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XIV Use of Force and War
ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT
Ministerial Statement by the Prime 
Minister, 6 June 1984.

Ministerial Statement
Mr HAWKE (Wills Prime Minister) by 

leave On this day 40 years ago allied forces 
landed on the beaches of Normandy to launch the 
final phase of the destruction of Nazism. Within a 
year, those forces, Soviet forces to the East, and 
the resistance movements in the occupied coun
tries had liberated the people of Europe and 
brought peace to a devastated continent. Shortly 
afterwards the allies went on to achieve victory in 
the Pacific and so brought an end to the carnage 
of the Second World War. But that end was 
achieved only after the victims of Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki had opened humanity’s eyes to the exist
ence of a new and uniquely destructive instru
ment of war - the nuclear weapon.

Since the end of the Second World Wars we 
have witnessed great changes in international 
allairs, the most positive of which has been the 
virtual end of colonialism and the emergence to 
independence and nationhood of hundreds o( 
millions of people, many of them in the Asia- 
Pacific region. Certain essentials of the post-war 
system, however, continue to form the basis of the 
present world order. The United Slates ol 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub- 

1 lies, the two powers which emerged pre-eminent
| from the war, have gone on to achieve unchal-
* lenged status as super-powers. Moreover, the sys-
j tern has managed for lour decades to avoid a
j further outbreak of global conflict or open war-
i fare between the major powers. We can all be
j thankful that since 1945 nuclear weapons have

not again been fired in war.
But if the peace has been kept between East 

and West, the East-West relationship has been at 
the best of times uneasy and difficult, and fre
quently tense and dangerous. Stability in Europe 
has not been matched in many parts of the 
developing world, where local wars have caused 
great misery to millions of people. Repression and 
the denial of human rights persist in many coun
tries. And for forty years the peoples of the world 
have lived with the nightmare of nuclear 
weapons, whose number and destructive power 
have grown enormously.

East-West relations at present are at a very low 
ebb. Arms control negotiations between the 
super-powers are in great difficulty. Their re
lationship is permeated with suspicion. The rhet
oric surrounding it is potentially very dangerous.

At (he same lime, the international arms race is 
proceeding apace at the staggering cost of some 
$700 billion annually or well over a million dollars 
a minute. This represents a scandalous waste of 
resources and human ingenuity. None of us needs 
to be told how the world, particularly the poorer 
countries, could benefit from a redirection of this 
military expenditure into peaceful and productive 
development.
Some 80 per cent of the expenditure on arms is 

on conventional weapons. In the thermonuclear 
age, we can easily overlook the horrifying destruc
tive power which now hides behind that anodyne 
term. The bloodshed in the Gulf War and the de
struction of sophisticated modern warships in the 
Falklands war should remind us of its sinister im
plications. But above all, it is the rapid technologi
cal development and build-up of nuclear weapons 
which, combined with the deterioration in East- 
West relations, has quite understandably created 
the current mood of anxiety and anger amongst 
ordinary men and women around the world as 
well as here in Australia.
On Palm Sunday, a lew weeks ago, some 

250,000 Australians marched in our cities to sup
port the cause of peace, disarmament and arms 
control. They marched to express the increasing 
concern felt about the threat of nuclear war. 
Those who marched in Australia joined the count
less others who have marched recently in Western 
Europe and the United States. There is also no 
doubt that, if the governments in the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe permitted genuine 
freedom of expression, there would be millions on 
the streets there, as well.
The concern of the marchers for peace, the 

strength of their feelings, and the very weight of 
their numbers must be taken into account by all 
governments. 1 have made it clear that we see a 
very sharp distinction between nuclear weapons, 
which we abhor, and nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes, which we support, and I shall re.urn to 
this (heme in the course of this statement. Hut we 
certainly understand and identity with the aspir 
ations of the Australian people for peace and dis 
armament and these aspirations inspire nui 
policies.

Academician Andrei Sakharov, a key figure m 
the development of Soviet nuclear weapons, 
whose present plight was the subject ol an im
portant motion passed unanimously by this House 
last week, is an outspoken advocate of the need 
for arms control agreement between the super
powers. Pointing out that thermonuclear war can
not be considered a continuation of politics by 
other means, according the Clausewitz formula, 
but rather a means of nuclear suicide, Dr 
Sakharov has identified the consequences of nu
clear confiict in stark terms which will move con
cerned people on both sides of the ideological div
ide. He identified it as follows:
A complete destruction of cities, industry, transport 

and systems of education, a poisoning of fields, water and 
air by radioactivity, a physical destruction of the larger 
party of mankind, poverty, barbarism, a return to sav
agery, and a genetic degeneracy of the survivors under the 
impact of radiation, a dost ruction of the material and in 
formation basis of civilisation.
Although Australia might appear remote from 
the areas of the globe where any nuclear war 
might mainly be fought, it would be unrealistic to 
suppose that Australia would not be profoundly
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1 or countries such as Australia, there is no sub
stitute for the hard slog of multilateral diplomacy 
designed to engage the interests and support of the 
superpowers. The appointment of Australia’s first 
Ambassador for Disarmament has significantly 
improved the effectiveness of our efforts in this re
gard. The Government’s policy framework was 
laid down on 22 November 1983 when Cabinet 
took the following policy decisions on arms con
trol and disarmament:

