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Abstract 

The purpose of this article is to explore the development of a norm that emerged during a period of 

unqualified American hegemony - the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) - and, to ask what the rise of 

China means for R2P norm entrepreneurs like Australia.  It argues that by underpinning great power 

identity claims, which are instantiated by the assertion of normative positions occasionally at odds 

with liberal states, the rise of China has helped to highlight the contested nature of the R2P norm, in 

particular the license it notionally gives to the pursuit of externally imposed regime change.  Drawing 

an innovative combination of critical constructivism and philosophical pragmatism the paper argues 

that liberal states can better promote R2P in this increasingly pluralist international order by adopting 

a pragmatic approach to norm diffusion.  This balances the demands of a dialogue that is sensitive to 

Chinese concerns with the defence of the substantive core of the norm, human protection. It is further 

argued ƚŚĂƚ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ŐĞŽƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ CŚŝŶĞƐĞ ƉŽǁĞƌ ĂŶĚ ĂŶ ĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ ŽĨ 

AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ĂƐ Ă ͚ŵŝĚĚůĞ ƉŽǁĞƌ͛ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ Ă ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ƚŽ ĂĐƚ ĂƐ Ă ƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝĐ ŶŽƌŵ ĞŶƚƌĞƉƌĞŶĞƵƌ͘  

IŶĚĞĞĚ͕ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ƌĞĐĞŶƚ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ UN “ĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ CŽƵŶĐŝů ĐĂn be characterised in these terms. 
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Introduction 

TŚĞ ƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĂƌ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ǁŝůů ďĞ Ă ͚CŚŝŶĞƐĞ CĞŶƚƵƌǇ͛ (Scott 2008) has prompted much 

discussion about the sustainability of the contemporary international normative order (Gaskarth 

2015).  Analysts may question when, if at all, the Chinese economy will surpass that of the US, and 

whether this new found material wealth will translate into a military challenge to American supremacy 

(Layne 2012; Layne, Wohlforth, and Brooks 2012)͕ ďƵƚ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƐƚĂƚƵƐ ĂƐ ͚Ă ƌŝƐŝŶŐ ƉŽǁĞƌ͛ ŚĂƐ ůŽŶŐ ďĞĞŶ 

recognized (Ikenberry 2008; Callahan 2005).  For those who adopt a Realist approach to explain 

international relations, the rise of China will have a profound impact on the norms that emerged under 

American hegemony.  This is because rising powers challenge the norms that emerged when they 

were weak; norms that neither reflects their ideology or interests, nor their new found status (Gilpin 

1981; Mearsheimer 2010; Friedberg 2012; Tellis 2013).  This is questioned by liberals (Ikenberry 2008) 

and constructivists (Johnston 2008; Larson 2015), who argue the norms embedded within the 

hegemonic order can incentivize or socialize the rising power to refrain from revisionist practice.  

The purpose of this article is twofold: first, to explore the development of a norm that emerged during 

a period of unqualified American hegemony - the Responsibility to Protect (R2P); and, second, to ask 

what the rise of China means for R2P norm entrepreneurs like Australia.  R2P insists that when states 

͚ŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚůǇ ĨĂŝů͛ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨƌŽŵ ŵĂƐƐ ĂƚƌŽĐŝƚǇ ĐƌŝŵĞƐ͕ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ƐŚŽƵůĚ 

intervene by acting through the United Nations “ĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ CŽƵŶĐŝů ͚ŝŶ Ă ƚŝŵĞůǇ ĂŶĚ ĚĞĐŝƐŝǀĞ ŵĂŶŶĞƌ͛ 

(United Nations 2005, para.139).  Adopting a Realist position, Robert Murray and Aidan Hehir (2012, 

387) ĂƌŐƵĞ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ƚŚĞ ƐĞǀĞƌĞ ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ ŽĨ Ă ŵƵůƚŝƉŽůĂƌ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ĂŶĚ ƌŝƐĞ ŽĨ ƉŽǁĞƌƐ ůŝŬĞ ‘ƵƐƐŝĂ ĂŶĚ 

ChŝŶĂ ĂƌĞ ďŽƵŶĚ ƚŽ ůŝŵŝƚ ƚŚĞ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ĞĨĨŝĐĂĐǇ ŽĨ ‘ϮP͛͘  TŚĞŝƌ ĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ (2012, 398) that the rise of 

͚ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůǇ ůĞƐƐ ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƚŝĐ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͛ ǁŝůů ƌĞǀĞƌƐĞ ƚŚĞ ŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ‘ϮP is, 

however, too simplistic.   Suspicions about R2P correlate with post-colonial, rather than non-

democratic, identities, which are illustrated most obviously by the position of India (Gaskarth 2015); 

and indeed non-democratic states like China are not necessarily opposed to the R2P norm.  Both R2P 

ĂŶĚ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝtion is more complex than realists suggest.  Unpacking that complexity can better 

inform the advocacy of those who remain committed to the implementation of R2P in a multipolar 

system that is normatively pluralist.  

There is evidence that CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů rise is ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ĂŶ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŽŶ ‘ϮP͛Ɛ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ďƵƚ ŽŶůǇ ŝŶ ĂŶ 

indirect and contingent way.  Concerns that China has economic leverage over liberal states, and that 

this will be used to dissuade the promotion and implementation of human rights norms like R2P, are 

overstated.  From the realist perspective of Murray and Hehir one would expect to see evidence of 

this kind of leverage in, for example, AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ǁŝƚŚ CŚŝŶĂ͘  GŝǀĞŶ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ ůĞǀĞůƐ ŽĨ 

economic dependency commentators regularly consider the possibility that China will somehow 
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͚ĚĞĐŽƵƉůĞ͛ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ĨƌŽŵ ŝƚƐ ĂůůŝĂŶĐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ǁĞƐƚĞƌŶ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ (Dupont 2014; Perlez 2014; Liu and Hao 2014, 

375; Dittmer and He 2014, 216; Johnson and Smyth 2015).  However, there is no evidence that 

Australian support for R2P has invited Chinese economic retaliation or that Australia has been 

deterred from promoting R2P because of these links.  YĞƚ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƌŝƐĞ ĚŽĞƐ present a more subtle 

challenge because it underpins great power identity claims (Hao 2015; Manning 2016), which are 

instantiated by the assertion of normative positions that are occasionally at odds with liberal states.  

In the R2P area, for instance, China has vetoed western-led resolutions on the Syria situation and it 

has ŽƉƉŽƐĞĚ ƉƵƚƚŝŶŐ NŽƌƚŚ KŽƌĞĂ͛Ɛ ŚƵŵĂŶ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĂŐĞŶĚĂ (Gifkins 2012; 

Bellamy 2015).   

This constructivist-inspired, identity-based, argument may sound-ůŝŬĞ Ă ƌĞĂůŝƐƚ ŽŶĞ͗ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƌŝƐĞ ŝƐ 

leading to obstructionist behavior.  As Deborah Welch Larson (2015) recently noted, liberal 

international norms may have the potential to socialize rising powers but that process is contested 

within, and revisionist positions may very well emerge.  But the emphasis on contestation highlights 

the contingency of that conclusion.  It is not inevitable that China as a rising power will adopt 

obstructionist positions; and of course whether China as a rising power adopts obstructionist positions 

is contingent on whether western-led processes of promoting and implementing liberal international 

norms like R2P can accommodate CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ (Brown 2015, 145).  It is argued in this article that 

R2P norm entrepreneurs among liberal states can avoid Chinese obstructionism but only by adopting 

a ͚pragmatic͛ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƌŝƐŝŶŐ ƉŽǁĞƌ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ ŚĂƐ ŚĞůƉĞĚ ƚŽ 

highlight.  This does not mean compromising on the substantive moral ends embedded within R2P but 

it does mean finding creativĞ ǁĂǇƐ ŽĨ ĚĞůŝŶŬŝŶŐ ͚ŚƵŵĂŶ protection͛ from ͚regime change͛ as this is 

necessary if the UN Security Council is to act collectively (Western and Goldstein 2013).  It is further 

ĂƌŐƵĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ƌĞcent activity on the UN Security Council offers important insights into the 

role of a pragmatic norm entrepreneur. 

To advance this argument, the paper is structured by five sections.  The first two sections establish 

ǁŚĂƚ ŝƐ ŵĞĂŶƚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƚĞƌŵ ͚ƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝĐ͛ Ŷorm entrepreneur.  This draws on the insights of critical 

constructivist accounts of norm diffusion and philosophical pragmatism, in particular the shared 

ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ Ă ŶŽƌŵ͛Ɛ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ĐĂŶŶŽƚ ďĞ ĨŝǆĞĚ ƚŽ ĐŽŶĐƌĞƚĞ ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ Žr norm-maker/norm-

taker hierarchies; and that its persuasive power is tied to its legitimacy, which flows from processes 

of deliberation and compromise, as well as the confidence created by a commitment to practical 

problem solving.  The third section elaborates on the particular challenge liberal advocates of R2P face 

as China becomes more confident acting according to its normative preference for an international 

order based on state sovereignty and national self-determination.  The key implication here is that 

there are limitations to what the R2P norm articulated by the 2005 World Summit Outcome Document 
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can legitimize because there are some actions ʹ such as externally enforced regime change ʹ that 

China is disposed to veto.  This does not mean R2P has no future in a Chinese century, but it does 

require a pragmatic approach that is open to accepting alternative arguments on how best to achieve 

human protection, while also being prepared to expose behavior that uses these arguments simply to 

ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ;Žƌ ĂŶǇ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƐƚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ) national interest.  The fourth and fifth sections illustrate 

Australia͛Ɛ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ƚŽ ƉůĂǇ ƚŚĞ ƌŽůĞ ŽĨ ƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝĐ ŶŽƌŵ ĞŶƚƌĞƉƌĞŶĞƵƌ ĂŶĚ draws on elite interview 

data to assess its two year period on the Security Council in these terms, especially its leadership on 

the Syria and North Korea issues. 

 

Norm promotion in theory 

The R2P norm, which insists the UN Security Council has a collective responsibility to consider, and if 

necessary authorize, humanitarian intervention when states manifestly fail to protect their own 

populations from atrocity crimes is a product of post-Cold War American hegemony.  In some respects, 

it emerged as a defensive reaction to the threat US interventionism posed to the Security Council and 

its place in the liberal international order.  Freed from the political checks of the bipolar system, the 

US was able (although not always willing) to act on a moral imperative to stop such crimes.  The 

concern was that Security Council indifference would only add legitimacy to unilateral action despite 

the threat that posed to relations between states.  The characterisation of the 1999 US-led Kosovo 

ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ ĂƐ ͚ŝůůĞŐĂů ďƵƚ ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂƚĞ͛ ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽďůĞŵ (Kosovo 2000).   Likewise, the 2001 

report of the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS) ʹ which was 

called The Responsibility to Protect - ƐƚĂƚĞĚ ĐůĞĂƌůǇ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ŝĨ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů ʹ and the five permanent 

members in particular -   fail to make the Council relevant to the critical issues of the day then they 

ĐĂŶ ŽŶůǇ ĞǆƉĞĐƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů ǁŝůů ĚŝŵŝŶŝƐŚ ŝŶ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ͕ ƐƚĂƚƵƌĞ ĂŶĚ ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ͛ ;ICI““ ϮϬϭϭ͕ ƉĂƌĂ͘ 

ϲ͘ϮϮͿ͘  Iƚ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽďůĞŵ ďǇ ĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ͛Ɛ ƌĞƐŝĚƵĂů ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ 

can be invoked when states manifestly fail to fulfil the primary responsibility to protect their 

populations. 

