
XV. Use of Force and War* 

International Conference for the Protection of War Victims (Geneva, 
30 August-I September 1993)-Respect for existing laws-Geneva 
Conventions-Grave breaches of international humanitarian law- 
Dissemination 

The aim of the Conference was threefold. First, to heighten awareness of the 
plight of the victims of international and internal armed conflicts, especially 
innocent civilians, second, to denounce repeated and excessive abuses and 
breaches of international humanitarian law and lastly, to urge government to 
undertake firm commitments, especially to comply with, and ensure respect for 
the existing rules of international humanitarian law. 

Final Declaration of the lnternational Conference for the Protection 
of War Victims (Geneva, 30 August-I September 1993) 

The final Declaration of the International Convention for the Protection of War 
Victims provides as follows: 

I .  We refuse to accept that war, violence and hatred spread throughout the 
world, and fundamental rights of persons are violated in an increasingly grave 
and systematic fashion. We refuse to accept that wounded are shown no mercy, 
children massacred, women raped, prisoners tortured, victims denied elementary 
humanitarian assistance, civilians starved as a method of warfare, obligations 
under international humanitarian law in territories under foreign occupation not 
respected, families of missing persons denied infonnation about the fate of their 
relatives, populations illegally displaced, and countries laid to waste ... 
3. We refuse to accept that civilian populations should become more and more 
frequently the principal victim of hostilities and acts of violence perpetrated in 
the course of armed conflicts, for example where they are intentionally targeted 
or used as human shields, and particularly when they are victims of the odious 
practice of "ethnic cleansing". We are alarmed by the marked increase in acts of 
sexual violence directed notably against women and children and we reiterate 
that such acts constitute grave breaches of international humanitarian law.. . 
7. We demand that measures be taken at the national, regional and international 
levels to allow assistance and relief personnel to cany out in all safety their 
mandate in favour of the victims of an armed conflict. Stressing that peace- 
keeping forces are bound to act in accordance with international humanitarian 
law, we also demand that the members of peace-keeping forces be permitted to 
fulfil their mandate without hindrance and that their physical integrity be 
respected. 

* Report prepared by the Defence, Outer Space and Nuclear Law Unit. 
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We affirm our responsibility, in accordance with Article 1 common to the 
Geneva Conventions, to respect and ensure respect for international 
humanitarian law in order to protect the victims of war. We urge all States to 
make every effort to: 

1 .  Disseminate international humanitarian law in a systematic way by teaching 
its rules to the general population, including incorporating them in education 
programmes and by increasing media awareness, so that people may assimilate 
that law and have the strength to react in accordance with these rules to 
violations thereof.. . 
4. Consider or reconsider, in order to enhance the universal character of 
international humanitarian law, becoming party or confirming their succession, 
where appropriate, to the relevant treaties concluded since the adoption of the 
1949 Geneva Conventions, in particular: 

the Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, 
and relating to the Protection of Victims of International Armed 
Conflicts of 8 June 1977 (Protocol I); 

the Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, 
and relating to the Protection of Victims of Non-International Armed 
Conflicts of 8 June 1977 (Protocol 11); 

the 1980 Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of 
Certain Conventional Weapons and its three Protocols; 

the 1954 Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the 
Event of Armed Conflict. 

5. Adopt and implement, at the national level, all appropriate regulations, laws 
and measures to ensure respect for international humanitarian law applicable in 
the event of armed conflict and to punish violations thereof.. . 

10. Reaffirm and ensure respect for the rules of international humanitarian law 
applicable during armed conflicts protecting cultural property, places of worship 
and the natural environment. either against attacks on the environment as such or 
against wanton destruction causing serious environmental damage; and continue 
to examine the opportunity of strengthening them. 

11. Ensure the effectiveness of international humanitarian law and take resolute 
action, in accordance with that law, against States bearing responsibility for 
violations of international humanitarian law with a view to terminating such 
violations. 

International Conference for the Protection of War Victims (30 
August-I September 1993)-Statement by Mr Christopher Lamb 
on behalf of the Australian Government Delegation 

At the International Conference for the Protection of War Victims the head of 
the Australian delegation, Mr Christopher Lamb, highlighted issues of particular 
importance to Australia relating to the protection of war victims. These included 
the use of preventative democracy to prevent or limit conflict situations, the 
plight of children in armed conflict situations, the dissemination of international 
humanitarian law, the problems created by indiscriminate use of land-mines and 
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the need for universal ratification of the 1949 Geneva Conventions and 1977 
Additional Protocols: 

Australia is a nation which, in recent times, has been fortunate enough to have 
only a limited experience of armed conflict on its own territory. However, the 
lives of a large number of Australians have been, and continue to be, affected by 
armed conflicts elsewhere. Australia is, after all, a country whose population 
includes a significant proportion whose roots lie in some of those places where 
horrendous conflict is part of daily life. Where family or friends overseas are the 
initial victims of conflict, we too, by their loss and suffering, in some sense 
become victims. Further, as members of the global society, we suffer every time 
the rights of other members under international humanitarian law are violated. 

The Declaration which this International Conference on the Protection of 
War Victims will produce is a timely reaffirmation of the commitment of this 
society of nations to the need for unqualified and universal application of 
international humanitarian law. 

It is timely because, despite the perhaps unprecedented present opportunities 
afforded to the international community, through the United Nations, to advance 
those basic rights and freedoms of all humanity to which the United Nations 
Charter refers, it appears sadly inevitable that conflicts will occur.. . 

For example, next year, 1994, will be the "International Year of the Family". 
The Declaration that this conference will make must be an affirmation of the 
total unacceptability of the use of civilian populations, and especially women 
and children, as the target of hostilities and acts of violence perpetrated in the 
course of armed conflicts. Australia expects to join with other countries in 
emphasising this aspect of international humanitarian law during the 
International Year. In doing so we will seek to complement other initiatives 
aimed at ending the use of children in armed conflicts. 

We are also presently in the decade of international law. All states should be 
encouraged to make use of the special opportunity afforded by the decade to 
accelerate their dissemination of the principles of international humanitarian law, 
paying special attention to the significance of the issues dealt with at this 
conference. Australia will take steps to bring the legal issues inherent in the 
Declaration to be adopted here to the attention of all targets of our decade 
program. We look forward, in this context, to the convening in Australia in 1994 
of a second regional sezinar on international humanitarian law. This project is 
being sponsored by the Australian Red Cross and the Australian National 
University, with the support of the Australian Government. 

The first such seminar was held in Canberra in 1983, with the additional 
sponsorship of the Henri Dunant Institute and valuable participation from the 
International Committee of the Red Cross. It was attended by participants from 
very many countries in the Asia-Pacific region, and I commend to this 
conference the proceedings, which are published in full in Volume 9 of the 
Australian Year Book of International Law. 

No discussion of international humanitarian law can be complete without 
reference to the issue of legality of the production, trade and use of land-mines. 
The problem has been addressed by a number of other delegates at this 
conference, but it is a matter of particular concern to Australia. One of our 
contributions to peace-keeping forces has included a contingent of land mine 
experts in Afghanistan. Their task extended to providing training in detection 



678 Australian Year Book oflnternational Law 

and clearance of mines, but these modem instruments of indiscriminate 
destruction and injury are still causing horrifying trauma to large numbers of 
innocent women and children. We trust that this conference will motivate new 
urgency to the task of reviewing the 1980 Convention. 

The Declaration which emerges from this conference should, therefore, be 
followed by real substance in the work of other competent bodies in fields of 
international law, disarmament, human rights, in short, in the work of the whole 
United Nations system. 

It is also important to note that this conference's Declaration will 
complement, not limit, work already done. Its outcomes must include hrther 
specific goals for states. 

Opening address by Senator the Hon Gareth Evans QC, Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, at the Human Rights CouncillCommunity Aid 
Abroad Conference on Landmines, Parliament House, Canberra 
(23 November 1993)-Indiscriminate use 

Senator Evans outlined Australia's involvement in mine clearance operations. 
He stressed the importance of looking to the future to ensure that an 
international regime is put in place to prevent the intentional or indiscriminate 
deployment of mines against civilians, noting that Australia has supported the 
action taken by France in 1993 to draw attention to the need for an early review 
of the Inhumane Weapons Convention and its Protocols. The Minister stated: 

The international community must seek ways of strengthening or extending the 
existing treaty proscriptions dealing with the use of landmines. I advocated the 
need for a review of the 1980 Inhumane Weapons Convention, especially 
Protocol I1 which covers landmines, booby traps and similar devices. As I said in 
the Blue Book, this treaty must be strengthened through increased adherence- 
there are currently only 39 parties, including Australia-and more stringent 
verification and complaints mechanisms.. . 