(i) to promote measures to halt and reverse 
the nuclear arms race;

(ii) to uphold the international nuclear non
proliferation treaty;

(iii) to promote a comprehensive and verifi
able ban on nuclear testing;

(iv) to develop the concept of a nuclear free 
zone in the South Pacific;

(v) to support the achievement of an agree
ment to ban chemical weapons;

(vi) to support the process of negotiation and 
the achievement of balanced and verifiable 
arms control agreements;

(vii) to take an active role in pursuing arms 
conrol and disarmament measures wher
ever possible;

(viii) to ufiirm Australia’s readiness to join a 
consensus to hold an international confer
ence on the Indian Ocean zone of peace 
question.

Since coming to office, the Government has 
taken steps to strengthen Australia’s public and 
private institutional capacity, to ensure that its 
commitment to peace and disarmament will be 
backed by a high degree of professional com
petence. I have mentioned our appointment of an 
Ambassador for Disarmament, whose role is to 
represent Australia in international forums, 
especially the Conference on Disarmament in 
Geneva. Within the Department of Foreign 
Affairs there has been a major strengthening of 
capacity to handle disarmament issues through 
the deployment of additional personnel to the dis
armament and arms control and the nuclear pol
icy areas.
The Government attaches great importance to 

the analytical and creative role of academic in
stitutions. The Minister for Foreign Affairs an
nounced in March this year that decisions had 
been taken to provide funds on a seven year basis 
to enable a peace research centre to be established 
at the Australian National University. Its purpose 
will be to provide a nucleus for serious and schol
arly research into the whole field of peace, dis
armament and arms control. Australia has also

contributed financially to the United Nations In
stitute for Disarmament Research which aims to 
raise the level of research into disarmament and 
arms control problems.

In addition, the Government has made a volun
tary contribution to the world disarmament cam
paign, the purpose of which is to inform, educate 
and to generate public understanding and support 
for the objectives ol the United Nations in the 
area of disarmament. In 1986, which has been 
designated by the United Nations as the Inter
national Year of Peace, the Government intends 
to commemorate the year with a program ol ap
propriate activities.
Of the many initiatives we have taken in the 

field of arms control, I draw particular attention 
to our efforts on behalf of the Treaty on the Non
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and a compre
hensive test ban treaty. I stress again, as I did 
when tabling the Australian Science and Tech
nology Council report, the particular and funda
mental significance which the Government 
attaches to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. We re
gard the NPT as the most important multilateral 
non-proliferation and arms control agreement in 
existence. We will continue to do everything in 
our power to strengthen international adherence 
to the Treaty.

In the House on 31 May, 1 drew attention to the 
ASTEC report's findings that, if international ten
sions are to be reduced and the prospects of a 
peaceful global environment enhanced, the im
portance of national and international energy se
curity cannot be over-emphasised. The report 
noted that disruptions in the supply of resources 
of any sort have been a cause of international ten
sion and, through human history, have led to war. 
The inquiry concluded that Australia, through 
being a reliable, long term supplier of uranium, is 
in a position to contribute significantly to inter
national energy security. The report expressed the 
concern that we must all share that the preven
tion of nuclear war is of the greatest importance 
to all humanity, it also pointed out that, should a 
country decide to embark on a nuclear weapons 
program, it was most unlikely to use a civil reactor 
to do so for technical and economic reasons. It 
concluded that Australia would best be able to 
make a significant contribution to non
proliferation and world peace if it were actively 
involved in the nuclear fuel cycle.

