great 
power. These wishes do not have to be explicitly or 
formally presented to the client. On most occasions, 
patron-client relations of the 1970 1 s are characterised 
by the tac;.tit understanding of the client state, which 
knows what is expected of it by the great power and 
adjusts its policy accordingly. 

In the ideal form of patron-client relations (i.e. the 
non-coercive form), the client state voluntarily sets 
its own limits on action and makes decisions in support 
of the great power, hoping by such acts either to get 
immediate positive rewards from the great power or to 
accumulate goodwill and credit for the future. 72 

Handel mentions one variety of the 'super-loyal' ally role in the 

case of client states - the development of 'synchronism', or the close, 

loyal co-ordination of policy with that of the patron in which the 

client state "behaves like a politically penetrated system" taking 

foreign policy decisions "as if a foreign state were participating in 

· d · · k' " 73 A 1· h . 1 its ecision-ma ing. c ient may c oose simp y not to pursue an 

independent policy of self-interest at all. If the degree of cultural 

penetration is high then, because of a genuine mutality of interest and 

'we' feeling, the client may well have other very good reasons for 

pursuing those same policies. 

72. Ibid pp.134,135. 

73. Ibid p.136. 
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4. 1 

CHAPTER 4 

INFLUENCES ON THE NEW ZEALAND GOVERNMENT'S 

DEFINITION OF THE SITUATION IN VIETNAM 

THE REQUEST FOR NEW ZEALAND'S INVOLVEMENT IN THE 

VIETNAM CONFLICT 

A. An Occasion for Decision 

On May 24, 1965, the New Zealand Government decided to make 
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120 trqpps available for active combat duty in Vietnam. The decision 

was made two weeks after a request had been received from the 

Government of South Vietnam and shortly after the Australian decision. 

The request from the South Vietnamese Government was not an 

isolated action. It was made in conjunction with discussions with the 

United States and it is apparent that Australia and the United States 

had"established diplomatic channels through which the South Vietnamese 

Prime Minister Quat could be privately asked to publicly request 

Australian military support. 111 The request came slightly later 

to New Zealand and although it was not the only stimulus to action, 

it was the trigger factor which led to the public decision on combat 

military aid in this country. 

In order to understand the reasons for South Vietnam's request, 

consideration must be given to the history of conflict in the region 

and in particular the involvement of the United States. 

B. Historical Background to the Request for Assistance in Vietnam 

During the second World War the French Colony of Vietnam was 

occupied by Japanese tropps. In 1945 the Japanese surrendered to the 

Vietnamese Nationalist leader Ho Chi Minh and following the Potsdam 

Conference the country was occupied by the British in the South and 

Chinese Nationalist troops in the North, the French administration 

being restored by the end of 1945. 

During 1946 the French attempted to reach agreement with 

Ho Chi Minh over independence, but the talks broke down and fighting 

began between the two opposing factions of the Vietnamese Nationalists. 

1. Gordon Campbell, "Vietnam, New Zealand's Unwilling Role" 
New Zealand Listener January 29, 1983, p.13. 



The Communist-dominated Ho Chi Minh faction took to guerilla 

warfare. The other faction, led by Bao Dai, continued to try to 

achieve peaceful independence. Agreement was reached in 1949 and, 

although this was never implemented, his government was widely 

recognised as the legitimate government of Vietnam. 

Meanwhile Ho Chi Minh continued to maintain widespread popular 

support, securing his position against the French mainly in the North. 

In 1954 France sought to achieve a political solution to the 

continuing conflict through the Geneva Conference. Agreement was 

reached in June for independence under Bao Dai, who appointed Ngo 

Dinh Diem as Prime Minister of the State of Vietnam. In July a 

cease-fire agreement was achieved between the Vietminh and the 

French to stand at the 17th Parallel. In the 'Final Declaration', 

which was never signed although generally accepted, it was noted 

that the military demarcation line was provisional and was not 

intended to be a political boundary. The declaration also made 

provision for elections to be held in Vietnam by July 1956. 

Elections were never held, largely due to the intransigence 
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of the Ngo Dinh Diem Government who anticipated Communist interference. 

And so the 17th Parallel became a firmly entrenched boundary. 

By the early 1960's the government in the South was having 

increasing problems consolidating power and maintaining its legitimacy. 

The United States which had been giving assistance increased its 

support and in 1961 brought Australia into consultation over the 

question of military aid. By early 1962 it became clear that the 

United States intended both Australia and New Zealand to be associated 

with the effort to stem Communist progress. 

Following the 'Buddhist Crisis' and a coup in 1963, Ngo Dinh 

Diem was assassinated. The position of the Viet Cong was strengthened 

as they continued to gain in popular support and military strength. 

Meanwhile the government of the South was highly unstable under the 

leadership of Prime Minister Quat. Economic and other forms of aid 

from the United States increased, along with some military aid from 

Australia and New Zealand, mainly in the form of military advisers 

and trainers. By late 1964, in the face of increased aggression, the 

United States was contemplating combat military involvement in the 

form of ground troops. 

It was following discussions between the United States and 

officials from New Zealand and Australia - and then with South Vietnam -

that the South Vietnamese Government made the approach to New Zealand 

for combatant aid. It was the formal approach that was necessary to 



invoke the provisions of the SEATO treaty for collective self

defence. 

4.2 FACTORS FROM THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM: NEW ZEALAND'S STRATEGIC 

POSITION WITH RELATIO~ TO THE UNITED STATES AND VIETNAM 

A. Treaties and Crises 

New Zealand's 1966 Review of Defence policy noted that: 

since ... 1961, events have brought about great changes 
in the world scene which react to New Zealand's 
strategic disadvantage, the most difficult security 
situations are now those of the Pacific rather than 
the Atlantic - of Asia rather than Europe. 2 

These strategic changes meant that New Zealand was coming to 

see itself increasingly as a Pacific nation rather than a distant 

European one. 

In 1951 New Zealand had made the first steps towards security 

arrangements outside of the British connection when it signed the 

ANZUS treaty. SEATO, signed in 1954, had given New Zealand an 

additional link with the United States and, although Britain was also 

a signatory - a fact which gave the treaty "an undeniably imperialist 
3 echo", - the Manila Treaty did have the effect of increasing New 

Zealand's awareness of a commitment to South-East Asia which became 

New Zealand's first line of defence, there being no real threat 

perceived in the Pacific. 

Following the 1956 Suez crisis which had brought New Zealand's 

two major allies, the United States and Britain, into disagreement, 

the Government came increasingly to turn to the United States. As a 

small ally, New Zealand became vulnerable to American pressures and 

thus linked to policies for the containment of communism:"where 

Britain stands we stand" became a reluctant "all the way with L.B.J." 

B. New Zealand's Military Tradition 

New Zealand has had a peculiar military history. In the fifty 

years prior to 1965 New Zealanders had fought wars on behalf of allies 

in Africa, Europe, the Middle East, the Pacific, as well as Asia. 

As Keith Jackson suggests: 

2. Appendices to the Journals of the House of Representatives 
A8, 1966 p. 7. 

3. M.A. MacKinnon New Zealand in World Affairs Volume 1 p.138 
quoted in Keith Jackson. "A Hostage to Fortune: New Zealand 
Foreign Policy 1945-1976". Round Table No 269, January 1978, 
p.70. 
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the extent of the dependence of New Zealand's culture 7 
upon war is a fundamental factor in the nation's development. 

The fighting tradition, particularly when reinforced by a 

renewed ANZAC connection formed an important part of New Zealand's 

self-perception with regard to Vietnam - providing troops to help 

allies in a distant war is the essence of New Zealand's military 

tradition. In fact what is perhaps an even more significant 

factor in relation to Vietnam has been the history of New Zealand's 

involvement in wars fought specifically in terms of obligations to 

allies. 

Following the intervention in Korea, Sir Carl Berendsen, 

New Zealand Ambassador to the United Sr~t~Q, h~~ 0nmmPnrPd'. 

I am certain this renewed evidence of New Zealand's 
readiness to play its part will have widespread 
influence and will redound greatly. 5 

Keith Jackson notes that New Zealand's commitment to Malaya: 

was seen less as a commitment to an Asian neighbour, 
and more in terms of New Zealand's obligations to its 
own protectors.6 

Sidney Holland had reaffirmed the dictum "where Britain 

stands,we stand" as well as saying that New Zealand would stand with 

the United States "through thick and thin, right or wrong". 7 In 

announcing to Parliament the commitment of New Zealand troops to 

Malaya in 1955, Holland said: 

we must earn the support of Britain by pulling 
our weight in the British boat. That is the 
British thing to do. 

He added: 

also we must earn the active support of the United 
States ... by demonstrating to her that we are 8 
prepared to play our part in our own defence. 

The 1961 Defence Review has anticipated a further Military 

Contribution in South East Asia when it stated: 

Recent events, ... have demonstrated the likelihood 
of a call to New Zealand to participate in a small
scale collective security action. Such a call 
might come from SEATO and might involve assistance 
to a South-East Asian country whose independence is 
threatened by Communist aggression. 9 

4. Keith Jackson, "New Zealand and the Vietnam War: A Retrospective 
Analysis: in John Henderson et al (eds) Beyond New Zealand p.56. 

5. Keith Jackson, "A Hostage to Fortune" p.69. 
6. Ibid p.69. 
7. Richard Kennaway. New Zealand Foreign Policy 1951-1971, 

Wellington: Hicks-Smith, 1971) p.37. 
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8. NZPD Vol.305, pp.11-26, 24 March 1955. See also Kennaway New Zealand 
Foreign Policy pp.37,38 and Jackson, "A Hostage to Fortune" p.69. 

9. 1961 Defence Review p.4. 



By then New Zealand contributions in Malaysia were not seen 

as such a priority because of the reduction of communist terrorism 

there and thus the reserve ground forces were free to assume the 

role of "a contribution to a standing force ready to counter 

aggression in South-East Asia 11 •
10 

4.3 PRIOR BEHAVIOUR: SIGNALS AND PROPAGANDA FROM THE 

UNITED STATES 

A. The Varieties of Communication 

In pursuing its policies aimed at the containment of communism, 

the United States was anxious to secure the South Vietnamese position 

against any form of communist threat in the region. In order to 

accomplish its objectives, and for mainly political reasons, the 

United States sought military contributions from Australia and New 

Zealand. The direct request to New Zealand from the South Vietnamese 

Government was associated with a number of different types of 

communication from the United States with relation to the Vietnam 

situation. 
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The United States used signals to the Government as well as 

propaganda directed at certain selected target groups within New Zealand 

in order to project a certain image of the United States and of the 

various factions within Vietnam. 

In terms of 'linguistic paradigms' the United States tended to 

avoid linkage and the use of specific threat/promise statements. 

Signals tended to be persuasive - in terms of warning/encouragement 

statements. Indeed, it appears that Keohane and Nye's observations 

that: "Both the Australian-American and Canadian-American postwar 

relationship involve alliance regimes with norms against overt 

linkage1111 applies equally well to New Zealand. 

The United States had no need to 'exercise power' over New 

Zealand - expressing preferences was quite sufficient. 

(1) ANZUS Council Meetings 

At the ANZUS Council Meeting in Canberra during May 1962, Dean 

Rusk, the United States Secretary of State, requested further assistance 

in Vietnam from New Zealand and Australia, stressing that the contribution 

10. Ibid p.6. 
11. Robert 0. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye Power and Interdependence: World 

Politics in Transition (Boston: Little, Brown, 1977) p.202. 



was an obligation under the SEATO treaty and at the time was to 

include economic and non-combatant military aid. Further pressure 

was applied during subsequent ANZUS meetings. 

(2) Inter-Governmental Meetings 

A number of United States statesmen visited New Zealand 

immediately prior to the decision on combatant troops as well as 

subsequently, holding discussions with the government. On 4 and 5 

December, 1964, William Bundy visited Australia and New Zealand and 

had meetings in which he told the respective governments how the 

United States intended to act through a two-phased programme of 

graduated pressures on North Vietnam. 

One of the aims stressed by President Johnson in the 
meetings of 1 and 3 December, and continually 
thereafter was obtaining increased assistance for 
the GVN {Government of South Vietnam} and for our 
effort on its behalf from our allies ... 

At the time, however, not only general assistance 
from many countries but specifically military 
assistance from a select few was particularly 
sought. During the consultations with allied 
Governments, both Australia and New Zealand 
were pressed to send troops to assist ARVN 
{The Army of the Republic of South Vietnam}. 
Both supported the U.S. policy decision as probably 
necessary, but neither was willing at the time to 
make a commitment. 12 

At this stage the United States had not made a final decision 
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on ground troops and was seeking more support for the phase 2 air 

strikes. Australia was anxious to make a commitment but was primarily 

interested in providing an infantry battalion. It was not until May 

of 1965 that direct pressure was applied to New Zealand for combatant 

military aid and the Government soon became aware that a military 

contribution was expected as part of New Zealand's guarantee of 

security in the Pacific. American sentiments were later made very 

clear, for instance, during a vice-presidential visit by Hubert 

Humphrey in 1966 when he forcibly reminded Cabinet: 

12. The Pentagon Papers: The Defence Department History of 
United States Decision-Making on Vietnam. The Senator 
Gravel Edition. (Boston: Beacon Press, 1971) Vol III, 
p.257. 



(3) 

Now, one of the reasons why the American nation 
has committed its resources in Vietnam is 
because we think, at least we believe, that the 
greatest single force for world peace today is 
the integrity of the American commitment under 
its treaties and its obligations. We believe 
that, and I must say to you that you would feel 
surely less than secure here in New Zealand and 
your neighbours in Australia, if the treaty that 
we have with you was only something to be recorded 
in the history books and not to be honoured by 
men in our time.13 

Public Statements in New Zealand by Visiting American 

Statesmen and Top Military Figures 

In April 1965, after the United States had begun bombing of 

North Vietnam in earnest and were sending in ground troops, President 

Johnson's envoy, Henry Cabot Lodge, made the statement upon his 

arrival in New Zealand: 

I am not going to ask New Zealand for military 
assistance - they know what to do. 14 

A 1965 United States Information Service report notes the 

fact that: 

Visits of United State's statesmen and top 
military figures are used as a device to make 
subtle references to A.N.Z.U.S .... In the year 
just past these opportunities were made 
possible through the visits of members of 
Congress and numerous generals and admirals 
attached to C.I.N.C.P.A.c.15 

(4) The United States Information Service 
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The United States Information Service operating in New Zealand 

had a number of very specific propaganda aims that it was working 

towards. It 'modestly submits' that its efforts to influence New 

Zealand's attitudes to Vietnam had considerable effect on the decision 

of May 1965. Three psychological objectives were: 

(i) To encourage "The continuation of New Zealand's 
alignment with the Western Democracies and 
active support of the United States' Foreign 
Policy positions." 

13. New Zealand External Affairs Review. February 1966, p.29. 

14. The Press (Christchurch) 20 April 1965, p.l, also quoted in 
Kennaway New Zealand Foreign Policy pp.75,76. 

15. The Press 3 November, 1981, p.17. 



(ii) "To create a greater awareness of New Zealand's 
participation in political, economic and 
security measures designed to resist 
Communist Penetration in South-East Asia. 
In this connection to encourage New 
Zealand's full support of S.E.A.T.O. 
and A.N.Z.U.S.". 

(iii) To convince New Zealand "target audiences" 
that A.N.Z.U.S. was a treaty with "both 
purpose and muscle," and that New Zealand 
and the United States had "much to gain 
and nothing to lose by membership in this 
exclusive treaty". 16 

A U.S.I.S. report from 1965 claims that the service operated 

45 

to change New Zealand attitudes through a number of channels. Firstly, 

it supplied a "torrent of United States Vietnam policy material, 

background information, etc., which U.S.I.S./Wellington kept flowing 

across the desk of the Prime Minister, Members of his Cabinet, and 

Parliamentarians",and the report claims, "It would be naive to believe 

that ... (this) ... had no effect on the positive position taken by 
17 

Prime Minister Holyoake". 

Secondly, the report details the favourable publicity which 

cqme from seminars for student leaders and university faculty members 

as well as visits by Dr Clinton Rossiter, Henry Cabot Lodge, and the 

United States .Ambassador to South Vietnam. The report claims that 

assistance given to Canterbury University's .American Studies Program 

also had propaganda purposes with regard to Vietnam. 

Thirdly, the U.S.I.S. supported Review, the magazine of the 

R.S.A., claiming that almost all the material which had been supplied -

aimed at demonstrating the United States' capability in the Pacific -

had been printed. 

Fourthly, statements made by visiting .American officials were 

used as a conscious propaganda device, particularly with respect to 

ANZUS. 

Fifthly, U.S,I.S./Saigon was also involved in the indoctrination 

of New Zealand journalists on United States' Government trips. 

(5) Indirect Pressure - The United States and Australia 

Some of the pressure that was put on New Zealand which 

contributed to an altered perception of the situation came via Australia. 

Australia's greater enthusiasm for military involvement in Vietnam put 

16. Ibid p.17. 

17. Ibid p.17. 



considerable pressure on ~ew Zealand and was a significant factor 

in the Government's initial decision-making. 

B. Reciprocity - the Effects of United States' Prior Behaviour 

on New Zealand's Definition of the Situation 

Signals and Propaganda from the United States are responsible 

for a great deal of New Zealand's perceptions of the situation with 

regard to Vietnam. There was enormous variety in the types of 

signal coming from the United States to New Zealand at the time of 

the Vietnam war conveying information designed to act on New Zealand's 

perceptions of most aspects of the situation. 

