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Abstract 

India was the largest recipient of Australian aid between 1951 and 1969, but in 1969 there was a 

marked decrease in this aid. Yet, current literature on the Australia-India bilateral relationship 

argues that the relations between the two countries were tense due to differences amongst 

leadership and their fundamentally opposite readings of the Cold War. There is a puzzle here that 

why, despite the tense bilateral relations, did Australia give so much aid to India up till 1969? 

Moreover, why was there a decline of aid to India in 1969? While the Australia-India relationship 

during the Cold War has been studied extensively, their aid relationship, however, has received 

little attention.  This thesis traces Australia’s aid to India between 1951 and 1989 to explore what 

factors drove Australia’s fluctuating aid to India during this period. By drawing on archival material 

and interviews, this thesis examines changes in the thought and practice of key Australian decision-

makers over time in its aid policy. It focuses on both bureaucratic agency and interests in exploring 

how bureaucrats perceived the uses of Australian aid and how policy was made within the 

government.  

This thesis finds that Australian aid to India can be explained by the Donor Interest Model (DIM) 

as Australia’s aid to India was driven by its strategic interests during the Cold War. However, it 

notes a subtle but important shift in within the DIM in this case as Australia’s strategic interests 

changed over time from strategic altruism to promoting its economic interests. Australia’s aid to 

India was driven by its strategic interests that were mainly influenced by its relationship with the 

US. Between 1951 and 1965, making India the largest recipient was a strategic decision by Australia 

to keep it from falling into the Soviet influence and making India a counterweight to a rising 

communist China during the Cold War. The aid cut of 1969 was a result of the strategic divergence 

between Australia and India that had been widening since 1966. This divergence was a result of 

the souring of Indo-US relations over the Vietnam War as India tilted towards the Soviet Union 

between 1966 and 1977. Between 1978 and 1989 Australia’s aid to India was driven by its economic 
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and trade interests as Australia’s foreign and economic policies became closely aligned in response 

to the changing international economic order during this period. This variation of Australia’s aid 

interests is an addition to the study to Australian strategic foreign policy literature. It emphasizes 

the role of key senior bureaucrats and diplomats in not just influencing the drivers of Australian 

aid to India but also the broader bilateral ties during this period. This thesis highlights how well 

bureaucrats mediate pressures, whether it be political, security, ministerial or even business, in 

trying to craft a strategic foreign policy approach. 
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1. Introduction  

Why do states provide aid? US President John F. Kennedy, claimed at the peak of the Cold War 

that ‘foreign aid is a method by which the United States maintains a position of influence and 

control around the world, and sustains a good many countries which would definitely collapse, or 

pass into the Communist bloc’.2 Aid was arguably an integral part of the foreign policy of donor 

countries who were seeking to influence the recipients, usually developing countries, into adopting 

certain positions. In the superpower competition between the United States and Soviet Union, 

foreign aid became a chief instrument of strategic persuasion. However, this desire to ensure 

strategic motives being achieved through foreign aid was not limited to the superpowers as 

Australia, a security ally of the United States, also fell into the long shadow cast by the Cold War 

and its foreign aid politics.  

Canberra, naturally, wanted to influence its region into a position more strategically favourable to 

itself. This it tried to do with its aid program. Australia’s premiere foreign aid program, the 

Colombo Plan, was established in 1951, following closely at the heels of the United States’ Marshall 

Plan of 1948. The Colombo Plan, though a multilateral Commonwealth initiative, functioned 

mostly through bilateral aid relationships. This became the cornerstone for Australia’s foreign 

policy in engaging Asia, particularly South Asia, in the first stage of the plan. India was the largest 

recipient of Australian aid between 1951 and 1969, a fact that has been understated in the existing 

literature on the Australia-India relations. With the focus of the literature remaining largely on the 

animosity between the apex leadership of the two countries, India’s status as the largest recipient 

of Australian aid during this period remains a puzzling phenomenon. Why did Australia provide 

so much aid to India, despite fundamental differences in its leadership? The puzzle does not stop 

there. In 1969, there was marked decline in Australian aid and thereafter we find significant 

 
2 Teresa Hayter, Aid as Imperialism (Ringwood: Penguin Books, 1971), p.5.  
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The puzzle intensifies in 1969 where we see a marked decrease in Australian aid to India by almost 

85 percent and this takes place after both Nehru and Menzies have left the office as Nehru died 

in 1964 and Menzies retired in 1966.4 Significantly, this drastic aid cut came at a time when 

Australia also increasing its overall aid budget as Figure 1.1 shows.  There are two puzzling issues 

here – 1) Why did such a drastic aid cut take place after the two leaders (who famously did not get 

along) had left office in 1969? 2) Why was India Australia’s largest aid recipient between 1951 and 

1969, despite the fundamental differences between Nehru and Menzies which were in so 

prominent? 

Following the drastic aid cut of 1969, we continue to see fluctuations in Australian aid to India 

until 1989 and these variations remain unexplained. For example, between the period of 1974 and 

1976 we see a temporary blip as aid increases marginally during this period. This is puzzling as well 

because it was during this time when India first tested its nuclear device in 1974 and in 1975 Indira 

Gandhi suspended democracy, arguably events that would upset Australia’s pro-democracy and 

anti-nuclear stances. Similarly, we see a marked increase again in 1989 despite the contracting 

overall aid budget and the global economic downturn at the end of the Cold War, so far 

unexplained by existing literature.       

1.4 Research Question  

To understand these fluctuations in Australia’s aid to India the central research question of this 

thesis is – What were the drivers of Australia’s aid to India between 1951 and 1989? 

1.5 Research Outline and Key Findings  

This thesis is divided into eight chapters that help answer this question. It examines the current 

literature on this issue, provides its own historical account of the India-Australia bilateral relations 

 
4 The specific aid figures (Australian aid to India) for 1968 was 25.8 million AUD and for 1969 was 5 million AUD 
that represents the 85% aid cut – for graphical representation of this cut please refer to figure 1.1.   
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during the Cold War, sets up a methodological design in how the research was conducted and 

finally presents its findings in the subsequent chapters.  

Chapter 2 reviews the existing literature on the Australia-India relationship and then goes on to 

provide a more detailed historical account of the Australia-India relations during the Cold War. It 

finds that the bilateral relations were not of a monolithic nature and that there were significant 

variations in the strategic ties of the countries. The first part of the relationship was composed of 

engagement on strategic, bureaucratic, scientific and Commonwealth level. From the start, it 

becomes clear that Australia’s relations with India was substantially shaped by the US and Britain 

in different areas. The role of US and Britain often times also becomes a barrier in Australia-India 

ties, particularly in the political sphere of their relationship on issues of race and apartheid in South 

Africa. The aim of this chapter is to bring out the Australia-India relationship out into the regional 

and global context. The second period focuses on the divergence that halted the strategic 

convergence from the previous phase due to India’s deteriorating relations with the United States 

primarily over the Vietnam War by 1966 and the India-Pakistan war of 1971 that shifted the power 

balance in the subcontinent. With no common commercial interests, it became difficult for 

Australia and India to continue a strategic or commercial engagement. The third period focuses 

on the ministerial outlooks on India, focussing on how both Australian defence and foreign affairs 

viewed India as a ‘concern’ and ‘disappointment’ respectively; however what provided hope for 

the struggling relationship was the emerging friendship between Prime Ministers Bob Hawke and 

Rajiv Gandhi.  

Chapter 3 reviews the existing literature in two broad fields:  

1. Global drivers of aid  

2. Australian drivers of aid  

The first section of this chapter reviews the existing literature on global drivers of foreign aid. The 

focus remains on the Donor Interest Model (DIM) which has been the more prominently studied 
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model. The body of literature on DIM broadly posits that strategic reasons are the central donor’s 

interest. Within the body of strategic interest literature however, there are three kinds of strategic 

interests donors promote: political interests, economic/trade interests and altruistic interests. This 

section is separated thematically by these different interests to see how these drivers of aid vary 

within the DIM.  

The second section reviews the existing explanations of why Australia provided aid during the 

Cold War. This section is divided into three parts: the first period is focussed on the scholarly 

debate that took place between security and development as the ideal drivers of aid. The second 

period looks at the professionalisation and bureaucratisation of foreign aid under the Whitlam 

government. The third period focuses on the commercial turn of Australia’s aid machinery. It also 

notes that this was the period of the landmark Jackson Report that was the first comprehensive 

foreign aid review of Australia’s aid and how this impacted Australia’s aid practices.  

Chapter 4 establishes the theoretical framework and methodological approach. This chapter 

outlines how bureaucratic politics played a central role in defining Canberra’s aid policy as well as 

shaping the choices of political leaders and Australia-India relations. To explore how bureaucratic 

politics of Australian aid worked during the Cold War, I look again at the DIM outlined in the 

literature review. I also provide my own definitions for how I employ ‘strategic’ drivers as well as 

the sub strategic interests of economic, political and altruism.  Chiefly, this chapter highlights how 

this thesis draws on non-structured interviews and archival research to gather evidence on the 

drivers of Australian aid to India. Using the process tracing methodology, this project attempts to 

assess competing explanations of Australian aid derived from existing literature.  

To understand the drivers of Australian aid to India the thesis divides the timeline into three parts 

that Chapters 5-7 analyse:  

1. 1951-1965  

2. 1966-1977  



 17 

3. 1978-1989   

Chapter 5 finds that Australia’s aid to India was driven by strategic altruism. It argues that 

Australia’s aid to India was driven by its strategic interests that were influenced by its relationship 

with the US, and to some extent, Britain. Australia is often dubbed by United States as its ‘sheriff’ 

in maintaining security in the region; principally this is indicative of how Australia perceived its 

own strategic interests since the establishment of the ANZUS treaty in 1951.5 The altruism, or 

goodwill, is found in the quality of aid that was provided by Australia, despite India’s neglect and 

even suspicion of Canberra’s gestures due to the overriding Cold War hostilities. The goodwill is 

demonstrated by the senior bureaucrats and Ministers of the Menzies cabinet, despite the 

adversarial nature of the Menzies-Nehru relationship. There are some instances where Australia 

attempts to maintain its own strategic autonomy over its aid to India by keeping its aid bilateral. 

Yet overall, the Australia-India strategic relationship is chiefly shaped by the individual Australia-

US and Indo-US relations at the time. Especially after India’s humiliating defeat in the 1962 war 

against China, Australia attempted to cement its strategic ties by using its aid as a base for this. 

Australia’s strategic interest in India was buttressed by the United States and its own interest in 

India as a counterweight to the rising communist China during this period.  

Chapter 6 finds that Australia’s aid to India was purely driven by its strategic interests between 

1966 and 1977. It argues that the drastic drop in Australian aid to India that eventually took place 

in 1969 was essentially a result in the strategic divergence between Australia and India. It finds that 

this divergence did not happen overnight, as the strategic divide had been widening since 1966.  

Indian Prime Minister Indira Gandhi made a ‘U-turn’ India’s position on the Vietnam War in 1966, 

by not only criticising the United States but also tilting towards the Soviet Union. This paved the 

way for strategic divergences to emerge between not only India and the US but also India and 

 
5 Editorial, ‘Howard dubbed ‘deputy sheriff’, Sydney Morning Herald, December 3, 2002.  
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Australia.6 As India accepted large amounts of aid from the Soviet Union as well as the subsequent 

warming of relations between Hanoi and New Delhi, Canberra and New Delhi faced a definite 

strategic divergence. This strategic divergence was the key reason behind the decline in Australian 

aid to India and the disappearance of the ‘altruism’ that was present before. The aid cut was 

spearheaded by influential senior bureaucrats and diplomats. This administrative decisions 

regarding Australian aid were not a top-down foreign policy decision made by Prime Minister or 

Foreign Ministers. Interestingly, this marked aid cut also took place much after Menzies and Nehru 

left office.  As a key ally of the US in the Vietnam War, Australia’s strategic position was now 

fundamentally opposed to that of India’s. It was the souring of Indo-US relations over the Vietnam 

War that resulted in the Australia-India strategic divergence, not the personal differences between 

the apex leadership as current literature argues.  

Chapter 7 finds that Australia’s strategic aid to India was driven by its economic and trade interests 

between 1978 and 1989. Australia’s foreign and economic policies became closely aligned in 

response to the changing international economic order during this period. Trade wars and growing 

protectionism pressured Australia to now look for other trading partners and this led to its aid 

policies to marry its trade policies. India was seen as a potential key trading partner, however, there 

were disagreements between the bureaucrats in the aid and foreign policy departments of the 

Australian foreign policy making machinery regarding making India the chief recipient if its ‘aid 

for trade’ program. The Department of Foreign Affairs bureaucrats faced substantial inter-

departmental and ministerial barriers in trying to increase Australia’s aid to India. Despite strong 

ties at the apex leadership between Bob Hawke and Rajiv Gandhi, it was the role of key senior 

bureaucrats and diplomats that increasingly shaped the aid policies towards India. A coal mine a 

concessional loan aid package was made possible between India and Australia in 1989 that resulted 

 
6 Tanvi Madan, Fateful Triangle: How China Shaped U.S.-India Relations During the Cold War (Washington, DC: 
Brookings, 2020), p. 197. The term ‘U-turn’ has been borrowed from Madan as she uses it to describe Indira 
Gandhi’s volte-face on the Vietnam War in July 1966 where she, along with USSR, called for an immediate cessation 
of American bombings.   
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a spike of Australian aid to India at the end of the Cold War, paving the way for future commercial 

relations between the two countries.   

 Chapter 8 concludes by arguing that within the DIM, Australia’s strategic aid interests showed 

variations within this time frame from strategic in the early years to economic in the later years. 

This variation within Australia’s strategic aid interests is an addition to the study to Australian 

foreign policy literature. It notes that Australia’s broader strategic interests during this time were 

not just shaped by US overall, but also, Britain in the initial period of this study. Additionally, this 

thesis also found that the apex leadership arguments do not adequately explain the Australia-India 

aid relationship. It emphasizes the role of key senior bureaucrats and diplomats in not just 

influencing the drivers of Australian aid to India but also the broader bilateral ties during this 

period. This thesis highlights how well bureaucrats mediate pressure, whether it be political, 

security, ministerial or even business, in trying to craft a strategic foreign policy approach. Thus, 

while the DIM is largely accurate in explaining why donors provide aid, this thesis adds nuance to 

the variations within the model that may occur during a given time frame.    
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2. Australia-India Relations: A Historical Account  

2.0 Introduction  

To understand the drivers of Australian aid to India during the Cold War, it is imperative that we 

gain context of the bilateral relationship both through the existing literature on this area of research 

as well as independent research that looks beyond dominant themes already covered by scholars. 

The focus of the current scholarship has a strong emphasis on the apex leadership of the two 

countries. Thus, the analysis of the bilateral relationship has substantially been derived from the 

chemistry, or lack thereof, between the leaderships.  Yet, this chapter finds that Australia-India 

Relations during the Cold War were complex, fluctuating and never one-note. The bilateral ties 

were interwoven with varying political, economic and security interests of the two countries, not 

entirely dependent on the apex leaderships. The prevalent strategic rivalry of the United States and 

the USSR played quite decisive roles and perhaps not in an episodic manner that existing literature 

argued but in a more consistent manner in shaping the Australia-India relations between 1951 and 

1989. It is also important to note the role United States played, not only as a security ally of 

Australia, but also as a country that had a complex relationship with India. The other significant 

player was Britain that shaped the Australia-India relations, particularly in the aid sphere. 

Australia’s aid to India was channelled through the Colombo Plan, which was in fact a 

Commonwealth initiative. This chapter, and more broadly this thesis, puts the Australia-India 

relationship in a regional and global context that allows us to shift the focus from the apex leaders 

in shaping the ties.  
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The other significant factor in shaping the Australia-India bilateral relations has been the role of 

the bureaucracy in Department of Foreign Affairs in Australia, an understudied element in the 

existing works in this area. The senior bureaucrats and diplomats often carried substantial influence 

on maintaining everyday ebbs and flows of the Australia-India relationship. The nature of the 

relationship between the two leaderships has usually been seen as decider of the fate of the overall 

bilateral relationship, where you have a Nehru-Menzies antipathy on one end of the spectrum and 

Rajiv-Bob mateship on the other end that make the ties swing from being neglected to engaged. 

This chapter aims to highlight the role that the bureaucracy played all along the way that guided 

the relationship through the Cold War years.   

The dominant theme in current scholarship of the Australia-India bilateral relationship during the 

Cold War has been the conflicting nature of the foreign policies of the two countries. This was 

largely attributed to two factors: the mutual dislike of the two leaders, namely Robert Menzies and 

Jawaharlal Nehru and the neglectful attitude of Canberra towards New Delhi that allowed for the 

poor relations between the two countries. Reading through all the work that has been done in 

studying the bilateral relations, there is a recurring pattern in how this diverging narrative is framed 

in current scholarship – they often start with the commonalities shared by the two countries 

denoted by the rather facetious ‘three Cs’ – Curry, Commonwealth and Cricket however a deeper 

introspection also reveals a common prehistoric Gondwanaland continent, possibly a shared 

Dravidian/Aboriginal ancestry, an ocean, a language, democracy and the common law. Despite 

the similarities, the literature generally concludes that the two countries were not compatible 

partners in the initial years of the Cold War.    

For the later years of the Cold War, the focus of the existing literature still remains on the Prime 

Ministerial relationships, for example the Indira Gandhi-Whitlam demarche and Rajiv Gandhi- 

Bob Hawke mateship, and how it drove the bilateral relationship. The dominant narrative in this 

part of the scholarship is the theme of ‘neglect’ that arguably inhibited strong relations to develop 
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between the two countries. In terms of who neglected who, there is heated debate in the literature 

as scholars have put equal blame on New Delhi and Canberra in placing the other on low priority 

in their foreign relations. There was some academic optimism expressed at the Gandhi-Hawke 

engagement at the 1985 CHOGM summit and the future prospects for the bilateral relations. 

However, this area remains under-researched in terms of what tools were prospectively used to 

overcome the inertia that had set in due to years of incompatibility between New Delhi and 

Canberra to revive the relations once again. Yet, the aid relationship between the two countries 

remains an understudied element in the bilateral relations.   

This chapter, then, aims to provide a historical account of the bilateral relationship between 

Australia and India by not just exploring existing narratives but also presenting new archival 

evidence. It provides an overall picture of the strategic bilateral relations encompassing political, 

trade and security ties between the two countries. This chapter has divided the Cold War period 

into three distinct phases: 1951-1965, 1966-1977 and 1978-1989 to better understand the nuances 

in the bilateral relationship.  

Section 2.1 looks at the period between 1951 and 1965 where the existing literature highlights a 

significantly strained bilateral relationship however new archival evidence paints a more 

strategically optimistic picture of the Australia-India ties. Existing scholarly focus on the tense 

relationship at the apex level, between the two Prime Ministers Jawaharlal Nehru and Robert 

Menzies, has almost inhibited a discussion on the overall strategic ties. This section provides a new 

narrative of the strategic ties that studies the Australia-India relationship from a global perspective, 

looking at how powers like UK and US shaped this relationship. It highlights the strategic promise 

that India held for Australia in the trade and security spheres due its emergence as a strong 

democracy post-independence. 

Section 2.2 looks at the period between 1966 and 1977 where existing literature overemphasises, 

again, the role of apex leadership in shaping the bilateral ties; this section attempts to provide a 
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more detailed account of the growing strains in the relationship. It finds that there were more 

global causes behind the strategic divergence in the Australia-India bilateral relations. The key 

reason was the deteriorating Indo-US relationship, specifically over the Vietnam War, that caused 

the decline in New Delhi-Canberra ties. The warming of New Delhi-Hanoi ties underpinned this 

tilt that further exacerbated the worsening of New-Delhi Washington relations. This was also a 

period when India gained strategic dominance in the subcontinent after the 1971 Indo-Pakistan 

war that created Bangladesh. This created more concern in Canberra about the future of the 

balance of power in the region particularly as India wanted to increase its presence in Southeast 

Asia. There was doubt raised if India’s tilt towards the USSR would facilitate New Delhi advancing 

Moscow’s interests into Australia’s region of influence. Moreover, Australia and India also 

struggled to find a common ground on establishing trade relations as both countries had differing 

outlooks on regional trade matters. Overall, there was a widening drift in the substantial relations 

between the two countries chiefly because of the Indira Gandhi-Lyndon Johnson fallout and 

India’s subsequent regional preponderance.  

Section 2.3 studies the period between 1978 and 1989 and finds that  initially there was ministerial 

concern regarding India’s naval expansion in the region. Overall there was a general sense of 

disappointment with the progress of bilateral relations so far, particularly on the Australian side. 

While scholars have emphasised optimism for the bilateral ties due to the growing ‘mateship’ of 

the two Prime Ministers, Rajiv Gandhi and Bob Hawke, this section provides an account of more 

regional strategic ties that were influencing the Australia-India bilateral ties. The new economic 

realities of the international order buttressed by the United States’ willingness to keep China out 

of the Soviet sphere, had pushed Canberra towards Beijing and a gradual neglect of India had 

taken place.  However, the growing chemistry between Prime Ministers Bob Hawke and Rajiv 

Gandhi at the 1985 CHOGM laid the foundations for bridging the widening gap in the Australia-

India relations. This period comprised growing commercial and trade relations with India which 

will be covered in detail in chapter 7 largely with the persuasion of the bureaucracy.        
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2.1 1951-1965: Cautious Engagement- Looking beyond the Nehru-Menzies Disagreements  

2.1.1 The Nehru Menzies Discord 

The animosity between Prime Ministers Jawaharlal Nehru and Robert Menzies is perhaps cited as 

the fundamental factor in shaping the opposing positions of India and Australia respectively. One 

of the most authoritative voices on the bilateral relations Meg Gurry writes about them ‘they had 

very different understandings of the emerging international order and their frequent clashes of 

opinion had an impact on how Australia and India saw each other’.7 In her earlier works she 

elaborates ‘Menzies and Nehru defined their national interests and security needs differently, and 

took different paths. In fact, they differed on every major foreign policy issue of the era’.8 They 

key issue of difference Gurry highlights is ‘The Cold War – particularly the extent to which 

Australia adopted the doctrinal position of the “hawk” – certainly played a large role in keeping 

the two countries apart. Nehru’s policy of nonalignment was deemed “foolish” by Menzies who 

saw it as prejudicing the attempts of the western democracies to keep communism at bay in Asia’.9 

The leadership, thus, is largely to be held responsible for the two countries remaining poles apart 

in the post-war period. Yet, in a rather counterintuitive fashion, Gurry has also noted that during 

this period ‘India was Australia’s favourite destination for aid’.10 This leads to a puzzling 

phenomena where  in figure 1.1, we that Australia was, in fact, providing its largest proportion of 

aid under the Colombo Plan despite fundamental differences at the apex leadership level during 

this time.  

Running parallel to the animosity theme is also the idea of disinterest that has been posited by 

scholars as a chief reason of the poor Australia-India relations. Walter Crocker, Australian High 

Commissioner to India noted during Menzies’ short visit to New Delhi in 1959 that ‘he [Menzies] 

didn’t ask a single question about India… he had no curiosity about and no interest in India or 

 
7 Meg Gurry, Australia and India: Mapping the Journey 1944-2014 (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press, 2015), p. 68.  
8 Meg Gurry, ‘Leadership and Bilateral Relations: Menzies and Nehru, Australia and India, 1949-1964’, Pacific Affairs 
Vol. 65, 4 (Winter 1992-1993), p. 511.  
9 Meg Gurry, ‘Leadership and Bilateral Relations: Menzies and Nehru, Australia and India, 1949-1964’, Pacific Affairs 
Vol. 65, 4 (Winter 1992-1993), p. 511. 
10 Meg Gurry, India: Australia’s Neglected Neighbour? 1957-1996 (Griffith University: Queensland, 1996), p. 19.  
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Indians’.11 Similarly W.J Hudson argues ‘ few ministers had any interest in Asia and Menzies seems 

to have had none at all’.12 

Alison Broinowski echoes Gurry’s central argument as she writes it was the ‘mutual distaste’ 

between Nehru and Menzies was the main reason why found themselves on the opposite sides of 

many international issues such as the Suez Canal. However, the issue at the heart of the conflict 

was, as Broinowski states ‘Australia’s lack of autonomy in foreign relations: Australia was only ever 

seen in India as a dependent adjunct to the US and the UK’.13 Walter Crocker, similarly noted, that 

Nehru believed that as a result of the alliances, Australia ‘could have no opinion of its own on the 

great international issues or freedom to express it. Australia was an American stooge’.14 

Australia’s commitment to the Western alliance and India’s nonaligned status has been argued as 

one of the key contentions in how both Menzies and Nehru responded to the international order 

during the Cold War. There is extensive literature on Australia’s reliance on its ‘great and powerful 

friends’ such as the United States and United Kingdom.15 The most heated debate between the 

two leaders took place also on the same issue at the United Nations General Assembly in October 

1960 when Menzies attempted to block a resolution put forward by Nehru that called for a 

superpower summit. Nehru describes this as Menzies’ “Cold War approach” in that ‘it is a trivial 

way of dealing with a vital question which is shaking the world’.16 Menzies replied sharply that he 

 
11 Crocker cited in Meg Gurry, ‘Leadership and Bilateral Relations: Menzies and Nehru, Australia and India, 1949-
1964’, Pacific Affairs Vol. 65, 4 (Winter 1992-1993), p. 513.  
12 William James Hudson, Casey (Melbourne: Oxford University Press, 1986), p. 287.  
13 Alison Broinowski, ‘Orange Juice or Great Western: Indian and Australian Mutual Perceptions in the 1940s and 
1950s’, South Asia: Journal of South Asian Studies Vol. 23, 1 (2000), p. 86.  
14 Walter Crocker, Australian Ambassador (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press, 1971), p. 200.  
15 Alan Watt, The Evolution of Australian Foreign Policy 1938-1965 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967); 
Norman Harper, A Great and Powerful Friend: Australia and United States, 1900- 1975 (St. Lucia: University of 
Queensland Press, 1986); David McLean, ‘Australia in the Cold War: A Historiographical Review’, The International 
History Review Vol. 23, 2(2001), pp. 299-321; Frank Bongiorno, ‘The Price of Nostalgia: Menzies, the “Liberal” 
Tradition and Australian Foreign Policy’, Australian Journal of Politics and History Vol. 51, 3(2005), pp.400-417; Carl 
Ungerer, ‘The “Middle Power” Concept in Australian Foreign Policy”, Australian Journal of Politics and History Vol. 53, 
4(2007), pp. 538-551.  
16 Jawaharlal Nehru, India’s Foreign Policy (New Delhi: Ministry of Information and Broadcasting, 1961), pp. 225. 
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had no regrets about ‘acting in concert with our most powerful and unambiguous friends… I have 

learnt to know who our friends are’.17  

Kuruppu has argued that the foreign policies of Nehru and Menzies were irreconcilable due to 

their idealist and realist characters respectively. His theoretical model posits that ‘The ideological 

rivalry of the Cold War and Australia’s preoccupation with a perceived Communist threat…while 

Nonaligned India [was] preoccupied dealing with priorities of poverty and related economic 

problems and a foreign policy underpinned by its moral values was relatively free of ideological 

constraints imposed by the Cold War’.18 Overall, though, Kuruppu’s focus still remains on the 

‘personalities’ that shaped the bilateral relationship and their ‘psychological and operational views 

of the world’.19 He argues ‘no study of the India-Australia relationship in the 1950s and 1960s can 

profitably ignore the impact of the Nehru-Menzies dissonance and difference, psycho-political in 

nature, which represented an impediment to a more constructive engagement between the two 

countries’.20  

 The difference in the psychological make up of Nehru and Menzies’ personality had largely to do 

with nationalism. Ramesh Thakur notes ‘Nehru’s personality combined an intense nationalism 

with the pride and sensitivity of a young nation struggling to cope with the problems of 

modernisation under the heritage of an immediate colonial past’.21 In contrast, Menzies, who was 

known as the ‘Queen’s man’,  described himself as ‘British to the bootstraps’.22 Additionally, David 

Lowe writes ‘when Menzies thought of Asia he continued to see it in an imperial, global context 

 
17 Cited in Meg Gurry, ‘Leadership and Bilateral Relations: Menzies and Nehru, Australia and India, 1949-1964’, 
Pacific Affairs Vol. 65, 4 (Winter 1992-1993), p. 522.  
18 Nihal Kuruppu, “An Indian Perspective of the Relationship Between India and Australia, 1947 to 1975: 
Personalities and Policies, Peaks and Troughs,” (PhD Thesis, Victoria University, 2000), p.3.  
19 Ibid., p.3. 
20 Ibid., p.3.  
21 Ramesh Thakur, The Politics and Economics of India’s Foreign Policy (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1994), p.26. 
22 Cited in Kuruppu, “An Indian Perspective of the Relationship Between India and Australia, 1947 to 1975: 
Personalities and Policies, Peaks and Troughs,” (PhD Thesis, Victoria University, 2000), p.3.  
22 Ibid., p.196. 
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and in relation to world war’.23 While Nehru was ever fearful of war the protection of Asia from 

Cold War rivalry was paramount.24 Kuruppu concludes ‘Nehru and Menzies were remarkably  

dominant personalities which gave them unchallenged power within their Cabinets and almost 

total command of policy. They virtually transferred their self-image, their fears, their experiences, 

their biases, their prejudices into their foreign policy actions’.25 The focus on the apex leadership 

largely provides the same overall argument of divergence and perhaps overshadows other agents 

within the foreign policy making machinery that could potentially explain the aid puzzle during 

this time.   

Andrea Benvenuti argues that it was not the personal antipathy between the two leaders, but rather, 

their responses to the structural changes taking place at the international level that led to the frosty 

relations between Canberra and New Delhi during the Cold War.26 He disagrees with Gurry and 

Kuruppu that Menzies’ disinterest in India and animosity with Nehru made a closer bilateral 

relationship difficult to achieve. He writes ‘the notion that Menzies’ Anglo-centric mindset 

prevented Australia from engaging with India and the whole of the Asian region is misplaced… 

Under Menzies, Australia’s links with the region as a whole expanded and deepened’.27 The other 

point of dissension that Benvenuti holds with existing literature is on the point of who is to be 

held more responsible for the ‘neglect’. He contends that ‘it was Nehru’s non-alignment, rather 

than Menzies’ Realpolitik, that most contributed to keeping the two countries apart… it was Indian 

idealism in pursuing regional engagement – rather than Australian pragmatism – that made closer 

bilateral ties more difficult to achieve’.28 Benevenuti’s focus on the structural rather than agent 
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driven argument, while taking the spotlight away from apex leadership, still falls short in explaining 

why, despite the structural factors, India was Australia’s largest aid recipient. More importantly, 

the marked aid cut that took place in 1969, happened much after both Menzies and Nehru had 

left office.  

2.1.2 A New Narrative - Engagement but not without Barriers: 1951-1965 

In the immediate aftermath of India’s independence in 1947, Australia was fascinated by the birth 

of a democratic Asian nation resulting from a national struggle that lasted almost four decades. A 

prominent India-watcher, Sir Bertram Stevens who was also the former premier of New South 

Wales wrote about India’s independence ‘this change constitutes an outstanding historical event 

of our time, it is destined to revolutionise the outlook of Western countries. Its impact upon 

Britain’s future in Asia – and particularly upon Australia – must be tremendous’.29 Australia saw in 

India a new potential strategic partner, that would not only stand up against growing communism 

in the region but also a possessor of great manpower and resources making it an attractive 

economic partner.  

2.1.2.1 Engaging India with goodwill 

The 1950s were a period where Australia was seeking active engagement with India, in any form 

possible, mainly due to India’s emergence as a liberal democracy, the first of its kind in the region. 

Subsequently, India’s ability at setting up governing structures, especially in its administrative and 

bureaucratic procedures similar to that of Australia, were also deemed praiseworthy in its efforts 

post-independence. Bertram Stevens, a particularly optimistic watcher of the Australia-India 

relations noted ‘In India there has been a most notable realisation that independence means hard 

work and self-help. In the first year of its independence I can say I have seen statesmanship at 

work, I have seen idealism and integrity preserved at high places and I have seen evidence of good 

administrative planning. The Indians gave undoubtedly “got down to it”’.30 On India’s strategic 

 
29 Bertram Stevens, “Progress Following Independence: Claims to Leadership in Asia”, The Hindu, December 12, 
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computability he argued ‘India is inevitably with us against totalitarian communism; there is every 

inventive for her to base her own defence external and internal, on cooperation with Britain and 

America’.31  

Steven’s confidence in the foreign policy convergence of Australia and India was based on his 

assessments of the potentially burgeoning economic and trade relationship that could prosper 

between the two countries as India speeded its industrialisation. He claimed that ‘she [India] is 

now dynamic’ as he criticised the findings of the Australian Government’s earlier attempts at 

appreciating the importance of India as an important economic and political ally.32 The findings 

of the Trade Delegation which Australia sent to India in 1935 during the depression projected an 

unfavourable future for Indo-Australian trade claiming “the ‘teeming millions’ of India do not 

provide a worthwhile market for Australian goods”’.33 Steven’s optimism for the future of 

Australia-India relied on three factors: India’s rising ‘westernised’ standards of living in the post-

war climate, rapid industrialisation of the Indian economy and Australia’s geographical propinquity 

to India as a potential source of supply post the wrecked, or severely interfered, pre-war sources 

of supply. 34 His economic optimism for the future of their bilateral relations also spilled into his 

political outlook on the same, wherein he claimed that India’s political troubles are largely caused 

by its under-development and will be mitigated by the rising living standards.35  

The Australian government’s response to India’s independence was a bit shaky at the start however 

gradually by mid 1950’s it smoothened out to a genuine enthusiastic engagement effort driven by 

Canberra towards New Delhi. While initially, the Chifley-led labor government was extremely 

sympathetic to India between 1945 and 1949 as Chifley and Nehru met at the Commonwealth 

Heads of Government meetings (CHOGM) in 1949 here despite Nehru ruling out India joining 
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any formal Western defence alliance and eyebrows being raised around India’s membership of the 

Commonwealth the two maintained cordial relations. 36  

The cordiality continued as Chifley’s successor Menzies took office, as the official contacts 

between the ministers increased with appointment of R.G Casey as Minister of External Affairs in 

April of 1950. In his second visit to Asia he visited India, where he was previously the Governor 

of Bengal and had also played a vital role in key negotiations with Indian nationalists such as 

Mahatma Gandhi during the Indian freedom struggle. During his visit to India he made a speech 

where he stated ‘Australia’s foreign policy, like India’s, stands upon the fundamental principle of 

the United Nations Charter. At the same time and consistently with these principles, the Australian 

government is energetically following a policy of strengthening our associations within the 

Commonwealth and with the countries of South and South East Asia’.37 He continued ‘we believe 

that the commonwealth is a demonstration of the progressive movement of peoples to national 

independence and their capacity continuously to build new forms of cooperation. Australia has 

watched with sympathetic attention the historic movement which, in a few years, has brought new 

nationhood to Asia. To Australia this change has brought new opportunities for developing 

friendship and mutual understand’.38  

The main way to strengthen this cooperation between Australia and India was deemed to be 

through establishing and eventually consolidating economic ties, initially through aid and later 

through commercial relations between the two countries. The cornerstone of Australia’s post-war 

foreign policy towards Asia was the Colombo Plan which began in 1951, as a multilateral aid 

initiative that would initiate contact with the region through foreign aid.  In his visit to India, Casey 

underlined the importance of India as a recipient for Australia under the Colombo Plan ‘Australia 
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is especially conscious of the importance which the Government of Asia attach to the 

improvement to the living standards of their people – an objective which Australia herself has 

always regarded as an essential accompaniment of her own political freedoms.’39 India was also 

noticing the Australian willingness to assist India as it was getting its economy on track post-

independence. An article from The Hindu noted ‘there is a great fund of goodwill for India in 

Australia and Indo-Australian cooperation can be of decisive importance in the future of South-

East Asia’.40 Quoting Bertram Steven’s optimism towards the bilateral ties the article states ‘Sir 

Bertram Stevens notes the emergence of free India as perhaps the biggest stabilising force in Asia. 

That India has survived the terrible ordeals of the post-partition period with her administration 

and economy shaken but still more or less intact elicits warm praise. It is in the economic field, 

however, that little progress has been made where Stevens urges Australia to do everything in her 

power to help India’s plans for industrial and agricultural development’.  

There was a strong sense of cooperation that drove Australia’s engagement with India during this 

period but arguably there were also other strategic reasons that underlined the ‘goodwill’ that 

accompanied Australia’s aid endeavours.    

2.1.2.2 Strategic ties that bind: United States and ANZUS 

The period between 1950 and 1966 was increasingly fraught with Cold War strategic rivalry in the 

region. One of the key drivers of the ‘goodwill’ was the perception that India was seen to be, if 

not an outright ally of the West, certainly not close to the Soviet and every measure was being 

taken to ensure that such a situation does not arise, wherein India remained strictly ‘non-aligned’.  

The central tenet of Australia’s security policy was the ANZUS treaty signed in 1951 which Casey 

announced during his visit to India; ‘we in Australia have lately signed a defence arrangement with 

the United States and New Zealand. This arrangement will be of immense value to Australia and, 
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I believe, to the other partners’.41 Notably, Casey highlighted that this should not cause concern 

for India as he continued ‘It has no hostile intent; it is a regional defensive arrangement agreement 

within the framework of the United Nations Charter. Its ratification will give Australia greater 

security and enable her to play a more constructive part in the solution of world economic and 

political problems’.42  

The Cold War cast a wide shadow in the region and the Australia-India relationship fell particularly 

at the centre of this shadow. The end goal of the ‘goodwill’ that Australia had for India was 

undoubtedly keeping it away from communist influence, and indeed even making sure that India 

stands with the west in its fight against communism especially in Asia which was notoriously falling 

under the ‘domino effect’. In the conclusion of his speech Casey stated that ‘the Colombo Plan, 

the constructive economic and welfare programme of the United Nations and of individual 

nations, are being sustained not by the Communist champions of the under-privileged but by the 

free democracies. It is the democracies who have shown that they are determined not merely to 

defend freedom, but also to help forward the improvement in welfare which is so badly needed in 

the under-developed countries of the world’.43  

Arguably what permitted Australia’s engagement, enthusiasm and goodwill in this grand scale 

towards India were the flourishing Indo-US relations at this time, in particular the growing 

convergence between Nehru and Eisenhower. With US being Australia’s security guarantor post 

ANZUS, the Indo-US relationship acted as a catalyst to the Australia-India relationship. Put 

another way, United States shaped the Australia-India relationship to a large extent. A key reason 

for the strategic convergence of the US and India was the growing concern of a rising communist 

China in India’s neighbourhood. Tanvi Madan notes that ‘Washington had growing concerns 
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about both the security threat and ideological challenge that China posed. Likewise, the Indian 

leadership saw China as a traditional security threat as well as a symbolic one… between 1956-

1958, Eisenhower came around in part to Nehru’s view of the threat from communism and 

China’.44 

The 1962 Sino-Indian border war further accelerated the security convergence between India and 

the United States, which subsequently resulted in a similar trend in the Australia-India relationship. 

Keith Waller, a senior bureaucrat and diplomat, notes in his memoir ‘in Delhi, [Garfield] Barwick 

was much struck by the change in the Indian attitude. Instead of the rather flamboyant 

independent stance that they had so much favoured, they were desperately anxious to have 

friends’.45 Nehru’s policy of non-alignment while not seen in complete union with the West, 

however, it did not strain the Australia-India relationship to the extent existing literature posits, as 

will be discussed in deeper detail in the literature review. Canberra continued with its attempt to 

engage with New Delhi seizing the opportunity in its lookout for friends, as Waller, who was then 

the First Assistant Secretary in the Department of External Affairs, writes about his discussions 

with Minister of External Affairs Barwick ‘I remember walking up and down the lawn of the High 

Commissioner’s house in Delhi discussing with Barwick what he could do; it was during a 

conversation in November ’62 that he decided that he should send Plimsoll to Delhi, as a man 

who was uniquely suited to giving a feeling of confidence to Australian-Indian relations. This 

feeling had been rather absent in the past, partly because Menzies was rather antagonistic to India 

in general and Nehru in particular’.46  

2.1.2.3 Menzies, Commonwealth and Kashmir 

Menzies’ relationship with India was indeed a vexed one. On one hand he had heated 

disagreements with Nehru at multilateral forums like United Nations yet on the other he was 
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deeply invested in the question of Kashmir and how to resolve the territorial conflict between 

India and Pakistan. Prima facie, Menzies’ attitude towards India could be adjudged as disdainful, 

much of it is discussed in the literature review, because of his disagreements with Nehru on issues 

such as the importance of Non-Alignment Movement etc. However, a key interest of Menzies in 

the South Asian subcontinent was the issue of Kashmir as he viewed the instability in the 

subcontinent as a threat to the entire region, including Australia.     

Menzies’ played a leading role in attempting to find a solution to the Kashmir dispute. He closely 

followed the dispute because he believed it could potentially endanger world peace and the security 

of Australia  as well as being a disruptive force for Commonwealth relations and closer 

cooperation.  Menzies stated ‘…as long as that dispute remains unsettled it will be provocative, 

dangerous and full of the gravest menace for ourselves, not only because of its influence upon the 

world generally, but also because of its direct and immediate effect upon the security of the whole 

of our position in the Middle East’.47 At the United Nations, where the dispute was being officially 

mediated by Owen Dixon, former Australian ambassador to the United States, Nehru’s reluctance 

to accept any of Dixon’s proposals was increasingly straining India’s relationship with not just 

Australia but also other Western countries like the United Kingdom and United States.  

India’s increasingly difficult attitude at the United Nations made Australia’s attempts at any sort 

of mediation unsuccessful. Between 1949 and 1951 India refused eleven proposals for the 

demilitarisation of Kashmir, all of which Pakistan had accepted. This matter was then taken up at 

the Commonwealth Prime Minister’s Conference of 1951 as Menzies was of the view that the 

dispute could be solved ‘once the machinery for deciding the future of Kashmir had been 

determined’.48 En route for the Prime Minister’s conference to be held in London, Menzies paid a 

short visit to New Delhi and Karachi in order to acquaint himself first hand with the Kashmir 
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dispute which  he stated ‘deserves our helpful and sympathetic interest because its peaceful 

solution will, in my opinion, have much to do with future peace and with the security of our own 

country’.49 Mediansky notes that ‘Menzies was now seeking to a find a mutually acceptable 

Commonwealth ‘machinery’ through which a settlement could be reached. At the Commonwealth 

talks, Menzies was supported by Attlee; he favoured a limited plebiscite and considered India’s 

concern for the security of the state during the demilitarised stage for the plebiscite as “legitimate”; 

he therefore suggested that a Commonwealth brigade assume responsibility for security during the 

plebiscite and offered Australian troops for the brigade’.50 While Pakistan was agreeable to this, 

Nehru was only willing to consider the proposal of security forces if the troops were locally raised 

and then only if India still retained responsibility for the security of Kashmir. 51  Inevitably, the 

Commonwealth mediation failed to bring about any solution to the Kashmir dispute.   

Menzies, however, did not give up as he then sought Australia to retain some unilateral initiative 

in resolving the dispute. After the Commonwealth Prime Minister’s Conference in 1951, Percy 

Spender, Minister for External Affairs issued a statement which read ‘Australia attached 

considerable importance to the dispute and was prepared to do anything within reason to facilitate 

a settlement’.52 When local border clashes broke out in July 1951 Menzies sent identical telegrams 

to the prime ministers of India and Pakistan ‘expressing his concern and extending his good offices 

in assisting  to remove the difficulties between them’.53 Mediansky terms this as ‘Menzies initiative’ 

an notes that ‘the Indian response was non-committal and showed no interest in the Menzies offer 

of easing Indo-Pakistan tensions. Nehru assured the Australian High Commissioner that India 

wished to avoid war with Pakistan’.54 
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India’s apathy towards Menzies’ involvement in Indo-Pakistan situation led to Australia taking a 

more ‘neutral’ stance on the Kashmir at the United Nations; however even this irritated the 

Indians. The regional security relations became more complex in the coming years with the 

formation of SEATO in 1954 which included Australia and Pakistan but not India further raising 

India’s suspicions towards Australia’s intentions in the subcontinent.  In the Security Council 

debates, Australia supported the statements of its Western allies, the Australian delegate E.R 

Walker reiterated Owen Dixon’s statements and stressed his government’s desire to be on friendly 

terms with the two disputants.55  

The Indian delegate, V.K Menon, was a critic of the overall Australian position on the conflict 

whose disparagement towards Australia intensified as it, along with United Kingdom and Cuba, 

sponsored Pakistan’s draft proposal for concrete steps towards holding a plebiscite in Kashmir in 

1957. Menon ‘expressed regret that the two Commonwealth members had initiated a resolution 

which failed to take into account Pakistan’s aggression’.56 Menon noted, in reference to Walker’s 

speech, that he ‘regrets Australia’s neutral approach as though Kashmir belonged to no one’.57  In 

a rather explicit statement Menon expressed India’s attitude towards Britain and Australia ‘I can 

quite understand that both the United Kingdom and Australia do not want this issue to be regarded 

as finding fault with anyone, and one way of not finding fault with one person is to find fault with 

both. If you abuse both parties you are usually regarded as impartial, but impartiality must be 

combined with a relation to facts’.58 More on Menon’s interactions with Australian diplomats, and 

its impact on the Australia-India relations is discussed in Chapter 5. 

As no peaceful resolution seemed likely, Australia’s interests in the issue started to decline on 

account of minimising embarrassment.  Richard Casey, Spender’s successor, concluded ‘so far as 
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any real solution of the Kashmir problem is concerned, it would seem to me that this is most 

unlikely, until perhaps new leaders emerge in both countries… A solution based on partition would 

also require the settlement of other out-standing problems between India and Pakistan (e.g. Canal 

waters, property, etc), this could become a political possibility. Now, however, such a development 

would seem years off’.59    

Why was Menzies so concerned with seeking a peaceful resolution for Kashmir, especially in the 

face of such strong disinterest and opposition from Nehru and Menon? There are two possible 

reasons for this, one that the United States was deeply concerned with the Kashmir impasse, 

especially around the 1951 Commonwealth Prime Minister’s conference. Mediansky notes that 

‘the US State department had “informally” indicated its concerns to Commonwealth embassies 

that Pakistan was likely to boycott the London Conference and it drew attention to the “military 

weakness” of the Middle East while the Kashmir dispute continued’.60 Menzies himself admitted 

that it was largely due to his effort in his stopover in Karachi that Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan 

finally attended the Prime Ministers’ Conference.61 Thus, the United States and Britain remained 

quite influential in shaping Menzies’ approach towards Kashmir. In fact, Menzies’ preferred to 

conduct most of his diplomacy through the Commonwealth channel; it was, then, no coincidence 

that Australia’s aid efforts were also organised through the same channel.  

The other strategic reason for Menzies’ pursuit of peace between India and Pakistan was so that 

Australia could make military sales to the subcontinent. Australia wanted to facilitate closer defence 

cooperation with the two Commonwealth members of the subcontinent. The Chifley government 

had set the precedent with a cabinet decision that had explicitly ruled out defence sales to India 

and Pakistan until the Kashmir dispute was resolved.62 By 1953, as the chances for an immediate 
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settlement were considered likely and the attempt to resolve the issue lost momentum in Canberra 

there were proposals to lift the embargo especially as the Indian High Commissioner was enquiring 

about the possibility of manufacturing the Australian Avon-Sabre jet fighters.63 However, the 

embargo on warlike stores continued especially as Australia joined SEATO in 1954 complicating 

the security relations with India. However, there was an adjustment to this embargo during the 

Indo-China war of 1962 which will be discussed in Chapter 5.   

2.1.2.4 Apartheid: Race Relations and Britain 

Britain continued to shape Australia’s, particularly Menzies’, foreign policy that caused substantial 

strains in its relations with India. South Africa’s apartheid policy in the 1950s contributed to 

international tensions and was of particular concern to the Australian efforts to maintain peaceful 

ties with Asia. This policy became quite an intangible and divisive factor in Australia’s relations 

with India. Australia was supportive of this racial policy at the United Nations on the grounds of 

domestic jurisdiction, which Menzies later explained that if this domestic jurisdiction was eroded 

then Australia’s immigration laws could also have come under the purview of the United Nations.64 

More importantly, Menzies argued that had Australia condemned apartheid, it would have 

significant impacts on the Commonwealth meetings.65 This highlights the importance Australia 

accorded to, not only the Commonwealth, but also the position Britain took Australia’s own 

foreign policy calculations. 