The Review Conference will also need to consider a mechanism to verify 
compliance with the convention and procedures in the event of a breach. I don't 
have to tell you that these are complex and difficult issues: unlike weapons of 
mass destruction, mines are very common and many of the worst problems they 
cause are not readily susceptible to elimination by the decision of only 39 states. 
It is important that our actions have early and practical impact. The first step, 
which is already underway, is to use the Review process to attract serious 
attention to the mines problem, to address the adequacy of the Convention's 
current provisions and, through these steps, to develop international norms on 
the use of mines that will encourage more countries to accede to and comply 
strictly with the rules ... 

It is the effect of landmines on civilian populations which is of most concern 
to us today-although I know that many of you here will say they are an obscene 
weapon in any context. In traditional warfare, mines have been seen as a 
legitimate weapon to protect territory by slowing down the advance of enemy 
troops. Until about 20 years ago, land mines were mostly deployed by armies in 
clearly demarcated areas and their locations recorded so that once hostilities 
were over they could be cleared with relative certainty and safety. Certainly that 
is the procedure advocated in Australian military manuals. 
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The disturbing fact of the matter is nevertheless that for some years now, in 
an increasing number of conflicts, mines have been laid indiscriminately in the 
full knowledge that innocent people might be killed or injured. In some cases- 
and Cambodia is as stark as any example-the objective has, in fact, been to 
maim and kill civilians. At around ten dollars each, land mines have become a 
cheap, effective and brutal way to depopulate whole areas so as to deny an 
enemy sanctuary.. . 

Cambodia provides a chilling and immediate example. No one knows 
exactly how many mines have been laid there or if they are still being laid today. 
Figures just in from UNDP suggest there may be anything between four and 
eleven million. And we don't have any clear maps of where they have been laid 
over the past 25 years or more. Apart from the direct pain and suffering of the 
victims, there are other enduring if less immediately visible legacies. The 
widespread sowing of land mines has a devastating effect on development, 
frustrating the resettlement of refugees and displaced persons and the return to 
normal agriculture and commerce. For a nation like Cambodia which is highly 
dependent on its agricultural sector, the effect is particularly marked. As the 
Director of the Cambodia Mine Action Centre commented recently, land mines 
are destroying the productive engine of Cambodia.. . 

Australia has supported the action taken by France earlier this year to draw 
attention to the need for an early review of the Inhumane Weapons Convention 
and its Protocols. In August, we called for an urgent review of the Convention at 
the International Conference for the Protection of War Victims in Geneva. The 
call was supported by delegations from a number of other countries and we 
expect that the current session of the General Assembly will endorse the holding 
of a Review Conference. 

If the United States, which is only a signatory, were to become a full party to 
the Convention and then pressure other countries to do likewise. it would add 
significant weight to the impact of the Inhumane Weapons Convention. For our 
part, Australia has already been making representations to regional countries 
urging them to become party to the Convention. 

90th Conference of the Inter-Parliamentary Union, Canberra (13-18 
September 1993)-Respect for international humanitarian law and 
support for humanitarian action in armed conflicts-Weapons 

T h e  90th Inter-Parliamentary Conference adopted by  consensus a resolution on  
International Humanitarian Law which among other things, called on States 
which have not yet adopted the 1977 Additional Protocols, the 1980 Inhuman 
Weapons Convention and the Hague Convention for the Protection o f  Cultural 
Property in the Event o f  Armed Conflict t o  examine o r  review without delay the 
possibility o f  adopting them. 

Deploring that the civilian population is frequently the principal victim of the 
hostility and violence of armed conflict, 

Condemning in particular ethnic cleansing operations, genocide, military 
aggression against territory of other States, barbaric military action against 
civilians, the destruction of their houses and property, the coercion used to force 
civilians to leave their towns and villages, all acts which certain States commit or 
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fail to prevent, in violation of the principles of international humanitarian law 
and all international covenants and practices, 

Also condemning the renewed outbreak of systematic sexual violence 
against women and children which constitutes a grave violation of international 
humanitarian law.. . 

Further regretting that the international relief and protection effort during 
armed conflicts-both within the framework of competent United Nations 
institutions and bodies and by the International Committee of the Red Cross 
(ICRC) and other international and regional humanitarian organisations-is 
encountering serious difficulties and dangers, including the refusal by one or 
more parties to a conflict to reach agreement with such organisations, the 
blockade of humanitarian action, attacks against humanitarian personnel, food 
supplies and relief, the refusal of parties to the conflict to transport food supplies 
to the victims or to allow the relief organisations access to prisoners of war and 
imprisoned civilians, 

Deploring the lack of protection for peace-keepers and peace-makers under 
current humanitarian law, 

Deploring the growing number of journalists and other media agents killed, 
wounded or abducted on the battlefield, 

Welcoming the fact that the United Nations has recently reaffirmed the 
concept of humanitarian assistance, including relief for civilian populations and 
the idea of establishing security corridors to ensure the free access of this relief 
to the victims, in addition to protected zones created by decision of the United 
Nations, failing any initiative by the parties to the conflict and placed under the 
responsibility of its civilian and military personnel and/or international 
humanitarian organisations.. . 

Also calls on: 

(a) States which have adopted Additional Protocol I of 1977 to make the 
declaration referred to in Article 90 on the general competence of the 
International Fact-Finding Commission; 

(b) Parliaments and governments to ensure the proper application of United 
Nations resolutions on humanitarian issues and to adopt measures at the 
national level to implement the rules of international humanitarian law, 
especially by including in their national legislation dissuasive sanctions 
to ensure that these rules are not violated and by examining the 
possibility of creating or reactivating interministerial committees or 
appointing an office or delegate responsible for following and co- 
ordinating measures to be taken at the national level.. . 

(1) All States engaged in armed conflicts to use the services of the 
International Fact-Finding Commission to investigate any violation of 
international humanitarian law, including in internal armed conflicts; 

(m) All States to support all the work being carried out or envisaged to 
strengthen at the international level the means of punishing war crimes; 

(n) All States to review procedures on compensation for damages caused to 
victims of violations of international humanitarian law and the payment 
of indemnities so as to allow the victims to derive real benefit from the 
assistance to which they are entitled. 
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Middle East-Israeli military operations in Southern Lebanon 

On 30 July 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, issued 
the following news release: 

The Australian Government, like others around the world, has been asked by 
Israel to show "understanding" for the military operations it has been conducting 
in Southern Lebanon for the past five days. 

We do understand that Israel has continuing security about the situation in 
Southern Lebanon, and there has been a significant increase in recent weeks in 
hostile Hezbollah action against both Israeli forces in Southern Lebanon, and 
against Northern Israel. 

We understand that Israel in this context should want to take action in self 
defence, especially against the kind of rocket attack which killed three Israeli 
citizens in Galilee on 10 July. 

We understand further that Israel would be reluctant to withdraw from its 
occupancy of Southern Lebanon pursuant to UN Security Council Resolution 
425 unless it has appropriate negotiated guarantees from Lebanon and Syria 
assuring security for its border. 

There are at least three things, however, we find difficult to understand about 
Israel's actions. 

First, we find it difficult to understand how Israel's actions can be seen as 
within the bounds of reasonable self defence, given their scope and scale. 
Israel's air strikes, and naval and artillery bombardments have involved: 

the firing to date of over 25,000 artillery shells and 1,000 missiles and 
other explosives into Lebanon; 

the killing of more than 100 people, including many civilians; 

the displacement, in what appears to be a deliberate policy, of some 
335,000 people; and 

have been directed not just against rocket launch sites and other 
explicitly military targets, but against population centres. 

Second, we find it difficult to understand how Israel's security situation is in 
fact going to be improved by the present action, when: 

it has not to date deterred the firing of further Katyusha rockets; 

it seems likely to increase rather than decrease sympathy for Hezbollah 
objectives (just as the 1982 invasion was a key factor in galvanizing the 
Hezbollah into the cohesive force it is today); 

the appalling suffering and dislocation caused to so many people has 
created an environment where it is even more difficult than previously 
for the Lebanese Government to act against the Hezbollah (bearing in 
mind that it is now a legitimate party in the Lebanese Parliament, having 
gained that status essentially through its credentials as a resistance force 
fighting the Israeli occupation); and 

there is no obvious incentive given to the Syrian Government to exercise 
its influence in a constructive way. 

Third, we find it difficult to understand how Israel's actions are going to do 
anything other than put at risk the peace process generally. 
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The tragedy of the Middle East situation has been the unwillingness of any 
party to step for very long outside the cycle of continuing retaliatory, tragic 
violence. 

The only way forward for Israel, the Palestinians and all the countries of the 
region is through peaceful negotiations, implementing through the Madrid 
Conference process all relevant UN resolutions. We call upon Israel to 
implement an immediate cease-fire and to return to the conference table 
accordingly. 