New Zealand's perceptions of a moral obligation to South 

Vietnam came to mirror those of the United States - with some 

important differences attributable to the different perceptions of 

a small state. Similarly, the perceived direct 'domino' threat 

stemming from Chinese CoIIlillunist aggression was one propagated by the 

United States. Most significantly affected by the United States 

action were New Zealand's perceptions of its SEATO obligations and 

of the actions necessary to secure the alliance, Signals were also 

aimed at altering New Zealand's perceptions of events in Vietnam 

itself and to increase favourable reaction to the United States. 

The pressure on New Zealand was strong and persistent and left 

the government in no doubt as to what the United States wanted. 

4.4 THE INFLUENCE OF POLITICAL LEADERSHIP, PARTY POLITICS AND THE 

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS ON NEW ZEALAND'S VIETNAM POLICY 

In 1965 the National Government, under the leadership of 

Prime Minister Keith Holyoake, was securely in office and, although 

the Vietnam war was controversial from the start, it was not until 

later that it became a deeply divisive partisan issue. In 1965 the 

Government's electoral support was not an issue in decision-making 

and thus regime influences were not highly significant. 

The Labour Party, in the Parliamentary 'debate' over 

contributions to Vietnam, expressed their opposition to the decision 

to send troops. However, they supported the Government's decision and 

the first call for the withdrawal of New Zealand troops was not made 

until May 1966. 

The Government's decision to make combatant troops available 

in Vietnam was made in Cabinet and, as far as the decision-making 
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was concerned, the only real disagreements were over the degree 

of support that should be given. Holyoake 1 s personal style led to 

close consultation within Cabinet and he relied on those around him. 

It was a consensus style of government rather than a strong and 

forceful personal approach. 

Leadership and regime factors do not emerge as highly salient 

determinants of New Zealand's decision-making on Vietnam in 1965, 

although Holyoake and President Johnson shared considerable personal 

affinity. Personal factors are important primarily as influences on 

the way in which the situation was defined - for instance Patricia 

Donnelley identifies in Holyoake's statements on Vietnam "a high 

degree of threat c.onsciousness 1118 - the threat coming from Asian 

and Chinese Communism. "Some 63% of the sources identified relate 

to the perception of threat ... only 23% concern New Zealand's duties 

and obligations under the SEATO alliance 11 •
19 

4.5 THE INFLUENCE OF NEW ZEALAND'S NATIONAL ATTRIBUTES ON ITS 

DEFINITION OF THE SITUATION IN VIETNAM 

A. Idealism and the Use of Moral and Normative Positions 

Small states lacking the resources for high cost political 

action, frequently utilize moral and normative positions on inter

national issues. In 1965, New Zealand displayed its idealism through 

statements of identification with South Vietnam as another' small 

state' and through taking the moral position that it was acting in 

the defence of its principles, in particular the legal norm that 

violence should not be rewarded. 

But a moral position is not the exclusive preserve of small 

states. The United States in Vietnam also took up a normative 

position. President Johnson told an audience at John Hopkins 

University why the United States was in South Vietnam: 

We are there because we have a promise to keep. 
Since 1954 every American President has offered 
support to the people of South Vietnam. We have 
helped to build, and we have helped to defend. 
Thus, over many years, we have made a national 
pledge to help South Vietnam defend its 
independence. 
And I intend to keep that promise. 

18. Patricia M.E. Donnelly Continuity and Change in New Zealand 
Foreign Policy: An Analysis of National Role Conceptions 
Unpublished M.A. Thesis. (Christchurch: University of 
Canterbury, 1977) p.57. 

19. Ibid p.57. 
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To dishonour that pledge, to abandon this 
small and brave nation to its enemies, and 
to the terror that must follow, would be an 
unforgiveable wrong. 20 

The difference between the moral position of the two nations 

is that, whereas America stressed its own personal pledges and the 

political threat, New Zealand policy-makers put comparatively more 

emphasis on international legal aspects such as North Vietnam's 

violation of the Geneva Agreement as a motive for action, placing 

the country under moral obligation to act. The United States tended 

to stress the international legal aspects as a justification for 

action taken for other reasons rather than as a motive. 21 

B. Activity in Intergovernmental Organisations 

Keith Holyoake's motion in Parliament regarding support for 

the Government's decision on military aid to South Vietnam contained 

in its preamble: 

That this house ... re-affirms its belief in the 
principle of collective security, recognises that 
the defence of the Republic of Vietnam cannot at 
the present time be carried out by the United 
Nations or any force drawn from a group of nations 22 
acceptable to the Parties involved in the struggle; ... 

While expressing a preference for activity carried out under 

a more internationally acceptable inter-governmental structure, the 

government of New Zealand was not able to provide forces as part of 

a joint peace-keeping venture. It did stress, on the other hand, 

particularly in the white paper on Vietnam, the collective security 

aspects of its action in relation to SEATO. Malcolm McKinnon notes: 

C. 

The constant references in the paper to collective 
security ... emphasised that New Zealand saw her role 
as one of solidarity with other powers involved in 
the struggle, rather than an independent stance. 23 

Inability to Monitor the System Effectively - Perceptions 

of the Chinese Threat 
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In East's 'alternative model' he points out that as small states 

have only a low organisational capacity in foreign affairs, they will 

20. "Patterns for Peace in Southeast Asia", address by President Johnson 
at John Hopkins University, Baltimore~Maryland on April 7, 1965, 
Department of State Bulletin April 26, 1965 p.607 quoted in 
The Pentagon Papers Vol III p.760. 

21. See Richard A. Falk (ed), The Vietnam War and International Law 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1968, 1969). 

22. NZPD 28 May, 1965 p.7. 
23. Malcolm McKinnon, "Costs and Continuity: New Zealand's Security 

and the United States. Political Science (Wellington) Vol.30 
No.l, 1978 p.34. 



be slower in perceiving events and developments in the International 

System. He predicts that this tends to lead to more high risk 

behaviour. Whether or not this is the case, what is most significant 

is the fact that small states have to function internationally with 

a very limited information base and that they tend to have to rely 

on the intelligence sources of other major nations. 

Keith Jackson notes that New Zealand's colonial-type relation

ship with Britain had been marked by "centre-dominated feudal 

networks of communication1124 in which New Zealand had relied on 

Britain as its "window to the world 11 • 25 By 1965 the colonial base 

had shifted and, for its information about Vietnam, New Zealand came 

to rely largely on the United States as a source of perception -

mediated to some extent by Australia. 

A fundamental image that appeared in United States policies on 

Vietnam was the so-called 'domino theory' of Chinese Communist 

aggression. This was the view that, should South Vietnam fall to the 

Communists, the whole of South-East Asia would follow suit. 

The simple domino image prevailed in New Zealand, partly due 

to the limited information available to policy-makers. As the 

Government could obtain little independent information about the 

situation and was not privy to much American intelligence, it became 

subject to subtle United States propaganda and came to share many of 

the perceptions and misperceptions of the American administration. 

49 

On the other hand, however, America, with a much wider information 

base than one available to New Zealand, still suffered considerable 

confusion over issues of primary importance. Wendel points out, for 

instance, that American conceptions of who the real enemy was in 

Vietnam: 

shifted erratically among three possibilities. The 
enemy was: (l) a primary party, monolithic Communism, 
(2) a primary party, Hanoi, and the VC its creattre, 
and (3) a primary party, China. Configuration number 
one was dominant (two primary parties) although the 
identity of the parties was a matter of dispute. On 
'our' side, at some point, Washington took over the 
primary role from Saigon; as to' their' side, 
American policy-makers never did reach a permanent 
conclusion concerning who the enemy really was. 26 

24. Johann Galtung. 11A Structural Theory of Imperialism", Journal of 
Peace Research Vol, 8, No.2, 1971, pp.81-118, also quoted in 
Jackson. "A Hostage to Fortune" p.66 

25. Jackson, "A Hostage to Fortune" p.66. 
26. Robert L. Wendel International Relations: A Policy-maker Focus 

(2nd ed) (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1980) p.38. 



It appears, in fact, that New Zealand may have been a good 

deal more accurate than the United States administration in its 

perception of the likely effects of certain actions - notably the 

doubts about the effectiveness of bombing as a policy aimed at 

getting Hanoi to the negotiating table. New Zealand shared the 

CIA's well-founded scepticism. 

D. Securing the Alliance 

The 'traditional' model of small state behaviour predicts the 

"avoidance of behaviour and policies which tend to alienate the more 
27 powerful states in the system." 

This was very much in evidence at the time of the Vietnam war, 

and New Zealand policy-makers expressed what can be considered as 

typical small-state-in-an-alliance fears. Keith Jackson has observed: 

New Zealand leaders assume the expendability of the 
country in terms of great power relationships, so 
that implicit in the concept of obligations is the 
need to earn the regard and support of the great 
powers. 28 

He argues that this is a feature of New Zealand foreign policy that 

stems as Mr Muldoon put it, from the fact "that New Zealand is small 

and isolated. Not just that New Zealand is small. 1129 The economic 

weakening caused by the physical isolation of the enormous distances 

from suppliers and markets and the traditional colonial relationship 

with Britain have contributed to the restriction of possible small 

state roles assumed by New Zealand in seeking to earn United States' 

support. 

In Vietnam, New Zealand stressed its role as a loyal ally 

trying to contribute what it could by strengthening the alliance. 

The perception that by being a loyal ally, and only by being a loyal 

ally, it would ensure an extensive American commitment in the future, 

severely limited the strategies that could be contemplated. 

E. The Economic Focus 

Keith Holyoake saw certain features of the situation in Vietnam 
30 

as being directly related to the "economic growth and development" 

27. Maurice A. East. "Size and Foreign Policy Behaviour: a Test 
of Two Models." World Politics Vol XXV No.4. July 1973, 
(pp.556-576) p.557. 

28. Jackson "A Hostage to Fortune" p.68. 
29. R.D. Muldoon. Speech to Diplomatic and Commonwealth Writers 

Association, London, April 14, 1976. Quoted in "A Hostage 
to Fortune" p.68. 

30. East, "Size and Foreign Policy Behaviour" p.560. 
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of New Zealand and in private talks with Johnson and by personal 

agreement the United States doubled its butter intake from New 
31 

Zealand. 

Publicly, however, economic matters emerged as only a minor 

theme in New Zealand's perceptions of the situation, and not until 

later in the war. Nevertheless, the fact that trading opportunities 

with the United States were even alluded to is suggestive of a 

role New Zealand was stressing - that of a weak and economically 

disadvantaged ally threatening to collapse without support - what 
32 

Suhrke calls the "bargain from weakness". 

F. The Avoidance of Force - New Zealand's Limited Means 

Small states have severely limited means available to them in 

the pursuit of foreign policy objectives, and, as East argues: 

compared to large states, small states have a 
smaller proportion of an already small resource 
base to devote to the international sector. 33 

Committing combatant troops in Vietnam represented for New 

Zealand a radical departure from previous policies on the issue. 

However, the government's actions remained cautious. The maximum 

level of New Zealand's troop commitment at any one time was about 
34 550 men, all regular army forces. In 1967 discussions were held 

between senior American officials and the New Zealand Government 

concerning the possibility of increasing troop levels to a pro rata 

basis with the United States. This would have involved sending a 
35 further 5800 troops. The Americans realised that this was more 

than could be expected - the New Zealand Government made that quite 

clear - and, in terms of relative real economic cost, New Zealand's 

support for the Vietnam war remained at a relatively low level. 

In fact New Zealand was physically capable of contributing a 

considerable army - as it had done in the second world war, when 

70,000 troops were committed - the limitation was political. 
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31. Vietnam: The New Zealand Story" Television 2, New Zealand, February 8, 

32. Suhrke,"Gratuity or Tyranny," p.509. 
1983. 

33. East, "Size and Foreign Policy Behaviour" p.558 

34. McKinnon, "Costs and Continuity" p.35. 

35. The Pentagon Papers, Vol. IV pp.251, 470. 



CHAPTER 5 

DEFINING THE SITUATION IN VIETNAM 

In the previous chapter we identified and discussed a number of 

the most important influences on the perceptions of policy-makers. 

In this chapter we take the process one step further. 

A state's action, as we observed in Chapter 2, flows from the 

policy-maker's definition of the situation. Here we examine New 

Zealand's action on Vietnam in terms, firstly, of the government's 

perception of the events in Vietnam, secondly, in terms of how the 

New Zealand government defined its own situation in relation to the 

events in Vietnam and in what ways it saw its goals threatened 

directly or indirectly through these events. Thirdly, we look at 

what the government considered to be appropriate action in the 

circumstances and what the anticipated results of that action were. 

5.1 THE EVENTS IN VIETNAM 

The key feature of both American and New Zealand perceptions of 

the events in Vietnam was that North Vietnam had committed aggression 

against the South - an essentially legal conclusion. William Holder 

notes five claims about Vietnam that were expounded by the United 

States as a justification for its own participation in the war; they 

hinge on the question of aggression. 

The claims were that: 

(1) South Vietnam is a nation; 
(2) North Vietnam has breached international rules prohibiting 

aggression and has committed aggression against South Vietnam; 
(3) South Vietnam enjoys the right of self-defence in this 

(4) 
(5) 

circumstance; 
and of collective self-defence; 
Even if South Vietnam is not a nation, propositions (2),(3) 

and (4) still apply. 1 
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We consider the five propositions under two headings, one 

concerned with the question of nationhood and the other with the question 

of the legitimate response to aggression. 

1. William E. Holder. "The Legality of United States Participation 
in Vietnam: An Appraisal". The Australian Yearbook of 
International Law, 1966 (Sydney: Butterworths, 1969), p.69. 



A. The Claim to Nationhood 

The claim that South Vietnam was a nation was, as Holder 

observes, "often a hidden premise in policy statements 112 for both the 

United States and its ANZUS partners. It was an allegation supported 

by the fact that even prior to the 1954 Geneva accords, Vietnam had 

not been united. The Potsdam agreement of 1945 had divided the 

country at the 16th parallel and after that, in 1952, South Vietnam 

had been recommended for membership of the United Nations, although 

excluded on the Soviet veto. By 1965 its status as a nation was 

recognized by 60 countries. 3 On the other hand, the 17th parallel 

had been designed by the Geneva accords as "a provisional demarcation 

line, pending reunification" and providing: 

recognition of the historical fact that Vietnam 
is a single nation, divided into two zones 
temporarily for admi~istrative purposes 
pending on election. 

53 

These accords had not, however, been signed by either the United States 

or the South Vietnamese representatives and, as the New Zealand 

Government's white paper pointed out, even if North and South Vietnam 

were but two halves of a divided country, this did not excuse armed 

aggression of the part of the North Vietnamese any more than it excused 
5 similar aggression in Korea or a divided Germany. 

B. The Nature of the Conflict 

Defining the exact nature of the aggression was a key point in 

justifying third party involvement in the conflict. There was no doubt 

that North Vietnam's action was a breach of the Geneva accords, nor 

did New Zealand try to hide the fact that South Vietnam's action in 

calling on its SEATO allies was also a violation of the accords. 6 

The legal justification, however, -went back further - to Article 51 

of the United Nations charter which provides for the legal use of 

armed force for both self-defence and collective self-defence in the 

event of 'armed attack'. The United States White Paper of 1965 on 

the Vietnam question observed that: 

South Vietnam is fighting for its life against a 
brutal campaign of terror and armed attack 
inspired, directed, supplied and controlled 
by the Communist regime in Hanoi. 7 

2. Ibid p.69. 
3. Ibid p.69. 
4. Memorandum of Law of Lawyers Committee on American Policy towards 

Vietnam, Reprinted in 112 U.S. Congressional Record, pp. 2551-9, 
(9 February 1966), pp.2553,2556, also quoted in Holder, "The 
Legality of United States Participation in Vietnam", p.70. 

5. New Zealand Assistance to the Republic of Vietnam. AJHR, A.14, 1965. 
6. See Ibid. 
7. Holder, p.72. 



Keith Holyoake's observations in his introduction to the New 

Zealand Government White Paper on Vietnam are slightly more guarded 

and fall short of actually accusing North Vietnam of armed attack. 

He confined himself to the observation that aggression had been 

committed: 

What is happening in Vietnam, ... is not just a civil 
war. The extent of external direction and support 
is such as to constitute aggression. The Viet Cong 
Communist insurgents in the Republic of Vietnam owe 
the effectiveness that they have had in undermining 
~he Government in the South primarily to the combina
tion of terrorism and external support. We believe 
that this constitutes a clear form of aggression, 
a new form of war - externally supported guerilla 
warfare or, to use the Communist phrase a "war of 
national liberation" - which poses just as much a 
threat to the victim of that aggression and to 
other countries as would any other form of 
aggression and calls just as imperatively for 
effective defence. 8 

The White Paper goes on to note: 

Were the war in the South simply a local uprising 
in which forces opposed to the government 
participated in guerilla action in an effort to 
undermine it, the question of providing external 
assistance to South Vietnam would have to be 
assessed in light of that fact ... There comes a 
point, however, where the volume of assistance, 
in men and supplies, and the degree of external 
direction is such that the campaign as a whole 
can no longer be regarded as an internal affair 
but must be regarded as a deliberate campaign 
of aggression. 