In this context, let me recall for all honourable 
members what academician Sakharov, whose cre
dentials as an advocate for arms control and dis
armament are, as I have said, exemplary, said in 
1977 about the civil use of nuclear power:
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affected by such a conflict. The Government be
lieves that it is therefore in Australia’s vital 
interests, as a country which wants both to survive 
and to be a constructive member of the inter
national community, to do all we can do to mini
mise the prospects for nuclear conflict. We have a 
modest and realistic evaluation of our influence 
on the super-powers and other major powers but 
we will use it whenever we can. The recent over
seas visit by my colleague, the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs (Mr Hayden), who will follow me 
in this debate, is an effective example of what we 
are about.
The nuclear weapons states alone do not have 

the right to determine the destiny of mankind. 
The fact that their calculations—or indeed their 
miscalculations—could have terrible conse
quences for the rest of us gives us the responsi
bility before our people to be heard on these fund- 
mental issues. In approaching this responsibility, 
the Government unequivocally rejects the at
tractive but unrealistic idea that unilateral dis
armament would be an effective way to bring 
about an end to the arms race. We proceed from 
that fact that Australia is an aligned nation and 
that our security is supported by co-operative 
measures under the auspices of ANZUS. The 
Australian Labor Party takes pride in the fact that 
the foundations of our alliance with the United 
States were laid by the great John Curtin, when 
this country faced the greatest threat to its sur
vival in 1941.
As an independent ally of the United States, 

Australia last year initiated a thorough and suc
cessful review of ANZUS. We are satisfied that 
the treaty continues to support our fundamental 
security interests, without absolving Australia 
from the primary obligation to provide for our 
own national defence. Honourable members will 
recall that Secretary of State Shultz commented 
that the review had been an excellent idea and 
most worth while.
Our membership of the alliance in no way in

hibits us from pursuing the issues of arms control 
and disarmament. On the contrary, as my colleage 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs said on 18 
January this year:
We work unabashedly through international fora for arms control and disarmament, nuclear and conventional. Our involvement with the United States gives us much greater claim to be heard on these matters internationally.
There is much greater weight behind our declarations on this subject precisely because we are sensible enough to support the only effective nuclear restraint system at the moment, deterrence, but intelligent enough to worry about the escalation, the excessive armouries, to want something better and to work for it openly and energetically.

We intend to continue to pursue these issues 
vigorously with both super-powers. If allies of the 
United States do not press their concerns about 
arms control on the Soviet Union, Soviet leaders 
may be tempted to sit back and permit one-sided 
pressure to build up in Washington. Mr Hayden's 
vigorous advocacy of these issues in Moscow and 
the response he was given by Mr Gromyko dem
onstrate that our alliance with the United States is 
no barrier to Australia’s voice being heard in the 
Soviet Union. I and senior Ministers of the 
Government have held discussions on these mat
ters with President Reagan and other leading 
members of the Administration. We will take 
these discussions further with the Secretary of 
State Shultz when he visits Canberra next month. 
Arms control was a major item on the agenda of 
my discussions with Premier Zhao in Peking in 
February. I have raised the matter with President 
Mitterand and Mr Hayden has done the same in 
his recent talks with French Foreign Minister, Mr 
Cheysson.

Since coming to power, this Government has 
given a priority to arms control and disarmament 
issues unmatched by any of its predecessors. We 
have done this, as I have indicated, because of our 
concern at the level of international tension in re
cent years, our appreciation of the difficulties 
bedevilling relations between the super-powers 
and our recognition of the very legitimate anxie
ties which these developments have aroused 
among the Australian people. The Government 
believes that we should not allow ourselves to be 
overwhelmed by a sense of global pessimism or 
imminent disaster. We are aware that the issues 
posed by the politics and technology of arms con
trol and disarmament are extraordinarily com
plex. There are no ‘quick fixes’ available. Arms 
control and disarmament cannot be imposed on 
any nation, let alone the nuclear powers. Progress 
can be achieved only through agreement between 
the countries concerned.
The Government believes that what is required 

are realistic, concrete and balanced measures that 
have at their heart a recognition of the national 
security interests involved. In these matters we 
are guided by three basic principles: Security for 
all states at the lowest possible level of armament; 
stability in the nuclear balance; and adequate 
verification arrangements. As a member of every 
global disarmament body, Australia is promoting 
treaties to end nuclear testing and to ban chemical 
weapons, and measures to prevent an arms race in 
outer space. We are also doing what we can do to 
strengthen measures against the spread of nuclear 
weapons.

- >
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‘It is difficult to explain to a nonspccialist (although it is 
actually true) that the nuclear reactor of a nuclear power 
station is nothing like an atomic bomb . . The de
velopment of nuclear technology has proceeded with 
much greater attention to the problems ol safety tech
niques and preservation of the environment than the de
velopment of such branches of technology as metallurgy, 
coke chemistry, mining, chemical industry, coal power 
stations, modern transportation, chemicalization of 
agriculture, etc. Therefore, the present situation in nu
clear power is relatively good from the point of view of 
safety and possible effect on the environment . .
The House may recall that, when the great debate 
took place in this country at the beginning of the 
last decade on whether Australia should subscribe 
to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, 
opponents of the T reaty argued that we would 
need a nuclear weapons capacity to repel the sur
vivors of an atomic war in the northern hemi
sphere. To the great credit and benefit of this 
country, that argument did not prevail. The co
alition Government signed the Treaty in 1970 and 
the previous Labor Government moved rapidly to 
ratify it in January 1973. 1 now reiterate that this 
Labor Government categorically rejects any nu
clear weapons option for Australia.