The contentious issue of apartheid exemplified Australia’s support of Britain, perhaps mostly due 

to Menzies’ personal affiliation. Contrarily, India was staunchly opposed to apartheid policy in 

South Africa because of the impact it had on the Indians in South Africa. In 1952, India first raised 

the issue of the South African government’s whole racial policies at the United Nations as the 

Indian delegation argued that ‘apartheid would lead to a situation which would threaten 
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international peace and that therefore the question could be considered falling under domestic 

jurisdiction’.66 Perhaps trying to convince countries like Australia who were supporting South 

Africa citing domestic reasons, India established a commission to study the racial situation in South 

Africa and decided to retain the question for its next agenda at the UN.   

India’s steadfast position on this issue did create stresses in the Australia-India relationship, 

creating doubt at both ends about a successful partnership in the future. Walter Crocker, the 

Australian High Commissioner to India for two terms (1952-1955 and 1958-1962) who was 

endlessly fascinated with India, expressed an unexpected outlook on India’s anti-racism stand. 

Unexpected because in the public, he displayed considerable praise for India especially in his 

respectful biography of Nehru that received high praise in India.67 Davis notes that in his personal 

papers, Crocker was not as optimistic and respectful about India, particularly in the race relations 

between the two countries.68 Crocker authored a paper ‘Indian feelings on race relations’  where 

he remarked that ‘India’s preoccupation with race in international affairs might make communism 

attractive to Indians… [he] found that India’s opposition to any forms of racism made it difficult 

to work with as an ally in international politics…’.69 Meanwhile, the Indian press was also critical 

of Australia’s pro-South Africa position. Indian media noted Menzies’ visit to South Africa in 

1953, on his return from the Commonwealth heads of government meeting in London. It is here 

that the South African Prime Minister said at the luncheon organised for Menzies ‘Australia and 

South Africa have much in common in respect to racial policies and that should India be ‘knocking’ 

at the wall which Australia has built against non-white immigrants, South Africa would support 

Australia.70 The Hindustan Times ran an editorial which was titled ‘Malan-Menzies axis’ that argued 
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‘Menzies had given moral support to the policy of apartheid’.71 Thus, the divisions were out in the 

open.  

Australia’s support to South Africa had as much to do with protecting its own domestic 

immigration policies as it did with voting alongside Britain as Menzies was keen to maintain British 

influence in the region. As a wave of decolonisation hit Asia between 1940 and 1960, Australia 

was wary of Britain losing influence in the region, and this was particularly troubling for the ‘British 

to the bootstraps’ Australian leadership under Menzies.72 Australia continued to be conditioned by 

its identity with the Commonwealth and Australia’s response to the decolonisation wave and the 

‘end of empire’ was to ensure its own relationship with Britain strengthened and extended the life 

of British Australia. Thus, Australia only began to waver in its support to South Africa when Britain 

decided to do the same. Notably, it was when the issue became contentious at the Commonwealth 

level during meetings in 1960-1961 that Australia changed its position. In 1961, when India 

proposed Resolution 1598, co-sponsored by Malaysia, Indonesia, and Ceylon strongly deploring 

apartheid, both Britain and Australia supported it.73 Millar notes that Australia changed its position 

after Britain announced that it would no longer support South Africa, especially after the 

Sharpeville massacre.74   

Overall, Menzies largely thought of India, specifically Nehru’s anti-racist rhetoric, as an 

underminer of his efforts to continue the British empire in the region as well as more broadly 

under the concept of the Commonwealth. The apartheid policy is one such example that displayed 

how Britain played an important role in shaping Australia-India relations during this period. There 

are numerous examples of India undermining Menzies’ British agenda, although they have received 
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significant scholarly attention and perhaps been the cynosure of Australia-India relationship 

scholars. 

2.1.2.5 Scientific linkages: Uranium Sales and the Western Position 

The United States, much like Britain, also carried substantial influence in shaping Australia’s ties 

with India. The US at times played a restraining catalyst in the Indo-Australian relations. This was 

the case especially when the terms of commitment between did not match the ‘western’ position 

as was the case of the Australian uranium sales to India between 1962 and 1965. Australia and 

India shared close relations amongst its top scientists, namely between Homi K Bhabha, known 

in India as ‘father of the Indian nuclear programme’ and J.P Baxter, Chairman of the Australian 

Atomic Energy Commission.75 The allowed for flourishing scientific linkages between the two 

countries, especially in the nuclear energy arena, as India was seen as a growing market where 

Australia could sell its uranium.  

The relationship between Bhabha and Baxter allowed for a deep understanding of India’s nuclear 

programme by Australia as a peaceful one. This was in stark contrast to what was being reported 

particularly in the Indian media where Australia, alongside Canada, was being painted as an ‘atomic 

policeman’.76 There were grave concerns over whether the Indian nuclear programme was meant 

to be for peaceful and civil use or for making the atomic bomb, particularly in the Western 

countries such as United Kingdom, Canada and United States. However, the Australian 

government had a sympathetic and engaged view of India’s nuclear programme, particularly as it 

was aware of the constraints faced by India in developing nuclear weapons.  A report prepared by 

the Department of Atomic Energy for the High Commission Post in New Delhi stated ‘India is 

building the technological base for a large and self-sustaining programme of nuclear power. As of 

present one may agree with Dr. Bhabha that India has reached the ‘take-off’ stage in the 

development nuclear capability. But as to the future, both a peaceful or a warlike nuclear 

 
75 Jeffrey Richelson, “U.S Intelligence and the Indian Bomb.” The National Security Archive (George Washington 
University: National Security Archive Electronic Briefing, 2006)   
76 Chander, “British-Canadian-Australian Atomic Blackmail of India!,” Blitz, November 6, 1965.  



 42 

programme on any size will be constricted fairly rigidly by the limitations on India’s capacity to 

produce large plutonium and uranium-233’.77 

 Additionally, Bhabha personally invited Baxter for the inauguration of the flagship Indian 

Plutonium Plant in Trombay where Baxter was the official Australian representative, not the 

Australian High Commissioner Plimsoll illustrating the deep scientific ties between the two 

countries. This did cause some some bureaucratic and administrative kerfuffle though. The formal 

invitation for the Trombay Plant from the High Commission of India stated ‘this is a fairly 

important event in the history of the development of nuclear energy in India and indeed underlines 

the progress made in this field. In this context, India’s decision to use nuclear energy exclusively 

for peaceful purposes despite India being a potential nuclear power, will no doubt be appropriately 

understood and appreciated. To emphasise the importance of the occasion, the government of 

India has decided to invite representatives of certain friendly Governments…’.78 The Department 

of External Affairs noted in a memo to the Minister that ‘the Indian invitation stressed that it was 

inviting representatives of certain friendly governments. It seems most desirable to take advantage 

of this invitation, particularly in view of the possibility of India acquiring a nuclear weapons 

capability and the opportunity the visit will afford Professor Baxter to inspect Indian 

establishments and  develop still closer contact with the chairman [Bhabha] and members of the 

Indian Atomic Energy Commission’. 79  

There were serious considerations in Canberra made on signing a bilateral treaty between Australia 

and India regarding the sale of uranium, focussing on if India aligned with the internationally 

agreed safeguards. This agreement proposed ‘that the Indians might be asked if an opportunity 

occurs, whether they would be prepared to discuss a bilateral agreement with Australia, providing 

safeguards (administered bilaterally), consistent with the principles and procedures of International 
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Atomic Energy Agency safeguards against diversion of nuclear materials to military purposes. 

Under the terms of this agreement, Australia would hope to sell uranium concentrate to India’.80 

The only concern that Australia faced was the issue of safeguards as it stated ‘we attach particular 

importance to a safeguard system, inter alia, because of the need for some means of checking the 

spread of nuclear weapons to additional countries (the “Nth” Country problem)… If India 

accepted such an agreement, it would involve Australia in sending scientists to India for periodic 

inspections of the use to which Australian uranium was put’.81 

Australia considered this agreement with India mainly because its Western partners, namely United 

States and Canada, were all either in the process of or already engaged with India in some form of 

uranium sale agreement, so Australia assumed it could also get an agreement with India for its own 

commercial gains. A memo noted ‘by agreement with the other major Western uranium suppliers, 

and by decision of the Australian cabinet, Australia is committed to apply safeguards to all exports 

of uranium…to date India has been able to obtain supplies of uranium concentrates from Belgium 

and Spain without safeguards of the IAEA. These sales were made on the basis of an end use 

guarantee. The Australian atomic energy commission believes that the Indian Government should 

be approached to see whether or not it would be prepared to accept a suitable bilateral arrangement 

with Australia with respects to safeguards’.82  

Additionally, Australia also had commercial interests in securing this deal with India as the memo 

continued ‘the world market for uranium is very depressed at the present time and is likely remain 

so until about 1970 so it is important that every sales opportunity be thoroughly explored… India 

has embarked upon a programme of installation of civil nuclear power stations, one high power 

and two power research reactors. Indian requirements of uranium have been estimated to be at 
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least 200 tonnes from 1964 onwards – Australia could supply this requirement quite easily subject 

to satisfactory arrangements for safeguards’.83  

Australia’s western partners, namely the United Kingdom, United States and Canada, were not too 

happy with this potential arrangement as they feared the lack of safeguards would not stop India 

to use the uranium for military purposes. Australia felt pressured to fall in line with this ‘Western 

position’ and discontinue discussions with India on the uranium deal. The main reason behind the 

West’s apprehension towards this deal was noted by the Department of External Affairs as ‘the 

interpretation of the Western, particularly the United States position is that Indian conditions are 

incompatible with the Western position. Ottawa, London and Washington have all expressed the 

view that they cannot see what additional protection against the diversion of the first ten tons 

delivered is afforded by insistence on a bilateral safeguards agreement if in any event the safeguards 

are not to be applied in the first ten tons’.84 This consideration was based on India’s conditions on 

the deal with stated ‘end use certificate would be satisfactory for ten tons or less of uranium 

concentrate’.85          

Chiefly, this apprehension was attributed to the Western allies seeing Australia as a commercial 

competitor in the uranium market. A memo from External Affair noted ‘the commercial position 

of Australian suppliers who are looking for new markets. The AEC claims that United Kingdom, 

Canada and United States all have a commercial interest in supplying uranium material and nuclear 

equipment to India and thus good reason for keeping Australia out of the market if they can. They 

have implied that we are keeping ourselves in a disadvantageous position vis-à-vis our 

competitors’.86  
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The cost of going ahead with uranium deal with India in the face of strong western opposition 

was regarded as too high and as a result Australia backed down from supplying uranium to India. 

The consequences of making the deal were noted as ‘the United States and United Kingdom and 

Canada might react strongly… we would weaken the Western position on safeguards’.87 Moreover, 

there was also pressure applied on Australia to withdraw from this deal with India by United 

Kingdom as a cablegram from the Australian High Commission in London read ‘United 

Kingdom’s prime interest was that Australia should not act in a manner contrary to Canada without 

prior consultation as we suspect that India is trying to drive a wedge between Western suppliers 

or to urge certificate in form as precedent for large power reactor. This latter would embarrass 

United Kingdom’.88 Keeping the larger Western position in mind, Australia decided to discontinue 

its proposal of uranium deal with India by late 1965.    

2.2 1966-1977: Asymmetrical Interests of Leaders and Strategic Complications 

2.2.1 Indira, Whitlam, Desai, Fraser – Contradicting Approaches  

Post the Nehru-Menzies phase of the relationship, the literature’s next big focus is on the Indira-

Whitlam ‘detente’ that took place primarily because of Whitlam’s visit to India in 1973. This was 

the first proper visit by an Australian Prime minister that was not a stopover on the way to London 

or Washington. While the period between 1966 and 1972 has been given a cursory glance as 

Australia saw multiple leaders under Holt, Gorton and McMahon the period after Indira Gandhi 

took office as Prime Minister in India has been described as a ‘new beginning’ for the bilateral ties 

by Kuruppu.89 Australian aid during this time saw a dramatic decline in 1969, however, this has 

gone understudied in the existing literature as the focus remained on the apex leadership.     

Scholars argue that there was now a more ‘moral’ basis for the convergence of the two countries’ 

interests. Kuruppu writes ‘during the 1972-1975 period, India was clearly more impressed by the 
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Whitlam Government than any previous one. The extraordinary closeness of their views on many 

questions undoubtedly placed Whitlam in Indian eyes on a level above any previous Australian 

leader… there may be a temptation to judge the moral basis of their world view’.90 He continues 

‘In Whitlam, India saw someone prepared to defy Australia’s past and re-define its present and 

future direction in line with its geography’.91  

Whitlam’s disdain for racial discrimination has been argued as the main factor in bringing the two 

countries closer together. Kurupuu argues ‘because of India’s consistent condemnation of racial 

policies, the ‘White Australia’ Policy is of singular importance to any discussion of the bilateral 

relationship. Whitlam’s policy actions to exemplify his government’s enlightened attitude to 

immigration and other questions are useful in explaining why India saw him as a leader aware of 

Australia’s geography, with its cultural and economic diversity, and not just obsessed with 

protecting its European history’.92 

However, Gurry was not as optimistic as Kuruppu about the demarche. She writes ‘the domestic 

political context for Australian foreign policy was changing. The newly elected Labor government 

proposed to advance relations with Asia… but the detonating of a ‘nuclear device’ in the Rajasthan 

desert of May 1974, followed by the suspension of the Indian constitution in June 1975, raised 

insurmountable bilateral barriers for an Australian Prime Minister already facing insurmountable 

domestic problems of his own’.93   

Post Whitlam’s relatively short stay in office, the bilateral relations took a nosedive as the Indira 

Gandhi was less inclined towards Malcolm Fraser. Bruce Grant, Australian High Commissioner 

to India between 1973 and 1976, notes ‘Diplomacy between India and Australia now needed 

 
90 Ibid., p. 314.  
91 Ibid., p.314.  
92 Nihal Kuruppu, Nonalignment and Peace Versus Military Alignment and War (New Delhi: Academic Foundation, 
2004), p. 295.  
93 Meg Gurry, ‘A delicate balance: Australia’s ‘tilt’ to Pakistan and its impact on Australia-India relations’, Australian 
Journal of International Affairs Vol.67, 2 (2013), p. 151.  



 47 

careful attention… Fraser personally reversed Australian policy on the Indian Ocean in two 

strongly worded interviews soon after taking office, bringing forth perhaps the nastiest Indian 

press criticism Australia has ever imagined’.94 Perhaps the most telling incident, that Bruce Grants 

notes, that underlined the drift that arrested the development of bilateral relations is when ‘making 

a farewell call on Mrs. Gandhi, I [Grant] asked whether she would like a message to be passed on 

to the new Australian Prime Minister. ‘What’s the use?’ she asked; I had no reply ready’.95 

Following the election of Morarji Desai in 1977, there has been some engagement in the 

relationship primarily at CHOGMs but Gurry underscores this period as ‘they [Whitlam and 

Fraser] too sought to develop relations of greater substance with India, but were able to make only 

small gains, until, once again, events on the subcontinent intervened to derail their good 

intentions’.96 Weigold highlights an important point of convergence between the two leaders at 

the 1977 CHOGM in London where Fraser had proposed a Commonwealth regional meeting to 

‘give leaders of the small Pacific Island states opportunities to debate regional issues where they 

would not be overwhelmed by influential long term Commonwealth members’.97 Importantly, she 

notes ‘Prime Minister Desai gave his strong support for the regional meeting (CHOGRM) at the 

CHOGM in London in 1977 and was present at its inaugural meeting in Sydney in February 1978 

– the second visit to Australia by an Indian Prime Minister within a decade’.98   

The aid relationship during this period saw great fluctuations during this time as Figure 1.1 shows. 

The dramatic aid cut in 1969 has largely gone unnoticed by scholars as an important point in the 

bilateral relationship. What would prompt an 85 percent cut in aid? Moreover, between 1974 and 

1976 we see another blip that shows that aid had been increased but why did fall again in 1977? A 
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focus on apex leaderships cannot explain these variations and there is a need to expand our 

explanations on who influences and shapes Australian foreign policy and foreign aid decision 

making processes.  

2.2.2 New Evidence: Caution, Complications and Coarseness in the Bilateral Relations  

By 1966, India which had been at the centre of Australia’s engagement with Asia previously, slowly 

began to fade away from Australia’s mapping of Asia. With the formation of ASEAN in 1967, 

Canberra was now seeking closer ties with the South East Asian Region. Largely this was a strategic 

call on Australia’s foreign policy’s part because India’s growing closer ties with the USSR had 

complicated the Australia-India relationship. The impact of Vietnam War became a crucial 

deciding factor in influencing the strategic divergence of Australia as well as the subsequent 

warming of New Delhi-Hanoi relations. As India gained strategic pre-eminence in South Asia the 

post the Indo-Pakistan war of 1971 that created Bangladesh, erstwhile East Pakistan, the Indo-US 

relationship continued to worsen. This impacted the gradual weakening of the Australia-India 

relations as the United States continued to catalyse the Australia-India bilateral ties. Predominantly, 

this period was marked by Australia’s new regionalism that excluded India as Canberra grew 

increasingly wary of New Delhi’s strategic predominance and pro-Soviet inclinations.  

2.2.2.1 Deteriorating Indo-US relations and India’s Strategic Predominance in the Subcontinent   

With Indira Gandhi taking office in 1966, there was a significant change in India’s foreign policy, 

which under Nehru had remained to a large extent ‘non-aligned’. Now it became more practical 

and realist, this in particular had the most impact on the Indo-US relations, as Lyndon Johnson 

and Indira Gandhi had a falling out over India’s ‘U-turn’ on the Vietnam War.99 While this strategic 

divergence in the Indo-US ties is explained thoroughly in Chapter 6, for the purpose of this 

chapter, this section will explore how this deterioration of Indo-US relations impacted Australia-

India bilateral relations.  
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Following Indira Gandhi’s visit to Australia in 1968 there were dramatic changes in the sub-

continent with the Indo-Pakistan war of 1971 creating Bangladesh, erstwhile East Pakistan. On 

the altered balance of power in the subcontinent, a cablegram from Foreign Affairs noted ‘instead 

of two states, not so dissimilar in capacity, we know have three, of which India is clearly the pre-

eminent in terms of population, economic strength and military capability. This is not necessarily 

a disrupting factor. It may in fact lead to a more settled situation, but it is an important change’.100  

One of the key outcomes of this changed balance of power in the sub-continent was India’s more 

forward foreign policy of wanting the United States to remove its naval presence from the region. 

This animosity towards the US, while initially being born out of the Johnson-Gandhi mutual 

dissonance as Gandhi was now not just leaning but full on bending towards the USSR, intensified 

after the US parked its nuclear capable naval fleet into the Bay of Bengal during the Indo-Pakistan 

war of 1971. In a meeting between Foreign Ministers Swaran Singh and Nigel Bowen during Nigel 

Bowen’s visit to India in 1972, Singh had remarked ‘India could not understand why the United 

States brought their seventh fleet into the Bay of Bengal at the time of fighting with Pakistan last 

December… that action of the United States had destroyed the credibility of the United States 

naval presence for India in the Indian Ocean’.101 The naval competition in the Indian Ocean was 

heating up and India’s new regional dominance was now challenging the existing United States 

presence.  

India was now looking to Australia as an ally of the United States to restrain the United States 

particularly in the naval competition in the Indian Ocean. In this meeting Singh highlighted ‘we 

wanted to avoid the competition in naval armament which we had seen develop in the 

Mediterranean’.102 Further Singh asked ‘also that Australia should do what it could to restrain 

United States from building up its naval forces in the Indian Ocean. India would do likewise with 
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the USSR’ to which the record shows that Bowen ‘merely said that I would look at that. I agreed 

that there might be an element of common interest in avoiding quantitative naval competition in 

the Indian Ocean’.103     

India’s differences with the United States were now openly expressed especially in its interferences 

in the democratic processes of the subcontinent, particularly Pakistan. The Indian Ministry of 

External Affairs official report of 1972 noted ‘India has been more than willing to respond to the 

suggestion of a dialogue to restore cordiality in Indo-US relations. We hope that the US 

Administration would take a new long look at the realities of South Asia and come to the realisation 

that undemocratic regimes no longer have a future in the sub-continent’.104 Indian Prime Minister 

Gandhi had queried to Australian Foreign Minister Nigel Bowen ‘for years past the United States 

had attempted to maintain a sort of balance between India and Pakistan, it had armed Pakistan 

although the only possible use of such arms would be against India’.105 On the United States’ 

interference in Pakistan’s democracy she continued ‘the United States had too often made the 

mistake of giving support to individual persons who happened to be in power in various countries. 

The money they spent did not go down to the people but only served to keep these individuals in 

power. Last year, not only President Nixon but Prime Minister Heath [United Kingdom] had 

argued with me that it was better to deal with President Yahya whom they knew than with the 

alternative, Bhutto, who they thought would be even less trustworthy’.106   

This kind of intervention had harmful effects on the diplomatic Indo-Pakistan relations which 

were weak as it is. In the conversation, Gandhi remarked ‘last year I had wanted a negotiated peace 

with Pakistan. There might have been such a peace if the United States Administration had not 
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encouraged President Yahya Khan’.107 According to her ‘it was not a matter deciding from the 

outside whom you would prefer to deal with but in deciding who represented the people of a 

country’.108 Husain Haqqani notes that ‘Nixon felt he owed Pakistan’s military dictator Yahya Khan 

a debt of gratitude for his government’s role in facilitating Kissinger’s secret trip to China. Ignoring 

reports of Pakistan’s military atrocities against Bangladeshi civilians, the US actively supported 

Pakistan to the extent of violating congressional restrictions on supplying arms to Pakistani 

troops’.109 Of course, what did not help matters was the fondness that US held for Pakistan, Nixon 

had said to the National Security Council ‘Pakistan is a country I would like to do everything for. 

The people have fewer complexes than the Indians’.110 The Indo-US relations had by then had 

comprehensively plummeted.  

However, India’s new strategic predominance, noticed quite keenly by Australia, compelled 

Canberra to recognise Bangladesh as it was now geographically closer to Australia’s strategic region 

of influence in South East Asia. Australian High Commissioner Patrick Shaw noted in an address 

‘Australia was amongst the first, particularly in the Commonwealth group, to recognise 

Bangladesh… It was obvious to Australia that a country of 75 million people bordering the Indian 

Ocean would play an increasingly important part in the affairs of South and South East Asia. Quite 

frankly, Australia’s attitude reflects also our close relationship with India and the importance which 

we give to India in the sub-continent’.111 Certainly, there was never any serious alarm as to India’s 

new prevalent position the subcontinent as Shaw noted ‘we recognise that India is the predominant 

power in South Asia but this does not mean that it will be a dominating power’.112 
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2.2.2.2 India – A Stalking Horse or an Ambitious Regional Leader? 

Post 1971, would India now stake its claim as the dominant strategic power in the South East 

Asian region, which had erstwhile been ignored by India, as well? This was main question raised 

in Canberra as it attempted to continue its ties with the new, more muscular, New Delhi. While 

Chapter 5 discusses how Australia and India seesawed between competition in cooperation in 

South East Asia, this section aims to explore how the Cold War climate influenced the perceptions 

of India for Australia as a stronger regional power and its impact on the bilateral ties.  

India had wanted to take lead on working towards a regional alliance in South East Asia linked to 

India however Australia had serious doubts about India’s reception in the region. Indian Joint 

Secretary in the Ministry of External Affairs Gonsalves expressed this interest this to Australian 

High Commissioner Patrick Shaw as he remarked ‘India looked to a serious of interlocking 

alliances between itself and the countries of South East Asia’.113 Raising serious doubts on the 

possibility of this going in India’s favour, H.D Anderson, first assistant secretary of the South East 

Asia Branch in Department of Foreign Affairs commented ‘It is incomprehensible to Indians that 

they are not liked nor are they wanted by the majority of the countries in South East Asia’.114 The 

chief reason for the dislike towards India, Anderson noted was ‘they [Indians] feel that they have 

a moral right (backed by their physical size) to assume a leading role in South East Asia. South 

East Asian countries – by and large – have not reacted favourably to India’s patronising attitudes. 

They also fear that India’s participation in any regional activities, particularly in the aid field, will 

result in India obtaining the lion’s share of limited resources to the detriment of the smaller South 

East countries’.115  

Section 6.4 also discusses in detail how India had a negative image in the South East Asian region, 

however what this meant for the Australia-India relationship was that any help that Australia was 

seen giving India to boost its presence in the region could potentially jeopardise Australia’s 
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relations with the South East Asia. This was a risk Australia was not willing to take. Anderson 

highlights the animosity towards India by South East Asia ‘In the political sphere, India is just not 

wanted. The magnitude of her problems and the still unresolved partition of the subcontinent 

make her an embarrassment, particularly as India has the habit in most forums of throwing the 

“dead cat” of Indo-Pakistani relations into the ring’.116 On the Indian attitude he wrote ‘Indian 

policies and attitudes are of “necessity” and India interested in South East Asia not for what it can 

do, even in a cooperative way for the area – but mainly for what India can gain from the area’.117  

On Australia’s role in India’s advancing interests Anderson clearly stated ‘there would be little or 

no advantage for us in sponsoring India into South East Asian organisations even assuming we 

ourselves are accepted (I assume that Gonsalves in not referring to membership of ASPAC (The 

Asian and Pacific Council)). In addition, India’s recent hostilities with Pakistan are unlikely to 

endear her to countries with large Moslem communities’. 118 On the specifications on what form 

of regional alliances India plans with the region Anderson notes ‘Gonsalves does not specify what 

kind of “interlocking alliances” he envisaged; merely that they should all be with “India”’.119 Finally 

he concluded ‘we may grain some grain of satisfaction from Gonsalves’ spontaneous admission 

that “Australia is a South East Asian country”. But if we are ever to be accepted publicly by the 

area as such, we shall achieve this more elegantly, unencumbered by sponsorship for “Mother 

India”’.120 

Nevertheless, a key concern for Australia was India’s Soviet tilt that had been highlighted over 

Indira Gandhi’s stance in the Vietnam war and if this tilt indeed could have an impact on India’s 

growing ambitions in the region. On Anderson’s recommendations regarding Australia staying 

away from sponsoring India for its bids for leadership in the region – Foreign Minister Nigel 
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Bowen commented ‘Should we not nevertheless be endeavouring to seek closer to India at present 

to slow its slide into Soviet Russia’s influence?’.121 On India’s interest in South East Asia – there 

was serious doubt whether India was merely a stalking horse for advancing USSR’s interests in the 

region or was it legitimately an ambitious nation expanding its presence.  

Australian High Commissioner Patrick Shaw was of the opinion that that Australia should be wary 

of India bringing the USSR into the region, particularly as the United States was now withdrawing 

from the region. At the Heads of Mission meeting, Foreign Minister Nigel Bowen had raised the 

question ‘whether we should persuade India to take a greater interest in South East Asia, and 

whether India’s influence would be a benign one in view of her close relations with Russia?’.122 

Shaw addressed this question ‘we should be prepared to consider on their merits the advantages 

of a more substantial Indian presence in South East Asia’.123 Anderson, however expressed some 

hesitation on Shaw’s comment as he noted  we have doubts about this proposition. Indian seems 

to be pushing itself against some opposition into the South East Asian area, with deliberate aims 

of not only improving its political influence and commercial prospects but also of hastening United 

States withdrawal and consciously or not advancing Soviet interests’.124     

Shaw was more cautious of India’s growing ties with the USSR and the negative impact it could 

have on the Australia-India relations. He wrote to Foreign Minister Bowen ‘we have yet to see 

whether India acts as a willing, or as an unconscious stalking horse for the extension of Soviet 

interests to the disadvantage of ourselves and of our allies’.125 Broadly on the bilateral relations 

Shaw wrote ‘to India, Australia appears as a peripheral country, but one with interests and influence 

in South East Asia and also as a “western” type country with substantial links outside the region. 

We have a marginal interest as a trading partner and rival’.126 Even so, Shaw did not see any outright 

 
121 NAA: A1838 169/10/1 Part 21 Anderson to Bowen. December 17, 1971.   
122 NAA: A1838 169/10/1 Part 21 Border to Anderson. July 24, 1972.  
123 Ibid.  
124 Ibid.  
125 NAA: A1838 169/10/1 Part 21 Shaw to Bowen. May 12, 1972.   
126 NAA: A1838 169/10/1 Part 21 Shaw to Bowen. May 12, 1972.   



 55 

hostilities between the two countries despite the growing Cold War rivalries and India’s strategic 

dominance ‘Australia’s involvement is a limited one but there is no obvious clash of interests with 

India… Australia has shown generally sympathetic and understanding attitude towards India 

especially over Bangladesh. While we may not be as independent as India would like us to be of 

the United States, responsible Indians see advantages to themselves in maintaining links with 

Australia and thereby the western world’.127 

While agreeing with the substance of Shaw’s argument, Anderson reassured Shaw that the 

Department of Foreign Affairs does not see India as a stalking horse for Russian interests but 

rather an ambitious country in its own right especially after the altered balance of power in the 

region. On Shaw’s ‘stalking horse’ comment, Anderson replied ‘while this is obviously a 

consideration in our assessment I feel India is seeking to extend its interests in South East Asia in 

its own right, as a result of its success in the Indo-Pak war and its emergence as the dominant 

power of the subcontinent’.128 On the nature of India’s new foreign policy he wrote ‘Indians have 

always been aggressive in their foreign policy pursuits and no doubt now seek to establish a policy 

more in keeping with what they regard their new position in the area’.129 As far as South East Asia 

was concerned, India would potentially resist any Soviet presence here as itself India was now 

looking to expand its own influence in the region. Anderson added ‘there is some evidence that 

Indians are wary of any increased Soviet influence in India would probably resist efforts by 

Russians to expand into South East Asia, an area which India regards as being within their scope 

of its sphere of influence. There are, of course, many areas of common interest between USSR 

and India but I personally would downplay the view that India is unconsciously or even 

consciously working in the Soviet interest’.130 
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2.2.2.3 No Common Ground: Dwindling Trade Relations   

During this period, the trade relations between Australia and India grew particularly strained. The 

interactions, especially relating to trade matters, were coarse from both sides as they struggled to 

find mutually beneficial policies and what worsened matters was the acrimony that ensued between 

the delegates from both countries at multilateral governance organisations. High Commissioner 

Shaw described the trade relations as ‘insubstantial and unsatisfactory’ as the ‘Indian-Australian 

trade is not at a high level and has not kept up with the total increases in Australia’s international 

trade’.131 One chief reason for the trade ties not keeping up Shaw argued was the political nature 

of its commercial relations  ‘India has increasingly organised its foreign trade on bilateral basis, 

which partly explains the dramatic rise in the proportion of India’s trade with the USSR  and other 

communist countries’.132 However Australia was also unwilling to provide the trade concessions 

India was requesting as Shaw noted ‘India looks to Australia for more trade concessions to 

stimulate its exports… Australia presumably would not consider barter or balancing 

arrangements…’.133 

The main impairment to the trade relations was caused by the differences expressed by both sides 

at World Bank and ECAFE. In a letter Anderson wrote to Shaw ‘we are actively seeking ways and 

means of improving our trading relationship with India… You have commented that the Indians 

have criticised Australian attitudes towards Indian policy initiatives in ECAFE and have suggested 

that we might be more adroit in handling Indian proposals’.134 Australia and India had a difference 

on opinions on regional trade and foreign aid provision that were difficult to reconcile. Anderson 

noted ‘[handling Indian proposals] is easier said than done because there are times when we cannot 

avoid taking a stand different from the Indians, for reasons of substance particularly the ECAFE 

regional trade and monetary proposals. At the 28th ECAFE Session we are not aware of anything 
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that was said or done by our delegation on that occasion which could have given rise to resentment. 

It seems possible that the Indians have been expressing disappointment at the effect of our 

opposition on the fate of their proposals on earlier occasions’.135  

A critical point of difference between the two countries was also on the issue of foreign aid that 

created bitterness at the World Bank. Shaw noted ‘our stand in the World Bank in opposing Indian 

claims for a greater proportion of untied programme aid, which India considers is more important 

to its growth than project aid, has caused resentment. Despite high level approaches from India, 

our financial authorities have not accepted the view of this mission that we should accede to India’s 

requests, although to do so would cost us little’.136 

Nevertheless, tensions ran high between the two countries due to their contrasting outlooks on 

trade. Anderson admits ‘although it has been our impression that warmer relations were 

established at the 28th Session, the behaviour of some of our representatives at some previous 

ECAFE meetings may have been abrasive. We are conscious of this problem and are endeavouring 

to ensure that our representatives are selected with an eye to their ability to present our position 

with tact and prudence’.137 However, the Indians were equally responsible as Anderson continued 

‘the performance of Indians themselves often leaves a good deal to be desired. They can be both 

abrasive and emotional. The Indians seem to take it for granted that they are entitled to leadership 

in the region and are resentful when this does not appear to them to be recognised adequately’.138 

Nonetheless, to remedy the trade relations a Department of Trade and Industry delegation visited 

India in 1973 to lay foundation for trade facilitation.  

As Gough Whitlam succeeded Nigel Bowen as Foreign Minister, as well as the Prime Minister, in 

1972 a lot of the groundwork for the future of Australia-India relations had already been laid by 
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the previous government. While India’s growing relations with the USSR did create caution in 

Canberra, more serious disagreements were on the trade and commerce issues that would impinge 

in the coming years as well.  

2.3 1978-1989: The ‘Rajiv-Bob’ Mateship Amidst Economic Roadblocks  

2.3.1 Rajiv Gandhi, Bob Hawke and Economic Diplomacy 

One of the dominant themes in the literature about the 1980s was a ‘lack of substance’ particularly 

in the commercial relationship that Australia was readily trying to remedy despite many political 

and economic barriers. Sandy Gordon noted, on the Indian economy that was unable to pay back 

its loans to the IMF and World Bank, that ‘As a result of heavy borrowing requirements the IMF 

and World Bank imposed a set of conditions on India designed to lower government outlays, free 

up international trading and investment regimes, remove internal restrictions on investment and 

significantly dismantle the ‘license raj’.139 Echoing Gordon, Baden Teague argued that ‘a post 1986 

renaissance in Australia-India relations was based on diplomacy, trade and investment’.140 In 

contrast, Mayer and Jain have since argued that  ‘since 1980’s India’s lack of interest in Australia 

has been the principal factor in the weak engagement between the two’.141 

Nevertheless, the most crucial and substantial engagement between the two countries has been 

claimed as the chemistry shared by Prime Ministers Bob Hawke and Rajiv Gandhi at the 1985 

CHOGM which arguably paved the way for serious economic relations between the two countries. 

Gurry notes on the Gandhi-Hawke role in the 1985 CHOGM in Bahamas ‘they both played 

significant roles in galvanising Commonwealth leaders to work towards ending apartheid in South 

Africa. Hawke and Rajiv Gandhi connected well and worked together productively on the key 
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issue of the meeting: sanctions against South Africa’.142 Gurry continues with some déjà vu ‘just as 

the Fraser-Desai Commonwealth connection had stimulated Fraser’s prime ministerial visit to 

India in 1979, so Gandhi’s and Hawke’s  contact prompted  Hawke to invite Gandhi to make a 

state visit which he did in October 1986’.143       

In return, Hawke reciprocated with a visit to New Delhi in February of 1989 strengthening the 

economic ties between the two countries. Gurry notes ‘Hawke arrived bearing gifts: the offer of a 

$35 million aid package and a concessional package of $61.5 million for a coalmine development 

at Piparwar in Bihar… A number of agreements were reached as a result of this accelerated 

personal and economic diplomacy, and there was evidence of a new bilateral infrastructure’.144 

However, she cautioned for the future of sustaining this momentum ‘but Prime Ministerial 

friendship cannot by itself create strong state-to-state relations. A number of obstacles remained, 

especially the lack of complementarity between the two economies, with some commentators 

bemoaning the fact that ‘nothing has succeeded in prising open the door to the Indian economy’.145 

While there is a mention of aid in this section of literature, there is a puzzle here as well - what 

prompted Australia to provide a large amount of aid to India again after a long stretch of lacklustre 

relations? Is a strong camaraderie between apex leaders, Rajiv Gandhi and Bob Hawke, a sufficient 

explanation to explain this aid increase? If so, why did this strong aid relationship only come to 

fruition in their last months in office? There is a need to open the ‘black box’ of foreign policy 

decision making here to understand what explains these fluctuations in aid. The role of executive 

in Australia’s foreign policy decision making has largely been missing in the existing literature of 

the bilateral relationship. Accounting for their actions may help to provide a fuller picture of 

 
142 Meg Gurry, Australia and India: Mapping the Journey 1944-2014 (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press, 2015), p. 
209.  
143 Ibid., p. 210.  
144 Ibid., p. 213.  
145 Ibid., p. 215. 



 60 

Australia’s aid to India. As this literature review has shown, apex leadership explanations are not 

sufficient to explain the aid relationship.  

2.3.2 A Story of Roadblocks and Re-engagements 

The following period between 1978 and 1989 consisted of initial rifts and roadblocks, mainly 

caused by the dwindling trade relations between Australia and India. Finally the bilateral 

relationship saw reengagement after the commercial ties of the countries converged aided by the 

Department of Foreign Affairs. Two main factors underwrote a large part of the Australia-India 

Relations during this period – the close relationship that developed between Prime Ministers Rajiv 

Gandhi and Bob Hawke and India’s closeness to the USSR. Though these two factors seem 

contradicting each other, eventually it was the former that rode the countries through to a 

reengagement, very generously aided by the senior bureaucrats and diplomats as discussed in 

Chapter 7.3. But initial hiccups during this period were largely due to the tumultuous trade ties 

also the global climate of economic depression was not expressly conducive for strong bilateral 

relations especially between countries that were supporting opposing teams in the Cold War.  

2.3.2.1 The Rajiv-Bob ‘Chemistry’ 

A major factor in the eventual reengagement of Australia and India was close relationship shared 

by the two Prime Ministers Rajiv Gandhi and Bob Hawke. Although the existing literature on the 

Australia-India bilateral relations has examined in great deal how their relationship impacted the 

bilateral ties, it is still important to understand why the Gandhi-Hawke relationship strengthened 

in the way that it did and what factors allowed the convergence to a previously fledgling 

relationship.  

The key issue was of apartheid that both Gandhi and Hawke rallied around. The trade sanctions 

on South Africa had not been sufficient in ending apartheid, so with the support of Gandhi,  

Hawke put for a proposal at the 1985 CHOGM to boycott foreign investments in South Africa 

which eventually succeeding in ending the apartheid. Following this successful collaboration, 

Gandhi wrote a letter to Hawke ‘I am writing to let you know how much I enjoyed working with 
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you at Nassau. This was my first CHOGM. As it turned out, it assumed an urgency and great 

importance because of the fast deteriorating situation in South Africa. Your contribution to the 

discussions and negotiations on the Commonwealth Accord on South Africa was invaluable; 

without it we may not have got our consensus. That Australia and India worked in such harmony 

on so tragic and complex a subject is a matter of satisfaction and augurs well for the future’.146 

Hawke reciprocated with similar conviviality to Gandhi with  ‘the negotiations towards the accord 

on South Africa and your important role in that process will, I am sure, be remembered as one of 

the finest examples of genuine international cooperation, doing credit to the Commonwealth and 

its members’.147    

Following the successful CHOGM cooperation, Rajiv Gandhi’s visit to Australia further narrowed 

the rift that had arrested the development during the Fraser-Desai era of the India-Australia 

relationship.  However, preceding Gandhi’s visit in February 1986 there were a series of high 

profile visit from Australia to India which included Foreign Minister Bill Hayden in October 1984 

and Trade Minister John Hawkins in 1985. While Hayden’s visit is covered in Chapter 7, it is 

Dawkin’s visit that needs to be explored. While Hayden’s visit did not make a big impact on the 

bilateral ties, Dawkin’s visit set the ball rolling on trade facilitation especially as the bilateral trade 

relationship had been in the ‘doldrums’.148 In a letter from first secretary of foreign affairs D.J 

Maurice to head of the South Asia section, he wrote encouragingly ‘happily as you know the picture 

now is not nearly so bleak. Mr. Dawkin’s visit here which resulted in the decision to establish a 

new Joint Working Group looking at specific areas of bilateral trade interest and Mr Gandhi’s 

forthcoming visit to Australia have obviously provided an important opportunity to build a more 

substantial relationship’.149  
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While the bureaucratic role in adding substance to the relations is the main focus of Chapter 7, 

this section highlights the chemistry between Bob Hawke and Rajiv Gandhi which arguably started 

the process of reengagement between the two countries. The CHOGM interaction of the two 

leaders was covered in the media as the beginning of a new chapter for Australia-India relations. 

An article in the Financial Review noted ‘In Bob Hawke’s case, he has had a face-to-face encounter 

with the political and economic realities of the South African issue, he has apparently undergone 

a long overdue awakening to the importance of our large and neglected neighbour, India’.150 It 

continued ‘Suggestions that Mr. Hawke might move more quickly than other Commonwealth 

nations to impose sterner sanctions will, it must be hoped, proved wrong. Indeed, our Prime 

Minister could well take a lesson in public deportment from his Indian counterpart on both this 

and other issues. Mr. Rajiv Gandhi was a model of cool, collected authority in every television 

appearance he made during CHOGM’151. On the new chapter for the bilateral relations, the article 

noted ‘Mr Hawke is probably right in judging that it is time to move out of what might be called 

“his Chinese phase” and into his new “Indian phase”…it is time that Australia paid more attention 

to the whole Indian Ocean area and particularly to the nation of India itself’.152  

On the key difference as to why Australia could add more substance to its relations with China 

and not India in the past years the article noted ‘after all there are many shared institutions and 

experiences which have the potential to generate empathy between Australia and India not to 

mention the advantages of sharing an ability communicate in English. It is true that India does 

not, on the face of it, hold the same potential for trade and development as China does. In any 

case, close and useful political relations do not necessarily have to be backed up by economic ties 

– it, in fact, a commentary on the materialistic nature of Australian foreign relations that “money” 

seems to play such an almighty part in them’.153  
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The crucial puzzle that needs to be resolved in this period is that despite strong camaraderie 

between the apex leaders, Hawke and Gandhi, what were the other barriers that prevented a strong 

Indo-Australian relationship to emerge particularly at the aid level? We only see an aid increase at 

the very end of their respective tenures in 1989 when the Cold War was taking its last breaths. 

Chapter 7 explores this puzzle in great detail where it uncovers the bureaucratic barriers in creating 

a strong aid and trade relationship with India despite strong mateship in the apex leadership.     

2.4 Conclusion  
Between 1951 and 1989, Australia’s relationship with India went from being purely strategically 

important to commercially important. This swing was not without its differences in strategic 

positions that resulted in substantial speedbumps along the way of building the bilateral 

relationship. The Cold War, in particular the United States, played a pivotal part in shaping the 

Australia-India relationship, particularly in what defined Australia’s strategic manoeuvres in its 

foreign policy towards Asia during this period. While often considered implicit in the Australia-

India relationship, the chapter brings out the role of United States as an explicit factor that shaped 

the bilateral relationship.  

The study of the Australia-India relationship, especially their inherent differences, has so far has 

been restricted to its bilateral nature however this chapter brings it out into the regional and global 

context. It is important to look at it in the global context because Australian and Indian foreign 

policies were directly influenced by major powers in the region - the United States and Britain. 

The explicit impact of US has so far gone understudied in the strategic foreign policy framework 

of Australia and India during the Cold War. The role of Britain has received some attention 

however it needs to be analysed more, particularly as focus of this is aid which was channelled 

through the Commonwealth.  The role of US and Britain therefore is crucial to analyse the 

Australia-India bilateral relationship. 
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The low period in the Australia-India relationship was also initiated after major disagreement that 

was based on the United States in the region – the Vietnam War. As Australia fought alongside 

the United States in Vietnam, India’s growing closeness with North Vietnam, arguably born out 

of the historically close relationship between Nehru and Ho Chi Minh aggravated Canberra against 

New Delhi’s intentions in the region. This precipitated a gradual coldness that came to arrest the 

Australia-India relationship between 1966 and 1977. Meanwhile, Australia’s growing relationship 

with South East Asia subsequently also deprioritised the strategic promise that India once held.      

In the last years of the Cold War, the Rajiv-Bob chemistry once again jump-started the slowly 

dying battery of the car that was the Australia-India relations. The expert manoeuvring that needed 

to get the car going was provided by the senior bureaucracy and diplomats although there were 

quite a few administrative and inter-departmental conflicts and bumps along the road. The 

tumultuous bilateral relationship was now ready for a renaissance as the two countries discovered 

common commercial and trading interests going into the relatively stable post-Cold War world.   
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3. Literature Review – Global and Australian Drivers of Foreign Aid  

 

3.0 Introduction  

Before getting to the drivers of Australian aid to India it is important to understand why a country 

provides aid to another country, more specifically, what were the key drivers of aid during the Cold 

War? International relations has ruminated on this question at length and provided two broad 

theoretical models as an answer: Donor Interest Model (DIM) and Recipient Need Model (RNM) 

outlined by McKinley and Little.154 It is important to note at the outset that this thesis is looking 

to study the drivers of aid and not necessarily the effects aid, although the two may be intertwined 

in some instances as this review notes, however largely this chapter provides an account of the 

factors that motivates states to provide aid.   

This dissertation focuses on DIM as it is tries to understand Australia’s role as an aid donor to 

India. Section 3.1 explores the DIM in detail arguing that the literature broadly argues that donor’s 
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aid is driven by its strategic interests. It then burrows down to provide a literature review of the 

different kinds of strategic interests donor’s pursue such as political, economic and altruistic 

drivers of its overall strategic aid policy. In section 3.2, this chapter will then narrow its focus to 

the literature on Australia’s global aid patterns between 1950 and 1990 to see how it responds to 

the global drivers of aid noted in the previous section.   

3.1 The Donor Interest Model  
Bilateral aid during the Cold War made up a significant part of the relationships between high-

income and low-income countries, naturally this had implications on their foreign policy. Thus, 

the relationship between foreign aid and foreign policy under DIM were directly linked. Broadly, 

McKinley and Little theorize the DIM on the assumption that the donor country uses aid 

allocation to pursue its own interests.155 These interests are largely strategic, however, they can be 

differing kinds of strategies – in that these interests could promote political outcomes, economic 

outcomes, or even ones that improve the image of the donor country through altruism. These 

strategic interests can be leveraged as an advantage for the donor. The existing explanations on 

different types of donor interests will now be explored in detail.  

3.1.1 Strategic Interests  

Strategic interests have been identified by McKinley and Little through the concepts of 

‘commitment’ and ‘leverage’ between the donor and recipient countries. Where ‘aid may be used 

to reward states pursuing policies favourable to the donor and denied to states pursuing policies 

detrimental to the donor’.156  The aid relationship identifies ‘the degree of commitment between 

the two states and the distribution of aid  reflects varying levels of commitment established 

between the donor and the recipient’.157 Their findings indicated that during the Cold War the 

United States rewarded countries that had strategic ties with the US and penalized countries that 

displayed communist sympathies.  
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The second idea of ‘leverage’ highlights that ‘aid can be used as a lever, in the hope that once 

accepted, it will prove possible to prise the recipient away from its existing line of policy. McKinley 

and Little found that in their case study of the US bilateral aid, far from avoiding countries with 

communist sympathies, it was actually attracted to them particularly in the case of trading with the 

communist bloc where the US employed a leverage strategy.158 

 DIM has become the standard following the work of McKinley and Little for the United 

Kingdom, who state that a clear set of interests is seen to explain the distribution of commitment 

and dependency established through aid. In this study, they claim that most important factor 

influencing the UK’s aid policy behavior has been promoting and protecting their sphere of 

influence. Historical interests, in these cases, play a prominent role in determining the allocation 

of aid for the UK.159 

Another key idea that emerges in the strategic literature is that of national interest. Writing in 

middle of the Cold War years, Griffin and Enos link aid intrinsically with national interest. They 

identify a state’s aid policy as a part of its foreign policy, wherein the capitalist donor countries 

provide aid to safeguard relationships with their client states and thus engage in ‘symbolic 

battles’.160 Wittkopf’s ambitious study to understand the principles of aid allocation during the 

initial Cold War years showed that among the top donors, it was the US that was the most driven 

by the Cold War considerations when examining its per capita aid allocations. Whereas, for French, 

German and British aid factors such as population, income and trade balances were major 

explanatory factors.161 Morgenthau further elaborates on the national interest model wherein he 

recognizes aid policy as a ‘weapon in the political armory of the nation’. Griffin and Enos and 
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Morgenthau state that aid is unlikely to alter political and social conditions in recipient countries, 

thus in granting aid, economic efficiency or social justice is subordinate to the national interest.162 

Hopkins and Lancaster focus on the aid patterns during the Cold War which were divided into the 

Eastern and Western blocs that supported regimes and guerillas in the developing world, through 

aid, on ideological grounds in the bipolar world of the Cold War.163 

Schraeder, Hook and Taylor, in a similar vein, visit the complex determinants of aid drivers by 

looking at aid flows into Africa, Latin America and South Asia by the big three and conclude that 

the major donors are largely motivated by strategic interest. However, they posit that the Swedish 

and other ‘middle power’ (Canada and Nordic countries) aid patterns have maintained a unique 

humanitarian-based set of policies, particularly during the Cold War period.164 Hook and Zhang 

and Stone support the rejection of the altruistic model of aid behavior by the ‘big three’, while 

Berthelemy and Tichit reiterate the altruistic aid patterns of the Nordic countries.165 

For the major donors, however, strategic interests remained the key driver of aid allocation. Studies 

conducted after 1990 highlighted how, in comparison to the post-Cold War period, the Cold War 

saw foreign aid being more likely to be allocated to countries that were strategically important. 