International society acknowledged this responsibility in the 2005 World Summit Outcome Document, 

which specified that military intervention to protect ʹ what has subsequently been referred to as 

͚ƉŝůůĂƌ III͛ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ - could only be authorized by the UN Security Council.2 Since then the R2P norm has 

ďĞĞŶ ĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚ ŝŶ ͚ƌŽďƵƐƚ͛ ƉĞĂĐĞŬĞĞƉŝŶŐ ŵĂŶĚĂƚĞƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞĚ ‘ϮP ŝŶ ŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐ ‘ĞƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ͕ 

                                                           
2 IŶ ŚŝƐ ϮϬϬϵ ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ƚŚĞ UN “ĞĐƌĞƚĂƌǇ GĞŶĞƌĂů͛Ɛ ĂĚǀŝƐĞƌ ŽŶ ‘ϮP͕ EĚǁĂƌĚ LƵĐŬ, argued the R2P norm rested on 

ƚŚƌĞĞ ƉŝůůĂƌƐ͗ ;IͿ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ ŽǁŶ ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͖ ;IIͿ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ĂƐƐŝƐƚ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ ƚŽ 
protect their own population; (III) the responsibility to intervene when states manifestly fail to protect.  
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including Resolution 1973 (2011), which authorised military action to protect the Libyan population 

from the Gaddafi regime (Bellamy 2015a).  As the situations in Syria and North Korea demonstrate, 

however, the Security Council does not always act collectively in situations involving mass atrocity 

crimes.  A ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ĐĂŶŶŽƚ ďĞ ͚ƚĂŬĞŶ-for-ŐƌĂŶƚĞĚ͖͛ ĂŶĚ͕ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ŽĨ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀŝƐƚ 

norm-life cycle theory (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998), this suggests R2P has not been fully internalized 

by the Security Council.  It is the purpose of this section to draw on this theory as a means of informing 

practice that can move international society beyond the impasse.  Its main contribution is to draw 

attention to critical constructivist (Hopf 1998) accounts of norm diffusion, which, it is argued, are 

better placed to deal with the challenges of an increasingly pluralist international society.      

In conventional constructivist accounts of norm-diffusion, norm entrepreneurs (like ICISS) introduce a 

new standard of international behaviour (like R2P) and try to convince a critical mass of states to 

ĞŵďƌĂĐĞ ŝƚ ;FŝŶŶĞŵŽƌĞ ĂŶĚ “ŝŬŬŝŶŬ ϭϵϵϴ͕ ϴϵϱͿ͘  TŚƌŽƵŐŚ Ă ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƐŽĐŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ ͚Ă 

combination of pressure for conformity, desire to enhance legitimation, and the desire of state leaders 

to enhance their self-ĞƐƚĞĞŵ͕͛ ƚŚĞ norm ůŝĨĞ ĐǇĐůĞ ĞŶƚĞƌƐ ǁŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĐĂůů ƚŚĞ ͚ŶŽƌŵ ĐĂƐĐĂĚĞ͛ ƉŚĂƐĞ͘  

NŽƌŵ ͚ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ŽĐĐƵƌƐ ͚Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ĨĂƌ ĞŶĚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŶŽƌŵ ĐĂƐĐĂĚĞ͕͛ ǁŚĞƌĞ ͚ŶŽƌŵƐ ĂĐƋƵŝƌĞ Ă ƚĂŬĞŶ-for-

ŐƌĂŶƚĞĚ ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ĂƌĞ ŶŽ ůŽŶŐĞƌ Ă ŵĂƚƚĞƌ ŽĨ ďƌŽĂĚ ƉƵďůŝĐ ĚĞďĂƚĞ͛ ;Finnemore and Sikkink 1998, 895).   

Implicit in this account, is an understanding that the meaning of the norm if fixed to firm moral 

foundations and that it is clear and determinate.  Normative contestation in this sense tends to be 

interpreted by norm entrepreneurs as rhetoric that aims to disguise non-compliance.  The progressive 

response exposes this opposition as shameful.  This is especially the case if those opposing the norm-

entrepreneur have previously indicated their commitment to the norm by, for instance, signing a 

statement or treaty.  In this instance, contestation is exposed as hypocrisy, which, according to the 

conventional constructivist logic of norm life cycle theory, has the social power to change behaviour 

and encourage compliance (Risse-Kappen, C. Ropp, and Sikkink 1999; Thomas 2001; Lebovic and 

Voeten 2006). 

Critical constructivists take issue with this account of norm diffusion in ways that are pertinent to our 

purpose.  Firstly, critical constructivism is less inclined to see the meaning of a norm as fixed, even 

after the moment of institutionalization.  It presupposes in Antje WiĞŶĞƌ͛Ɛ (2004, 200) ǁŽƌĚƐ͕ ͚ƚŚĂƚ 

meanings ʹ while stable over long periods of time and within particular contexts ʹ are always in 

ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ĐŽŶƚĞƐƚĞĚ͛.  This has important implications for the manner in which norm entrepreneurs 

respond to normative contestation.  As noted above, there is a tendency within the conventional 

accounts to interpret contestation as a cover for non-compliance and to expose that by shaming 

ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ǀŝĞǁƐ͘  IŶ ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ͕ ƚŚĞ ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ;Žƌ ͚ƌĞĨůĞǆŝǀĞ͛Ϳ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀŝƐƚ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ŽĨ AŶƚũĞ Wiener, for 

instance, argues that contestation should be encouraged within deliberative contexts.  This stems 



 

6 

 

from a concern that a norm lacks legitimacy (and thus stability) if stakeholders (i.e. those impacted by 

its social power) are denied an opportunity to contest it (Wiener 2014; Gould and Onuf 2009, 37; 

Hofmann 2015).  Acharya (2013, 468) writes in similar vein, ŶŽƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ͚ƌĞĐĞƉƚŝǀŝƚǇ ƚŽ Ă ŶĞǁ 

international norm is likely to be higher if the responsibility for its creation and diffusion is seen to be 

ŵŽƌĞ ďƌŽĂĚůǇ ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ƚŚĂŶ ďĞŝŶŐ ĐƌĞĚŝƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ĂŶǇ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ŐƌŽƵƉ͖͛ ĂŶĚ ŝŶĚĞĞĚ MĂƌĐ LǇŶĐŚ ;ϮϬϭϮ͕ 

217) observes that the norms that emerge out of dialŽŐƵĞ ǁŝƚŚ CŚŝŶĂ ĂƌĞ ƐƚƌŽŶŐĞƌ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ͚ƉƵƚ 

ďůƵŶƚůǇ͕ ƚŚŽƐĞ ǁŚŽ ŚĂǀĞ Ă ƐĂǇ ŝŶ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƌƵůĞƐ ĂƌĞ ŵŽƌĞ ůŝŬĞůǇ ƚŽ ĨŽůůŽǁ ƚŚĞŵ͛͘ 

Secondly, and following on from this, critical constructivists have exposed the extent to which 

conventional norm life cycle theory rests on ʹ and helps constitute ʹ a norm-maker / norm-taker 

hierarchy.  This is linked to the assumption that the meaning of the norm is fixed because that then 

empowers the norm-entrepreneur to decide whether others are in compliance with the norm.  This 

may not, by itself, be a threat to the diffusion of a particular norm.  A norm entrepreneur may have 

the kind of legitimacy that encourages others to accept their judgment; but to the extent international 

hierarchies are problematic then practices that reconstitute a norm maker / norm-taker hierarchy may 

hinder the promotion of a norm.  Indeed, critical accounts have illustrated how the norm-maker / 

norm-taker hierarchy implicit in norm life-cycle models encourages normative resistance where there 

may not otherwise have been any (Acharya 2004).  This is particularly acute if the norm entrepreneur 

responds to contestation by representing normative contestation as shameful.  Such strategies risk 

ŵĞƌĞůǇ ͚ŝŶĨĂŶƚŝůŝǌŝŶŐ͛ (Epstein 2012) the concerns of states and reconstituting the unstable hierarchies 

associated with the age of European imperialism.  Of course, this narrative further alienates post-

colonial state making them less inclined to adopt a norm they may otherwise have seen as 

appropriate.   The recent interest in norm-subsidiarity and norm-localization builds on such concerns 

(Acharya 2013, 2004, 2009, 2011; Kenkel and De Rosa 2015) 

The argument here is that the insights provided by the critical constructivist approach to norm 

diffusion are especially pertinent to R2P in the context of a rising China.  This is for two reasons: first, 

‘ϮP͛Ɛ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ is indeterminate, especially with respect to processes of implementing its substantive 

core, human protection (Welsh 2013; Rotmann, Kurtz, and Brockmeier 2014).  The norm demands a 

collective response, but it does not say exactly what that response is.  It thus invites contestation and 

deliberation before compromise and decision.  Any state that approaches an R2P situation with an 

assumption that it knows how best to protect a population under threat, is unwilling to countenance 

other views and dismisses them as shameful does not fully appreciate the importance of collective 

decision-making to R2P; it relies too heavily on self-prescribed hierarchies that elevate its view above 

others.  Second, where these hierarchies are associated with Western hegemony they are significant.  

This is because material power shifts are encouraging non-Western emerging states like China to be 
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ŵŽƌĞ ĂƐƐĞƌƚŝǀĞ͘  AƐ ƚŚĞ ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ ďĞůŽǁ ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ͕ CŚŝŶĂ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ ǁŝƚŚ ‘ϮP͛Ɛ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ 

because it is committed to human protection and, as a permanent member of the Security Council, it 

understood that its voice on pillar III interventions would not be ignored.  That was up to the 2011 

Libya intervention, when the claims that NATO was ignoring UN mandates to pursue regime change 

ran up against claims that China was a great power whose normative positions should not be ignored.  

The point for now, however, is that a critical approach to norm-diffusion is seemingly more sensitive 

ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐ ƐĞƚ ďǇ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ƌĂŝƐĞĚ ďǇ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ great power 

behaviour.  It follows that such an approach can better inform R2P norm-entrepreneurship.  Indeed, 

the UN Secretary-GĞŶĞƌĂů͛Ɛ “ƉĞĐŝĂů AĚǀŝƐĞƌ ŽŶ ‘ϮP͕ JĞŶŶŝĨĞƌ WĞůƐŚ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ͕ ƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇ ŵĂĚĞ Ă ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ 

point.   

 

Philosophical pragmatism and its implication for norm entrepreneurship 

An approach to norm entrepreneurship that is informed by a critical constructivist account of norm 

diffusion may be better suited to the emerging international order but it is not without its problems.  

Accepting that the meaning of a norm is contested and that deliberation is necessary can lead to a 

situation where the substantive core of a norm is essentially hollowed out. Critical constructivism 

informs dialogic approaches that encourage consensus on how best to protect populations, but the 

risk is that this consensus comes at the expense of humanitarian protection.  The first response to this 

ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ‘ϮP ƉŽƐƚ-Libya.  It does 

not contest the importance of human protection.  Rather, the manner in which western powers 

implemented the Security Council mandate to intervene in Libya ʹ it was interpreted by them as 

licensing regime change ʹ revived suspicions that R2P rested on international hierarchies that 

excluded post-colonial states (Ralph and Gallagher 2015).  The not unreasonable argument that 

regime change was implied in the mandate does little to address this concern because it is based on 

the claim that those with the military capacity to intervene are also empowered to determine the 

scope of that intervention.  The backlash against R2P post-Libya informed the Chinese and Russian 

veto proposed resolutions on the Syria crisis.  The more specific point, however, is this: the challenge 

to formulating a collective Security Council response to mass atrocity post-Libya is informed by an 

unwarranted confidence on the part of the western powers that they know how best to implement 

the norm and other approaches are shameful.  Critical constructivist insights can correct this.  That 

ďĞŝŶŐ ƐĂŝĚ͕ ƚŚĞ ǁĞĂŬŶĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀŝƐƚ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƌĞŵĂŝŶƐ͗ ĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞ ƚŽ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ĂŶƚŝ 

regime change position may facilitate consensus but it may also contradict the imperative to protect 

populations at risk.  The argument in this section is that this weakness can be addressed by adding the 

insights of philosophical pragmatism. 
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Philosophical pragmatism has had less of an influence on International Relations than social 

constructivism.  A summary of the whole tradition ʹ and the variations within it ʹ is clearly beyond the 

scope of one article (see Malachowski 2013). The focus here, therefore, is on drawing the pertinent 

points from the work of those theorists who have imported pragmatism into IR (Bauer and Brighi 2009; 

Bray 2013, 2009; Brown 1994, 1999; Cochran 1999; Festenstein 2009; Owen 2002; Hellmann 2009; 

Hellmann et al. 2009; Kaag and Kreps 2012; Kratochwil 2009).  Three key points are important for our 

purposes.  The first is the shared understanding of the contested and contingent character of truth 

and knowledge claims.  For philosophical pragmatists, the search for moral foundations is irrelevant.  