The record in Vietnam shows that there was such a 
campaign from the beginning of the Viet Cong 
threat. North Vietnam has committed aggression 
against the Republic of Vietnam under the guise 
of a "war of national liberation". The Viet 
Cong's effectiveness stems not from its own 
efforts - its ability to exploit the weaknesses 
and difficulties of the government in the South 
or to mobilize the Nationalist feelings and 
aspirations of the people in the South - but from 
the assistance given by North Vietnam. 9 

Holyoake's statement on 11 December, 1965 also included the 

observation of Chinese Communist involvement in the aggression. 

He noted: 

aggression has been committed by Communist North 
Vietnam backed by Communist China against South 
Vietnam. 10 

8, AJHR, A.14, 1965, p.6, 
9. Ibid p.47. 
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IO.New Zealand's Commitment to Vietnam: statement by the Prime Minister, 
11 December. New Zealand External Affairs Review, Vol.XV, No.12, 
December 1965, p.16. 



American Secretary of State, Dean Rusk, observed in his testimony 

before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on February 18, 1966, 

that the conflict was a matter of "systematic aggression by Hanoi 

against the people of South Vietnam 11 • 11 Elsewhere he called the 

war in Vietnam: 

as much an act of outside aggression as though 
the Hanoi regime had sent an army across the 
17th parallel. 12 
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But he, too, stressed the wider involvement of International Communism: 

We must recognise that what we are seeking 
to achieve in South Vietnam is part of a 
process that has continued for a long time, 
a process of preventing the expansion and 
extension of Communist domination by the 
use of force against the weaker nations on 
the perimeter of Communist power ... The 
Communist world has returned to its 
demand for what it calls a world revolution ... 
so what we face in Vietnam is what we have 
faced on many occasions before. The need 
to check the extension of Communist power 
in order to maintain a reasonable stability 
in a precarious world. 13 

Similarly, President Johnson saw that the primary reality of the 

situation was the fact that North Vietnam had "attacked the independent 

nation of South Vietnam11 •
14 But he also observed: 

Over this war - and all Asia - is another 
reality: the deepening shadow of Communist 
China. The rulers in Hanoi are urged on by 
Peiping ... The contest in Vietnam is part of 
a wider pattern of aggressive purposes.1 5 

Neither the Americans, nor the Government of New Zealand alleged 

that the majority of the Viet Cong forces fighting in the South were 

Northerners but what was significant in differentiating the conflict 

in South Vietnam from civil war in the eyes of the New Zealand Government 

was "the disproportionate importance that a few highly trained regulars 

infiltrated from the North can have 11 , 16 It was estimated that, at 

the time of the New Zealand White Paper, about 47,000 North Vietnamese 

11. See U.S., Dept. of State, Bulletin, March 7, 1966, pp.1-17, quoted 
in Wendzel, International Relations, p.38. 

12. U.S. Dept. of State. A Threat to Peace: North Vietnam's effort to 
Conquer South Vietnam. Publication 7308, 1961, and U.S. Dept. of 
State Aggression from the North: The Record of North Vietnam's 
Campaign to Conquer South Vietnam, Publication 7839, 1965, quoted 
in Wendzel, International Relations, p.39. 

13. Quoted in Wendzel, pp.38,39. 
14. Ibid p.40. 
15. U.S. Dept. of State, Bulletin, April 26, 1965, pp.606-610, 

quoted in Ibid p.40. 
16, AJHR, A.14, 1965, p.43. 



guerillas had been infiltrated into the South. 17 Each of these, 

with an important specialist technical contribution to make, was 

involved in leading and training the Viet Cong forces and thus 

the war was not: 

a war of peasant amateurs fired only by righteous 
indignation. The Viet Cong is a highly effective 
and experienced military machine which is 
skilled at applying the tactics of guerilla 
warfare to the task of undermining and eroding 
the government's forces and its hold on the 
population. 18 
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As a victim of Communist aggression, the New Zealand Government 

could justify South Vietnam's use of armed force as legitimate self

defence under the provisions of SEATO and the United Nations, and 

also its request for military aid as legitimate collective self-defence. 

This was despite the superficially civil nature of much of the 

conflict - civil in that it mainly involved South Vietnamese Viet Cong 

fighting South Vietnamese Government troops at a time when no Government 

there had succeeded in being able to claim wide support. 

The lack of popular support for the Government did raise the 

question of legitimacy which was broached by the leader of the 

Opposition, A.H. Nordmeyer, in the debate in the New Zealand 

Parliament. 

He commented: 

Governments of South Vietnam have been toppling 
over like ninepins. Who elected the Government 
there? ... Is there anyone who seriously suggests 
that it does in fact represent the unhappy 
people of that country?19 

The New Zealand Government, however, took the position that, 

if the South Vietnamese Government was not representative, it was 

legitimate in a way that the Viet Cong was not and, furthermore, it 

had been weakened by the deliberate actions of the Viet Cong. 

The United States', and Australia and New Zealand's, use of 

military power in Vietnam was controversial partly because the facts 

concerning prior Communist intervention in the South were not easy 

to demonstrate. Holder's impression was that: 

17. Ibid p.46. 

18. Ibid p.43. 

19. New Zealand Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 342, Friday 28 May, 
1965, p.12, 



the United States has either over-played 
the extent of detailed control of the Viet 
Cong by Hanoi or underestimated the amount 
of indigenous support in the South ... 
recent rnited States statements, by 
focusing on the current level of North 
Vietnamese commitment, tend to ignore the 
alternative view that the real struggle 20 
in Vietnam is a social and political one. 

New Zealand tended to follow the United States in observing 

the problem in basically military terms. 
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5.2 NEW ZEALAND'S CHARACTERIZATION OF ITS OWN POSITION - THREATENED 

FOREIGN-POLICY GOALS CONSIDERED IN RELATION TO THE VARIOUS ACTORS 

Six major themes emerge as reasons for action in New Zealand 

Government statements on Vietnam to show how policy-makers saw New 

Zealand's position in relation to the other actors and in relation to 

threats to its own security: 

(A) Idealism: preserving the integrity of a small state. 
(B) Duty: fulfilling S.E.A.T.O. obligations. 
(C) The General Danger: the undermining of the rule of law. 
(D) The threat to New Zealand: China and International Communism. 
(E) Securing the Alliance: New Zealand and the United States. 
(F) Partnership: New Zealand and Australia. 

Later in the war the Prime Minister went as far as hinting that economic 

considerations were also involved - but there was no evidence of this 

in 1965. The seventh very minor theme concerns the question of 

American import quotas. 

A. Idealism: Preserving the Integrity of a Small State 

Threatened by the Communist forces of the Viet Cong and Hanoi, 

South Vietnam was viewed by the New Zealand Government as a 'friendly 

nation' which had requested help in the face of aggression. During the 

Parliamentary debate on New Zealand military aid, Keith Holyoake urged: 

Our men will be going to Vietnam solely to help 
the Government of a small country to resist 
aggression. 21 

Or, as he added later in the same speech: 

A vote in favour of this motion means, quite 
apart from the protection of our own New 
Zealand interests, that we are still 
concerned about the fate of small countries 
threatened by aggression. 

20. Holder, "The Legality of United States Participation in Vietnam", 
p.73. 

21. NZPD, 28 May, 1965, p.8. 



It means that we believe in the right of all 
men to choose their own form of government 
free from external interference. A vote 
for this motion also means that we are 
prepared to back up our beliefs with action. 
A vote against this motion would mean 
paying lip service to these principles and 
that we are not prepared to defend them. 
It would be saying that we leave the defence 
of these principles to others. This 
Government is determined to demonstrate that 
we are prepared to act in defence of our 
principles. 22 

South Vietnam achieved symbolic value as a small nation that 
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was threatened, as New Zealand could be, by the horrors of International 

Communisn and the war was hailed as a defence of liberty, democracy 

and self-determination. As Keith Holyoake put it: 

The South Vietnamese are fighting for their 
freedom and liberty ... The New Zealand 
Government has a fervent wish to bring about 
a peaceful settlement which will guarantee 
the territorial integrity of South Vietnam 23 
and of neighbouring countries in that area. 

B. New Zealand's Duty: Fulfilling SEATO Obligations 

Keith Holyoake, speaking on "the issues in South Vietnam" on 

13 May 1965, observed that: 

The Government's first and greatest concern is 
for the safety and security of the people of 
New Zealand. This involves us in defence24 
treaties and obligations we must honour. 

One such obligation was the Manila treaty signed on 8 September, 1954. 

Article IV states: 

1. Each party recognises that aggression by means 
of armed attack in the treaty area against any 
one of the parties or against any state or 
territory which the parties by unanimous 
agreement may hereafter designate, would endanger 
its own peace and safety, and agrees that it will 
in that event act to meet the common danger in 25 
accordance with its constitutional processes ... 

New Zealand was a signatory to the treaty and a full member of 

SEATO along with Australia, France, the Philippines, Thailand, the 

United Kingdom and the United States. The protocol to the treaty 

22. Ibid p .11. 
23. Ibid pp.8,9. 
24. "The Issues in South Vietnam" Statement by the Prime Minister, 

13 May. New Zealand External Affairs Review, Vol. XV, No.4, 
April 1965, p.12. 

25. Text of Manila Treaty, printed in NZEAR, Vol.IV, No.9, 
September 1954, p.46. 



had designated "the States of Cambodia and Laos and the free 

territory under the jurisdiction of the State of Vietnam1126 and 

these become known as the 'protocol States'. 

As a protocol state South Vietnam was entitled to request 

assistance from SEATO members in the event of an armed attack, 

since collective defence provisions for them come into operation 
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27 at "the invitation, or with the consent of the Government concerned". 

Having interpreted the delictions of Hanoi as aggression equivalent 
28 

to "armed attack" , the New Zealand Government was under obligation 

to act. And thus Jack Marshall could make the statement in Parliament 

that: 

the decision to send a combat unit to Vietnam 
is at the request of the Government of Vietnam 
and is in furtherance of our SEATO obligations. 
Members will see, if they read the exchange of 
letters, that that is the basis of the request 
and the response. 29 

Sir Leslie Munro added: 

the operation 
is engaged is 
treaty and is 
objectives. 30 

in which the New Zealand Government 
in the pursuance of the SEATO 
in strict compliance with its 

The New Zealand Government chose to see in the provisions of 

the SEATO treaty, not merely a legal justification for action taken 

for other reasons, but rather a major source of obligation to South 

Vietnam. 

C. 

stated: 

The G§neral Danger - Undermining the Rule of Law in 

International Affairs 

A cow.munique issued by the May 1965 SEATO Council of Ministers 

The Council considered at length the dangerous 
situation caused by the aggression organized, 
directed, supplied and supported by the 
Communist regime in North Vietnam in contra
vention of the basic obligations of international 
law and in flagrant violation of the Geneva 
agreements of 1954 and 1962 ..• 

The Council ... agreed that history shows that the 
tolerance of aggression in§1eases the danger to 
free societies everywhere. 

26. "New Zealand Assistance to the Republic of Vietnam", AJHR, A.14, 
1965, p. 13. 

27. NZEAR, September 1954, p.46. 
28. Roger H. Hull and John C. Novogood. Law and Vietnam, (Dobbs Ferry, 

New York: Oceana, 1968), p.152. 
29. NZPD, 28 May, 1965, p.16. , 
30. Ibid p.34. 
31. AJHR, A.14, 1965, p.64. 



For New Zealand, the war in Vietnam was seen as a defence of 

the principle of the rule of law in international affairs and it 

contrasted what Secretary of State, Rusk, called "the lawful versus 

the unlawful use of force 11 •
32 Keith Holyoake observed: 

we are a small state dependent in the last 
resort on the support of others for our own 
security. It would be short sighted in the 
extreme for us to stand idly by while another 
small state is overthrown by military attack 
in flagrant violation of the principles of 
international law and of the clear provisions 
of an internationally accepted agreement. Our 
history and the history of the world, has 
taught us to value the rule of law as the 
basis of peace and order.33 

D. The Threat to New Zealand: China and International Communism 
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Keith Holyoake made a statement of the fundamental facts 

which he said had formed the basis of the Government's decision to 

provide combat military aid to South Vietnam. A number of these made 

reference to the threat to New Zealand that the situation posed: 

The first is that the Government must always 
be concerned with the security of the people 
of New Zealand, both short term and long term ..• 
The second fact that confronted us was that 
New Zealand's first line of defence is South 
East Asia ..• The third fact is that the war in 
Vietnam is not a civil war or a popular uprising ... 
it is ruthless Communist aggression directed anu 
supplied by Communist North Vietnam and openly 
encouraged, supported and partly supplied by 
Communist China ... The fifth fact is that events 
in Vietnam threaten New Zealand just as much as 
events in Malaysia, and indeed at this stage 
probably more so.34 

The Government of New Zealand acted on the basis of the 

perception that the war in Vietnam involved massive Chinese Communist 

interference. Thus in a speech on 24 November, 1965, Keith Holyoake 

stated: 

32, "Address by Secretary of State, Dean Rusk", quoted in Holder, 
op cit. p . 7 0 • 

33. AJHR, A.14, 1965, p.6. 

34. NZPD, 28 May, 1965, pp.8,9. 



This is a war that must be fought because 
it must be shown that this type of Communist 
campaign will not be allowed to succeed. 
Communist China, which lies behind North 
Vietnam, has made brutally plain its view 
that this is the path to world-wide victory 
over the free world. Communist China advocates 
that this type of war should be initiated in 
country after country through Asia, Africa and 
Latin America, because it believes that the 
West will not show the skill and determination 
to help the countries that are the victims of 
attack to defend themselves successfully. We 
must show that we have the skill and 
determination. 3 .'.> 

For the New Zealand Government, the threat was more immediate 

than the general fear of Chinese Communist expansionism. New 

Zealand's foreign policy was geared to' forward defence' in South

East Asia, where New Zealand was already actively involved in the 

war in Malaysia. 
36 But the threat from "incessant communist military pressure" 

was most obvious in Vietnam and the government feared that if it was 
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37 not checked there it would "simply have to be faced yet again somewhere" 

- if South Vietnam fell the real concern was that New Zealand's 

immediate security interests would be endangered. "Don't let anyone 

have any doubts", Keith Holyoake urged: 

if South Vietnam falls to the Communists it 
will be the turn of Thailand and Malaysia 
and every other smaller Country in the 
region. In this eventuality the threat to 
New Zealand would be even closer to home. 38 

Some interpreted the Communist threat as potentially getting 

very close to home - a threat to New Zealand itself. As Jack Marshall 

put it: 

The crux of the matter for us is that Communist 
aggression in Vietnam is a threat to us. If 
South Vietnam is overrun and becomes a Communist 
State it becomes the base for the next move in 
the Communist plan for World revolution. The 
people of Vietnam and the United States and 
Australia are taking their stand to stop the 
Communist aggression now. Our security and our 39 
way of life are at stake and we cannot stand aside. 

35. "New Zealand's Place in the World": An address to the Sixth Form 
Seminar, Palmerston North by the Prime Minister, the Right Hon. 
K.J. Holyoake, 24 November, 1965. NZEAR, Vol. XV, No.11, 
November 1965, (pp.3-7) p.5. 

36. NZEAR, Vol.XIV, No.1O, October 1964, p.2O. 
37. Ibid p.21. 
38. NZEAR, Vol. XV, No.5, May 1965, p.12. 
39. NZPD, 28 May, 1965, p.17. 



T.P. Shand was even more forthright in arguing that the 

war in Vietnam was New Zealand's fight also: 

because when Vietnam goes and the rest of 
South East Asia goes, Australia and New 
Zealand are the only two countries left 
in the area with a comparatively light 
population and opportunities for Chinese 
invasion and occupation.40 

This fear of a domino effect coming from a Communist victory 

was a core factor in the New Zealand Government's perception of 

Vietnam. 
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The Labour Party, on the other hand, tended to perceive a more 

limited threat concentrated in Malaysia rather than one emerging from 

the tolerance of aggression generally. The Leader of the Opposition, 

A.H. Nordmeyer, expressed: 

We have grave doubts about the wisdom of 
military intervention in South Vietnam. 
Our main doubt is based on the fact that 
this little country has heavy obligations 
in Malaysia, to whose freedom we are 
dedicated and in whose defence we have 
undertaken to commit our forces ... New 
Zealand's first line of defence is not 
South Vietnam, it is Malaysia ... In my 
view the threat to the future of Australia 
and New Zealand is far greater in the 
Malaysian and Indonesian sphere than it 
is in South Vietnam. 41 

Both parties in New Zealand perceived some sort of threat 

from Communist forces in South-East Asia. Where they differed was 

over the degree of threat they were prepared to see emanating from 

Vietnam itself. 

E. Securing the Alliance: New Zealand and the United States 

On 13 May, 1965, the Prime Minister made the statement that, 

with regard to the bombing of North Vietnam and the authorization of 

ground troops to be sent for combat duty in the South: 

The New Zealand Government fully supports and 
approves the action taken by the United States 
of America at the request of the Government 
of South Vietnam. 42 

When the New Zealand Government committed troops to Vietnam 

the assessment by Mr Whitehead, Labour Member for Nelson was: 

40. Ibid p.31. 
41. Ibid pp.12,13. 
42. "The Issues of South Vietnam: Statement by the Prime Minister, 

13 May". NZEAR, pp.11-14, Vol.XV, No.5, May 1965. 



The New Zealand National Party appears to be 
blindly following what the United States43 
wants to do. It has not always been so. 