Boschini and Olofsgård found that ‘strategically important countries in the 1970s and 1980s – 

defined as those receiving US military aid during the period – obtained more development aid than 

comparable countries not only in the 1970s and 1980s but also in the 1990s’.166 Bearce and Tirone 

agree that Western aid was driven by strategic factors during the Cold War and the economic 
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growth only became a driver after the Cold had ended. They argue that ‘Western aid has promoted 

economic reform after 1990 when strategic benefits of providing aid declined for most Western 

donors.’167   

A substantial part of the foreign aid literature during the Cold War has been devoted to studying 

the aid behaviour United States, perhaps naturally so as it was the largest donor. While there is, by 

and large, a consensus on the strategic motives of Washington, the nuances of how this ‘strategy’ 

was perceived is also the subject of scholarly debate. Meernik, Krueger and Poe found that more 

democratic nations in Europe, the Middle East and Asia received more aid while least-democratic 

states received less aid, this is because the ideological goals influenced the foreign aid programs of 

the US.168 They argue that ‘there was strategic reasons for pursuing ideological goals’ because the 

US ‘not justifying American foreign policy in terms of balances of power, hegemonic 

responsibilities and instead appealing to values perceived as moral and legitimate in domestic 

politics, the makers of foreign policy may tap into an accessible and easily understood rationale’. 

169 This ‘ideology as strategy’ argument is also echoed by Lumsdaine where he argues that the 

pursuit of just and idealistic policies may provide the state reserves of commitment and of thinking 

unavailable to a cynical or realpolitik state.170   

In Meernik, Krueger and Poe’s study, they explored both the theoretical and empirical factors that 

lead to strategy shaping the decision-making regarding aid allocation. Simply, they argued that 

during the Cold War ‘security driven goals of a systemic approach’ guided U.S foreign policy and 

foreign aid programmes.171 The ‘security’ aspect of this claim looks at the empirical drivers of US 

 
167 David Bearce and Daniel Tirone, ‘Foreign Aid Effectiveness and the Strategic Goals of Donor Governments’, 
The Journal of Politics, Vol. 72, 3 (2010): 837-851. 
168 James Meernik, Eric Krueger and Steven Poe, ‘Testing Models of U.S Foreign Policy: Foreign Aid during and 
after the Cold War’, The Journal of Politics Vol. 60, 1 (1998): 63-85.  
169 Ibid., p.67.  
170 David Lumsdaine, Moral Vision in International Politics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993), p. 20.  
171 James Meernik, Eric Krueger and Steven Poe, ‘Testing Models of U.S Foreign Policy: Foreign Aid during and 
after the Cold War’, The Journal of Politics Vol. 60, 1 (1998): 64. 



 70 

aid while the ‘systemic approach’ argues for a realist understanding of international relations as to 

why the US provided aid.   

Expanding on the theoretical claim as to why states provide aid, the systemic or international 

system-level approach has roots in classical realism. The primary determinant of how a state 

behaves is rooted in the nature of its international environment.172 Secondly, self-interest drives 

the behaviour of states according to this school of thought, where Waltz writes ‘in self-help 

systems, the pressures of competition weigh more heavily that internal political pressures’.173 This 

theoretical claim as a driver of US foreign policy during the Cold War has been supported by many 

scholars. Containment of communism, through foreign aid, was a continuing strategic goal of the 

US foreign policy during the War presented through a systemic lens of international relations.174 

In expanding on the empirical drivers, Meernik, Krueger and Poe state ‘U.S anticommunism is 

best understood as a reflection of the security driven policy of containment of the Soviet Union 

and other Communist powers’.175 

Yet, even when highlighting that indeed the key driver of foreign aid is strategic interests of the 

donor, scholars, especially those who were conducting their studies right after the Cold War ended, 

were still unsure of some aspect of the exact decision-making process of foreign aid allocations. 

Poe and Meernik posit ‘much of this analysis remains speculation, since so little time has elapsed 

since the Cold War. Scholars can and should endeavor to pry open the ‘black box’ and look at 
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domestic and governmental characteristics as well as the international environmental factors that 

influence foreign aid decisions..’.176  

3.1.1.1  Political Interests  

When we burrow down into the strategic interests of the donor, different kinds of strategies 

become evident. One of the key drivers of strategic aid is to achieve political outcomes. One of 

the most influential IR scholars, Hans Morgenthau, claims that there are six distinguishable types 

of ‘political’ foreign aid: humanitarian, subsistence, military, bribery, prestige and economic 

development as he argues that out of these six categories only humanitarian aid is ‘per se 

nonpolitical’.177 Later, he posited that even humanitarian aid ‘can perform a political function’.178 

Vehemently, he states that foreign aid is too important a matter to be left in the end to economists 

as ‘formulation and over-all execution of foreign aid policy is a political function’.179 However, 

what these political motivations behind foreign aid are have been significantly debated in existing 

literature.   

Alesina and Dollar in their seminal work Who gives foreign aid to whom and why? provide an explanation 

of the political interests that drive aid behavior, namely favoring former colonies and political allies 

over open economies and democracies, being a ‘UN Friend’.180 They cite the examples of France, 

Japan and the US, the ‘big three’ donors, wherein France is seen to give a high percentage of aid 

to its former colonies, Japan’s aid behaviour is highly correlated with the UN voting patterns 

(countries that vote in tandem with Japan receive more assistance and finally, the special interest 

of the US in the Middle East underlines the weak association of its aid patterns with democracy, 

poverty and good policy. 
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Voting behavior of recipient states at multilateral organizations such as United Nations General 

Assembly (UNGA) influence aid allocations. There is voluminous literature on this area of 

research which argues that certain powerful countries tend to use aid to influence voting behavior 

of the recipient countries in the UNGA.181 Kuziemko and Werner substantiate this claim by 

providing the example of ‘vote-buying’, wherein the rotating members of the UNGA received 

more aid during their tenure than before.182 This area of literature is largely focused on the role of 

US as a vote influencer through aid, wherein Dreher, Nunnenkampf and Thiele  and Dreher, 

Sturm and Vreeland posit that the US uses its influence in the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 

to enforce its own political agenda such that temporary members of the United Nations Security 

Council (UNSC) receive more aid from development organizations like the IMF and World 

Bank.183 

There is a growing interest in studying the aid behaviors of regional development banks (RDB) 

and multilateral development banks (MDB). Maizels and Nissanke state that although bilateral ad 

is largely based on the DIM, multilateral aid is allocation is essentially based on the RNM. Their 

analysis shows that apart from the Middle East, all other recipients of aid had received it 

multilateral aid based on their needs.184  Eric Neumayer disagrees with this theory as he associates 

the aid allocation of RDBs and MDBs such as Asian Development Bank (ADB) and United 
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Nations International Children’s Emergency Funds (UNICEF) with recipient countries with 

whose colonial experience has been longer. 185  

The most debated political driver of foreign aid has arguably been in the pursuit of spreading and 

maintaining democracy in the recipient states. Thus, the presence of democracy in recipient states 

often becomes a driver of aid. Scholars argue that bilateral donors decrease aid in response to 

antidemocratic behaviour in recipient countries.186 Of course, the opposite of this has also been 

argued in the scholarship, Heckleman and Knack posit that during the Cold War corrupt regimes 

such as the Mobutu’s in Congo-Zaire were propped up by aid.187  

There has been fervent criticism on this front, especially the idea that foreign aid is driven by the 

political interests of strengthening democratic institutions in developing countries. Friedman, 

Boone and Bauer lead this debate as they argue that politicians in the recipient states do not allocate 

aid efficiently and only the political benefit from aid.188 This view of foreign aid is particularly loud 

with scholars who champion free-trade, namely Friedman who argued that by strengthening 

governments ‘at the expense of the private sector would reduce pressure on the government to 

maintain an environment favourable to private enterprise’.189     

Scholars have disagreed with Freidman and Bauer in saying that there is, or rather there should be, 

a ‘moral’ driver of foreign aid in the rich countries foreign policy making processes. Stern argues 

simply that ‘people in rich countries are much richer than the people in poor ones, and therefore 

foreign aid is their moral obligation’.190 The ‘moral hazard’ argument has also been put forth by 
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scholars that highlights tension between donor and recipients where the donor’s interests are 

driven by the political liberalization measures while the recipients prefer the status quo, and when 

these interests clash the recipients became less willing to reform. 191   

It is important here to distinguish between the area of literature that study the drivers of aid and 

the area of literature that looks at the impact, or effectiveness, of aid. Focusing on the donor’s 

interest, sometimes these two areas can overlap where the donor’s interest may be ultimately driven 

by how effective the aid is in the recipient country. Mostly, this overlap occurs when the 

motivations are economics related however (which will be discussed in the next section) there are 

some political reasons for this too.  

Indeed, there is some understandable interdisciplinary work done in this area too, Dudley and 

Montmarquette argue that bilateral aid is based on the microeconomic theory of constrained utility 

maximization and their model assumes that the impact of its aid on the recipient country drives 

the donor’s interest.192 Indeed they were careful to point out that different donors have subjective 

measures of the impact of aid to a recipient country. They focus on the ‘bandwagon effect’ which 

they explain is when a donor might expect that the impact of its aid on recipient country would be 

higher, the greater the aid the rest of the donors grants to a recipient country.193 This is especially 

important to note when there is an alliance between donors. Trumbull and Wall later added to this 

econometric argument as they state the donor states maximize the weighted sum of the total 

impacts of its aid on all recipients to its aid budget.194  

The other main overlapping political topic is the quality of governance in recipient countries, 

scholars have long argued that ‘good governance’ plays an important role when donor states are 
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allocating aid. The ‘eligibility’ and ‘level’ stages are theorized as the two stages that form the driver 

of donor’s interests in econometric literature. The first stage, eligibility, qualifies if a developing 

country is eligible for foreign aid. The second stage, called the ‘level stage’,  is the decision of how 

much aid should be allocated to the recipient country as outlined by Dudley and Montmarquette.195 

Neumayer suggests that aspects of good governance in recipient countries (e.g. human rights, 

corruption, rule of law) influence donors in the eligibility stage of allocating foreign aid.196 

Conversely, Knack studied the relationship between foreign aid and quality of governance, finding 

that higher levels of foreign aid erode quality of governance.197 

A similar 2-stage model was developed by David Cingranelli and Thomas Pasquerllo in 1985 in 

the field of political science. They highlight two separate stages in foreign aid decision making 

process, the first step was the ‘gatekeeper stage’ where a decision was made to grant or deny foreign 

aid to a recipient country. The second step was the ‘level stage’ which defined the actual size of 

aid recipient would receive once they pass the gatekeeper stage.198 Here they found that for 

economic aid, political ideas of human rights do not drive the donor’s interests at the gatekeeper 

stage however they start becoming important at the level stage.  Thus they argues that regimes 

with cleaner human rights records were more likely to receive more US aid.199   

Finally, on the political drivers of aid, the existing literature highlights that there are important 

variations amongst the donor states. Chiefly they are three broad categories of political interests 

good governance, UN voting patters and political allies and historical attachments to former 

colonies. Alesina and Dollar have found that Nordic countries allocate more aid to countries with 

open economies and democratic countries while the US allocates more aid for its political allies 
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who are likely to vote with them in the UN. France and Japan are driven more by their attachments 

to their former colonies and less by recipient’s needs and good governance.200    

3.1.1.2 Economic/Trade Interests  

Maizels and Nissanke have, in their seminal work, Motivations for Aid to Developing Countries explained 

that one of the main components of the DIM’s strategic interests  is promoting the donor country’s 

trade interests. The donor’s investment interests which are described in terms of ‘promoting 

economic growth’ or in ‘alleviating economic difficulties’ take place only in those countries where 

the donor has substantial investment interest.201 McKinley and Little have also substantiated this 

theory by stating in their case study of the US, trade has played an important role in the allocation 

of aid. They provide four reasons for the aid and economic interest linkage: (1) Trade and 

investment ties maintain low-income countries within the sphere of influence of the donor (2) 

exports and returns on overseas investments contribute to the economic growth of the donor 

country (3) low income countries can provide certain commodities for high income countries (4) 

trade and investment links can lead to the transfer of the high income country’s economic values 

and structures to the low income countries. For any of these reasons, a donor may be motivated 

to provide aid for the recipient country.202  

Economic drivers of aid during the Cold War have been hotly debated by scholars, as was 

mentioned previously, relating to the desired impacts of such aid. Moreover, economic interests 

were not just held by the Western donors but also the Soviet Union. When the US launched the 

Marshall Plan in 1948 which was their flagship foreign aid programme driven largely by economic 

measures, the Soviet Union launched a ‘Molotov Plan’ that was guided by similar interests.  
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Hans Morgenthau was wary about economic drivers of aid as he understood that the donors own 

political make-up ultimately shapes the recipient’s response to such aid, therefore aid for economic 

development should be given with strict conditions. He wrote ‘to give foreign aid for economic 

development without stipulating conditions that maximise the chances for success will surely 

maximise the chances of failure’. 203 According to Morgenthau, aid for economic development 

would cause social and political change and ultimately lead to ‘uncontrollable revolution’ that may 

not be favourable to the liberal democratic principles of the US. Not only that, but this 

‘uncontrollable revolution’ would be beneficial for the Communist powers as their economic 

model was more attractive than the West. He argues ‘their (Communist powers) powers and 

achievements are more meaningful for underdeveloped nations than ours. They have achieved 

what the more enlightened underdeveloped nations seek: a drastic increase in national output 

through rapid industrialisation…. Underdeveloped nations cannot help being attracted by these 

methods’.204 He then strikes a contrast with the economic processes of western nations which is 

dull in comparison to that of the communists, ‘in contrast, the slow process, stretching over 

centuries through which the nations of the West achieved a high standard of living through 

industrialisation has much less appeal to them’.205  Ultimately, he concluded that the appeal of 

Western aid for economic development is lessened by the economic processes of free market as 

the concepts of ‘moral restraint’ and ‘economic and political sophistication’ are largely absent in 

the developing recipient nations.206  

This idea of Communist aid driven by economic interests designed to strengthen ‘revolutions’ has 

been backed up by the example of Soviet aid to the Chinese Communist Party in the early years 

of Cold War. Douglas Macdonald highlights how Soviet support for the Chinese communist 

revolution was largely done by providing economic guidance to Mao. Macdonald notes ‘in May 
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1948, the CCP requested and received Soviet aid in running the economy in “liberated” areas of 

China, where the Chinese lacked expertise and personnel’.207 Thus, when it came to economic 

interests as drivers of aid, Morgenthau perhaps claimed rightly in the Cold War climate that ‘the 

advantage lies here with the Communist powers. They are specialists in exploiting revolutionary 

situations…’208  

For the duration of the Cold War, scholars have argued that economic interests weighed heavily 

on capitalist donors such as the Unites and Japan. Schraeder, Hook and Tyler find that the 

economic interests shaped the drivers of US and Japan’s foreign aid policies during the Cold War. 

For the US, they highlight that economic interests and not strategic or ideological factors that were 

primary responsible for determining US foreign aid towards developing countries. They argue 

‘such a pattern is consistent with the neo-realist argument that donors are attracted to the 

economic potential of recipient states, most notably in terms of trade’.209 Similarly, they argue that 

Japan’s foreign aid displayed a positive relationship between aid and trade highlighting an ‘active 

Japanese “business foreign policy”’.210 However, there was one key difference between US and 

Japan’s economic interests. They differentiate that ‘unlike the Cold War oriented aid policies of 

their American counterparts, the Japanese predilection for capitalist regimes was determined not 

by an ideological disdain for Marxist or socialist regimes but rather by the propensity of capitalist 

countries to maintain free-market economies that welcomes foreign trade and investment’.211 

Relatedly, scholars have argued that despite the non-political nature of Japanese aid and their 

willingness to seek economies ties with countries regardless of ideology, it was socialist recipients 
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that had command style economies, who were more hostile to foreign trade and investment from 

capitalist countries.212 

The foreign aid literature of the 1970s and 1980s, especially those arising from the neo-Marxist 

school of thought, were quite critical of foreign aid polcies of capitalist economies being driven by 

economic interests. More importantly, these critiques revealed more extensively the extent of the 

trade and economic interests of the western donors, in particular the US. Aid was increasingly 

driven by capitalist profits for the donors, as the crisis of dependent development broadened in 

recipient countries. Robert Wood notes about ‘tied aid’ that ‘bulk of bilateral aid is tied: it must be 

spent on commodities or services from donor country… some donors have sought to use aid 

programs specifically to promote the export of their least competitive products’.213 The donor’s 

profit driven interests are clearly underlines as he writes that ‘donors may receive more than they 

give, and recipients may repay more than they receive…’214 As foreign aid became more about 

concessional financing during the 1970s, a prime driver of aid also included private capital as Wood 

notes ‘formal linkages between official and private flows of investment and loan guarantees 

expanded considerably during the 1970s under “co-financing” arrangements of the US aid 

programs… the growth of this type of co-financing made the concessional/non-concessional and 

official/private distinctions increasingly ambiguous’215. Leftist writers such as Theresa Hayter also 

put forth arguments about how donor’s economic interests are primarily based on capitalist 

exploitation by the elites in developed and industrialised countries during the Cold War.216  
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3.1.1.3 Altruistic Interests  

Strategic interests aren’t limited to just promoting fungible outcomes for the donor such as 

promoting its political or trade interests. It could even be in the donor’s strategic interests to 

improve its image, which it could improve through ‘altruism’. On the outset, ‘altruistic interests’ 

may seem like an oxymoronic phrase as altruism and donor’s interests are mostly opposing each 

other when it comes to foreign aid. However, while it is rare for a donor country to be altruistic it 

is still possible. It also matters on how one define ‘altruism’ as it relates to the DIM and how one 

differentiates it from ‘humanitarian aspirations’ that are more in tune with the RNM model of aid 

allocation. As the focus of this chapter is exclusively on the DIM, the focus shall remain on donor’s 

altruistic interests,  limited as it may be as a concept especially during the fraught climate of the 

Cold War. Thus, understandably, the existing literature in this area is quite limited and perhaps 

there is a scope in the future to study this in detail.  

Rather than the government, existing literature has found altruism more present in individuals, or 

voters to be precise which has been found a key driver of foreign aid especially in the area od 

humanitarian military intervention. Carlos Seiglie argues that ‘the amount of foreign aid provided 

by the governments is determined by the altruistic desires of individual’.217 He uses the median 

voter framework to argue that altruism, the income of the voter and the similarity the median voter 

shares with the ethnicity or religion of the recipient group in the armed conflict greatly shapes the 

allocation of aid.218  

In contrast to seeking altruism from the voter, the scholarship has also argued that sometimes the 

leaders can also exhibit ‘selflessness’ as key motivator for foreign aid, even if it is for performative 

altruism. Tobias Heinrich posits the theory of selfish humanitarianism which argues that the 

greater the recipient’s misery as covered by the news media, the greater the chance of a democratic 

leader allocating aid to such a recipient. Heinrich argues ‘the donor leader simply piggy backs on 
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the news coverage and the recipient’s misery and provides aid without seeking any policy changes 

in the recipient country thereby he still improves his humanitarian image’.219 This idea of a 

performative altruism has been evoked by several scholars under the broader banner of 

‘enlightened self-self-interest’ and this is not strictly an ‘altruistic’ driver of foreign aid.220 This has 

important implications for the question this thesis is asking regarding Australian aid and this will 

be explored in greater detail in the next section of this chapter that reviews drivers of Australian 

aid.  

While not explicitly stated as ‘altruistic’ some scholars have argued that specific forms of aid such 

as emergency assistance have been given essentially in the spirit of altruism by the donor state. 

Sarah Bermeo argues that donors recognise that poorly governed countries have increased need 

for assistance especially during disasters and civil wars and therefore are willing to provide to 

provide altruistic emergency aid for specifically these matters. Bermeo states ‘when donors are able 

to work around the recipient government, they may give more aid to poorly governed countries’.221 

Arguably, this could be also be seen as a competency versus altruism argument, where ultimately 

all donors would want their aid to be used in a competent manner which is more likely to take 

place in recipients with sound economic policies and good governance. Yet Bermeo finds that 

emergency needs have significant impact on aid allocation regardless of the quality of governance 

in the recipient state. It also must be stated that Bermeo’s study only covers for a post-Cold War 

conditions, so it is difficult to say of altruism had any place in the fraught climate of the Cold War. 
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3.2 Drivers of Australian Aid 1950-1990   

3.2.1 1950-1970 

Post-World War Two, Australian foreign policy’s determining feature was to ensure that Australia 

maintained close links with the West. Its aid policies, intrinsically linked with its foreign policy, in 

the early part of twentieth Century certainly reinforced Australia’s organic links with the UK and 

later the US. The Liberal government under Menzies after 1949 saw the beginning of the first 

coherent aid policy which largely mirrored Menzies’s conduct of Australian diplomacy: to rely 

uncritically on ‘great and powerful’ friends.222 While this dependency on the UK and US was mostly 

for defence and security cooperation, it also reflected in its first major aid project – the Colombo 

Plan.  

Although the Colombo Plan was not exclusively Australian, as it was an undertaking of the 

Commonwealth, it was, never the less, the most significant aid policy ‘that effectively achieved 

Australia’s security objectives through technological, economic and social advancement’.223 

Wolfstone compares the  Colombo Plan to the ‘Marshall Plan’  for the South and South East Asian 

developing economies as it became Australia’s bulwark to communism in Asia using carrots 

instead of sticks.224 Camilleri notes that the Colombo Plan was set up to combat post war threats 

such as a communist China and her satellites.225 There were also certain scholars that argued the 

Colombo Plan, in its initial years, was simply used to deflect attention from Australia’s restrictive 

‘White Australia’ immigration policies.226 
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There is a continuing debate on the efficacy of the Colombo Plan, and largely the Australian aid 

policy during the Cold War era.  Millar describes the Australian aid policies of 1960s as ‘ad hoc 

and bilateral’.227 The political discourse on aid has proven that the allocation process is proven to 

be an ‘ineffective means to gain political influence and thus is electorally disadvantageous’.228 Jack 

Corbett similarly notes that ‘up until the 1970s the administration of Australia’s aid had largely 

been an ad hoc arrangement’.229 He argues that foreign aid policy was largely an ‘emerging policy 

area of a limited profile’ during this time.230 Arguably, this ad hoc-ness argument was reflective of 

more the administrative side of Australian aid rather than its drivers, per se.  

Anthony Clunies Ross has disagreed with Millar in stating there needs to be a push for more aid 

rather than less aid, citing the figure of at least 1% of Australia’s total GNP should be allocated 

for ODA  from a humanitarian perspective.231 While Australia has been successful in supporting 

effective regional organisations such as Asia-Pacific Council (ASPAC), Association for South East 

Asian Nations (ASEAN) and Asian Development Bank (ADB), however T.H Silcock continued 

to be sceptical of Australian aid policy as he states that there has been ‘insufficient emphasis, in 

aid policy, on the achievement of actual development’.232 J.B Webb agrees with Ross that the 
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allocated targets by the UN for aid is not nearly enough and that ‘world development rather than 

friendly gestures’ is the main objective of ODA.233 

A.H Boxer wrote prominently about the changes in the aid administration in the mid 1960s. In 

1964 an inter-departmental committee was set up to review the foreign aid program and this was 

followed by a restructuring of the External Aid Branch as a new Policy Section was created. Boxer 

notes that although ‘the contents of the report have never been made public’ there were some 

changes made following the report in the aid programme that were critically important.234 Boxer 

highlights that ‘the staffing policy was amended in a crucial respect. Instead of entrusting the 

management of Australia’s aid program almost wholly to career diplomats as had been the practice 

until then, the government now began to recruit administrative officers specifically for the job’.235  

More relatedly to the drivers of aid, Boxer argues in his book that while Australian aid was being 

driven by its important host recipients (India, Pakistan etc) the administration of it was rather 

inefficient. He notes ‘the tendency for aid to be spread thinly over a miscellaneous array of small-

scale undertakings, this has probably been intentional, an aspect of Australian political strategy in 

Asia linked with the notion that giving host countries what they ask for is good diplomacy’.236 On 

a cautionary note on the drivers of Australian aid he writes ‘aid-giving should be firmly based on 

the economic needs of the developing countries… [however] as long as the External Aid Branch 

remains attached to Department of External Affairs… Australia will probably continue to pay too 

much attention to the goodwill aspects of projects and too little to what is judged to be in the 

economic interests of recipient countries’.237 
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3.2.2 1970-1980 

Implementing Boxer’s recommendation unknowingly or knowingly, Australia’s first autonomous 

aid agency, Australian Developmental Assistance Agency (ADAA) was set up in 1974 under the 

Whitlam government.  Corbett highlights that this was the first instance of a separation of the 

foreign affairs element from the aid allocation process.238 He provides an explanation for this 

restructuring as the Whitlam government wanted to emphasise the  humanitarian aspirations in 

allocating aid  rather than just cementing political relationships between countries.239 The 

government was committed to achieve the global standard of 0.7 per cent target in aid amidst a 

global aid slump, and in 1975 Australia achieved its historically highest per cent of national income 

as aid till date: 0.655 per cent. 

Before the Whitlam government took office in 1972, the trajectory of the McMahon government 

was largely towards creating a strategically advantageous position for Australia through its aid.  The 

Vietnam war was the key preoccupation of Australian foreign policy, including its aid policy, on 

which McMahon was increasingly pressured, especially after the weaking of the Allied power’s 

position during the early 1970s. Hamilton notes that ‘Mr. McMahon was under pressure from both 

ends of the political spectrum about the question of aid’.240 As the American aid effort in the region 

escalated under Nixon’s ‘Vietnamization’, calls were made if Australia should do the same, 

however McMahon denied that Australia would provide military aid to Cambodia. By June of 

1970, it was evident that the Indo-Chinese conflict was not tilting in favour of the allied powers 

and left Australia to prepare its own ‘political and strategic matrix in which to test all its supposed 

options as they become apparent’.241  Hamilton noted ‘we [Australia] are still patently wedded to 

policies which are essentially not of our making and emanated from either somewhere in 
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Washington or Whitehall’.242 On aid he predicted that ‘there are signs that the opposition priorities 

will place more emphasis on civil aid which we can give to South East Asia and Mr. Whitlam 

realises that Australia’s military role in South East Asia area can never be more than minimal’.243 

The literature on the driver of Australia’s aid has largely concentrated on the Whitlam and Fraser 

governments and the significant differences in their respective approaches to allocating aid. 

Whitlam’s aid policies, like his foreign policies, have been widely regarded by scholars as giving 

Australia a more independent stance. D.J Murphy notes that ‘Mr. Whitlam’s ‘more independent 

Australian stance’ in international affairs’ was based on a combination of maintaining those props 

of Australian foreign policy that were clearly in Australia’s and the region’s interests, but that the 

same time seeking a more positive middle power role’.244 Seeking a more regional role for Australia, 

aid was increased to the island countries of the South Pacific. Murphy argues ‘Australia was not a 

popular nation among South Pacific islands and it was to redress a policy of neglect and apathy 

that caused Mr. Whitlam to advance new ideas of cooperation and additional aid in that area’.245 

It was during Whitlam’s time that the conversation around aid, particularly on Australia’s role as 

an aid donor, was beginning to question the kind of aid Australia should provide. Whitlam spoke 

of Australian aid as primarily oriented to the ‘needs of fellow human beings’ in line with the UN 

objective of 0.7 percent of GNP.246 However, there were radical critiques that were coming from 

the opposition, who argued that ‘aid may well benefit only the wealthy elites in the developing 

countries since the global system of dependence cannot satisfy the needs of most people there’.247. 

The Australian aid programme, particularly in its largest overall recipient Papua New Guinea was 

described as ‘neo-colonialism’ wherein ‘it is not just the cash value of aid that matters but the way 
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it is linked to ‘Australian interests, Australian values and indeed to Australian dominance’’.248 

Overall, it was concluded by the opposition spokesman on foreign affairs, Andrew Peacock, that 

there might be ‘more to our [Australia’s] external relations than involvement in development 

strategy… I do not deny that economic aid will continue to have an important role but we must 

recognise that development assistance for its own sake provides no longer term solutions.’249  

Malcolm Fraser’s term reflected Peacock’s, now the Foreign Minister, statement in their aid 

programmes quite plainly. Foreign aid budget was cut in February 1976 and ‘aid appeared to be 

more permanently downgraded by the abolition of the Australian Development Assistance Agency 

(ADAA) and the incorporation of its surviving personnel into Department of Foreign Affairs’.250 

On the key differences between Whitlam and Fraser’s aid programmes, Richardson notes ‘Whitlam 

government had shown sympathy with Third World and had depicted Australia as sharing some 

interests with the Third World. The new government appeared to identify Australia wholly with 

the perspective of the advanced industrial countries’.251  

Perhaps complementary to this more national interest driven aid agenda, scholars have noted that 

under the Fraser government, regional prosperity through mutually beneficial trade was a top 

priority. Therefore, the aid policies were also driven by the same motive. Albinski notes ‘Australian 

interests dictated that ASEAN should flourish, both to enhance the economic progress and 

political stability of its members and to make them more resilient to domestic and external security 

threats’.252  Jack Corbett has also argued similarly that ‘enlightened self-interest’ was a key driver 
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of Australian aid wherein he notes that ‘Australia benefits from a prosperous and wealthy region 

and world and that aid is an important and justifiable means of promoting this objective’.253 

The impact of this aid for trade policy, while beneficial for the donor state, had a different reaction 

from the recipient states. As Australia refused to lower tariffs for ASEAN’s products so as to not 

hurt its domestic market, this lead to a sizeable trade deficit which Australia sought to cover 

through aid. John McCarthy notes ‘foreign aid to cover the trading gap is tried but is becoming 

increasingly distasteful to the recipients… ASEAN has become the major regional trading bloc 

and it does not want a handout relationship’.254 McCarthy here highlights how foreign policy is 

driven by domestic factors, he writes ‘a problem in domestic politics becomes a problem in foreign 

policy’.255 Specifically, he was writing about the destruction of Australian secondary industries 

where Asian imports could drive the local product from the market such as textiles. Fraser’s, and 

the Liberal-National Country Party’s key electorate – the business community would not support 

a lowering of the tariff and thus concessions on aid for trade policy had to be made.  

3.2.3 1980-1990 

The establishment of Development Import Finance Facility (DIFF) by the Fraser government, in 

1981, upon the discontinuation of ADAA, was the next step in the commercialisation of Australia’s 

aid policy. This was done through the use of mixed credit schemes, which was previously eschewed 

by Australian aid policy makers. It was one of the most controversial elements of the Australian 

aid programme as it faced just as much criticism by development as the support it gathered. In 

official terms, DIFF was justified as a ‘special aid/trade mechanism which offsets the 

disadvantages facing Australian industry in developing countries when competing with aid-
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subsidized finance packages offered by other governments.256 Rollason argued that DIFF was not 

poverty-focused and further encouraged the commercialization of Australian aid by involving itself 

in investment projects such as bridges, boats, water and electricity supply.257 DIFF focused on the 

capital-intensive infrastructure projects, in countries like India, China and Indonesia with a large 

middle class where economic reforms held out a prospect of a period of rapid growth that would 

provide a large market for Australian capital and other goods.258 Some scholars from the neoliberal 

school of thought embraced the free market philosophy espoused by DIFF. They argued that 

‘everybody was doing it’ and that Australia would have no chance of competing in developing 

country markets if the Australian government did not match the subsidies given by other countries 

to their own exporters.259 

 The Jackson Report, published in 1984, was a landmark critical review of Australian aid program. 

It supported the tripartite mandate promoted by aid organizations like DIFF   that Australia’s aid 

policy could succeed in pursuing three goals simultaneously: the humanitarian, the economic and 

commercial, and the diplomatic-political-strategic.260 There was much scholarly skepticism 

regarding the prioritization amongst these multiple objectives approach. Hobbs and Goldsworthy 

further argued that the actual practice of aid seemed to have, rather frequently, reflected different 

priorities with objectives such as trade promotion and diplomatic advantage visibly driving major 

elements of the aid program. 
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3.3 Conclusion  

This thesis fills the gap in the literature by examining the drivers of Australia’s aid to India during 

the Cold War between 1951 and 1989. Broadly, this work will be informed by the existing literature 

but also methodologically it will be building on the existing explanations, particularly the DIM, as 

to why Australia provided aid to India. The chapter on methodology will expand on the particular 

hypothesis within the DIM that will be subsequently be explained in Chapters 5 through 7. 

Essentially, the thesis will be looking at DIM, whether or not it is a sufficient explanation of 

Australia’s aid to India. Consecutively what kind of interests for the donor mattered more than the 

others and what factors in the bilateral relationship, or Australia’s overall foreign relations, 

influenced its drivers of aid to India.   
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4. Theory and Methods  

4.0 Introduction  

To answer the question ‘What are the drivers of Australian aid to India?’, this thesis analyses 

Australia’s aid policy between 1951 and 1989. It uses process tracing to explore changes in the 

thought and practice of key Australian decision-makers over time and the bargaining between 

different parts of Australian government over aid policy. In other words, it focuses on both 

bureaucratic agency, exploring how bureaucrats perceived the uses of Australian aid to India and 

how policy was made within government. The defining feature of the bureaucratic politics theory 

is that it accounts for the inter-departmental bargaining and compromising among ‘players’ or 

representatives of large-scale organisations that leads to a particular policy outcome. Henry 

Kissinger, perhaps the most notable bureaucrat in recent times, said ‘if one wants to understand 

what the government is likely to do, one has to understand the bureaucratics of the problems’.261 

Existing studies of Australia-India relations have neglected the role of senior bureaucrats in 

shaping bilateral ties during the Cold War. As Chapter 2 highlights, they have mainly focused on 

the political leaders of the two countries, suggesting that they determined the nature of the bilateral 

relationship, including the aid relationship. Yet, as I argue in this thesis, the Australian bureaucracy 

played a central role in defining Canberra’s aid policy, shaping the choices of political leaders and 

as a result, Australia-India relations.  

To explore how the bureaucrats increasingly shaped Australian aid to India during the Cold War, 

I look again at the Donor Interest Model (DIM) outlined in the literature review. Using archival 

research and interviews, this thesis reconstructs the thinking that informed Australian decision-

making. As chapter 3 highlighted that the overarching driver in the DIM literature is the donor’s 

strategic interests and within the broad strategic interests there are economic, political, and 
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altruistic outcomes that donors aim to promote. This thesis looks at diving into this model to see 

how Australia’s strategic interests developed over the Cold War and it reflected in its aid to India. 

Furthermore, using process tracing helps explain how the decisions regarding Australian aid to 

India unfolded and who and what influenced those decisions.  

The first section underlines the need for foreign policy analysis which is what my thesis sets out 

to do in examining the drivers of Australian aid to India. It outlines the importance of balance in 

analysis in international relations, particularly, pertaining to who makes the decisions of foreign 

policy. Finally, it also engages with the shortcoming of using foreign policy analysis, especially, 

when conducting process tracing which this thesis does. 

Section two focuses on the ‘agent-structure’ problem which sits at the heart of foreign policy 

analysis specially when one is trying to understand who makes the decision and why. It puts the 

focus on the ‘agent’ rather than the ‘structure’, as this thesis intends to study the agency of 

decisionmakers in the foreign aid realm. Additionally, to balance the scales on this agent-structure 

problem, this section argues for why there is a need to focus on the agent in international relations 

literature.  

Section three focuses on the role of bureaucrats as agents in foreign policy decision making. It 

argues that the unitary action decision-making policy does not account for the agency of actors 

within the foreign policy making machinery. Thus, we turn to a more accurate explanation that 

would allow us to gain a clearer picture of how different actors, in particular bureaucrats, shape 

foreign policy. Jack Corbett’s work in this area, especially his ‘court politics’ argument which 

highlights how ministers and senior bureaucrats see the world and act in it is explored in this 

section as well.  

Section four turns to understanding what factors shape the agency of bureaucrats. It highlights 

four main factors that inform this agency: national interest factor, organisational factor, domestic 

factors and personal factors.    
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Section five unpacks how bureaucrats shape foreign policy, i.e. how they perform decision making. 

It looks at how ‘shared images’ guide bureaucrats in making foreign policy, in particularly, the role 

of ideas in shaping policy stands. An important theoretical proposition that argues that bargaining, 

negotiating, and compromising between different departments that ultimately shape the policy 

stance is also explored in this section. Ultimately, this section underlines how bureaucrats frame 

their actions to make sure their policy gets adopted in the final stage of decision making.   

Section six and seven account for the process tracing methodology and the research design of this 

thesis. It highlights how, in conducting process tracing, my research traces events, interests and 

agency of aid policy mechanisms to understand the drivers of Australian aid. It lists the competing 

alternating hypothesis derived from existing literature on the drivers of Australian aid. Finally this 

section underlines the approach and analysis of thesis which consists of mixed qualitative methods 

to trace the events, interest and agency consisting of archival research and semi-structured 

interviews of key relevant decision makers of the Australian aid policy process. 

4.1 Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA) and its Shortcomings  

The most foundational level of studying foreign policy is exploring the decision-making process 

of a state. This is slightly different to that of more traditional IR, which tends to focus on states as 

the foundational ground for analysis. Nevertheless, how do we then define these ‘decisions’ in 

terms of foreign policy? Brighi and Hill posit that ‘foreign policy decisions should be seen primarily 

heightened moments of commitment in a perpetual process of action, reaction and further action 

at many different levels and involving a range of different actors’.262 This prompts a necessary 

question – who makes these decisions and more importantly how much agency do they have to 

make these decisions? FPA is traditionally interested in decisionmakers in positions of authority, 
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this thesis similarly looks at the agency exercised by senior bureaucrats in the decisions made 

regarding Australia’s aid to India. 

It is important however to highlight, from the outset, the possible shortcomings of FPA and 

process tracing. Primarily, it is the lack of complete information regarding the complex process of 

decision-making that arguably makes this model of analysis prone to error. It is impossible to ever 

have all the information that influenced a decision, and this has certainly been a central scholarly 

critique of FPA. McClosky argues ‘a research design that requires an investigator to collect detailed 

information about such diverse matters as the social system, the economy, the foreign situation, 

the actors…. In short, that asks him to account for a decision-making event virtuality in its totality 

– places a back-breaking burden on him’.263   

Indeed, it is an exorbitant effort for her too. As a researcher, to be able to collect almost all the 

data regarding the decision-making processes around aid is a difficult if not impossible task. Certain 

archival documents were not made available for my research due to government confidentiality, 

despite my timeframe. In terms of my interviewees, I was unable to interview the key 

decisionmakers during the early Cold War years as they are long dead. Thus, the inability to trace 

all the influences on a decision should be treated with caution when conducting scientific research 

such as this.   

4.2 The Agent-Structure Conundrum  

The emphasis of FPA must be on agency, particularly on the agency of the decisionmakers which 

are arguably separate from the ‘state’. This is an important, and often difficult, differentiation to 

highlight for theoretical purposes. The ‘state’ has been argued by neorealist IR scholars as a generic 

utility maximizer whereas the agent, in our case the bureaucrat, is not interchangeable and generic 

in the same way. FPA is unique in that it is agent-oriented where it focuses on the role played by 
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specific agents that are not abstract, like the ‘state’, but more responsive to varying motivations 

and even emotions. Valerie Hudson calls this ‘human decision-making’, as she argues ‘only human 

beings can be true agents’.264  

Contrarily, scholars have theorised the decision-making by a state as ‘black box’, a term coined by 

Alexander George that focuses on the state as a unitary actor.265 Referred to as ‘actor-general’ 

theory where the foreign policy of a state is studied in an abstract manner that focus on macro 

constraints that are posed by the system or the structure. This has led to the larger philosophical 

conundrum of the agent-structure problem in IR. Actor-general theory, and IR more broadly, 

emphasises the system structure providing more insight on the structure rather than the agent. The 

lack of a full-bodied concept of ‘agent’ is a theoretical handicap especially when it comes to 

explaining foreign policy behaviour of a state.  

My research has emphasised primarily on this ‘agency’ of the agent, applying an actor-specific lens 

to study how foreign policy decisions are made. I open the proverbial ‘black-box’ by attempting 

to study the ‘sources of change’ and ‘sources of diversity’ among the decisionmakers.266 When 

studying the drivers of Australian aid to India, I identify and highlight the agency of the 

decisionmakers in shaping these drivers. This will allow a more realistic conceptualisation of the 

agency of the actor, and lead to what Lane terms as ‘concrete theorisation’. She observes that ‘this 

form of theorising achieves universality, but by burrowing, not rising. It strips away all inessential 

attributes and lays bare a central process that underlies and serves to explain observed political 

events’.267 Thus my concrete theorising using the actor-specific theory will serve as a more suitable 

to understand the complexity of the real world than the abstract, actor-general theory.    
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It is necessary to have more satisfying explanations regarding the contributions of agents in IR, 

particularly in the realm of decision-making. The puzzle of this thesis, mentioned in Chapter 1, is 

based on the variations in Australia’s aid to India overtime. In exploring the drivers of the aid, the 

central question also becomes why this was so. Why were these variations present? Snyder, Bruck 

and Sapin note the importance of exploring of the ‘why’ question ‘if one wishes to probe the 

“why” questions underlying the events, conditions and interaction patterns which rest upon state 

action, then decision-making analysis is certainly necessary. We would go so far as to say that the 

“why” questions cannot be answered without analysis of decision making’.268 To put it simply, to study decision 

making we need to study the decision makers.  

By no means does this thesis propose a solution to the agent-structure problem as that is a 

perennial issue central the to study of IR, it does however, highlight the need to balance the scales 

of analysis more towards the ‘agent’. This thesis provides an important methodological approach 

that is not grounded in the abstract. While not completely detached from the system theory either, 

but certainly conducting FPA looking at domestic political constrains as well as the role of 

emotions and motivations in senior bureaucrat’s decision-making process, my thesis provides a 

fuller picture of theoretical understanding of the IR discipline.  

4.3 Bureaucrats as Agents       

Decisions regarding Australia’s aid to India had substantial input from key bureaucrats in the 

Australian government, albeit from various departments. This theoretical argument is based 

proposed by Graham Allison, who argued that decisions are not made from rational, collective, 

and unitary decision-making but through the political resultants of conflict, negotiation and 

bargaining between members of the bureaucracy.269 This has been an enduring element in analysing 

foreign policy specifically when it comes to disaggregating decision making in case studies. Snyder 
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et al presented an evolved clarification of Allison’s explanation, where they argued that a state’s 

foreign policy was determined ‘by the way in which a situation was defined subjectively by those 

charges with the responsibility of making choices’.270 Essentially both Allison and Snyder et al 

challenge the orthodoxy of the unitary actor model, similar to what this thesis is doing in that it 

challenges the existing literature on not only how decisions pertaining to Australian were made but 

also on the agency of actors who shaped the broader Australia-India relations.  

4.3.1 ‘Court Politics’ and the Quest for Legitimacy    

The bargaining and compromise amidst the Australian aid policy machinery has been studied at 

length by Jack Corbett. He argues that there is a long standing ‘ambivalence’ among politicians 

and senior civil servants about the purpose and value of Australian aid that could explain the rise 

and fall of its aid programmes.271 His work examines the domestic political imperatives and choices 

of key decision makers that has shaped the aid policy as well as the administration. Important to 

note is the theoretical model of Corbett’s work, his focus is on actors, organisations or individuals, 

as the causal drivers of the aid story. He argues that these actors are ‘intentional agents who make 

consequential decisions’.272 The ‘court politics’ theoretical approach highlights how ministers and 

senior bureaucrats see the world and act in it showing a more nuanced picture of Australian aid 

policy making process, opening up the ‘black box’ of a key component of Australia’s foreign policy.    

The central theme in Corbett’s ‘court politics’ theory is the conflict that takes place between key 

decision makers, usually political parties and bureaucrats. It is during these enduring conflicts, that 

actors try to shape the ‘legitimacy’ of the aid effort. Thus, in response to the question, how are 

situations ‘framed’, when it comes to the response of these decision makers to change and 

uncertainty in their environment, Corbett argues that actors are ‘situated agents’ who are seeking 
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to win legitimacy. Corbett notes ‘actors seek to win legitimacy… by perform a series of functions. 

But successful performance does not simply mean an agency must fulfil its task well… 

performances are successful when other actors in the policy assemblage believe they are expressed 

legitimately or authoritatively’.273  

Corbett employs a heuristic framework to capture the sources of legitimacy in the decision-making 

process of Australian aid. In this framework, he notes three kinds: political, technical, and 

administrative legitimacy that manufactures support for the programme. Each one of these 

‘legitimacies’ captures the conflict and contradiction within the bureaucratic framework. The 

political legitimacy stems from the alignment of the agencies’ capabilities with priorities of key 

stakeholders, thus aid is meant to be driven by Australia’s national interests. The technical 

legitimacy is derived from specialised knowledge that administrators process while administrative 

legitimacy seeks to protect the government of the day while maintaining internal coherence by 

ensuring efficiency and effectiveness in program delivery.274            

While Corbett’s theoretical approach elucidates why the rational unitary model cannot satisfyingly 

explain foreign policy decision making in the realm of Australian aid, our research question specific 

to the India case study remains unanswered. What explains the variations in Australia’s aid to 

India? The court politics model provides a helping hand to my thesis in examining which actors 

need to be analysed further, individuals or organisations, as well as domestic political factors. 

Further informed by the ‘two-level’ game proposed by Putnam, where decisionmakers must 

simultaneously play the game of domestic politics and the game of international politics my thesis 

poses a case for the role and agency bureaucrats as a key factor in driving Australian aid to India. 

275 
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4.4 Agency of the Bureaucrats  

My thesis proposes that the bureaucrats held substantial agency in shaping decisions regarding 

Australian aid to India between 1951 and 1989. It complements existing works on aid and 

bureaucracies in IR, in particular Corbett’s ‘court politics’ theory. Moreover, it also argues against 

the existing literature on the broader Australia-India relations that argue the apex leadership of the 

two countries were solely responsible for the deciding the trajectory of bilateral ties as presented 

in Chapter 2. Chapter 5-7 highlight how senior bureaucrats, particular in Department of External 

Affairs (1951-1969)  Department of Foreign Affairs (1969-1987) and later Department of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade (DFAT), were the key decision-makers amidst the bargaining and compromising 

that were taking place in allocating aid to India. This section theorises what factors shape the 

bureaucrat’s decision making and who influences them in the process.    

4.4.1 The ‘National Interest’ Factor  

According to Allison and Halperin there are four key factors that shape the preferences of actors 

in the decision-making arena: national security factor, organisational factors, domestic factors and 

personal factors. The first, national security interest, has been the predominant theoretical 

influencer, as to what it could potentially mean to different actors. Putnam argues that ‘it is wrong 

to assume that the executive is unified its views’.276 If we are to assume that foreign aid decision-

making is an ‘elite game played by bureaucrats, politicians, key lobbyists and intellectuals’ as 

Corbett notes, then it could be argued that central decisionmakers could disagree about the 

demands of national interest.277 National interest is also contingent on domestic pressures and 

conflict, especially in the context of aid when it comes to getting the ‘value for money’. The four 

interests within the DIM – strategic, political, economic, or altruistic – could all be termed as 

‘national interest’ separately or collectively. Conversely, actors could also argue that their health is 

 
276 Robert Putnam, ‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games’, International Organization Vol. 
42, no. 3 (1988): 432. 
277 Jack Corbett, Australia’s Foreign Aid Dilemma: Humanitarian aspirations confront democratic legitimacy (New York: 
Routledge, 2017), p.5. 



 100 

vital to serve the national security interests and therefore ensure their own longevity in the process. 

Therefore, the national security interest is contingent to domestic as well as international context. 

Organisational interests are more likely to influence the senior players than others. Allison and 

Halperin argue that ‘organizational interests are often dominated by the desire to maintain the 

autonomy of the organization in pursuing what it its members view as the essence of the 

organisation’s activity’.278 This is has significant implications for my argument as the Australian aid 

decisions, over time, fell under different departments within the government due to changes in 

governments. My thesis provides theoretical implications for the change in departments and its 

impacts on the variance in aid to India over time. 