Iraq-Allied missile strikes against nuclear facilities 

On 18 January 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade, Senator Gareth 
Evans, issued the following news release: 

Bombing of Iraqi targets 

Missile strikes against targets in Iraq overnight reaffirm the allied commitment to 
enforce Iraqi compliance with UN resolutions. 

The military action against Iraq follows from the terms of the cease-fire 
resolution, SCR 687, which cites Chapter VII of the UN Charter. That resolution 
empowers the Security Council to take "such further steps as may be required" 
to achieve peace and security in the area. 

The limited action was directed particularly at Iraq's nuclear facilities. The 
strikes were a proportional response to Iraq's failure to comply with its 
obligations under SCR 687 and other resolutions, notably SCRs 707 and 715, 
which deal with Iraqi Weapons of Mass Destruction. 

The Australian Government supports the action taken last night. The Iraqi 
leadership should be in no doubt about the resolve of the international 
community to see Iraq comply hl ly with the UN resolutions. 

Iraq's continuing refusal to give unconditional flight clearances to the UN 
demonstrates Iraq's failure, once again, to accept its responsibilities under the 
resolutions. 

Australia again calls on Iraq to abide fully by the terms of the UN 
resolutions, and to cooperate with the UN organisations charged with 
implementing them. 

Iraq-United States attack on intelligence service headquarters 

On 27 June 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, issued 
the following news release: 

Secretary of State Christopher sent me a message this morning explaining the US 
action. In that message he stated that the order to carry out the attack was given 
after an exhaustive investigation by US intelligence agencies into the alleged 
plot against the life of former President Bush during his visit to Kuwait earlier 
this year. 

He described the evidence (essentially based on examination of the car bomb 
and other explosives involved, and interviews with the suspects) which had led 
the US Government to conclude that the Iraqi Intelligence Service had in fact 
mounted the operation. 
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That evidence will be presented at an emergency meeting of the Security 
Council today (27 June). 

The Americans regard the Iraqi plot against their former President as a direct 
attack on the United States, and their reaction as being fully justified as an act of 
self-defence under Article 5 1 of the United Nations Charter. 

The Secretary of State has explained that since this was an attack on the 
United States, the Americans have acted unilaterally and have not sought to 
involve their coalition partners: Australia was not notified in advance, nor would 
we have expected to be. 

Recourse to any military action is always a cause for regret, and this strike is 
no exception. But nor is terrorist action ever defensible, and today's response by 
the US is in all the circumstances, understandable. 

The limited nature of the US attack, targeted as it was against the Iraqi 
Intelligence Service headquarters, can be seen as a proportionate response to 
what appears to be another clear indication of the Iraqi Government's continuing 
defiance of internationally accepted standards of behaviour. 

Australia has consistently called on Iraq to abide by its obligations under 
relevant United Nations Security Council resolutions and the United Nations 
Charter and does so again in the light of this recent incident. 

United Nations General Assembly-Forty-eighth regular session- 
Arms control and disarmament 

The following is an extract of the address to the Forty Eighth General Assembly 
of the United Nations by Senator Gareth Evans, Australian Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, New York, 27 September 1993: 

In security terms, the end of the Cold War has seen the end of the super-power 
nuclear arms race, and has relieved us of the immediate threat of nuclear 
devastation. We have seen major achievements in nuclear arms reduction, and 
for the first time in the history of the nuclear age a Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty, which would ban all nuclear tests in all environments for all time, seems 
within our reach; ... This year we signed at last, after twenty years of negotiation, 
the Chemical Weapons Convention. But much remains to be done to bring this 
and other instruments into effective operation. And there are still too many 
countries unwilling to submit themselves to the disciplines, more important and 
more necessary now than ever, of the Nuclear non-Proliferation Treaty. 

The threat of conflicts between states has certainly not diminished with the 
end of the Cold War. If anything, the removal of the Cold War gridlock-the 
discipline imposed by the superpowers on each other and their respective 
supporters-has created more room than ever for states to manoeuvre. Some are 
beginning to do so, and some are bound to seek to do so in the future. Some of 
the emerging economic powers have yet to acquire political or military profiles 
commensurate with their new wealth, and the process of adjustment certainly has 
ample potential to generate regional tensions. Should those tensions escalate into 
conflict the unhappy reality is that proliferation of more sophisticated 
conventional weapons, and proliferation of the capacity to develop weapons of 
mass destruction, makes any prospect of major regional conflict an alarming one 
for the world as a whole. 
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Disarmament-Missile Technology Control Regime-Adoption of 
revised guidelines 

On 7 January 1993 the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade issued the 
following news release: 

Missile Technology Control Regime: Australian position 

Australia, together with all partners in the Missile Technology Control Regime 
(MTCR), has adopted revised guidelines which extend the scope of the MTCR 
to missiles capable of delivering biological and chemical weapons. 

Announcing this today, the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and 
Defence said that the adoption of the revised guidelines and their 
implementation confirmed and tightened existing policy. 

"These measures will further strengthen the MTCR and will be an important 
factor in countering the proliferation of missile systems capable of delivering 
weapons of mass destruction, " the Departments said. 

Australia and its MTCR partners welcome the growing number of countries 
which have publicly committed themselves to respect the MTCR guidelines and 
call on all States to show a similar spirit of responsibility in the interests of 
international peace and security. 

The MTCR develops guidelines to control the export of missile technology 
which could contribute to weapons delivery systems. 

The guidelines were first applied to missiles capable of delivering nuclear 
weapons and were recently extended to cover missiles capable of delivering 
biological and chemical weapons. 

Australia joined the MTCR in July 1990 as part of its efforts to help control 
the spread of weapons of mass destruction. 

Currently the MTCR partners comprise Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, 
Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, 
the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, 
the United Kingdom and the United States. 

Australia controls the export of missile technology through Customs 
(Prohibited Exports) Regulations 13B and 13E, which list the controlled items. 
The controls are administered by the Department of Defence. 

Disarmament-Missile Technology Control Regime--Plenary 
Meeting in Canberra 

On 11 March 1993 the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade issued the 
following news release: 

Missile Technology Control Regime meets in Canberra 

A Plenary Meeting of the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) was held 
in Canberra from 8-1 1 March. It was chaired by Australia. 

Partners welcomed Iceland as the newest member of the Regime, attending 
the Plenary for the first time. This multilateral non-proliferation regime thus 
comprises the following 23 countries: 

Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, 
Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the 
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Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, 
Switzerland, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
and the United States of America. 

Partners agrees that the MTCR Guidelines for Sensitive Missile-relevant 
Transfers of 16 April 1987, and extended at the Oslo Plenary of July 1992, 
remain an essential mechanism for the prevention of proliferation of missiles 
capable of delivering weapons of mass destruction. Partners further noted, with 
satisfaction, that the decision at Oslo to extend the coverage of the Regime's 
guidelines was fully implemented as agreed by all partners by 7 January 1993. 

Partners agreed to give further detailed consideration to future directions for 
the Regime. Such consideration would be aimed at ensuring that the Regime can 
curb, even more effectively, missile proliferation, taking into account Partners' 
concern about continuing exports of missiles and technology by non-member 
suppliers. 

Partners were pleased to note once more that a number of countries outside 
the Regime have declared their intention to observe the MTCR Guidelines, and 
they jointly appeal to all states to do likewise. 

Partners particularly welcomed applications from Argentina and Hungary to 
participate in the MTCR and agreed to invite Argentina and Hungary to become 
Partners, to be effective in accordance with arrangements agreed by the Partners. 

Disarmament-United States and Russia-Vancouver Summit 

O n  24 April 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, issued 
the following news release: 

US-Russia International Security Initiatives 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, has strongly 
commended the impressive array of international security initiatives flowing 
from the Vancouver Summit which were announced by President Clinton on 23 
April. "These measures reflect the major transformation in the strategic 
relationship between the former superpower adversaries and put United States 
relations with Russia and the other new states of the former Soviet Union on a 
new footing", Senator Evans said. 

They represent the clearest possible commitment by the Presidents of the 
United States and Russia to the development of a constructive post Cold War 
partnership which will be of benefit to the rest of the world. Both President 
Yeltsin and President Clinton deserve high praise for giving this decisive and 
positive direction to events 

Senator Evans said he was particularly pleased that the United States and 
Russia had agreed that negotiations on a multilateral nuclear test ban would 
commence at an early date. 