Another of Australia’s primary objectives in 
contributing to curbing the nuclear arms race has 
been to promote a comprehensive nuclear test ban 
treaty CTB which would outlaw all nuclear 
testing by all states in all environments for all 
time. Australia has been active on this issue both 
in the United Nations and in the Conference on 
Disarmament, and in bilateral discussions with 
the nuclear weapons states. The conclusion of a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty would help 
to put strong presssure on France to cease its test
ing program in the Pacific. A universally adhered 
to treaty would also help inhibit the spread of nu
clear weapons by making it impossible to test nu
clear explosive devices including the so-called 
peaceful nuclear explosions. It would also help to 
limit the development of new nuclear weapons 
and the improvement of existing nuclear 
weapons.

In addition to advocating the test ban in inter
national meetings and in bilateral exchanges with 
other governments, Australia has played a major 
role m seeking to solve procedural obstacles to the 
re-convening of a committee of the Conference on 
Disarmament on this issue. To this end Australia 
and New Zealand sponsored a resolution at the 
United Nations General Assembly in 1983 with 
the aim of promoting a formulation for a mandate 
for the committee that would receive general 
agreement. This resolution achieved a large 
measure of support and, unlike competing resol
utions on the same topic by Mexico and the Soviet

Union, it attracted no negative votes. Our efforts 
had some influence in the encouraging develop
ment that the United States abstained on this res
olution, alter voting against a similar resolution 
the year before. Notwithstanding a number ol 
major difficulties which have to date prevented 
agreement, we are continuing patiently and as
siduously to pursue this objective and to seek to 
build on the modest progress already achieved.

In further support of the test ban objective, an 
Australian expert from the Bureau of Mineral Re
sources is participating in the group of seismic- 
experts which is considering questions relevant to 
a global scientific network to monitor a test ban. 
Australia’s geographic situation means we have 
an important potential role in such a global net
work. A major purpose of our efforts in the multi
lateral disarmament field is to bring influence to 
bear on the bilateral relationship of the United 
States and the USSR. Australia has consistently 
urged the United States and the Soviet Union to 
seek agreements to limit and reduce their nuclear 
stockpiles and has supported their negotiations to 
this end: the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks, 
START, and the talks on intermediate range nu
clear forces, INF. It was a great disappointment 
to the Government when these negotiations were 
suspended by the Soviet Union and the Govern
ment has expressed on many occasions its hope 
that they will be resumed as soon as possible. 
Australia is not, of course, a party to these nego
tiations but the Government is doing what it can 
to encourage resumption of these negotiations and 
to break down the barriers of mistrust and 
suspicion.

In the Government’s view, adequate and effec
tive provision for verification is a crucial pre
condition for progress in arms control nego
tiations. Another fundamental requirement is the 
maintenance of effective and stable deterrence be
tween the super-powers and the contribution 
which that makes to a climate of confidence. 
Without this there can be no progress. There are 
special reasons why our role in this is and will re
main something more than modest. We contribute 
positively to varification and stable and effective 
deterrence. Our standing in these matters derives 
not only from our policy commitments and objec
tives but also from the presence of, and the im
portant role played by, the Australian-United 
States joint defence facilities on our soil. At its 
highest levels, the United States Administration 
has been consulted on and has acceded to issuance 
of the following statement:
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Australia-United States Joint Defence Facilities

Since coming to office the Government has 
determined to act upon its undertaking to pro
vide the public with a statement on the general 
purpose and junctions of the defence lacilities 
we operate jointly with our American ally.

Successive Governments have maintained 
secrecy about the facilities at Pine Gap and 
Nurrungar. This sometimes arouses concern 
about the sorts of activities we might be becom
ing involved in, and about possible dangers to 
our security. Our Party’s Platform, therefore, 
calls on the Government to make known to the 
public the general purpose and functions of the 
facilities and any change to these.
When the Ministers for Defence anf Foreign 

Affairs were in Washington in July last year 
they took the opportunity to raise these matters 
with the US Secretary of Defence, Mr Wein
berger, and relevant authorities in the 
Pentagon.
We are concerned that such a statement 

should not damage our own and our allies’ 
interests and accordingly the Government does 
not intend to act unilaterally and in disregard of 
international assurances about preservation of 
secrecy given by our predecessors for over a 
decade. Nevertheless, there is a good deal that 
can be said to provide reassurance to the Aus
tralian people.
The facilities are not military bases. There 

are no combat personnel or combat equipments 
there, no military stores or workshops, no plant 
of machinery or laboratories for research, de
velopment, production or maintenance of any 
weapons or combat systems of any type.