4.4.2 Organizational Factors 

It is also important to account for organisational behaviour in how it relates to the interests that 

they may have which could often create the decision-making arena a site of conflict. Drezner 

argues that pre-existing departments, or actors, do not like the introduction of new agencies into 

their domain as they perceive them to be a threat to the goals, values and image of their own 

department’.279 In Chapters 6 and 7, this thesis notes the creation of separate aid agencies in the 

Australian government thus it is important to study the implications of how various actors 

compete for the roles and coordinate decision-making. Many factors would play into this inter-

departmental ‘conflict’, seniority of departments, budgets, etc. From a US perspective, Keane and 

Diesen argue that when an issue does not nicely into the ‘three D’s’ (diplomacy, defence and 

development), it creates conflict, they noted the constant disagreements between USAID and the 

State and Defense departments during the Afghan Wars on issues of manpower and resources’.280 
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The fight to protect the organisation’s essence will be an important indicator of the motives that 

influenced aid decisions.  

4.4.3 Domestic Political Factors  

Domestic politics substantially pressure governments in foreign policy decision-making so 

bureaucratic actors must keep them in mind while bargaining and compromising with each other. 

Peter Katzenstein has argued that ‘the main purposes of all strategies of foreign economic policy 

is to make domestic policies compatible with the international political economy’.281 Conversely, 

Brighi and Hill have noted that ‘in conditions of globalization, all politics has become foreign 

policy in one way or the other’.282 The lines, then, are increasingly blurred between foreign and 

domestic policy especially under the ‘whole-of-government’ approach to policy making.  

The argument that foreign policy is largely an ‘elite game’ has at times underplayed the role of 

domestic politics. Zegart argues that interest groups are an important actor in most models of 

domestic politics, but foreign policy interest groups are smaller, less organized, less wealthy and 

by extension less influential.283  

There is substantial debate in this area as scholars have argued for a ‘domestic politics model’ 

challenges this argument in toto. Scholars have noted that ‘the [foreign] policy making process is 

seen as involving not only the White House and Cabinet Secretaries and under the bureaucracies 

of the executive branch, but also the public arena – especially the Congress, and through it interest 

groups and attentive publics’.284 This theoretical framework has been applied to the launching of 

Marshall Plan where the Congress was very much involved in the  foreign policy process.285  
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4.4.4 Personal Factors  

The personality, background and the position of the bureaucrat in the organizational hierarchy 

affects the agency of the actor. These interests largely define the ‘stakes’ and the ‘stand’ of the 

player. The former is explained as the position when a new situation arises how players see the 

‘face of the issue’ while the latter is shaped by their calculations how the resolution of this issue 

will affect their interests.286 Scholars have argued that under certain condition such as high stress, 

high uncertainty, dominant position in foreign policy decision making, the personal characteristics 

of the individual leader can become central in understanding foreign policy choice.287 

The personal interest of the bureaucrat, when conducting FPA, has remained a significantly 

understudied. Scholars have complained that this model has largely underrated the significance of 

idiosyncratic factors in foreign policy making such as the bureaucrat’s ‘personal background, 

operating style, generational mind-sets and past experiences’.288 Arguably, this ignorance of the 

bureaucrat’s personal interest could be because the literature has placed a greater emphases in 

studying the personality of the apex leadership such as US presidents. For example, Jentleson 

explains how a president’s personality affect’s ‘how well the job gets done’ looking at Woodrow 

Wilson’s failure to negotiate the Senate over the Treaty of Versailles.289 Similar arguments have 

been made about the leader’s personality when studying Jimmy Carter’s handling of the Iranian 

hostage crisis.290 However, Jentleson’s view on personality as an agency for bureaucrat’s actions 

leaves room for more work to do be done in this area of research. He notes ‘personality of a 

bureaucrat would be drowned out in the collective noise of everyday policymaking or likely to 
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adopt false personas in order to become more involved’.291 This claim overlooks the importance 

of personality of the bureaucrat by a mile creating a substantial theoretical gap in this conceptual 

framework.   

Personal interests can make decision-making a highly centralised affair. Kohl argues that ‘the 

personality of the key decision-maker and his operating style become crucially important in the 

decision making process’.292  He refers to this as the ‘royal-court’ model of foreign policy-making 

which differs from Corbett’s ‘court politics’ model in some ways. Here Kohl argues that, foreign 

policy under this model is more ‘monarchical dominated by the King or President or Head of 

Government, and/or his key advisor(s)’.293 The decision-making thus depends on the battle 

between courtiers and the advisers, and importantly he argues that the courtiers will win out. 

Kohl’s theoretical framework has similar assumptions to that of Jentleson where he states that the 

courtiers ‘recruit’ advisers because they share the President’s basic assumption and world view. 

Again, this massively underrepresents the agency of the bureaucrat’s personal agency during 

decision making. Corbett’s court politics theory has a far more nuanced approach in making room 

for senior bureaucrat’s agency in determining Australian foreign policy. This thesis works to 

expand on the role of personal interests of not just bureaucrats, but also ministers, and how they 

factor in to influence Australia’s aid to India.     

4.5 How bureaucrats ‘produce’ foreign policy  

How do bureaucrats interact with each other to produce foreign policy actionable, specially in the 

area of aid? So far, we have discussed particular factors that shape their agency and interests and 

now in the final part of the theoretical approach, I explain how bureaucrats perform decision 

making. When looking at the DIM, it is important note that often the various strands of interests 
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(strategic, political, economic, altruistic) could be competing with each other as different 

departments or bureaucrats could have conflicting outlooks on what drives Australian aid. They 

could be competing to seek different or multiple aid ‘legitimacies’ (political, technical, or 

administrative) outlined by Corbett’s heuristic approach in section 4.3.  

4.5.1 How bureaucrats ‘stand’ – Policy Games 

The policy stances, or ‘stands’ of bureaucrats aggregate to produce policies and decisions. The old 

adage goes ‘where one stands depends where one sits’, some scholars in this area of research have 

expressed strong disagreement with this idea. Rhodes argues ‘where decision makers stand 

depends not where they sit or whom they represent, but on what they think – and what they think 

is independent of where they sit’.294 The consensus remains with the view that ideas and interests 

offer great explanatory power, however it does not have to be separated from where actors ‘sit’. 

Often the ‘shared images’ that guide bureaucrats are shaped by organizational factors. Halperin’s 

idea of these shared images states that ‘when participants share a set of global images, these will 

decisively shape stands taken on particular issues’.295 The Cold War provides a fertile ground to 

build on this theory as this thesis intends to do, in how the shared images within the Australian 

foreign policy and aid bureaucracy shaped the stands the senior civil servants took.  

Ideas play a key role in shaping stands, they are also mutually dependent on the interests of 

bureaucracies. This is an important theoretical contribution that benefits this thesis. It fills in the 

gap in how bureaucrats shape foreign policy, focusing on the role of ideas. While Graham Allison 

has provided a solid theoretical alternative to the unitary rational actor model of decision-making, 

his work has exclusively focussed on crisis decision making in security bureaucracies. Drezner 

provides a model for a longitudinal analysis of “routine” foreign policy by exploring ideas which 
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is also what is most needed when studying bureaucracies, because they deal with the ‘everyday’.296 

As this thesis broadens the explanatory power of bureaucratic politics in foreign policy, particularly 

in the realm of foreign aid, it is imperative to trace ideas and the ‘shared images’ through a 

longitudinal period to see how it shapes the stands of bureaucrats and bureaucracies.  

Another key aspect of this model of foreign policy analysis is the bargaining, negotiating, and 

compromising between different departments that ultimately shape the policy stance of the 

bureaucrat. Theoretically, a policy or decision ‘game’ begins when an actor sees something they 

want to change as a result of a domestic or external event. The actor must determine their stand by 

deciding if they want to play the ‘game’. According to Allison and Halperin two factors determine 

the player’s stand: resources and reputation.297 Resources, particularly when allocating aid, are finite 

and fungible while the probability of success is seriously considered when taking part in the game 

as the senior actor’s reputation with Prime Minister/Ministers is often at stake.   

How is a decision/policy finally made? When the actor stands successful in the game. This depends 

on three elements: 1) bargaining advantages, 2) skill and will in using bargaining advantages and 3) 

other player’s perception of the first two ingredients.298 The most formidable asset for an actor to 

stand successful in this game is to have persuasive skills, particularly for bargaining. This 

persuasion can stem from an actor having control of implementation, control over information 

that enables one to define the problem and identify the available options as well as the ability to 

affect other player’s objectives in other games, including domestic political games. Gyngell and 

Wesley note that that a majority of these resources lie with departmental secretary, ‘the Secretary 

of DFAT has great autonomy in how to spend the department’s running costs budget [they] can 
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determine staff numbers, recruit people, and decide how much to pay them…’299 Structurally, then, 

a considerable amount of persuasive power rests with the departmental secretary of Foreign 

Affairs. Especially as we see various aid departments appear and disappear under the ambit of 

Foreign affairs between 1951 and 1989, it becomes crucial to account which actor holds the 

resources to ‘persuade’. Finally, the policy game is largely influenced by the routine and structure 

of the organization as well as by the shared values within the society and the bureaucracy.300  

4.5.2 How policy leads to action – Action Games  

When policies or decisions are stuck together, it constitutes an action. Action games follow from 

decision games, this section will unpack how action flows from a relevant decision game. 

Ultimately, it is the framing of the policy game and the action game that becomes the essence of 

understanding how bureaucrats shape foreign policy.  

We also need to understand the action game methodically. If the action is a manoeuvre in a policy 

game one needs to identify the game and explain why the manoeuvre was used. If the action was 

taken without a high-level decision, one needs to identify the circumstances that permitted the 

player that leeway and explain what led the player to take that step.301 This is important when 

looking at variations in aid, because while the total aid budget requires high level approval – 

allocations to different countries has usually been driven by the bureaucracy especially in the early 

years of the Cold War before autonomous aid agencies were created. Relevant decisions during 

the policy game are quite dependent on the interests and agency of senior bureaucrats. Thus, the 

analysis chapters answer two questions in explaining how aid policies become action – 1) What 

circumstances (external environments or domestic politics) allowed the bureaucrat flexibility to 
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change their aid drivers towards India and 2) Providing an explanation for aid decisions (e.g. Why 

did aid decrease drastically in 1969?).  

Finally, it is important to note that not all bureaucrats, or actors, are equally involved in both the 

policy game as well the decision game. When decisions are made about aid allocations in Canberra, 

the Australian High Commissioner stationed in New Delhi, who is also a part of the senior 

bureaucracy, may feel differently and want a change in the action game. Allison and Halperin note 

‘Ambassadors and field commanders feel less obliged to faithfully implement decisions because 

they typically have not been involved in the decision game. They feel they know better what actions 

one should want from the government and how to get those actions.302 Even within the senior 

bureaucracy, there are variations in the interests depending on where they are posted. Thus, the 

analysis chapters traces these choices, negotiations and decisions in aid policy towards India 

between 1951 and 1989 to answer what factors motivated Australian aid.      

To summarise, I theorise that foreign policy outcomes are shaped by how different interests within 

the DIM (strategic, political, economic, altruistic) are interpreted by the bureaucratic agents. 

Moreover, their interpretations are based on their own fundamental assumptions about the world 

(which could be shaped by national interests, organizational factors, domestic factors or personal 

factors as argued in section 4.4). Ultimately, bureaucrats are seeking the ‘legitimacy’ that Corbett 

argues, I build on that theory by underlining that bureaucrats frame their actions with a view 

toward what is required to get their policy adopted by politicians at the final stage of policy making.   

4.6 Methodology and Research Design   

 This thesis addresses competing explanatory claims about the drivers of Australian aid and make 

inferences about which alternative explanations are more convincing and where the need arises, 

providing new explanations for the outcome of the result in the puzzle of my thesis. I evaluate 
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prior explanatory hypothesis from the existing literature, discover new hypothesis and assess new 

causal claims. I focus on the different interests within the DIM to find which particular interest 

most comprehensively explains Australian aid to India.  To understand the drivers of aid, my 

research process traces the events, interest and agency of the policy making process. To assess 

these factors, I take a mixed qualitative methods approach comprising of semi-structured 

interviews of key Australian government officials as well as archival research in Canberra.  

4.6.1 Why Process Tracing? 

I use process tracing to test existing explanations and develop new explanations, drawn from the 

case of Australia’s aid patterns to India between 1951 and 1989, to understand the drivers of 

Australian aid. My approach traces the events, interest and agency of the aid policy mechanisms 

to understand the drivers of Australian aid. There are three main reasons for using this method of 

research. Firstly, process tracing can be used to assess competing explanations of individual 

historical cases, Secondly, this method focuses on the importance of gathering diverse evidence 

because it asserts that some pieces of evidence are far more discriminating among competing 

explanations than others. And lastly, process tracing relies on a combination of affirmative 

evidence on some hypothesis and eliminative induction of other hypothesized explanations that 

fail to fit the evidence.303 A key aspect of my research consists of identifying the causal process or 

mechanism to investigate the puzzle. There are four different types of causal processes that can 

be distinguished: linear, converging, interacting and path dependent.304 A longitudinal research 

project often focuses on the path dependent process, however, for that I first affirm the possibility 

of path dependency in order construct a valid explanation in Chapter 5, 6 and 7.  
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Process tracing requires finding diagnostic evidence that provides the basis for descriptive and 

causal inference.305 However, it is imperative, firstly, to show that a given piece of evidence is 

diagnostic. To show that, my research distinguishes four types of interrelated knowledge.306 

4.6.2 Discounting Alternate Explanations  

The contribution my research makes to the contemporary literature in this field dictates why I am 

following the process tracing method, i.e. what are the drivers of Australian aid to India that lead 

to its fluctuations and how the existing competing explanations are insufficient in addressing my 

puzzle. There are competing alternate hypothesis, within the DIM, regarding the drivers of the 

overall Australian aid as outlined in Chapter 3.   

In this thesis, I trace which interests mattered when. As chapters 5 through 7 study the international 

structure during the Cold War, I seek analytical clarity on the drivers of Australian aid to India. To 

explain the drivers, I employ a set of drivers gathered from the literature review in Chapter 3, that 

capture the reasons behind the Australian aid fluctuations to India.  

The main explanation under the DIM is that aid in provided in the donor’s strategic interest, thus 

this becomes our primary hypothesis. As this thesis aims to build on the existing DIM, within the 

strategic interest, the literature also highlighted different kinds of strategic interests such as 

political, economic, and even altruism. Thus, to refine this theory further, this thesis aims to see 

how these different interests evolve over time during the Cold War.  

H1 – Australian aid is driven by strategic interests.  

This denotes that Australian aid was provided to prop up a state as a model such that it does not 

fall to an ideological opponent during the Cold War. Largely, this also includes promoting 
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Australia’s security interests in the region, which was to support the US presence in Asia, as it was 

its key security partner.  

H1a – Australian aid is driven political interests. 

Within the strategic interests, this stems from the idea that aid is provided to align the recipient’s 

behaviour with that of the donor’s interests. This could include recipient’s voting behaviour at the 

United Nations and other international organizations.  

H1b– Australian aid is driven by economic interests. 

Economic interests underline a linkage in the aid and trade of the donor country. Australian aid 

was married to its foreign trade and economic policies which meant that it was looking to create a 

market for its products or gain access to some resources.   

H1c – Australian aid is driven by altruistic interests.  

This driver denotes that altruism, or ‘goodwill’, can be a strategic pursuit. While it is rare but quite 

possible that a donor genuinely intends to help the recipient country if it believes that doing so 

will protect its own strategic interests.   

The discounting of alternative explanations can be done by testing for causal inferences through 

hoop tests, smoking gun tests, doubly decisive tests or straw in the wind tests.307 My research 

focuses on putting the existing hypothesis through hoop tests to exclude alternate explanations. 

These tests represent different combinations of uniqueness and certitude.308 Unique predictions 

are those accounted for only by one of the theories under consideration while certain predictions 

are those that must be unequivocally and inexorably true if an explanation is true.309 Hoop tests 

involve evidence that is certain but not unique; if the explanation fails this test disqualifies an 

 
307 Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1997).  
308 Ibid.  
309 Andre Bennett, ‘Process Tracing: A Bayesian Perspective’ in The Oxford Handbook of Political Methodology, eds. Janet 
M. Box-Steffensmeier, Henry E. Brady and David Collier (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008). 
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explanation but passage does not greatly increase confidence in that explanation.310 It is imperative 

to test the alternative hypothesis rather than solely focusing on the hypothesis of interest to remove 

confirmation bias. 

For example, T.B Millar states that Australian aid was driven by ad hoc motives as noted in Chapter 

3. There is sufficient evidence to cast doubt upon this explanatory model. The economic assistance 

model of the Colombo Plan drafted by the Menzies government in the Cold War era definitely 

driven by the security agenda. The escalating Australian aid budget for South and South East Asia 

between 1964 and 1967 which were also receiving heavy amounts of Soviet assistance in the same 

period, especially India, shows that Australia was competing directly for ideological and intellectual 

influence in the region. Australian aid behavior was aligned with the Cold War ideology and there 

was definitely an agenda driving it, it was anything but ad hoc. In similar manner my research tests 

for the four explanations to instantiate my hypothesis of interest for the different time periods in 

the aid relationship.      

4.6.3 Diversity of Evidence  

Good process tracing includes gathering diverse sources and kinds of evidence and of anticipating 

and accounting for potential biases in the sources of evidence.311 It is the technique of looking for 

the observable implications of hypothesized causal processes within a single case, the researcher 

engaged in process tracing often looks at a finer level of detail or a lower level of analyses than 

that of the proposed theoretical implications.312 To study this finer degree of detail, it is important 

to look at a variety of evidence. My research focuses on the three distinct forms of evidence:  

• Events  

 
310 Andre Bennett, ‘Process Tracing: A Bayesian Perspective’ in The Oxford Handbook of Political Methodology, eds. Janet 
M. Box-Steffensmeier, Henry E. Brady and David Collier (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008). 
311 Alexander George and Andrew Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences (New York: MIT 
Press, 2005) 
312 Andre Bennett, ‘Process Tracing: A Bayesian Perspective’ in The Oxford Handbook of Political Methodology, eds. Janet 
M. Box-Steffensmeier, Henry E. Brady and David Collier (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008). 
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• Interest 

• Agency  

 

 

 

 

These three forms of evidence  form the independent variables of my research. Events look at the 

literature and archival sources that help me in telling the story over time. Interest  help me in 

understanding how the drivers of Australian aid were motivated by political parties, departmental 

politics or external factors influencing Australian aid dispersals. Agency stems from the interest, 

as my research traces the key players in determining the aid policy, triangulating the recollections 

and narratives that help me in setting up a timeline of which actors did what, and when.  

4.7 Approach and Analysis 

My research utilizes mixed qualitative methods to trace the events, interest and agency consisting 

of archival research and semi-structured interviews of key relevant decision makers of the 

Australian aid policy process.  

Independent Variables  Dependent 

Variable 

Figure 4.1: Process Tracing Model of Research 

Events Interest Agency
Drivers of 
Australian 

Aid
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4.7.1 Events 

In tracing events, I look at exploring the literature and archives that contain information about the 

aid policy process, specifically the historical government documents that are available in the 

archives.  

My research analyses the historical government documents and communications through archival 

research. A list of archives and the materials available is provided below.   

Archive  Location  Materials Available  

National 

Archives of 

Australia  

Canberra, 

Australia 

a. Cabinet material:  

• Cabinet notebooks (materials from 1950-1954) 

• Cabinet records (materials from 1965-1991)  

• Period of 1955-1965: no notebooks or records 

available, declared under principle of ‘collective 

responsibility’   

b. External Affair Cables  

• Printed copies of outward and inward savingrams 

(materials from 1942- 1979)  

c. Records relating to Robert Gordon Menzies:  

• Folders of papers maintained by Menzies as Prime 

Minister (1949-1966) 

• Binders of transcripts of press conferences, 

interviews and broadcasts given by Prime Minister 

Menzies (1960-1963)  

d. Records relating to William McMahon:  

• Gorton and McMahon cabinet files (1968-1972) 



 114 

• Cabinet files (1968-1972)  

e. Personal records of Malcolm Fraser:  

• Speeches and Press Conferences (1965-1973) 

• Ministerial subject folders (1970-1972)  

• Cabinet decisions and files (1975-1983) 

• Government agency records: speeches on foreign 

policy (1975-1979) 

f. Personal records of John Grey Gorton  

• Subject files of Mr. Gorton as Prime Minister 

(1963-1971) 

• Speeches and Press statements (1968)  

• Election campaign speeches (1969)  

g. Personal records of Harold Holt  

• Personal Papers (1941-1967)  

• Speeches and articles (1946-1965)  

• Correspondence papers (1929-1967) 

h. Personal records of Gough Whitlam  

• Parliamentary and Policy records (1960-1972) 

• Speeches, Interviews and Press statements (1960-

1972) 

 

Nehru Memorial 

Museum and 

Library  

New Delhi, 

India  

Correspondence papers of Indian diplomats and 

politicians of the Indian National Congress (INC) between 

1909 to 2000 
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National 

Archives of India  

New Delhi, 

India  

Archival records of Government of India correspondence 

papers and public records.   

Rajiv Gandhi 

Institute of 

Contemporary 

Studies Archives  

New Delhi, 

India  

Correspondence papers of the Rajiv Gandhi Government.  

Department of 

Personal and 

Training 

Resources 

(DoPT) – 

Ministry of 

Home Affairs  

New Delhi, 

India  

• Aid programme implementation papers 

• Annual reports of Aid projects 

• Midterm reviews of Aid projects   

 

4.7.2 Interest 

To trace interest, I analyse how interests motivated actors during the selected period of time. For 

this I identified Australian diplomats and bureaucrats I could interview who have served under the 

various aid agencies through administrations such as Australian Developmental Assistance Agency 

(ADAA), Development Import Finance Facility (DIFF), Australian International Development 

Bureau (AIDAB), AusAID and DFAT. I also interviewed persons who participated in 

programmes that received Australian aid. More broadly, reach out to national and international 

organisations/institutions that were part of Australian aid programmes in India and Australia. 

An important part of analysing interest was to triangulate narrative and recollections by identifying 

bureaucrats, politicians and academics and other actors involved in the aid policy making process.   
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Additionally, the method I choose to implement in selecting who I interview will be key in tracing 

the narratives. Process tracing emphasises the need for a diverse range of evidence to avoid 

selection bias and spuriousness. For this purpose, I have interviewed different sections of the aid 

policy making process to get a holistic view of what motivates the Australian government to 

provide aid as well as Australia’s relations with India: Diplomats, bureaucrats, and ministers. 

Designation  Position held and Time Name  

Minister  Minister for Foreign Affairs 

1988-1996 

Gareth Evans (interviewed on 

8.10.2019) 

Minister for Defence 1984-

1990 

Kim Beazley (interviewed on 

12.12.2019) 

Minister for Foreign Affairs 

1996-2007 

Alexander Downer 

(interviewed on 09.12.2019) 

Diplomats/Bureaucrats  Minister for Trade 1994-1996 Robert McMullan 

((interviewed on 2.6.2019) 

Australian High 

Commissioner to India 2004-

2009 

John McCarthy (interviewed 

on 2.10.2019) 

Australian High 

Commissioner to India 2009-

2012 

Peter Varghese (interviewed 

on 7.02.2020) 

Deputy Director General, 

AusAID  1986 -1992 

Peter McCawley (interviewed 

on 4.6.2019) 
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Executive Director, Asian 

Development Bank, 2000-

2007 

 

4.7.3 Agency 

To understand agency, I conducted interviews in a semi structured format because I preferred the 

interview to allow new ideas to be brought up by the interviewee so that rich observational data 

could be recorded. A semi-structured interview contains predetermined questions, but order can 

be modified based upon the interviewer's perception of what seems most appropriate. Question 

wording can be changed and explanations given; inappropriate questions for a particular 

interviewee can be omitted, or additional ones included.313 

 The focus on agency is to directly fill in the gap of contemporary literature in Australia in the 

agency of the donor state. In using qualitative methods, this addresses the ‘why’ of the research 

question, i.e. why did Australian aid  fluctuate towards India in the given time period. Through 

interviews I tried to understand the behaviour of the policy making organs, this will mainly take 

place through my interpretation of the interviewee’s behaviours and opinions as I attempted to 

link what they said with the actual chronological events. A qualitative research interview seeks to 

cover both a factual level and a meaning level, though it is more difficult to interview on a meaning 

level.314  

The strengths of semi-structured interviews are that everyone gets the same key questions however 

there is a flexibility in how they are asked and what follow up or probing questions are to be 

used.315 They are well suited for exploring beliefs, attitudes, values and motives. However, the 

 
313 Steiner Kvale, Interviews: An Introduction to Qualitative Research Interviewing (California: Sage Publications, 1996).  
314 Steiner Kvale, Interviews: An Introduction to Qualitative Research Interviewing (California: Sage Publications, 1996). 
315 Edwin van Taijlingen, Semi-Structured Interviews, (Bournemouth University, 2014) 
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weakness of this approach is that certain people or groups could be missed by the researcher and 

thus remain unrepresented and the prejudice, stereotypes, appearance and/or perceptions of 

researcher may alter response.316 To address this weakness, my research triangulates narratives with 

archival material through tracing the events.  

4.8 Conclusion  

In determining the drivers of Australian aid to India, this thesis looks at how senior bureaucrats 

shape foreign policy, particularly around aid. Bargaining, competing, and negotiating all form ways 

in which these actors interact with each other to eventually produce a foreign policy action. This 

bureaucratic model focuses on the agency of senior civil servants, on what drives them to make 

certain decisions and what factors influence them in the policy games and action games. In the 

Australian set up, especially in the time frame this thesis is situated in, the bulk of the aid and 

foreign policy decision-making impetus was on the Department of Foreign Affairs (Department 

of Foreign Affairs and Trade after 1987). Therefore, this research focusses on process tracing the 

events, interests and agency of actors in the Department of Foreign Affairs involved in decision 

making around aid matters.    
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5. The Strategic Promise of India 1951-1965 

5.1 Introduction   

India was the largest recipient of Australian aid between 1951 and 1965 and this was primarily due 

to the strategic position it occupied in Australia’s foreign policy at the time. India’s geopolitical 

location, democratic nature and Commonwealth connection made it a favourable recipient for 

Australia, as Canberra was reassessing its own place in the region post World War II. Having 

transitioned successfully to a democracy despite its burgeoning economic problems post-

independence, India was now the main counterweight to a rising Communist China in Asia. It was 

in the collective West’s interests to make sure that India did not fall into the communist influence, 

and for Australia this was a central concern given its proximity to the region. To counter these 

strategic threats, Australia provided substantial aid to India making it the foremost beneficiary of 

its aid programme. However, this Australian aid had little impact in India and went largely 

unnoticed as larger donors such as the United States overshadowed the Australian efforts. Despite 

this cool reaction from New Delhi, Canberra continued with providing the largest proportion of 

its aid in the form of goodwill towards its economic development as the strategic threats continued 

to persist in the region, especially after the 1962 Indo-China War.   

5.1.1 The Strategic Altruism of Australian Aid    

Within the donor’s interest model, this chapter argues that Australia’s strategic aid was driven by 

altruism during this time. In chapter 4, I note H1c which is argues that Australian aid is driven by 

altruistic interests. I posit that that altruism, or ‘goodwill’, can be a strategic pursuit. While it is rare 

but quite possible that a donor genuinely intends to help the recipient country if it believes that 

doing so will protect its own strategic interests. Thus, while it is not intrinsically linked to 

promoting strategic interests, this kind of altruism as a driver of Australian aid to India certainly 

promoted a sense of goodwill which is essentially a fungible asset. It could be cashed in, if needed, 

and was meant to keep India from falling into the Soviet or Chinese sphere of influence.    
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This ‘strategic’ aid, previously mentioned in the literature review, is given to reward recipients who 

implement favourable policies to the donor underlining a level of ‘commitment’ between the two 

states. Australian foreign policy at the time was particularly anxious about the spread of 

communism in its region and providing a large part of its aid to India, an emerging democratic 

nation, was not just a way for Australia to make India assure its commitment to democratic ideals 

but also a measure to keep it from falling into the Soviet communist sphere of influence. As India 

was building its democratic institutions, Australia was particularly encouraging of this effort 

especially as it was the only country in Asia to be doing so. Hence it became strategically imperative 

for Australia to see India succeed in establishing itself as a model democracy in Asia which other 

countries in the region could follow. Indeed, there was a hint of Cold War political motive present 

too at this time as Australia was looking to influence how India votes at the UN particualry on 

security issues such as Kashmir. Additionally, compounding Australia’s strategic fears was that 

should India fall into the communist sphere, there would be a resulting domino effect in Asia.  

There was also strategic leverage where aid was used as a lever to prise the recipient from its 

existing line of policies, here Australia provided aid in grant form separating it from the larger 

Western donors such as the US. Canberra was also keen to create and preserve its own unique 

relationship with India and more broadly Asia distinct from the United States so ultimately it could 

leverage its own influence with India on matters of regional cooperation and security. New Delhi 

also harboured, to some extent, communist sympathies, in its support of the emerging Asian 

nationalisms in countries like China and Vietnam. This gave rise to sufficient strategic anxiety to 

Australian ministers and bureaucrats in their interactions with their Indian counterparts. Thus, 

Australia’s aid was largely provided to make sure India commits to democratic ideals and shift its 

stance on communism in its region.  

Australian aid to India during this time was particularly unique in that it coupled its strategic goals 

in the region with altruism, or goodwill, in its aid programme. Australian aid was, in part, driven 
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by altruism, particularly as India continued to give low importance to Australian aid even though 

India was its largest recipient. This could be argued as a case of size, as Australian aid when 

compared to the US or even Soviet aid, was substantially smaller in amount. However, from 

Australia’s perspective this was a clear sign of goodwill that showcased its pursuit in establishing 

strong relations with India. Despite India’s lack of acknowledgement of this large aid effort, 

Australian ministers and bureaucrats continued to hold India in a sensitively favourable place, 

where they employed goodwill in the quantity and quality of aid they provided. There was a 

significant ‘emotional’ affection towards India, particularly in ministers like R.G Casey that 

underwrote this goodwill towards India.  

However, this goodwill cannot be separated from the strategic drivers of Australian aid. Post the 

1962 India-China war, Australia’s strategic efforts became more pronouncedly security driven. The 

renewed strategic motivations were largely driven from Australia’s regional security fears of an 

expanding communist China and bolstered US efforts in the region to contain communism. Aid, 

then, became a material base for Australia to strengthen its strategies ties with India post 1962. 

India’s poor performance in the war also changed its attitude towards its smaller aid donors 

especially as India was also on the lookout to mend its relations with its region in the probability 

of future attacks from China.  

5.1.2 The Colombo Plan  

One of the earliest points of interaction between Australia and India has been their aid relationship. 

The Colombo Plan was a multilateral institution set up by the commonwealth countries for 

technical and economic assistance in which Australia was a donor amongst UK, Canada and New 

Zealand. Initially, the recipient under this plan were intended to be the developing Commonwealth 

countries namely India, Pakistan and Ceylon. Ai Kobayashi notes that this plan was, in fact, a 

‘framework in which various forms of economic and technical assistance were given and received 
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bilaterally’.317 This allowed more room for manoeuvre in the donor-recipient relationships, than 

traditional multilateral aid programmes, and Australia could actively inculcate stronger 

relationships with the recipient countries. More importantly, this allowed for them to have more 

agency in the relationship. Australia’s strategic-developmental interests, driven by the influence of 

its ministers and bureaucrats in India underlined the promise that India held for Australia’s plans 

in the region.  

5.1.3 Chapter Outline 

Section one of this chapter explores the new foreign policy directions of Australia post World War 

II, chiefly its strategic interests in Asia which it decided would be through its involvement in the 

Colombo Plan. Expanding upon the role of ministers, senior bureaucrats and diplomats this 

section aims to understand the recipient need model of Australia’s aid programme. For India, 

specifically, Australia’s emphasis on goodwill and emotional relations towards India as a driver of 

Australian aid will also be discussed as a factor that highlighted the recipient’s agency.     

Section two looks at India’s response to Australia’s aid programme as a means to develop deeper 

and more substantial relations through its aid program. It finds that India was largely unperturbed 

by Australia’s aid as it was so minimal compared to what it was getting from the major powers. 

While Australia was focussed on regional cooperation in South East Asian region, India however 

saw Australia as a regional competitor which certainly did not allow for the anticipated goodwill 

by the Australians to manifest. Moreover, certain Indian diplomats like Krishna Menon were 

actively voicing dissent against Australia’s role in regional and global organisations that further 

tested Australia’s resolve in attempting to create positive relations with India.     

Section three specifically examines the period after the Chinese aggression against India in 1962 

and the strategic convergence of Australia and India. It finds again that it was Australia that took 

the lead in establishing a more forward policy towards India which largely relied on Australia’s aid, 
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that now also included defence-based arms and ammunition, as the material base for stronger ties. 

Furthermore, after these attacks, Indian diplomats who were antagonistic towards Australia such 

as Krishna Menon lost influence and with the visit of T.T Krishnamachari, India’s minister of 

Economic and Defence Cooperation to Australia in 1963 opened up new avenues for close 

regional relations which also included major discussions on a possible regional security alliance 

with Japan and the US.     

5.2 Australia’s Strategic-Developmental Interest in India: A Case for Strategic Altruism 

5.2.1 Origins of the Colombo Plan  

Following closely at the heels of the US President Truman’s ‘Point Four Programme’ which was 

a technical assistance programme for developing countries, the developed Commonwealth 

countries – U.K, Canada, Australia and New Zealand- were in talks of setting up a multilateral 

assistance programme that would provide aid to its developing member countries chiefly India, 

Pakistan and Ceylon. Arguably, driven by its growing regional  security concerns post World War 

II, Australia had the loudest voice in getting this multilateral initiative up and working, Most 

notably, it was Percy Spender, the foreign minister under Menzies, who pushed this aid 

programme. It becomes clearer as we go on that the ministers and bureaucrats played vital roles 

in influencing Australia’s central post-war foreign policy.   

Spender’s influence in spearheading not only Australia’s interest but the global momentum in 

implementing the Colombo Plan has been highlighted by Adleke, Lowe and Oakman previously.318 

Spender had represented Australia in the Commonwealth Ministers meeting held in January 1950 

in Colombo, Ceylon where the proposal of such a plan was first discussed. Adleke notes that the 

resolution for the Colombo Plan was submitted by Spender, and along with Junius R. Jayewardene, 
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Relations”, Australian Journal of Politics and History, Vol. 54, 2 (June 2008), pp. 173-184; David Lowe, “Percy Spender 
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the finance minister of Ceylon and F.W. Doidge, the New Zealand Foreign Minister in Colombo 

which was accepted as a joint memorandum by the Commonwealth Ministers.  319 It was in the 

following Commonwealth Minister’s meeting in Sydney, where Spender in particular, would play 

a pivotal part in the ‘actualisation of the Colombo vision’.320  

The Colombo Plan for the co-operation and economic development for South and Southeast Asia 

was a unique set up because, although it was a multilateral initiative, it functioned within bilateral 

relationships. This resulting manoeuvrability in the donor-recipient relationship allowed recipient 

countries like India, to have more agency in determining what kind of foreign aid they received. 

Moreover, the lack of formality in the consultations and the absence of a restrictive constitution 

furthered the Colombo Plan’s consensus-based aid programme to give more agency to its 

recipient. It was also unique because it was developed and executed outside the ambit of Prime 

Ministerial influence or interference, especially for the recipient state who also had high ministerial 

involvement in the process. The agency of the recipient states – India, Pakistan and Ceylon – were 

given prime importance when setting up the plan. Despite this focus on recipient, Australia’s aid 

was still functioning within the DIM, as the primary driver of this aid was strategic favour in the 

Asian region. What is important to note is that within the strategic sphere, Canberra was chasing 

a fungible goodwill strategy, where goodwill was not the endgame, but rather meant to be an asset 

that would keep the developing countries from swaying into the Soviet influence.  

5.2.2 Australia’s aid to India – In Pursuit of Strategic Goodwill  

Under the Colombo Plan, Australia’s largest aid recipient was India. This is quite puzzling, as 

highlighted in Chapter 1, because this majorly undermines the leadership differences theory that 

was supposed to be significant in creating tensions between the two countries as well as the 

political and ideological positions of the two countries during the Cold War which furthered their 
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dissonance. Australia’s aid to India however tells a different story, by making India the foremost 

and largest beneficiary of its aid programme Australia was driven by its strategic interest in India 

and the main aim of this aid was to gain sufficient goodwill from India which would ensure it had 

some sort of influence on it during the growing tensions in the Cold War.  

Australia’s interest in India was firmly entrenched in the need of its economic development and 

the understanding that India had, perhaps, the greatest challenge amongst the newly independent 

countries to overcome this barrier to prosperity. In an address by Roy Gollan, the second 

Australian High Commissioner to India, he highlighted the importance of India for Australia in 

the Colombo Plan, he said ‘The basic idea of this plan is to assist in improving the standard of life 

of the peoples in Asia and Australia was largely responsible for the launching of this plan. The 

total cost is £1,868 million. More than two-thirds of this amount is for India’.321 Majority of this 

aid was in the form of food mainly wheat as India was undergoing severe food shortages during 

its first five-year plan as well as technical assistance in the agriculture sector which was the 

predominant base of the Indian economy. On what drove Australia aid, particularly towards India, 

Gollan stated ‘prosperity of one country is inevitably reflected in that of her neighbours… there 

is an obvious element of humanitarianism in any mutual help among neighbours, it may also be 

called enlightened self-interest on the part of all concerned’.322 From the very start of the Colombo 

Plan, there was the enlightened self-interest, that Jack Corbett has similarly concluded in Chapter 

3, as a prime driver of Australia’s aid.     

Australia’s enthusiasm for improving relations, through aid, with India was also driven by its 

emotional sentiments towards India that were born out of certain ministerial affections. R.G Casey, 

Australia’s Foreign Minister between 1951 and 1960, had previously been the Governor of Bengal 

between 1944 -1946 had immense influence in shaping the Australia-India relations at its nascent 
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stage. As the Governor of Bengal, he had played a crucial role in negotiating with Indian 

nationalists, specifically Mahatma Gandhi as an envoy of His Majesty’s Government. Kama 

Maclean posits that Casey’s personal relationships with Indian nationalist leaders like Gandhi, 

Nehru as well as prominent industrialists G.D Birla paved the way for a better understanding 

between the Congress party and the British government at a critical time when relations between 

both sides had badly deteriorated’.323  

In his book An Australian in India, Casey highlights the need for the British to reimagine their 

relations with India, this sympathetic view towards India was one he undoubtedly carried over to 

his role as Australia’s foreign minister. He writes in his book ‘we British are not a very imaginative 

people, and we have not got the curiosity to search the mind of another race of completely 

different culture and outlook’.324 His time as the Governor of Bengal and successful talks with 

Gandhi left a deep imprint on his political psyche on how to conduct international relations with 

India as well as how the West was falling short in communicating with it. He added that ‘Indian 

mentality, Indian logic, Indian ideals, the way Indians have their cards stacked, are all quite different 

from ours. Theirs are not necessarily wrong on that account’.325 Casey was highly attuned to the 

developmental needs of India particularly in the agricultural sector, most probably because he was 

posted in the one of the greatest famines struck areas of India which catalysed the eruption of 

communal violence in the region. He posits ‘there is no country of the world that I know in which 

an intelligently and forcefully directly developmental policy will bring such dividends as in India; 

dividends in the shape of a rising standard living and of increased contentment for its huge 

population’.326 His observations of India at the cusp of its decolonisation and the time he spent in 

Bengal allowed him a deeper understanding of the problems facing India than perhaps any other 
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Australian diplomat. Indeed, this had implications on how he would implement not only 

Australia’s foreign aid but also Australia’s foreign relations with India.  

During this period, it was Australia that took all initiatives to inculcate relations with India, the 

most visible one being that of providing aid with goodwill being the key driver. Casey was adamant 

that ‘Australia must seek every opportunity for taking the initiative in improving their relationship 

“in a conscious, positive way”’.327 He was of the opinion that ‘good relations have to be cultivated. 

They can’t just be taken for granted. Good relations are not just an absence of friction’.328 On aid 

he said ‘I believe that we in Australia have tried to show our goodwill in a practical way towards 

India through the Colombo Plan under which we are glad indeed to be able to provide some 

assistance towards your developmental plans. If your government can suggest other directions in 

which we cooperate we will be only too glad to give them the most sympathetic considerations’.329  

The sympathetic element of Australia’s aid to India was not completely unimportant because it 

was key part of this goodwill that drove this aid. According to Anthony Clunies Ross ‘The level 

and kind and general seriousness of economic assistance extended by one country to another 

depend, I suppose, partly on the common emotional attitudes in the donor country toward the 

recipient, partly on specific political objectives on the part of the donor country, partly on any 

consciousness of common interests, and partly on chance factors such as past commitments and 

the personnel of the donor country’s executive (and in some cases legislature) and of its 

administering departments’.330 Ross highlights a significant point about why Australia chose India 

as its foremost beneficiary. While there were important similarities between India and Australia 

not only in their governance structures but also in emotions – towards what Gollan termed ‘re-
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awakening spirit of the Asian nations’ for which ‘Australia has excellent access and ready 

sympathy.331 However, the donor’s interest, in this case, is perhaps the most important determining 

factor, that this ‘goodwill’ that Australia was trying to invest in India had a chiefly ‘fungible’ aspect 

to it. This meant that that the aid was largely provided to assure strategic ‘favour’ for Australia, or 

its key security ally, the United States.      

This pursuit of goodwill and sympathy, admittedly in the foreground of the Cold War, which was 

now heating up, furthered Australia’s ‘strategic goodwill’ based aid to India. Of course, this 

goodwill was not the endgame as it was a part of a larger Australian strategic interest that would 

pull India away from falling to Soviet influence, more on this will be discussed later. A speech 

made by Casey addressing the Economic Society of Australia in January 1954 he underlined the 

agency of the recipients of the Colombo Plan and more broadly what factors should drive foreign 

aid. He argued, about the donor-recipient dynamic of the Colombo Plan, that ‘the free countries 

of Asia tell us what they need, and we say to what extent we can supply their “shopping list”’.332 

Notably, he was well aware of the quantity of aid it could provide under the Colombo Plan would 

be dwarfed when compared to the assistance provided by US and multilateral institutions such as 

World Bank. However, Casey’s speech highlights the most important aspect of its foreign aid 

policy in that the recipient states did not have to satisfy the rigid requirements that they would 

otherwise have to for other international banks and multilateral institutions when asking for 

Australian aid. This had significant political foreign policy ramifications for Australia’s bilateral ties 

with its developing Asian neighbours at the bureaucratic level wherein the Asian counterparts 

could be less formal and more honest with their needs.  

In particular, Casey paid close attention to his efforts to understand India’s needs. Casey’s aid 

efforts towards India were arguably informed by his own visits and meetings with not just the 
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Prime Minister Nehru but more so with his conversations with senior Indian bureaucrats and 

diplomats such as Krishna Menon, Girija Bajpai and K.M Pannikar. During a meeting with 

Krishna Menon, a powerful diplomat and India’s ambassador to the UN, in 1954, Casey asked 

him ‘if India would fight if she [emphasis in original] were the subject of Communist aggression?’.333 

Casey’s interactions with Indian diplomats highlighted India’s rather lukewarm reaction to the 

growing communist bloc in its region. In his talks with Girija Bajpai, Secretary of the Ministry of 

External Affairs, Casey declared that ‘he did not have to assure me that the Government of India 

was wholeheartedly anti-communist’.334 He justified India’s recognition of the People’s 

Government at Peking had ‘nothing to do with their being communist. But was based on the fact 

that they were in control of China and that they were a truly Asian Government and vigorously 

anti-colonial’.335 A point to be made here is that although it is undoubtable that the Cold War 

played an integral part in shaping diplomatic relations, however Casey did not quite fill the ‘Cold 

Warrior’ mould, as his biographer W.J Hudson argues ‘the ‘pervasive impact of the Cold War on 

almost every aspect of life depressed him. That there could be useful activity outside the normal 

constrains of the international politics of the Cold War comforted him’.336 

Nevertheless, the Cold War was a reality and the key motive for Australia to try and make sure 

that India does not fall under the Soviet influence. In Australian strategic thinking, India was hailed 

as a ‘bastion of the West in Asia’ and therefore its strategic-developmental interests in India were 

a key motive in its drive for ‘goodwill’.337 A memo from the Department of External Affairs states 

that ‘It is moreover very much in our interest that the Indian Government’s present endeavour 

should succeed in launching its economy into the stage of self-sustaining growth. Their failure 

granted their general level of administrative competence would leave the rest of Asia to the 
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unwelcome conclusion that only communist solutions can raise the living standard upon which 

their stability depends’.338 However, the note concludes on Australia recognising that its efforts 

were not enough to sustain the amount of influence it needed and was significantly dwarfed by 

other ‘western’ donors such as the UK, US and even Canada. Australian diplomats often confessed 

that their Canadian counterparts were more successful in creating warmer ties with the Indians 

including their aid programme. Clearly the goodwill was not ensured if Australia’s aid could not 

be recognised amidst the larger Western aid effort. While Australia was a part of the West, so to 

say, it also craved to create a separate regional identity in its relations with India, which could 

detach it from its ‘great and powerful friends’. This both asks and answers the question why 

Australia was providing so much aid to a country despite negligible results. Largely this was to do 

with the donor’s interests to make room for strategic influence, no matter what the costs were. 

Aiding development was the surest way to earn goodwill as India was struggling with its economic 

and industrial development right after independence. Importantly, despite the comparatively 

smaller aid contribution, this strategic goodwill also paved the way for a unique Australia-India 

relationship, separate from India’s relations with the rest of the Western countries.   

5.2.3 Australia’s Absence from the Aid India Consortium   

In its effort to build more strategic ties with India, one that it could leverage for significant 

influence, Australia decided to keep its aid to India separate from the consolidated West program 

under the Aid India Consortium (AIC). This distinction would afford Australia two strategic 

benefits, in that, Australia could largely give more agency to the recipient of aid by going solo, 

particularly because the consortium was headed by the United States who had more market-

oriented aid practices that went against India’s socialist style planned economic model. Secondly, 

this would allow Australia more strategic room to manoeuvre around India’s non-alignment, which 
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in contrast of teaming up with the United States in its aid efforts, would significantly take away 

Australia’s individual identity as a more tolerant and neutral aid donor.  

The AIC was an international multilateral scheme to support India’s economic development set 

up in 1958 with its original charter members as United States, Federal Republic of Germany, the 

UK, Japan, Canada and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD). By 

its fourth year in 1962, France, Netherlands, Austria, Italy, Belgium, Denmark and Sweden had 

also joined as the functions of the AIC expanded.339 India’s economy, planned in the Soviet style 

five-year time periods, was faltering by the middle of its second five-year plan as it was almost 

running out on its foreign exchange reserves and its main development projects were only half 

completed. The AIC was set up to firstly fix the ‘gap’ in India’s balance of payment crisis by 

tailoring and sharing the burden of allotting foreign aid to India in a cooperative effort. While it 

started out as an ‘ad hoc’ gathering to fix the foreign exchange crisis of 1958 it soon took a broader 

view of India’s economic problems and committed to its long-term economic development.340 The 

decisions of the representatives of the donor members drove this quite gigantic foreign aid 

endeavour into India responded largely to the donor interest model of foreign aid as opposed to 

Australia’s more favoured recipient need as outlined earlier. Most significantly, India, itself was not 

a formal member of the consortium. The AIC however was consistently beset with policy 

contentions with Indian policymakers, which often lead to the members of the consortium using 

lending policy and conditions of the foreign aid as a lever to influence the direction of Indian 

development.  

Australia’s decision to not join the Aid-India Consortium (AIC) could be argued as a case of 

orienting its central Asian foreign policy, the Colombo Plan, to be more acceptable to India’s non-

aligned status while also being a strategically conservative move so that it did not compete with 
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the much larger US and USSR aid efforts in the region. Conclusively, the AIC also reflected 

American priorities of the ‘open market’ and more importantly it was held together unitarily by its 

cajoling. The AIC, specifically the American policy of liberalised trade and private enterprise was 

significantly at odds with Nehru’s vision for India. He said in 1960 in a speech in the Lok Sabha 

outlining the third five-year plan ‘If we want India to progress, if we want India to be prosperous 

and if we want to raise the standards of India, we want a socialist society in India. There is no lack 

of firmness about that …’.341 Notably, the donor’s strategic interest influenced Australia’s 

acceptance of India’s non-aligned stance though it led to significant wrangling in the apex leaders 

in Australia, of particular note is Menzies’ disdain to it. The strategic interest of Australia’s aid 

overlooked this contentious policy of non-alignment, some senior ministers and bureaucrats even 

appeased this policy by focussing on the development needs of India.   