Norms exist as ideas that articulate appropriate behaviour and they are (as constructivism confirms) 

consequential.  They motivate human action regardless of whether their origins are found in 

foundational, abstract or communitarian thinking.   The challenge is not to prove that one of these 

ŝĚĞĂƐ ŝƐ ƐŽŵĞŚŽǁ ƌŝŐŚƚ͕ ƚƌƵĞ͕ ĐŽƌƌĞĐƚ Žƌ ĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ĐŽƌƌĞƐƉŽŶĚ ƚŽ ͚ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ͛͘  TŚĂƚ ŝƐ ĂŶ 

͚ƵŶƉƌŽĨŝƚĂďůĞ͛ (Bray 2009, 686) Žƌ ͚ĨƵƚŝůĞ͛ (Friedrichs and Kratochwil 2009, 701) exercise from the 

ƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝƐƚ͛Ɛ ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͘  PŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚǇ ĂŶĚ I‘ ŚĂƐ ƚŽ ͚ĚĞŵǇƐƚŝĨǇ͛ (Bauer and Brighi 2009a, 2) ĂŶĚ ͚ŐĞƚ 

ŽǀĞƌ͛ (Kratochwil 2011, 44) Žƌ ͚ďƌƵƐŚ ĂƐŝĚĞ͛ ;‘ŽƌƚǇ ϭϵϴϵ͕ ϱϰͿ ƐƵĐŚ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ďƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ ĚŽĞs not mean 

normative action is condemned by the relativism that seemingly follows.  The challenge instead is to 

ĂĐƋƵŝƌĞ ƚŚĞ ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ͚ƵƐĞĨƵů ĂŶĚ ƌĞůŝĂďůĞ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͛ (Friedrichs and Kratochwil 2009, 702) that enables 

ƵƐ ƚŽ ͚ĐŽƉĞ͛ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚƐ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŝĚĞĂƐ ŚĞůƉ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚ (Hellmann 2009, 

640; Cochran 1999; Kratochwil 2011, 46).                 

The second key point follows on from this.  Accepting that norms, understood as standards of 

appropriate behaviour, do not rest on incontrovertible foundations conditions the manner in which 

norms should be promoted.  Philosophical pragmatists argue that any claim to know what is right is 

ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ ͚ĨĂůůŝďůĞ͕͛ (Cochran 1999; Bellamy 2002, 488-9; Festenstein 2009, 148) and for that reason 

ŝƚ ŵƵƐƚ ďĞ ŽĨĨĞƌĞĚ ĂƐ Ă ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ĚĞŐƌĞĞ ŽĨ ͚ŝƌŽŶǇ͛ (Rorty 1989).  Here the parallels with 

the critical approach to norm development are obvious.  Contestation and dialogue as a route to 

knowledge is important to both approaches.  Yet pragmatism differs to the critical approaches inspired 

by a Habermasian commitment to open dialogue (Hoffmann 2009, 243; Bray 2013, 468).  It is more 

problem-focused and less about communicative exercise of freedom.  This means for example, in 

terms relevant to this paper, accepting as a political reality the Security Council veto, even though it 

tends to distort communicative action at the United Nations, and finding practical ways of protecting 

populations in ways that do not invite the veto.  Proposals for wholesale reform may not be 

inappropriate but in an R2P situation they are idealistic and unsatisfactory.  

Of course, this potentially returns us to the possibility that consensus on how to implement a norm is 

unachievable, what pragmatist Richard Rorty callĞĚ ĂŶ ͚ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝǀĞ ƐƚĂŶĚŽĨĨ͛͘  The third key point 
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ʹ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝƐƚ͛Ɛ ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ͚ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ŝŶƚĞůůŝŐĞŶĐĞ͛ - addresses this.  Critical intelligence is, in 

DĂŶŝĞů BƌĂǇ͛Ɛ ǁŽƌĚƐ ;ϮϬϭϯ͕ ϰϲϳͿ, ͚Ă ŵĞƚŚŽĚ ŽĨ ƌĞaching practical judgments about problematic 

situations in which connections are found between old habits, institutions, beliefs, and new 

ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ͛͘  WŚĞƌĞ ŶĞǁ ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ ĞǆƉŽƐĞ Ă ƉĞƌƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ ƉƌŽďůĞŵ ʹ such as an argumentative standoff 

instantiated through repeated Security Council vetoes ʹ the pragmatic approach requires normative 

agents to reflect critically on their own practices (rather than assuming that the other side͛s approach 

is shameful) and imagine alternative ways of solving that (Bray 2013, 467).   From this perspective, 

normative pluralism is to be valued, not as an end in itself, but because it challenges otherwise fixed 

practices to prove they are fit for purpose.  Again, in terms relevant to this paper, a pragmatic 

approach would not let the norm entrepreneur hide behind the practice of blaming the other for the 

failure to respond collectively, especially when such tactics are accompanied by shaming language 

that is unwarranted and unhelpful.  Where, for example, a resolution authorising humanitarian 

intervention is blocked, the norm entrepreneur must imagine alternative means of implementing 

humanitarian protection.  It has been argued, for instance, that a more generous policy of granting 

asylum to Syrian refugees offers R2P advocates a pragmatic alternative to humanitarian intervention 

(Ralph and Souter 2015).     

Finding alternative means of implementing R2P reduces the risk that the compromise necessary to 

guarantee a collective response will hollow out the substantive core of the norm.  Agreeing with China 

that military intervention is an inappropriate response to atrocity crimes does not necessarily mean 

the Security Council has failed to implement R2P.  That conclusion would follow, however, if that 

collective response was accompanied by inaction in other areas, such as the provision of aid and 

asylum.  In this instance, it is still possible that the shaming tactics that figure so prominently in the 

conventional constructivist approach to norm diffusion are appropriate.  At its core, the R2P norm is 

about states having global responsibilities that can only be met by sacrificing national interests.  It is 

reasonable to expect states to disagree on how best to meet those global responsibilities because the 

question of how best to protect poƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŝŶ ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŝƐ Ă ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ ŽŶĞ͖ ĂŶĚ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐƚ-

Libya position demonstrates that.  Russian policy on Syria may have been influenced by an 

unwarranted commitment to narrow national interests, but there is less reason to suppose that is the 

case with China. R2P advocacy thus demands humility.  But when an argumentative standoff is the 

consequence of a position that defends the national interest at the expense of human protection then 

it may well warrant the charge of hypocrisy; and, crucially, this will only be appropriate if the state 

levelling the charge can reasonably claim that its position is consistent with the norm and the multiple 

ǁĂǇƐ ŽĨ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐ ŝƚ͘  FƌŽŵ Ă ƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝĐ ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͕ ƚŚŝƐ ŶŽƚ Ă ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ďĞŝŶŐ ͚ƌŝŐŚƚ͕͛ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ŝt 
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ŝƐ Ă ŵĂƚƚĞƌ ŽĨ ďĞŝŶŐ ͚ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ͛͘  TŚĞ ĐŚĂƌŐĞ ŽĨ ŚǇƉŽĐƌŝƐǇ ǁŝůů ŶŽƚ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŝĨ ŝƚ ĐĂŶ ďĞ 

thrown back at the accuser.  

The argument thus far then is that the implementation of R2P, especially so-called Pillar III operations, 

is contested.  This is as it should be because R2P demands states only consider intervention on a case-

by-case basis and deliberation is required to test whether and what kind of intervention effectively 

protects populations.  However, there is still an expectation that the Council responds collectively and 

the vetos on Syria illustrates this is not always the case.  While casting a veto is a radical step it is not 

necessarily an unreasonable one, especially if it the intention behind it is a disagreement on how best 

tŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ͘  AƐ ƚŚĞ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ͕ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ ‘ϮP ƉŽƐƚ-Libya does not necessarily 

ŵĂƌŬ Ă ŚŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ŽƵƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŶŽƌŵ͛Ɛ ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝǀĞ ĐŽƌĞ͘  Iƚ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĐŽŶƚĞƐƚ ƚŚe principle of human 

protection; rather it obstructs processes of implementation that do not address its concerns.  That 

makes relevant the pragmatic approach to norm entrepreneurship as outlined in this section.      

   

CŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŶŐ ŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ ƉůƵƌĂůŝƐŵ͘  CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ ƚŽ RϮP͘ 

R2P defines sovereignty as responsibility (Glanville 2014)͘  “ƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ͕ ƚŚĞ ƐŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶ ƐƚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ ĐůĂŝŵ ƚŽ 

the exclusive right to manage its own internal affairs is made contingent on meeting its responsibility 

to protect populations from atrocity crimes.  As the ICISS ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ƉƵƚ ŝƚ͕ ͚ƚŚĞ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ŽĨ ŶŽn-

ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ ǇŝĞůĚƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ͛͘  MŽƌĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ͕ ICI““ ĂƌŐƵĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŚĞŶ Ă ƐƚĂƚĞ 

ŝƐ ͚ƵŶǁŝůůŝŶŐ Žƌ ƵŶĂďůĞ͛ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ͚ƚŚĂƚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ŵƵƐƚ ďĞ ďŽƌŶĞ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ďƌŽĂĚĞƌ 

ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͛ (ICISS 2001).  Whereas Australia embraced and promoted the ICISS report 

(Bellamy 2010), China opposed it (Job and Shesterinina 2014, 144, 151).  This is because, as Andrew 

Garwood-Gowers (Garwood-Gowers 2012, 376)  ǁƌŝƚĞƐ͕ ƚŚĞ ϮϬϬϭ ŝƚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ‘ϮP ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ͚Ă ĚŝƌĞĐƚ 

ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ ƚŽ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƚǁŝŶ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ ŽĨ ŶŽŶ-intervention in 

the domestic affairs of other states and non-ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ŵŝůŝƚĂƌǇ ĨŽƌĐĞ͛ ;ƐĞĞ ĂůƐŽ TĞŝƚƚ ϮϬϬϵ͕ Ϯϭϭ-2).  These 

ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ ĂƌĞ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ ŽĨ ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ͘  IŶ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ͕ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐĞŵŝ-colonization by the great 

powers (Britain, France, Germany, Russia) and Japan in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, as 

well as the border disputes with Russia and India during the Cold War era, made China extremely 

ƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀĞ ƚŽ ĂŶǇ ƵŶǁĂŶƚĞĚ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ ďǇ ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů ƉŽǁĞƌƐ͛ (Prantl and Nakano 2011, 212; Chin and 

Thakur 2010, 122; Wacker 2013, 184-5; Liu and Zhang 2014, 406).  