"The Australian Government is delighted by the intention of the United 
States to initiate consultations with key states on an early commencement of 
negotiations on a multilateral nuclear test ban treaty. The Australian Government 
has been widely recognised as being amongst the world leaders in working 
tirelessly for an end to all nuclear testing in all environments for all time", 
Senator Evans said. 
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"We see this historic decision as contributing immediately to confidence that 
the world community will be taking an increasingly robust and effective stand 
against the proliferation of nuclear weapons. We look forward to the early 
initiation of multilateral negotiations on a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty with 
Constructive input from all nuclear weapon states. This will strengthen the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and contribute greatly to its indefinite 
extension in 1995." 

"With this announcement, we can also look forward with renewed hope to 
the ending of all nuclear tests in the not too distant future, including the 
permanent end to testing in the South Pacific." 

Other steps announced are also of major significance. Australia has been 
concerned that the other Strategic Anns Redurtion Treaty (START) signatories 
(Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan) comply fully with their obligations, including 
joining the NPT as non-nuclear weapons states. The United States offer to 
accelerate assistance to these states in deactivating nuclear strategic systems and 
dismantling weapons is most welcome. 

Senator Evans applauded the initiative of the two countries to strengthen 
global peacekeeping capability. "Australia has been in the forefront of those 
supporting UN peacekeeping operations. During my recent visit to New York, I 
discussed with the UN Secretary-General practical ways of strengthening the 
capacity of the United Nations for peacekeeping and peace-making. We also 
endorse the proposed Ministerial-level meeting of the Security Council in May 
to address the Secretary-General's Agenda for Peace", he said. 

Senator Evans also welcomed other initiative aimed at eliminating cold war 
practices and building a new security partnership between the United States, 
Russia and the other states of the former Soviet Union, such as strengthening 
measures to prevent incidents at sea, a review of proposals for detargeting 
nuclear missiles and moving towards combined military training programs. 

"The announcement to review the series of cold war era restrictions on trade 
and investment between Russia and the United States is wholly consistent with 
Australia's own conviction of the urgent need to dismantle obstacles to the 
economic and political reform process which is at such a critical stage in Russia. 
The Australian Government stands fully behind the efforts of the two Presidents 
to ensure the irreversible emergence of a new era in global relationships." 

Weapons-Nuclear-START I I  Treaty 

On 3 January 1993 the Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade, John 
Kerin, issued the following news release: 

Australia welcomes signing of Start I1 Treaty 

Australia warmly welcomed today's scheduled signing of the START I1 Treaty 
by Presidents Bush and Yeltsin at their Summit in Russia, the Acting Minister 
for Foreign Affairs and Trade, John Kerin, said today. 

The new Treaty between the United States and Russia on the Further 
Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms+alled START 11-will 
in effect codify the Joint Understanding signed by the two Presidents at their 
Summit in Washington on 17 June 1992. 
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START I1 is the successor to START signed in July 1991 after 9 years of 
negotiations. The new agreement builds on the limited reductions in START and 
utilises its detailed procedures for verification and implementation. 

START I1 provides for extensive cuts in the current Russian and United 
States nuclear arsenals of approximately 10,000 strategic warheads each, so that 
by 2003 each country's arsenal will have fallen to between 3,000 and 3,500. 

"START I1 confirms the promise of the major reductions envisaged at the 
Washington Summit in June, although the residual levels will still be 
substantial" Mr Kerin said. 

"The Treaty also confirms the intention of both countries-the main nuclear 
weapons states-to eliminate entirely land-based multiple warheads from their 
inventories." 

"START I1 is a landmark recognition by the two Governments of the 
positive realities of the post-Cold War world and will stand as one of the great 
achievements of the Bush Presidency." 

"President Yeltsin also deserves great credit for the political courage of his 
commitment to deep nuclear arms reductions." 

Mr Kerin said that implementation of START I1 would still depend, 
however, upon action by other States of the former Soviet Union to give full 
effect to their obligations under the Lisbon Protocol of the Strategic Arms 
Reduction Treaty they signed in May. 

He said that the Australian Government had already called upon Belarus, 
Kazakhastan and Ukraine to join the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) as 
non-nuclear weapons states, identifying Ukraine as a country where recent 
statements had given rise to concern. 

"Australia sees great value in the START and START I1 agreements between 
the United States and Russia, not only as assurances against nuclear 
confrontation, but also for their strong signal against the risks of nuclear 
proliferation in a number of volatile regions," Mr Kerin said. 

"Significant cutbacks in the holdings of the declared nuclear weapons states 
can only reinforce the NPT and strengthen the prospects for its indefinite 
extension in 1995." 

Disarmament-Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty-United States 
moratorium 

On 4 July 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, issued 
the following news release: 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, said today that the 
Australian Government very warmly welcomed President Clinton's decision, 
announced yesterday, that the United States would extend its current moratorium 
on nuclear testing at least until September next year, as long as no other nation 
tested. 

Senator Evans also welcomed President Clinton's call on all other nuclear 
powers to follow the US example thus creating the strongest possible position to 
negotiate a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and to discourage other 
States from developing their own nuclear arsenals. 
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"The US decision not to resume testing--even though that decision is 
conditional and time-limited-is both gratifying and timely. It will be of great 
benefit in creating a positive atmosphere in the lead up to the NPT Review and 
Extension Conference in 1995 and provides a firm basis for further progress on 
both nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament in the 1990sW, Senator 
Evans said. 

"Australia has been one of the countries working most actively over many 
years for a permanent end to all nuclear testing in all environments. As recently 
as 9 June, I wrote to US Secretary of State, Warren Christopher, urging the 
United States to maintain its testing moratorium and to ensure that momentum 
towards a Comprehensive Teat Ban Treaty was maintained", Senator Evans said. 

Senator Evans said that the Government particularly welcomed President 
Clinton's evident commitment to meeting the Congressional timetable for 
negotiation of a CTBT by 1996. Senator Evans recalled that in his earlier 
announcement of 23 April President Clinton had said that the US would 
commence consultations within two months with Russia, US allies and other 
states aimed at commencing negotiations towards a multilateral test ban. 

"It is now of vital importance that all nuclear weapon states follow the lead 
of the United States in adopting or extending moratoriums on their testing 
programs. Australia also urges all nuclear weapon states to take this unique 
opportunity to promote and support the conclusion of a CTBT in the Conference 
on Disarmament in Geneva, at the earliest possible date", Senator Evans said. 

Disarmament-Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty-French support 

On 6 July 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, issued 
the following news release: 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, said today that Australia 
welcomed statements by the French Government on 4 July affirming French 
support for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and maintaining France's 
current moratorium on nuclear testing. 

"Australia and the Pacific Island Countries strenuously opposed French 
testing in the Pacific over a considerable period of time, and the French decision 
of 8 April 1992 to cease testing was a landmark in that context and for the lead it 
gave to the other nuclear weapon states", Senator Evans said. 

Noting that the French Government had established a group of scientific and 
military experts to study the implications of the moratorium for the French 
nuclear deterrent, Senator Evans said it was particularly important for France to 
maintain its testing moratorium indefinitely. 

"I made this point recently by letter to the French Foreign Minister, Alain 
Juppe, when I urged the French Government to continue to show the leadership 
that France has so admirably demonstrated to date on this question. The French 
testing moratorium itself exercises a critical influence on the moratoriums of the 
other nuclear weapon states", Senator Evans said. 
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Disarmament-Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty-Formal 
negotiations 

On 12 August 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, 
issued the following news release: 

Agreement to start formal negotiations on a comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
in the Conference on Disarmament 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Evans, has welcomed the decision of 
the Conference on Disarmament (CD) in Geneva on 10 August to begin formal 
negotiations on a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) after many years of 
disagreement on this question. 

"Australia has played a key leadership role in the CD in advancing the cause 
of the CTBT and was instrumental in achieving this breakthrough in the 
Conference in Disarmament", Senator Evans said. 

"Negotiations leading to a universal, verifiable Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty by the CD have been a long-standing Australian goal." 

"Such a treaty would strongly advance Australia's non-proliferation goals, 
including the prospects for an unlimited extension of the Nuclear Non- 
proliferation Treaty at the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference", he 
said. 

Senator Evans said that the decision by the CD is particularly important 
because it represents a consensus of all major intemational players, including the 
five nuclear weapon states. It sends an important political signal about the 
determination of the intemational community to achieve this long sought after 
disarmament and non-proliferation goal. 

Disarmament-Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty-United Nations 
resolution 

On 20 November 1993 the Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs, Gordon Bilney, 
issued the following news release: 

Unanimous UN resolution on Nuclear Test Ban 

The UN General Assembly's unanimous vote in support of a global ban on all 
nuclear tests is an important step to a much safer world, the Acting Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, Gordon Bilney said today. 