Casey, much like Nehru, ‘was not an admirer of all things American’ as he valued Australian 

separateness and was not comfortable with the intimacy it shared with the US especially in the area 

of safety and prosperity. 342 Some years before Casey took office as Foreign Minister when he was 

still in Bengal, he had written about his scepticism regarding rapid industrialisation which is what 

donor interest oriented multilateral aid efforts were often designed in favour of. Casey in 1947 

wrote ‘I submit that it is no use putting on the modern garment of high-pressure industrialisation 

over the threadbare shirt of hopelessly backward Indian agriculture.343 Australian aid under Casey 

tried to maintain its unique attributes that allowed not only to be detached from the much larger 

US multilateral initiatives during the same period but also be complimentary to the Indian 

economy, ministers and bureaucrats.  

Casey was not the only Australian official sceptical about the AIC. Senior bureaucrat and influential 

economist John Crawford was similarly concerned about the efficiency of donor interest aid 
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policies. He noted in his presidential address as the Vice Chancellor of the Australian National 

University in 1968 ‘I confess that some limited experience in attending meetings of the Consortium 

of India’s aid givers and creditors does not fill me with complete confidence that even yet the 

situation [of India’s economic needs] has been grasped’.344 Crawford agreed with Casey that India’s 

economy needed to focus on increasing the growth rate of its agricultural production and that this 

would be not be as easy as transferring a blueprint for a steel mill as complex traditional human 

societies must be encouraged to accept and adapt themselves to new technologies.345 This 

reiterated Australia’s stance of staying independent from the AIC, primarily because of the nature 

of Australian aid which was rather small in comparison to India’s more significant donor such as 

the US. Australian ministers and bureaucrats, perhaps, also had a different interpretation on what 

kind of aid was suitable for India given its economic needs, one that was substantially different 

from that of the US and other Western countries. 

Australian aid to India was completely in grant form, which was qualitatively different from the 

United States and USSR aid who provided aid in the form of loans. During this period, Australia 

continued to resist the international pressure to join the AIC, Edwin Martin, the US representative 

and the chairman of the Developmental Assistance Committee (DAC) of the OECD remarked, 

rather frustratingly, after Australia refused to join on multiple occasions ‘I am not clear why, since 

you [Australia] are obviously committed to a continuing aid programme to India of some 

substance, you are reluctant to engage in a pledging exercise that’s involved in the membership of 

the Consortium’.346 The United States’ frustration with Australia not joining the AIC was part of 

the bigger picture of its massive aid coordination efforts as India’s needs were still growing and 

according to Martin ‘every little bit helps’, as Australia held an important position as an aid donor 
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to India.347 On Australia’s importance as an aid donor to India Martin added ‘as a grant donor and 

one with some special contributions to make and a lot of concern in the area, which most of the 

other members of the Consortia do not have, you [Australia] could make quite a contribution to 

the substantive contribution that goes on’.348 Australia’s decision to stay outside of the AIC allowed 

it room to manoeuvre to practice its aid policy with India independently. Australia’s identity as a 

donor was closely linked to its strategic motives, specifically Australia’s continual anxiety about its 

reliance on the US through its security alliance. Thus, Canberra’s insistence on remaining separate 

from the US-led efforts was not just driven by the quantity of aid but also by Australia’s desire to 

create a strategic influence of its own, given its closer proximity to the Asian region.    

Additionally, this decision to stay out of the AIC could also be prompted by its awareness of the 

size of its own aid programme in India compared to the bigger donors like the US. Australia’s 

decision not to join the AIC arguable also rested on the four main characteristics of its aid to India 

as identified by an internal memorandum issued by the Australian High Commission in New Delhi: 

1) Australian projects in India were not large enough to warrant an approach to the international 

organisations; 2) Australian aid was provided more quickly; 3) it was designed to meet sudden or 

emergency needs of India and 4) it was to meet India’s short term needs.349 This decision was also 

related to Australia’s preference of bilateral aid over multilateral aid as seemingly there was no 

direct political or strategic return from aiding via a joint multilateral effort. In particular, most 

often the recipient country does not know whose money they are receiving or spending under 

multilateral international organisations such as the AIC.  

Increasingly, Australia displayed heavy resistance against joining the AIC as it made outwardly 

gestures by not only declining even an observer status for the AIC but also on the Australian 

treasury’s instructions the Australian Executive Director of the World Bank asked the IBRD to 

 
347 Ibid. 
348 Ibid. 
349 NAA: A5010 A141 Part 2. File: New Delhi India Foreign Aid Australian Aid Policy. Memorandum no. 475 from 
Australian High Commission, New Delhi 20 May 1969. 



 135 

delete Australia from the mailing list of any subsequent invitations.350 The volume considerations 

and its comparison with Australia’s sizeably smaller donations which could reflect in a loss of its 

identity were the primary reasons for Australia’s declining the multiple invitations to join the AIC 

as a Australian High Commission memo said ‘the magnitude of the activities of the AIC scare the 

wits out of us, and basically it is something we would rather like to stay away from’.351 Arguably, 

Australia was aware of its own strategic commitments in India to preserve its separateness from 

the United States in its aid efforts all so it could ultimately leverage its own influence with India 

on matters of regional cooperation and security.  

5.3 India’s Perceptions of Australia – Aid and Regionalism 

Australia’s enthusiastic aid initiatives and efforts to build warm strategic ties went unnoticed by 

India. Indian perceptions of Australia were very different to what Australia was trying to portray 

through its aid efforts in that India grouped Australia with the ‘West’ with whom it was undergoing 

a tense period due to the Kashmir issue, admittedly because of Australia’s participation in SEATO 

of which Pakistan was also a member. Moreover, it viewed Australia through the lens of 

competition rather than cooperation when it came to South East Asian security arrangements 

which furthered its own suspicions of Australia. In this climate fraught with Indian hostilities 

towards Australia, its aid programme failed to build any substantia; ‘goodwill’ as Canberra had 

anticipated.  

5.3.1 Australia’s aid to India – Unknown and Unnoticed  

Australia’s aid to India was ‘virtually unknown’ according to economist V.K.R Rao, Director of 

the Institute of Economic Growth at Delhi and the former Vice Chancellor of Delhi University.352 

According to Rao, ‘Australia was a wonderful country with very bad public relations’, as he 
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described the Australia-India relations which had massive scope for improvement. 353 In his talks 

with the Australian diplomats at the UNSACT conference in Paris he confessed that ‘Australia’s 

participation in the Colombo Plan was practically unnoticed in India and that he could not 

personally mention a single project in which he knew Australia had assisted India’.354  On the other 

hand, he continued, ‘Canada’s contribution seemed to be making some impact’.355 This rather 

recipient need method of providing aid in the pursuit of goodwill, albeit for strategic leverage, did 

not have the anticipated influence as Australian ministers, specifically Casey, had thought it would 

as he observed ‘they [Indians] are so used, in their community, to people doing things only in 

expectation of rewards that any approach with nothing in mind except the desire to help, is very 

refreshing and welcome to them’.356 Unfortunately for Australia, this form of assistance only 

resulted in large scale neglect from India.      

This lack of recognition or disinterest of Australia’s efforts also reflected in India’s other 

diplomatic and political relations including that of sending influential High Commissioners. 

Australia’s importance to the role of India in its regional strategic outlooks was underlined by the 

outstanding quality of Australia’s diplomatic appointments to New Delhi since 1947, particularly 

the sequence of Walter Crocker, Peter Haydon, James Plimsoll and Arthur Tange. Commenting 

on the reciprocal diplomatic appointments of the Indian High Commissioners to Canberra, Neale 

writes ‘in light of all this it is somewhat surprising to Australians to realise for just how little 

Australia counts in India’.357 Australian ministers always remained conscious of how Australia was 

represented in New Delhi, in a note to Walter Crocker, Casey wrote ‘we should send a man of 

really good intellectual capacity to New Delhi… if such a man is not available we should shoot off 

to the other end of the scale and send a good sensible likeable Australian’.358 The contrast is stark 
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when Nehru was asked about sending a strong representative of equal stature to Australia by T.T 

Krishnamachari, India’s minister of Economic and Defence Cooperation he replied, ‘it is quite 

useless to send an intellectual to Australia’.359 India’s top brass, including Nehru, viewed Australia 

as largely unimportant at best and as a western regional competitor at worst in international affairs 

which would go on to disrupt Australia’s regional plans in South East Asia.  

5.3.2 East and South East Asia: Regional Cooperation or Competition? 

Why did Australia’s large-scale aid efforts towards India go unnoticed, despite the agency that was 

provided to the India as the recipient state? Despite Australia’s enthusiastic advances to form a 

strong bilateral and even a regional relationship with India, India remained non-responsive due to 

its Cold War suspicions towards the West, which included Australia. The anticipated goodwill 

from Australian aid did not register either and thus it became increasingly difficult for Australia to 

forge any substantial strategic ties with India. A memo from the Australian High Commission in 

New Delhi stated that ‘Australia still comes in for its fair share of the suspicion with which all 

Western countries and people are regarded here. It is difficult to exaggerate the emotional element 

in the Indian attitudes to things western… an immense inferiority complex is generally 

characteristic of Indian thought towards the occident in all its manifestations. Overcompensation 

for this inferiority complex take the form of a general assertion that everything Asian is by 

definition right and good, while everything European must be judged very critically, on its 

merits’.360 Australia was seen as a ‘stooge’ of the US in India, as Menzies’ visit to the US in the 

August of 1950 furthered India’s ambivalent attitude towards Australia. An article in The Hindu on 

Menzies’ US visit claimed that ‘the result Australian subordination to a power without permanent 

interests in the area would lead to the Indian-Australian cooperation to be broken up forever’.361  
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India’s mistrust in Australia was largely a result of the Cold War tensions in the region particularly 

over the role of United States in the Korean War. Indian diplomats were extremely sympathetic 

to the rise of Asian nationalisms, both in the People’s Republic of China and in Korea and were 

growing wary against any involvement of the United States in the region. Girijia Prasad Bajpai, 

Secretary of the Ministry of External Affairs expressed his aversion to the actions of General 

MacArthur in Korea and actively advocated for a ‘restrain’ in the American involvement in the 

Korean War in a meeting with Francis Stuart, the Australian Deputy High Commissioner in New 

Delhi. It was during this time that India saw itself as a peacemaker in Asia and thus was wary of 

United States involvement in the region as one that would exacerbate conflict. Moreover, for a 

peaceful conclusion to the war it had called for the inclusion of the People’s Republic of China to 

the United Nations Security Council. In a letter to Stalin, Nehru wrote ‘India’s aim is to localise 

the conflict and assist a speedy, peaceful settlement through the elimination of the present impasse 

in the Security Council, so that a representative of the People’s Government of China could take 

his place in the Council’.362 Though the United States’ reply to Nehru questioned the wisdom of 

linking Communist aggression in Korea to the question of Chinese representation in the UN 

nevertheless it firmly established India’s antipathy to United States involvement in the region. This 

made Menzies’ visit to the United States at the same time considerably noticeable to New Delhi, 

especially his support for the US in the Korean war and the United States-Australian brotherhood. 

Menzies during his visit claimed that ‘The world needs the United States.. It needs every scrap of 

democratic strength that can be found. The common heritage [of US and Australia] through lives, 

words and deeds would bring light to dark places and hope among peoples about to despair’.363 

The vociferous Australian support for the United States in the Korean War crystallised the Indian 

scepticism towards Australia due to its western affiliations.      
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This mistrust made its most determining impact on the possibilities of any India-Australia regional 

cooperation in the South East Asian region as India saw Australia as a regional competitor for 

influence in the region. A memo from Francis Stuart noted that ‘as far as the Congress party leaders 

are concerned, the presence of Australia in South East Asia as particularly something of a bore. It 

would be so much easier if India, indisputably by far the greater power, had the field to itself’.364 

Highlighting Australia’s role as a clearly non-Asian entity the note said ‘It would also be pleasanter 

if the practical, eclectic influence which Australia introduces into Asian affairs, were not there to 

disturb the atmosphere of emotionalism in which most South East Asian leaders choose to 

conduct affairs’.365 Arguably, India’s stand on regionalism was driven by the outlook of its own 

ministers who, rather oddly, seemed unhappy that India had to concern itself with external affairs 

at all. Stuart continues ‘There is evidence that many of its less sophisticated leaders have a wistful 

regret for the days when India was a hermit country, untouched by the rest of the world, let alone 

called upon to participate in shaping its destiny’.366 These comments by Stuart underline two 

important issues. Ideally, Australia’s perceptions of India in in its regional outlook towards South 

East Asia were driven by a spirit of cooperation that would maximise its strategic anti-communist 

stance with the help of a democratic India. However, the second issue is that India did not 

necessarily share this spirit of cooperation as its mistrust towards the ‘Western’ countries, including 

Australia, as India largely saw Australia as a peripheral and characteristically non-Asian part of the 

region 

5.3.3 Testing Australia’s Patience and Goodwill: The Baleful Krishna Menon    

There was more bad news from India for any cooperation spirit to emerge between the two 

countries. Between 1947 and 1962 one man wielded enormous authority over Indian foreign policy 
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and definitely had Nehru’s ear – Krishna Menon. He was rather unsympathetic towards Australia’s 

goodwill gestures, that is, when he was not being blatantly unkind to Australian diplomats at the 

UN. Menon under the patronage assumed leadership of India’s delegation to the UNGA between 

1952 and 1956 where he mediated on matters of the Korean War, Suez Canal and IndoChina. 

Following which, Nehru rewarded him with a position of India’s defence minister in 1957. There 

has been considerable research done the how Menon shaped the Anglo-American perceptions of 

India during much of the Cold War, where he is notoriously referred to as ‘Mephistopheles in a 

Saville Row suit’367, ‘Machiavelli with a swelled head and a pro-communist anti-American blackmail 

agent’.368 Menon increasingly alienated the West, particularly the United States, through his 

conduct of international affairs which pursued Nehru’s non-alignment with a fiercely anti-

American sentiment often at the cost of coming of as arrogant and hampering the West’s 

interaction with India in any meaningful manner.      

Australia too fell prey to Menon’s vicious attacks on the two issues that Menon thought of as most 

important on his diplomatic agenda – Anti-Americanism and Kashmir. On the first issue, while it 

has been previously discussed that India did see Australia as a by and large  American ally, Menon’s 

interactions with Australian diplomats at the UN underlined New Delhi’s ignorance of  Australia’s 

strategic efforts towards India, including its aid, and rather the focus was on Australia’s ties with 

the US. Menon had said to W.D Forsyth, Australia’s ambassador to the UN, that ‘Australia’s 

attitudes in international affairs were “determined by fear”, they were basically racist policies’.369 

Upon being interjected by Forsyth’s points about the racial considerations not dominating the 

Australian Foreign Policy nor were they a major influence, Menon then ‘alluded to Australia as a 

“client state” of the US.370  
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Menon’s blinding anti-Americanism did not allow him to appreciate Australia’s strategic place for 

India, rather it made him question the future of the US-Australian security relationship. Forsyth 

describes these encounters - ‘Menon has spoken in very disparaging terms of the United States 

and also of Australia’s (according to him) “servility” and constant “knuckling under” to USA. He 

interpreted Australian foreign policy as basically being determined by fear of Japan and went so 

far as to predict that the USA would not protect us in the event of trouble with Japan and that in 

the long run we would find that our only friend in South and East Asia would be India’.371 Forysth 

highlights, what he calls ‘exaggerated’ remarks, by Menon on the lack of Australian support to 

India at the UN. Menon used the phrase “ganging up” in connection with the failure of the 

Commonwealth to support the Indian proposal for a resumed General Assembly in 

1954.Arguably, Menon created a lot of tension in the India-Australia relationship that was only 

about to get worse.  

It was on the issue of Kashmir that Menon was at his most antipathetic and unpleasant towards 

Australia especially as he was not acceptable to a position that was equal to both India and Pakistan. 

While the matter of Kashmir and Australia’s role in establishing a solution is discussed in Chapter 

3, here the focus is on Menon specifically and his efforts against Australia in the Security Council. 

In late 1956 Pakistan had revived the Kashmir question in the security council, following the action 

of the so-called Constituent Assembly in Srinagar in promulgating a new constitution for Kashmir 

to come into force on 26th January 1957 which declared the state as an integral part of India. 

Pakistan had requested that India be called upon to desist from section which may prejudice 

fulfilment by the parties to the Kashmir dispute of their respective obligations under the United 

Nations Resolution. During the debates in the Security council regarding the plebiscite agreement, 

‘Australian representative in the Council endeavoured to maintain a position of strict objectivity 

and was at pains to avoid saying anything that might offend either party’.372 While the Pakistani 
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delegates demanded consideration based on merit, the Indian delegates’ ‘notorious and keen’ 

sensitivity on the matter came to the fore. A memo to Menzies that noted these proceedings 

highlighted ‘Krishna Menon made a prolonged and determined effort to avoid adoption by the 

Council of any resolution, in a number of marathon speeches (including one of 5 hours and one 

of nearly 8) he argued that Kashmir was legally a part of India and that the real issue which the 

council never faced up to was that of Pakistan’s aggression. India could not accept an approach to 

the problem which treated India and Pakistan on an equal footing’.373 

In the run up to this proceeding which took place in May of 1957, there had been advances from 

the Indian diplomats to their Australian counterparts to put forth their positions on the matter. In 

March the Indian High Commissioner had called on Arthur Tange, the secretary of Ministry of 

External Affairs, to present their view point in relation to the Kashmir question as a whole.374 

Nehru too had expressed to Peter Heydon, Australian High Commissioner to India, to call for a 

talk over the Kashmir issue and expressed his concern at what he referred to Australian ‘hostility’ 

towards India, and it was during this interview that  Menon made certain remarks that questioned 

the future relations of Australia and India. The transcript of  the conversation between Heydon 

and Menon notes that ‘while Heydon had a fairly easy time at the beginning, Krishna Menon later 

became more  aggressive and raised the whole question of Australia’s relations with India’.375 

Heydon noted that ‘though there are no grounds whatever for such suspicions, as we have 

earnestly endeavoured to maintain a position of objectivity, I fear that Menon believes that 

Australia is serving her own interests in relation to the Kashmir question. Nor as I gather from the 

terms of Menon’s diatribe [to Heydon] is this suspicion confined to the Kashmir question’.376  

This hostile behaviour from Menon was now testing the goodwill with which Australia was 

attempting to forge relations with India. As Heydon writes ‘this leads to a matter of which has 
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recently been causing me most serious concern. Despite all we have to establish an atmosphere of 

trust and cordiality, the temperature of our relations with India appears to be steadily declining to 

judge from Menon’s remarks, they appear to believe that the fault lies with us, but there is a good 

deal they themselves could do to improve the situation, by removing the impression shared by 

many senior members of my department that India’s international policies involve, consciously or 

unconsciously, consistent and determined opposition to Australia’s specific interests’.377 On 

Menon’s role in undermining the bilateral relationship, he notes ‘It is not too much to say that 

Krishna Menon, and his colleagues at the United Nations, have exhibited unfriendliness to us 

whenever it has been possible for them to do so… and we think that they [Indians] could make a 

valuable contribution by refraining from unnecessary assaults on our specific and immediate 

interests, and adopting a more tolerant attitude to us in the United Nations. Needless to say we 

will respond warmly and willingly to any change in the Indian attitude’.378 As a consequence of 

Menon’s harsh words against Australia and on the future of India-Australia ties, Heydon did report 

to Casey that ‘I think India will have to “grow up” – national maturity should ultimately deliver 

her from the bondage of “anti-imperialism”, “anti-racialism” and self-righteousness. I think also 

the nature of Communism will appear to her’.379   

5.3.4 The Perseverance of the Indian Strategic Promise  

Despite such public disagreements between influential Indian and Australian diplomats and the 

open display of hostility from the Indian side, the senior Australia bureaucracy continued to make 

strategic room for India. By 1958, the key regional security feature SEATO had become unfit for 

purpose and also perhaps as a result, as Peter Heydon notes in a note to R.G Neale, a prominent 

Australia-India relationship historian at University of Queensland, that ‘India’s hostility to SEATO 

while still real, is weaker than it was in 1954 and 1955. I base this opinion on the reactions to the 
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SEATO Council meetings in each of those years and general public comment over the period and 

on the reaction to Mr. Nash, the Prime Minister of New Zealand who characteristically said a 

number of times that he wished India were in SEATO’.380 Heydon also goes on to highlight that 

India’s anti-colonialism stand is also now cooling, which stood as a barrier to Australia-India 

relations, he writes ‘Indians are very cool towards the whole Bandung idea. Partly this is because 

they realise that “anti-colonialism” is a negative and unsatisfactory basis for cooperation also 

probably they think there was not another worthwhile big power (i.e. apart from China) at 

Bandung381’.  

Heydon was writing to Neale to convey some criticisms that his department harboured on a paper 

he had written for the AIIA series on ‘Australia’s Neighbours’ titled ‘India and Australia’.382 In this 

piece he had  argued, in sum,  that India and Australia are so fundamentally opposed that resultant 

conflicts between the two countries have frustrated Australia’s aim of bringing about an effective 

security system in the Pacific and that Australia has accordingly been obliged to shelter behind the 

United States with a consequent weakening of Commonwealth ties. The secretary of the 

Department of Foreign Affairs, Arthur Tange wrote a note to Casey clarifying the department’s 

position in which he made clear that ‘Neale fails to concede that Australia can cooperate with 

Asian countries even if they hold aloof from any anti-communist alliance’.383 This was undoubtedly 

a reference to India staying out of SEATO and its policy of non-alignment which Neale had argued 

to be the principle difference between India and Australia.  

On the issue of Australia allying with the US causing severe strains in its ability to strategically 

engage with India, Tange argues that this argument of Neale is too simplistic. He writes ‘As to 

your observation that Australia was faced with the simple choice of marching with India, or 

marching with USA-UK, and that all the rest followed from our decision to march with the USA-
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UK – I think this is too simplistic. Some of our difficulties with India would be less, in my opinion, 

if we chose to be less uniformly committal on US foreign policy and methods. Fundamentally, our 

policies must differ from those of India. But there are occasions we deliberately conceal our 

disagreement with the United States; and by so much we – perhaps not deliberatively – allow India 

to assume that we agree with the US. For this we pay a price’.384 On the comparison of Australia 

and Canada, as had been done previously especially regarding their aid to India, he similarly notes 

‘it would be too simplistic to compare Canada to Australia and our respective relations with India. 

But it is worth asking why it is that Canadians carry a good deal more influence than we do, even 

though they are a country which has committed itself to the US policy of defensive alliances against 

communism…. But they are also an outspoken critic of American policies and of the British in 

the Suez affair which will long be remembered in India. Perhaps the fundamental difference in 

their situation and ours lies in geography and partly in their willingness to take risks on nationalism 

in Asia falling under the control of Communism’.385  

The key take away from Menon’s diatribes and the Bandung Conference, which was a defining 

feature of Afro-Asian foreign policy during this period, for Australian foreign policy was the rising 

Asian, including Indian, nationalism. Tange concludes his note to Casey by stating that ‘having 

demonstrated that we cannot or should not part company with the UK or US as readily as Canada, 

I remain convinced that we should strive for words to express ourselves publicly that carry the 

ring of independent judgement and reflect general principles agreeable to the nationalist and 

internationalist propensities of Asian leaders. We are judged more by what we say about world 

policy issues than by the amount of millions we spend on aid’.386 Thus, despite the negligence of 

India and its leaders, Australia was still adamant on trying to strategically engage with India even 

if it meant risking its influence with the US, which according to Walter Crocker’s then recently 
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written treatise ‘The United States as an ally’ remarks that ‘as far was the Western Allies are 

concerned, mistakes in United States policy can be a matter of life and death’.387 This was a 

significant foreign policy risk that Tange was advising Casey to take, nevertheless it emphatically 

underlined the Department’s resolve in placing its strategic bets on India.       

5.4 India-China War and Australia’s Strategic Aid Policy 

In October of 1962, China launched an attack on India after a series of border skirmishes which 

not only laid bare India’s relatively weak and unprepared defence force in comparison to China 

but also halted India’s economic development. However, this communist attack on a democratic 

nation which was economically fragile lead to some speedy international relations changes in the 

region. The western countries, including the US and Australia, decided to step up their assistance 

to India as this was seen as an opportune moment to cultivate good relations with India, especially 

as India had received little support from its NAM countries during this crisis. For Australia this 

was the perfect opportunity to solidify its strategic interests with India, as for the first time India 

has also started reciprocating interest towards Australia particularly in the areas of aid and defence.  

5.4.1 Aid as a material base for Australia’s more forward India policy  

Following the Sino-Indian war of 1962, there was a serious attempt to define Australian interests 

in relation to India which in immediate terms meant that Australia wanted to secure the defence 

of the subcontinent, with aiding India to resist China and also seeking Indian assistance in 

promoting its own interests in various parts of the world. The new mood in India brought about 

by the stresses of the dispute with China thus became an impetus for Australia to launch its ‘more 

forward ‘Australian policy in which it would upgrade its strategic ties with India. The architect of 

this policy directive was William Pritchett, the acting Australian High Commissioner to India in 

1962, who would later go on to play an influential role in building the Australia-Indonesia 

relationship in the Department of Defence under Arthur Tange’s patronage as its secretary. 
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Nevertheless, Pritchett’s proposal of a more forward Australian foreign policy towards India was 

well received by the Department of External Affairs especially its then current secretary, Arthur 

Tange.    

Pritchett’s argument for this new policy was that so far Australia had still not paid sufficient 

attention to India in terms of building strong strategic ties. He claimed that ‘we have failed to pay 

India the attention due to the significant role, for good or ill, that she must inevitably play in our 

destiny and given too little thought to the identification and promotion of our common 

interests’.388 Pritchett’s assessment of the influence of Australia in India was that it remained small 

and lacked goodwill with the government in New Delhi. On the reasons behind this, he stated ‘I 

do not mean my comments to reflect adversely on Messrs Crocker and Heydon, who have been 

chief representatives of Australia here. Both in their individual ways have left golden opinions 

behind them in many quarters and if what remains now are largely agreeable, and respectable, 

personal memories however lasting influence cannot be built on tour de force of personalities 

however eminent they may be’.389 What Pritchett was recommending now was a more firm 

foundation of well-defined and tangible interests and a considered policy directive under which 

the Australian representatives would operate. Undoubtedly, Australia’s lack of a more forward 

policy directive was also, as Pritchett notes, due to its ‘small scope of material relations with India, 

i.e. trade, which was the largest material field only ran at about £36.5 million between 1960-1.. and 

India is well down our export list, though we are relatively more important to their exports’.390 

Additionally, a multitude of factors like India’s policy of non-alignment, Indian image of Australia 

as US-UK ally, a great decline in Indian leadership have worked against moving India and Australia 

closer together.  
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Under the new forward policy, the strategic significance of India was suggested to be underlined 

not only through Australia’s increased aid to India but also that this aid would also now be of 

military assistance in nature. Pritchett was of the opinion that ‘we should attach more importance 

to our aid programme. Although it does not automatically endear us to them (Indians have come 

to consider foreign aid as a right), aid serves as a firm basis for better relations.391 He was also 

aware of Australian aid to India going unnoticed as discussed previously to which he noted 

‘Australia is not getting enough recognition for its efforts to help India under the Colombo Plan. 

We should plan our aid  deliberately for purposes of building up our image in Indian eyes. 

Programmes should be chosen for their impact (until now the Indians have played a large part in 

running the aid programmes). Furthermore, we should try to marry aid with trade interests 

wherever this is possible without distorting the framework of the Colombo Plan’.392  

Australian aid, post 1962, was arguably driven by strategic interests, as is evident by Pritchett’s 

policy directive that Australia was purely interested in building strategic efforts towards India. The 

goodwill, or altruistism,  for latent influence in the days of Crocker and Heydon had now taken a 

backseat is a driver Australia’s aid to India. Now there was an urgency for impact, as Canberra 

sought to waste no time in seizing this favourable circumstance. Perhaps the most evident form 

of Australia following its own interest was the substantial shift of its aid programme to military 

assistance. While during the war, Australia had provided emergency military aid, it was now looking 

to actively provide it in its routine Colombo Plan aid. As Pritchett warned ‘shortly we will be asked 

to increase military aid to India. This will necessitate a review of our policy regarding aid under the 

Colombo Plan, as well as military aid itself’.393 Here Pritchett was referring to Australia’s decision 

to not supply any military assistance to either India or Pakistan made in 1950 so as to remain 

impartial in the subcontinent, as discussed in chapter 3.  
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 A note from the department on Pritchett’s proposal on how to best implement this forward policy 

states – ‘the best starting point is our prompt response to India’s initial requests for military 

assistance following the Chinese attacks in October last year. In the continuing mood of 

determination in India to rehabilitate its forces and be ready to resist further Chinese moves, there 

is no doubt that military aid has the greatest political impact’.394 This was based on Pritchett’s 

recommendation that ‘we should seize the present opportunity to secure Indian interest in giving 

military aid. The military emergency is over, but the proposed military build-up is a popular 

measure and carries great political weight. Military aid offers the greatest impact. We are one of 

the few countries who are supplying it, by doing so we are showing ourselves as a developing 

industrial power – an image which we should seek to propagate’.395  

There are, of course, more regional strategic reasons why the department agreed on Pritchett’s 

policy directive as well. Australia’s relationship with India was intended to be one of creating a 

regional security framework  in that India’s future, politically and economically, would inevitably 

influence South East Asia’s stability. A note from D.G Wilson, the South and South East Asia 

Assistant secretary, states that ‘What happens in India will be observed closely in South East Asia. 

A further decline of India vis-à-vis China could wee reinforce the pessimistic sentiments of Burma 

and Cambodia and possibly other South East Asian States. On the other hand a vigorous defence 

of its independence by India, with or without western support, would have the opposite effect. 

For this reason, we support Pritchett’s case for a more forward policy in India, but with the 

reservation that it should be subject to periodic reassessments of the developments in India’.396 

The likelihood of countries like Burma, who in 1962 had also gone under military role following a 

coup d’état,  drawing regrettable consequences from China’s display of strength was not a chance 

Australia was willing to take and thus Pritchett’s policy gained more ground.    

 
394 NAA: A1838 169/10/1 Part 6 India-Relations with Australia- General, Waller to Casey, February 28, 1963 
395 NAA: A1838 169/10/1 Part 6 India-Relations with Australia- General, Pritchett to Tange, December 17, 1962 
396 NAA: A1838 169/10/1 Part 6 India-Relations with Australia- General, Wilson to Waller, February 22, 1963 



 150 

Amongst Pritchett’s concluding remarks on this new forward policy also highlighted the role of 

India – that its previous neglectful attitudes towards Australia, as discussed in section 5.2 would 

also have to change. He writes ‘The restoration of India’s status among the nations after the 

humiliation of being knocked flat by the Chinese will not be helped by India’s arrogant and 

hectoring treatment of many of these countries in the past and its bad relations with neighbouring 

countries. The Indians are inexperienced and clumsy in foreign affairs, many have been glad to see 

them knocked down a peg or two’.397 However, Pritchett concludes his note on a more sympathetic 

note in saying ‘we [Australians] must handle India with much patience, goodwill and care. When 

pressure has to be applied, as it will be, let us try to avoid cruder methods and use tact and some 

subtlety. Let us prepare for it carefully and leave no doubt about the soundness of our grounds. 

We should not waste this’.398 Admittedly, part of the success of this new forward policy depended 

upon the reaction and interests of India, who after the defeat against the Chinese, was in no place 

to create more adversaries and in Heydon’s words was now perhaps ‘grown up’ and ready to show 

‘maturity’.  

5.4.2 India’s strategic convergence with Australia- aid and regional security   

 The 1962 attacks provided India with a rude awakening to who its strategic allies were, especially 

in the Asia-Pacific neighbourhood. Spurred by the emergency assistance provided by Australia, 

India was now paying more attention to Australia, its leadership including Nehru showed more 

gratitude towards Australian leaders and top diplomats – a feeling that had been notoriously 

missing before the Chinese dispute. Arguably this was also because India, who had supported the 

Non-alignment cause among its partners as well in the ‘Bandung spirit’, received little support 

from the non-aligned Asian countries although some African neutrals and the United Arab 

Republic were more sympathetic. New emerging leaders in India such as T.T Krishnamachari now 

carried more influence than  Krishna Menon, who was forced to tender his resignation as the 
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Minister of Defence in October of 1962 as he was largely held responsible for India’s lack of 

military readiness , which brought more optimism to a renewed chance of a coherent strategic 

relationship between Australia and India.   

In India’s attempts at recalibrating its regional security strategies, Australia was now receiving 

special attention, especially the prospect if it being a military aid donor and potentially a defence 

equipment supplier. The most important signal of this new attention was the visit of T.T 

Krishnamachari, Menon’s successor to Australia in April of 1963 where he underlined Australia’s 

upgrade in India’s strategic thinking. The single most defining feature of his visit was the possibility 

of a quadrilateral defence cooperative between Australia, India, Japan and the US. This was big for 

many reasons, primarily because before the 1962 attacks – this cooperative would be unthinkable. 

Previously under Menon’s reign any partnership with US would have been ideologically impossible 

due to his anti-American views and his devout irreproachability towards non-alignment which 

never quite seemed so antipathetic to the communist counterparts. Nevertheless, 

Krishnamachari’s visit gave enormous hope and a chance of success to Australia’s new forward 

policy towards India.  

A key priority of India’s defence strategy now was to secure its military build-up in anticipation of 

more attacks from China and Australia was a potential partner for that. However, before pressing 

for a potential strategic-military relationship, it was useful that India admitted to its lack of intertest 

the South East Asian region. In a meeting with Garfield Barwick, Australian External Affairs 

Minister, Krishnamachari confessed quite frankly ‘India in the past had neglected South East Asia 

and Australia had been much more realistic in its approach.399 In this visit, Krishnamachari was 

also accompanied by S.S Khera (secretary of the Indian cabinet) although the latter’s visit was kept 

strictly confidential by both countries as he had come to inspect Australia’s defence production 
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fields. Khera notified Tange that ‘Indian spending on defence had trebled in the last three years 

from approximately £A 0.3 billion to £A 0.5 billion and now has an annual rate of almost £A 1 

billion. The plan was to build India’s own production base as rapidly as possible and the short 

term deficiencies for which outside help was required was soft goods such as woollen supplies’.400 

Apart from the visits in the defence production fields nothing concrete was agreed on but 

Krishnamachari and Australian ministers  agreed that their aims should be increased cooperation 

at all levels between Australia and India particularly in South East Asia. 

The key security policies that had kept India and Australia fundamentally opposed, such as regional 

security alliances, were also now losing its purpose making way for more fungible security 

apparatus. SEATO was a prime example of this, in a meeting between Tange and Khera, when 

Tange mentioned the usefulness of SEATO  Khera commented ‘India had thought that defence 

pacts lead to the danger of Parkinson’s law operating whereby such pacts lead to the creation of 

new military problems and dangers… and while SEATO had not mattered much to India it was 

CENTO that was much more objectionable’.401 Echoing Khera, Barwick also noted that ‘he 

[Krishnamachari] he did not see our divergent policies on SEATO as any barrier to cooperation 

between us or indeed India and the West, generally’.402 Although some differences persisted, 

mainly on the issue of South Vietnam, over all there was a warming of relations that lead to more 

security convergence.  

Following Krishnamachari’s visit, there was significant US interest in renewing its own security 

arrangements in Asia that would be based on goodwill generated by the historical nature of 

Australia’s aid to India. W.W Rostow in 1962, the state department councillor and chairman of the 

policy planning council who would later go on to become the national security advisor US 
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President Lyndon Johnson, was in talks with his Australian counterparts to create a quadrilateral 

security dialogue with Japan, Australia and India. Rostow noted from his trip to India ‘which he 

described as a reconnaissance for the president and secretary of state that this new interest on 

India’s part was because Indian had definitely jumped off or rather had been pushed off the 

neutralist fence’.403 The department of External affairs noted that ‘what Rostow appears to 

envisage is some sort of consultative partnership  (which would most probably not be publicised 

nor have as yet any institutional framework) to work out and coordinate distance to communism 

in Asia, mainly in the field of economic and technical assistance but possibly also in the field of 

military assistance’.404  

The idea that Australia, India, Japan and the US ‘should play leading roles and should concert 

about their respective roles’ was emboldened by the US recognition of the goodwill generated 

from Australia’s aid to India. 405 Rostow notes ‘aid by Australia to Asia was more palatable there 

than was American aid’.406 He continued that he ‘had always thought the United States should try 

to see that the store of goodwill towards Australia which existed in Asia should be put to better 

use in the interests of the western world as a whole for some sort of concerted approach by the 

four countries in which the growing influence of communism in Asia might be better resisted’.407 

Australia was in full support of this kind regional arrangement, as a note from Barwick read ‘What 

I had in mind would not be a replacement either for SEATO or the American alliance with Japan, 

Formosa or ourselves but something more in the existing machinery for cooperation which we 

have under the Colombo Plan and my general feeling is that there is now more awareness of the 
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value of Western interests and connections in the Asian region than there has ever been’.408 This 

had great ramifications on the Australia-India security relations.  

Just as India was cooler with Australia’s previous security arrangements such as SEATO, Australia 

was also relatively less concerned with the non-alignment as the prospects for regional cooperation 

were hopeful. Barwick notes ‘I agree that recent developments in Indian thinking about China 

have opened up a valuable new prospect of regional cooperation. You can tell the Americans that 

the Indians have shown a real desire for close relations with Australia and that we shall do all we 

can to develop it’.409 Australia was also now tacitly supportive of India’s nonalignment stance as 

they noted that ‘we do not ourselves see any advantage in India departing entirely from non-

alignments for the time being, there are nevertheless grounds for an enhanced Australian interests 

in India’.410 Largely this cooler attitude towards Non-alignment was related to resisting Chinese 

expansionism in the region. The note argues that ‘in so far we [Australia] are interested in resisting 

Chinese expansionism, we should support Indian resistance to it (provided it is of a practical sort 

and not likely to engulf us in an endless and costly support of the Indians). Nehru’s statement that 

“even if Sino-India settlement is negotiated and the actual fighting ceases there will be a long  

struggle between the two powers”.411 The West, including Australia, had immense interest in the 

pressures of the Chinese pressure on Indian politics as it could accrue possible advantages for 

them, for example as ‘if an Indo-Pakistani settlement on Kashmir is possible, it is more likely to 

come about while India and China are at loggerheads’.412 Indeed the 1962 conflict with China had 

significant impacts on the Australia-India relationship, in that there were more scope for regional 

cooperation and even of informal security alliances with US and Japan.       
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5.5 Conclusion  

Australia’s aid to India was driven by a strategic altruism between 1951 and 1965 as India’s strategic 

importance for Australia made it its largest aid recipient. According to Canberra’s strategic 

thinking, India’s economic success was likely to shape the larger South and South East Asian region 

which would propagate a democratic solution to solving economic problems. Thus, Australia’s 

significant interest in India’s economic development buttressed by the United States’ similar 

strategic interest in India became its key drivers of its aid as India became the largest recipient of 

Australian aid under the Colombo Plan between 1951 and 1965. 

Senior bureaucrats and ministers here played an important role in shaping Australia’s aid policy. 

This chapter highlighted how ministers and senior bureaucrats like Casey, Tange and Pritchett 

perceived the use of Australian aid differently over time as the strategic realities of the region 

changed between 1951 and 1965. Significantly, it showcased how Australian foreign policy was 

made regarding Australia’s aid to India within the government. That Australian foreign policy, 

especially towards India, had more involvement from the senior bureaucrats in shaping the choices 

of political leaders rather than a singular focus on apex leadership as current literature dictates.  

Archival data here reveals that there was significant input from senior bureaucrats, particularly in 

how Australia’s strategic view of India was shaped during this period.      Australia’s own strategic 

anxieties regarding the role of US in the region strengthened its desire to create a separate 

relationship with India through its aid programme. Australia’s decision to remain out of the AIC, 

providing aid in only grant form and general sense of altruism, or goodwill, add substantial nuance 

to the study of Australia-India relations during this period.  

Australia was driven largely by its need to make strategic room for itself in the region, and for this 

it needed to separate its aid identity at times from the larger Western donors like the US and 

Commonwealth donors like Canada. The geographical reality for Australia was that it was a lot 
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nearer to the region than the larger donors so it made Canberra more dynamic in establishing 

strategic ties which also included economic prosperity of the neighbourhood.  

India, however, did not reciprocate Australia’s interest in attempting form closer ties with Australia 

despite being its largest recipient of aid. Australia’s aid to India, perhaps due to its smallness 

compared to what it was receiving from the major powers, went unnoticed. Australia’s aim of 

gaining any goodwill from its aid was also received massive setbacks from the attacks of influential 

Indian diplomats like Krishna Menon who frequently spoke against Australia at the UN and 

treated it with suspicion in relation to its regional cooperation plans.  Yet despite these setbacks, 

Australia’s strategic interests in India preserved as it tried to forge closer ties with continued high 

amounts of aid.  

However, the 1962 Sino-India war changed the prospects of Australia-India relations significantly. 

With a common threat of a rising communist China – Australia, India and the United States now 

had the potential to form a strategic partnership. Australia’s ‘more forward’ policy towards India 

after the war was a significant move towards a strategic relationship to develop. With Australia 

being one of the few countries in the region to support India during this dispute and with renewed 

interests in its aid relations which were being discussed to turn into limitary assistance there was a 

great strategic convergence between Australia and India. Additionally, with the discussions on a 

quadrilateral regional cooperation initiative which would include Australia, India, Japan and the 

US the Australia-India relations, there was every chance of a strong Australia-India strategic 

partnership to formalise in the coming years as the strategic promise of India held immense 

potential.   
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6. Strategic Reassessments of Australian Aid Policy to India: 1966-1977  

6.1 Introduction 

The death of Indian Prime Minister Nehru shortly after the 1962 India-China war and Indira 

Gandhi taking up office in 1966 led to the strategic promise of India for Australia remaining 

altogether unfulfilled. India’s deteriorating ties with the United States after 1966 rumpled all 

chances of a successful strategic partnership between Australia and India coming to fruition.  

The period between 1966 and 1977 in Australian foreign policy witnessed a warming of relations 

with Asia. Crucially, Australia’s priority in Asia was no longer India. This was chiefly due to India’s 

growing ties with the USSR that started under Indira Gandhi’s leadership when she took office in 

1966.  Thus, despite the high-ranking Prime Ministerial visits by both sides, where Indira Gandhi 

visited Australia in 1968 and Whitlam visiting India in 1973, Australia’s relations with India saw a 

strategic divergence as it reassessed its role in the region. These changes or reorientations in 

Australia’s international relations reflected in their foreign aid practices where its aid programmes 

now based wholly on its strategic interests in Asia, particularly South East Asia. 

India’s changing balance of power within the subcontinent further expedited Australia’s strategic 

divergence from it. Post the 1971 Indo-Pakistan war that resulted in the creation of Bangladesh, 

the balance of power in the South Asian region was significantly tilted in India’s favour. Meanwhile, 

the South East Asian region which was fast becoming Australia’s new preferred strategic partner 

due to its expressively anti-communist stance and economic potential, also had similar strategic 

trepidations regarding India’s role in the region. Thus, India, due to its Soviet leanings and balance 

of power advantage became a strategically unpopular partner during this period. This had 

significant impact on Australia’s aid to India.     

6.1.1 Strategic Australian Aid  

From being one of Australia’s most strategically valued neighbours, the end of the year 1969 

marked a watershed moment in the India-Australia relationship, especially in the aid relationship 
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as Australia reassessed its strategic priorities in the region. Australia in 1969 decided to cut its 

foreign aid programme to India by 85 percent as shown in chapter 1. This drastic drop, however, 

was not the result a sudden decision but rather a reaction to a series of foreign policy decisions 

that India made, post 1966 as Indira Gandhi took office, which tilted its ‘non-alignment’ stance 

towards the USSR making Australia, a US ally, suspicious of its behaviour.  

By analysing new archival documents it becomes clear that the disappearance of the ‘altruism’, or 

goodwill, in Australia’s aid to India which was previously present, was purely driven by its strategic 

interests in India as denoted in H1  in Chapter 3. This was the main reason for the drastic cut in aid 

to India. Senior Australian bureaucrats posted in New Delhi were the first to notice the gradual 

shifts in India’s formerly ‘non-aligned’ foreign policy. It is in their correspondences with Canberra 

that we first see the need for change in Australia’s foreign aid policies appear.   

Canberra’s strategic shift away from New Delhi was largely because India was attempting to 

recalibrate its outlook and image, post Nehru, particularly in its neighbourhood. What limited 

India’s attempt at recalibrations and finding a place in Australia’s priority in Asia was the souring 

of its ties with the United States. This was caused by New Delhi’s growing ties with the Soviet 

Union which arguably catalysed India’s warming relations with North Vietnam. J.C Ingram, 

assistant secretary of the South Asia section of the Ministry of External Affairs highlighted the 

differences between the two countries, in a memorandum in 1968, when asked to brief the 

Australian Minister of External Affairs Paul Hasluck for an article in the Indian newspaper The 

Hindu in preparation for the Indira Gandhi visit ‘The general Indian philosophy of foreign affairs 

is non-alignment – ours is alignment. There are also radical differences of views on such specific 

issues as the Middle East, Vietnam, Indo-China generally, ASPAC, SEATO and Rhodesia’.413 On 

the issue of where the countries agree he adds, ‘apart from aid and trade, this mainly comprises of 
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the mutual fear of Chinese aggression and the warmth of personal relations arising from the 

activities of our High Commissioners in India’.414 Visibly India was now shifting away from the 

Australian vision of an ‘aligned’ regional order much before it signed the contentious ‘Treaty of 

Friendship and Cooperation’ with the USSR in 1971, which exposed the changing nature of its 

non-aligned status. 

While Chapter 5 looked at the strategic promise that India held for Australia’s future in the region, 

by 1967 this optimism had taken a major hit because of India’s dubious foreign policy stances 

under the garb of its non-aligned status. Simultaneously, Australia also made its aid policy more 

strictly aligned with its strategic foreign policy which resulted in the aid cut to India. This did not 

go completely unnoticed by the Indian government.  

One of the first steps in this effort was to invite Whitlam to India to understand his government’s 

foreign policies towards Asia and to add substance to the bilateral relationship, which had suffered 

measurably after the cut in aid. This chapter broadly argues that cause of the dramatic cut in aid 

to India was due to the strategic reassessment of Australian foreign policy towards Asia in this 

period which allowed it to shift the focus from South Asia to closer relations with Australia’s 

immediate neighbours in South East Asia. This shift was also visible in Australia’s identity as it 

sought more strategic partnerships which also displayed political and strategic similarities.  

6.1.2 Chapter Outline  

Section 6.2 of this chapter looks at the role Sir Arthur Tange played in highlighting the changes in 

India’s foreign policy post Nehru. That senior bureaucrats like Tange carried heavy policy 

influence is explored by looking at his relationships with foreign ministers and prime ministers. 

Most importantly, it covers Tange’s recommendations on strategic reorientations of not only 

Australia’s aid policies, which he argued should be more closely allied with the Australian foreign 

policy, but also the broader Australian strategic interests of its foreign policy that recommends be 
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brought closer to home. Specifically, to South East Asia where countries like Indonesia would be 

a far more compatible strategic ally for Australia than India.   

Section 6.3 focuses on the period between 1966 and 1972, in other words, the period between 

Menzies and Whitlam and Australia’s foreign policies towards South Asia then. The primary focus 

of this section is to explore more deeply how Australia’s relationship with Asia became more 

engaged prior to the arrival of Whitlam. It looks at the role Nigel Bowen played in the recognition 

of Bangladesh as well as the importance of senior bureaucrats and diplomats like Keith Waller and 

Patrick Shaw who underwrote Australia’s ‘pivot to Asia’ foreign policy. There is also a focus on 

Whitlam’s ‘broader Asia forum’ that successfully connected Australia to Asia in a more 

comprehensive manner which intriguingly did not include India in its priority in Asia. 

Section 6.4 highlights the strategic reorientation of Australia’s foreign aid policy and the India’s 

reactions to it. As Indonesia replaced India as the largest recipient of Australia’s aid in 1970 and 

the warming up of Australia-Indonesia ties preceding this, India had definitely noticed the changes 

in Australia’s regional posturing and was keen to find out what was reason of this change. This 

section covers the strategic shift of Australia’s regional architecture towards South East Asia and 

how this impacted its relationship with India.      