NATO͛Ɛ ďŽŵďŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŚŝŶĞƐĞ ĞŵďĂƐƐǇ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚe 1999 Kosovo intervention did little to ease these 

sensitivities (Wacker 2013, 178); and as Teitt (2009, 235) notes, R2P did not get off to a good start in 

China in part because the ICISS roundtable consultations held in Beijing in 2001 focused on the 

question of military intervention.  While this reflected the ICISS mandate, Teitt argues that it did not 
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͚ƌĞĨůĞĐƚ ƚŚĞ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ ƚĞŶŽƌ ŽĨ ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƌĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂů ĂŶĚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ‘ϮP͛͘  

HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ‘ϮP ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ĨŽůůŽǁing 2001 demonstrated it was not immune 

ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ ƉŽǁĞƌ ŽĨ ĂƚƌŽĐŝƚǇ ƉƌĞǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ͘  IŶĚĞĞĚ͕ ŝƚ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ĂƌŐƵĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ŐƌŽǁŝŶŐ 

engagement in global economic and security institutions made it more sensitive to promoting and 

maintaining the internatŝŽŶĂů ŝŵĂŐĞ ŽĨ ͚Ă ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ ŐƌĞĂƚ ƉŽǁĞƌ͛ (Foot 2000, 2; Chin and Thakur 

2010, 120; Prantl and Nakano 2011; Teitt 2011; Wu 2010; Liu and Zhang 2014, 406, 423).  It could not, 

therefore, vote against the international adoption of R2P at the 2005 World Summit, especially as its 

primary concern - that the Security Council remain the body that authorises intervention - had been 

taken into account (Job and Shesterinina 2014, 148-50).3  In fact, China has gone beyond rhetorical 

endorsement of R2P, most notably with its contribution to peacekeeping missions with civilian 

protection mandates (Teitt 2009, 231-3, Chin and Thakur 2010, 128, Job and Shesterinina 2014, 153-

4).     

Despite its opposition to the 2001 ICISS report, therefore, it is perhaps misleading to label China as a 

͚ƌĞũĞĐƚŝŽŶŝƐƚ͛ ƐƚĂƚĞ͘  EǀĞŶ CůĂĞƐ͕ ǁŚŽ ƵƐĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ůĂďĞů͕ ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ CŚŝŶĂ ŚĂƐ ƌĞĨƌĂŝŶĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ 

͚ŽƉĞŶůǇ ƌĞũĞĐƚŝŶŐ ‘ϮP͛ ;CůĂĞƐ ϮϬϭϮ͕ ϳϭͿ͘  IŶƐƚĞĂĚ ŽĨ ĂĚŽƉƚŝŶŐ Ă ƉŽůŝĐǇ ŽĨ ŝŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ Žƌ ŽƵƚƌŝŐŚƚ 

ŽƉƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ͕ CŚŝŶĂ ŚĂƐ ŝŶ ĨĂĐƚ ƉƵƌƐƵĞĚ ͚Ă Ɖƌo-activĞ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ŽĨ ŶŽƌŵ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚ͛͘ It sought to make 

‘ϮP ͚ ĐŽŵƉĂƚŝďůĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ ĐŽƌĞ ŽĨ ŝƚƐ ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ͛ ;PƌĂŶƚů ĂŶĚ NĂŬĂŶŽ ϮϬϭϭ͕ ϮϭϰͿ͘  BĞĨŝƚƚŝŶŐ 

its position on the Security Council, however, this strategy was characterised by the kind of 

ĚĞĨĞŶƐŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ŝŵƉůŝĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ŽŶ ͚ůŽĐĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ;AĐŚĂƌǇĂ ϮϬϬϰͿ͘  FŽƌ JŽď ĂŶĚ 

Shesterinina the top-ĚŽǁŶ ůŽŐŝĐƐ ŽĨ ͚ŶŽƌŵ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ůŽĐĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇ 

ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ǁŝƚŚ ‘ϮP͘  CŚŝŶĂ ŚĂƐ͕ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌŐƵĞ͕ ͚ƵƐĞĚ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů͕ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ 

ĞǆĐůƵƐŝǀĞůǇ ůŽĐĂů ŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬƐ͕͛ ƚŽ ŚĞůƉ ƐŚĂƉĞ ‘ϮP͛Ɛ ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ͘  Iƚ ŚĂƐ ŶĞŝƚŚĞƌ ďĞĞŶ Ă ŶŽƌŵ-

maker or norm-ƚĂŬĞƌ͘  Iƚ ŚĂƐ ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ ďĞĞŶ ͚ŶŽƌŵ-ƐŚĂƉĞƌ͛ ĂŶĚ ‘ϮP ŚĂƐ ĞǀŽůǀĞĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ Ă ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ 

contestation and compromise ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞ ďǇ Ă ͚ďŽƚƚŽŵ-up-and-ďĂĐŬ͛ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ĂĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ 

(Job and Shesterinina 2014, 157; see also Chin and Thakur 2010, 130).  In other words, China 

ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞƐ ŝŶ ǁŚĂƚ AĐŚĂƌǇĂ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ ĐĂůůƐ ŝŶ ŚŝƐ ůĂƚĞƌ ǁŽƌŬ ͚ŶŽƌŵ ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕͛ Žƌ ǁŚĂƚ PƌĂŶƚů and 

NĂŬĂŶŽ ;ϮϬϭϭ͕ ϮϭϬͿ ĐĂůů Ă ͚ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ ůŽŽƉ͕͛ ǁŚĞƌĞďǇ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ͚ĂůƚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 

ŐůŽďĂů ŶŽƌŵ͛͘  TŚŝƐ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŚĂƐ ŚĞůƉĞĚ ƚŽ ůĞŐŝƚŝŵŝƐĞ ƚŚĞ ŶŽƌŵ͛Ɛ ĐůĂŝŵ ƚŽ ďĞ ͚ŐůŽďĂů͛͘  

This openness to dialogue on what it means to implement the norm was stated explicitly by 

Ambassador Liu Zhenmin (2009) in his contribution to the 2009 General Assembly plenary on R2P.  

Two points in that address are worth noting because they offer important background to the current 

                                                           
3 Other significant concession included changing the trigger for a timely and decisive international intervention 

ĨƌŽŵ ͚ƵŶǁŝůůŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƵŶĂďůĞ͛ ƚŽ ͚ŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚůǇ ĨĂŝůŝŶŐ͛ - the latter was thought to be more objective (Gallagher 

2014). See generally Teitt 2011, 6, 10-11, Teitt 2009, 215-9, Chin and Thakur 2010, 129.   



 

12 

 

impasse on Pillar III interventions.  The first is that Pillar III action ͚must strictly abide by the provisions 

of the UN Charter, and respect the views of the government and regional organizations concerned͛͘  

This was significant in persuading China not to obstruct Resolution 1973 (2011) on Libya.  It was 

persuaded of the case for intervention both by the defection of the Libyan permanent representative 

to the UN and by the support of the Arab League and the African Union (Garwood-Gowers 2015, 11; 

Liu and Zhang 2014, 417).  The second point made by Zhenmin was that a crisis ͚must be addressed in 

the framework of the UN, and all peaceful means must be exhausted͛.  Tellingly, he added that it was 

͚necessary to prevent any state ĨƌŽŵ ƵŶŝůĂƚĞƌĂůůǇ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐ ‘ϮP͛.  This too is significant because it 

ĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƚŽǁĂƌĚ ƚŚĞ NATO͛Ɛ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ‘ĞƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ ϭϵϳϯ͕ ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ ĂĨƚĞƌ ŝƚ ůŽƐƚ ƚŚĞ 

support of the African Union, which claimed that its efforts to protect the civilian population through 

peaceful regime change had been ignored in favour of regime change enforced by foreign militaries. 

LŝƵ ĂŶĚ )ŚĂŶŐ͛Ɛ ;ϮϬϭϰ͘ Ɖ͘ϰϭϴͿ ƌĞǀŝĞǁ ŽĨ CŚŝŶĞƐĞ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ ŽŶ ‘ϮP illustrates the depth of concern caused 

by the NATO-led intervention against the Gaddafi regime.  It is described as Ă ͚ĚĞĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ͕͛ ͚ďĞƚƌĂǇĂů͕͛ 

͚ĐŽŶƐƉŝƌĂĐǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ƚƌŝĐŬ͖͛ ƚŚĞ ƵŶƐƚĂƚĞĚ ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚ ʹ that R2P would not be unilaterally implemented ʹ 

ĂƉƉĞĂƌĞĚ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ďƌŽŬĞŶ ĂŶĚ ƚŚŝƐ ŚĂƐ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƐŝŶĐĞ ϮϬϭϭ͘  While it continued 

to support R2P-inspired Security Council resolutions where there was not the possibility of western-

led regime change, it responded to situations where there is such a possibility ʹ namely Syria - by 

blocking Security Council endorsement.  In fact it joined Russia in contesting Western leadership on 

this question.  Behind its veto was a position that contested the claim that foreign led regime change 

was an appropriate means of implementing human protection. It is of course possible that China 

would have cast its veto had there not been the diplomatic fallout from the Libya operation.  As noted, 

‘ƵƐƐŝĂ͛Ɛ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŝŶǀĞƐƚĞĚ ŝŶ the Assad regime and there is a pattern of China and Russia voting 

together (Gifkins 2012; Xuetong 2012).  Yet there is a case for arguing, as Archaya (2013, 478) does, 

ƚŚĂƚ ǁŚĂƚ ŚĂƉƉĞŶĞĚ ŝŶ LŝďǇĂ ŵĞĂŶƚ ƐŽŵĞ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ ǁĞƌĞ ͚ƵŶǁŝůůŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĞǀĞŶ ĨŽƌĞƐŚĂĚŽǁ ŶŽŶ-military 

ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ ŝŶ “ǇƌŝĂ ͙ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ ŵŝůŝƚĂƌǇ ĐŽĞƌĐŝŽŶ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůĞ ŶĞǆƚ ƐƚĞƉ͛ 

(see also Sun 2012).  Moreover, what happened in Libya after the intervention reinforced the Chinese 

argument that their concerns about western-led regime in Syria were well-founded.  Instability, 

violence and extremism replaced the Gaddafi regime, which suggested that alternative ways needed 

to be found to protect the Syrian people.   

Despite these concerns, the western powers among the permanent members on the Security Council 

responded by publically framing the vetos as shameful.  Along with Russia, China was accused of giving 

͚ĐŽǀĞƌ ƚŽ Ă ďƌƵƚĂů ƌĞŐŝŵĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ĞŶŐĂŐŝŶŐ ŝŶ Ă ͚ĐŚĞĂƉ ƌƵƐĞ͛ ƚŽ ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ (United Nations 

S/PV.6627). TŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ ƐĂŝĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ͚ĐŽŵƉůŝĐŝƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ŽĨ ƌĞƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ͛ ĂŶĚ ŚĂĚ ͚ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ƐĐƌƵƉůĞ 

ĂůŝŐŶĞĚ ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ƌĞŐŝŵĞ ƐůĂƵŐŚƚĞƌƐ ŝƚƐ ŽǁŶ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛ (United Nations S/PV.6711).   The US was 

http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/PV.6627
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͚ĚŝƐŐƵƐƚĞĚ͛ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ PϮ ǁŽƵůĚ ͚ƐƚĂŶĚ ďĞŚŝŶĚ ĞŵƉƚǇ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ͕͛ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ UK 

joined thĞ U“ ŝŶ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ PϮ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ ĂƐ ͚ƐŚĂŵĞĨƵů͛ (United Nations S/PV.6711).   The veto of the 

ƌĞƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ICC ǁĂƐ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ BƌŝƚŝƐŚ ĂƐ ͚ĚŝƐŐƌĂĐĞĨƵů͛ (United 

Nations S/PV.7180).  Of course such language is often meant for domestic audiences rather than 

counterparts on the Council, but that does not necessarily lesson its impact because it indicates that 

western governments are themselves bound by a deeply embedded public view that western 

intervention is appropriate and to deny that is shameful.  This is not without practical consequence. 