For New Zealand, the Vietnam war became a challenge to its 
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role as a loyal ally of the United States. The Government feared that 

if it did not appear to be wholeheartedly supporting the Vietnam war 

effort then America might refuse adequate military support to New 

Zealand in the defence of more immediate security interests in South

East Asia, should any threat emerge later. The Government's position 

was summed up in a brief statement in the White Paper on Vietnam: 

Nor can we leave it to others to give the 
assistance that is needed on the argument 
that whatever we do can be of only marginal 
impact ... For what if in other days, such 
help were withheld from us.44 

New Zealand was paying the premium on its insurance policy: 

If we are not prepared to play our part 
now, can we in good conscience expect 
our allies to help later on? 45 

New Zealand wanted to make it clear that it was prepared to 

play a part in Vietnam and to a considerable extent the situation was 

defined in terms of the American alliance. 

Trevor Reese interpreted the action in terms of the fact that: 

on the face of it, Australia and New Zealand 
had taken the principle of alliance loyalty 
to the extreme·, assuming that the United 
Stated could not be relied on to assist them 
when needed unless they wholly supported 
.American policy in crisis situations such as 
Vietnam. On this basis any measure of support 
substantially less than that demanded by the 
United States was not possible and they left 
themselves with little room for initiative in 
expressing genuine differences of opinion.4 6 

New Zealand was not only responding to a potential direct threat 

from Communist expansionism, but also to the indirect threat of a 

weakened United States commitment. And this was at a time when 

New Zealand wanted to strengthen collective security measures: 

Never was there a more obvious time •.. to 
stand by the United States.47 

43. NZPD, 28 May 1965, pp.25,26. 
44. AJHR, A.14, 1965, p.8. 
45. NZEAR, May 1965, p.12. 
46. Trevor R. Reese. Australia, New Zealand and the United States: 

A Survey of International Relations, 1941-1968 (London: OUP, 1969). 
47. J.R. Hanan. NZPD, 28 May, 1965, p.23. 



The Australian Government, to a greater extent than New 

Zealand, took an opportunist attitude to the events in Vietnam. 

In May of 1964 Alan Renouf had sent a cable to the Department of 

External Affairs from the Australian embassy in Washington in 

response to the American request to Britain, Australia and New 

Zealand for 'more flags' in Vietnam in the form of non-combat 

military assistance. New Zealand and Britain were cautious but 

Renouf urged a response that was both prompt and positive: 

OUR OBJECTIVE SHOULD BE, IT IS SUGGESTED, TO ACHIEVE 
SUCH AN HABITUAL CLOSENESS OF RELATIONS WITH THE 
UNITED STATES AND SENSE OF MUTUAL ALLIANCE THAT IN 
OUR TIME OF NEED, AFTER WE HAVE SHOWN ALL REASONABLE 
RESTRAit~T Af~D GOOD SEl'~SE, THE UNITED STATES \-10ULD 
HAVE LITTLE OPTION BUT TO RESPOND AS WE WOULD WANT. 

THE PROBLEM OF VIETNAM IS ONE, IT SEEMS, WHERE WE 
COULD WITHOUT A DISPROPORTIONATE EXPENDITURE PICK 
UP A LOT OF CREDIT WITH THE UNITED STATES FOR THIS 
PROBLEM IS ONE TO WHICH THE UNITED STATES IS DEEPLY 
COMMITTED AND IN WHICH IT GENUINELY FEELS IT IS 
CARRYING TOO MUCH OF THE LOAD, NOT SO MUCH THE 
PHYSICAL LOAD THE BULK OF WHICH THE UNITED STATES 
IS PREPARED TO BEAR, AS THE MORAL LOAD.48 

Whereas Australian spokesmen, such as Renouf, referred in 

positive terms to 'picking up credit', New Zealand tended to refer 

to the problem in more negative terms of not jeopardizing the 

relationship. For example, there was an observation in the 1961 

Defence Review which guided New Zealand Policy in 1965: 

If our policy is one of collective security we 
must retain the confidence and support of the 
countries on whose assistance we rely: these are 
principally the United Kingdom, the United States 
and Australia. To do this we must join with 
them in defending what they regard as their 
vital interests as well as our own, and make the 
best contribution we can.49 
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New Zealand greatly feared the loss of American confidence and support. 

But some policy-makers did also see in the events of Vietnam an opportunity 

for New Zealand to exert a more direct influence on American policies. 

They hoped that through co-operation with the United States, New Zealand 

might be included in consultations with the principal parties to the 

war - the United States and South Vietnam. 

48. Quoted in M. Sexton, War for the Asking: Australia's Vietnam 
Secrets. (Hannondsworth: Penguin, 1981) pp .. 44,45. 

49. Review of Defence Policy. AJHR, A.19, 1961, p.4. 



The 1966 Review of Defence Policy states as one of the 

"more substantial objectives in relation to national security": 

F. 

To establish a claim upon our major allies for 
consultation, a voice in important decisions, 
and in the last resort, and most importantly, 
military assistance and protection in time of 
need. This requires New Zealand to demonstrate 
willingness to make an appropriate degree of 
national defensive effort, and willingness and 
ability to assist our allies in mat50rs 
affecting their national interests. 

Partnership: New Zealand and Australia 

In Parliament on 28 May, 1965, Keith Holyoake made mention of 

"the Australian decision, in response to the invitation from the 

Government of South Vietnam, to make available a battalion of 

infantry 1151 as one of "three significant developments 1152 calling for 

close attention at the time, the other two being increased Communist 

infiltration from the North and the letters of request for aid from 

the South Vietnamese Government. Holyoake then went on to state 

that one of the reasons for contributing an artillery battery was 

that it would: 

fit in well with the Australian Infantry Battalion 
to form a small ANZAC force, so maintaining the 
partnership which was born just 50 years ago at 
Gallipoli and continuing the ANZAC tradition that 
recognizes that Australia and ~3w Zealand are 
united on matters of security. 

The Government wanted to do all it could to stress this sense 

of partnership. Australia was seen to be extremely zealous about 
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the war - more so than America at times, particularly over the 

question of combatant troops, although still sometimes apprehensive 

as New Zealand was. New Zealand did not want to be seen to be falling 

well behind Australia in military contributions and thus be left out 

in the cold in the Pacific. It wanted to maintain the confidence and 

support of Australia as the other ANZUS treaty member. 

Alister Barry has recently suggested that in fact "the 

Australian decision to commit troops was much more telling on New 

Zealand than the pressure from America 11 •
54 Gordon Campbell writes: 

50. AJHR, A.8, 1966, pp.5,6. 

51. NZPD, 28 May, 1965, p.8. 

52. Ibid p.8. 

53. Ibid p.8. 

54. The New Zealand Listener, January 29, 1983, p.13, Col.l. 



Once the Australian troopships began to sail, 
the political cost of being seen to be 
ignoring their calls for assistance was judged 
to be too high. Moreover, the prospect of 
uniting the spirit of Anzac to the fight 
against Communism must have seemed attractive 
to Holyoake, at least in the short term. 55 

G. Economics: New Zealand and American Import Quotas 

Slightly later in the war a minor theme emerged as part of 

New Zealand's perception of its relationship to the United States 

with regard to co-operation in Vietnam, and that was the economic 

aspect of the relationship - more specifically, the problem of 

restrictive American import quotas for New Zealand primary produce. 

In Keith Holyoake's letter to President Nixon in June 1969 he said 

that: 

New Zealand cannot be expected to play its full 
part in areas of international co-operation, 
including regional security arrangements to 
which the United States attaches importance, 
unless it has the trading opportunities 
which provide it with the economic means. 
There is a direct relationship between New 
Zealand's capacity to play its part as a 
good ally, and its ability to earn from fair 
trading opportunities overseas. Restrictive 
action on New Zealand's exports to the United 
States makes it difficult for the New Zealand 
Government to justify to our people its 56 
alliance with the United States in other areas. 
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This economic trading factor was not referred to at all in the 

early stages of New Zealand's involvement in the Vietnam war. It 

became, not so much a posterior rationalization of the decision for 

the New Zealand Government, but rather an attempt to make the Vietnam 

decision a bargaining point 'butter for guns' - in the trading 

sphere. It was an attempt at linkage which was almost totally 

unsuccessful. 

5.3 APPROPRIATE ACTION AND ANTICIPATED RESULTS - NEW ZEALAND'S 

MEANS AND ENDS 

A. Military Means 

Sir Leslie Munro made the observation that: 

55. Ibid p.13, Col.2. 

56. NZEAR, Vol.XIX, No.6, June 1969, p.52, also quoted in Richard 
Kennaway, New Zealand Foreign Policy p.74. 



many people have said that this war cannot 
be won by military means alone, but i~ 
cannot be won without military means. 57 

In the light of New Zealand's aims to protect the integrity 

of South Vietnam, fulfil SEATO obligations, secure itself against 

the threat of Communist expansionism and strengthen the United 

States and Australian alliance, in the May of 1965 making a military 

contribution was seen by the Government to be the appropriate action 

to take. Keith Holyoake told Parliament that: 

The ... final fact upon which the Government 
made its decision was that until North 
Vietnam and its instrument, the Viet Cong 
forces, discontinued their aggression, and 
gave evidence of their readiness to enter 
into negotiations and to accept a peaceful 
settlement, the independence of the people 
of South Vietnam must be safeguarded. It 
cannot be safeguarded with words. At present 
it can be done only by military means. There 
is no other way of safeguarding the freedom 
and liberty of South Vietnam. 58 
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New Zealand had previously questioned the advisability of 

fighting a limited ground war in Vietnam even in the face of 'Communist 

aggression'. The American Defence Department noted in December 1964 

that during consultations with United States officials, New Zealand 

officials "expressed grave doubts" as to whether America's proposed 

measures would lead to the desired negotiations: 

Predicting instead that the D.R.V. 
(Democratic Republic of North Vietnam) 
would only increase the clandestine troop 
deployments to the South. They expressed 
doubts about the advisability of sending59 
allied ground forces into South Vietnam. 

The report continued, with reference to Australia and New 

Zealand: 

both supported the U.S. policy as probably 
necessary, but neit~er was 6~illing at the 
time to make a commitment. 

In fact the United States government had not yet made a firm 

decision on the use of ground forces and would not do so until early 

1965. The request was for military advisers - all non combatant -

and non-military aid. Prior to 1965 the American objectives were 

primarily political and psychological rather than military. 

57. NZPD, 28 May, 1965, p.35. 
58. Ibid p.9. 
59. The Pentagon Papers, Vol.III, p.257. 
60. Ibid p. 25 7. 



Michael Sexton notes: 

It is interesting that New Zealand's conservative 
Nationalist (sic) government took a tough line 
with the Americans ... The New Zealanders were 
also frankly sceptical that the projected phase 
2 bombing would break Hanoi's will. Whether 
they had picked up the CIA's view or were 
making an independent assessment is not clear. 
In either event New Zealand policy-makers 
showed considerably greater perpicosity 61 
than those of her larger Pacific neighbour. 

Australia at this stage was far more enthusiastic about 

proposed American action and in fact wanted the United States to 

take an even tougher line. 

Despite the initial hesitations about the effectiveness of 
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the proposed military action, by the time America did make a decision 

to send in ground toops, along with Australia, New Zealand also made 

a direct military commitment to support the use of military means in 

the region. 

As it happened New Zealand's hesitations were well-founded 

and whether the government's decision-makers were ever really 

convinced of the effectiveness of limited ground action in winning 

the war is another question. Certainly Holyoake continued to have 

private doubts throughout the war while publicly supporting American 

policies. 

B. Economic Aid 

At the time of the signing of the Manila Treaty in September 

1954, the Minister of External Affairs, Mr. Webb, had observed that: 

the greatest danger facing us is not so much overt 
aggression as what I have called covert aggression -
infiltration and subversion. I have said so on 
more than one occasion, and other speakers have 
said it too, that covert aggression cannot be 
defeated by military force alone, if indeed it 
can be countered by military force at all, and so 
the treaty recognizes - and there was general 
agreement among the delegates on this and the 
belief is gaining strength as time goes on - that 
the only real and positive answer to the appeal of 
Communism is to improve standards of living in the 
area and to assist the Governi2nts of Asian Countries 
to develop their economies ... 

61. }lichael Sexton, war for the Asking: Australia's Vietnam Secrets. 
(Hammondsworth: Penguin, 1981) p.59. 

62. NZEAR, Vol.IV, No.9, September, 1954, p.8. 



The motion being 'debated' in Parliament on 28 May 1965 commended 

"the Government's decision to contribute an artillery unit in the 

defence of the Republic of Vietnam". It also supported: 

the search for a negotiated settlement in 
Vietnam ... and ... the initiative of the United 
States Government in offering $1,000 million for 
an expanded co-opera6~ve economic programme 
for South-East Asia. 

The idea of economic means being important in bringing the 
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parties to agreement remained a feature of New Zealand's perceptions 

of the situation in Vietnam. It was not a controversial observation, 

rather, it was a view that had been held for many years and that both 

political parties agreed with. In the face of flagrant aggression, 

however, it was seen to be insufficient alone to bring about an 

acceptable solution to the problem. The New Zealand Government 

maintained its economic aid to the region as well as working towards 

a diplomatic solution as much as possible. 

C. SEATO and the Limitations of O::Jllective Peacekeeping 

The New Zealand Government's main justification for allied 

military action in Vietnam came from the provisions of Article IV 

of the Manila Treaty and Article 51 of the United Nations Charter 

which cover the question of collective self-defence. In the United 

States, however, on several occasions, Secretary of State, Dean Rusk, 

told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that American action 

in Vietnam had not been taken under the provisions of SEATo. 64 

Other official statements on the other hand mentioned SEATO. 

The Australian government, similarly, made reference to SEATO to 

explain the role in Vietnam. Sexton maintains that in fact the 

invoking of the Manila pact was "little more than a public relations 

· 1165 d h 1 · k h f h . . . f exercise an tat, i et ere erence tote invitation rom 

South Vietnam - which the terms of SEATO required, it was in fact 

subterfuge. 

The Labour Party in New Zealand challenged the appropriateness 

of the government's action. "We feel", said Norman Kirk: 

63. NZPD, 28 May, 1965, p.7. 

64. Arthur Schlesinger Jr. The Bitter Heritage: Vietnam and American 
Democracy 1941-1966, (London: 1967). See also M. Sexton, 
vt7ar for the Asking, p. 42. 

65. Sexton op.cit. p.12. 



.•. that any military intervention by New 
Zealand in the area should be as part of a 
peacekeeping unit through some international 
organization, either the United Nations, 
which is preferable, or some other inter
national organization, and that this is the 
role New Zealand could properly play in such 
a dispute. 66 

But a United Nations, or even a SEATO peacekeeping force was not a 

possibility open to New Zealand. Any move in the United Nations 

would have received a swift veto and SEATO members were by no means 

unanimous in their consideration of what was appropriate action. 

Unilateral support against armed attack at the specific 

request of a protocol member state was quite appropriate under the 

terms of SEATO, so technically the references to SEATO were valid. 

What is more problematic is the circumstances under which 

the request to Australia and New Zealand were actually made. In 

fact the Australian decision of April 29, 1965, was made in effect 

before a request had been formally received from South Vietnam. 

Australia's problem during early April, 1965, was that of persuading 

the South Vietnamese to request a battalion from Australia. On 

April 9, Waller in the Australian Embassy in Washington cabled 

Hasluck stating: 

THE STATE DEPARTMENT'S INSTRUCTIONS WERE THAT 
QUAT SHOULD BE SPECIFICALLY ASKED TO REQUEST 
AUSTRALIA TO SUPPLY A BATTALION AND THAT 
IF CONSIDERED USEFUL, IT MIGHT ALSO BE MENTIONED 
TO QUAT THAT THERE WERE PROSPECTS OF ESTABLISHING 
AN INTERNATIONAL FORCE WITH, FOR EXAMPLE, NEW 
ZEALAND HELPING ALSo. 67 

At this time, however, South Vietnam was still doubtful about 

the advisability of introducing foreign combat troops while striving 

to represent authentic Vietnamese Nationalism. 68 Also New Zealand 

remained unenthusiastic about the whole exercise - so no "inter

national force" was ever established. It was not until April 13, 

that the Australian Government received a request for a battalion 

from Rusk and considerable negotiations were involved in order for 
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the Australian and United States Governments to set up diplomatic 

channels for Quat to formally request aid from Australia. The request 

was not received until after an announcement of Australia'sdecision 
69 had been leaked to the press! New Zealand was not informed of the 

decision until practically the last minute. 

66. NZPD, 28 May, 1965, p.7. 
67. Sexton, op cit. p.144; 
68. Ibid p.145. 
69. See Ibid pp.160-172. 



D. Troop Limitations 

The Government was already committed to the defence of 

Malaysia and a substantial number of troops were in the region. 

Thus there was a limit on the number of troops that could be 

committed to Vietnam. 

One policy that the New Zealand Government did not see was 

open to it was to follow the British Labour Government's line of 

indicating 'full moral support' for the United States Vietnam 

policies without making any material commitment of troops. But 

Britain was in a unique position in that, not only did it already 

have as many men in South-East Asia, in early 1965, as America did, 

it was also co-chairman of the Geneva Conference j F11rt-hPrmore, 

Britain's immediate strategic interests were not threatened to the 

extent that New Zealand's were. 