The resolution calls on the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva and all 
UN members to undertake cooperative and intensive negotiations towards an 
effective and verifiable Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

"The General Assembly resolution expresses the political will of the 
intemational community to end all nuclear tests." Mr Bilney said. "We still face 
the task of negotiating a treaty which would enshrine a test ban, but the support 
for the resolution this year for the first time by the five nuclear weapon States 
makes that a much greater likelihood." 

Work on the resolution passed by the General Assembly early today New 
York time was initiated by Australia, with the support of New Zealand and 
Mexico. Australia and New Zealand for many years co-sponsored a resolution at 
the General Assembly calling for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and in 1991 
amalgamated the ANZ resolution with that of Mexico to maximise support. 
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"It is particularly significant that the resolution, which had been enjoying 
increasing support in recent years, has secured the support of the five nuclear 
weapon States," Mr Bilney said. "A record number of States, more than 150, co- 
sponsored the resolution." 

"This resolution should be seen as an important opportunity for advancing 
non-proliferation goals since it coincides with the continuation of a moratorium 
on testing by four of the five nuclear weapon States," Mr Bilney said. "Australia 
calls on the nuclear weapons States to build on the spirit of the resolution and 
maintain a moratorium on testing while a test ban is negotiated." 

"Nuclear testing is an issue of particular concern to countries of the South 
Pacific," Mr Bilney said. "I know they will welcome this important 
development." 

Weapons-Nuclear weapons test by China-Australian reaction 

On 5 October 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, 
issued the following news release: 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, has condemned today's 
nuclear test by China. 

"It is particularly disappointing that China, after more than a year when no 
country has conducted a nuclear test, has seen fit to test now at a time when the 
United States, Russia and France all have moratoriums in place, and the 
international community is moving in earnest towards the negotiation of a 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT)." 

Senator Evans said that the absence of nuclear testing over the previous year 
had provided the best opportunity yet to negotiate a CTBT. 

"It is important that the international community moves rapidly to negotiate 
a CTBT, a treaty that will not only ban all nuclear tests for all time in all 
environments, but will be an important contribution towards nuclear non- 
proliferation," he said. 

Senator Evans said the nuclear weapon states have an essential leadership 
role in this regard, and China should show its leadership by joining the United 
States, France and Russia and declaring an immediate nuclear testing 
moratorium. 

"It is very disturbing that China has ignored the urging of much of the world, 
including Australia, not to conduct a nuclear test while the other nuclear weapon 
states are refraining from testing, and the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva 
has agreed by consensus to begin formal negotiation of a CTBT." 

"It is essential that other nuclear weapon states continue to exercise restraint 
and do not resume their own testing programs," Senator Evans said. 
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Weapons-Non-proliferation generally 

On 29 September 1993 the Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Peter 
Cook, issued the following news release: 

President Clinton's announcement on non-proliferation policy 

The Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Peter Cook, today welcomed 
President Clinton's announcement of his Administration's non-proliferation 
policy. 

The White House announced on 27 September the Clinton Administration's 
policy on the spread of weapons of mass destruction and their missile delivery 
systems, as well as restraints on transfers of conventional arms. 

"The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction is a key security challenge 
in the post Cold War world," Senator Cook said. 

"The measures announced by President Clinton underline the resolve of the 
US to work actively and comprehensively to ensure these highly destructive and 
inhumane weapons systems do not spread, with destabilising impact," he said. 

Senator Cook said that Australia shared President Clinton's strong support 
for the indefinite extension of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons (NPT) and for efforts, since the Gulf War, to strengthen International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards. 

Senator Cook also welcomed US support for a multilateral convention to 
prohibit the production of fissile material for weapons purposes (known as "cut- 
off') and its intention to explore ways of managing a global stocks of plutonium. 

"A cut-off' convention would very usefully complement a Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty," Senator Cook said. 

Senator Cook said that the US decision to place under IAEA safeguards the 
highly enriched uranium (HEU) and plutonium from dismantled nuclear 
weapons was particularly significant. It would set a precedent for other nuclear 
weapon states to take similar steps. 

Senator Cook said that Australia also fully shared the US desire for universal 
adherence and early entry into force of the Chemical Weapons Convention, 
noting that Australia had worked actively for the successful conclusion of this 
major new disarmament Treaty. He said the US intention to deter violations of 
the Biological Weapons Convention was welcome and that this should assist 
efforts to improve the Convention's effectiveness as a disarmament instrument. 

"Australia regards the addition of verification machinery to be the key focus 
of such efforts," Senator Cook said. 

Senator Cook also welcomed President Clinton's strong support for the 
multilateral supplier regimes. He noted that nuclear, chemical, biological and 
missile export controls were important in ensuring that potentially sensitive 
materials and technologies intended for peaceful purposes were not diverted to 
weapons programs. 

He welcomed the US intention to consider on a case-by-case basis exports of 
controlled items under the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) to 
countries participating in the Regime. 

He said that Australia's ongoing chairmanship of the Australia Group (which 
harmonises export controls of chemical and biological weapons-related goods), 
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its current Chairmanship of the MTCR and its membership of the Nuclear 
Suppliers Group underlined Australia's significant contribution to international 
non-proliferation efforts. 

"Australia looks forward to continuing close cooperation with the United 
States in seeking to achieve our shared disarmament and non-proliferation goals. 
The measures announced by President Clinton should reinforce and invigorate 
actions to prevent proliferation and in so doing contribute to achieving a more 
secure world" Senator Clinton said. 

Weapons-Non-Proliferation Treaty-Role of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 

On 1 May 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Evans, made the 
following statement to ABC Radio in support of the IAEA's continuing role in 
the international community. 

The IAEA is the best international institution we have. Obviously, there's always 
a case for strengthening these inspection and verification regimes. It's not easy 
to do that unless the international community is fully on board in support of that. 
Our job, diplomatically, in company with like-minded countries around the rest 
of the world, is to try and create that kind of momentum as we did on the 
chemical weapons issue over the crucial next couple of years before that treaty 
comes up for review. 

Weapons-Non-Proliferation Treaty-Belarus, Kazakhstan, Ukraine 

On 29 July 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, issued 
the following news release: 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Evans, today welcomed the recent 
accession of Belarus to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. 

This brings the membership of the Treaty to 158 states. 

"Belarus has signalled its strong support for nuclear non-proliferation and its 
recognition of the importance of the NPT for regional and global security" 
Senator Evans said. 

Belarus's accession to the NPT fulfils part of its obligations under the 
Lisbon Protocol to the first Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START 1) signed 
in May 1992. The Protocol commits signatories to the implementation of 
START 1, the elimination within seven years of all strategic nuclear weapons on 
their territory and membership of the NPT as non-nuclear weapon states. 

Senator Evans called upon the two other signatories to the Lisbon Protocol, 
Kazakhstan and Ukraine, to move swiftly to meet their obligations to accede to 
the NPT as non-nuclear weapon states. 

"The accession to the NPT by Kazakhstan and Ukraine as non-nuclear 
weapon states and their adoption of effective export controls would confirm in 
practical terms the commitment of both countries to nuclear non-proliferation. I 
have written previously to all the Foreign Ministers of the New Independent 
States (NIS) of the former Soviet Union encouraging early membership of the 
NPT as non-nuclear weapon states and underlining the importance of adopting 
effective nuclear export controls. 
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"I also raised these issues with Kazakhstan Prime Minister Tereshchenko 
during his official visit to Australia last week." 

"When I met with Ukrainian Foreign Minister Zlenko in Vienna in June, I 
expressed Australia's concern over reports that Ukraine was moving to assert 
command and control over the nuclear weapons based on its soil." 

"Ukraine's continuing delay in acceding to the NPT and indications that it is 
reconsidering its commitment to become a non-nuclear weapon state are clearly 
of concem to the international community." 

"Australia will continue to encourage all the states that have emerged from 
the former Soviet Union follow the example set by Belarus, Latvia, Estonia, 
Lithuania, Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan, and join the NPT as non-nuclear weapon 
states," Senator Evans said. 

Weapons-Non-Proliferation Treaty-South Africa 

On 25 March 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, 
issued the following news release: 

South Africa admits to having had nuclear weapons 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, said today that 
President de Klerk's announcement of a former nuclear weapons program 
confirmed long-held intemational suspicions about the direction of South 
Africa's nuclear program over the last twenty years. 

"Such suspicions had fuelled regional tensions and undermined global non- 
proliferation efforts," Senator Evans said. 

South African President de Klerk announced on 24 March that South Africa 
had previously developed six nuclear explosive devices. He said that all the 
weapons had been dismantled and the nuclear material returned to civilian 
control prior to South Africa's accession to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT) in July, 1991. 

Senator Evans said that while Australia was disturbed by South Africa's past 
nuclear weapons production, the South African government's new-found 
willingness to provide full information on the country's nuclear activities was a 
welcome step. 