As Jennifer Mitzen (2015, 118, 136-7) argues, blunt talk such as this can undermine the possibility that 

deliberation through diplomacy makes space in which a useful consensus can emerge.   

These shaming strategies are in line with conventional constructivist model of norm diffusion, but as 

the previous sections argue this is not necessarily appropriate for promoting the R2P norm, which 

demands deliberation; nor, as this section has argued, ĚŽĞƐ ŝƚ ůĞĂƌŶ ƚŚĞ ůĞƐƐŽŶƐ ŽĨ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ 

in R2P, which suggests a continuing commitment if it can represent itself as a norm-shaper.  This then 

appeals to a more pragmatic approach to norm diffusion.  Indeed, the following sections demonstrate 

how such a strategy was both possible for a state like Australia and how it in fact guided its time on 

the Security Council, especially in respect to the leadership role it played on Syria and North Korea. 

 

AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ƉƌŽŵŽƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ RϮP ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ůĂƚĞŶƚ ƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝƐŵ ŽĨ Ă ͛ŵŝĚĚůĞ ƉŽǁĞƌ͛ 

MŝƚǌĞŶ͛Ɛ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƐŚĂŵŝŶŐ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ ŝƐ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ 

context of how to engage China by Marc Lynch (Lynch 2002).  He notes that because in some liberal 

states there is political capitaů ƚŽ ďĞ ŐĂŝŶĞĚ ďǇ ƐŚĂŵŝŶŐ CŚŝŶĂ͕ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐŝĂŶƐ ƌĞŐƵůĂƌůǇ ƐĞĞŬ ƚŽ ͚ŽƵƚďŝĚ͛ 

each other in the issue.  This is particularly the case in the US.  Communicative action was, he argued, 

ĚŝƐƚŽƌƚĞĚ ďǇ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĞĂŶƚ ͚ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ĂƌĞ more interested in 

ƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƐƐŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ƚŚĂŶ ŝŶ ƌĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů ĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐ͛͘  LǇŶĐŚ ǁƌŝƚĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ 

͚ƐƉĞĐƚĂĐůĞ ŽĨ AŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐŝĂŶƐ ĨĂůůŝŶŐ over themselves to be tougher on China than their opponents 

does not raise the possibility ŽĨ ƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůĞ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ͛ ;LǇŶĐŚ ϮϬϬϮ͕ Ɖ͘ϭϵϵ͖ ƐĞĞ ĂůƐŽ Ϯϭϵ-20).  Indeed, 

the very idea of American exceptionalism depends in part on the idea that the US is a leader in human 

rights promotion and that other states (especially China) are necessarily followers.  In this context, the 

norm maker/norm taker hierarchy that alienates China, making it suspicious of R2P, works perfectly 

for American politicians who reconstitute the image of American exceptionalism by publically shaming 

China when it disagrees with the US.  Iƚ ŝƐ ĂƌŐƵĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƐ Ă ͚ŵŝĚĚůĞ ƉŽǁĞƌ͛ (Ungerer 

2007; Cooper 1997; Cooper, Higgott, and Nossal 1993; Cooper 2011; Nossal 2010; Carr 2015) located 

between a Western and Asian identity, Australia can help mitigate the damage done by this approach 
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ƚŽ ŶŽƌŵ ĚŝĨĨƵƐŝŽŶ͘  TŚŝƐ ŝƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ŝŶ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů ǁĞĂůƚŚ ĂŶĚ 

ƚŚĞ ͚ŵŝĚĚůĞ ƉŽǁĞƌ͛ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ ĐŽŵďŝŶĞ ƚŽ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝĐ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ 

first part of the article.   

It was ŶŽƚĞĚ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ŽƵƚƐĞƚ ƚŚĂƚ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ŐƌŽǁŝŶŐ ĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐǇ ŽŶ CŚŝŶĞƐĞ ŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ŚĂƐ ŶŽƚ ŝŵƉĂĐƚĞĚ 

on its commitment to promote the norms China expresses reservations about, such as R2P.  But the 

growing economic dependency is significant.  Australia has been the number one destination for 

outbound foreign direct investment from China (Bisley 2014, 301-2).  In addition a ƚŚŝƌĚ ŽĨ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ 

exports go to China, including 70 per cent of all of AustraůŝĂ͛Ɛ ŝƌŽŶ-ore exports (Lim 2014).  These 

proportions are set to rise with the signing of the Chinese-Australia Free Trade Agreement (ChAFTA) 

in November 2014.  According to the Australian Minister for Trade and Investment, more than 85 per 

cent of Australian goods exports will be tariff free upon entry into force, rising to 93 per cent in four 

years (Robb 2014).  TŚŝƐ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ͕ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ďƵƚ 

the material benefits of not alienating China reinforce a longstanding Australian argument that China 

responds better to political dialogue rather than diplomatic coercion.  This argument was influential, 

ĨŽƌ ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ͕ ŝŶ ϭϵϴϵ ĂĨƚĞƌ ƚŚĞ TŝĂŶĂŶŵĞŶ “ƋƵĂƌĞ ŵĂƐƐĂĐƌĞ͕ ǁŚĞŶ͕ ŝŶ CŽůŝŶ MĂĐŬĞƌƌĂƐ͛Ɛ ǁŽƌĚƐ͕ ŝƚ 

͚ĂƉƉĞĂƌĞĚ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ǁŽƵůĚ ŐŝǀĞ ƉƌŝŵĂĐǇ ƚŽ ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ CŚŝŶĂ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ŚĞĐƚŽƌŝŶŐ ŝƚ͛ (Mackerras 

2014, 241; Liu and Hao 2014, 377; Manicom and O'Neil 2012, 211).  

AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů ĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ ƚŚƵƐ ŵĂŬĞ ŝƚ ƐƵŝƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝĐ ŶŽƌŵ ĞŶƚƌĞƉƌĞŶĞƵƌƐŚŝƉ͘  TŚŝƐ ŝƐ 

ƌĞŝŶĨŽƌĐĞĚ ďǇ ĂŶ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶƚŝĂů ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƐĞĞƐ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ĂƐ Ă ͚ŵŝĚĚůĞ ƉŽǁĞƌ͛͘   This identity is 

ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ Ă ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŝn the rankings of material power.  Middle powers, 

Andrew Carr (2015) explains, can influence the normative structure of international society through 

the diplomatic activism that is associated with the norm entrepreneur and norm diffuser.  Initially 

associĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ͚ŐŽŽĚ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐŚŝƉ͕͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁĂƐ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƚŚĞŶ 

LĂďŽƌ ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ ŵŝŶŝƐƚĞƌ ;ĂŶĚ ‘ϮP ŶŽƌŵ ĞŶƚƌĞƉƌĞŶĞƵƌͿ GĂƌĞƚŚ EǀĂŶƐ͕ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ƌŽůĞ ĂƐ ĂŶ ĂĐƚŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ 

pragmatic middle power has transcended party politics.  Carr (2015, 5), for instance, quotes Alexander 

DŽǁŶĞƌ͕ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ůŽŶŐĞƐƚ ƐĞƌǀŝŶŐ ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ ŵŝŶŝƐƚĞƌ ƵŶĚĞƌ ƚŚĞ LŝďĞƌĂů-National government of John 

HŽǁĂƌĚ͘  FŽƌ Śŝŵ͕ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ǁĂƐ Ă ͚ƉŝǀŽƚĂů͛ ƉŽǁĞƌ ǁŝƚŚ ͚ Ă ǀŝƚĂů ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ ƚŽ ͙  ŚĞůƉ ůŝŶŬ ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞ ǀŝĞǁƐ ĂŶĚ 

perspectives tŽ ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ͛͘  

GŝǀĞŶ ƚŚĞ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŵŝĚĚůĞ ƉŽǁĞƌ͕ ŝƚƐ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƐŵ ŝƐ ŽĨƚĞŶ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ƚŽ ͚ŶŝĐŚĞ 

ĚŝƉůŽŵĂĐǇ͕͛ Žƌ Ă ĨŽĐƵƐ ŽŶ Ă ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ŶŽƌŵ ǁŚĞƌĞ ŝƚ ŝƐ ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ĐŽŶĐĞŶƚƌĂƚĞĚ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ĐĂŶ ŵĂŬĞ Ă 

ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ͘  AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ƐƵƉƉort of R2P reflects this.  For instance, its early commitment to the norm 

was demonstrated by its Permanent Representative to the UN, John Dauth, who ͚ƉůĂǇĞĚ Ă ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ 

impoƌƚĂŶƚ ƌŽůĞ͛ ŝŶ ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ŝƚ ŝŶ the 2005 World Summit Outcome Document (Bellamy 2010, p.438, 

quoting Dauth).  Beyond that, ͚AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ŽƵƚƐƉŽŬĞŶ ĂĚǀŽĐĂƚĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 
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ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ͛͘  IƚƐ ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ͚ďŝƉĂƌƚŝƐĂŶ ĂŶĚ ĞŶĚƵƌŝŶŐ͛ ĂŶĚ͕ ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ BĞůůĂŵǇ͕ ŝƚ ŚĂƐ ŚĂĚ 

͚Ă ƉƌŽŶŽƵŶĐĞĚ ĂŶĚ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ͛ ;BĞůůĂŵǇ ϮϬϭϬ͕ ϰϯϴ-9).  It is a member of the Friends of R2P 

grouping at the United Nations, a co-facilitator of the Global Network of R2P Focal Points and a key 

contributor to the creation of the Global Action Against Mass Atrocity Crimes initiative.  In addition, 

the Australian government has provided financial assistance to: the Asia Pacific Centre for R2P; the 

Global Centre for R2P; and the Joint Office of the UN Special Advisers on the Prevention of Genocide 

and the Responsibility to Protect to advance R2P research and activities (Department of Foreign Affairs 

and Trade 2015).   IŶ ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ ƚŽ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͕ ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ƚŚĞ UK ;‘ĂůƉŚ ϮϬϭϰͿ͕ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ NĂƚŝŽŶĂů 

Security Strategy commits to preventing conflict and atrocities (the two being distinct); and indeed, 

an ethos of protection is key to the distribution of AusAID, which is guided by the Protection in 

Humanitarian Action Framework (AusAID 2013).   

IŶĚĞĞĚ͕ ͚ŵŝĚĚůĞ ƉŽǁĞƌ͛ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞĚ ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇ ŝŶ the 2012 White Paper Australia in the Asian 

Century, which emphasizeĚ ƚŚĞ ĨŽĐƵƐ ͚ŽŶ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů ƉƌŽďůĞŵ ƐŽůǀŝŶŐ͛ ;CŽŵŵŽŶǁĞĂůƚŚ ŽĨ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ 

2012).  This was echoed in the 2008 and 2013 National Security Strategies.  The former, for instance, 

ƐƚĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ŝƐ ƐĞĞŶ ĂƐ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ͚Ă ƉƌŽƵĚ ƌĞĐŽƌĚ ŽĨ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŐůŽďĂů ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ͙ WĞ ĂƌĞ 

widely respected for our ideas and our action.  We can, and do, make a positive difference to the 

ǁŽƌůĚ͛͘  WŚŝůĞ ƚŚĞ ůĂƚƚĞƌ ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ĂƐ ͚Ă ŵŝĚĚůĞ ƉŽǁĞƌ ǁŝƚŚ ŐůŽďĂů ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ͕ ͙ Ă  

supporter of a rules-based internatioŶĂů ŽƌĚĞƌ͛͘  Iƚ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌed the 2013-14 membership of the UN 

Security Councŝů ĂƐ Ă ͚ŵĂũŽƌ ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ͕͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŐĂǀĞ ͚AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ Ă ŵŽƌĞ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶƚŝĂů ŚĂŶĚ ŝŶ ƐŚĂƉŝŶŐ 

world events thĂƚ ĂƌĞ ŽĨ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ ƚŽ ƵƐ͛͘  AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ would use that opportunity to, among other 

things,   

support and encourage Council efforts to prevent conflict and atrocities, and work to ensure 

ƉĞĂĐĞŬĞĞƉĞƌƐ ĂƌĞ ĞŵƉŽǁĞƌĞĚ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ĐŝǀŝůŝĂŶƐ͖ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ 

those who commit serious crimes are held to account; and encourage greater transparency in 

UNSC work and closer engagement with regional organisations.  