In 1965, New Zealand was limited in the extent to which it 

could materially support the United States. The 1961 Defence review 

had announced the Government's intentions to limit expenditure due 

to the economic situation and to introduce "measures of retrenchment 

and deferment of certain proposals for re-equipment" 70 They had 

shifted the emphasis from the training of large numbers of men and 

emphasis had been placed on ground forces with provision for 

reinforcement. Priority was given to maintaining "fully trained 

regular ground forces and the means of transporting them to possible 
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New Zealand was limited by the number of troops which could 

easily be made available, but the government also had to consider 

that in open combat the lives of New Zealanders were at stake. 

Furthermore, maintaining troops in a theatre of war is expensive 

and New Zealand had no illusions about the effects of its own 

military contributions. 

E. Domestic Constraints 
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Another significant constraint on the extent of New Zealand's 

contribution in Vietnam was public opinion. While there was support 

for South Vietnam, the military contribution remained a controversial 

issue. The problems encountered by the United States government in 

maintaining public justification for a war in which the nation did 

not appear directly threatened and yet which claimed massive American 

70. "Review of Defence Policy", AJHR, A.19, 1961. 

71. Ibid p. 6. 



casualties was to some extent avoided by the limitation of the 

scale of New Zealand's troop commitments - at least initially. 

The public was simply not prepared for massive involvement and 

the Government was left to steer a middle course which would 

satisfy both American and domestic opinion. This was an important 

factor in the Government's opposition to escalation. 

F. Anticipated Results of Military Action 

New Zealand's troop contribution to Vietnam was important, not 

only as a military force but also as a symbolic force, As Jack 

Marshall told Parliament: 

... our contribution is small in this particular 
sphere, but useful and effective alongside our 
allies, and particularly alongside the 
Australian infantry batallion. The main value 
is, of course, its moral force. It shows where 
we stand. 72 
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A token military force could be of immense political value and, 

at least in the early stages of the war, it was basically a 'moral 

force 1 that New Zealand perceived was necessary for maintaining 

America's confidence. A 'moral force 1 was materially well within 

New Zealand's means to contribute: 

New Zealand's military aid may be small. 
But was it not so in Malaya and Korea or even 
in the second World War, when measured against 
the overall forces? It will, we may be sure, 
prove useful and effective. It will have 
political value out of proportion to its size. 
It will show we are not fair weather friends. 
It will show we value our treaty obligations 
and intend to meet them. 73 

New Zealand did not seriously anticipate that its actions in 

Vietnam would contribute more than marginally to America's efforts 

but the Government wanted to demonstrate that it would honour its 

treaty obligations. However, New Zealand did not seal itself into 

unconditional support of the United States - the Government gave what 

was in effect the minimum material contribution that was acceptable. 

It was very much an alliance strategy .that was being pursued, New 

Zealand saw an opportunity to demonstrate itself as a loyal ally 

and treaty partner, and, as such, it anticipated greater opportunities 

for influencing American policies. 

72. NZPD, 28 May, 1965, p.17. 

73. Keith Holyoake, "New Zealand and the War in Indo-China", 
NZEAR, Vol. XV, No.V, May 1965, (pp.3-10) p.10. 



The anticipated victory in Vietnam that New Zealand was 

contributing to, was, in reality, something over which New Zealand 

had no control. The Government's aim was only marginally to help 

bear the defence burden of the free world. New Zealand's strategy 

was most importantly related to its relationship to the United 

States. 

73 

5.4 CONCLUSION - DOMINANT FACTORS IN NEW ZEALAND'S DECISION-MAKING 

Without the direct pressure of the United States, the threat 

posed by the events in Vietnam would have been insufficient to force 

New Zealand into the war. Despite initial uncertainties about the 

effectiveness of American phase 2 military measures and a reluctance 

to become involved in another war in Asia, the Government largely 

shared the United States' perceptions of the situation. 

The threat perceived by the Government was not primarily the 

direct one stemming from Communist expansionism but, rather, the 

indirect threat of a weakened United States commitment should New 

Zealand not comply with request for assistance. The Government's 

first objective was to secure itself against the possibility of 

reduced United States protection and to ensure adequate military 

support for the defence of Indonesia and Malaysia should they be 

threatened. The Government aimed to strengthen collective security 

by morally obliging the United States to come to its aid in the 

future. 

The real dilemma for the government was, however, the fact 

that Australia continued to be far more keen to ensure America's 

support than New Zealand was - particularly through direct military 

action, the effectiveness of which in Vietnam the New Zealand 

decision-makers continued to have private doubts. But New Zealand 

wanted to be seen to be pursuing a similar policy to Australia and 

could not be seen to be following too far behind in military 

contributions. 



CHAPTER 6 

THE INFLUENCE OF THE VIETNAM EXPERIENCE ON 

THE NUCLEAR SHIPS QUESTION 

6.1 FOREIGN POLICY CHANGE: THE DEVELOPMENT OF A NUCLEAR 

SHIPS ISSUE 

When he was questioned on 14 April, 1975 about "a report that 

the United States was seeking permission for nuclear powered warships 

to use New Zealand Ports", Nr Rowling replied that "no formal 

approaches had been received from Washington". 1 He did agree, 

however, that there had been "feelers", and in response to these 

he said: 

A new policy could be considered by the Government 
in view of the American Congressional acceptance 
of liability in the ev2nt of accidents on 
nuclear powered ships. 

Prior to 1975, the Labour Government had had a policy barring 

visits to New Zealand ports by nuclear-powered ships. One of the 

reasons for this had been America's refusal to accept liability, 

for any accidents which might occur in a foreign 
port as a result of th3 presence of one of its 
nuclear-powered ships. 

Mr Rowling anticipated that, on the basis of the new United 

States' policy, there would be some approach made to New Zealand "to 
I 

have a look at the situation" 4 and to consider changes in policy. 
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The New Zealand response was a stalled one, however - virtually 

a decision not to make a decision. The Government expressed general 

opposition to the idea of a more open policy but, as Mr Muldoon 

commented at a press Conference on 20 January, 1976: 

it's very clear that the previous Government 
never finally said "no" to American nuclear
powered vessels coming into New Zealand, .. 
at no time was the outgoing Government 
prepared to make a clear statement that 
nuclear-powered vessels would not enter 
New Zealand ports.5 

1. The Press (Christchurch) 15 April, 1975. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Ibid. 

4. Ibid. 

5. New Zealand Foreign Affairs Review Vol.26, No.l January, 1976, p.40. 



In order to appreciate both the American request and New 

Zealand's response we need to consider some of the international 

changes that had occurred and which had in turn altered the content 

of both American and New Zealand foreign policy. 

A. Strategic Change - New Zealand and the United States 
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There had been broad and sweeping changes as far as New 

Zealand's place in the world was concerned in the decade prior to 1975. 

By 1972 Britain had joined the EEC and withdrawn her troops 

from South-East Asia, leaving New Zealand vulnerable in terms of trade 

and more dependent than ever upon her ANZUS partners. But Vietnam 

had swung domestic opinion away from the United States and the war 

had precipitated new developments in its foreign policy which 

emphasised peace rather than the Containment of Commission and the 

need for greater self-reliance amongst its allies, 

The strategic argument supporting SEATO as New Zealand's first 

line of defence, - opposition to which had won the support of the 

Labour Party during the 196O's - was severely undermined by the events 

in Vietnam. Labour fought the 1966 election with a commitment to bring 

the troops home. They expressed severe doubts about the continued 

relevance of SEATO. ANZUS on the other hand, was not questioned. 

Reg. Harrison observes that "The guarantee it provides was used rather 

as a stick with which to beat SEATO11 • 6 

In 1972 the Third Labour Government came to office with promises 

of an independent foreign policy and a nuclear-free South Pacific. 

They still held to ANZUS as a mutual defence treaty but there was 

renewed faith in the United Nations and a new vision for New Zealand 

as an idealistic leader in the Pacific. 

The National Government: In and Out of Vietnam 

In 1968, following Britain's announcement to accelerate the 

withdrawal of its forces from Malaysia and Singapore by December, 

1971, Keith Holyoake stated: 

I expect our relations with the United States. ,.to 
assume new range and meaning, .• the ANZUS pact 
has even greater significance for New Zealand ... 
than before and the need increases for wider contact 
and understanding with the United States. I think 
that the lessening of British participation in 
Commonwealth measures for the defence of South-East 

6. Reg. Harrison. "New Zealand Foreign Policy" in Ronald P. Barston 
(ed) The Other Powers: Studies in the Foreign Policies of Small 
States (London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1973) (pp.287-329) 
p.319. 



Asia and the likely intensification of 
British interest in the EEC and the affairs 
of Europe, are likely to reinforce existing 
tendencies towards a general loosening of 
Commonwealth ties.7 

Tensions were becoming apparent in New Zealand's position 

as the American connection was not as comfortable as it had been. 

Vietnam was a divisive domestic issue and Keith Holyoake was having 

some misgivings over American policies. He acknowledged: 

There have been occasions when New Zealand 
has not been able to support particular 
lines of United States policy and I am sure 
that there will be similar occasions in the 
future. 8 

There was a realisation that the relationship with both the 

United States and Australia would need constant reviewing and 

adjusting. 

In October, 1968, when Holyoake was in America, he sought to 

stress the importance of the ANZUS relationship and his "hopes of 

giving it greater range and depth". 9 This included trade talks 

and pressing America for reduction in agricultural protectionist 

policies. New Zealand's position in South-East Asia was altered 

importantly in 1969 with President Nixon's announcement of his 

"Guam Doctrine": 

It is no longer to be expected that the United 
States will take the lead in international 
effort to combat certain dangerous situations 
which could develop in South-East Asia. There 
will be greater need henceforth for threatened 
countries to act in their own defence and 
greater expectation will be placed on regional 
co-operation and activity.IO 

A vastly reduced British presence and a changing American 
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role in South-East Asia placed New Zealand in a vulnerable position 

with regard to its own immediate security interests. The government 

began to refocus foreign policy away from South-East Asia and towards 

the Pacific. But the effect of the changes were even more far reaching. 

The government acknowledged: 

New Zealand has reached a point where not merely 
in its relations with Britain, but also in its 
dealings with other states, its actions and 
attitudes must reflect a true New Zealand 
nationalism, a determination to cope with change 
and a true concern to secure ay1 defend the 
New Zealand national interest. 

7. AJHR, Al, 1968, p.6. 
8. Ibid pp.5,6. 
9. AJHR, Al, 1969, p.4. 
10.AJHR, Al, 1970, p.6. 
11.Ibid p.7. 
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After the announcement at Guam, it became clear that the new 

Nixon Doctrine that was being expressed was an important reorientation 

of America foreign policy which sought "to shed the dependent 

relationships of the past and put the emphasis on partnership" . 12 

The United States had become over-connnitted internationally, both 

politically and militarily, and, while it intended to maintain a 

nuclear shield as a deterrent and to honour all treaty responsibilities, 

the Government was moving from a policy of direct military involvement 

in counter-insurgency situations there was to be greater emphasis 

on negotiation and acconnnodation. Alliances were also seen as 

fulfilling a different role - no longer primarily addressed to the 

problem of the containment of the Soviet Union. The keynote of the 

policy was 11partnership 1113 which gave United States' allies a greater 

share of responsibility where their security was threatened. 

President Nixon noted: 

There can be no guarantee that future conflicts 
will never involve American personnel, but it 
is no longer natural or possible in this age 
to argue that security or development around 
the world are primarily America's concern. The 
defence and progress of other countries must 
be first their responsibility and second a 
regional responsibility. 14 

For New Zealand the emphasis on regionalism was given added 

impetus by Britain's entry into the EEC, an event hailed in Wellington 

as "a watershed in the history of New Zealand 11 •
15 

During 1970 there was continuing agitation within New Zealand 

over the Vietnam war and over the United States' aerospace disturbance 

research installation at Woodbourne and the Baker-Nun Sky Camera at 

Mt John. 

The Government sought to allay fears by opening Woodbourne to 

the press and student representatives in January 1971. 

In response to the changing situation in Vietnam, New Zealand's 

military connnitment moved from a combat to a training role. As the 

United States continued to withdraw troops also, Nixon continued to 

develop his new foreign policy doctrine. The 'domino' threat of 

Chinese Communist imperialism had receded by the time Nixon visited 

Peking in February 1972 and relations began to improve between the 

United States and the Soviet Union also. Nixon expressed the fact that: 

12. AJHR, Al, 1971, p.28. 
13. Ibid p.34. 
14. Quoted in Ibid p.34. 
15. Ibid p.l. 



Our alliances are no longer primarily 
addressed to the containment of the Soviet 
Union and China behind our "American Shield" 
but to "the creation with these powers of 
a stable world peace 11 ,l6 

This fact made for greater diversity within the framework of 

alliances - a development which the National Government "viewed with 

understanding 1117 , and while the Government was wary of anything that 

might reduce America's commitment to New Zealand, it was recognised 

that: 

formal security alliances can be and are 
interpreted today in more flexible, 
sophisticated and non-restrictive terms 18 
than was feasible 20 or even 10 years ago. 
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The Government took up the Guam Doctrines' challenge of regional 

responsibility by becoming actively involved in the establishment in 

1971 of the South Pacific Forum. 

B. The "New Foreign Policy" 

The changes in alliance relationships that the National Govern

ment had viewed with understanding, Labour viewed with considerable 

enthusiasm, and so, when the Third Labour Government was elected in 

November, 1972, Norman Kirk immediately announced a "new foreign 

policy" for New Zealand. The three keynotes of this were to be a 

"moral basis" for foreign policy, "independence" and "co-operation11 •
19 

(1) The Moral Question - Halting Atmospheric Nuclear Tests 

Norman Kirk made the statement that: 

the government which I lead is determined 
to find and hold to a firm moral basis for 
its foreign policy. It may be said that 
the only basis for a sound foreign policy is 
the national interest. I see no contradiction. 
I believe that to base our foreign policies 
on moral principles is the most enlightened 
form of self-interest. What is morally right 
is likely to be politically right. 20 

One of the policy issues which immediately came to the fore, 

and which the Government approached "with a concern for the moral 

· · · 1121 h · f 1 . . h issues it raises waste question o nuc ear weapons testing int e 

South Pacific. Kirk made it clear that the Government's opposition 

16. AJHR, Al, 1972, p.34. 
17. Ibid p.34. 
18. AJHR, 'Review of Defence Policy' A5, 1972, p.20. 
19. "New Zealand: A New Foreign Policy" Introduction by the Prime 

Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs, Right Hon. Norman Kirk, 
to the annual report to Parliament of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs for the year ended 31 March 1973, NZFAR Vol.23, No.6, 
June 1973, (pp.3-17) p.3. 

20. Ibid p.3. 
21. Ibid p.4. 



to the French atmospheric nuclear tests was not based solely on the 

immediate danger to New Zealand citizens, but it rested: 

on a much broader basis of international 
concern. It proceeds from a widely shared 
belief that world peace and security depend 
on whether nuclear weapons can be limited, 
and, eventually eliminated and that continued 
development and proliferation of these 
weapons increase tension and the risk of 
nuclear war. 22 

During 1973 and 1974, New Zealand was successful in pursuing 
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its policy of opposition to French nuclear tests. Mr Rowling claimed: 

It was our actions - beginning with the ship 
that went to make our silent protest - which 
finally persuaded the French to end their 
atmospheric testing in the Pacific. The 
French Government, to its great credit, 
responded to the great stirring of the 
world's conscience we brought about. 23 

France, however, never admitted any coercion had been involved. 

Opposition to the testing had been pursued through the 

International Court of Justice in 1972 and later through the United 

Nations, culminating in the direct unilateral action that 'captured 

the eyes of the world' when the frigate HMNZS Otago was sent to the 

Muroroa test zone in 1973. 

Norman Kirk's attitude to the New Zealand opposition to French 

nuclear testing was: 

This is not the course of expediency. 
New Zealand has a close traditional friendship 
with France, which it values highly. It has 
vital trade links with the European Economic 
Community, of which France is an influential 
member. Its relations with France in every 
respect except this one are excellent. A 
policy limited to token protest might, 
therefore, be regarded as the expedient course, 
and in the national interest. In the Government's 
view such an approach would be tragically 
short-sighted. We see only one possible course 
in the national interest, and that is the same 
course that is required by the interest of 
mankind: to lend every effort to bring nuclear 
weapons testing to an end. At the same time, 
we shall devote equal attention to maintaining 
our good relations with France in every other 
field, for it will only hinder us in seeking 
to persuade France to change course if we 
allow bad relations to develop.24 

22. Ibid p.4. 
23, "New Zealand's Opposition to Nuclear Weapons: The Prime Minister's 

Address to Rutherford High School". NZFAR Vol.25, No.1O, 
October 1975, p.5. 

24. NZFAR Vol.23, No.6, June 1973. 



Opposition to French nuclear testing grew out of a moral-based 

perception of New Zealand's national interest. The perception that 

New Zealand, although small, could gain the attention of the world 

and, as a moral force, could become a leader, gave the Government a 

great deal of optimism. 