Timely knowledge of developments that 
have military significance is very impotant and 
can be critical for the security of the US and its 
allies, including Australia. Effective deterrence 
and hence avoidance of conflict depend on this. 
Similarly, effective measures for military re
straint and for the control and reduction of ar
maments depend upon reliable assessments of 
military developments. Arms limitation ar
rangements between the United States and the 
Soviet Union specifically provide for verifi
cation. The general purpose of the facilities that 
we operate at Nurrungar and Pine Gap with 
the Americans is to contribute to all of these 
objectives.
Among the functions performed are the pro

vision of early warning by receiving from space 
satellites information about missile launches,

and the provision of information about the oc
currence of nuclear explosions, which assists in 
nuclear test ban monitoring and supports nu
clear non-proliferation measures Disclosures 
of other technical functions of the classified fa
cilities would involve damaage to both US and 
Australian interests and cannot be justified.
The purpose and functions of the joint de

fence facility at North West Cape have already 
been made public. It is a comunications relay 
station for ships and submarines of the United 
States Navy and the Royal Australian Navy 
and serves as a key element in a complex system 
of communications supporting the global bal
ance. As indicated in the statement which the 
Minister for Defence tabled in Parliament on 3 
November 1983, agreement was reached with 
the United States Government on new arrange
ments to ensure that the Australian Govern
ment would be able to make timely judgments 
about the significance for national interest of 
developments involving North West Cape.

These new arrangements are now in force. 
The Government is satisfied that Australia's 
sovereignty in the operation of the joint delence 
facility at North West Cape is now adequatel) 
protected.
Some people express concern about possible 

risks to our security from these facilities. The 
Government takes the view that the joint facili
ties directly contribute to the security that we 
enjoy every day and that this tangible benefit 
outweighs the possibility that risks might arise 
at some future time from our hosting the facili
ties. For many years our intelligence and de
fence authorities have assessed the risk of nu
clear war as remote and improbable, provided 
effective deterrence is maintained.

Australians cannot claim the full protection 
of that deterrence without being willing to 
make some contribution to its effectiveness. It is 
important to support stability in the strategic 
relationship between the super-powers and our 
co-operation in the joint facilities at North 
West Cape, Pine Gap and Nurrungar does this.
As to the specific risk of nuclear attack on 

these facilities in the event of nuclear war it is 
not possible to be categoric; we cannot enter 
the minds of possibly hostile foreign military 
planners. The Government believes that host
ing the facilities does bring with it some degree 
of added risk of nuclear attack. But the main
tenance of effective deterrence including 
through early warning has as its purpose the 
avoidance of war between the nuclear powers. 
Such a war would inevitably affect all nations.
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including Australia, and its avoidance is essen
tial for the security ol the Australian people.
The preservation of peace between the nu

clear powers has for many years been depen
dent upon a situation of stable deterrence. 
Maintaining, and where possible enhancing, the 
stability of that deterrent relationship is the 
objective of this Government in these matters. 
Deterrence can be pursued through any means 
of convincing a potential aggressor that he 
would face unacceptable costs, but stability re
quires discrimination and restraint. -
We do not believe there can be a winning side 

in a nuclear war. The notion of a nuclear first 
strike designed to disarm an adversary would be 
destabilising were it to gain credence.

Nor can there be any assurance that nuclear 
conflict between the super-powers could be 
limited. This Government’s voice on such mat
ters will be directed towards supporting doc
trines which eschew moving beyond the re
quirements of stable deterrence towards 
postures more appropriate to waging nuclear 
war in some limited and controlled way.

While we recognise that in present global cir
cumstances a unilateral move away from a pol
icy of maintaining stable deterrence is not a 
realitic option, the Australian Government is 
committed to working for measures to stabilise 
the strategic balance, on which stable deter
rence depends, and to curb arms competition. 
Through equitable and verifiable measures for 
arms control and reduction, we seek to limit 
qualitative improvements in arms and to re
duce the forces involved.
The Government does not intend to com

ment further upon speculation or assertions 
about the joint facilities at Pine Gap and Nur
rungar. Enough has been said, however, to cor
rect some serious misunderstandings and to 
provide the reassurance that people properly 
seek.