6.2: The First Cut: Arthur Tange and the bureaucracy  

While material factors of the Cold War did influence the India-Australia relationship largely, when 

looking at their aid aspect of their relationship there is a significantly overlooked factor that had 

also played a key role. The role of senior bureaucrats and diplomats, broadly known as the 

bureaucracy, was important in establishing the substance in the bilateral relations, especially 

because certain bureaucrats and their views carried significant heft in the department of external 

affairs. One such senior bureaucrat turned diplomat was Sir Arthur Tange who before being posted 

as the Australian High Commissioner to India between 1965 and 1969 had been the longest serving 
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Secretary of the Department of External Affairs from 1954 to 1965. Russell Trood remarked about 

Tange’s career, ‘the influence of Tange, wherever he was, was the most powerful influence’.415 

In his capacity as the Secretary of the Department of External Affairs between 1954 and 1965, 

Tange served under four Foreign Ministers: Richard Casey, Robert Menzies, Garfield Barwick and 

Paul Hasluck. Perhaps the sign of Tange’s influence in this position was signified by the length of 

his tenure, of eleven years. The convention in Australian bureaucracy was that no head of 

department would stay on for more than five years, Tange’s extended tenure was a direct result of 

his excellent working relationships with the Foreign Ministers specifically, Menzies and Barwick.416 

Arguably, the Menzies-Tange relationship was the most oscillatory, where on its peaks Menzies 

used to seek Tange’s council in appointing Foreign Ministers.417 However, in its troughs it was 

Menzies who sent Tange to New Delhi as High Commissioner as he was ‘getting rid of a too 

powerful departmental head to make way for a more pliable successor’.418 Altogether, in 

understanding Tange’s influence on Australian foreign policy in Asia we will also learn about how 

the bureaucracy understood Asia and the variations within it. It is important to note, too, that 

before Whitlam took office in 1972, all foreign aid decisions were made by the Ministry of External 

Affairs so Tange’s influence also carried in the aid domain.  

6.2.1 Tange’s Influence  

In his memoirs, Tange confessed that he was uncertain of the reason behind Menzies’ displeasure 

with him however he goes on to add that he had a much better relationship with Menzies’ 

successors Holt, McEwen, Gorton and McMahon first as High Commissioner of India and later 
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as the Secretary of the Department of Defence.419 In particular, it was under the Prime Ministership 

of John Gorton between 1968 and 1971 and his Minister of External Affairs Gordon Freeth where 

Tange exercised his influence as a senior ‘mandarin’. Tange writes about Gorton, ‘administration 

under Gorton was often unorthodox, sometimes scornful of convention and prevailing lines of 

authority, and affected by the Prime Minister’s preferences for particular individuals420. He could 

be talking about himself as it was under Gordon’s administration that Tange was offered the most 

lucrative positions such as the ambassadorial positions in London, Washington and Tokyo. 

However, it was the position of the Secretary of the Department of Defence which he chose as 

his vehicle back into the bureaucracy offered to him by Gorton’s successor McMahon. Tange’s 

influence in all his positions, including his ‘exile’ as Australian High Commissioner to India, 

remained unquestioned by the Australian leadership partly due to his career long relationships as 

a senior bureaucrat but also due to the relative inexperience of certain ministers421. 

Arguably, his correspondence with McMahon was influenced by his own assessments of the 

Australia-India relationship in his time in New Delhi which he termed as an ‘interlude’.422 The 

bilateral relations between the two countries as he saw it were ‘cordial but constrained’ as he noted 

key disagreements between Australia and India, principally India’s opposition to the military 

intervention in support of South Vietnam.423  More importantly, it was Tange’s reading of the Cold 

War and specifically India’s position within it that influenced his arguments in favour of cutting 

Australian aid to India. He noted that there was nothing Australia or its aid efforts could do that 

would move India away from ‘its calculated playing off of the United States against the Soviet 

Union while accepting American aid and being conciliatory to Moscow’.424 He did, however, note 
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about Australia’s aid in India, that ‘our [Australia’s] substantial gifts of wheat during the food crisis 

earned us some goodwill in the Indian Government.425 It was with these observations that Tange 

wrote the seminal letter to McMahon in his final days at his posting in New Delhi.   

6.2.2: Tange’s Re-assessment of Australian aid to India  

Tange’s role as Australia’s High Commissioner to India contributed to a watershed re-assessment 

in the India-Australia bilateral relations as mentioned in his seminal letter titled ‘What Australia 

can expect from India?’ to the Minister of External Affairs William McMahon in 1970. Tange, in 

this letter, mandated two broad changes that Canberra needed to heed in its conduct of its 

international affairs with India – firstly that Australia needs to do away with the ‘goodwill’ factor 

in its foreign aid policy towards India and secondly, perhaps more importantly, that Australia needs 

to ‘stand up to India’ by using its power. 426  He argued that the second aim can be achieved by 

implementing the first policy of shifting from its altruistic approach to a more strategic one. He 

notes ‘Australia’s best aid policy is not to be or feel charitable – which creates and unrequited 

expectations of gratitude – but to provide aid (as larger soft loans rather than small gifts) as a 

means of creating economic and social results rather than reciprocal goodwill’.427 He was critical 

of Australia’s prior aid policy towards India as he was aware of Australia’s changing relations with 

Asia. He argues that Australia does not need to ‘chase goodwill’ as a foreign policy objective 

anymore due to its new unique status as an Asian neighbour due it to its growing influence in the 

South-East Asia.  

Tange’s preference of shifting Australian aid to purely strategic in motivations can be attributed to 

his administrative experience as the secretary of the ministry of external affairs where he acquired 
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the reputation of the ‘bureaucratic reformer’.428 Davis notes that once the Colombo Plan entered 

its second stage in 1956 where it was established as a long-term programme, inter-departmental 

tensions arose on the aid administration. He notes that there was low level of coordination 

amongst several government departments over Australia’s foreign aid policy as there was 

contestation over the ‘security-dominated definition of national interest and the complex reality of 

development assistance’. In 1965, Tange chaired the Inter-Departmental Committee Review in 

response to these concerns where he affirmed the dominance of foreign policy and diplomatic 

considerations (over those of trade or human rights) in the formulation of aid policy. In addition, 

bilateral programmes were recommended for their political and strategic value. Complaints remain 

that this review did not address the question of how foreign aid could best encourage 

development.429  

Tange’s biographer Peter Edwards has noted that Tange was a ‘hard-headed realist’ in international 

affairs. 430 However he simultaneously argues that Tange, throughout his career, was focussed on 

giving priority to Asia and downplaying Australia’s relationship with the US and the US, especially 

at a time when his Prime Minister had laid heavy emphasis on the ‘great and powerful friends’ 

alliance. As a public servant, Tange, held significant clout in Australia’s foreign policy decision 

making processes despite his fluctuating relationships with the foreign ministers as well as Prime 

Ministers that he served under. Edwards notes that Tange had a good relationship with Menzies 

in his early years however by the 1960’s, Menzies was ‘clearly seeking to move him onwards’ which 

resulted in his posting as Australian High Comissioner to India in 1965.  
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In his role as the High Commissioner, Tange advised the re-orientation of Australia’s aid from 

India to Indonesia, who replaced India as the largest recipient of Australian aid in 1970.431 This re-

allocation matches with what Edwards writes about Tange’s policy preferences within Asia. Tange 

believed that the Australia-Indonesia bilateral relationship was the most important partnership for 

Australia in the region. His role in the Australia’s handling of 1963-66 Indonesian confrontation 

with Malaysia certainly made him aware of Indonesia’s place in Australia’s neighbourhood its 

instability as a major threat to India, perhaps much more than India’s poor economic growth and 

population expansion. Australia’s keenness in supporting prosperity in Indonesia with aid was 

most evident in its joining of Inter-Governmental Group on Indonesia (IGGI), Indonesia’s 

equivalent of the AIC, as a key donor. These national interests which were closer to home were 

the initial inspiration of the ‘defence of Australia’ doctrine, which Tange would later implement in 

Australia’s defence foreign policy as the Secretary of the Department of Defence. This doctrine 

controversially implied that Australia should concentrate on defending its national territory rather 

than participating in ‘expeditionary’ activities overseas, which is arguably what Tange saw Australia 

doing in India through its aid policy. He notes in his letter that ‘the Indian poverty problem is not 

Australia’s alone because we [Australia] have priorities nearer home such as in Papua New Guinea 

and Australian resources may be being wasted in India, moreover Australia should not exaggerate 

the importance of the minor aid gesture that it makes towards India’.432 More on Australia’s 

reassessment of its strategic interests in the region will be covered in section 6.2 focussing on the 

Australia’s interests in South East Asia.  

Tange also urges Canberra to use its foreign aid, no matter the quantity, towards Australia’s 

national interest. He recommends that that Australia ‘stands up to India’ by using its power and 
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this he states can be done by using its economic aid as a means of influence to not only improve 

India’s economic development but also making aid terms more commercial if it fits Australia’s 

national interest. 433             

6.2.3 Tange’s Reassessment of Indira Gandhi and India’s non-alignment  

The grander part of this re-assessment takes place in the sphere of how Tange views the evolution 

of the Indo-Australian bilateral relationship. Tange provides, through his letter, an update on the 

post-Nehruvian India and its International Relations outlook as Indira Gandhi took the office of 

the Prime Minister in 1969. Before he starts the letter Tange prefaces that his views maybe 

considered ‘controversial’ as he is attempting to criticize current Australian foreign policy towards 

India only because he is attempting to look ahead as to what Australia can expect from India as 

the title of his letter so suggests. He has a rather bleak view on the influence India, now under 

Mrs. Gandhi’s Prime Ministership, carries in the fraught Cold War environment. He notes ‘India’s 

[foreign] policy behind the high-minded verbiage is dictated by the power balance in Asia – by the 

need to the keep maximum independence while cultivating support from wherever she can get 

it’.434 He further highlighted Gandhi’s keynote speech to the Bombay Congress Party Convention 

in 1969 which he saw to influence India’s new foreign policy initiatives. He writes in his letter that 

she quoted Viscount Palmerston, who had dominated the British Foreign Policy at the height of 

its imperial power:  

‘We have no eternal allies and no perpetual enemies. Our interests are eternal and perpetual and 

those interests it is our duty to follow’ 

Tange’s assessment of Mrs. Gandhi’s dictum and India’s new foreign policy (compared to that of 

Nehru) is that it is becoming more ‘realistic, unsentimental, egocentric in its intentions even if 

occasionally wayward in its execution’.435 In light of these foreign policy interests, Tange writes 
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this letter to ask Australia to review its foreign policy, including aid policy towards India to match 

Australia’s interests to that of India’s in order to avoid expectation mismanagement between the 

two countries. 

The visit of Indira Gandhi to Australia, the first Indian Prime Minister to do so, in 1968 was an 

important event in the India-Australia relationship even though the visit brought with it little 

substance to the relationship. Indeed, as Meg Gurry also notes, this was seen as a ‘balancing act’ 

by India as it was accused of paying insufficient attention to South East Asia.436 This insufficiency 

in interests pertaining to South East Asia and its impact on the Australia-India strategic relations 

will be covered in greater detail in section 6.4.  A key evidence that Gurry misses or overlooks is 

Tange’s letter to John Bunting, the secretary of the Prime Minister’s Department where he writes 

that this visit was also prompted partly due to the ‘Indian policies being identified with those of 

the Egyptian and Soviet in the Suez affair and the criticism the government got in parliament for 

lack of realism’.437 Tange further notes about Gandhi, ‘in spite, (or perhaps because of) the 

weakness of her leadership, she looks like remaining for the indefinite future at the head of the 

coalition of rival groups of which the Congress party nowdays consists’.438 The Australian 

government was highly sensitive to India’s growing tilt towards the Soviets after Mrs. Gandhi had 

taken office, and perhaps Tange was one of the first Australian bureaucrats to notice it in his 

position in New Delhi and relay it back to Canberra. His influence, of course, made these 

observations noteworthy and India’s tilt towards the Soviets became the central cause of the 

strategic drift that divided Australia and India.  

India’s actions in the Suez affair were also reflective of its broader position on the Indochina 

conflict which was a major factor in influencing Australia’s reassessment of India. Tange’s notes 

are astute because they identify a key reason for India’s position in the Vietnam War especially the 
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sudden shift in India’s foreign policy in July 1966. Zorawar Daulet Singh provides an answer to 

this assessment as he argues that the sudden shift was a result of a change in India’s regional 

behaviour as ‘it was an attempt to craft an independent posture on the crisis, conditioned not by 

a classic peacemaker role conception but by an emerging security seeker role with an underlying 

functional purpose to shape an exploit a changing sub-regional and Asian environment for material 

and security advantage’.439 This shift in India’s regional behaviour was significant as it is was also 

reflective of the ‘incremental change’ in India’s strategic culture of the nonalignment framework.440 

This sudden change was no doubt noticed by Tange.  

The most visible sign of this shift was first seen in New Delhi’s warming of relations with Hanoi, 

the capital of North Vietnam, as India’s views on the conflict grew considerably louder through 

public announcements. The American bombing of Hanoi and Haiphong in June of 1966, the first 

bombings of this sort saw the beginning of India’s public proclamations against US actions, Swaran 

Singh the Indian Minister of External Affairs wrote in a statement ‘[Government of India] 

considers it as a serious development and are most concerned at the human suffering and the 

possibility of escalation of the conflict which this might involve and hope that the bombing will 

stop immediately’.441 New Delhi-Hanoi ties were warming in 1966, as President Ho Chi Minh 

wrote a letter to Dr. Radhakrishnan, the president of India, ‘expressing the hope that India as 

Chairman of the International Commission for Supervision and Control will fulfil its obligations 

under the Geneva Agreements’.442 In his reply the president ‘expressed disappointment that our 

hope that the stoppage of bombing would lead to a lowering of tensions and eventually to a 

negotiated peace in Vietnam has not materialised’.443 Indeed, the relations between the countries 
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had been growing since the Nehru-Ho Chi Minh era, where Ho Chi Minh visited India in 1958 on 

the invitation of Nehru. India’s sympathies had consistently been towards North Vietnam, as in 

1961, Nehru posited in the Lok Sabha on the Vietnam civil war that ‘the Vietminh, that is to say, 

on the North Vietnam side, the position they take up is this. They say, we are not creating trouble. 

It is the local people who are against their government; and I think there is a good deal of truth in 

it’.444  

Pertinent to Tange’s assessment, it was New Delhi’s new posturing in late 1966 where it openly 

criticised the US bombings in 1966 that made Australia not only question India’s nonaligned status 

but also India’s growing allegiance towards the USSR. Swaran Singh stated in the Lok Sabha ‘Our 

stand on that issue is quite clear that the Geneva Agreement is the Agreement which can be the 

basis. and perhaps the only basis, for a settlement of the dispute. On that issue I do not know what 

is the exact attitude of the United States Government. but I do know that although the United 

States was not a signatory…’.445 India’s instance on following Geneva Convention despite knowing 

that the US backed South Vietnam was not a signatory to it and its criticism of the military solution 

made apparent the diverging US and India outlooks on the Vietnam War. Additionally, India ’s 

warm relations with Hanoi furthered its distance from the US and consequently its new posture 

on Vietnam was appreciated by the USSR. 

Another important factor in the distancing of US and India at this time was foreign aid, particularly 

the promise of US aid to India that did not eventually materialise further straining the Indo-US 

relations. Due to its own strategic interests, the US used its foreign aid to pressurise New Delhi 

into modifying its policy of ‘friendship’ with Moscow by actively delaying on India’s requests for 

food aid.446 Inder Malhotra notes that the Americans ‘let her [Indira Gandhi] down. The aid they 

had promised did not materialise’.447 In February 1966 however Johnson did approve the 
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resumption of economic assistance though ‘he [Johnson] did want Indian officials to refrain from 

daily denunciations of his Vietnam policy and to try sometimes to defend the US when it was 

under attack in international forums’.448 However, simultaneously,  US had also resumed its military 

aid to Pakistan which had been halted after the 1965 India-Pakistan war. The US was now also 

contemplating a more flexible China policy which meant that using India as a counterbalance to 

China was no longer an attainable strategic option resulting in more tensions in the Indo-US 

bilateral relations.449 

Indira Gandhi did, initially,  give in to the US strategic pressures as India’s need for economic 

assistance grew due to food shortages. This gave her critics further ammunition increasing the 

domestic pressures on her already precarious political standing. Madan notes that ‘her [Gandhi’s] 

critics who had been accusing her of moving away from socialism and nonalignment for aid from 

the US, pointed to her silence on Vietnam as further evidence of this shift’.450 Perhaps as a direct 

reaction to the growing domestic political pressures at home, Gandhi, after her visit to the Soviet 

Union, re-asserted that ‘an American bombing cessation was a precondition for conference’ and 

the India-Soviet communiqué also called for ‘an immediate cessation’.451 Indeed Moscow’s 

promise of $1 billion in credit for India’s fourth five year plan was seen by some as a reward for 

Indira’s U-turn.452 By 1967, the US-India fallout became apparent as their divergence on Vietnam 

became irreconcilable.   

Meanwhile Australia’s position on the Vietnam conflict was firmly in support of the US where 

scholars have argued that it was even more ‘trigger happy’ than its US ally in supporting a military 

solution rather than diplomatic one.453 It was also in 1966 that Harold Holt won an overwhelming 

 
448 Tanvi Madan, Fateful Triangle: How China Shaped U.S.-India Relations During the Cold War (Washington, DC: 
Brookings, 2020), p. 192.  
449 B.K Nehru. Nice Guys Finish Second (New Delhi:  Penguin, 1997), p. 479 
450 Tanvi Madan, Fateful Triangle: How China Shaped U.S.-India Relations During the Cold War (Washington, DC: 
Brookings, 2020), p. 196. 
451 Ibid., p. 197.  
452 Ibid., 197. 
453Lloyd Cox and Brendan O’Connor, “Australia, the US and the Vietnam and Iraq Wars: ‘Hound Dog, not 
Lapdog’”, Australian Journal of Political Science, Vol. 47, 2 (2012), p. 174 



 171 

victory in the general elections where his campaign focussed primarily on the Vietnam conflict and 

Australia’s participation in it, in one of his speeches he claimed ‘we would go all the way with 

America in the defence of South Vietnam and South East Asia’.454 While this was the domestic 

political dimension to Australia’s support for South Vietnam, the more strategic and international 

driver of this decision of military commitment to the US was described by Alan Renouf, chargé 

d’affaires of Australia’s Washington Embassy as he expressed ‘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 restraint and good sense, the United States would have little 

option but to respond as we would want’.455 Australia’s regional security interests, particularly after 

Indonesia-Malaysia confrontation between 1963 and 1966, grew significantly anxious as it looked 

to the United States as a security provider for the growing concerns from its ‘north’. 

Thus, by 1967 the strategic cultures of Australia and India had resolutely become opposed to each 

other, the prime example being how the two saw the Vietnam conflict. Admittedly, the factors 

shaping the changes in their strategic cultures – for India this was the India-China War of 1962 

and the Indo-Pakistan war of 1965 while for Australia it was the regional instability with the 

konfrontasi and the Vietnam war – shaped the foreign policies of the two countries into two 

contrasting postures. Tange was rightly prescient about highlighting the growing differences 

between the two countries and how it would eventually impact Australia’s aid relationship with 

India.      

6.3: A Prescient Bureaucracy or Whitlam’s Initiatives?  

Who was responsible for these strategic reassessments? The dominant view of Australian foreign 

policy in second wave of the Cold War has been largely focused on the watershed transformation 

that Whitlam brought to Australia’s relationship with Asia however Tange’s reassessment of 
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Australian aid to India in 1969 highlights an alternative argument for the reorientation of 

Australia’s strategic interests. Before Whitlam took office in 1972, it was the Ministry of External 

Affairs bureaucracy that had been rethinking its policies, including that of foreign aid, rather than 

the arrival of Whitlam. While chapter 5 highlighted that the 1960s was not a period of Menzies 

driven foreign policy monoculture for Australia that the conventional understandings of this 

period overplay, this chapter also challenges the view of the Prime Ministerial overinfluence on 

foreign policy decision making in Australia.     

That Whitlam did not play as transformative a role in shaping Australia’s foreign policy as the 

dominant narrative suggests is by no means a new argument.456 Benvenuti and Jones have argued 

that the role of Whitlam, in the secondary foreign policy literature, has been considerably 

overstated due to the bias in the scholars and writers who have displayed constitutional partiality 

to the Labor party457 and that it was Whitlam ‘who set the nation on an independent path of self-

discovery, maturity and national destiny’ are manufactured myths by the ruling foreign policy 

orthodoxy.458   

While Whitlam’s visit to India was received extremely positive coverage in both Indian and 

Australian media regarding the India-Australia relationship as discussed in chapter 3, it could be 

argued that the actions of Nigel Bowen regarding Bangladesh in 1971 was what set the precedent 

of more congenial bilateral ties. In the existing literature of their bilateral relationship the period 

between Menzies and Whitlam, 1966-1972, is overlooked perhaps because of multiple changes in 

leadership how. However, it is important to note, in particular, the role of Nigel Bowen, the 
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Minister for External Affairs, in establishing relations with Bangladesh and its lasting impact on 

the India-Australia ties. The Australian media was not as generous as the India media in doling 

accolades to Whitlam as it critically noted ‘[the success of Whitlam’s visit] is in part due to Mr. 

Whitlam’s personal interest in creating closer relations between two commonwealth members but 

in part it is also due to the sense and speed with which Mr. Bowen acted two years ago over 

recognition of, and aid to, Bangladesh’.459 Australia had provided A$1 million in emergency aid for 

the refugee crisis that been created after the creation of Bangladesh, which also helped India. More 

importantly, that Australia was the first country to recognise Bangladesh, despite its ‘great power’ 

alliances was noted in New Delhi with great satisfaction which arguably allowed both parties to 

recognise that their geographical and political interest may finally begin to overlap.     

This chapter similarly argues that it was not the arrival of Whitlam that reoriented Australia’s 

foreign policy but the foreign policy machinery and the senior bureaucracy that did and much 

before Whitlam took office. Diplomats like Arthur Tange, his successor Patrick Shaw who was 

the Australian High Commissioner to India between 1970 and 1973, Keith Waller, the department 

secretary of Ministry of External affairs between 1970 and 1974 amongst others who were really 

prescient in re-shaping Australia’s interests in Asia. It is also important to note that this ‘pivot to 

Asia’ that is always attached to Whitlam also warrants deep reconsiderations, as Chapter 5 

highlighted that Australia’s role in the Colombo Plan including its large aid programmes in India 

had already established that Australia was quite interested in forming strong ties with its Asian 

neighbours – the question now was- which neighbours warranted more attention?  

The drastic aid cut to India in 1969 could not have been an overnight decision by the bureaucracy 

and more importantly what was the reason behind this aid cut – was it the growing disenchantment 

with India as an aid partner and recipient or the realisation that another neighbour had become 

more favourable aid recipient? Either way, one factor of this aid relationship remained constant – 
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the donor, Australia. This chapter argues that it was in fact both the disillusionment with India 

and attractiveness to Indonesia that influenced the reassessment of Australia’s foreign aid 

programme but it was rather how Australia viewed its own identity as an aid donor that had 

changed and the bureaucracy had an important role to play in that.          

Australia’s aid machinery became quite driven by its strategic interests for two reasons, first that 

they had abandoned the aid practices that were driven by altruistic and benevolence in favouring 

the recipient’s agency that had underscored its aid practices in India for a long time. Secondly 

relating to the first point, the second coming of the Cold War had caused several countries, 

Australia and India included, to rethink their strategic interests in the background of the Sino 

Soviet-Split and the Vietnam War. In this way, Tange’s letter to McMahon and the decision to cut 

aid to India became early signals of the bureaucracy’s shifting interests in the region, evidently his 

long tenure as departmental secretary of the ministry of external affairs and his influence on its 

policies formed a basis upon which broader changes were made.  

Of course, one cannot deny the influence Whitlam had on this strategic reorientation as Australia 

moved from South to South East Asia, focussing especially on Indonesia that was made evident 

as Indonesia replaced India as the main recipient of Australian aid. His visits to China and Japan 

in 1973 as not only the Australian Prime Minister but also its Foreign Minister, further legitimised 

Australia’s new regional engagement paradigm. His visit to India in the June of 1973 which, after 

the aid cut, was next momentous event in the Australia-India relationship as it shaped the ties for 

the next decade, which has been notably under-interpreted in the study of Australia-India relations 

will be covered in the next section.  

6.3.1: Whitlam’s Broader Asian Forum  

What deserves recognition is Whitlam’s initiative of creating a ‘broader Asian forum’ despite its 

limited success. Upon taking office, Whitlam the ‘man with two hats’ as both Prime and Foreign 

Minister conducted several high profile visits in his first year in office not just Asia but also Canada, 
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Britain and Western Samoa. 460 It was his Asian visits, particularly the countries he chose to visit – 

Indonesia, India, China and Japan, that highlighted Asia’s renewed significance for Australia and 

Whitlam.  

To what extent were his visits successful in creating Australia’s ‘bridge to Asia’?  461 Were they mere 

publicity visits with only pomp and show or was there did they carry more substance in deepening 

the strategic relationship of Australia with these Asian countries? For Whitlam’s visit to India the 

answer is the former while for Indonesia, China and Japan – there were more strategic and 

geopolitical undercurrents to these visits. Whitlam’s priorities in Asia, did not feature India as a 

prominent strategic ally, but Indonesia, China and Japan did. While India had been consistently 

falling out of Australia’s strategic vision since 1966 due to its pro-USSR posturing as discussed 

previously however Whitlam’s coming to office formalised Australia’s new regional strategic 

partnership which now formally excluded India. 

India’s absence from Whitlam’s Asian Regional initiative was noticed by the Indian press.  After 

Whitlam’s visit to Indonesia in the same year, The Statesman highlighted ‘[Whitlam] had during his 

visit to Djakarta proposed a scheme for economic cooperation among a greater number of 

countries of Asia. But his proposal was still too vague for Djakarta to react in a definite manner. 

Mr Whitlam was in favour of Taiwan being out of the purview of the scheme and China coming 

in but had no clear views about the participation of the Soviet Union or India’.462 A Times of India 

report was more blunt in noting that ‘India does not feature in any scheme for expansion of the 

existing Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) as proposed by Australian Prime 

Minister Mr. Gough Whitlam and the New Zealand Premier Mr. Norman Kirk’.463 The same report 

highlighted the Malaysian deputy Prime Minister Dr. Ismail’s visits to Australia and New Zealand 
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confirmed the Australian and New Zealand conception of an expanded ASEAN was its extension 

from China to ‘the Pacific Rim to include Canberra and Wellington… and of course Japan’.464 

The prospect of India being left out of regional initiatives, irrespective of how successful this 

particular initiative may be, raised questions in New Delhi about Canberra’s motives in the region. 

In a meeting between the Australian Deputy High Commissioner to India,  W.G Miller and Mr. 

Kamtekar, Joint Secretary South and South East Asia in the Ministry of External Affairs which 

was supposed to discuss the forthcoming visit of Whitlam to New Delhi, Kamtekar noted that ‘on 

many continents active regional organisations had now  been established. Asia, however, was not 

one of these’.465 He continued, getting to the point now, ‘there was interest in Indian official circles 

in Mr. Whitlam’s remarks about a possible new regional organisation which specifically mentioned 

China and Japan, but not India. What lay behind this’?466 To this, Miller’s response was that any 

new regional initiatives were based on existing formats such as ASPAC in particular the ‘realisation 

that ASPAC was no longer an appropriate forum, with the recognition by members of it of the 

government in Peking… and ASPAC was of course an East and South East Asia-oriented 

organisation’.467 Still, the warming of ties between Suharto and Whitlam in the recently issued 

Indonesia-Australia joint communique after Whitlam’s visit to Indonesia had not gone unnoticed 

by New Delhi and the notorious absence of India from Whitlam’s new regional initiative only 

exacerbated India’s suspicions towards Australia.  

Not only was India concerned with its absence in such a kind of regional forum but it was also 

critical of ‘aligned’ groupings in South East Asia with its prime interest being its only South East 

Asian regional partner – North Vietnam. As Miller tried to underplay the importance of Whitlam’s 

regionalism to pacify Kametkar by highlighting that Indonesia had other regional issues to take 
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care of. Miller commented that ‘for the time being Indonesia wished to concentrate on the 

development of ASEAN and the possible extension of it to include Burma and the Indo-China 

countries. Indonesia was immensely suspicious of China and did not want a larger body including 

China created at this point. Tun Ismail when in Australia recently had taken a similar view’.468  

While this answer satisfied Kamtekar about the growing regionalism that India was excluded from, 

it however, raised newer concerns regarding the role of alignment and how India’s only South East 

Asian ally at this point, North Vietnam, would fit into it. It was evident by this point that India 

had not sufficiently engaged with the broader South East Asia region barring North Vietnam. In 

light of this, with countries like Indonesia and Malaysia trying to expand ASEAN to include 

countries in the Indo-China into what India termed as ‘aligned groups’ furthered India’s growing 

interests in the region and made it aware of its diplomatic shortcomings in the broader South East 

Asia region.469 Kamtekar expressed that ‘India did not favour alliances as a means of safe-guarding 

national independence but preferred different methods’.470 Miller commented that this was 

remarkably similar to the Indonesian concept of “national resilience” to which Kamtekar agreed. 

Miller also put to Kamtekar the policy of providing reconstruction aid to Indo-China as a possible 

vehicle of a joint regional activity, however, North Vietnam did not want anything to do with 

multilateral aid arrangements. This diplomatic exchange and the broader lesson that India learnt 

from Whitlam’s expanding regionalism was that India needed to engage deeply with South East 

Asia and not just North Vietnam. Although was South East Asia ready for engaging with India at 

this point?       

6.4: South East Asia: New Frontiers for India-Australia Engagement?   

The main purpose of inviting Whitlam to India was so that India could engage with South East 

Asia, as Indira Gandhi and her advisors understood that Canberra was in a much better position 
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with the region than New Delhi. The question that needs to be asked is why was India suddenly 

interested in deepening its ties with South East Asia, a region it had more or less ignored since its 

independence despite its geographical proximity and socio-cultural similarities? This chapter 

assumes three broad reasons for New Delhi’s new foreign policy initiatives: Indonesia replacing 

India as Australia’s largest aid receiver, Australia’s new regional architecture initiatives that was 

taking place without India and most importantly the Vietnam War, as it was drawing to a close, 

and its implications on the future of alignments in the region.     

6.4.1: Australia’s New Favourite Aid Recipient and Strategic Partner – Indonesia  

Much of the literature on Australia-Indonesia relations has focussed on the differences between 

the two countries. Desmond Ball argues that ‘…geography has placed us next door to each other, 

we are in many significant respects strangers’.471 Gareth Evans similarly states that ‘Australia and 

Indonesia are most unusual neighbours… different in languages, cultures, religions, history, 

ethnicity, population size and in political, legal social systems’.472 Arguably, Australia had much 

more in common with India than with Indonesia, politically speaking, as discussed in chapter 3 in 

terms of having the Commonwealth connection, the English language and similar governance 

structures. What then prompted Australia to rethink its neighbourhood foreign policy as well as 

its aid policy. As Australian aid to India was cut by 85 percent in the year 1969, there was also a 

simultaneous increase of the Australian aid to Indonesia by 85 percent.473 Was it just geographical 

proximity that lead to a change in recipient priorities, or was there more global and/or regional 
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strategic motivations that marked this clear moment where Australia moved its aid interests as well 

as its broader foreign policy interests closer to home?  

The strategic convergence between Australia and Indonesia began in January of 1967 when 

Australian Foreign Minister Paul Hasluck met with his Indonesian counterpart Adam Malik in 

Jakarta as Australia formally inaugurated its Embassy in the heart of International diplomacy in 

Jakarta – Thamrin. The central aim of Hasluck’s visit was to enhance regional cooperation between 

the two countries as he claimed that he ‘had noted with interest the Indonesian Government’s 

views on the future development of regional cooperation and had been most impressed by the 

evident determination of the Indonesian Government to make a success of the programme for 

economic stabilisation and reconstruction’.474 Australia’s perceptions of Indonesia in the literature 

has mainly analysed the relationship from the threat perception of Indonesia focussing on 

Australia’s fears of Indonesia premised on ‘instability in Indonesian politics, expectations of 

disintegration, fears of communism and apprehensiveness about military adventurism475’. 

However, after Hasluck’s visit, Australia’s foreign policy shows visible changes as it wanted to 

engage with Indonesia on an economic and strategic level between 1967 and 1977. The economic 

relations were boosted by Australia’s investment as well as its foreign aid provision to Indonesia. 

Additionally, Australia’s strategic interest was most visible when it accepted Australia’s ‘secret’ 

appreciation of Indonesia’s East Timor policy in 1975.  

The key underwriter of Australia’s attempt to reshape the regional architecture were its attempts 

to secure its economic ties under Indonesia’s new leader Suharto. In this ministerial visit, the 

Australian party included the Commissioner of the Export Payments Insurance Corporation, the 

Chairman of the Export Development Council and the Head of the Export Division of the 

Department of Trade. This indicated that the Australian government was extremely motivated to 
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improve and consolidate the economic relations between the two countries. Hasluck commented 

during his visit that the ‘economic rehabilitation of Indonesia was important not just for itself but 

for the stability of the whole South East Asia’.476 Hasluck was also impressed by the way Indonesia 

had utilised its foreign aid and promised to provide more aid in accordance to the requests 

forwarded by the Indonesian Government477. After Hasluck’s meeting with Indonesia’s Minister 

for Economic and Financial Affairs Sultan Hamengkubuwono, Sultan noted that ‘Australia was 

eager to invest capital in Indonesia following Indonesia’s recent adoption of a law on foreign 

capital investment in this country. Further to this, Australian aid to Indonesia had been helpful in 

assisting Indonesia’s economic rehabilitation478. It must also be noted that also in 1967 Australia 

enthusiastically joined the Inter-Governmental Group on Indonesia (IGGI), the international 

consortium of official donors to coordinate the provision of foreign aid to Indonesia, however 

remained conspicuously absent from joining a similar consortium for India as discussed in Chapter 

5.       

Indonesia not only took note of strategic and economic interest that Australia but also showed 

signs that it was ready to reciprocate these interests despite the previous historical foreign policy 

and cultural differences. An Indonesian newspaper noted ‘Judging from the members of 

delegation, it can be seen that this official delegation has a special mission, the like of which has 

never happened before in relations between the two countries479’. The article concludes on a 

positive note ‘the Pantjaseela480 Nation guarantees a “good-neighbour” policy which is mutually 

profitable’.481  
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The litmus test for Australia’s commitment to keeping this strategic partnership with Indonesia 

alive came in 1975 when it incorporated East Timor within Indonesia overthrowing the popular 

Fretilin led government. In a cable received by the Department of Foreign Affairs from Jakarta 

noted ‘What the Indonesians really want to know is whether privately the Australian government 

still favours the incorporation of East Timor within Indonesia provided this is accomplished on 

the basis of an act of self-determination… even if [Australian government] does not agree with 

the means the we [Indonesian government] have adopted’.482 The answer was yes, but only in 

‘private’. In public, such as the United Nations General Assembly, Australia, along with countries 

who were allies of Indonesia including India, Japan and Malaysia, voted in favour of the Resolution 

384 (1975) which called for an immediate withdrawal of Indonesian forces from East Timor.483 

This vote, according to Australian press, had “shocked484” Indonesia including President Suharto 

however a cable from Jakarta to Canberra notes that the Indonesian Ambassador to Australia, Her 

Tasning, having met with Suharto states that the ‘President was generally “relaxed” and not 

worried about the state of Australia/Indonesia relations… while the President is displeased about 

the union bans on Australian ships, student demonstrations against Indonesia and the defacing of 

Australian residencies.. he did not permit these matters to upset the very good relations which had 

been built up in the recent years’.485  

Australian diplomats and the newly elected Fraser government, keen to get off on a good start in 

regional diplomacy, were at the forefront of maintaining the warm relations with Jakarta. 

Australia’s Ambassador to Indonesia and arguably the architect of the transformed relationship 

between Australia and Indonesia, Richard Woolcott, urged Australia to ‘accept the inevitability of 
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East Timor’s incorporation into Indonesia letting the dust settle and looking ahead’.486 Woolcott 

stated ‘we face one of the foreign policy decisions which face most countries one timor (sic) or 

another... it is a choice between what might be described as Wilsonian idealism or Kissingerian 

realism, the former is more proper and principled but longer-term national interest may be served 

by the latter – we do not think we can have it both ways487’. The new Prime Minister Malcolm 

Fraser and his Foreign Affairs Minister Andrew Peacock were also cautious in their comments on 

the East Timor political crisis. While Fraser deferred all authority to his Minister on speaking on 

this matter at a National Press Club luncheon on the day of the invasion 7th December 1975 while 

Peacock when asked to comment on Indonesia’s inevitable incorporation of East Timor stated ‘its 

not a question of us favouring incorporations it’s a question of is ensuring the self-determination 

processes are set in motion…’.488 Despite the negative criticism in Australian press about the 

political crisis, which included the killing of Australian journalists in Dilli, Canberra was keen to 

preserve its relations with Indonesia which was seen as the leader of the South East Asia region 

and Indonesia reciprocated this as it too wanted to be on good terms with its ‘south door 

neighbour’ as it came with economic benefits.     

6.4.2: India an Unreliable, Disruptive and Unpredictable Regional Partner       

In these circumstances as Australia was trying to exercise strategic diplomacy in the region – how 

did India, who was not an immediate neighbour – figure in Australia’s strategic vision? Moreover, 

was an Indonesia-Australia-India trilateral relationship viable under these new strategic strains? A 

lot depended on how Indonesia, and other South East Asian, states saw India in their own 

respective strategic visions. Ultimately, India was not a popular choice for a diplomatic partner for 

South East Asia, in particular Indonesia due to its behaviour in the past of using force in the 1971 
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war, its present interests of bringing indirectly the Sino-Soviet rivalry in the region and bleak future 

of the problems in India which included economy which had little in common with South East 

Asia. The choice was clear for Australia – India could not be included in any regional architecture 

that involved South East Asia, if it wanted to continue its strategic relationship with Indonesia. As 

a result, Australia’s relations with India was were further deprioritised due to India’s perceptions 

held by the South East Asian countries which was arguably the doing of India’s own ignorance of 

the region especially since Indira Gandhi took office in 1966.      

India’s size and its own subcontinent’s problems was the leading cause in making it a highly 

unpopular partner in the region, what also did not help was that its demands of “senior” status in 

Asia, including South East Asia. In a memorandum drafted by Keith Waller, the Secretary of the 

Department of Foreign Affairs to Whitlam who was also the Minister of Foreign Affairs, he 

highlighted the need for Australia to pivot its foreign policy closer to home, in South East Asia, 

echoing Tange’s earlier reassessments. Strategically, this move meant that Australia had to leave 

India out of its regional cooperation architecture as it was evidently ‘not popular with its 

neighbours [of South East Asia] and that none of the South East Asian countries wish to encourage 

India participate in their affairs’.489 Attitudes of South East Asian countries were vehemently 

against India joining any regional grouping, as the memo notes that India’s understanding of the 

South East Asian region was ‘superficial and self-interested’, whose ‘arrogant manner and 

patronising attitudes were widely resented’.490   Moreover, President Soeharto of Indonesia and 

Prime Minister Tun Razak of Malaysia had specifically indicated to the Australian government that 

they did not want India in any new regional organisation. The Indonesians had even told the 

Indians fairly bluntly on several occasions when the desirability of a new broader regional 
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organisation was raised, as ASPAC and SEATO became less relevant, that problems involved in 

India’s existing “small sub-regional organisation” were more than enough for them to cope with.491  

In these circumstances any Australian initiative aimed at opening any doors for India, perhaps in 

its ‘broader Asian forum’, would have not been welcomed and could cause severe strains in their 

relations with immediate neighbours and favoured strategic partners. The Australian bureaucracy 

argued that they had more in common with the ASEAN countries in their concept of zone of 

peace, freedom and neutrality. While Australia was not seeking a membership or even observer 

status in ASEAN it was of the view that ‘[ASEAN] was an extremely useful sub-regional 

organisation in its own rights with realistic objectives and attitudes towards the problems of South 

East Asia’.492 This highlights a key feature of strategic culture – that of a group’s ‘most salient 

beliefs and attitudes’.493 There are certain shared values and beliefs that make certain countries 

more compatible allies than others. In identifying a ‘zone of peace’, India was not seen as a country 

that was amenable to this. There was a specific reference to India’s use of military force in the 14-

day war against Pakistan in 1971 that created Bangladesh which did not agree with shared value of 

peace and neutrality as it ‘reinforced the impression that India was willing to use force to gain what 

it considers legitimate objectives’.494 The memo also notes that this also made Bangladesh 

vulnerable to Indian interests.     

The roots of strategic culture are deeply influenced by the geopolitical setting and its political 

culture.495 There was a significant shift in not only how Australia perceived its geopolitical position 

as it re-oriented towards the South East Asian countries but also how it placed India in the region. 

So, when a new Asian regional cooperation was being canvassed in the early 1970s, India was 
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conspicuously left out of this new map. Waller reasons, ‘it would be counterproductive for one 

country on the fringe of the region to express support for membership for another country on the 

fringe of the region’.496  

The political culture of Australian foreign policy also underwent a shift as it broadened the concept 

of security. Arguably, the material forces of the Cold War were still at play in this re-assessment of 

Australian foreign policy’s regional tilt away from India as it took place under the shadow of the 

1971 Indo-Soviet Treaty of Peace, Friendship and Cooperation. This caused much distrust towards 

India and its non-aligned status as discussed previously especially in India’s ties with North 

Vietnam, there was however a significant change in Australia’s strategic and political culture 

specifically how it viewed its relationship with Asia. Waller writes in the memo that in adopting a 

long term objective of participating in a new regional organisation would endeavour Australia to 

‘inter-alia give expression to its desire to shift the main emphasis of foreign policy from the military 

to the political field’.497 This realignment would also go onto have ramifications on the drivers of 

Australia’s foreign aid. Simply put, Australia did not want to dampen its ties with the South East 

Asian countries by supporting India due to its poor reputation amongst them.   

6.4.3 India’s attempts to get back into the region  

Australia’s strategic convergence with Indonesia did not go unnoticed by India, not just by its 

senior bureaucracy but also by the Prime Minister Indira Gandhi, nor did the drastic cut of 

Australian aid. New Delhi connected the dots between Australia’s regional initiatives and the 

exclusion of India, and that the cutting of aid was a huge sign by Canberra of its diminishing 

interests in New Delhi. That Whitlam chose to visit Indonesia as his first visit to Asia only added 

to India’s growing suspicion of Australia’s new regionalism. Gandhi’s invitation to Whitlam to visit 

India in June of 1973 was an attempt to by India re-establish its relations with Australia, particularly 
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its economic and aid ties, and also to recalibrate its non-aligned stance after it had signed the treaty 

with USSR. This was also a chance for Australia to strengthen its ties in the broader Asian 

continent and also discuss common themes such as creating the Indian Ocean Zone of Peace and 

French nuclear tests in the Pacific. Overall the success of visit was more important for India as it 

was enveloped by internal problems and its international relations had also taken a hit post the 

1971 war with Pakistan. This visit was moderately successful as its resulted in an increase in 

Australian aid to India for the following brief period between 1975-1976, however, it did not result 

in any long term and sustainable impacts on the India-Australia strategic relationship.   

There were two broad reasons why Gandhi had invited Whitlam to India, the first was undoubtedly 

driven by the cut in Australian aid which was related to Australia’s growing regional agenda that 

favoured Indonesia over India and this she wanted to understand more closely; while the second 

was to ‘show her critics at home and abroad that India was not isolated in an exclusively pro-

Russian camp, nor that India was completely preoccupied with Pakistan and China but could look 

further afield’.498  

It was apparent that the drastic cut in Australian aid to India has been noticed by the Indians and 

this visit was seen as a way to make amends so that Australia could resume its initial aid role 

towards India. In her speech at the banquet dinner on Whitlam’s visit, Indira Gandhi said ‘In our 

part of the world India and Australia both face a changed and challenging international situation. 

The relaxation of Cold War postures had exposed the hollowness of military alliances but old 

concepts of balance of power still overshadow us. As a country of pioneers, Australia has a 

significant contribution to make to the cause of international peace and to a joint endeavour in 

resolving the world’s problems499’. The contribution that she is referring to here is aid. It becomes 

clearer as she goes on ‘...the failure of rains this year has led to shortages of several essential 
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articles… however this temporary phase should not blind us to the considerable progress we have 

made in the last 25 years… we believe that development has primarily come out of our own labour 

and savings. But friends and neighbours can help. We appreciate the aid given through those years 

by many countries including yours’.500 As discussed in the Chapter 5, one of the key concerns of 

the Australian diplomats who were responsible for monitoring Australia’s aid to India including 

Tange, was the lack of recognition from their Indian counterparts for Australia’s large aid efforts 

in India despite having excellent diplomatic ties in New Delhi. Tange’s successor in New Delhi, 

Patrick Shaw notes that ‘we [Australians] have taken pains to work harmoniously with Indians in 

the bureaucracy and in the fields. Of all the foreign aid givers in India, I believe that Australians 

have the best reputation’.501 Shaw here notes one of the key constraints in the past and current that 

inhibited a strong India-Australia relationship - difficulties in the Australian bureaucratic 

machinery to gel with their often inefficient and non-responsive Indian counterparts, this will be 

expanded upon later in this section.  

Most importantly, in the Joint Communique issued by both Australia and India on the conclusion 

of this visit there was an explicit appreciation by India of the aid provided by Australia. The 

Communique read ‘the two Prime Ministers exchanged views on regional cooperation. They 

reaffirmed the importance attached by their respective governments to increasing regional 

cooperation and the contribution such cooperation can make to easing international tensions, 

broadening understandings among nations and to the economic and social advancement of 

countries in the region. In this context the contributions made to the objectives by Colombo Plan 

and Economic Commission for Asia and the Far East’.502 That the Australian aid was mentioned 

under the umbrella of regional cooperation rather than development or economic relations was 

not a coincidence. It was a subtle nudge at the historic regional relations between India and 
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Australia of which a major component was the aid. Nevertheless, New Delhi was on a reparation 

spree of its relations with Canberra and these explicit appreciative gestures were all geared towards 

that. Then, just to drive the point home, in the conclusion paragraph of the communique there 

was an explicit mention of India’s appreciation of Australia’s aid which was also reciprocated by 

Australia ‘The Prime Minister of India expressed the appreciation of Australian assistance to 

economic development in India, particularly Australian involvement in long range agricultural 

development programme. The Australian Prime Minister stated his government’s intention to 

maintain and if possible to expand its participation in India’s economic development’.503   

The criticisms that had been made of India’s dependence on foreign aid, specifically by Australia, 

were also addressed in this visit. A part of the Australian delegation was Sir John Crawford, who 

had advised the Indian government through the 1940s and 1950s on its agricultural policies and 

‘even prepared a major report for the Indian Government on agricultural problems which was 

highly regarded in India at the time’.504 Crawford’s growing concerns with the Indian economy’s 

dependence on aid is also addressed in Chapter 5. Making amends regarding previously ignored 

Australian concerns was a top priority for India as was making sure that the foreign aid to India 

continues. Indira Gandhi in the banquet speech continues ‘we are conscious that such external 

assistance is no substitute for self-reliance and that the best aid is that which contributes to self 

reliance and growth in the recipient countries. We hope that developing countries will open their 

doors a little wider to the products of developing countries in order to promote health self-reliance. 

Australia has set a good example in this direction505’.  

It was also in India’s interest to reassure Australia that it was not completely economically 

dependent on the USSR, and that there was a need to expand the India-Australia economic 
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relationship which would bolster their political and strategic ties. In Whitlam’s meeting the 

Minister of Planning, D. P. Dhar, he informed the Prime Minister that the magnitude of Soviet 

aid had been overplayed and that the largest Aid India Consortium was India’s biggest aid giver. 