(2) 

Later, in 1975, Mr Rowling urged that New Zealand should: 

Keep on prodding world opinion, to join with 
others - the great majority of the small 
nations - in saying again and again that it 
is madness to go on with the arms race, to 
point out that small countries have the right 
to live in peace and security, and that we're 
not prepared to be denied that right by any 
nation, however great its military power. 
We'll continue to work with others to keep 
up the pressures - moral and political 
pressures - on the great powers. 25 

An Independent Foreign Policy 

When Norman Kirk announced his 'new foreign policy' for New 

Zealand, he stated: 

The new International situation makes it essential 
for small countries like New Zealand to stand on 
their own feet. The danger of war has receded 
essentially because the great powers are 
disengaging themselves from areas of actual 
or potential conflict. This means that small 
countries can no longer rely on them as heavily 
as in the past, but must be ready and able to 
look after their own interests. We must, in 
future, be more self-reliant, and self-reliance 
requires independence of judgement and action. 

The Labour Government faces this situation 
squarely. We shall look at every question from 
the point of New Zealand's interests and New 
Zealand's aims in the world ... Naturally we 
shall work in partnership with those who share 
aims. But our decisions and our actions must 
be our own. Our policy will be a policy of 
independence. 26 

To this Kirk later added: 

From now on, when we have to deal with a new 
situation, we shall not say, what do the British 
think about it, or what would the Americans want 
us to do? Our starting point will be, what do 
we think about it? What course of action best 
accords with th27 fundamental principles of our 
foreign policy? 

25. NZFAR, October 1975, p.5. 

26. NZFAR, Vol. 22, No.12, December 1972, p.12. 

27. NZFAR, Vol.23, No.6, June 1973, p.7. 
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As New Zealand determined to deal with its neighbours 

in its own right and not as "a junior member of an alliance 1128 

with a narrow defensive attitude, the Government's attitude to the 

United States fundamentally altered. No longer was the Government 

doing all it could to encourage strategic support. It merely 

acknowledged: 

Our links with the United States are of 
longstanding and they are of immense 
importance to us. The Government intends 
to maintain them. 29 
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Or, as Norman Kirk put it, "The ANZUS treaty has continuing validity". 

He continued: 

We detect signs that the United States 
administration may be attaching less 
significance, and devoting less attention, 
to its relationship with New Zealand ... 
We do not intend, on our side, to lessen 
our efforts to maintain close and friendly 
relations with the United States: at the 
same time we have not hesitated and shall 
not hesitate to exQress disagreement with 
American policies. 30 

Mr Rowling also made it clear that he was prepared to differ 

with the United States on policy matters where American interests 

clashed with those of New Zealand. 

(3) Co-operation - Establishing a Nuclear Weapons-Free Zone 

Although New Zealand was pursuing an independent foreign policy, 

the Government also realised that their goals could not be achieved 

by New Zealand acting alone - they required co-operation. After the 

Kirk Government came to office, all remaining troops in Vietnam were 

withdrawn and the Government announced a phasing down of participation 

in SEATO. There was an emphasis on the idea that real security 

from foreign attack lay, not primarily in alliance defence arrange-
31 

ments, but rather in regional initiatives to control nuclear weapons. 

For this reason the Government supported the establishment of a 

nuclear weapons-free zone in the South Pacific, 

New Zealand's proposal to endorse the idea32 of establishing such 

a zone had been discussed at the South Pacific Forum in July 1974 and 

again in 1975 between the heads of Government of Australia, the Cook 

Islands, Fiji, Naaru, New Zealand, Niue, Papua New Guinea, Tonga and 

Western Samoa. 

28. AJHR, Al, 1974, p.3. 
29. NZFAR, Volume 22, No.12, December 1972, p.14. 
30. NZFAR, Volume 23, No.6, June 1973, pp.11,12. 
31. AJHR, Al, 1974, p.3. 
32. NZFAR, Volume 25, No.9, September 1975, p.57. 



Regional co-operation alone was, however, still limited in 

its effectiveness. In October, 1975, Mr Rowling observed: 

We can band together, the countries of the 
South Pacific, to prevent the testing, making 
and stationing of nuclear weapons in the areas 
of our Control, but we can't, without their 
co-operation, prevent the major powers from 
sending their nuclear-armed submarines and 
ships into the vast waters of the South Pacific. 
We couldn't detect them, let alone stop them. 
We've got to work with the nuclear powers as 
well as with our neighbours,if we are to make 
progress. And that is what we are doing, at 33 
every stage, in putting our proposals forward. 

New Zealand wanted to ensure the co-operation of the United 

States but found little success in the question of a nuclear-free 

zone. America was unprepared to co-operate with any proposals 

involving the restriction of its movements in "the vast waters of 

the South Pacific" as this would cut across its vital strategic 

arrangements. The United States: 

could not accept the imposition of a special 
legal regime over any portion of the high 34 
seas or restrictions on transit and overflight. 

At the ANZUS meeting at the end of April, 1975, the main 
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35 point of tension was New Zealand's proposal for a nuclear-free zone. 

It was, as Mr Tizard admitted, an idea about which America 

"wasn't exactly delighted 11 •
36 The New Zealand Government was in the 

middle of formulating proposals for a United Nations resolution to 

support the idea of a South Pacific nuclear-free zone when the United 

States began putting out its 'feelers I over the issue of visits by 

nuclear-powered ships - almost certainly to test the implications of 

the Government's policies. 

C. Signals from the United States 

The signals received by the New Zealand Government from the 

United States over the nuclear ships issue in 1975 were not as urgent 

and unambiguous as those received over Vietnam ten years previously. 

The United States did, however, signal its policy preferences through 

a number of different means. These included Government to Government 

talks, both bilateral and through ANZUS Council meetings; secondly, 

33. NZFAR, Volume 25, No.10, October 1975, p.5. 
34. Stephen Levine, "ANZUS the American view" in New Zealand 

International Review, May/June 1977, p.18. 
35. The Press (Christchurch), 5 May, 1975, 
36. NZFAR, Volume 25, No.5, May 1975, p.80. 



United States Government reports and communiques; and thirdly, 

the United States applied pressure on New Zealand via the Australian 

Government. 
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In early 1975, the United States Government asked for a change 

of attitude to the admission of nuclear-powered warships to New 

Zealand ports on the basis of changes to American law. While 

opposition was consistently expressed to the idea of a nuclear 

weapons-free zone, the United States appeared, on the surface, to 

be content to wait for a New Zealand decision on the nuclear ships 

issue, which was not a matter of extreme urgency. 

Both Wellington and Washington publicly played down the policy 

differences but it is apparent that American pressure on New Zealand 

for a change in policy was considerable. For instance, near the start 

of the 1975 election campaign a report was received by the Minister 

of Defence, Mr Fraser, from the United States Chief of General Staff, 

which involved discussion of ANZUS strategy and urged "a change in 

New Zealand's anti-nuclear policy to protect the A.N.Z.U.S. alliance 11 •
37 

This was a report that, in 1976, Mr Rowling initially denied having 

seen, although he later admitted that over this he had been in error. 

No Labour spokesman ever denied the allegations made by 

Allan Mccready that the Government's principal civilian and military 

advisers, including the Chief of Defence staff, the Secretary of 

Defence and Secretary of Foreign Affairs, had also expressed concern 

at the effect that the developments in policy could have had on the 

ANZUS partners: 

These military and civilian advisers had pointed 
out that they had been in contact with officials 
in the United States, and they were alarmed at 
the developments that were taking place. The 
advisers said that the United States capability 
to carry out its defence responsibilities and 
treaty obligations to its allies in the Pacific 
would be severely hampered. 38 

The third source of American pressure came via Australia. 

New Zealand was relying on trans-Tasman co-operation to a considerable 

extent in applying its new foreign policy. When the question of 

nuclear-powered warships was raised in Parliament on 24 April, 1975, 

Mr Amos, as acting Minister of Defence, indicated that New Zealand's 

approach to the matter was very similar to that of Australia. He. 

said that in the future "there would be further consultation at the 

officials' level 11 •
39 

37. The Press (Christchurch) 12 March, 1976. 
38. Hon. Allan Mccready, NZPD 5 August 1976, p.1321. 
39. NZPD 24 April, 1975, p.845. 



The approach to the question of nuclear ships was closely 

linked to the question of the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone. 

The United States Government was quite open about its opposition 

to this, expressing particular concern that the zone, as proposed 
40 by New Zealand, would disturb 11necessary security arrangements". 

America applied pressure in Canberra in opposition to the 

proposed zone; for instance, a United States Embassy note to the 

Australian Department of Foreign Affairs on 12 June, 1975 contained 

the statement that: 

The Soviet Union and the Peoples Republic of 
China have no comparable relationship to the 
South Pacific. If the S.P.N.F.Z. were to 
restrict United States naval and air passage 
or port calls and use of facilities in the 
area it could impact more heavily on United 
States strategic considerations than4fn those 
of potential hostile nuclear powers. 
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On 7 October, Mr Whitlam wrote to ~Ir Rowling to indicate that 

while the Australian Government would vote for the proposal in the 

United Nations, it would not be a co-sponsor or lobby in favour of it. 

American intervention in Canberra had led Whitlam to change his course 

of action - Whitlam's assessment was that even the initial proposal 

of the SPNFZ could raise questions about the ANZUS relationship. 

Weakened Australian opposition to nuclear weapons left New 

Zealand, to a much greater extent, on its own in its opposition to 

nuclear powered ships. However, Mr Rowling continued to maintain that 

no pressure had come from Australia or the United States against the 

promotion of a South Pacific nuclear weapons-free zone which had 

cited New Zealand's ANZUS membership and that the United States had 

merely asked New Zealand for a policy change on the nuclear ships 

issue on the basis of changes in American law, Certainly, while the 

United States made its opposition to New Zealand's preferred policies 

quite clear, the actual pressure on the Government remained at a 

fairly low level. 

6,2 LABOUR'S DEFINITION OF THE SITUATION 

The Labour Government's decision on nuclear-powered ships was 

not a firm one and for this reason the sort of clear policy state-

40. The Press, (Christchurch) 12 November, 1980. 

41. Ibid. 
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ments that were made at the time of the Vietnam war are not available. 

Some important factors involved in the definition of the situation in 

1975 can, however, be inferred also from current New Zealand policies 

on related issues. 

A. New Zealand's Goals Affected by the Nuclear Ships Issue 

(1) The Physical Safety of New Zealanders 

Government statements tended to play down the danger of a direct 

health threat emanating from a malfunction of a ship's reactor and no 

Government spokesman mentioned the possibility that the presence of 

United States nuclear ships might make New Zealand the target for a 

Soviet attack. 

However, during 1975. the public fear of' things atomic' in 

New Zealand was considerable and nuclear issues were a very visible 

source of threat - particularly in the aftermath of French atmospheric 

testing. 

Having received assurances concerning new Congressional policies 

on liability and having given the United States an assurance that New 

Zealand would re-examine its position on nuclear ships, the direct 

threat was one the Government did not concentrate on: Mr Tizard 

admitted that from a health angle the dangers from nuclear reactors 

on ships was very low: 

After all, they have got to have people on them 
all the time and they have got to make sure they 
can shield them. Well if they can protect 
the crews, surely they are able to protect the 
bystanders or port workers and so on who only 
come in contact for a very short period. 42 

(2) The Political Question - The South Pacific Nuclear-Free Zone 

On 11 May 1975, upon his return from an overseas trip which 

had included talks with President Ford, Mr Rowling re-iterated the 

Government's intention to: 

fight on, alone if it comes to that, for the 
realisation of a dream of the late Norman 
Kirk - the establishment oi3a nuclear-free 
zone in the South Pacific. 

Mr Rowling admitted that Kirk's idea had originally related 

specifically to nuclear weapons: 

42. "Remarks at a press conference with the Acting Prime Minister, 
Mr Tizard, 5 May", NZFAR, Vol.25, No.5, May 1975, pp.79,80. 

43. The Press, (Christchurch) 12 May, 1975. 



It would have admitted nuclear power stations, 
nuclear-engined merchant ships and other units 
of development - but a free roving nuclear-powered 
sea-borne task force is another category.44 

Mr Rowling never made it clear what that other category was. It 

was clear from statements he made, however, that the government saw a 

tension between admitting nuclear-p,wered United States naval vessels 

and the political question of eccablishing a nuclear weapons-free 

zone. A statement by Mr Tizard as acting Prime Minister at a press 

conference following the Cabinet meeting of 5 May, 1975 was more 

forthright. He said he "could not imagine a nuclear powered ship 
45 being permitted to visit New Zealand ports". He recalled the fact 

that during the French nuclear testing at Tahiti, Mr Kirk had 

"suggested it might not be appropriate for a British nuclear-powered 

warship to visit New Zealand 1146 - a request had been received at the 

time. 

Mr Tizard stressed that although the American position had 

changed with regard to liability, "I can't imagine the political 

question would change - that if we are in the middle of an argument 

with someone over nuclear testing we are not going to have a side 

issue introduced by the visit of a nuclear-powered ship, even if 

there is a guarantee against damage 11 •
47 
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Mr Rowling, on the other hand, hinted that he did not 

necessarily see the admission of American nuclear-powered warships as 

being inconsistent with a policy towards nuclear disarmament, The 

Government realised that in order to achieve these major security aims 

it would need the involvement of the United States. A policy towards 

nuclear disarmament could not be realistically pursued without 

America's co-operation in developing a nuclear-free South Pacific. 

(3) Fulfilling the Requirements of ANZUS 

At a Press Conference on 20 January, 1976, Mr Muldoon commented 

that an outright refusal to allow visits by American nuclear-powered 

vessels "would have immediately raised the continued credibility of 

ANZUS 11 • 48 Mr Rowling, on the other hand had observed: 

The A.N.Z.U.S. treaty, linking the United States, 
Australia and New Zealand, does not stand or 
fall on the question of visits from nuclear
powered warships. 49 

44. Ibid. 
45. The Press, (Christchurch) 7 May, 1975. 
46. NZFAR, Vol.25, No.5, May 1975, p.79. 
47. Ibid. 
48. NZFAR, Volume 26, No.6, January 1976, p.40. 
49. The Press, (Christchurch) 15 April, 1975. 



He stressed that ANZUS was 11 the best possible defensive 

arrangement that New Zealand could have 11 , but emphasised the non

military aspects of the relationship - it was a military treaty that 

"had developed over the years into a much wider forum". He added: 

I think that because of this it is an 
arrangement which is less likely to be 
upset if, in a small area, there is not 
complete agreement among the partners. 

His interpretation was that: 

Whatever the result of the Government's 
policy review on visits from nuclear-powered 
ships, ... the A.N.Z.U.S. arrangement did not 
depend on a particular issue of this kind. 
"Its a much more wide-ranging operation", he said.so 

In Parliament on 24 April, Mr Gair asked the Prime Minister if 

he was satisfied that there was: 

no clash of intent and of purpose between· 
his Government's policy on nuclear disarmament 
and his continuing alliance with the Americans 
in the A.N.Z.U.S. treaty. 

To this he replied: 

I point out that the prohibition {against 
nuclear-powered ships entering New Zealand 
ports} has been in force for a considerable 
period of time. I believe that, during that 
time, relations generally under the ANZUS 
concept, which has widened, have been as 
good as ever, and that today they are 51 
probably better than they have ever been. 

Later in 1975, after New Zealand and Fiji had co-sponsored 
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an item in the United Nations on the "Establishment of a nuclear weapon

free zone in the South Pacific 1152 Mr Rowling commented on the 

arrangements: 

There's nothing in this which cuts across 
the ANZUS alliance. That alliance has 
nowhere in it any clause which says that 
anyone must either give up their independence 
or forfeit their place. Our allies don't 
want yes men. They want friends who think 
for themselves and who can make a real 
contribution. It's a partnership which is 
in time with the realities of the present 
time. 

50. Ibid. 

51. NZPD, 24 April, 1975, p.847. 

52. NZFAR, Volume 25, No.9, September 1975, p.55. 



Our American allies have some doubts about 
our proposals. It would be surprising if 
they didn't. But they acknowledge our 
right, as President Ford told me earlier 
this year, to pursue policies which we 
believe will allow our region to develop 
in peace. 53 
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New Zealand still maintained that a considerable degree of 

disagreement was possible over certain matters of defence and security 

without jeopardizing the entire treaty relationship, firstly, because 

visits by nuclear-powered ships was not an explicit ANZ[S treaty 

requirement. And secondly, because the Government believed that the 

relationship - particularly in a mood of detente when New Zealand and 

the South-East Asia, Pacific region was of less strategic importance 

to the United States - was sufficiently far-reaching and strong to be 

secured adequately in other ways. 

More than previous Governments, the Third Labour Government 

treated the relationship less as a narrow defence arrangement and 

much more as a partnership which was "multi-faceted, outward-looking 

and expansive 1154 covering political, scientific, cultural, defence 

and trade aspects. And, in spite of the fact that the [nited States 

did not hide its opposition to some of New Zealand's policies, there 

is no reason to believe that ANZUS was ever actually in jeopardy. 

Vice-President Rockefeller, for instance, when later asked: 

whether America would consider withdrawing from 
ANZUS if New Zealand were to ban nuclear vessels, 
said: "No. I don't know where you got that idea 
from 11 . 55 

However, the Government wanted to maintain not only a treaty 

but also a strong relationship with the United States, for political, 

economic and defence reasons. Mr Rowling was, therefore, careful to 

give the Americans the impression, firstly, that it would not deny 

them freedom of movement in the Pacific, and secondly that the 

question of a review of New Zealand's policy on nuclear ships remained 

open, should the United States in fact make a formal request for a 

nuclear-powered ship to visit. 