There exists then, in both its material situation and its identity discourse, the potential for a pragmatic 

approach to  R2P norm-entrepreneurship, one that can help to address the Security Council impasse, 

which reached crisis point following the Libya intervention.  Indeed the need to address this was 

articulated by former Australian Foreign Minister Gareth Evans, who as co-chair of ICISS, can rightly 

be regarded as an R2P norm-entrepreneur.  Although he was not in office, his many contributions to 

the discourse surrounding R2P carry weight.  His view was that despite the post-LŝďǇĂ ͚ŶĞƵƌĂůŐŝĂ͛ ŝƚ 

was ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ͚ƚŽ ƐĞĞ ƚŚĞ ďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐ ŽĨ Ă ŶĞǁ ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ “ĞĐƵƌŝty Council that would enable the 

consensus that matters most ʹ how to react in the Council on the hardest of cases ʹ to be re-created 

ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ͛ (Evans 2014)͘  IŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƌĞŐĂƌĚ͕ ŚĞ ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞĚ ƚŚĞ BƌĂǌŝůŝĂŶ ͚ ‘ĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ WŚŝůĞ PƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŶŐ͛ 
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concept as an initiative that should be pursued.  This has been written about elsewhere (Kenkel and 

De Rosa 2015).  The purpose of the final section is to demonstrate how Australia contributed to this 

dynamic by using its time on the Security Council and relationship with China to transcend the 

deadlock on Syria and lead the process of formulating a collective (if not timely or decisive) response 

to the humanitarian crisis.  It did this by recognising, as Evans puts it, ƚŚĂƚ ͚‘ϮP ŝƐ Ă ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ ĨŽƌ 

action for pragmatists͕ ŶŽƚ ƉƵƌŝƐƚƐ͛ (Evans 2015).   

 

Pragmatism in practice.  Australia on the Security Council. 

Australia joined the Security Council in January 2013.  At that point China, together with Russia, had 

vetoed three western-led resolutions on Syria.  Against this backdrop, it is remarkable that Australia 

would seek a leadership role on Syria.  Indeed, data gathered from interviewing Security Council 

practitioners and observers suggests a degree of surprise and scepticism among the Council 

membership.  Yet there was also a sense that having been elected to the Council, Australia needed to 

play a constructive role, especially in light of the doubts expressed in Canberra about membership.  

Tony Abbott, who became Prime Minister in September 2013, had previously criticised former Prime 

MŝŶŝƐƚĞƌƐ KĞǀŝŶ ‘ƵĚĚ ĂŶĚ JƵůŝĂ GŝůůĂƌĚ ĨŽƌ ǁĂƐƚŝŶŐ ƚĂǆƉĂǇĞƌ͛Ɛ ŵŽŶĞǇ ďǇ ĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ Ă ƐĞĂƚ 

(Norington 2012; Ricci 2014).  UN reports of the worsening humanitarian situation in Syria provided a 

focus for the delegation in New York and again interview data suggests that delegation was well placed 

to help transcend the divide between Russia and China on the one hand and the so-called permanent 

3 (France, UK and US) on the other.   

There were two aspects to this.  Firstly, Australian leadership was not tainted by the Libya experience 

in same way as the P3 were.  There was a realisation here that having the non-P3 member draft a 

resolution could facilitate consensus.  After all, the vetoes of prior resolutions had been influenced by 

perceptions of the intentions of those drafting them.  Arguing that those perceptions were wrong was 

irrelevant; they could be better addressed by changing the drafting practice.  This view was shared by 

the P3, even if they were sceptical about the possibility of an elected member negotiating such a 

resolution on Syria.   Secondly, the Australian delegation to the UN was well staffed, with a number of 

well-ƉůĂĐĞĚ ŽďƐĞƌǀĞƌƐ ƌĞŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ ͚ǀĞƌǇ ŐŽŽĚ Ăƚ ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ CŚŝŶĞƐĞ ŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐƐƵĞ͛ ĂŶĚ 

͚ĞǆƚƌĞŵĞůǇ ĐůĞǀĞƌ ŝŶ ƉŝĐŬŝŶŐ ƵƉ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŶƵĂŶĐĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŚŝŶĞƐĞ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ͛͘  TŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ ŝŶ ƉĂƌƚ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ 

ƚŚĞŝƌ ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů ƚŝĞƐ͘  AƐ ŽŶĞ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞ ƉƵƚ ŝƚ͕ ͚AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ŝƐ dealing with China more in a range of 

ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƐ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞΖƐ ĂŶ ĞǆƉĂŶĚŝŶŐ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ͘ ͙ TŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ Ă ĚĞƉƚŚ ƚŽ ƚŚe relationship that perhaps other 

ƐƚĂƚĞƐ ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ŚĂǀĞ͛͘  CůĞĂƌůǇ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ Ă ůŝŵŝƚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ƚŚŝƐ ŚĂƐ ŽŶ ĚŝƉůŽŵĂĐǇ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ UN͕ ǁŚĞƌĞ 

personal ties and everyday practices often make a significant difference; although on this, it was also 
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noted that AustraůŝĂ͛Ɛ AŵďĂƐƐĂĚŽƌ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ UN͕ GĂƌǇ QƵŝŶůĂŶ͕ ŚĂĚ Ă ǀĞƌǇ ŐŽŽĚ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ǁŝƚŚ ŚŝƐ 

Chinese counterpart.  Focusing their negotiating efforts on China was considered important to the 

extent it did not have the kind of national interests in Syria that Russia had, and its support would 

leave Russia isolated and therefore less willing to exercise its veto.   

Changing drafting practices at the Security Council is the kind of imaginative move that the pragmatic 

approach counsels.  Interview data suggests some nervousness on the part of the P3 in letting go of 

ŝƚƐ ƌŽůĞ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ƉĞŶŚŽůĚĞƌ͛ ŽŶ “ǇƌŝĂ͘  TŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐ ŝŶ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ Ă ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ ƚŚĂƚ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ;ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁĂƐ ůĂƚĞƌ 

joined in this role by Luxembourg and Jordan) would be manoeuvred by the Russians and Chinese in 

a way that put the P3 in the awkward position of having to cast a veto.  Yet Australian pragmatism 

again helped transcend these concerns.  Guided by the situation on the ground, it remained focused 

ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů ƉƌŽďůĞŵ ŽĨ ƐĞĐƵƌŝŶŐ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ “ǇƌŝĂ͛Ɛ ǀƵůŶĞƌĂďůĞ ƉŽpulation so that humanitarian aid 

could be provided͘  TŚŝƐ ŵĂǇ ŶŽƚ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ ͚ĚĞĐŝƐŝǀĞ͛ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ‘ϮP ŶŽƌŵ ĚĞŵĂŶĚƐ ďƵƚ 

given the realities of the Council at that time it ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞ ŽŶůǇ ǁĂǇ ŽĨ ƐĞĐƵƌŝŶŐ ͚ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞ͛ ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ ŽŶ 

humanitarian intervention.  Of course, Australia had condemned the Syrian authorities, but in 

ƌĞƐŽůǀŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů ƉƌŽďůĞŵ ƚŚĞ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ƌŝŐŚƚ ƚŽ ĚĞŵĂŶĚ AƐƐĂĚ͛Ɛ ĚĞƉĂƌƚƵƌĞ ǁĂƐ 

irrelevant.  As one diplomat serving on the Security Council put it, in pursuing a collective response 

ƚŚĞ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂŶ ĨŽĐƵƐ ǁĂƐ ͚ĂďŽƵƚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŐƌŽƵŶĚ͘  Iƚ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ ĂďŽƵƚ ƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐ͕ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ 

about political differences on the nature of the conflict ʹ hopefully it would assist efforts to find a 

political solution - but ƚŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ͛͘  This formulation is interesting because it 

bears hallmarks of the pragmatic approach: it was conscious of political realities; it was willing to 

compromise on otherwise fixed moral ends in order to achieve more limited practical goals; it saw 

achieving these practical goals as steps to build confidence among Security Council members.       

This strategy was successful to the extent the Council voted unanimously to approve Resolutions 2139 

in February 2014 and Resolution 2165 in July 2014.  The latter was more demanding to the extent it 

decided UN humanitarian agencies and their implementing partners were authorized to cross conflict 

lines without the consent of the Syrian authorities.  Despite this, it could be argued that the resolution 

was hardly decisive (and certainly not timely) in addressing the primary threat to the Syrian 

population, namely the Assad regime.  In this light, it might be further argued that the resolution 

ƌĞĨůĞĐƚƐ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂŶ ĐŽŵƉůŝĐŝƚǇ ŝŶ ‘ƵƐƐŝĂ͛Ɛ ĂŶĚ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƐŚĂŵĞĨƵů ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ƚŚĞ AƐƐĂĚ ƌĞŐŝŵĞ 

and, in the process, effectively hollow out the substantive core of the R2P norm.  This conclusion 

would be unfair because the Security Council had previously tried and failed to pass tougher 

resolutions and while not perfect, these resolutions were R2P appropriate when the alternative of 

ĚŽŝŶŐ ŶŽƚŚŝŶŐ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ͘   BƵƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ ĂůƐŽ ŶŽƚ ƚŚĞ ĐĂƐĞ ƚŚĂƚ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀŝƚǇ ƚŽ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ 

ability to work with it in isolating Russia leads to a position where it contradicts the moral core of the 
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R2P norm.  As noted the World Summit Outcome Document calls the Security Council to assess the 

effectiveness of intervention on a case-by-ĐĂƐĞ ďĂƐŝƐ ĂŶĚ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƐĞŶƐĞ ŝƚ ůŝĐĞŶƐĞƐ ƚŽ ͚ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂƚĞ 

inconsistency͛ (Gallagher 2015)͘  AŶ ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ŽƵƌ ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ŝƐ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ 

ŽĨ NŽƌƚŚ KŽƌĞĂ͛Ɛ ŚƵŵĂŶ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ͘   

In February 2014 the UN Human Rights Council had identified this as a crime against humanity and 

stated explicitly that NŽƌƚŚ KŽƌĞĂ ŚĂĚ ͚ŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚůǇ ĨĂŝůĞĚ͛ ŝŶ ŝƚƐ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ŝƚƐ ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͘  

Its report also criticised China for the manner in which it treated North Korean refugees (UNHRC 2014, 

p.9).  TŚĞƐĞ ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ ŽĨ ĐŽƵƌƐĞ ƚƌŝŐŐĞƌ ƚŚĞ “ĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ƌĞƐidual responsibility to protect but China 

has tried to protect itself and the regime in Pygonyang from international criticism (Bellamy 2015).  