He also highlighted the difficulties in cooperating with USSR ‘The important point is however was 

not so much the totality of India’s aid receipt as the growth of India’s industrial development… 

there were inherent limitations to cooperation with the USSR, particularly because sophisticated 

technology being sought in India in certain areas was not available in the Soviet Union’.506 Dhar 

also believed that the time had come to put the India-Australia economic relations on a more 

formal institutional basis and to consider the establishment of a joint body along the lines of the 

committee which India had established with the United Kingdom. Dhar ‘saw no reason why the 

economic and commercial relations between Australia and India should not be given greater 

intimacy’.507  

However, the Australian bureaucracy, as later evidence suggests, was not totally party to this 

proposal because of the incompatibility of the two bureaucracies. The fault largely lay with the 

Indian side as the Indian bureaucracy in general, and towards Australia in particular, was not 

ingenious in making and following up on expressions of interest such as the one Dhar made 

regarding a joint economic body. It’s inability to be proactive and lack of coordination at senior 

bureaucratic levels made the Australian bureaucrats wary of setting up any such bilateral 

coordination institutions, as Shaw notes, about setting up such a body,  in a cablegram to Whitlam 

who was rather attracted to such an idea ‘it would constitute a drain on the time of very senior 

Australian officials, and possibly ministers, and tend to reinforce the Indian tendency to expect 

others to identify and work up projects or business propositions for them’.508 
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This visit would shape the Australian bureaucracy’s perceptions of their Indian counterpart’s image 

for the foreseeable future as one that is rather difficult to cooperate The lack of coordination was 

noted by senior diplomat David Anderson and acting Minister of External Affairs who had also 

accompanied Whitlam to India as he commented that Dhar’s proposal for a joint economic body 

was missing from the joint communique issued by Whitlam and Gandhi. In a letter to Shaw he 

wrote ‘Dhar’s failure to consult his colleagues about his proposals and Swaran Singh’s consequent 

decision not to put forward anything for inclusion in the Communique, led to those members of 

our party who were involved to take a harshly negative line’.509 Indian officials, it was noted by the 

Australians, often came with a lot of expectations but were not necessarily keen to do the legwork 

to actually accomplish a substantial commercial relationship with Australia. Anderson thus notes 

that ‘...there are reservations in Overseas Trade … the idea of even an informal three-monthly 

meeting in Delhi should be approached with caution’.510 

A central driving force to India’s thankful gestures was also driven by its somewhat new strategic 

interests in the region, where it feared that it was being excluded by Japan and not, in fact, the 

South East countries or even Australia. That the regional leaders Indonesia and Malaysia of South 

East Asia, were vociferously against India joining any regional forum and therefore Australia also 

keeping them at bay was not the perception India held. In preparation for the Whitlam visit, 

Australian bureaucrats and diplomats were concerned that Whitlam’s regionalism, of which India 

was not a part, would be a sore spot for India for which it would hold Australia responsible could 

raise embarrassing diplomatic situations during the visit. An article in the Sydney Morning Herald 

noted ‘seen from Delhi, Australia increasingly appears a country of growing influence with its 

neighbours in the region. Australia’s close political and commercial links with Indonesia and with 

Japan are matters of some interest to India. Delhi has never had the influence in Jakarta that once 
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it hoped for and still would like’.511Australia was thus aware of its strategic importance for India 

and the its bureaucrats were concerned that the     

However, as it turned out, while India was regretful of its omission from the new regional 

architecture, it actually perceived that it was the Japanese that kept it out and this matter was not 

raised by the Indian officials at all during the visit. A cablegram from the Australian embassy in 

Tokyo reads ‘contrary to some press reports, he [Swaran Singh] did not seek Indian support for 

the concept nor did the Indians raise the question of Indian membership… Swaran Singh at one 

point almost resignedly to Japanese opposition to Indian participation in certain regional 

arrangements, but did not pursue the matter’.512 In Whitlam’s lengthy meeting with Swaran Singh, 

the Indian Minister of External Affairs, Singh raised the Japan issue again –  

‘Only a few years ago Japan had not displayed an active or even vocal interest in political matters 

as such. This applied as much to its immediate neighbourhood as to regions further afield such as 

the Indian sub-continent. Nevertheless, India did not have basic differences with Japan and the 

relationship was one of understanding despite their occasional differences. In south-east Asia 

Japan had been proceeding on the basis that India should not take part in regional institutional 

arrangements. India had tried not to gate crash. Japan would have to take a greater interest political 

affairs [of India]…’.513 

India’s fear of Japan had been discussed in the Australian media, ‘[India] frankly fears Japan, which 

it suspects may one day match its economic superpower status with commensurate military 

power’.514  This assumption of Indian foreign policy makers of blaming Japan for its exclusion 

from the region was not something that the Australians were in a hurry to correct, certainly not at 

the expense of ruining their ‘goodwill’ visit which was going rather well even though the Australian 
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bureaucrats did not have great expectations from this visit. In the press briefing before the visit, 

Richard Woolcott, who was at the time the deputy secretary of the Department of Foreign Affairs, 

had stated ‘we are not expecting any agreements or spectacular developments as a result of it 

[Whitlam’s visit] but he [Whitlam] sees it as an important part of the pattern of developing contacts 

with Asian countries at the head of government level515’. It becomes clear that this visit was more 

to do with Whitlam and Labor’s historical relationship with India than the Australian Foreign 

Affairs bureaucracy’s strategic interests in the region. Moreover, working with the Indian 

bureaucrats who did not seem to reciprocate the work that they put in in adding substance to the 

bilateral relationship actively turned them away from investing more manpower into India.    

6.4.3.1: A Labor-led Australia: India’s ‘emotional ally’  

For the Australian Labor Party (ALP), India has held an emotional place in their international 

relations, this emotion was largely sympathy. As discussed in chapter 5, India was the largest 

recipient of Australian aid. It was indeed the Labor government under Chifley that had set this 

precedent of making India the largest recipient, as soon as India gained independence in 1947, 

which was then continued by the Menzies government as well as his Liberal Party successors till 

1969. Although the idea that India held a strategic promise as a regional ally enjoyed bipartisan 

support in Australian federal politics where you had a Bertram Stevens from the National Party 

who authored ‘New Horizons’ that propagated the idea of India being a strong economic 

powerhouse but none were as sympathetic to India as Ben Chifley, Australia’s Labor Prime 

Minister between 1945 and 1949.  

The Chifley-Nehru relationship stood in stark contrast to the Menzies-Nehru relationship, as an 

article on the visit notes ‘not since the day when Mr. Chifley chummed up with Mr. Nehru at the 

1948 Prime Minister’s Conference in London have relations been especially close’.516It was at this 
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very conference where Chifley overruled his own Foreign Minister Evatt, in supporting India’s bid 

to join the Commonwealth while being a republic. Nehru had even asked Chifley to mediate the 

Kashmir dispute517. There was a strong historical connection between Labor Prime Ministers and 

the Nehru family, who had now produced two Prime Ministers for India.  

Whitlam continued this tradition and he also brought with him to this visit, officials and journalists 

who also had similar sympathies for India or were influential senior bureaucrats in the Australian 

government  and some who would go on to occupy important government positions impacting 

the Australia-India relationship. As noted in Chapter 3, the Australian delegation for Whitlam’s 

visit comprised of a substantial number of influential political and economic officials – most 

importantly John Crawford and Bruce Grant. Woolcott in a press briefing before the visit said 

‘taking Sir John Crawford to India is rather like the taking of Sir Richard Kirby to Indonesia; its 

underlining a former contact with the country; a man who is known and respected there’.518 It was 

the addition of Bruce Grant, a public affairs commentator in the newspaper The Age, to the 

Australian delegation that got widespread media attention and generated curiosity whether he 

would be Shaw’s successor in New Delhi. Grant had also accompanied Whitlam to Indonesia 

earlier in the year. According to Woolcott, ‘he [Grant] had been quite close to Mr. Whitlam as an 

unofficial advisor probably throughout 1971-72’.519 Undoubtedly, Grant greatly influenced 

Whitlam’s thinking about the international relations of the Asia-Pacific at the time pertaining to 

the Sino-Soviet split and India’s position in the second coming of the Cold War.   

It was Grant who described Australia as India’s ‘emotional ally’ during the Whitlam years in two 

aspects of the relationship – in managing the India-China relationship and responding to India’s 

request for an increase in Australia’s aid to India during the visit. Grant argues that the Indian 
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foreign policy attitude at the time was largely driven by its emotional ties especially towards its 

adversaries, with China it shared the common struggle against European power, with Pakistan 

cultural and family ties and with the US its love-hate relationship that India once had with 

Britain520. He remained optimistic for the future of the India-China relationship despite the Sino-

Soviet split and that Australia could play the role of an important regional ally for India who could 

advocate ‘sensible, middle-of road responses’.521 He was of the opinion that the improvement in 

China-India relations was highly likely because China was not under the impression that India was 

a pawn in Moscow’s game of world domination and as China was ‘opening up to the West (to the 

east, actually) and to South East Asia- improving relations with India would not create any 

problems and would indeed be popular’.522 

Whitlam similarly wanted to display Australia’s ‘middle of road’ stance in the second Cold War, as 

it were, that this visit ‘was a measure of reassurance, both to India and to the Soviet Union, that 

our [Australia’s] present foreign policy is not excessively oriented towards China’.523 There were 

similar motives behind both countries in trying to reassure the other that they were not in the orbit 

of either China or the USSR. With Nixon going to China the February of 1972 and the following 

US preoccupation with China, the Australian media was predicting a similar affair with Australian 

foreign policy as Whitlam was scheduled to visit China in October of 1973. However, the 

Australian foreign policy stated that ‘we attach importance to our new relationship with China, but 

it is not the central or the only pre-occupation of our foreign policy. We do not intend that our 

relationship with China should be at the expense of our relations with other Asian countries’.524  

Swaran Singh in his meeting with Whitlam informed him that ‘a message had been intercepted 

during the Bangladesh crisis in which China gave moral support to the Pakistani commander in 
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Bangladesh. The Bangladesh and POW issues had made India’s relations with China “not at all 

satisfactory”’.525 Whitlam reassured Singh that India had Australia’s full support for the Indo-

Bangladesh Joint Declaration, despite China not according recognition of Bangladesh which 

‘deeply disappointed’ Australia. 526  

This reassurance also carried through in Whitlam’s promise for increasing Australian aid to India 

as was mentioned in the joint communique. For the period following this visit, between 1974 and 

1976, India saw the minor blip in aid from Australia mentioned in Chapter 1.527 The aid consisted 

of agricultural related assistance commodities and food grains which was Australia’s forte. What is 

more important to note is that it this period that aid from big western donors, such as the US, had 

slowed down post the 1971 war because India’s treaty with the USSR and India’s general 

‘resentment of America’s natural wealth, friendship with Pakistan, “imperialist” policies and a 

personal animus between the two heads of the government’ had caused severe strains in the 

relationship.528 More obviously, the disagreement of the two countries on the Vietnam war 

significantly impeded on the US-India ties. As a result, western confidence in India and its 

development was lagging and India needed to build it up to continue receiving aid.  

The Whitlam government was an important ally for India in sustaining this confidence. According 

to Grant, ‘India would be in trouble if there were a sag in international confidence, if the affluent 

countries turned their backs on development’.529 The actions of Whitlam, not only his grand visit, 

but also thereafter Australia’s increase in aid after a sizeable cut in 1969 underlined the role of 

Australia, a rich country, showing confidence in India, indisputably a have-not. Thus, as Grant 

writes about Australia-India relationship ‘an affluent country, with a progressive government 
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committed to improving the situation of the world’s poorest countries, as an emotional ally’.530But 

the problem with emotions, and leaders, is that they change frequently, more so in democracies. 

After Whitlam’s sacking and Indira’s Gandhi’s declaration of emergency in 1975, it became unlikely 

that this emotional alliance was tenable.   

Current literature overemphasises the supposed ‘demarche’ brought in by the apex leaders into the 

bilateral relationship, especially in the context of the Whitlam-Indira Gandhi phase.531 The aid 

relationship shows that there was not much recourse in terms of leadership on the strategic 

relationship of the two countries. As this chapter shows, Whitlam was actively seeking a regional 

relationship with Asia that did not include India. South East Asian countries too felt similarly 

about including India in any regional architecture due to its economic and strategic issues. Perhaps 

the Fraser-Desai leadership yielded more positive results in finding a common ground between 

the countries, as mentioned in Chapter 1. Ultimately, the aid cut to India reflected the demise of 

the strategic promise that was once held by Australia.   

6.5 Conclusion 

 Australia’s strategic relations with India changed significantly post 1966, culminating in the 

sizeable cut in its aid to India in 1969. As Australia’s aid became more driven by its own strategic 

interests as its strategic relationships in the region began to influence its aid allocations. Meg Gurry 

argues that the lack of substance in the Australia-India relationship is to do with Australia’s neglect 

of India and its interests during this period, thereby putting the blame on the Australian side for 

not putting forth enough effort to develop strong ties with India.532 Chapter 5 tells us that India, 

as the largest aid recipient of Australian aid, held a strategic promise for Australia and that there 

was significant interest at the Australian ministerial, bureaucratic and academic levels in New Delhi. 
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India was also the first country that Australia set up its ministerial talks with, followed much later 

by Indonesia and Japan.  

What made the Australia-India relationship particularly tenuous was India’s own actions, in 

particular its foreign policy positions post 1966 regarding the Vietnam war and its slowly 

deteriorating relationship with the US. It is a fact that Australia was heavily involved in the Vietnam 

War, especially after 1965 as it upgraded its military commitment to South Vietnam. In light of 

this, India’s warm ties with Hanoi became a major irritant in their bilateral relationship as both 

countries were supporting opposite sides in the war. The bureaucratic relationship of the two 

countries also suffered serious strains due to the lack of interest and follow up often displayed by 

the Indian officials which left the Australian side to do the heavy lifting in terms of being proactive 

in furthering the relationship. This put serious doubt on the future of institutionalisation of the 

economic relationship between the two countries, which was a key factor in establishing a strategic 

relationship for Australia.    

 Simultaneously, Australia was also establishing new strategic ties closer to home as the ASEAN 

was formed in 1967. The shifting of Australia’s strategic interests to Indonesia, arguably the leader 

of the region and the largest country of ASEAN, also took the attention away from India. 

Indonesia became the largest recipient of Australian aid from 1970 onwards as Australia looked to 

closely align with Asia. This was also a strategic Cold War choice as the ASEAN was formed as 

expressively anti-communist regional body, Australia’s support for it was driven by its own 

strategic interests in supporting the United States in its fight against communism in the region 

which it was already doing by fighting alongside it in the Vietnam War.  

While Whitlam did bring temporary relief to the suffering Australia-India with an increase in 

Australia’s aid to India for a brief period between 1974 and 1976 as well as a grand visit, it was 

evident that India was not a significant part of the emerging strategic regional architecture for the 

future. After Whitlam’s departure, Australian aid to India was cut again as newer partners for 
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Australia began to emerge not just in Indonesia but also China, who by 1972 had been accepted 

by the United States.        
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7. Aid, Trade and Bureaucratic Interests: Constraints and Contradictions 1978-1989  

7.1 Introduction  

Australian foreign policy, post 1977, became closely aligned with its economic interests and this 

had major impacts on its foreign aid policy towards India. Largely this alignment was due to the 

influence of the growing trend of protectionism in the global economy particularly in the United 

States and Europe which subsequently had adverse impacts on the Australian economy. This new 

economic reality had political, diplomatic, and strategic ramifications that essentially meant 

‘Australia’s foreign policy increasingly had come to mean foreign economic policy’.533 Gradually 

during this period, Australia’s aid policies became married to its trade policies including its aid to 

India. However, what created varying constrains and allowances in the Australia-India aid 

relationship was the role that the aid and foreign affairs bureaucracy played at different intervals. 

The initially struggling bilateral trade and political relationship gave way to a more positive aid and 

trade relationship with the setting up of the High Level Official Group (HLOG) in the 1987-1988 

summits and the eventual awarding of the Indian concessional aid Piparwar Coal Project to 

Australia in 1989.   

Between 1978-1988, Australia was reassessing its relationship with the developing world. In 1978 

Malcolm Fraser announced the establishment of a committee to examine Australia’s foreign 

relations with the third world. In 1979 the ‘Harries Report’ was released which noted that ‘aid plays 

a role in serving Australia’s national interest… and may be a useful tool in developing relationships 

which are considered desirable for broader foreign policy reasons.’534 Arguably, factors such as 

humanitarian consideration were placed on low priority as drivers of Australian aid. The aid 

program was largely devised to geo-politically advantage Australia’s relations and image on a global 
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scale. The report notes that ‘Australia’s aid efforts should continue to be concentrated in the Asia-

Pacific region’.535   

Subsequently, a more critical review of specifically Australia’s aid programme was undertaken 

between 1981 and 1984 termed as the Jackson Review released which was released in 1984. 

Essentially this review, much like the Harries Report also mandated that Australia’s foreign aid to 

be closely aligned to its diplomatic objectives and using ‘aid as a vehicle for promoting goodwill 

towards Australia’.536 However, Eldridge notes that ‘in comparison to the Harries Report which 

accords  humanitarian goals a very low priority and dismissed the idea of ‘basic needs’ with 

contempt, the Jackson committee at least attempts to take issues regarding equity seriously even 

though their conclusions do not differ significantly from Harries’.537 The Jackson Report also 

recommended that Australian aid should be continued to be delivered in grant form – a practice 

from the earliest days of the Colombo Plan.  The focus on geographical distribution of aid also 

remained the same with Asia-Pacific being the most preferred region as it sits closest to Australia. 

Here in lies the puzzle for this particular chapter in Australia’s aid to India. The Jackson Report 

acknowledged that India was one a major recipient of Australian aid however was now no longer 

receiving an adequate allotment of aid despite its development status. The report clearly underlined 

that ‘[India] by most of the criteria that determine allocations of aid … should rank higher in 

Australia’s aid program than it does’.538 McKinley echoes this neglect of India in the Indian Ocean 

Region by Australia as he argues that that India’s problems were similar to the development 

problems faced by the South Pacific and were normally managed bilaterally.539 In 1984 Foreign 
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Minister Hayden had remarked in a speech on the Indian Ocean upon being asked why India did 

not receive the suggested aid ‘the relatively low level of priority we have given our relationship 

with India has not been to our advantage… it cannot be argued that we have done ourselves or 

anybody else good by it’.540 However, as Sandy Gordon notes ‘following Mr. Hayden’s speech the 

negligible aid programme to India was further cut despite the fact that a major aid review 

recommended that it should be increased’.541 

The aid numbers, particularly Australia’s declining aid to India did not however match its overall 

aid story. By 1987-88, more aid was being provided to Mauritius, Nepal and Sri Lanka individually 

than India.542 By 1988, Australia’s aid to India had fallen to $2.8 million. Minister Hayden had 

argued previously that these aid cuts to India were due to a decline in the aid budget as Weigold 

notes.543 In comparison, however, Australia’s aid to China by 1988 had reached $34 million starting 

from a zero base in 1980.544 This substantially weakened the tight financial circumstances 

argument. So, what explains the drivers of Australian aid to India during this period? 

7.1.1 Economic Interests of Australian Aid  

Between 1978 and 1989, the strategic pursuit of Australia’s aid to India shifted to promote its 

economic interests, primarily in the areas of investment and concessional financing.  This is a 

significant variation within the donor’s strategic interests as noted in Chapter 3, where H1b notes 

that strategic aid can be provided to promote the donor’s trade and investment interests. As 

Australia’s traditional economic partners such as the United States faced economic recession, 
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Canberra was on the lookout for other trading partners in the region. Additionally, traditional aid 

that Australia had been providing to India mainly in grant form and food was also de-emphasised 

as the aid budget shrank considerably during this period. As Australia’s foreign policy became 

increasingly aligned with its economic policy, its aid programmes began to reflect these changed 

priorities as well. Aid to India thus fell under the shadow of these economic interests. Intrinsically, 

however, this was still strategic only now the kind of strategic interests being promoted were 

economic.  

Despite strong recommendations from aid and foreign policy reviews undertaken during this time, 

aid to India did not see an increase until 1989 where there was a substantial increase largely because 

of the Piparwar Coal Mine project set up under Development Import Finance Facility (DIFF). To 

repair the dwindling Australia-India relations during this period, senior bureaucrats particularly 

from the Department of Foreign Affairs argued that more aid should be allocated to India. 

However, they faced substantial bureaucratic barriers to turn their policies into action. The 

competing interests of the trade, foreign aid and economic departments had disagreements on the 

quantity and quality of aid that should be allocated to India based on their interests, resources, and 

even past experiences in dealing with New Delhi.    

Yet, a substantial ‘aid for trade’ deal was signed between Australia and India in 1989 despite 

significant inter-departmental tussle. Largely, this was driven by the business and investment 

interests of Australia. The Piparwar Coal Mine project facilitated a closer relationship between the 

business communities of both countries as Australian companies wanted to secure the Indian 

market. The Australian bidding for this project was also lead by senior bureaucrats within the 

Department of Foreign Affairs, who were advocating Australia’s growing economic interest in 

India.   
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7.1.2 Chapter Outline   

This chapter aims to explore the causes behind the fluctuating aid relations between Australia and 

India between 1978 and 1898. In particular, it tries to understand what factors explain the 

variations in Australia’s economic relations during this period with India that  between 1988 where 

the aforementioned aid was almost negligible to in 1989 where Australia financed its largest 

concessional aid project in India, the Piparwar Coal Project which was a $35 million aid package 

with a concessional package of $61.5 million for coalmine development.   

Section one looks at the period between 1978 and 1984 particularly what factors lead to the linkage 

of Australia’s foreign policy to its economic policies. Specifically, how did this new foreign 

economic policy approach that favoured trade over aid impact the Australia India bilateral 

relations. It finds that a drift began to appear during this time driven by the economic policies of 

the two countries and despite having similar outlooks about a more equitable world order.  

Section two focuses on the period of 1984-1985 where it finds that the after the initial turbulence 

in Indian politics with the assassination of Prime Minister Indira Gandhi , there were hopes of 

arresting the widening drift with the Rajiv Gandhi taking office in 1984. However, the barriers to 

arrest this drift became apparent due to the bureaucratic shortcomings of the Australian 

Department of Foreign Affairs. In particular, the role of Graham Feakes, Australia’s High 

Commissioner to India between 1984 and 1990, is examined. Feakes’ annual review of Australia-

India relations of 1985 underlined the need for Australia to increase its aid to India if Canberra 

wanted to resume strong relations with New Delhi.  

Section three focuses on the aftermath of Feakes’ review and the subsequent haste with which the 

bureaucratic part of the Australian foreign policy machinery attempted to create dialogue with 

New Delhi to establish mutually beneficial aid relations despite certain inter-departmental 

roadblocks. It finds that not all the departments of the government were on board with this plan 

and that since the linkage of foreign and economic policy had already taken place this had 
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significant impact on Australia’s eventual bid for the Piparwar Coal mine project in 1987. Dr. 

Stuart Harris, Secretary of the Department of Foreign Affairs between 1984 and 1988, in driving 

this bid and setting up the HLOG with India, provided momentum to the previously drifting 

Australia-India relations. Despite the friendly vibes between Bob Hawke and Rajiv Gandhi, 

Australia-India bilateral relations needed a wholesome bureaucratic push which was provided by 

key senior bureaucrats such as Feakes and Harris.  

7.2 Linking Foreign Policy and Economic Policy – Causes and Impacts    

As Malcolm Fraser settled into his second term of office in January 1978, the debates in Australia’s 

international relations were predominantly centred around economic issues. A looming recession 

and the impact of the European Economic Community (EEC) protectionism on Australian 

primary production, resentments created in ASEAN countries by Australia’s own protectionism, 

and the uncertainty of American economic future certainly sobered Australia’s foreign policy 

thinking. Coral Bell notes that ‘debates on economic issues seemed to have replaced the earlier 

ones about security, alliances, relations with the dominant powers… the immediate problems of 

making a living appeared more pressing than the remote though visible question marks over the 

future power balance in the corner of the world that Australia lives in’.545    

7.2.1 Australia’s New Foreign Economic Policy  

A series of major changes in the international economic order presented a challenge to Australia’s 

traditional alliance-reliant foreign policy of post-World War II era. For the most part of this era 

the economics and foreign affairs managed to maintain a healthy distance as the foreign policy 

almost exclusively seemed to seek security while the economic policy benefited from a liberal 

international economic order. The United States was the provider of both. However, by the early 

1980s, as the global economy went through a recession, United States was unable to provide both, 
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especially the economic security. Richard Higgott notes that ‘increasing economic conflict 

accompanied the demise of the short-lived golden era of liberal international economic order 

underwritten by post World War II ‘American hegemony’ and the emergence of what we might 

call the ‘new mercantilism’’. 546 One of the major impacts of this new mercantilism was on the 

Australia-United States relationship most obviously on the economic front but it also held 

consequences on the security relations.  

While not immediate, but, the slowly eroding Australia-United States through this period 

eventually lead Australia to look for other trading partners in the region in response to the changing 

international economic order. One of the significant features of the new mercantilism, aside from 

increasing economic nationalism and emergence of protectionism was that ‘the United States was 

no longer seemingly willing or able to be the provider of the public good of order in the 

international economy’.547 Fraser’s visit to the United States underlined the growing economic 

divergence of the two traditional allies who had earlier proposed to Vice President George Bush 

that the various forms of tariff and non-tariff barriers to international trade were aggravating world 

recession.548 By the time the labour government of Bob Hawke took office in 1983 the Australia-

United States relationship was facing considerable strains due to the growing protectionism in the 

United States.  

The major cause of the strain on the Australia-United States alliance was caused by the 

‘competition created for Australia’s wheat and sugar in export markets by subsidized American 

exports of the same commodities.549 The other notable cause of tensions in the relationship was 

the growing anti-nuclear political trend in the South Pacific region which questioned the 

 
546 Richard Higgott, ‘The politics of Australia’s international economic relations: Adjustment and two-level games’, 
Australian Journal of Political Science, Vol. 26, 1 (1991), p. 4. 
547 Ibid., p.4.  
548 Henry S. Albanski, ‘Problems in Australian Foreign Policy January to June 1982’, Australian Journal of Politics and 
History Vol. 28, 2 (1982), p. 325. 
549 Carolyn O’Brien, ‘Problems in Australian Foreign Policy: January – June 1987’, Australian Journal of Politics and 
History, Vol. 33, 3(1987), p. 184.  
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fundamental elements of the ANZUS alliance particularly as New Zealand denied the visit of 

nuclear capable USS Buchanan into their waters in 1985 and subsequently isolated itself from the 

tripartite security alliance. However, the key reason for the growing disillusionment in the 

Australia-United States was the economic dissension. Minister for Trade John Dawkins claimed 

that ‘if Australia was unable to sell enough exports to America and Japan, it could no longer 

continue large scale purchases of defence equipment from the US’.550 Foreign Affairs Minister Bill 

Hayden summed up the trade war implications for regional security where he argued that ‘this 

[trade war] could lead to a situation where, not unlike New Zealand, people start arguing for 

policies dangerously close to isolationism and non-alignment’.551 Prime Minister Bob Hawke 

confirmed that Australia was potentially ready to be cut from the apron strings of its great power 

protector as he warned that the Australia-United States alliance ‘had not an infinite elasticity’.552 

This marked the end of the relatively self-contained foreign policy decisions of Australia. The 

increasingly illiberal internal economic world order forced Australia to understand that the foreign 

and economic issues were now interlocked and greater coordination between the two was needed 

in formulation Australia’s strategic future in the region.  

7.2.2 Putting the New Economic Approach into Action  

How did this interlocking of foreign and economic interests influence Australia’s foreign relations 

with India and eventually its aid programme to it as well? The Australia-India aid relationship 

under Fraser became one of mutual benefit and cooperation which was underlined by Fraser’s visit 

to India in 1979. Post his visit, in perspective, department of foreign affairs wrote that ‘although 

for many years India was a major recipient of Australian aid largely under the Colombo Plan, that 

relationship has now changed to one of partnership’.553 Further reiterating this new concept of 

mutual benefit in the Australia-India relationship was the second sentence in the aide memoire 
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published after the visit which read ‘the spirit of our suggestions [to expand cooperation in the 

fields of agriculture under our science and technology agreement] is to seek agreement to 

cooperate as partners rather than in a conventional donor/recipient framework’.554  The bilateral 

relations  were now consciously  being centred around other aspects of cooperation and not just 

foreign aid. This was firmly made clear in the press briefing of Fraser’s visit which highlighted that 

the Australian ‘approach [towards India] will emphasise cooperation on equal partnership to 

mutual benefit and not an aid-oriented approach’.555 

De-emphasising the aid factor allowed Australia and India to focus their attention on the new 

international economic order and how their similar outlooks on protectionism could create a 

louder voice against the growing protectionist tendencies globally. The first item on the agenda of 

the meeting between Prime Ministers Malcolm Fraser and Morarji Desi was indeed the 

international economic situation and the north/south relations.556 The Australian side also added  

that  the joint communique that was to be issued at the conclusion of the visit should primarily 

focus on the discussions on protectionism. This suggestion read: ‘both leaders expressed concern 

that in the haste to achieve a consensus between major developed countries the interests of small 

parties could be overlooked or prejudiced’.557 That the ongoing multilateral trade negotiations 

which were then in their final stages may not have a positive result in assisting the trade expansion 

of developing countries. Thus the draft communique, from the Australian side, was advised to 

mention that ‘as the negotiations may be the last opportunity for a decade or more to improve the 

rules governing the world trading system both emphasised that an unbalanced settlement would 

be a source of disillusionment and could only give fuel to protectionist tendencies’.558 In the his 

speech to the Indian parliament Fraser concluded that ‘we strongly resist the retreat towards 
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protectionism on the part of some Western countries. We recognise of course that the immediate 

removal of all barriers would be impossibly disrupting… what we firmly believe is that the trend 

must be away from, not towards, protection’.559 

Australia however was also acutely aware of its own protectionist policies that it had employed 

against Asian goods and recognised that its attitude against European and American protectionism 

could come off as hypocritical because of it. One of the possible press questions prepared for 

Fraser for his India visit by the Foreign Affairs department was ‘for some time, the Australian 

Government has been highly critical of tariff barriers imposed by the EEC. Yet Australia itself is 

often criticised for its protectionist policies particularly by the ASEAN countries. What is your 

Government’s policy on tariff protection? Do you see a possibility of any further easing of 

restrictions on the import of traditional Indian handicrafts and footwear?’. 560 Australia and India 

were both competitors in a lot of the same markets and now that that trade, not aid, would be the 

main component of the relationship this caused tensions in the relationship.  

India was now seeking the removal of protectionist barriers from Australia just as Australia had 

claimed to be seeking from the United States and the EEC and this gave rise to unevenness in the 

bilateral ties. Australia and India had signed trade agreement in 1976 and a joint trade committee 

was established to review trade issues of mutual interest to the two countries.561 However growth 

in trade between the two countries had not kept up as India only ranked 27 th among Australia’s 

trading partners. The trade situation was worsening as Australia had removed India from its 

developing country tariff preferences scheme because India’s welded steel pipes and tubes was 

causing injury to the Australian industry562. India now sought immediate reinstatement of the 

preference claiming that Australian Industries Assistance Commission (IAC) did not take into 
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account increases in the domestic price of Indian steel that would render Indian products 

uncompetitive in the Australian market without the preference.563   

A gradual drift began to appear between the two countries Australia raised its protectionist 

measures against India in areas of India’s competitive advantage items such as wool and handicraft 

which would damage the Australian domestic economy. India requested Australia to review its 

developing country preference scheme with a view to broadening the coverage of the scheme and 

increasing the margins of preference accorded developing countries in respect of a range of 

products. Particularly grave was the issue around Indian handicrafts export to Australia for which 

India was demanding Australia to change its fibre by-laws. For Australia though, ‘amendment of 

the Australian handicraft definition, either temporarily or permanently, would represent a 

considerable concession on Australia’s part with no obvious quid pro quo. Provision of such a 

concession may lead to a further strongly adverse reaction from local industry’.564 The new 

relationship mantra of mutual benefit and cooperation was proving hard to execute as India and 

Australia were competing in the same area of goods. Australia’s relationship with India now had 

to straddle two fronts – trade and foreign affairs, this meant that the Australia’s overall direction 

for its relations with India which would include its foreign relations, trade and aid, had to have an 

approach of unison for the relationship to revive.      

7.3 Australia’s foreign policy machinery – A bureaucratic jungle   

By 1984, the Australia-India relationship became particularly strained due to many factors not least 

of which were the volatile nature of India’s politics with the assassination of Indian Prime Minister 

Indira Gandhi and the inability of the anaemic Australia’s bureaucracy to keep abreast of drastic 

changes taking place in India with the subsequent election of Indira’s son Rajiv Gandhi and the 

lack of aid budget for India. Key among these factors were the bureaucratic changes being made 
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to the foreign policy, trade and aid apparatus in Canberra. The competing interests of the 

departments lead to further confusion in how to manage ties with India.  The year 1984 marked a 

watershed moment in the Australia-India relationship, primarily because of the Australian High 

Commissioner to India Graham Feakes who highlighted that without a strong Australian aid 

program in India, the relationship would continue to dwindle. This was not an affordable 

diplomatic reality for Australia’s relations in the region, given the heating up of the Cold War in 

the Indian Ocean and therefore drastic changes were needed to be made particularly in Australia’s 

aid to India to revive the bilateral relations between the two countries.  

7.3.1 Foreign Affairs, Trade and Aid: A Bureaucratic competition  

Under the Whitlam government between 1972-5, Department of Foreign Affairs saw an expansion 

in its geographical and functional responsibilities as Australia increased its consular presence 

overseas however by 1984 the department was facing acute staff shortages. Millar argues that this 

was largely because of ‘morale among members of the foreign service, as of public service, has 

been affected by the extent to which government ministers in the past have denigrated their 

capacities and professionalism… it has been affected by questioning the whole process of official 

decision-making’.565 Between 1970 and 1980 Australia’s diplomatic posts increased from 65 to 84 

and ‘in the latter part of the decade the world became an increasingly disturbed and difficult place 

it demanded more effective more expert foreign policy analysis’ however the department found 

itself critically short of middle and lower middle ranking officers and technical and keyboard staff. 

566 

Another aspect of bureaucratic change that had been brought about under the Whitlam 

government was the establishment of Australian Development Assistance Agency (ADAA) in 

1974, the first independent aid agency, which the Fraser rechristened Australian Development 
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Assistance Bureau (ADAB) bringing it under the Foreign Affairs and Trade portfolio in 1976. 

Essentially, these changes created competing bureaucratic interests between the various 

departments of trade, foreign affairs and aid. While the Whitlam government kept the ADAA a 

separate autonomous entity, the Fraser government conversely returned aid administration to the 

department (of Foreign Affairs) under ADAB which seemingly allowed it to retain a separate 

policy making and executive organisation. However, Millar notes ‘while some FAOs [Foreign 

Affairs Officer] were placed into ADAB, most of its officers were neither flesh nor fowl in the 

department’s administrative categories’.567  

Most notably with ADAB going under the control of foreign affairs and trade department, the 

fundamental nature of Australian aid also changed. Largely, it became one of ‘mixed credits’ where 

the recipient of Australian aid under the Development Import Finance Facility (DIFF), born in 

1981, would be enabled to buy needed capital goods and services from Australia on better terms 

than were available on forms of concessional finance. Jack Corbett argues that the main reason 

for DIFF’s existence was that at the time ‘the essential problem was that Australian companies 

were losing business to rivals in emerging Asian markets because their competitors were 

beneficiaries of concessional financing. The commercial sector believed they needed their own 

scheme to level the playing field, a view supported by the department of Trade and Resources’. 568       

Notably, bureaucratic tensions beset the relationship between ADAB and foreign affairs, already 

struggling with functional staff shortage, and this added to the bureaucratic deficiencies of 

Australia’s foreign aid as well as foreign policy machineries. The Jackson Review’s 

recommendations for administrative reforms further questioned the overall direction and 

objectives of Australia’s aid regarding which the Cabinet finally decided that ‘humanitarian 

concerns were the primary reason for the provision of foreign aid but there should be appropriate 
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balance among humanitarian, foreign policy and economic objectives in the program’.569 This 

decision furthered the dispute between departments with ADAB considering itself a ‘goldfish’, 

‘spaceship’ or an ‘orphan’ in that they were all alone in the vast universe of Canberra bureaucracy 

with no friends or allies. 570 Later, by 1987 when the departments of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

merged forming the new Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) this alienation of 

ADAB would become more severe as DFAT would look down upon ADAB due to their role 

being perceived as fundamentally administrative.571 ADAB’s hostility with the Foreign Affairs was 

particularly tenuous due to a strong sense of culture in the ranks of foreign affairs. Corbett notes 

that ‘historically the foreign affairs community has had a strong and distinctive view of itself being 

different from the rest of the public service due to the unique requirements of specialised streams 

(diplomatic versus consular and administrative staff)’.572 These changes and tensions undoubtedly 

had an impact on the Australia-India relationship.       

7.3.2 Australia’s South Asian bureaucratic presence – understaffed and directionless  

The year 1984 proved particularly challenging for Australia’s diplomatic presence to not only keep 

up with the volatility of Indian politics but also to keep Canberra sufficiently informed of the rapid 

changes taking place in the leadership of the Indian parliament. There was a growing dissatisfaction 

between Department of Foreign Affairs in Canberra and its post in New Delhi, headed by 

Australian High Commissioner Graham Feakes that the latter was not providing adequate political 

reporting especially regarding the Indian elections of 1984 and the future of Rajiv Gandhi to the 

former. On getting news of this dissatisfaction from more informal channels, Feakes in a letter to 

the first assistant secretary of the South Asia, Africa, Middle East (SAM) branch of Foreign Affairs 

R.J Greet wrote ‘we certainly appreciate the Department’s need for material on which to base 
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assessment, but we here had been assuming that, to quote from a recent report on a post liaison 

visit ‘in a climate of staffing constraints in Canberra… reporting had to concentrate on broad 

analysis’’. 573 On the chief reason behind the limited political reporting he added ‘we are certainly 

not staffed here to provide the sort of detailed information that telegram sought’.574 He argued 

further on the staffing deficiencies that ‘I imagine that there could be no more than two or three 

people working on the whole of the subcontinent. I know they will be overworked and the more 

senior they are the harder pressed their time would be’. 575 Sandy Gordon similarly notes that 

‘during the mid-1980s just one person in the Department of Foreign Affairs dealt with South Asia 

as a region while it was usual for four or more people to be working on China individually at any 

one time’.576 

What also irked Feakes was the kind of information that was being demanded of his post in New 

Delhi by certain sections of the Foreign Affairs department did not help the overall lack of 

direction that was driving the Australia’s foreign policy towards India. He argued that ‘their 

[Foreign Affairs staff] would be spent, not on following the intricacies of domestic political 

developments but on broad assessments and most important of all, on work on the conduct of 

relations between India and Australia which, if I may say so without causing offense, seem to suffer 

now and then from a lack of positive direction  in the department’.577 Feakes’ key concern was 

with the demands of the Office of National Assessments (ONA) which were to be updated in the 

domestic politics of India, in particular the predicted electoral outcomes of the 1984 general 

elections. ONA was a statutory intelligence agency established in 1977 directly reporting the Prime 

Minister and Cabinet providing assessments on international political, strategic and economic 

developments taking place globally.     
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The tensions between ONA and the New Delhi Post became evident as while ONA was 

demanding detailed information from Feakes it was not reciprocating the gesture further fuelling 

the inter-departmental hostilities. Feakes remarked ‘I cannot imagine for what purpose ONA 

required the detailed information about the domestic political developments, I would hope that 

the SAM Branch would be able to resist ONA pressure to task us here with gathering such 

information’.578 Dr. Richard Gordon of ONA even visited New Delhi in July of 1984 however 

Feakes was disappointed with his visit as ‘we have nothing by way of information about his 

impressions or indeed any report of his visit at all, a disappointment for us given the amount of 

work we put into arrangements for his visit. Furthermore, we have heard nothing of the assessment 

on India which Mr. Hayden commissioned ONA to do some months ago.  

Feakes’ overarching concern was that the overall Australia-India relationship was suffering, and 

these departmental politics were certainly not helping. He writes ‘I mentioned the lack of direction 

that seems occasionally to afflict the conduct of our relations with India. What we feel here is that 

there is no in the Department who has a sense of what is going on in the relations between 

Australia and India across the board’.579 On his role in helping to revive the relations he noted that 

‘broad issues and the conduct of our relations with India, it seems to me, are what the handful  of 

people in the High Commission here and those labouring on India in SAM branch should be 

concerned about rather than questions like whether a hundred sitting members of Congress who 

failed to be selected for re-election were or were not originally chosen by Sanjay Gandhi’.580    

7.3.3 Departmental Politics – Winners and Losers  

In Greet’s response to Feakes’ criticisms of the handling of the Australia-India relationship by 

ONA and SAM branch of Foreign Affairs, the role of bureaucratic politics and competing interests 

became very clear. Greet wrote to Feakes ‘As to the question of lack of positive direction, SAM 
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branch has been assiduous in trying to provide such a direction. This does not mean they always 

win’.581 Within the Foreign Affairs department evidently there were contrasting opinions on India 

which meant that the SAM faced a rough opposition. Greet continues ‘the real effort is made to 

ensure that the importance of the relationship with India is brought to bear on all major issues. It 

has to be borne that in mind that within the Department and within the Government our view of 

the importance of India is not shared by all’.582 Important to note is that the diplomatic relationship 

between Australia and India had been struggling in the past couple of year, particularly after 1983 

when Australia supported Pakistan’s resolution for a South Asian Nuclear Weapon Free Zone 

(NWFZ). This struggle continued despite the best efforts of the SAM branch as Greet argues 

‘when Mr. Hayden decided to vote in favour of the Pakistan NWFZ resolution, all the arguments 

we could muster (including those made by you) were put to him. SAM branch was heavily involved 

in that matter. There was no lack of positive involvement by us’.583   

The endorsement of the Minister of Foreign Affairs Bill Hayden was crucially missing for the 

revival of the dwindling Australia-India relationship. Although he visited South Asia after the 

assassination of Indira Gandhi, the positivity that the SAM branch had was amiss in his approach 

to building ties with Australia’s ‘near neighbours’. Andrews notes ‘A new move towards India 

occurred after the assassination of Indira Gandhi. In May Hayden visited India, Pakistan, Nepal 

and Sri Lanka. Despite the rhetoric however the government showed more concern for relations 

with nearer countries: ASEAN, Vietnam and Kampuchea’.584 Hayden was increasingly suspicious 

of India in terms of security, given its expanding naval force in the Indian Ocean. In his 

autobiography Hayden writes ‘Countries in our region generally adhere to nuclear non-

proliferation requirements, some, unfortunately with varying degrees of faithfulness…What of 
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future leadership in parts of the region, specifically India’s stirring visions of her role and influence 

not in, but on the world? What of the potential shock-wave effect of that country’s nuclear 

capability? We should perhaps recall India’s expanding naval pretensions, in particular her slightly 

earlier proposal to build an island naval base in the Bay of Bengal, close by and west of Thailand, 

north west of Malaysia and north of Sumatra, which caused tense moments in and between those 

countries’.585  

Hayden was not the only minister that was sceptical about India’s military role in the region, Kim 

Beazley, Minister for Defence, also argued India’s strategic position was a key reason why Canberra 

was not focussed on renovating ties with New Delhi. He posited that ‘India largely did not feature 

in Australia’s calculations, the Chinese did. In part that was due to the burgeoning trade with China 

in raw materials’. 586 Chiefly, the Cold War had a part to play in this disinterest in India. Beazley 

continues ‘we were conscious of our principal ally [United States] and so had a sort of a 

triangulation approach to China’.587 As chapter 3 notes, India was widely seen as a Soviet ally by 

Australia and its growing blue water capabilities were seen as a potential threats to countries in 

South East Asia namely Singapore and Malaysia with whom Australia had a military treaty since 

1971. These perceptions of India allowed if not discord then certainly disinterest by the senior 

ministers. On the other hand, Australia was growing close with China for the same reason it was 

not close to India, Beazley argues ‘China was out of the Soviet sphere and we had to encourage 

that. We had a real China fixation, Bob Hawke in particular was oriented towards China. So you 

can see the differentials in treatment from aid to everything else towards China developed from 

this fixation’.588 Explaining Australia’s inertia towards India he says ‘there was a firm view that 
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India was in the Soviet sphere and there wasn’t much that you could do about that. So there is no 

point in trying’.589   

If the goal was to revive Australia-India relations, then the SAM branch of Foreign Affairs would 

need more departmental agreement on their side. Greet concludes ‘one of the problems we have 

in managing our relations with India has always been the low priority given to India by many in 

and outside the government… What is needed now is broad Government endorsement’.590 On a 

more positive note Greet ends ‘we now have a situation where because of the work of you [Feakes] 

and your staff and SAM branch, the Department is coming to accept India’s importance. Mr. 

Hayden’s continuing public and other comments by him (often prompted by us) have formed an 

important part of that process’.591 There was strong ministerial concerns regarding India’s role in 

the region and as a result the future of the Australia-India relations.  

7.3.4 India – A Defence Concern   

There was not a lot of ministerial support for building a strong Australia-India relationship at least 

on the Australian side. While there was no ‘anti-India’ antipathy per se, there were simply other 

interests in which they preferred to devote their resources to. China was the central focus in Asia 

for Australia now, essentially because of the growing trade and commerce relations, exactly where 

relations with India were faltering as discussed previously in this chapter. Foreign Ministers Bill 

Hayden and Gareth Evans and Defence Minister Kim Beazley, while not hostile towards India, 

but were definitely not harbouring any positive feelings towards chiefly India due to its Cold War 

dispositions and poor track record of bureaucratically being difficult to work with.          

Kim Beazley, Minister of Defence between 1984 and 1990, highlighted in an interview how India’s 

growing naval capabilities and its relations with the Soviet bloc made it difficult for New Delhi 

and Canberra to have any common interests. He said ‘there was a perception, although this was 
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not a perception that provoked a particular hostility but basically India was seen as a part the Soviet 

bloc, of course attitudes to the Soviets were changing but India was seen as a reliable ally of the 

Soviet Union - it just meant we were very careful in dealing with India’.592  

India’s relationship with Soviets, while in the previous years had been downplayed in Canberra 

due to India’s own strategic dominance, however with the expanding naval capabilities of India, 

the ‘stalking horse’ argument was no longer on the down low. Beazley adds ‘I remember as 

Defence Minister, every now and then you would get slightly worried when India had a look east 

moment. And if the look east is that they are going to facilitate a Soviet entry into the Indian Ocean 

… In so far as India came across the Australian desk, strategically that was the view’.593      

There was also some anxiety regarding the impact India’s naval expansion had on Australia’s 

existing regional security pacts. Beazley continues ‘there was some concern when India sort of 

started to talk about blue water capabilities of the Indian Navy. The view was that – is that going 

to create problems for us in the Straits of Malacca? We have since 1971 a sort of military treaty 

with Malaysia and Singapore. So, there was a concern that if India became a player in the Straits 

of Malacca or in the South China Sea that would potentially be a problem for Australia or 

Australian allies’.594 Beazley was not alone amongst the ministers in raising suspicious about India’s 

rising military power. Chapter 7.2 highlights Foreign Minister Bill Hayden’s mistrust in India’s 

rising nuclear capabilities and what that meant for the region more broadly also echoed Beazley’s 

scepticism regarding Australia-India relations.  

Through this never became of one the principal threats to Australian security it nevertheless was 

a cause of serious concern as Beazley concluded ‘the security concern was a factor but in defining 

potential threats to Australia, India was not really seen as a threat to Australian or seen as creating 
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military problematics in our alliance relationships. Largely the role of Indian democracy allowed 

for smoothening of the relations’. 595 

7.3.5 India – A Foreign Affairs Disappointment  

In terms of the political relationship between the two countries, Australian Foreign Minister 

between 1988 and 1996 Gareth Evans dubbed it a ‘disappointment’ in large part due to the lack 

of Indian interest in Australian efforts to build a stronger relationship. When asked about the key 

moment of the Australia-India relations in his tenure, his first sentence is rather telling of the 

underwhelming state of affairs between the two countries, as he answers ‘my recollections of the 

relationship with India is one of fairly constant disappointment that we weren’t able to make more 

of it in bilateral terms despite many efforts to do so. Overall a relationship of disappointment 

because we just could not get India very engaged or interested in either really giving substance to 

the bilateral relationship or working with us what for me was a big ambition which is to build the 

Indian Ocean rim region as a major regional force and regional policy making body in the context 

of both economic and development and ultimately security cooperation. But India was never very 

interested in anyone else taking any kind of active role in those contexts so none of that ever really 

came to anything despite a lot of effort on my part so it did just go back to the old Cricket, Curry 

and Commonwealth basically’.596  

As Evans came to office in the dying days of the Cold War he noted that India was not as attached 

to the USSR as Beazley, who held office in the mid 1980s, argued in the previous section. Evans 

argued ‘India was wrestling obviously with the implications of the end of the Cold War because 

its relationship had very much been with the Soviet Union and partly because of American’s 

enthusiasm for Pakistan and those things fed off each other. Not that India benefitted very much 

from that relationship economically, militarily or any other way, but it had to go through an 
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emotionally weaning process I suppose away from Russia/USSR. I witnessed a bit of that 

happening, I did not witness much nostalgia for the Soviet Union and the old Russian relationship 

as most of my interlocutors were pretty sophisticated at the, ministerial level – the [I.K Gujral, 

Indian Minister of External Affairs 1996-8] Gujrals  and the [Narasimha Rao, Indian Minister of 

External Affairs 1992-4] Raos  and certainly at the national security advisor level and the senior 

diplomatic and secretarial level’.597 

There was some potential for the future of the Australia-India relationship as Evans commented 

on the substance he added to the relations ‘I laid some important foundations – Australia India 

Council was established. I worked hard to build personal relationships with senior levels some of 

which had ongoing utility although now with Modi and the BJP and the disappearance of the old 

Congress crowd and Chidambaram in jail. I was very affectionately disposed to I.K Gujral - we 

were quite good friends even. I had put some of the building blocks in place for the relationship 

we really wanted with India as a huge, major country, democracy, potential economic engine if it 

ever got its act together’.598  

Nevertheless, there were severe constraints in the everyday working bilateral relationship especially 

as the Cold War was coming to a close as Evans concluded ‘I found India quite difficult to deal 

with because of so much of the old colonial mindset, the old Cold War mindset in the sense of 

real hostility to the west in anything which seemed to be ‘made in the west’. So, I guess, it was a 

painful adjustment for India’.599 Notably then, there were great pressures on senior bureaucrats to 

try and craft an approach that would revive ties but also manage the departmental and ministerial 

politics.   
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7.4 A Change in Mood and Substance of Australia-India Relations – Aid as Recourse  

The Australia-India relations annual review of 1984 conducted by High Commissioner Graham 

Feakes explicitly requested for the expanding of Australian aid in India, without which, he argued 

the drowning bilateral relationship could not be resuscitated. Following this request and with a 

huge push from the Secretary of Foreign Affairs Stuart Harris, a concessional aid project for India 

was prepared that also facilitated the growing closer of the business communities of both countries 

with the creation of High Level Official Group (HLOG) also headed by Harris. However, getting 

this aid project was not without its bureaucratic difficulties. The amount of concession, India’s 

lack of follow up issues from the past agreements, and the general lack of funding created inter-

departmental friction although eventually the Piparwar Coal Mine project was signed between 

Australia and India in 1989 during Bob Hawke’s visit to New Delhi.  