( 4) Economic Aspects - The Beef Quota 

In 1975, New Zealand sought an improvement in its terms of 

trade. It wanted to persuade the United States to lift the restraints 

53. Ibid p.5. 
54. AJHR, Al, 1974, p.9. 
55. NZPD, 5 August, 1976, p.1313. 



on New Zealand's beef exports. The 1975 ANZUS Council meeting 

centred on two key issues: beef and the nuclear-free zone. 

(5) Maximizing Domestic Support - The 1975 Election 

New Zealand never finally made a statement to the United 
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States over admitting nuclear-powered ships. At the 1975 ANZUS Council 

meeting, Mr Faulkner, who represented New Zealand, gave an under

taking "that the matter would be raised or reconsidered by the Labour 

Government at the end of the year" - Mr Muldoon referred to this as 

"a euphemism for after the election11 •
56 For a Government which had 

been elected on the ticket of moving towards the establishment of a 

South Pacific nuclear-free zone, to admit nuclear-powered ships would 

have been seen to be back-tracking and in an election year this was 

something they could not afford to do. Union opposition to nuclear 

ships was also considerable. 

B. Appropriate Action and Anticipated Results 

(1) Equivocation - a Policy of Decision-Avoidance 

The American 'feelers' on the issue of visits by nuclear 

powered ships were a threat to the explicit goals of New Zealand's 

'new foreign policy'. A consideration of the country's independent 

interests as well as its moral interest in halting the proliferation 

of nuclear arms and its explicit political interest in establishing 

a nuclear free zone in the South Pacific, would suggest that the 

appropriate response to the United States would have been to say, "no". 

However, the Government did not wish to alienate the Americans 

as it was anxious to maintain good political and economic relations 

with them. Mr Rowling hinted on a number of occasions, presumably 

for the United States' benefit, that admitting nuclear ships was not 

necessarily incompatible with the establishment of a nuclear weapons

free zone. He stressed that the achievement of New Zealand's aims 

in the region required the co-operation of the great powers at every 

step of the way. 

On the other hand, in the face of considerable domestic 

opposition, the Government did not want to give the impression to the 

New Zealand public that it was likely to admit nuclear ships to the 

country's ports. 

56. NZFAR, Volume 26, No.l, January 1976, p.40. 



Caught, as it was, on the horns of a dilemma, the Government 

had one important resource available to it, and that was time. 

No specific request had been made by the United States over nuclear 

ships - Washington was just testing the water - and with a General 

Election approaching in November, the Government chose to stall and 

equivocate on the issue. Mr Rowling made certain assurances to the 

Americans while implying something entirely different in his public 

statements in New Zealand, although he later denied that the Labour 

Government had ever entered into negotiations with the United States 

' . b 1 d h' 57 Wh h G . d on visits y nuc ear powere wars 1ps. at t e overnment aime 
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to do was to maximize domestic support without in so doing jeopardizing 

the United States relationship. It was action taken with the forth

coming elections in mind, and would inevitably have been a short-lived 

policy. As it happened, it was the National Government which was 

faced with making the decision. 

Observing the statements of New Zealand's 'new foreign policy' 

and its altered attitudes to the United States, as well as, with 

the benefit of hindsight, considering the content of some of the 

private members' bills from the 1976 parliamentary session, would 

suggest that the Government could have assumed a stance of more 

outspoken opposition to the admission of nuclear-powered ships to 

New Zealand ports - nuclear issues were uppermost in many people's 

minds and there was public support for strong opposition to all forms 

of nuclear entanglement. However, aware of America's unease over 

the policy and lacking the support of Australia, the Government did 

not appear to be sufficiently confident to openly refuse access to 

American ships. 

(2) Economic Limitations on Policy Options 

By 1975, what Keith Jackson calls "the elan of an independent 

foreign policy", was already passing: 

Perhaps the main factor to undermine it was the 
sudden and dramatic change in New Zealand's 
balance of payments situation. The increase 
in world commodity prices during 1972-73 
resulted in a rapid improvement in export 
prices and the terms of trade. 

57. The Press (Christchurch) 28 February, 1976. 



During 1974, however, prices for export products 
declined at a time when world inflation was 
increasing rapidly and New Zealand experienced 
an unprecedented rise in import prices, with 
the result that a current account surplus of 
$130 million in June 1972 was converted to a 
deficit of $334 million within two years 
reaching $1,067 million in June 1975 - an 
unprecedented level .... The apparent failure 
in economic affairs was to do much to 
undermine the achievements in the field of 
foreign affairs. 58 

New Zealand simply did not have the economic resources in 1975 

to be able to afford a policy of independence from the United States 

- regional co-operation was all very well but Fiji is not a major 

export market for New Zealand beef! 

6.3 NUCLEAR SHIPS AND THE NATIONAL GOVERNMENT 

When the National Government came to office in late 1975, they 

immediately reversed the previous Government's policy supporting the 

establishment of a nuclear-free zone in the South Pacific. On 

27 February, 1976, the Prime Minister, Mr Muldoon, announced that 

nuclear-powered warships would be allowed to visit New Zealand so 

long as two requirements were met: 

The first was that the owning nation must 
accept full responsibility for the ship. 
The second was that any nuclear-powered 
ships must fully comply with the safety 
standards of the port it was to visit. 5 9 

The policy was not restricted to American vessels, Mr Muldoon 

said that "nuclear-powered ships from any nation, including Russia, 

could come if they met the safety and reliability requirements. 1160 

The main justification for the new policy was, as Mr Muldoon put it, 

that it was "only realistic" for New Zealand to allow nuclear-powered 

ships to visit the country: 

We are moving towards a time when not to 
allow nuclear ships would mean that 40 per 
cent of the United States Navy fleet could 
not come to New Zealand. This is totally 
inconsistent. 61 
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In 1976 the United States had 145 nuclear-powered ships and the 

American Government had decided that future additions to the fleet 

would be nuclear-powered. This development had come partly in response 

58. Keith Jackson "A Hostage to Fortune" pp.72,73. 

59. The Press (Christchurch) 28 February, 1976. 

60. Ibid. 

61. Ibid. 



to the oil crisis of the early 1970's when the Americans feared 

limitations in the availability of conventional sources of power 

f 1 h . . 62 or nava sipping. 

By the time the USS Truxtun came into Wellington Harbour on 

27 August, 1976, the United States legislation concerning liability 

had been clarified to the satisfaction of the New Zealand Government. 

New Zealand received assurances similar to those offered to Canada, 

whereby the United States assumed responsibility for nuclear damage 

caused by warheads as well as damage caused by malfunction in the 

ship's nuclear reactors. 

A. New Threats in the Pacific 
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In the face of rapidly mounting debts and increased economic 

vulnerability the new Government was immediately faced with "the 

realities of being a small trading nation in a hard, stern, competitive 

world 11 •
63 Prime Minister, Muldoon, linked an additional aspect of 

the threat to New Zealand's trade to a renewed Communist presence in 

the Pacific. In a speech in Auckland on 7 April, he told the New 

Zealand Bureau of Importers: 

New Zealand is one of the greatest trading nations 
in the world. Our trade is predominantly carried 
by sea. We are totally vulnerable if we do not 
retain the freedom of the sea lanes ... The potential 
threat to New Zealand comes in the area of our 
external trade ... We look around the world and we 
ask ourselves, "where is the threat?" and the answer 
is obvious ... All the actions of the Soviet Union 
in recent times point not to defence but to 
imperialism and aggression ... ,64 

He added: 

There is only one power on earth that can resist 
that aggression and that is the power of the 
United States of America, and we must be thankful 
that ... there, .. remains in the United States a 
willingness to be the leader and indeed ultimately 
the guardian on the free world.65 

In early April 1976, New Zealand received visits from Admiral 

Noel Gayler, the United States Commander-in-Chief of the Pacific and 

Vice-President Nelson Rockefeller, Mr Muldoon discussed with them 

62. The Press (Christchurch) 26 August, 1976. 
63. The Press (Christchurch) 12 April, 1976. 
64. R.D. Muldoon, N.Z. Bureau of Importers, Auckland, April 7, 1976, 

quoted in P.M.E. Donneley, "Continuity and Change" p.76, and 
Keith Jackson, "A Hostage to Fortune", p.73. 

65. The Press (Christchurch) 8 April, 1976 



the details of the balance of power in the Asia and Pacific regions. 

The United States had come to see Russia as the main potential enemy 

and was prepared "to continue in its stand against Communist 

encroachment in the Asia-Pacific region" 66 It was noted that in 

March Mr M.I. Abrahamowitz, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for 

East Asia and Pacific Affairs, had told an Armed Services Committee 

of the United States House of Representatives: 

The notion of a monolithic Communist menace in 
Asia no longer can serve as the basis for our 
strategy in Asia. The Soviet Union is the 
principal threat to the United States world
wide including Asia, Although directed mostly 
against China, the growth of Soviet Military 
power in Asia constitutes one of the most 
far-reaching changes in the area. 

It has been accomplished by a growth in total 
Soviet forces and not by any reduction in 
Russian strength in Europe ... Soviet power 
could, over time, sufficiently expand to 
threaten seriously the stability of the 
whole area. 67 

The build-up of Soviet Naval forces in the Pacific was considerable 

and by April it had come to include: 

about 55 larger combat vessels, more than 
100 submarines (many of them missile-equipped), 
and hundreds of other vessels. Air units 
deployed in Asia and the Pacific have about 
1800 aircraft including jet fighters and 
bombers. 68 

The Soviet build-up was particularly noticeable in the Indian 

Ocean. The communique emerging from the ANZUS Council meeting in 
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August noted that the Soviet thrust in the Indian Ocean as the immediate 

major strategic problem facing the ANZUS powers. It acknowledged also 

that the Soviet moves into the South Pacific had emerged as a 
69 

"potential future danger". 

In response to the potential naval threat the treaty partners 

agreed that it was "essential to achieve a broad balance of military 

capability in the Indian Ocean" 7° Charles Robinson, United States 

Deputy Secretary of State, told an audience of the National Press 

Club in Canberra that: 

there was a growing de-stabilization in the 
1~acific area as a result of the independence 

of new Island groups, this had introduced 
a new element in foreign relations. 71 

66. The Press (Christchurch) 9 April, 1976. 
67. Ibid. 
68. Ibid. 
69. The Press (Christchurch) 6 August, 1976. 
70. Ibid. 
71. Ibid. 



The fear was that many of the groups were not economically viable 

and that this made them vulnerable to Soviet intervention. 
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The renewed fear of Soviet activity was qualitatively different 

from what it had meant in the 1950 1 s before the USSR had become New 

Zealand's fifth largest market for exports, nevertheless both the 

United States and New Zealand came to perceive the need for 

strengthened naval forces in the Pacific region during 1976, 

B. Signals from the United States 

After the 1975 election the external circumstances surrounding 

the nuclear ships issue, as it applied to New Zealand, remained 

largely unchanged from what they had been when the Labour Government 

had been in office, The new Government's definition of the situation, 

on the other hand, was very different, particularly with respect to 

its perceptions of what the requirements of ANZUS were; and 

consequently, it began moving towards a new policy on nuclear shipping, 

The policy reorientation was not based primarily on new signals 

from the external system, but, rather, on a different interpretation 

of events in the light of different governmental goals, Subsequent 

signals from the United States only served to reinforce the Government's 

position, and as the debate grew and protest swelled in New Zealand 

over visits by nuclear-powered ships, the United States' preferences 

were made increasingly clear. In August 1976, for instance, Charles 

Robinson, United States Deputy Secretary of State, told New Zealand 

that if it required a deterrent force in the Pacific then it should 

b d i . b 1 d h' 72 e prepare to accept v sits y nuc ear-powere wars ips. 

At the ANZUS Council meeting in August, in the face of the 

Soviet naval build-up in the Indian Ocean/Pacific region, the 

United States made a commitment to New Zealand and Australia to 

provide special assistance to the South Pacific - a fact that was 

hailed by an Australian Foreign Affairs spokesman as "to some extent 

•.• a victory for New Zealand 11 • 73 

Mr. Talboys said the communique indicated a "heightened awareness 

of the three A.N.Z.U.S. partners in the South Pacific1174 - certainly 

much more acknowledgement was given to the South Pacific region 

itself than had ever been given before. Robinson also pledged United 

72. Evening Post, 3 August 1976, see Malcolm McKinnon, 
"Costs and Continuity", p.39. 

73. The Press (Christchurch) 5 August, 1976. 
74. Ibid. 



States protection for Australia and New Zealand. He told the 

National Press Club in Canberra 11 your security is our security", 

and added, "we would not regard protection for Australia as a 

foreign war. There would be a definite necessity to protect our 

interests. 1175 

In statements made in New Zealand by United States Government 

and military officials, the Americans appeared anxious to emphasise 

the degree of Soviet threat in order to reinforce the desirability 

of admitting American nuclear-powered ships so as to strengthen the 

Pacific deterrent force. In March and April New Zealand was visited 

by Nelson Rockefeller and Admiral Noel Gayler. Charles Robinson 

visited in August. 

c. Securing the Alliance 

The National Government's security goals were related firmly 

to the strengthening of the ANZUS alliance and to ensuring that a 
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strong United States deterrent force was present in the Pacific. 

Labour had welcomed the greater independence possible in the aftermath 

of Vietnam and the new atmosphere of detente and had capitalised on 

the changing shape of the international system, National, exhibiting 

a greater sense of insecurity, sought, as much as possible, to re-align 

itself with American wishes; also hoping as a consequence to 

strengthen the American economic commitment - the linkage between the 

two had become quite explicit. 

Malcolm McKinnon noted in 1978 that: 

There has been a recognition that the United 
States is probably rather less interested 
in the South Pacific than 7ge was at the 
height of the Vietnam War. 

The Labour Government had, with this observation in mind, taken 

it as a cue for greater flexibility and freedom in foreign policy and 

developed an attitude of 'us' - the smaller nations - against them -

the superpowers. National re-aligned itself with the United States 

in an attitude of 'us' - America and her allies - against Russia and 

other Communist forces. The new Government left no room for the 

possibility of alienating itself from America. 

National believed that the Labour Government had done a great 

deal of damage to the relationship which needed rectifying and much 

of the justification of their action and the basis of their argument 

in the debate with Labour over the question of visits by nuclear-powered 

75. Ibid. 
76. Malcolm McKinnon, "Costs and Continuity", p.47. 



ships hinged on differing interpretations of the ANZUS 

relationship. 

The National Government interpreted the meaning of Vietnam 

in very different terms to Labour. Far from seeing the new inter

national situation as introducing unprecedented freedom and 

opportunity to exhibit leadership in the Pacific, National saw 

increased vulnerability to New Zealand should the United States 

reduce her commitment in the Pacific region. Labour continued to 

echo "I told you so" over the Vietnam involvement where National 

defended both the original decision on New Zealand's military 

involvement and America's policies and actions. Political commit

ments and policy decisions meant that the war had very different 

meanings for the two political parties. 

One feature of the post-Vietnam era shared by the parties 

was the increased emphasis given to the ANZUS treaty. Vietnam put 

the final nails in SEATO's coffin and A..~ZUS emerged as a much more 

public institution as far as New Zealand's relationship with the 

United States was concerned, 



CHAPTER 7 

THE UNITED STATES AND NEW ZEALAND: 

A PATRON AND HIS CLIENT? 

7,1 PATRONAGE OR PARTNERSHIP? 

"We need you now", Vice-President Hubert Humphrey told the 

New Zealand Cabinet on February 20, 1966: 

I listened to the Prime Minister a few moments 
ago indicate that this was a partnership of 
equals and it is, not a partnership in which 
there is one big nation and one small and 
the spirit of patronage, but it is a partner
ship of equals, and may I say because that 
is true we look to New Zealand to give real 
leadership in this part of the world. 1 

Eleven years later Mr Muldoon said of the ANZUS relationship: 

In spite of our size we are equal partners 
of ANZUS in every sense. When they have 
the ANZUS meeting, three Minsiters sit 
around the table with absolute equality 
between them. Australia, New Zealand 
and the United States. No account is taken 
of the size at that point. When it comes 
to contributions of course, size is 
naturally involved, but we're equal 
partners in ANZUS. The Americans in 
particular are very, very careful to 
ensure that aspect of the concept is 
maintained. They've had this problem, 
around the world, the 'ugly American', and 
they're v2ry sensitive and very careful 
about it, 
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Since its conclusion on 1 September 1951, ANZUS has been the 

explicit framework within which New Zealand's relations with the 

United States have been conducted. ANZUS, as an equal terms security 

treaty, commits the parties to "act to meet the common danger 113 

in the event of an armed attack in the Pacific, and also to consult 

together if the "territorial integrity, political independence or 

security of any of the parties is threatened in the Pacific. 114 

l. New Zealand External Affairs Review, February 1966, p.26. 
2. "An Exclusive Interview with the Prime Minister", New Zealand 

International Review, Vol.2, No.3, Hay/June 1977, p.8. 
3. A.N.Z.U.S. treaty, Article IV. Text in Roderick Phillips (ed) 

Alternatives to ANZUS, (Auckland: The New Zealand Foundation 
for Peace Studies, 1977), p.2. 