Finally, let me emphasise again that these fa
cilities are jointly managed and operated by the 
Australian and American governments. All 
functions and activities require, and have, the 
full knowledge and concurrence of the Aus
tralian Government. We monitor this and we 
are satisfied that the operations of the facilities 
in no way derogate from Australian 
sovereignty.
As 1 have indicated, the United States Adminis

tration has been consulted on the statement 1 have 
just made and has acceded to its issuance. The 
Government's wish to make this statement met

with understanding and co-operation from the 
United States Administration. This has enabled 
me to make today to this Parliament the most 
comprehensive public statement on the facilities 
yet made by an Australian Prime Minister or Min
ister. The lack ol’public information until now on 
the purposes of the faciliI ies has not assisted pub
lic understanding of the vital issues involved. It is 
to be regretted that the previous Government did 
not make the necessary effort to see that the Aus
tralian people were properly informed. This has 
helped build up an unwarranted mystique about 
them and encouraged a tendency in certain sec
tions of the media and elsewhere to discuss Nur
rungar and Pine Gap in a speculative and pro
vocative manner.
Some Australian groups and individuals call for 

the closing of the joint defence facilities. The 
Government recognises many of such calls as 
being sincerely made. We regard them as mis
guided but not hostile in intent. 1 do not expect 
that such calls will now' cease. But l ask those 
making them to consider very seriously the impli
cations of what they are demanding. As I have 
indicated, the removal of the joint facilities would 
hinder United States efforts to maintain effective 
and stable deterrence and would damage the ca
pacity of the United States for monitoring and 
verification, so striking a very serious blow at the 
prospect of arms control agreements between the 
super-powers. Such a development would dash 
the hopes of ordinary men and women around the 
world for peace and disarmament. Moreover, 1 
draw particular attention to the early warning 
function mentioned in the statement 1 have just 
made, and to the significance of that function for 
the avoidance of nuclear war. in an uncertain and 
suspicious international climate, no action should 
be taken which would reduce stability or increase 
the risk of war through miscalculation.

As we contemplate the momentous events of 40 
years ago, we can be profoundly thankful for the 
efforts and sacrifices of those who participated in 
D Day. They fought for a cause which was incon- 
trovertibly right. They helped create a world 
which has managed since to avoid the horror of 
global conflict. We might also think for a moment 
of those who had fought w ith equal bravery in the 
Great War, believing that that would prove to be 
the war to end wars. The bloodshed at Gallipoli, 
in particular, has left an indelible impression on 
the Australian national consciousness.
We may also recall the indignation and pity 

which the horrors of that war aroused among the 
young men who went to fight on the Western 
Front. The great English poet, Wilfred Owen, 
notwithstanding his winning the Military Cross a
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month before he died in battle in 1918 at the age 
of 25, was a passionate opponent of war. The title 
of one of his poems, 'Anthem for Doomed Youth’, 
sums up the tragedy of that generation. In letters 
to his family early in 1917, Owen wrote:
No Man's Land is pockmarked like a body of foulest disease and its odour is the breath of cancer ... No 

Man's Land under snow is like the face of the moon, chaotic, crater-ridden, uninhabitable, awful, the abode of 
madness.
He described it as:
the universal pervasion of ugliness. Hideous landscapes, vile noises . . . everything unnatural, broken,blasted; the distortion of the dead, whose unburiable bodies sit outside the dug-outs all day, all night, the most 
execrable sights on earth
That was one poet’s vision of the First World 
War. Should there be a nuclear war, the whole 
world will be a No Man's Land. There will be no 
one to sing the anthem for our young generations, 
if we are unable to prevent global conflict. Such a 
conflict, which God forbid, would indeed be a war 
to end war it would threaten the extinction of 
humanity. It is precisely to prevent such a catas
trophe that so many Australian people have taken 
up the cause of peace and disarmament. And it is 
precisely to achieve the same end that the 
Government has, from its perspective, developed 
its policies on arms control and disarmament to 
which it will continue to devote its highest 
priority.

1 present the following paper:
Arms Control and Disarmament Ministerial State

ment, 6 June 1984.

Mr HAYDEN (Oxley Minister for Foreign 
AtTairs)(4.22> Nuclear war would represent the 
ultimate calamity of mankind. Then the count
down on civilisation would be complete. That 
great final nuclear Hash would be the terminal 
flame out of this living globe. All of the millennia 
of evolutionary aspirations and achievements of 
this universe would be buried beneath a radioac
tive tombstone standing over a poisoned and 
strickened world. A nuclear war should not be 
fought because it is without victory or victors, just 
total and final desolation. Accordingly, this 
Government has worked zealously and intelli
gently for peace through arms control. It does all 
it practically and responsibly can to avoid nuclear 
war. Our commitment cannot be less.

In the context of these sentiments the state
ment of the Prime Minister (Mr Hawke) is wel
come and is highly relevant. It is in the same con
text that the joint statement of the governments 
of Australia and the United States of America, re
leased by the Prime Minister today, is desirable 
and ample in the provision of circumstances 
under which these facilities operate. It is desirable 
because it responds to a growing concern in the 
community as to what the general purposes of 
these facilities are. It is a growing concern that has 
been fostered and developed because of the way 
previous conservative governments have con
cealed and, in some circumstances, blatantly 
misrepresented the general nature of these facili
ties. It is ample because it provides sufficient gen
eral information as to the purposes of these facili
ties. To go beyond that would be to concede too 
much to those who would seek to disadvantage 
the circumstances of the association of nations in 
what is loosely described as a Western alliance.