7.4.1 Feakes’ Review – New and More Aid Needed  

The  Annual Review of Australia’s Relations With India of the year 1984-5 marked a turning point 

for the bilateral relations as it called out explicitly that the relationship was suffering, and had been 

for a while, subsequently he underlined that the to revive it more Australian aid was needed to be 

given to India. He wrote ‘no new aid projects have been developed for India for two years and the 

last  twelve months has seen the further winding back of bilateral assistance as the result of 

budgetary stringency and perceived priorities elsewhere’.600 On the dwindling prospects of an 

increase in ADAB’s aid allocations for India he writes ‘[Aid] priorities, are, of course, a matter for 

the Government to decide. My concern is that recent contacts with ADAB suggest that the Bureau 

does not intend just the temporary cutbacks “for one or two years” described in clear terms by 

Mr. Hayden to Indian Ministers during his visit, but rather no reactivations of the aid program in 

the foreseeable future’.601  
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This declining pattern of not just ADAB’s aid to India but also the priority India held for certain 

Australian foreign policy departments was a cause of serious concern for Feakes. He warns ‘I see 

the danger that we might slip into a situation where this becomes the de facto aid approach without 

any due regard to the wider implications for bilateral relations or indeed without a conscious policy 

decision being taken in consultation with other parties’.602 Notably, the Jackson Review had in fact 

mandated an increase in aid to India and even this mandate was being overlooked by ADAB and 

senior bureaucracy. On this, Feakes reprimands ‘the lack of a proper aid program simply does not 

tally with India’s regional importance and its large number of very poor people. Given the long 

lead times involved and the extent of forward commitment in the overall Australian aid program, 

it is imperative that future aid options are not cut off now, that  the very modest existing program 

is sustained if increases, for the moment, beyond  reach and that we start planning now for an aid 

program to be put in place once funds allow’.603    

The slow down of the bilateral relations according to Feakes was exacerbated by the recently 

concluded visit of Minister of Foreign Affairs, Bill Hayden, and the pace needed to be picked up 

largely by creating scope for more solid economic ties between Canberra and New Delhi. He writes 

‘from the viewpoint of bilateral relations, it must be said that Mr. Hayden’s visit was not as 

productive as it might have been because it took place against the background of financial 

constraints which allow no scope for the maintenance let alone expansion of Australian aid to 

India around which any genuinely successful effort to exploit opportunities for bilateral trade must 

revolve (and which would contribute also to the alleviation to the poverty – India’s fundamental 

development problem)’.604 On the need of engaging India economically, Feakes writes ‘the 

continued perception of India in Australia as a place which is more difficult to deal with than is 

worth the effort – this is a view I contest. Dealing with Indians is often very difficult. But others 
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manage to do it and given our own economic situation, we can no longer afford to ignore a market 

which others find both attractive and profitable’.605   

With the interlocking of foreign and economic interests in Australia’s foreign relations, the 

strategic divergences between India and Australia were being eclipsed by the need for Australia to 

find a market for its products which would also consequently add substance to the ties. ‘The central 

importance of trade and aid to the development of any meaningful relationship with India cannot 

be over-emphasised’ writes Feakes neatly summing up the review.606 On the strategic dissonance 

he argues ‘Australia and India have fundamentally different strategic views and geopolitical 

perceptions and while that difference does not prevent our development a dialogue on matters of 

shared concern, it does limit the utility of dialogue in adding to the substance of relations. The 

development of a strong economic relationship would achieve that. From Australia’s viewpoint it 

is also relevant that dual character – among those less developed industries – allows trade and aid 

to be at the same time beneficial to both countries and developmental in impact’.607 Eventually, 

the success of the relationship would depend on ‘overcoming the prejudices of the Australian 

businesses and adequate back up from Department of Trade as Australia  continues to miss out 

on many opportunities in the Indian market as our Western competitors, with the support of their 

governments put together more attractive concessional packages’.608 Australia’s aid to India was 

now explicitly being driven by its trade interests, and this became more evident as it started 

preparing to bid for the Piparwar Coal Mine concessionally financed project.    

7.4.2 Bureaucratic Hesitations towards implementing Feakes’ Review  

Different departments and their branches had varying reactions to Feakes’ review of revisiting the 

institutional framework that guided the bilateral relations as well as for more aid. Largely this 

depended on their financial status, how they prioritised India as a partner and their previous 
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experience in attempting to collaborate. Chiefly, these departments were Economic Relations 

branch of Foreign Affairs, ADAB, Department of Trade and Department of Science and 

Technology. As the key suggestion to revive the ties was to increase Australia’s aid to India 

additionally with a trade component, some branches were more guarded in accepting the proposal 

than others particularly as the constrains on Australia’s aid budget were running rather tight. 

Corbett notes that in 1986, aid fell by 12 per cent after inflation, at the time this was the largest aid 

cut in Australian history as the Expenditure Review Committee (ERC) cut a total of $120.2 million 

from the aid budget.609 

Central critics of the aid suggestion were the Economics relations branch of Foreign Affairs, 

Department of Trade and ADAB. In their response to Feakes’ review, the Economic relations 

argued ‘a major and inescapable difficulty is the financial constrains under which any initiative in 

this area must operate. It is evident that Trade and ADAB are close to agreement on principle on 

a revised DIFF scheme, it is equally evident however that the operations of a new mixed credit 

scheme will be limited in the future because of a lack of funds. This lack of funding must be seen 

in the context in the government’s commitments to budgetary restraint’.610 Similarly, Department 

of Trade stated in their reply ‘budgetary restraints on the Department and ADAB will necessary 

limit the degree of resources which can be devoted to achieving this objective however we share 

the view expressed in the review that access to competitive credit packages would assist Australian 

companies secure business in the Indian market’.611 The DIFF scheme was, however, attractive 

pan-department as they continued ‘The Department is currently consulting ADAB on a revised 

DIFF scheme and it is hoped that the new guidelines for the scheme will provide for DIFF credit 

lines. The availability of this facility should assist Australian exporters in the Indian market’.612 
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ADAB echoed ‘period of the present pause of aid will depend very much whether some significant 

real increase in the overall aid budget can be achieved. In this context, we would note that the 

question of future overall aid levels is expected to be addressed by the Government before the 

end of 1985. Such assessment will of course take account of the forthcoming visit by Prime 

Minister Ghandi [misspelt in original] early in 1986’.613 This was of course before the drastic aid 

cuts were announced in 1986 by the ERC further straining the prospects of increasing aid to India.  

The most vehement opposition to upgrading ties with India, however, came from an unlikely 

source – the Department of Science and Technology who was struggling in the environment of 

budget constraints. One of the key agreements signed between India and Australia in 1976 was 

the Science and Technology Agreement of 1976, however since then there was little progress in 

developing cooperation in this field, largely due to the lack of follow up from the Indian side. As 

the preparation for the DIFF scheme for India was underway in setting up the High Level Official 

Group (HLOG) meeting, Department of Science and Technology did not shy away from 

expressing their hesitations on upgrading Australia-India ties. A memo from the Secretary of 

Department of Science and Technology Tegart to Stuart Harris read ‘While I recognise that 

scientific and technological cooperation can be a ‘soft path’ in the development of a broader 

relationship, there must nevertheless be a scientific basis for such cooperation... Given my 

Minister’s reluctance to sign the upgraded Science and Technology agreement with India (in the 

absence of additional funding) it is with some concerns that I send a senior officer to India to 

discuss and negotiate a new level of activity still without additional funding’.614 On India’s lack of 

follow up it informs ‘My concerns are heightened because the Indian side has done little or nothing 

to give effect to the high ideals expressed at the time of Mr. Gandhi’s visit. This history of our 

scientific involvement with India has been marked by failure and frustration… I believe the time 

has come to bring the Indian side face to face with the reality at least in the scientific quarter. My 
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department is under considerable pressure in the international area with increasing demands and 

diminishing staff resources. If I am being called upon to give India a high priority, I believe I am 

entitled to seek some scientific return for our effort. I fail to see how another scientific failure 

could improve our long term relationship with India’.615  

One of the main sources of frustration for the Department of Science of Technology was the lack 

of resources, which, when coupled with the Indian lack of effort, made the prospects of 

cooperation with India highly tenuous for this particular department. What also did not help the 

Science and Technology was Stuart Harris asking them to fend for themselves, financially, in that 

they needed to stop replying on the Department of Foreign Affairs for their budget. On a side 

note to Tegart, Harris wrote, rather bluntly, ‘this is a gentle reminder to Science to bid for funds 

for scientific cooperation with India in their own budget context. Science has unashamedly relied 

on Foreign Affairs and the Prime Minister and Cabinet for funds on their behalf in the Budget 

Cabinet’.616 This further compounded Tegart’s frustration as they answered ‘We are faced, on the 

one hand, with an absence of effort by the Indian side to identify specific proposals for 

cooperation and, on the other, some uncertainty over the additional funds necessary for expanded 

cooperation. Further development of cooperation with India will not occur until both these 

constrains are overcome. I believe that much of the momentum for developing closer cooperation 

with India may now have been lost. The failure of the Indian side to follow up has possibly 

damaged our relationship with our client institutions in Australia’.617 The outright frustration of 

this department however proved to not be of much importance for the chief champion of the 

Australia-India ties – Stuart Harris, Secretary of Foreign Affairs who was unwavering in his attempt 

to upgrade the economic relations between the two countries.    
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7.4.3 HLOG, Piparwar and Aid – Injecting Substance into the Bilateral Relations 

 The period between 1987-1989 saw an in increasingly positive convergence of the business 

interests of the two countries. Largely these interests revolved around the Piparwar Coal Mine 

project which was a concessional aid project financed by DIFF. While there were significant 

difficulties that were faced in the process of Australian government and businesses acquiring this 

project, it was essentially the efforts of Stuart Harris that carried it to fruition where he led two 

rounds of HLOG meetings between Australia and India in 1987 and 1988. The HLOG meetings 

provided a particular boost to the ties, as Harris noted in his delegation statement deliver at the 

opening plenary meeting ‘Above all, it is important to get the bilateral relations right. There have 

been false starts in the pasts, but the new enthusiasm and our commitment of our two Prime 

Ministers and the growing importance of our shared interests – requires that we succeed this 

time’.618 On the role of HLOG, Harris posited ‘was to ensure that things that could be achieved 

to strengthen the relationship do not get stuck behind bureaucratic barriers’.619 

The wheels of the economic convergence started rolling shortly after Rajiv Gandhi’s visit to 

Australia in 1986. After the first HLOG meeting held in April 1987, where the Australian 

government had vigorously  lobbied for the Piparwar project there was even a request sent from 

Prime Minister Bob Hawke. Bob Hawke wrote to Rajiv Gandhi in a letter ‘I believe the 

development of relations between India and Australia on trade and technical cooperation matters 

has progressed significantly since your visit last year. The HLOG meeting was also most 

productive, particularly the emergence of Australia’s involvement in the Piparwar coal project. The 

awarding of the project to Australia would bring significant benefits to India as well as Australia. 

My government strongly supports the proposal, which we have backed with the largest aid offer 

Australia has made for such a project, and I would commend it to you’.620 Hawke also made 
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additional points to Gandhi on issues that had previously affected the Australia-India trade 

relations such as the access of Indian goods to Australia. On that he wrote ‘India has benefited 

from the reductions in the level of Australian barrier protection and I have asked Minister for 

Industry, Technology and Commerce to make sure attention will always be given in the 

development of tariff policies to that India is disadvantaged, relative to any other country, by any 

policy of this government’.621    

Prime Minister Hawke’s involvement in the process for the bidding became imperative because 

the first round of HLOG meetings raised some concerns regarding the likelihood of Australia 

successfully bidding for the project.  The minutes from the HLOG meeting note ‘we [Australians] 

registered our concern about serious shortcomings in Indian tendering procedures for some 

projects, which on occasion had greatly disadvantaged Australian companies. In general, there was 

a lack of optimism on the Australian front regarding the Piparwar project as Harris notes ‘the 

general assessment is that Australia has a chance, though probably a small chance, of gaining the 

Piparwar contract while our DIFF offer remains at 25 percent on the Australian content. The 

Indians cited a 45 percent grant by West Germany, but our technology gives us an edge’.622 

However a high percentage would increase these chances as Harris continues ‘there is a strong 

chance of gaining the contract if the DIFF offer were raised to 35 percent in view of the technical 

competence of White Industries… timing is tight’.623  

Getting this increase would provide difficult due to lasting bureaucratic hesitations as well as the 

budgetary constraints as noted previously. Even as ADAB, one of the original critics of increasing 

aid and trade cooperation with India had come around to supporting the Piparwar project, the 

Economic Division was not quite keen. They note ‘while we see the importance of a successful 

outcome on Piparwar in the development of a meaningful relationship with India, Economic 
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Division, which was not consulted on the original submission, sees a number of potential 

difficulties with increasing the DIFF component to 35% at this stage as raising it to this level may 

create a precedent for other projects in India once competitors see ADAB prepared to entertain 

this figure’.624 Increasingly, concerns were also raised on the impact of raising the DIFF component 

might have on Australia’s relations with other developing countries notably China and in general 

on the availability of funds for future projects. The Economic Division further notes ‘the higher 

mixed-credits components spill over to other spoilt markets: this has significant implications for 

bilateral relations with China and perhaps other countries… increasing the offer to India will 

further reduce available funds for other projects. At 25% level (25% of $106 million, i.e. $26.5 

million) the Piparwar project will be the largest amount of DIFF support Australia has given to 

any developing country project. Even with Ministers’ agreement to raise the DIFF fund 

commitment level to $60 million (a figure proposed by ADAB) the Piparwar project will 

significantly reduce funds available for other 1987/88 financial year projects’. 625   

Despite the opposition, Harris was adamant for Australia to be awarded the Piparwar even if this 

meant going over the 25% level and he was making considerable arguments to the Foreign 

Minister. A cablegram notes ‘Dr. Harris has asked if the briefing for Mr. Hayden for his discussion 

with the Prime Minister and in cabinet on Piparwar could clearly make the point that the norm for 

aid-supported competition in India ranges considerably above 25% of aid component’.626 The 

international competition for this project was also intense and given that Australia had lost many 

projects in the past, Harris was attempting that this project goes through successfully, and this 

time ADAB was in agreement with him. The ADAB ministerial submission for the Piparwar 

project notes that ‘although the Piparwar project is not subject to international competitive bidding 
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our view is that the extent of mixed credit activity in India shows that the Indians will simply award 

the contract elsewhere (Canada) if we do not offer DIFF up to 35%’.627 

Finally, after the many efforts of various departments there was ministerial approval for the 

Piparwar project to go through at 35%. A note from Stuart Harris to the Department of Prime 

Minister and Cabinet read ‘He [Hayden] has agreed that the Australian negotiating team going to 

India should have authority to make an offer without commitment with flexibility to negotiate to 

a maximum DIFF grant of 35 percent should this be required to secure the contract with Australia. 

He made this decision on the basis that he accepts that the circumstances in India are such that in 

such a spoilt market it is probably necessary to go to a level of this nature to achieve the business 

associated with the project’.628 In February 1985, during Bob Hawke’s visit to India the project was 

finalised at 35% exactly, the largest aid package Australia had signed with any developing country 

in its history.  

7.5 Conclusion 

The period between 1977 and 1989 saw many changes in the Australia-India aid relationship, as 

traditional Australian bilateral aid dwindled a new kind of assistance programme that favoured 

trade and business interests emerged which focussed on ‘mutual benefit’ rather than the traditional 

donor/recipient relationship. This kind of ‘aid for trade’ was largely a product of the economic 

constraints that the global economy was facing at the time not just Australia. Notably, this was not 

a good period for Australia’s traditional aid programme either, as it faced its largest ever budget 

cut in 1987 and while this prompted the aid agencies to reinvent their aid agreements to suit the 

market which did in fact benefit the Australia-India aid ties eventually, it is also important to note 

that this cut also negatively impacted a number of Australia’s strongest relationships in the region. 

Papua New Guinea, overall Australia’s largest aid recipient in every field and the special 
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relationship between Canberra Port Moresby was drastically affected as Australian aid to PNG 

was cut by $10 million breaking a five year aid agreement that had just been signed.629 Australia’s 

aid relations with its neighbours was undergoing serious strains in the given economic climate.  

The Australian government’s bureaucratic machinery was not insulated from the economic 

downturn, as severe staff shortages at time of expanding foreign relations also burdened the 

Australia-India relationship. With a growing relationship with China, and a favoured relationship 

status with the ASEAN nations, it was difficult to focus attention on to India, a country with 

whom Australia was also facing strategic differences exacerbated by staff shortages to cover the 

breadth of the dynamic Indian political developments during this period. With the assassination 

of India’s Prime Minister Indira Gandhi and her son, Rajiv Gandhi, whose ideological, economic 

and political leanings were unknown, securing a landslide victory in the general elections all in 1984 

– the future of India remained uncertain to the Australian intelligentsia.   

However, with the pressure of a few key senior bureaucrats and diplomats the relationship was 

jumpstarted – namely Australian High Commissioner to India Graham Feakes and Secretary of 

Foreign Affairs – Stuart Harris. In a letter from Harris to Feakes, he wrote ‘in the short term we 

aim at getting the bilateral relations out of the doldrums and in the long run happily as you know 

the picture is not so bleak’.630 Although any attempts at the revival of the bilateral ties, particularly 

one that included more aid to India was not without bureaucratic roadblocks. Different 

departments with often contrasting outlooks and experiences with India were not always 

supportive of Feakes and Harris – however business and economic interests almost totally eclipsed 

the opposing bureaucratic views and an agreement was reached of negotiating the largest 

concessional aid deal in Australia’s history with India.     
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 With Rajiv Gandhi’s visit in 1986, setting up of the HLOG and its consequent meetings in 1987 

and 1988, and the eventual Piparwar Coal Mine Concessional Aid Project being signed between 

the two countries in 1989, there was every sign of a revival of the bilateral ties towards the end of 

the Cold War.  

Notably, the emphasis that is placed upon the strong relationship between Bob Hawke and Rajiv 

Gandhi in existing literature needs to be re-worked.631 This chapter highlights that despite having 

strong apex leadership ties between the two countries there were still difficulties in overcoming 

the bureaucratic and ministerial apprehensions in reviving institutional and economic linkages 

between the two countries. The impact of the strong ties in the political leadership does not 

necessarily translate to the same at the executive level of the two countries. The role of bureaucrats 

Graham Feakes and Stuart Harries in revitalising the Australia India relationship through pushing 

for more aid and trade also deserves significant attention. There is almost a contradiction here, 

especially in the period between 1984 and 1986, where Feakes was making strident requests for 

more engagement with India, through aid, yet Canberra was not responding to his requests in any 

adequate manner. To gain a wholesome picture of how countries interact day to day, and not just 

at CHOGMs and Prime Ministerial visits, it is important to study the role of bureaucrats, civil 

servants, and other cabinet ministers.       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
631 Meg Gurry, Australia and India: Mapping the Journey 1944-2014 (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press, 2015). 
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8. Conclusion  

8.1 Key Argument  

This research aimed to identify the drivers of Australian aid to India between 1951 and 1989. Based 

on a qualitative analysis of the interests, events and agency of the Australian foreign policy making 

machinery it found that Australian aid to India can largely be explained by the Donor Interest 

Model (DIM), particularly the strategic interest explanation, is most helpful in explaining 

Australia’s aid to India. Yet, we see a subtle but important shift in within the DIM in this case as 

Australia’s strategic interests changed over time from altruism to promoting its economic interests. 

The interests fluctuated within this time frame from strategic in the early years to economic in the 

later years of the Cold War.  This variation of Australia’s aid interests is an addition to the study 

to Australian foreign policy literature. The Cold War is often considered as a monolithic period of 

strategic foreign policy in Australia, however, this thesis has shown than there were fluctuating 

strategic interests within this period that impacted its relationships with regional neighbours like 

India.  

This thesis found that Australia’s foreign policy interests were shaped by its own relationship with 

Britain and US during this period too. My research focussed on the agency and influence of senior 

bureaucrats and diplomats in shaping the drivers of aid to India.  I found that their persistence 

both for and against providing aid to India at different junctures of time reflected Australian 

strategic interest in India which fluctuated between 1951 and 1989. Thus, as this thesis has shown, 

there is a more nuanced story to tell, not just about the variations within the donor’s strategic 

interests in Australia’s aid to India, but also the overall Australia-India bilateral relationship.  

8.2 ‘Strategic Altruism’ of Australian Aid: 1951-1965  

That India was the largest recipient of Australian aid in Australia’s first aid initiative highlights an 

important facet of the Australia-India relationship during this time. It signified the size of the 

strategic importance attached to India and its economic development by Australia. Current 

literature has overlooked this vital part of the bilateral relationship as their focus has largely been 

on the animosity shared by the Prime Ministers Menzies and Nehru. The aid relationship shows 



 234 

not only that the bilateral relationship was functional but also that Australia was energetically 

seeking to create strategic ties with India through aid.  The key motive of this strategic interest was 

to keep India from swaying into the Soviet sphere of influence.     

This strategic nature of Australian aid to India alludes to Corbett’s ‘enlightened self-interest’ theory 

of Australian aid which he highlights as ‘the main alternative to the realist security orientated view 

of Australia’s place in the world as it seeks to foster prosperity rather than security’.632 Security and 

prosperity are seen as two sides of the same coin in the strategic calculations of Australian aid 

during this period. This allowed for a more altruist strategic relationship to emerge between 

Australia and India in the aid realm. Australia’s aid was accompanied by goodwill, or altruism, that 

allowed a lot more room for the recipient’s need than traditional DIM based aid relationships 

permitted.  

Australia’s altruism, primarily, was driven by its strategic intentions to establish good relations with 

India. So, the ‘goodwill’ was arguably also a fungible asset, one that could be cashed when and if 

needed. This fungibility had more to do with Australia’s strategic interests of keeping India away 

from Soviet pressures and indeed the Chinese threat also that loomed large over India during this 

time. Additionally, it was also a result of the British and US influence on Australia’s foreign policy 

which will be discussed later in this chapter. Despite this fungibility, why I have chosen to term 

this as ‘altruism’ is largely due to India’s reaction to Australia’s enthusiastic aid gestures towards it. 

Despite the best of intentions, be it strategic and/or inherent goodwill, Australia’s aid went 

unnoticed in India. Certainly, India was also the one of the largest recipients of aid from more 

resourced donors such as the US, and in that context, Australia’s aid efforts were not quite as 

‘visible’ as the big donor aided projects were. Regardless, Australia continued to provide the largest 

proportion of its aid to India in its altruistic efforts.  

 
632 Jack Corbett, Australia’s Foreign Aid Dilemma: Humanitarian aspirations confront democratic legitimacy (New York: 
Routledge, 2017), p. 146-147.  
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The altruism argument becomes stronger when we see that not only was Australia’s aid effort 

towards India neglected but during this time Indian diplomats were rather suspicious of Australia’s 

interests in the region. Largely driven by the Cold War tensions, Australia was seen as a ‘stooge’ 

of the US in the region, particularly in South East Asia by India which made the prospect of 

cooperation between the two countries difficult to achieve. What also did not help the situation 

was the behaviour of certain Indian diplomats towards their Australian counterparts at the United 

Nations. In particular, V. K Menon, who carried significant weight in conducting India’s foreign 

policy and was vehemently non-aligned as well as anti-American. Menon was especially 

confrontational with Australian diplomats on issues of Australia’s US alignment at multilateral 

forums. This did create some resentment in the Australian executive, particularly amongst the 

senior diplomats, towards India’s growing mistrust of Australia. Strategically, too, this had 

implications because Menon was seen to be reflecting India’s ‘anti-America’ stance which Canberra 

feared could push them towards communism. Despite these resentments, Australia continued to 

provide large amounts of aid to India during this time with goodwill.  

8.2.1 Australian Foreign Policy: Trustees for the British and Ally of the US       

Australia’s strategic interests in India, displayed through its aid allocations, were influenced by its 

own relationships with both Britain and the US. In contrast to India, who enjoyed substantial 

agency in shaping its foreign policy practice, the same could not be said about Australia. During 

the period of 1951-1965, Australian foreign policy was increasingly aligned with both Britain, 

through its Commonwealth connection and the US through its security alliance. Importantly, in 

the aid domain, it must be noted that Australia’s aid to India was channelled through the Colombo 

Plan which was primarily a Commonwealth initiative. Additionally, as chapter 2 notes, that 

Australia was politically quite attached to Britain as it always voted in conjunction with it in matters 

of international importance such as the apartheid at the UN. With the US, it was more of a strategic 

alignment, largely driven by the ANZUS security alliance, this made Australia’s strategic concerns 

pertaining to India quite dependent on its own relationship with the US.       
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Australian foreign policy was increasingly aligned with Britain because it saw Australia as a trustee 

of the British empire as Canberra sought to establish strategic Commonwealth ties in the region. 

Bongiorno writes that ‘… an aspect of Australia’s response to Asian decolonisation, it reveals the 

extent to which Australian governmental responses to the end of empire were conditioned by a 

continuing identification with the Commonwealth and the cult of Britishness’.633 In the first phase 

of the Colombo Plan, the recipients were all Commonwealth members of South Asia – India, 

Pakistan, Ceylon etc. The future of any strategic regional architecture in Australia’s view was to be 

linked intimately with the Commonwealth, and thus it was imperative for Canberra to create strong 

ties with the Commonwealth members in Asia. India was remarked to be a ‘cornerstone of any 

future regional scheme’ of Commonwealth defence by Australia’s Foreign Minister H. V Evatt in 

1948.634 Thus, through the Commonwealth connection, Australia sought to strengthen its strategic 

ties with India.  

The Commonwealth as a strategic concept also appealed to Australia as the underlying anti-

communist aspect was thought to be shared by India as well. China’s expanding communism 

created anxiety in Australian foreign policy making machinery in how to best craft Australia’s 

approach in creating a regional approach to stop this spread. Australian aid to India, through a 

Commonwealth scheme, was largely driven to ensure India’s democratic continuity and providing 

it resources for the same so that it does not fall to communism. Thus, through aid, the aim was to 

raise the standards of living of India and Indians to counter communism. Additionally, this could 

potentially also create a sizeable market for Australian goods underlining the ‘enlightened self-

interest’ driver of Australian aid where security and prosperity were seen as the same side of the 

‘strategic’ coin. The common association of the Commonwealth was, then, seen as a favourable 

factor in establishing strong strategic ties with India. 

 
633 Frank Bongiorno, ‘British to the Bootstraps?’ H.V Evatt, J. B Chifley and Australian Policy on Indian 
Membership of the Commonwealth, 1947-49’, Australian Historical Studies Vol. 37, no. 125 (2005), p. 39.  
634 Wayne Reynolds, ‘Imperial Defence after 1945’, in Australia and the End of Empires: the impact of decolonisation in 
Australia’s near north 1945-1965, David Lowe (ed.), (Geelong: Deakin University Press, 1996), p. 124-5.   
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The Australia-US relationship was a purely strategic one where they were security allies and thus 

played an important role in how Australia viewed its relations with the region – particularly  India. 

The India-United States and Australia-United States relationships were mutually inclusive as a 

driver of Australian aid to India. The strong India-United States relationship during this period 

arguably played an important part in motivating Australia’s strategic interests in India.  Australia’s 

reliance on its ‘great and powerful’ friends is well documented previously in the thesis and 

therefore I argue that making India a favourable aid destination was largely a result of Australia 

trying to match its interests with that of its friends in an environment fraught with Cold War 

rivalries. 

There is a more nuanced point to make here – the Australia-US relationship, so far, has largely 

been presumed in existing literature rather than argued as an active factor that shaped the bilateral 

Australia-India bilateral relationship. Australian aid to India brings this largely presupposed 

assumption to the forefront as a primary shaper of the broader Australia-India relationship during 

this period. The themes of neglect and animosity between the two countries in the literature during 

the Cold War ignores this period between 1951 and 1969 when India was the largest recipient of 

Australian aid highlighting the strategic potential of the relationship in their early days. Current 

literature on Australia-India relations assumes an implicit presence of US in the bilateral ties under 

the Cold War ideology however it fails to empirically address how the centrality of the US shaped 

the bilateral ties.  

Both Australia and India were reliant on the US - for Australia this was largely limited to its security 

arrangements while for India who was facing economic instability and food shortages, the US was 

its largest aid donor. The US was thus a key driver in influencing Australia’s converging strategic 

decisions towards India during 1951 and 1969 where Australia hailed India as the ‘bastion of the 

West in Asia’ which drove its strategic interests in its economic development.635 The Nehru-

 
635 NAA: 1838, 169/10/1 Part 6: India- Relations with Australia – General. 
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Menzies discord was thus overridden by the Nehru-Eisenhower détente during this period. 

Benvenuti’s argument regarding the different readings of the Cold War is, then, not a wholly 

insufficient explanation of why Australia and India were indeed ‘difficult partners’ during this time, 

however it still leaves room for a more nuanced explanation as his focus also remains limited to 

the Nehru-Menzies discord.636 India continued to be the largest recipient of Australian aid under 

both Menzies’ and Nehru’s time despite their fundamentally opposed responses to the structural 

changes at the international level. More accurately, Australia’s strategic interests, including its aid 

policy, towards India were explicitly shaped by the US-Australia and US-India relationships, not 

in an episodic manner but more consistently throughout this period.  

This thesis also brought out the study of the Australia-India relationship into the international 

level, rather than just analysing the causes of strains through a bilateral lens as many scholars have 

already done. My work adds a global context to the existing studies on Australia-India relations, 

primarily by looking at how other countries such as the US and UK, shaped the bilateral relations 

in various ways.  

8.3 The Strategic Reassessment of Australian aid to India: 1966-1977 

In 1969, Australian aid to India saw a dramatic decline, largely a result of the tensions in the U.S-

India relations which lead to the loss of strategic value of India for Australia. The Australia-India 

bilateral relationship during this period had been fundamentally driven by the U.S foreign policy 

towards both countries. The Vietnam war was a turning point for all three countries in how they 

assessed their relationships with one another. The aid cut of 1969 was not however a knee jerk 

reaction in Australia’s foreign policy towards India but rather the result of a sustained foreign 

policy divergences with India that began in 1966. This was because India, under Prime Minister 

Indira Gandhi, had started tilting towards the Soviets which became evident through the warming 

of relations with Hanoi and subsequently its anti-American position on the Vietnam War. 

 
636 Andrea Benvenuti, “Difficult Partners: Indo-Australian Relations at the Height of the Cold War, 1949-1964”, 
Australian Journal of Politics and History, Vol. 57, 1 (March 2011), pp. 53-67. 
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Arguably, the U.S has been the underwriter of the Australia-India relationship and the divergence 

that was represented by the aid cut of 1969 was not caused by a bilateral issue per se, but rather 

the growing tensions between New Delhi and Washington where Canberra chose to side with the 

latter.  

Although there were also some regional dynamics at play in this strategic reassessment, however, 

they too, reinforced the US interests in Asia. Indonesia replaced India as the largest recipient of 

Australian aid from 1970 onwards. This was largely because Australia looked to closely align with 

South East Asia after the formation of Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) in 1967 

which was created in an effort to stop the spread of communism in the region. Simultaneously, 

Australia was also fighting the war alongside the US in Vietnam for the same purpose of stopping 

communism. Thus, Australia’s strategic interests in India became altogether tenuous due the 

souring of US-India relations, primarily because of the stresses of the Vietnam War.    

8.3.1 Perceptions of Australia’s Strategic-Culture – Bureaucrats adapting to change  

An important note has to be made on the change in the strategic-culture of Australia’s foreign 

policy making machinery that took place during this time. So far it has been made clear that this 

thesis argues that Australian aid was an indicator of how Australia viewed its interests in Asia and 

also its own geopolitical settings. While the structural factors, such as the bipolar Cold War world 

order, did drive the relationship as the overarching influencers. However, the presence of certain 

non-structural factors such as the socio-cultural preferences of the Australian foreign policy 

making machinery also influenced its strategic reorientation. It was this interplay between the 

material and ideational or cultural which the constructivists argue to be ‘mutually constitutive’ that 

resulted in Australia’s foreign aid cut to India.637         

The shifts in perception of Australia’s geopolitical setting and political culture and that influenced 

its move away from India and towards the ASEAN countries, particularly Indonesia. India’s 

 
637 Jeffrey T. Checkel, “Constructivism and Foreign Policy,” in Foreign Policy: Theories. Actors. Cases, ed. Steve Smith, 
Amelia Hadfield and Tim Dunne (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 72. 
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unpopularity with these countries did hasten this shift as Australia was keen not be seen 

encouraging it as it could strain their relations with the more immediate neighbourhood. 

Ultimately, India’s reputation in South East Asia as an unreliable and disruptive ally that accelerated 

the deprioritization of India as a strategic partner. 

The roots of strategic culture are deeply influenced by the geopolitical setting and its political 

culture.638 There was a significant shift in not only how Australia perceived its geopolitical position 

as it re-oriented towards the South East Asian countries but also how it placed India in the region. 

So, when a new Asian regional cooperation was being canvassed in the early 1970s, India was 

conspicuously left out of this new regional architecture. The old allegiance to the Commonwealth 

also evaporated during this time largely due to the growing closeness of Australia and the US over 

the Vietnam War. This further augmented Australia’s strategic reassessments in India.   

This change in strategic priorities of Australia’s aid highlights two important factors – the 

importance of a strong minded bureaucracy and also the methods used to highlight the role they 

play in foreign policy decision making. It is a testament to the senior bureaucracy of the 

Department of Foreign Affairs, particularly Arthur Tange, that they were prescient in judging the 

major shifts in India’s foreign policy much before the full tilt towards the Soviets took place. 

Officially, India’s alignment with the USSR took place in 1971 when the Indo-Soviet Treaty of 

Peace, Friendship and Cooperation was signed between the two countries. However, the 

Australian aid to India was cut in 1969 before the treaty was signed and the strategic changes were 

being noted by the bureaucrats from 1966 that finally resulted in the aid cut.  

Importantly, the aid cut took place much after both Nehru and Menzies had vacated office 

weakening the argument that Australia-India relations were antipathetic due to leadership 

 
638 Alan Macmillan, Ken Booth and Russell Trood, “Strategic Culture”, Strategic cultures in the Asia-Pacific Region, eds. 
Ken Booth and Russell Trood (London, 1999), p.9. 
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differences.639 The foreign aid relationship shows that this is not quite accurate, as it was under the 

Menzies administration that India was the largest recipient of Australian aid as shown in Chapter 

5. The strategic importance of India for Australia was not dependent on the political leadership 

but rather in how the US shaped the regional architecture particularly keeping India out of it due 

to its Soviet leanings.  

8.3.2 Archival Research and the Donor Interest Model   

A note must also be made on the importance of archival research as it pertains to the study of 

foreign aid in particular. In trying to understand the drivers of aid, existing studies usually look at 

numbers in terms of how much aid was given and to whom. However, the agent-structure 

conundrum highlighted in Chapter 4 underlined that the structure often overshadows the agent, 

and indeed the ‘agency’ of the agent. The archival research conducted for this thesis shed light on 

the individuals, namely senior bureaucrats, in how they reacted to the structural changes 

international affairs during the Cold War. Process tracing the events, interests and agency of these 

bureaucrats shaping Australia’s aid decisions, archival research provided evidence to construct the 

overall narrative of the broader Australia-India relationship which was previously missing from 

their historiography in existing literature.  

In determining the drivers of Australian aid, archival research has been singularly helpful in tracing 

the role of bureaucrats as well the different departments reacted to the Australian aid decision 

making process. The current Australia-India bilateral literature has been rather focussed on the 

structural factors and its effects on the apex leadership that ultimately shaped the fate of the 

bilateral relationship. However, as Chapters 5, 6, and 7 highlight the senior bureaucrats placed 

within the Department of Foreign Affairs also played a key role in shaping the aid flow to India. 

This is not to say that the structural forces did not matter at all, they did, but to tell a more nuanced 

story of the international relations, it is imperative we look at both the agent as well as structure in 

 
639 Meg Gurry, “Leadership and Bilateral Relations: Menzies and Nehru, Australia and India, 1949-1964”, Pacific 
Review, Vol. 65, 4 (Winter 1992-1993), pp. 513. 
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shaping the relationship of two countries. Archival research, thus, helped me to balance the scale 

of analysis towards the agent in an otherwise structure focussed field of literature. 

8.4 Rise of the Bureaucrats: Emerging Commercial Interest in India – 1978-1989 

The key driver of Australian aid to India during this period saw a shift in its strategic approach as 

it went from a purely strategic  to that of a more economically driven aid policy. Up until now, we 

saw a close alignment between Australia’s foreign policy and its foreign aid policy, however by the 

1980’s due to the slowing down of the global economy, Australia’s foreign policy now had become 

connected to its economic policy. Consequently, Australia’s foreign aid policy became aligned to 

its economic policies. As Australia’s foreign economic policy was looking to Asia for new markets 

to sell its products under the new aid for trade policy, India was seen as a lucrative option because 

of  its sheer size and economic prospects.  

Australian aid underwent an important review in 1984 that had recommended an increased foreign 

aid to India, however, this recommendation was not taken into consideration up until the mid-

1980s as India continued to receive almost negligible amount of Australian aid. There were 

considerable inter-departmental tensions between the aid and foreign affairs units on the issue of 

increasing aid to India. However, the persistence of senior bureaucrats and diplomats, namely 

Graham Feakes and Stuart Harris, pushed the agenda of increasing aid to India. By the late 1980s 

there were high level business talks that were organised that subsequently lead to the Piparwar 

Coal Mine aid project being signed between Australia and India in 1989. Of course, this new energy 

in the bilateral ties was aided by the friendship shared by the two Prime Ministers Bob Hawke and 

Rajiv Gandhi however the role of the bureaucracy in not only pushing for an increase in aid but 

also getting the commercial relationship back on track with India cannot be missed.   

8.4.1 Apex Leadership – A Misleading Determinant of Bilateral Relationships?   

This thesis highlights the agency of the senior bureaucrats and diplomats in shaping Australian aid 

to India during the Cold War. The dominant theme in the existing historiography of Australia-

India relations is solely focused on how Prime Ministers and the chemistry, or lack thereof, 
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between influenced bilateral relations. Yet we see a puzzling phenomenon taking place in the aid 

sphere of the bilateral relationship – the amount of Australian aid to India is seen to be at its 

highest when the apex leadership is at its most acrimonious under the Nehru-Menzies leadership. 

Moreover, the aid is at its lowest under Rajiv Gandhi-Bob Hawke who are supposed to have a 

strong bond. Thus, the apex leadership arguments do not adequately explain the aid relationship 

between the two countries. To explore what factors shaped the aid relationship this thesis 

emphasizes the role of key senior bureaucrats and diplomats in not just influencing the drivers of 

Australian aid to India but also the broader bilateral ties during this period.  

The impact of senior bureaucrats like William Pritchett and Arthur Tange highlighted in chapters 

5 and 6 respectively on Australia’s perceptions of India’s strategic importance is an addition to 

existing knowledge. Both Pritchett and Tange served as the Australian High Commissioners in 

New Delhi between 1962-1969. They consecutively and had significant experience in the Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs at the secretarial level and thus had direct impact on the bilateral relationship. 

While Pritchett argued for the ‘more forward’ policy towards India which advocated for aid to be 

increased to India as it would serve as a material base for the bilateral relationship post the 1962 

India-China war, Tange by 1968 was arguing for a cutback on aid to India due to the strategic 

differences that had appeared between the two countries on issues of the Vietnam War. The 

substantive background experience on issues such as foreign aid, especially for Tange who chaired 

the first aid reform meeting in 1965, no doubt influenced how they carried out their diplomatic 

duties as well their perceptions of strategic interests in foreign affairs.  

In the case of Stuart Harris, the Secretary of Department of Foreign affairs, his perceptions of the 

strategic importance of India was not in line with either his defence or foreign minister. Yet, his 

bureaucratic efforts continued to persuade the different departments to seek closer commercial 

ties with India as he perceived India as a strategic venue for Australia’s businesses. Thus, both 
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officers had an immediate impact upon the quantity of the Australia’s aid to India. This was also 

reflected in the broader trajectory of the bilateral relationship.  

These ‘perceptions’ of bureaucrats also vary among different departments. Often based on the 

bureaucrat’s previous experience, these perceptions,  differ depending on ‘where they sit’ (e.g in 

terms of their budgetary concerns etc). This was highlighted by the hesitations of ADAB and 

Department of Science and Technology in increasing aid and technical ties with India as the former 

was suffering was severe budgetary constraints while the latter was disappointed was the lack of 

follow up from the Indian side and did not want to start any new projects due to their previous 

experience with the Indian counterparts. Thus, the Piparwar Coal Mine Project being set up in 

1989 in India was not as simple as Meg Gurry argues ‘Hawke arrived bearing gifts’ during his visit 

in the same year.640 This ‘gift’ was only possible after severe bureaucratic competition and rivalries 

were sorted by the department of Foreign Affairs and the lobbying of Australian businesses.    

Changes in key bureaucratic and diplomatic positions also impacted the bureaucratic politics that 

decided aid allotment. The appointment of Graham Feakes as Australia’s High Commissioner to 

India in 1984 saw an increased pressure being put on the Australian aid agencies to increase the 

aid to India, which ADAB was not quite in favour of despite the Jackson Review heavy 

recommendations of the same. The Graham Feakes-Stuart Harris duo both in their first year of 

their respective position of High Commissioner and Secretary of Department of Foreign Affairs 

in 1984 lead the charge of setting up commercial links between the two countries which resulted 

in the increase in aid in 1989, against considerable inter-departmental opposition. 

Thus, focussing simply on the relationship between the apex leadership of the two countries could 

be misleading in trying to analyse the Australia-India strategic and economic relationship. We see 

that despite the Nehru-Menzies disagreements, the relationship was relatively functional with 

 
640 Meg Gurry, Australia and India: Mapping the Journey 1944-2014 (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press, 2015), p. 
213. 
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India, with India even occupying a strategically favourable position in Australia’s aid programme. 

Alternatively, we see that during Rajiv Gandhi-Bob Hawke time despite the strong bond between 

the two Prime Ministers, they could not deliver much substance to the bilateral relationship until 

the bureaucrats really pushed for stronger economic ties through aid and trade with India.     

Most importantly, this thesis highlighted how well bureaucrats mediate pressure, whether it be 

political, security, ministerial or even business, in trying to craft a foreign policy approach. We see 

in Chapter 7 that there were significant Australian business interests in setting up the HLOGS in 

India as well as the Piparwar Coal Mine project. Despite ministerial objections, the bureaucrats 

were still not just able to bring the Australia-India relationship out of the doldrums but also add 

substance to it. Senior bureaucrats not only have to mediate interests of the country they are 

dealing with but also domestic pressures such as political pressure and business interests.        

8.5 Reflection – Why do states give aid?  

In finding out the drivers of Australian aid this thesis found that that the Donor’s Interest Model 

mostly holds true in explaining why states give aid, however my results did record some variations 

within this model. This variation is an addition to existing scholarship of why states why provide 

aid. The drivers of aid are usually considered to be singular and monolithic, especially within the 

Cold War period, where the bipolar world order was argued as the determinant of most 

international interactions during this period. Yet, Australia’s aid to India is a unique case where we 

see shifts in the drivers of aid within the Cold War.  

Can a donor have ‘emotional’ interests? A distinctive feature in this aid relationship that we see 

occur in Chapters 5 and 6 is the role of ‘emotion’ as a driver of Australian aid to India. This 

‘emotional’ element as aid has not received significant scholarly attention however as this thesis 

has shown it does have a role to play in shaping the drivers of aid, however small that may be. We 

see ministers like R.G Casey and even Prime Minister Whitlam displaying emotional sentiments 
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towards India during their tenures, however is emotion enough to sustain a long-term aid interest 

in a country, especially in a strategically fraught time like the Cold War?  

Emotions did play a somewhat important role as this thesis has shown particularly in shaping the 

attitudes of the donors toward the recipient country. While the key driver was strategic between 

1951 and 1977 – the ‘goodwill’, or altruism, was arguable driven by the emotional attachment of 

certain Australian ministers and senior bureaucrats towards India. In fact the importance given to 

the recipient’s, India’s, needs was carved out of Australia’s emotional optimism about India’s place 

in the world following its independence in 1947. Baden Teague has argued that there was a certain 

‘magic’ in Australia’s attraction towards India. He argues that ‘Australia’s first awakening about 

India’ that started in the 1940’s and lasted till the end of the 1960’s was all about “magic”’.641 He 

argues that India stirred the emotions of Australia in terms of its thinking on international relations 

and modern political questions like ‘can colonialism really be shed?’; ‘can a diverse and religious 

nation like India achieve a secular constitution?’; ‘if democracy is the best way ahead- it must be 

seen to work in India’.642 Certainly, then, there are some elements of fascination and emotional 

association with India that translated into making India its largest aid recipient during the early 

part of their relationship.  

Unfortunately, emotion alone in itself is not enough to sustain positive strategic interest in a 

country, especially when substantive aid investments are involved. Chapter 6 highlighted that 

Australia was India’s ‘emotional ally’, however from fascination and magic the emotion by then 

had moved to sympathy as India’s continued to ask for more aid due to its dire economic situation. 

As Chapter 1 shows, between 1974 and 1976 there was a temporary increase in Australian aid to 

India, although marginally compared to the larger trend of the bilateral aid relationship. A Labor 

led Australia was more emotionally attached to India than their liberal and national counterparts 

 
641 Baden Teague, ‘The Post-1986 Renaissance in Australia's Relations with South Asia’, in Australia and South Asia: 
A Blueprint for 2001?, Marika Vicziany and Kevin McPherson (eds.), (Melbourne: Melbourne National Centre for 
South Asian Studies, 1994). 
642 Ibid., p. 87.  
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visible under the Chifley and Whitlam governments. Thus, with the Whitlam dismissal in 1975, all 

‘emotional’ facets from the aid relationship disappeared again as Fraser took office subsequently. 

In democracies, leaders change as often as emotions do, thus, it cannot sustain the donor’s strategic 

for a long term.  

The Donor Interest Model, then, remains an accurate explanatory model of explaining why states 

provide aid. What is interesting is the variations within this model that take place often as a result 

of structural changes but sometimes also due to bureaucratic interventions, who are trying to 

mediate different pressures in the country, as this thesis has shown.  

8.6 Areas for Future Research    

An interesting research project complimenting this thesis would be the study of the drivers of 

Australian aid to India post-Cold War, between 1990-2011. Australian aid to India was 

discontinued in the year 2011. This project was limited by the 30-year rule of the Australian 

archives which only allowed access to documents up until the year 1989. As more recent papers 

become accessible, it would be interesting to see how Australian aid to India has changed in the 

post the Cold War era. Including the experiences and impacts of the Piparwar Coal Mine project 

on the Australia-India strategic-commercial ties post 1989. In 1986 Rajiv Gandhi was the last 

Indian Prime Minister to visit Australia until very recently when Narendra Modi visited in 2014 

after a rather uncharacteristic 28-year gap, the longest ever in the history if this bilateral 

relationship. With a rising Chinese influence in the region, there is again an emerging common 

strategic goal for both countries to increase their commercial as well as strategic cooperation in 

the post-Cold War era, and this enjoys substantial support from Washington as well.   
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