4. ANZUS treaty, Article III. Ibid, p.2. 



However, New Zealand policy-makers' perceptions of their obligations 

vis-a-vis the United States have been considerably broader than 

those made explicit in the treaty itself. We suggest that the 

relationship shares features akin to that of a patron and his client. 

It has also been argued that New Zealand has emerged from the 1970's 

as an independent state in its own right, having come of age through 

the experience of Vietnam5 and through being left with "no permanent 
6 shelter from the cold winds of the international market-place" , 

following Britain's entry into the EEC and the worsening of terms 

of trade, particularly following the oil crisis. 
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There have been some major differences in attitudes towards the 

United States and ANZUS which can be accounted for on the basis of 

party, as National and Labour have tended to stress different 

priorities in the foreign policy field. But ANZUS has retained the 

support of both major parties, and this may be an indication of its 

flexibility. 

The National Party's 1975 election manifesto stated that a 

National Government would "support the ANZUS pact as the keystone of 

our collective defence policy". 7 National has traditionally been 

the firm consistent supporter of ANZUS as a military treaty and a 

much closer follower of the United States in strategic and political 

matters. Also as Patricia Donnelly has observed: 

National Governments are more likely to give 
greater priority to economically b§sed 
roles than are Labour Governments. 

In an interview in 1977 the Prime Minister said that he saw that the 

major problem for New Zealand in the foreign policy area was that of 

international trade, 9 

The Labour Party has tended to be no nearly so uncritical of 

American foreign policy, with apparently more restrained enthusiasm 

for ANZUS with a greater stress on the social and economic rather than 
10 the military and strategic aspects of the treaty. 

5. Keith Jackson, "New Zealand and the Vietnam War: A Retrospective 
Analysis" in Henderson et al, op cit. pp.56 and 60. 

6. John Henderson, "New Zealand in a Changing World: The Talboys 
Speeches", New Zealand International Review, Vol.3, No.1, 
January/February, 1978, p.8. 

7. Phillips (ed) "Political Parties and ANZUS" op cit., p; 3. 
8. Donnelly, op cit., p.73. 
9. "An Exclusive Interview with the Prime Minister", NZIR, Vol,2, 

No.3, May/June 1977, p.9. 
10.Phillips (op cit.) p.4. 



It is arguable that New Zealand's foreign policy interests, 

both strategic/political and economic are increasingly diverging 

from those of the United States. Both New Zealand parties tend to 

'play off' these two main areas against each other in an attempt 

to maximize perceived benefits. 

New Zealand remains dependent upon the United States, not 

99 

only strategically, but also in terms of trade as the country's second 

largest export market. In the case of beef exports, the United 

States is by far the largest market. 

The relationship between the United States and New Zealand 

involves a complex interlocking of both economic and strategic 

security interests. The political commitment in Vietnam was, at 

least partially, a calculated investment to morally oblige the 

United States to come to its aid if the need arose. 11 And this, 

again at least partially, was in terms of trade. However, there 

remained for many years almost no correlation between New Zealand's 

war commitment and relaxation of protectionist agricultural policies 

in the United States. The only apparent possible exceptions, where 

the ANZUS relationship was a contributing factor, being the granting 

of the 'other cheeses' quota to New Zealand in January 1969, and the 

preservation of the lamb quota legislation being passed by Congress 

in mid 1969.12 John Henderson, writing in 1980, said that ANZUS 

had never directly produced substantial advantages for New Zealand 

trade. 13 What did remain throughout, however, was the fear that 

the reverse may not be true, and that lack of perceived support for 

ANZUS may result in economic pressures being placed on New Zealand 

by the United States' Government. During 1981 and 1982 on the 

other hand, the United States administration was very active in 

warding off Congressional threats to New Zealand due to protectionism. 

The question of the establishment of a nuclear-free zone in 

the South Pacific and of nuclear ships visiting New Zealand ports 

has raised some interesting issues with regard to ANZUS and its 

obligations and responsibilities for New Zealand, The Labour Party 

11. Handel, pp.141,142. See also Richard Kennaway, New Zealand Foreign 
Policy, 1951-1971 (Wellington: Hicks Smith, 1972) p.76. 

12. Graeme T. Harrison, Political Restraints on the Marketing of New Zealand 
Agricultural Commodities in the United States, (Unpublished M.A. 
Thesis, University of Canterbury, 1972). 

13. John Henderson, "The Burdens of ANZUS", NZIR, Vol.5, No.3, 
May/June 1980, p.2. 



has more recently perceived the presence of nuclear-powered/armed 

vessels in New Zealand ports as a security hazard, making the 

country a possible target for nuclear attack, National has tended 

to stress the advantages and strengths of collective security with 

the United States in ANZUS, interpreting American expectations more 

broadly in terms of military obligations. This aspect of National 

Party policy has clearly been preferred by American policy-makers, 

b . i bl. . 14 ut it snot a treaty o 1gat1on. 

7.2 NEW ZEALAND: A POSITION OF STRENGTH? 
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Something New Zealand policy-makers appear to have under-estimated 

at the time of the Vietnam war was the degree to which the United 

States genuinely did need New Zealand's support - particularly for the 

symbolic value it afforded and especially for domestic political 

reasons in the United States. 

In December, 1964, President Johnson had written a letter to 

Australia Prime Minister, Menzies, in which he expressed just this: 

I want to emphasise how important it is to me 
that the American people understand that they 
are not alone in the defense of the freedom of 
a country which is geographically so far away 
from us.That is why I have been so grateful 
for the assistance you have already given to 
Viet-Nam .... 

As our efforts increase, and especially as 
we face the possibility of wider action in 
the future, it becomes absolutely essential 
for me to be able to show the American people 
that they have help and13upport of other 
nations in this effort. 

The Pentagon Papers record also that one of the arguments used 

against the escalation of the air war in early 1968 was the fact that 

it might be at the cost of active support from Australia and New 

Zealand. 16 

From the point of view of bargaining, New Zealand was almost 

certainly in a stronger position than the Government realised at the 

time, particularly since America's willingness to guarantee New 

Zealand's security is derived much more from America's own security 

14. Stephen Levine, "ANZUS: The American View", NZIR, Vol.2, No.3, 
May/June 1977, p.18. 

15. Sexton, op.cit., p.60. 
16. The Pentagon Papers: The Defense Department History of the United 

States Decision-making on Vietnam. The Senator Gravel Edition, 
Vol.IV, (Boston, Beacon Press, 1971) p.524. 



. h h 1 · d ' 17 "· fl interests tan any ot er externa consi erations - in uences 

external to New Zealand are dominant in the formulation of American 
18 

policy towards this country." 

Australia: 

Gelber observes with regard to 

The U.S. alliance is a framework for policy 
rather than a determinant of particular 
actions in specific situations. Australia's 
room for manoeuvre in these matters is 
larger than might be thought and perhaps 
larger than any which the Australian19 
government has yet tried to exploit. 

The same could well be said of New Zealand. Where there have been 

moves towards greater independence - even in the post-Vietnam era, 

where the United States has shown itself less likely to pressure 
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New Zealand on issues related to security20 New Zealand has been 

restricted, above all, by what Handel calls "the feeling of 

constraint 1121 that he argues is characteristic particularly of middle 

powers in their relations with the super powers. Handel writes: 

Australia has usually been the faithful ally 
of greater powers, a voluntary partner whose 
influence was never egual to that of the 
great or super power. 22 

This aspect of 'voluntary partnership' is also evident in 

New Zealand's relations with the United States. A significant theme 

in this light is the continuing effort to obligate the United States 

to come to its aid in the face of a possible external threat. Gelber, 
23 writing again of Australia, refers to this as the "Lafayette Syndrome" 

- helping America now in anticipation of future aid when needed. 

Millar says of the same phenomenon: 

Australia is taking out an insurance premium, 
putting a deposit in a bank from which it may 
later wish to borrow, paying its club fees. 24 

This was certainly the attitude of the New Zealand Government 

at the time of Vietnam where the support was offered as a "calculated 

17. Malcolm McKinnon, "Costs and Cor;tuity: New Zealand's Security 
and the United States". Political Science (Wellington) Vol.30, 
No.l, 1978, (pp.29-44) p.40. 

18. Ibid p.43. 
19. H.G. Gelber, The Australian-American Alliance: Costs and Benefits 

(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1968) p.95. 
20. McKinnon, op cit., p.40. 
21. Handel, op cit., p.139. 
22. Ibid p .139. 
23. H.G. Gelber, "Some Western Determinants of Australian Foreign 

Policy", in Teichman (ed) New Directions in Australian Foreign 
Policy, p.89, quoted in Handel, p.141. 

24. Millar Australia's Foreign Policy, p.2, quoted in Handel, p.141. 



investment1125 in American goodwill. Even in the independent 

foreign policy of the third Labour Government this was an underlying 

attitude or mood that policy-makers still held to some extent. 

Essentially New Zealand has remained a voluntary partner in 

a kind of 'Lafayette' exercise. In the 1966 Defence Review this was 

made quite explicit. One of the "substantial objectives" listed 

in relation to national security was: 

To establish a claim upon our major allies for 
consultation, a voice in important decisions, 
and in the last resort, and most importantly, 
military assistance and protection in time of 
need. This requires New Zealand to demonstrate 
willingness to make an appropriate degree of 
national defensive effort and willingness and 
ability to assist our allies in matters 
affecting their national interests. 26 

By the time the 1972 review was published, these objectives were 

somewhat modified in the way they were expressed but essentially 

the same end was in view: 

to give New Zealand an effective voice in 
international consultations on matters of 
importance to our security and interests; 

to promote and maintain the interest of major 
like-minded countries in the security and 
well-being of New Zealand and of countries 
and areas important to our security. 27 

Gelber questions the usefulness of a policy of this nature and, once 

more writing specifically of Australia, he argues: 

... America can, and Britain may, be able to 
take decisions which affect Australia in 
important ways while Australia can exercise 
no comparable countervailing pressure. This 
in turn makes the effort to pile up credit 
in Washington, while rational enough as far 
as it goes, an essentially Sisyphean effort 
to which there can be no logical end. The 
commitment to secure American goodwill is 
open-ended, while American reassurance to 
Australia can never, 2~n the nature of 
things, be complete. 

ANZUS is, on paper, an equal alliance and the parties have 

continued to stress the equality. Psychologically however, New 

Zealand has acted as a client - the client statef being a feature 

of the perception of policy-makers. Handel argues that this is 

25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 

See Kennaway, op cit., p.76, 
"Review of Defence Policy", 
"Review of Defence Policy", 
Gelber op cit., p.89, quoted 

also Handel, p.142. 
AJHR, A8, 1966, pp.5,6. 
AJHR, AS, 1972, p.7. 
in Handel, p.139. 
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partly due to the fact that there are a large number of shared 

interests. 29 It is also the very 'equality' of the terms of 

the treaty that make it more likely to involve New Zealand in 

American conflicts than to involve the United States in New 
30 

Zealand ones. 

The impact of Australian foreign policy on New Zealand's 

perceived client status has also been considerable in that New 

Zealand has responded to the United States with an eye to what 

Australia is doing, and thus not so much acting as a client 

but rather, as a 'co-client'- a 'junior client' with Australia. 

7.3 THE FLEXIBILITY OF ANZUS 

"The main characteristic of the relation between patrons and 

clients", Handel notes, 11 is their informality 11 •
31 A keynote of 

ANZUS has been its flexibility and since Vietnam there has been 

a great deal of adapting to be done to a less rigidly polarised 

world. In the post-Vietnam era, ANZUS has been considered in a far 

less rigid manner than was previously possible. 

There has been a growing awareness of the importance of the 

link with Australia, to the extent that the 1978 Defence Review 

k l d d 11 • h . 11 32 ac now e ge , In a strategic sense t e two countries are one 
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In fact the importance of Australian foreign policy has probably 

always been greater than the New Zealand government has acknowledged. 

This was particularly true of the decision on Vietnam. 

With regard to the United States there has been an increasing 

awareness of New Zealand's economic vulnerability, and in terms of 

perceptions of ANZUS there has been a developing emphasis on 

trading aspects. The 1978 Defence Review stated: 

The importance of ANZUS to New Zealand reflects 
the vital role of the United States as the leader 
of the West. It underlines too, the value of our 
access to the Government in Washington in all 
fields, but particularly in matters of trade, 
Pacific affairs, defence, and general political 
consultation and intelligence. American 
attitudes towards bilateral trading issues and 
international economic problems, not to speak of 
the course of events in the Pacific, will have a 
heavy bearing on New Zealand's future. 

29. Handel, op cit., p.146. 
30. McKinnon, op cit., p.31. 
31. Handel, op cit., p.134. 
32. Review of Defence Policy Ministry of Defence. (Government 

Printer Wellington, 1978) p.14. 



For its part the Government will seek to 
consolidate and enhance a relationship of 
mutual respect and co-operation between 
New Zealand and the United States. 33 

There has been a tendency in recent years towards a much 

more explicit linkage of economic and strategic considerations on 

the part of the New Zealand Government. The Defence Review notes: 

New Zealand is a trading nation. An unrivalled 
agricultural productivity provides the foundation 
for the economy and thus for all that we do as 
a nation - including our defence activities. 
In the last 5 years, however, the terms of 
international trade have turned sharply against 
us ... New Zealand is caught in a pincer movement 
between inflation and agricultural protectionism. 
These are at present the most serious issues 
facing New Zealand. 34 

The New Zealand Government has continued to express a link 

between trade and agricultural protectionism - particularly American 

agricultural protectionism - and her defence arrangements under 

ANZUS. There has been no real military threat to New Zealand since 

1951 35 and the most apparent threat to the nation is certainly an 

economic one. 
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The United States, however, has been less willing to acknowledge 

the validity of such a linkage, but, on the other hand the United 

States has not pressurised New Zealand into greatly increasing its 

defence budget in order to fulfil the ANZUS commitment to "develop 

individual and collective capacity to resist armed attack". Compared 

to its allies, New Zealand's defence budget has been minimal -

generally about 2% of GNP. 36 

Linkage between economic trading issues and defence is 

possible in New Zealand in a way that it is not in the United States 

because of the structure of its foreign policy decision-making 

process which, as we have already discussed, is a relatively simple 

process in New Zealand in that only a small number of key decision

makers are involved. In the United States where the process is more 

diverse, inter-agency battles tend to override the possibility of 

linkage. Tim Birch made the statement to Dr. Evelyn Colbert, Deputy 

Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, that: 

33. Ibid pp.17,18. 
34. Ibid p.8. 
35. Kennaway op cit. p.34. 
36. Ibid p.42. 



It's accepted doctrine nowadays that New 
Zealand has to have access to its markets 
in order to be economically strong and that 
from that flows our military capability, 
and that it's incumbent upon our Allies 
to allow access to our exports in order 
that this change should take place. 37 

Dr. Colbert in her reply played down the linkage between 

trade and ANZUS as much as possible. 

What is apparent is that both in Vietnam and subsequently 

the United States has been more interested in the fact of New 

Zealand's support on particular policy actions than in the actual 

extent of it. The symbolic value has been of great significance, 

Thus, for example, it remains important to the United States that 

their nuclear ships be permitted in New Zealand ports even if 

visits are infrequent and not significant strategically - quite 
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apart from 'rest and recreation' the real significance is a symbolic 

rather than a quantitatively substantive one, New Zealand's military 

presence in Singapore is also viewed by the United States as being 

"very important symbolically, 1138 

At the time of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan the statement 

was issued in an ANZUS Communique that New Zealand agreed to 

participate in Indian Ocean manoeuvres as its capabilities permitted. 

Again, even if New Zealand's support was small, it was of great 

symbolic importance, 

Dr. Colbert stated: 

... this symbolic position, we enforce by such 
measures as each ~f us can take practically, 
is at the essence it is not only the practical 
measures that are important and, when one comes 
to the discussion of practical measures, whether 
they are military or others, then one has to look 
at the capabilities of the countries involved, 
but political unity on issues of this kind is 
also vastly important and disparities of size 
much less important in that context. 39 

ANZUS is not simply a formal defence pact signed in 1951. 

It is a relationship rather than a series of explicit commitments, 

In any case the commitments are too vague to form an unambiguous 

guide for policy-making. Treaty commitments as stated are significant 

in the alliance relationship in that the United States has considered 

them important. 

37. 

38. 
39. 

ANZUS In The '80s 
Dr. Evelyn Colbert 
Christchurch, June 
Ibid. 
Ibid. 

transcript of electronic dialogue between 
and participants in a defence seminar in 
7, 1980. 



New Zealand has had to take as a guide to policy not only 

its perceptions of ANZUS, but also its perceptions of American 

and Australian perceptions of ANZUS. The important commitments 

are not the ones that can be clearly interpreted as such from 

the treaty as written, but rather, those that the United States 

has emphasised. The same was also true for the SEATO treaty -

particularly in Vietnam - the explicit provisions of which were 

similar to those of ANZUS. 

ANZUS must be seen as a broad relationship between the 

countries and not just a narrow defence arrangement. In the 1978 

Defence Review it was expressed that: 

In the defence field, as in the economic, and 
many other areas, we work as part of a team. 
Without the team the game4~e are involved 
in would be much rougher. 

It is as part of the team that New Zealand has perceived 

itself - small, but still part of the team - even if in terms of 

practical support it can do little more than could a 'mascot'. 

40. Review of Defence Policy, 1978, p.10. 
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