"This and South Africa's submission of its nuclear facilities to international 
inspection under the NPT provide an important degree of reassurance to the 
international community," he said. 

"South Africa's preparedness to comply fully with its non-proliferation 
obligations reflects the fact that adherence to the NPT and other international 
non-proliferation agreements is now the norm for responsible behaviour in the 
nuclear field." 

Senator Evans said that South African transparency about its nuclear 
program would greatly assist International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
inspectors. 

He said that after the uncovering of a clandestine nuclear weapons program 
in Iraq, the IAEA Board of Governors had been carefully monitoring the 
inspection process in countries of concem, such as South Africa and North 
Korea. 
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Senator Evans urged North Korea, which has recently stepped back from its 
non-proliferation commitments, to follow the South African example and 
provide the international community with the same degree of transparency and 
reassurance by rescinding its announced withdrawal from the NPT and 
cooperating fully with IAEA inspectors. 

Weapons-Non-Proliferation Treaty-DPRK withdrawal-Australian 
views 

On 12 March 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade, Senator Gareth 
Evans, issued the following news release: 

North Korean withdrawal from Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade, Senator Gareth Evans, today 
expressed his deep concern at an announcement by the Democratic Peoples' 
Republic of Korea (DPRK) that it was withdrawing from the Nuclear Non- 
proliferation Treaty (NPT). 

"This decision is deeply unsettling for the security of the Asia-Pacific region 
and for the cause of global nuclear non-proliferation," Senator Evans said. 

"It is a step away from the reassurance which the DPRK's signature of the 
NPT, and its eventual conclusion of a safeguards agreement with the IAJZA, 
represented." 

Senator Evans noted that under the NPT, North Korea had to give three 
months notice of withdrawal and the Australian Government called on the 
DPRK to use this period to reconsider its decision and fulfil the obligations it 
had entered into. 

Australia would be consulting urgently with its NPT Partners on the 
implications of the DPRK decision. 

Weapons-Non-Proliferation Treaty-DPRK withdrawal 

On 7 April 1993 the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade issued the 
following news release: 

The Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade said today that the Australian 
Government strongly endorsed a statement released on 1 April by the United 
States, Russia and the United Kingdom (the three depositary powers for the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty) which called on the Democratic People's 
Republic of Korea to retract its intention to withdraw from the Treaty and to 
comply fully with its Treaty commitments and safeguards obligations. 

Representatives from the three depositary powers handed a copy of the 
statement (attached) to senior officials of the Department yesterday, 6 April. 

The Department noted that Australia had already played a prominent role in 
attempting to persuade North Korea to reverse its stated intention and would 
continue to do so. 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Evans, released a statement on 12 
March regretting North Korea's decision and asking it to reconsider. 

Speaking from New York on 2 April, Senator Evans described the North 
Korean nuclear issue as probably the biggest and most important arms control 
issue now on the international agenda. 
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Senator Evans said it was crucial that the international community put its full 
weight behind redressing the situation because it was a very dangerous one in 
terms of the long-term stability not only of the region but of the world at large. 

The issue is a major agenda item for Senator Evans in his current talks in 
Washington. 

Australian diplomats have made bilateral representations to their North 
Korean counterparts in Beijing, Jakarta and New York, and have encouraged 
other countries to make their concerns known to North Korea. 

Australia also played a key role in negotiating the resolution adopted by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency on 1 April which referred the matter to the 
UN Security Council. 

Australia is continuing its bilateral contacts with a number of countries most 
closely involved in the issue, as the Security Council moves to consider it. 

Australia is working for a solution which will strengthen the nuclear non- 
proliferation regime, reduce tensions in the North-East Asian region, and lead to 
improved relations between North and South Korea. 

On I May 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, 
made the following statements to ABC Radio concerning the threat of nuclear 
weapons development in North Korea. 

Minister: Well, 1 think it was absolutely crucial that this issue be referred to the 
Security Council. It's a very disturbing situation that has taken place in North 
Korea in terms of the future of the non-proliferation regime. It was crucial that 
the international community be seen to be responding very firmly to that. The 
ball is now in the Security Council's court. One option is, of course, to think in 
terms of economic sanctions against North Korea. That would require the 
cooperation of China. That might be difficult to achieve, at least in the short 
term. We may see, now a period of stand off for some time, but I think that 
would be accompanied by some quite busy behind-the-scenes negotiation and 
discussion. Certainly, I think it's crucial that the international community put its 
full weight behind redressing the situation. I think it's a very dangerous one in 
terms of the long-term stability, not only of the region, but the world at large.. . 

Minister: I think the North Korean situation stands on its own. There's been a 
long-standing fear that the North Koreans were engaged in nuclear weapons 
development. I think the balance of judgment is that they are some distance 
away, if not from producing a complete weapon, then certainly from having the 
kind of delivery systems that would make it a serious military threat. But, 
nonetheless, the worry is there and everyone in the region wants to do something 
about it. The more general worry is, of course, that by walking away from the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty that is not helping at all give the extra weight 
and momentum we all want to give the treaty, both in order to pick up those 
other countries, as in South Asia, who haven't yet adhered to it, and also to keep 
the treaty alive when it comes up for review in 1995. This is probably the 
biggest, most difficult, most sensitive, most important arms control issue now on 
the international agenda and for that reason the North Korean situation simply 
has to be addressed head on. 
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Weapons-Non-Proliferation Treaty-DPRK suspension of 
withdrawal 

On 16 June 1993 the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade issued the 
following news release: 

The Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade said today that the Australian 
Government welcomed the 11 June joint statement of the United States and the 
Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) announcing the DPRK's 
decision to suspend its withdrawal from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT). 

The statement was issued jointly by the two countries following three days of 
bilateral talks in New York. The talks addressed the DPRK's announced 
withdrawal from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, which was to have taken 
effect on 12 June, and its refusal to accept certain inspections of nuclear sites 
requested by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). 

The Department said Australia was pleased that North Korea had responded 
to widespread international concern about its recent actions over the NPT. 
Australia looked to the DPRK to follow New York agreement with confirmation 
that it would remain within the NPT and hl ly implement its safeguards 
obligations under the Treaty. In this way the DPRK would reassure the 
international community about its nuclear activities and remove a major source 
of tension on the Korean Peninsula and in the North-Asia region. 

The Department said Australia also hoped the DPRK's decision would lead 
to progress in implementing the Joint Denuclearisation Declaration between 
North and South Korea, which was signed in December 1991. 

Weapons-Chemical weapons-Chemical Weapons Convention- 
Australian signature 

On 11 January 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade, Senator Gareth 
Evans, issued the following news release: 

Senator Evans to sign Chemical Weapons Convention in Paris 

Senator Evans will sign the Chemical Weapons Convention for Australia at a 
ceremony in Paris on 13 January. More than 90 representatives of foreign 
governments supporting the new Convention will attend the signing conference 
on 13 and 14 January. 

Senator Evans said the Convention was an important milestone in the 
world's search for disarmament and all Australians could be proud of the crucial 
role Australia had played in its achievement. 

"The total prohibition of chemical weapons is a goal entirely in keeping with 
Australia's security and trading interests and Australia has worked very hard in 
recent years in its multilateral and regional diplomacy to help secure this 
landmark step towards that goal," he said. 

"It is therefore fitting that Australia should be one of the original signatories 
to the Convention." 
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Weapons-Chemical weapons-Chemical Weapons Convention 

Following is an excerpt £?om the address by John Dauth, First Assistant 
Secretary-International Security Division, Department of Foreign Affairs and 
Trade opening the Fourth Regional Seminar against Chemical Weapons, 
Sydney, 3 1 March 1993. 

Our central purpose at this meeting will of course be to discuss, at a practical 
level, the implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention. But it is 
important that we understand the context in which these discussions will be 
taking place. The UN General Assembly first underlined in 1968 the 
inadequacies of the existing international legal instrument, the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol, as a vehicle for banning chemical weapons and pointed to the 
desirability of a more comprehensive approach to establishing a global norm 
against chemical weapons. The complexity of this task, and suspicions born from 
the superpower rivalry during the Cold War, meant that the international 
community waited until last year for the historic achievement of the finalisation 
of the Text of the Chemical Weapons Convention. We took particular pride in 
the number of tributes at the Signing Ceremony in January for Australia's 
contribution to his achievement. 

This meeting, and the regional process of which it is a part, flow from a 
recognition that one consequence of the CWC negotiations being held in the 
limited membership forum of the Conference on Disarmament was to restrict the 
direct exposure to these negotiations of our regional neighbours. We believed it 
important to overcome this deficiency by hosting a regional process, one of 
whose aims has been to underline the strong regional support for the 
achievement of a CWC. 