1 wish to refer to five major points in the state
ment: First, the timely knowledge of develop
ments and their military significance which arise 
from the services that these facilities provide; sec
ond, reliable assessments of military develop
ments; third, the verification functions of the fa
cilities; fourth, the early warning capabilities that 
they can contribute; and fifth, the information on 
the occurrence of nuclear test ban monitoring and 
support for nuclear non-proliferation measures.

Not one of these conditions has been ack
nowledged by a conservative government. It is 
therefore nonsense for the Leader of the Oppo
sition (Mr Peacock) to claim as he did today that 
there was nothing new in these statements. He 
asserted that he had known all the time of the gen
eral conditions of the functions of these facilities 
outlined by the Prime Minister. One would hope 
that, when Minister for Foreign AfTairs, he would 
have been briefed on the details. However, the un
deniable fact is that at no stage did he seek in even 
the minutest form to convey to the Australian 
community the general functions of those facili
ties. The way in which conservative coalitions in 
government sought to apply secretiveness to an 
extraordinary and unjustifiable extent and at 
times to misrepresent the general functions of 
those facilities has created unnecessary suspicion 
in this community which, in turn, has led to sub
stantial questioning of the facilities being based in 
Australia, not just by extremists as the Leader ot 
the Opposition would define them but by people 
of considerable eminence and respectability, justi
fiable eminence and understandable respect
ability, in this community.
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1 will give one small vignette of lhe way in 
which secretive, nasty and dishonest diplomacy 
took place under conservative governments in re
spect of facilities operating in this country. 
Honourable members will recall the public agree
ment between Australia and the United Slates of 
America in respect of the North West C ape com
munications facility. What they did not know 
about until more recent times was the secret letter 
between the then Foreign AtTairs Minister Bar- 
wick and Ambassador Battle of the United States 
in which Sir Garfield Barwick effectively 
declared: ‘Do not take any notice of the con
ditions which are written into the public agree
ment. We are prepared to go along with anything 
you want to do and we will not ask any questions’. 
It is the nature of that dirty, secret diplomacy 
which has undermined people’s confidence in 
agreements between governments of this country 
and the United States in respect of these facilities. 
That is why the Prime Minister today gave a desir
able and ample account of the general functions 
of the facilities. It is behaviour like that from pre
vious conservative governments and the general 
tenor of the way in which they have regarded the 
alliance between Australia and the United States 
which have debased that alliance because of the 
crude political misuse to which it was subjected.
Today the Prime Minister lifted the relation

ship beyond that and addressed himself to matters 
of great moment, not just to people in the Aus
tralian Labor Party but to eminent citizens 
scientists, writers, intellectuals and an army of or
dinary people who, as far as I am aware, have no 
party affiliations but are increasing in their 
numbers and expressing concerns about the unfet
tered arms race taking place between the nuclear 
powers, the consequences of that and what is 
Australia’s function in these sorts of 
developments.

Let me move on. The simple undeniable fact is 
that, regardless of what functions Australia might 
contribute, it cannot escape the consequences of 
nuclear conflict. In the event of nuclear conflict, 
limited nuclear war is not an option. Once an 
attack commences it will immediately escalate 
into total nuclear war. In those circumstances the 
so-called ark effect described by Jonathan Schell 
in his book Fate of the Earth would be one of the 
effects which would come into play. After the first 
round of nuclear exchanges between the super
powers they would, in succeeding rounds, seek to 
eliminate countries such as Australia no matter 
how much immunity we might try to establish for 
ourselves. The aggressor countries would seek to 
do that to countries such as Australia for the 
simple reason that they would not wish to leave

any immune areas which could be built up as en
claves lor the regroupment ol then opponent. 
There would be also the nuclear winter effect 
which lias been written about .it considerable 
length and rather disturbingly. The whole en
vironmental balance of the world would be cata
strophically disturbed and ecologically the world 
would eventually be destroyed.
Going beyond that, the simple fact is that today 

the Prime Minister acknowledged, as I have ack
nowledged on earlier occasions, going as far back 
as several years ago when Leader of the Oppo
sition, that it is undeniable that in certain circum
stances these facilities could be nuclear targets. 
Some would be high priority nuclear targets. I told 
the Foreign Minister for the Soviet Union, Mr 
Gromyko, exactly that when I met him last week. 
1 did not want to be subjected to any of the bluff 
or bluster directed to Australia by spokesmen of 
the Soviet Union from time to time in an effort to 
frighten Australians, when they have made this 
claim in circumstances aimed at intimidating us.