Despite this, AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ Ambassador Quinlan introduced a letter to the Security Council requesting 

that the human rights situation in North Korea be placed on the agenda.  It was co-signed by 10 

members of the Council and the request was granted over the no votes of China and Russia (these are 

not vetoes on procedural matters).  Chad and Nigeria abstained.  Introducing the letter, Ambassador 

QƵŝŶůĂŶ ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚ ƚŚĞ CŚŝŶĞƐĞ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ͕ ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ƐŽŵĞ ŚĂǀĞ ĂƐƐĞƌƚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ 

CŽƵŶĐŝů ŚĂƐ ŶŽ ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐƐƵĞ͛͘  HĞ ĂĚĚĞĚ͗ ͚ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇ ĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞƐ͛ (Quinlan 2014, 

7).  Joining the co-sigŶĂƚŽƌŝĞƐ ;ĂƉĂƌƚ ĨƌŽŵ AƌŐĞŶƚŝŶĂͿ ŚĞ ĐĂůůĞĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů ƚŽ ͚ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐůǇ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ͛ Ă 

referral to the ICC (Quinlan 2014, 8).  Such a stance again demonstrates a pragmatic posture: 

Australia͛Ɛ ĐŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ CŚŝŶĂ ŽŶ “ǇƌŝĂ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ƉƌĞĐůƵĚĞ Ă ĐŽŶĨƌŽŶƚĂƚŝŽŶĂů approach on North 

Korea. 

But of course the pragmatic approach is interested in practical results.  If confronting China on North 

Korea leads to a change of the human rights situation in that country, or a change in Chinese treatment 

of North Korean refugees, then it is warranted.  Here the pragmatic approach demands critical 

ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ŽǁŶ ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƌĞĨƵŐĞĞƐ ĨƌŽŵ ‘ϮP ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƌĞŐŝŽŶ͕ ĨŽƌ ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ 

‘ŽŚŝŶŐǇĂ ƌĞĨƵŐĞĞƐ ĨƌŽŵ MǇĂŶŵĂƌ͘  TŚĞ ĐŚĂƌŐĞ ƚŚĂƚ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ NŽƌƚŚ Korean situation is 

shameful lacks force when it is made by an Australian government that is criticised by the UN for its 

response to refugees, in particular its use of offshore detention facilities (Anonymous 2014).  The cost 

of this hypocrisy increases when Australian politicians dismiss such criticism - former Prime Minister 

AďďŽƚƚ ĨŽƌ ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶĞĚ ŚĞ ǁĂƐ ͚ƚŝƌĞĚ ŽĨ ďĞŝŶŐ ůĞĐƚƵƌĞĚ ƚŽ ďǇ ƚŚĞ UŶŝƚĞĚ NĂƚŝŽŶƐ͛ (Cox 2015).  

TŚĞ ƉŽŝŶƚ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ƚŽ ƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶĞ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ‘ϮP ĚŝƉůŽŵĂĐǇ ǁŝƚŚ ĐůĂŝŵƐ ŽĨ ŵŽƌĂů ĞƋuivalence; the point 

instead is that from a pragmatic perspective a strategy based on shaming states into complying with 

ƚŚĞ ŶŽƌŵ ŵĂǇ ďĞ ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ͕ ďƵƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ ŽŶůǇ ĂƐ ƐƚƌŽŶŐ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ĂĐĐƵƐĞƌ͛Ɛ ƌĞĐŽƌĚ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐ ‘ϮP ŝŶ ƚŚĞ 

various ways.     
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Conclusion 

The purpose of this article was to explore the development of a norm that emerged during a period 

of unqualified American hegemony - the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) - and, to ask what the rise of 

China means for R2P norm entrepreneurs like Australia.  It argued that by underpinning great power 

identity claims, which are instantiated by the assertion of normative positions occasionally at odds 

with liberal states, the rise of China has helped to highlight the contested nature of the R2P norm, in 

particular the license it notionally gives to the pursuit of externally imposed regime change.  Drawing 

on an innovative combination of critical constructivism and philosophical pragmatism the article 

argued that liberal states can better promote R2P in this increasingly pluralist international order by 

adopting a pragmatic approach to norm diffusion.  This balances the demands of a dialogue that is 

sensitive to Chinese concerns with the defence of the substantive core of the norm, human protection. 

It is further aƌŐƵĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ŐĞŽƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ CŚŝŶĞƐĞ ƉŽǁĞƌ ĂŶĚ ĂŶ ĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚ 

ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ ŽĨ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ĂƐ Ă ͚ŵŝĚĚůĞ ƉŽǁĞƌ͛ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ƚŽ ĂĐƚ ĂƐ Ă ƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝĐ ŶŽƌŵ 

entrepreneur.  This potential was fulfilled during AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ ƌecent spell on the UN Security Council, 

which illustrated an ability to break the diplomatic deadlock on Syria by focusing on the practical 

demands of human protection rather than an ideological commitment to regime change.   Australian 

pragmatism was also evident in the manner in which it was able to confront China on the North Korean 

question having cooperated with it on the Syria situation. 

 

References 

 

Acharya, Amitav. 2004. "How Ideas Spread: Whose Norms Matter? Norm Localization and 

Institutional Change in Asian Regionalism." International organization no. 58 (02):239. 

ͶͶͶ. 2009. Whose ideas matter?: agency and power in Asian regionalism. Ithaca: Cornell 

University Press. 

ͶͶͶ͘ ϮϬϭϭ͘ ΗNŽƌŵ “ƵďƐŝĚŝĂƌŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ‘ĞŐŝŽŶĂů OƌĚĞƌƐ͗ “ŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶƚǇ͕ ‘ĞŐŝŽŶĂůŝƐŵ͕ ĂŶĚ ‘ƵůĞͲMĂŬŝŶŐ ŝŶ 

the Third World." International studies quarterly no. 55 (1):95-123.ͶͶͶ. 2013. "The R2P 

and Norm Diffusion: Towards A Framework of Norm Circulation." Global Responsibility to 

Protect no. 5 (4):466-479.  

Anonymous. 2014. "UN slams Australia asylum policy following Manus Island riot " Sydney Morning 

Herald, 22 February. 



 

20 

 

Bauer, Harry, and Elisabetta Brighi. 2009a. "Introducing pragmatism to international Relations." In 

Pragmatism in International Relations, edited by Harry Bauer and Elisabetta Brighi, 1-8. New 

York: Routledge. 

Bellamy, Alex J. 2002. "Pragmatic Solidarism and the Dilemmas of Humanitarian Intervention." 

Millennium - Journal of International Studies no. 31 (3):473-497. 

ͶͶͶ. 2010. "The responsibility to protect and Australian foreign policy." Australian Journal of 

International Affairs no. 64 (4):432-448. 

ͶͶͶ. 2015. "A chronic protection problem: the DPRK and the Responsibility to Protect." 

International Affairs no. 91 (2):225-244. 

ͶͶͶ. 2015a. The responsibility to protect: a defense. Oxford, United Kingdom; New York, NY: 

Oxford University Press. 

BŝƐůĞǇ͕ NŝĐŬ͘ ϮϬϭϰ͘ ΗAƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ ĂŶĚ AƐŝĂ͛Ɛ TƌŝůĂƚĞƌĂů DŝůĞŵŵĂƐ͗ BĞƚǁĞĞŶ BĞŝũŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ WĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͍Η 

Asian Survey no. 54 (2):297-318. 

Bray, Daniel. 2009. "Pragmatic Cosmopolitanism: A Deweyan Approach to Democracy beyond the 

Nation-State." Millennium: Journal of International Studies no. 37 (3):683-719.  

ͶͶͶ. 2013. "Pragmatic ethics and the will to believe in cosmopolitanism." International Theory no. 

5 (03):446-476.  

Brown, Chris. 1994. "'Turtles All the Way Down': Anti-Foundationalism, Critical Theory and 

International Relations." Millennium - Journal of International Studies no. 23 (2):213-236.  

ͶͶͶ. 1999. "Universal human rights: a critique." In Human Rights in Global Politics, edited by Tim 

Dunne and Nicholas Wheeler, 103-127. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

ͶͶͶ. 2015. "Sovereignty versus Human Rights in a Post-Western World." In China, India and the 

Future of International Society, edited by Jamie Gaskarth, 129-46. London and New York: 

Rowman and Littlefield. 

Callahan, William. 2005. "How to understand China: the dangers and opportunities of being a rising 

power." Review of International Studies no. 31 (4):701-714. 

Carr, Andrew. 2015. Winning the Peace. Australia's Campaign to Change the Asia-Pacific. Carlton: 

Melbourne University Press. 

Chin, Gregory, and Ramesh Thakur. 2010. "Will China Change the Rules of Global Order?" The 

Washington Quarterly no. 33 (4):119-138. 



 

21 

 

Cochran, Molly. 1999. Normative Theory in International Relations. A Pragmatic Approach. Edited by 

Steve Smith. Vol. 68, Cambridge Studies in International Relations. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Cooper, Andrew Fenton. 1997. Niche diplomacy: middle powers after the Cold War. New York; 

Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Macmillan. 

Cooper, Andrew Fenton, Richard A. Higgott, and Kim Richard Nossal. 1993. Relocating middle 

powers: Australia and Canada in a changing world order. Carlton, Vic: Melbourne University 

Press. 

Cooper, David A. 2011. "Challenging Contemporary Notions of Middle Power Influence: Implications 

ŽĨ ƚŚĞ PƌŽůŝĨĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ “ĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ IŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞ ĨŽƌ ͞MŝĚĚůĞ PŽǁĞƌ TŚĞŽƌǇ͘͟Η Foreign Policy Analysis 

no. 7 (3):317-336.  

Cox, Lisa. 2015. "Asylum seeker torture report: United Nations special rapporteur Juan Mendez 

responds to Tony Abbott criticism." Sydney Morning Herald, 10 March. 

Dittmer, Lowell, and Baogang He. 2014. "Australia's Strategic Dilemma." Asian Survey no. 54 (2):215-

22. 

Dupont, Alan. 2014. "Pax American to give way to new world order." The Australian, 29 November. 

Epstein, C. 2012. "Stop Telling Us How to Behave: Socialization or Infantilization?" International 

Studies Perspectives no. 13 (2):135-145. 

Evans, Gareth. After Syria: the Future of the Responsibility to Protect. 2014 S.T. Lee Lecture, 

Princeton, 12 March 2014. Available from 

http://www.gevans.org/speeches/speech545.html. 

ͶͶͶ. R2P: Looking Back, Looking Forward  2015 [cited 31 March 2015. Available from 

http://protectiongateway.com/2015/03/10/r2p-looking-back-looking-forward/. 

Festenstein, Matthew. 2009. "Pragmatism's Boundaries." In Pragmatism in International Relations, 

edited by Harry Bauer and Elisabetta Brighi, 145-62. New York: Routledge. 

Finnemore, Martha , and Kathryn  Sikkink. 1998. "International Norm Dynamics and Political 

Change." International Organization no. 52 (4):887-917. 

Friedberg, Aaron L. 2012. A contest for supremacy: China, America, and the struggle for mastery in 

Asia. New York and London: W.W. Norton. 



 

22 

 

Friedrichs, Jörg, and Friedrich Kratochwil. 2009. "On Acting and Knowing: How Pragmatism Can 

Advance International Relations Research and Methodology." International Organization no. 

63 (04):701-731.  

Foot, Rosemary. 2000. Rights Beyond Borders. The Global Community and the Struggle over Human 

Rights in China. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

GĂůůĂŐŚĞƌ͕ AĚƌŝĂŶ͘ ϮϬϭϰ͘ ΗWŚĂƚ ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐ Ă ͚MĂŶŝĨĞƐƚ FĂŝůŝŶŐ͍͛ AŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐ ĂŶĚ ŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ 

terminology and the Responsibility to Protect." International Relations no. 28 (4):428-444. 

Gallagher, Adrian. 2015. "The Responsibility to Protect Ten Years on from the World Summit: A Call 

to Manage Expectations." Global Responsibility to Protect no. 7 (3-4):254-274.  

Gould, Harry D., and Nicholas Onuf. 2009. "Pragmatism, legal realism and constructivism." In 

Pragmatism in International Relations, edited by Harry Bauer and Elisabetta Brighi, 26-44. 

New York: Routledge. 

Garwood-Gowers, Andrew. 2012. "China and the "Responsibility to Protect": The Implications of the 

Libyan Intervention." Asian Journal of International Law (Cambridge, U.K.) no. 2 (2):375-93. 