Promoting a regional consensus against chemical weapons and exchanging 
views and information on progress in the negotiation of the Convention have 
been the themes of last years and the previous two seminars and the 1991 
technical workshop. The immediate political task has been achieved and the 
CWC given momentum by the massive support demonstrated at the General 
Assembly last year, and 140 signatories since the Convention's opening for 
signature two and a half months ago. Now we must turn to the practical issues of 
CWC implementation. The impetus must be maintained to ensure a permanent 
and verified ban on chemical weapons comes into force, not only in our region 
but throughout the world. 

There is much for which this region can be proud on the issue of the 
abolition of chemical weapons: the fact that nearly all countries in our region 
have already signed the Convention and all have expressed a commitment to its 
principles; the fact that last years' Seminar Statement was acknowledged at the 
Conference on Disarmament as a constructive contribution towards the 
acceleration of the completion of the CWC; the fact that countries outside the 
region, including the observers who have joined us tonight, are interested in the 
processes of building consensus and cooperation on chemical weapons which we 
have established through this regional process. All these facts reflect well on the 
region, and I look forward to the few regional countries which have yet to sign 
the CWC doing so as soon as their procedures will permit. I would hope also 
that your Concluding Statement, on Friday, will also be seen as a useful 
contribution to the work of the Preparatory Commission for the Organisation for 
the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, when it next meets in The Hague. The 
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Prepcom's Second Session begins in less than three weeks and your discussions 
here could lay the basis for ensuring regional countries' views are reflected 
effectively at the Prepcom's coming sessions at The Hague. We consider it is 
important that all regional views are presented at the Prepcom. 

The significance of this regional process extends beyond its practical 
application to the chemical weapons problem. It fits well within the pattern of 
dialogue and exchanges that have come to characterise the security-related 
diplomacy of the Asia-Pacific area in recent years. This process of regional 
security dialogue embraces both official forums like the ASEAN Post- 
Ministerial Conference and unofficial or "second track" meetings such as the 
Asia-Pacific Roundtable. Although these activities are still evolving, they have 
already begun to make an important contribution to the peace of the area. In 
particular, they have provided regional ministers, officials and academics with 
opportunities to exchange views on how to respond to the fluid and at times 
uncertain global environment that has emerged after the collapse of the bipolar 
structure that characterised the Cold War-era. 

While there is no doubt we are all sensitive to the security and humane 
imperatives behind implementation of the Convention, we should remember also 
that chemical weapons proliferation carries severe economic costs, and potential 
damage to development aspirations. 

The costs of protection against CW, even just for military forces is high. 
Even for small forces, the cost of protective and decontamination equipment 
against a CW threat can run to many millions of dollars. Thankfully, we can be 
assured that there is no such threat in our region. Although, even then, some of 
us are faced with the costs of safely removing and destroying old stocks. 

Equally as important, but not as immediately obvious, is the economic cost 
of the disruption to international trade in chemicals, chemical manufacturing 
equipment and technology. 

During the Convention negotiations it was accepted by both international 
chemical industry and intending signatories that the documented efforts by a few 
nations to develop chemical weapons will require the State Parties to set ground 
rules for their national industries to participate responsibly in the international 
trade. Of course neither we as Governments nor the chemical industry are keen 
to forgo markets or profits, but it is now accepted that these aspirations cannot 
come at the price of allowing industry to contribute to the proliferation of 
chemical weapons. 

Rapid and complete implementation of the Convention by all countries, both 
in this region and world wide, will increase the opportunities for trade by 
limiting the concerns about prohibited uses and the need for expensive intrusive 
monitoring. These aims can be achieved through confidence building measures 
such as the verification provisions of the Convention. 

The main focus of this Seminar, is the national implementation of the 
Convention. With ratification by the required 65 State Parties expected by 
January 1995, the Convention is likely to enter into force in early 1995. I note in 
this context that Fiji has the high distinction of being the first country to ratify 
the Chemical Weapons Convention. The region should strive to benefit as early 
as possible from this Convention, and this will require quick action on 
ratification. We hope as many countries as possible will be State Parties when 
the Convention first enters into force, probably little more than 18 months away. 
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This will require regional Governments to move rapidly to put in place 
individual National Authorities, national legislation and appropriate mechanisms 
for consultations with industry to meet the Convention's obligations. A slow and 
fragmented approach-to implementation; to establishment of your National 
Authorities for monitoring implementation; to passing of appropriate legislation 
complying with the CWC; to preparing local chemical industries for verification 
programs; and to introducing other measures necessary for the abolition of 
chemical weapons and for the continued international trade in chemicals-a 
slow response to all these issues would result in continued concerns about the 
worldwide proliferation of CW precursors and agents.. . 

Based on Australia's experience so far no country should be daunted by the 
national requirements involved in implementing the CWC, but there are clearly 
areas which are technical or legal nature where cooperation could benefit all 
countries tackling these issues, involved in efficiently and effectively complying 
with your obligations. For Australia's part, we stand ready .to offer assistance to 
our regional colleagues in developing their knowledge and understanding of the 
convention. No country in our region need allow themselves to be daunted by 
the details of implementation and certainly not to the degree that it should delay 
it becoming a State Party. 

Weapons-Chemical weapons-Chemical Weapons Convention- 
Regional Seminar 

Following is the Seminar Statement from the Chemical Weapons Convention 
(CWC) Regional Seminar held in Sydney from 1-2 April 1993: 

Seminar participants from Brunei Darussalam, Cook Islands, Fiji, Indonesia, 
Kiribati, Laos, Malaysia, Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Myanmar, Nauru, New 
Zealand, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Singapore, Solomon Islands, 
Thailand, Tonga, Vietnam, Western Samoa and Australia met informally in 
Sydney on 1-2 April 1993 to discuss the procedures for implementation of the 
Chemical Weapons Convention which was opened for signature in Paris in 
January 1993. The countries of the region were joined by Japan and the Republic 
of Korea whose representatives attended as observers as well as representatives 
from regional industry. 

Seminar participants reiterated that their countries had no chemical weapons 
production facilities nor had they any intention of developing, stockpiling, 
deploying or using weapons nor of allowing their introduction into the South 
Pacific or South East Asian regions. 

Seminar participants affirmed their respective governments' abhorrence of 
chemical warfare and chemical weapons, calling upon all states possessing such 
weapons to become signatories with a view to becoming State Parties to the 
Chemical Weapons Convention, and to destroy this class of weapons of mass 
destruction and their production facilities in accordance with the Convention. 

The participants declared their support for the earliest possible entry into 
force of the Chemical Weapons Convention. Participants were proud that the 
region has played a leading role in the achievement of the Convention and 
looked forward to all countries participating fully in the Convention. 

The Seminar focused on the procedures for implementing the Convention, 
including the designation or establishment of an appropriate National Authority 
responsible for liaison with the international Organisation for the Prohibition of 
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Chemical Weapons to be established in The Hague. These bodies will also 
monitor and verify the production and use of chemicals and chemical precursors 
which could be possibly used for weapon production. 

The seminar discussed the question of controlling the transhipment of 
chemicals covered by the Chemical Weapons Convention. Participants include 
some countries whose ports are among the busiest in the world. Some 
participants may also have old and abandoned chemical weapons on their 
territory, which have been left by other governments without their consent or 
knowledge. The seminar discussed methods of handling this problem. 

Participants agreed that the statement from this meeting should be circulated 
at the Second Session of the Chemical Weapons Convention Preparatory 
Commission as an indication of the very strong and increasing participation in 
the Convention by countries of the region. 

Weapons-Chemical weapons-Chemical Weapons Convention- 
Chemical Weapons (Prohibition) Bill 1993 

Following is the Second Reading speech for the Chemical Weapons 
(Prohibition) Bill 1993 made by Senator Sheny, Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister for Primary Industries and Energy on 16 December 1993 (Senate, 
Debates, vol 161 (1993), p 4761): 

The Chemical Weapons (Prohibition) Bill 1993 will give effect to Australia's 
obligations as a party to the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC), and will 
provide a legislative basis for its national implementation. 

Australia signed the Convention when it opened for signature on 13 January 
this year and will ratify the Convention after enactment of this legislation. The 
Convention will enter into force 180 days after the 65th ratification, but not 
before 13 January 1995. Although only 4 of the 154 signatories have yet ratified 
the Convention, many others are preparing for ratification and implementation. 

Australia was instrumental in accelerating the final negotiations and bringing 
negotiations on the Convention to a successful conclusion last year. That event 
marked a significant turning point in international efforts to curb proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction. For the first time the global community agreed to 
ban completely a whole category of weapons of mass destruction, require the 
destruction of all existing stocks of chen~ical weapons and their production 
facilities, and provide an effective mechanism to verify compliance with the 
Convention. 