'The point S want to make is that the first ques
tion to be addressed is not whether the facilities 
are nuclear targets but whether Australia has a 
role to contribute in maintaining peace in the 
world, in curbing the nuclear arms race, and in 
working for arms control and disarmament. If she 
has a role to fulfil within the context of those 
things, are the facilities key elements in fulfilling 
that role? There is no doubt in my mind that they 
are key elements. If the facilities were removed 
the consequences would be these: We would cease 
to contribute a key role in verification; we would 
end a role in support of deterrence; we would dis
engage from early warning arrangements. What 
must be recalled is that national verification pro
cedures are the basis of all earlier agreements de
signed to restrict the nuclear arms race, not on
site verification but national verification systems. 
That is what these facilities contribute. That is 
what has been acknowledged today for the first 
time ever in the statement of the Prime Minister.

Deterrence is the only thing we have in place 
which brings some sort of balance and restraint 
between the nuclear powers of the world, in par
ticular the super-powers. It allows us to negotiate 
about arms control, to propose lower levels of nu
clear armaments, and to work in that direction. In 
the absence of deterrence there is no such restric
tive influence at work. Do we aim—for those who 
say we should not be involved in these 
facilities—at tossing out any support and partici
pation in the only effective system working to 
curb any propensity towards nuclear conflict? 
The early warning function is an essential one. We 
want to avoid a nuclear Pearl Harbour occurring
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j*oie is to discourage an adversary from aggression 
and to reassure one’s own people and allies about 
iiv,lr safety

l here is also the issue of morality Is it moral to 
have these facilities in Australia when they have 
these cicuriy described functions? There are those 
who argue" that the only moral position for 
Australia u> adopt is to eliminate them, not to par
ticipate ah all. But moral choices in a very imper
fect world are not between pure, uninfected 
alternatives in a perfect environment, rather they 
are choices often between lesser and greater evils. 
In that respect it is a matter of our being able to 
choose not thav which we believe to be the most 
desirable but that, which most desirably we can 
work towards and achieve practically. In that 
sense it would be immoral for us, in my view, to 
bail out of any commitment and involvement in 
processes which guarantee deterrence.

There arc those who express concern that these 
fac ilities wouid have some sort of war-fighting 
ePeu. I neither confirm nor deny those sorts of as
sertions. That R the proper course of conduct 
which has been adopted by previous governments, 
and is followed by this one. Let me, however, ad
dress myself in principle to that sort of concern. It 
sometimes happens that there is more than one 
purpose available from a particular facility or ser
vice or from the implementation of particular 
purposes, in relation to a wide range of things in 
oik society. For instance, the scissors and the 
hammer have rather mundane but very important 
practical purposes within the household, but they 
can be converted into lethal weapons and have 
been so converted. That is not a justification for 
declaring a total prohibition on such implements. 
Radar nfused for defence but it is also applied for 
aggressive measures. !t would be desirable If we 
could get something in place to prevent its use for 
aggressive purpo:es; then it would not be needed 
for defensive purposes. The important thing is to 
work towards the ohjecFvo that makes these pro
hibitions unnecessary, in th«s case, effective arms 
control moving towards disarmament. What I am 
talking about is known in Catholic theological 
circles as the principle of double effect. In cre
ating circumstances for good eflects, one often 
'r-.voes the potential lor b id elVecis. The Question 
is whether the good effects more than desirably 
compensate for the potential bad effects.
Our clout in the area of arms control and dis

armament arises because wc are actively involved 
in * he areas \ have mentioned. We host these fa
cilities and we propose and ensure that they work 
for peaceful purposes and fulfil function* which 
are regularly described as necessary ones by inter
national agencies if verification and arms control 
measures are going to be meaningfully put into 
place. This means very simply that when we speak 
on these matters internationally we do not do so 
ju:;t as hand-wringing moralisers, we do so as 
people with a very direct stake in these matters. 
Accordingly, we are taken seriously.

Wc have been more active than auv previous 
govern men 1 in the area ol arms control aiui 
disarmament lor example, the comprehensive 
test ban, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
review, the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, the 
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty, chemical 
warfare. We have taken consistent initiatives in 
connection with all these things. Wc have 
appointed a full time disarmament ambassador so 
that there is full thr.e attention to all those mat
ters. We are in the process ol completing the ar
rangements for the establishment of a peace re
search institute at the Australian National 
University. We have beefed up the arms control 
and disarmament section of the Foreign Affairs 
Department. It had been woefully neglected be
fore. This is some evidence of the genuineness of } 
the credentials of this Government.