ͶͶͶ͘ ϮϬϭϱ͘ ΗCŚŝŶĂΖƐ ͞‘ĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ PƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ͟ CŽŶĐĞƉƚ͗ ‘ĞŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ‘ĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ 

Protect (R2P) and Military Intervention for Humanitarian Purposes." Asian journal of 

international law (Cambridge, U.K.):1-30. 

Gaskarth, Jamie. 2015. China, India and the future of International Society. London, New York: 

Rowman and littlefield. 

Gifkins, Jess. 2012. "The UN Security Council Divided: Syria in Crisis." Global Responsibility to Protect 

no. 4 (3):377-393.  

Gilpin, Robert. 1981. War and change in world politics Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Glanville, Luke. 2014. Sovereignty and the Responsibility to Protect. A New History. Chicago: Chicago 

University Press. 

HĂŽ͕ Qŝ͘ ϮϬϭϱ͘ ΗCŚŝŶĂ DĞďĂƚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ͚NĞǁ TǇƉĞ ŽĨ GƌĞĂƚ PŽǁĞƌ ‘ĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ͛͘Η The Chinese Journal of 

International Politics no. 8 (4):349-370.  

Hellmann, Gunther. 2009. "Beliefs as Rules for Action: Pragmatism as Theory of Thought and 

Action." International Studies Review no. 11:638-662. 

Hellmann, Gunther, Gunther Hellmann, Helena Rytövuori-Apunen, Jörg Friedrichs, Rudra Sil, Markus 

Kornprobst, and Patrick Thaddeus Jackson. 2009. "Pragmatism and International Relations." 

International Studies Review no. 11 (3):638-662.  



 

23 

 

Hoffmann, Matthew J. 2009. "Is Constructivist Ethics an Oxymoron?" International Studies Review 

no. 11 (2):231-252.  

Hofmann, Gregor Peter. 2015. "R2P Ten Years on: Unresolved Justice Conflicts and Contestation." 

Global Responsibility to Protect no. 7 (3-4):275-299.  

Hopf, Ted. 1998. "The Promise of Constructivism in International Relations Theory." International 

Security no. 23 (1):171-200. 

ICISS. 2001. The Responsibility to Protect. Ottawa: International Development Research Centre. 

Ikenberry, G. John. 2008. "The Rise of China and the Future of the West. Can the Liberal System 

Survive? ." Foreign Affairs no. 87 (1):23-7. 

Job, Brian L. , and Anastasia  Shesterinina. 2014. "China as a Global Norm-Shaper: Institutionalization 

and Implementation of the Responsibility to Protect." In Implementation and World Politics. 

How International Norms Change Practice, edited by Alexander Betts and Phil   Orchard, 

144-59. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press. 

Johnson, Steve , and Jamie Smyth. 2015. "Northern Pivot: Is Australia in danger of taking its turn 

toward China too far." Financial Times, 28 December. 

Johnston, Alastair I. 2008. Social states: China in international institutions, 1980-2000. 

Oxford;Princeton, N.J;: Princeton University Press. 

Kaag, John, and Sarah Kreps. 2012. "Pragmatism's contributions to international relations." 

Cambridge Review of International Affairs no. 25 (2):191-208.  

KĞŶŬĞů͕ KĂŝ MŝĐŚĂĞů͕ ĂŶĚ FĞůŝƉƉĞ DĞ ‘ŽƐĂ͘ ϮϬϭϱ͘ ΗLŽĐĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ “ƵďƐŝĚŝĂƌŝƚǇ ŝŶ BƌĂǌŝů͛Ɛ EŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ 

with the Responsibility to Protect." Global Responsibility to Protect no. 7 (3-4):325-349.  

Kosovo, Independent International Commission on. 2000. The Kosovo Report. 

Kratochwil, Friedrich. 2009. "Ten points to ponder about pragmatism: some critical reflections on 

knowledge generation in the social sciences." In Pragmatism in International Relations, 

edited by Harry Bauer and Elisabetta Brighi, 11-25. New York: Routledge. 

ͶͶͶ. 2011. "Making sense of "international practices"." In International Practices, edited by 

Emanuel Adler and Vincent Pouliot. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Larson, Deborah Welch. 2015. "Will China be a New Type of Great Power?" The Chinese Journal of 

International Politics no. 8 (4):323-348.  

LĂǇŶĞ͕ CŚƌŝƐƚŽƉŚĞƌ ϮϬϭϮ͘ ΗTŚŝƐ TŝŵĞ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ‘ĞĂů͗ TŚĞ EŶĚ ŽĨ UŶŝƉŽůĂƌŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ PĂǆ AŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĂ͘Η 

International Studies Quarterly no. 56 (1):203-213. 



 

24 

 

Layne, Christopher , William Wohlforth, and Stephen G.  Brooks. 2012. "US decline or primacy? A 

debate " In US Foreign Policy edited by Michael Cox and Doug Stokes. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Lebovic, James H., and Erik Voeten. 2006. "The Politics of Shame: The Condemnation of Country 

Human Rights Practices in the UNCHR." International Studies Quarterly no. 50 (4):861-888.  

Lim, Darren. 2014. Hillary Clinton's trade warning: Can China coerce Australia? In The Interpreter: 

Lowy Institute. 

Liu, Tiewa, and Haibin Zhang. 2014. "Debates in China about the responsibility to protect as a 

developing international norm: a general assessment." Conflict, Security & Development no. 

14 (4):403-427. 

Liu, Weihua, and Yufan Hao. 2014. "Australia in China's Grand Strategy." Asian Survey no. 54 (2):367-

94. 

Lynch, Marc. 2002. "Why Engage? China and the Logic of Communicative Engagement." European 

Journal of International Relations no. 8 (2):187-230.  

Mackerras, Colin. 2014. "China and the Australia-U.S. Relationship." Asian survey no. 54 (2):223. 

Malachowski, Alan. 2013. The Cambridge Companion to Pragmatism. Cambridge and New York: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Manicom, James, and Andrew O'Neil. 2012. "China's rise and middle power democracies: Canada 

and Australia compared." International Relations of the Asia-Pacific no. 12 (2):199-228.  

Manning, Robert. 2016. "What Type of Great Power Does China Want to Be?" Foreign Policy. 

Mearsheimer, J. J. 2010. "The Gathering Storm: China's Challenge to US Power in Asia." Chinese 

Journal of International Politics no. 3 (4):381-396. 

Mitzen, Jennifer. 2015. "From representation to governing: diplomacy and the constitution of 

international pulic power " In Diplomacy and the Making of World Politics, edited by Ole 

Jacob Sending, Vincent Pouliot and Iver B. Neumann, 111-39. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Murray, Robert W., and Aidan Hehir. 2012. "Intervention in the Emerging Multipolar System: Why 

R2P will Miss the Unipolar Moment." Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding no. 6 (4):387-

406.  

Norington, Brad. 2012. "Australia wins seat on United Nations Security Council " The Australian, 19 

October. 



 

25 

 

NŽƐƐĂů͕ Kŝŵ ‘ŝĐŚĂƌĚ͘ ϮϬϭϬ͘ ΗΖMŝĚĚůĞƉŽǁĞƌŚŽŽĚ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚MŝĚĚůĞƉŽǁĞƌŵĂŶƐŚŝƉ͛ ŝŶ CĂŶĂĚŝĂŶ FŽƌĞŝŐŶ 

Policy." In CĂŶĂĚĂ͛Ɛ FŽƌĞŝŐŶ ĂŶĚ SĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ PŽůŝĐǇ͗ SŽĨƚ and Hard Strategies of a Middle Power, 

edited by Nikola Hynek and David Bosold. Toronto: Oxford University Press. 

Owen, David. 2002. "Re-orienting International Relations: On Pragmatism, Pluralism and Practical 

Reasoning." Millennium - Journal of International Studies no. 31 (3):653-673.  

Perlez, Jane. 2014. "Asia's "Big Guy" Spreads Cash and Seeks Influence in Pacific Region " New York 

Times, 22 November. 

Prantl, Jochen, and Ryoko Nakano. 2011. "Global Norm Diffusion in East Asia: How China and Japan 

Implement the Responsibility to Protect." International relations (London) no. 25 (2):204-

223. 

Quinlan, Gary. 2014. "S/PV.7353 Meeting of the UN Security Council." 

Ralph, Jason, and Adrian Gallagher. 2015. "Legitimacy faultlines in international society: The 

responsibility to protect and prosecute after Libya." Review of international studies no. 41 

(3):553-573.  

Ralph, Jason, and James Souter. 2015. "Is R2P a Fully-Fledged International Norm?". Politics and 

Governance no. 3 (4):68-76. 

Ricci, Colleen. 2014. "Australia at the Security Council." The Age. 

Risse-Kappen, Thomas; , Stephen;  C. Ropp, and Kathryn Sikkink. 1999. The Power of Human Rights. 

International Norms and Domestic Change. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Rorty, Richard. 1989. Contingency, irony, and solidarity. Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Rotmann, Philipp, Gerrit Kurtz, and Sarah Brockmeier. 2014. "Major powers and the contested 

evolution of a responsibility to protect." Conflict, Security & Development no. 14 (4):355-377.  

Scott, David. 2008. "The Chinese century?" : the challenge to global order Basingstoke: Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

Sun, Yun. 2012. "Syria: What China Has Learned from its Libya Experience." East West Centre (152). 

Teitt, Sarah. 2011. "The Responsibility to Protect and China's Peacekeeping Policy." International 

Peacekeeping no. 18 (3):298-312.  

Tellis, Ashley J. 2013. "US-China relations in a Realist World." In Tangled Titans. The United States 

and China edited by David L. Shambaugh, 75-102. Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield. 

Thomas, Daniel C. 2001. The Helsinki Effect: International Norms, Human Rights, and the Demise of 

Communism. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 



 

26 

 

UŶŐĞƌĞƌ͕ CĂƌů͘ ϮϬϬϳ͘ ΗTŚĞ ͞MŝĚĚůĞ PŽǁĞƌ͟ CŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŝŶ AƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂŶ FŽƌĞŝŐŶ PŽůŝĐy." Australian Journal 

of Politics & History no. 53 (4):538-551.  

Wacker, Gudrun. 2013. "Norms without borders? Human Rights in China." In China Across the Divide.  

The Domestic and Global in Politics and Society, edited by Rosemary Foot, 175-99. Oxford: 

Oxford Unviersity Press. 

Welsh, Jennifer M. 2013. "Norm Contestation and the Responsibility to Protect." Global 

Responsibility to Protect no. 5 (4):365-396. doi: doi:10.1163/1875984X-00504002. 

Western, John , and Joshua S. Goldstein. 2013. R2P After Syria. To Save the Doctrine, Forget Regime 

Change. In Foreign Affairs. 

Wiener, Antje. 2004. "Contested Compliance: Interventions on the Normative Structure of World 

Politics." European Journal of International Relations no. 10 (2):189-234. doi: 

10.1177/1354066104042934. 

ͶͶͶ. 2014. A Theory of Contestation: Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 

WƵ͕ CŚĞŶŐƋŝƵ͘ ϮϬϭϬ͘ Η“ŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶƚǇ͕ HƵŵĂŶ ‘ŝŐŚƚƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ‘ĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ͗ CŚĂŶŐĞƐ ŝŶ CŚŝŶĂ͛Ɛ ‘ĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ 

to International Humanitarian Crises." Journal of Chinese Political Science no. 15:71-97. doi: 

DOI 10.1007/s11366-009-9083-5. 

Xuetong, Yue. 2012. "China's Veto on Syria: A View from China." Carnegie Europe. 

Zhenmin, Liu. 2009. Statement At the Plenary session of the General Assembly on the Question of 

"Responsibility to Protect"  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