The Convention is the most intrusive global instrument yet developed 
through the United Nations system, not only requiring States Parties to make 
annual declarations on production and use of certain chemicals but also to 
subject facilities which produce or use those chemicals above specified 
thresholds to routine inspections by the Organization for the Prohibition of 
Chemical Weapons, the CWC's permanent body in The Hague. Any State Party 
also has the right to request the Organization to conduct a challenge inspection 
of any place within the territory of another State Party if it has reason to suspect 
that the other State Party may not be acting in compliance with the Convention. 
A State Party has no right to refuse such an inspection. 

The intrusive nature of the Convention's verification regime is essential for 
building confidence in the Convention itself. It will provide a means by which 
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allegations or suspicions of non-compliance on the part of a State Party may be 
clarified. Where suspicions are not clarified, supplier countries have resorted to 
denying those engaged in suspicious activities with precursor chemicals and 
equipment and technology needed to develop a chemical weapons program, even 
though such goods may be for quite legitimate purposes. 

The entry into force of the Convention and wide adherence to it will benefit 
international trade in chemicals and chemical technology. This has been a factor 
in the strong support given to the Convention by Australian and international 
chemical industry organisations. 

As required by the Convention, this Bill, in clause 12, makes it an offence to 
develop, acquire, stockpile, retain, transfer or use chemical weapons. It will also 
be an offence for anyone in Australia or the external territories, or any Australian 
citizen overseas, to assist, encourage or induce any other person to engage in any 
activity prohibited to a State Party under the Convention. 

The chemicals which pose the greatest risk to the Convention are contained 
in three schedules attached to the Convention. Facilities which produce or use 
these chemicals above specified thresholds have to be declared to the 
organization. The facility operators will also be required under this legislation to 
provide information for Australia's declarations to the Organization and will be 
subject to routine inspection by the Organization. Access to facilities for national 
or international compliance inspection purposes will be effected by consent of 
the operator or by a warrant issued by a magistrate. Trial inspections held in 
Australia and overseas have shown that such inspections cause minimal 
disruption to commercial operations. 

Both the Convention and this legislation contain confidentiality provisions 
to protect the integrity of information gained during any activity related to the 
Convention. 

The bill also covers the Convention's provision for managed access by 
international inspectors to facilities where there is sensitive chemical technology 
or other information unrelated to chemical weapons. Managed access does not 
weaken the inspection process but is an added measure of protection for the 
confidentiality or national security interests. 

The bill provides for a permit system for declared facilities producing or 
using scheduled chemicals. The permit system will be the legal framework to 
facilitate the collection of information for Australia's annual declarations. The 
permits will be issued by the Minister and may be renewed, transferred or 
revoked. Conditions relating to Australia's obligations under the Convention 
will be attached to the permits. Ministerial decisions relating to permits will be 
subject to merits review by the Administrative Appeals Tribunal. 

The permits system will be administered by the Chemical Weapons 
Convention Office, which will be established as a non-statutory unit within an 
organisation in the Minister's Portfolio. The Office will engage national 
inspectors, who will have inspection powers to verify that declared facilities are 
complying with the legislation. 

Other chemical production facilities, which produce unscheduled discrete 
organic chemicals above specified thresholds, will be required to noti@ the 
Chemical Weapons Convention Office at the end of each year of their 
production levels of those chemicals, for inclusion in Australia's annual 
declarations. These facilities were included in the Convention's verification 
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regime because they are capable of being used in support of a chemical weapons 
production program. They will not, however, be subject to international 
inspection for at least three years after the Convention's entry into force. 

Controls on the import and export of certain chemicals as required by the 
Convention will be implemented by amendment of the Customs (Prohibited 
Imports) Regulations and the Customs (Prohibited Exports) Regulations. 

The proposed national controls contained in this bill to implement the 
Convention, including its verification regime, are similar to those currently 
administered by the Australian Safeguards Office under the Nuclear Non- 
proliferation (Safeguards) Act 1987. 

The Convention underwent a 20 year period of gestation. In the changing 
world resulting from the end of the Cold War, it is important for the Convention 
to enter into force as early as possible, and that as many states as possible be 
encouraged to ratify it before that time. With the introduction of this legislation 
into the Parliament, Australia will be setting an example for other states, 
particularly those in our region, to follow. We are also continuing to assist 
regional states, under the Chemical Weapons Regional Initiative, with their 
implementation of the Convention. 

I commend the bill to honourable senators and present the Explanatory 
Memorandum. 

Weapons-Australia Group 

The following excerpt is from an interview given on 24 June 1993 by, Richard 
Starr, head of the Arms Control and Disarmament Branch of the Department of 
Foreign Affairs and Trade. Mr Starr was commenting on the role of the 
Australia Group in the elimination of chemical weapons: 

But the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, not just chemical and 
biological but nuclear, of course, as well, is one of the problems for the 90's. At 
a time when the major nuclear weapon states are winding back their arsenals and 
the threat of nuclear holocaust engulfing the world is receding, there is a real 
danger that other states will develop extensive arsenals of nuclear, chemical and 
biological weapons, and this is certainly something that an responsible nation in 
the world should work to avoid.. . 

The countries of the of the Australia Group have worked over the years, 
putting together technically based lists of chemicals, chemical agents that could 
contribute to the production of chemical weapons. Then items of equipment that 
could be used in the production of chemical weapons. More recently, lists of 
biological agents, lists of equipment that could produce biological weapons. A 
lot of this, almost all of it, is dual-use items. In other words, there are legitimate 
peaceful uses of these items, and so the difficulty has been assembling a list 
which is a practical means of controlling the spread of these weapons, the spread 
of these agents to potential proliferators while not impeding legitimate trade.. . 

... its a voluntary system. The Australia Group is an informal group of 
countries. It works because they are like-minded and they are determined to 
prevent their products contributing to the spread of these weapons, and in that I 
might add, they have the support of their industry. Industry wants to see a 
predictable trade, a trade that is not hampered by this problem and therefore is 
supportive of what we're doing, provided we do it, of course, in an efficient 
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manner. ..This is part of a multi-pronged effort by countries and Australia's been 
active in all areas. The primary means of eliminating chemical weapons will 
have to be the Chemical Weapons Convention. You will recall that Senator 
Evans launched a major initiative last year and that contributed a great deal to 
the conclusion of negotiations on that Convention. The Convention is now being 
worked over by experts in The Hague and developed into a viable, working 
convention which we hope will enter into force early 95. That holds the prospect 
of total elimination. 

Weapons-Nuclear weapons-Cost recovery 

The following excerpt is taken from a second reading speech by Mr Gear, 
Assistant Treasurer, on 26 May 1993, regarding the Nuclear Safeguards 
(Producers of Iron Ore Concentrates) Charge Bill 1993 (House of 
Representatives, Debates, vol 188 (1993), p 989): 

The purpose of this Bill and the associated Bill is to impose a charge on 
commercial uranium producers in Australia to recover some of the costs of the 
Australian Safeguards Office, ASO, in undertaking nuclear safeguards and 
physical protection activities. The Government's decision to consider cost 
recovery for these activities was included in the 1992-93 Budget papers. 

This cost recovery proposal rests on two fundamental principles. First, those 
who derive benefit from an activity should pay for it, so long as the amount 
recovered is reasonable having regard to the nature and costs of the activity. 
Second, those who pay should have a genuine opportunity to examine and be 
consulted on the necessity, quality and cost of the activities they are paying for. 
This is required not only on equity grounds, but also because it imposes a 
discipline, in addition to that of normal parliarnentaiy scrutiny, on the provider 
of the activities-in this case the ASO-to deliver them as effectively and 
efficiently as possible.. . 

Established by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation (Safeguards) Act 1987, the 
Director of Safeguards and the AS0 manage domestic and international nuclear 
safeguards and physical protection programs in accordance with our stringent 
nuclear safeguards policies and requirements. 

A S 0  has a key role in ensuring that uranium produced in and exported from 
Australia is used only for peaceful purposes and is not diverted into non- 
peaceful programs. In short, a significant proportion of ASO's program exists, 
and the associated costs are incurred, because of the need to safeguard our 
uranium industry. These are the costs the Government has decided to recover. 

Defence-Regional security-Defence science links-Australia and 
South-East Asia 

On 20 May 1993, Senator Faulkner, Minister for Defence Science and 
Personnel, answered a question without notice regarding the future of 
Australia's regional security in terms of defence and science cooperation, as 
follows (Senate, Debates, vol 158 ( 1  993), p 958): 

The Defence Science and Technology Organisation (DSTO) is actively engaged 
in establishing and maintaining defence science links with our South East Asian 
neighbours and expects to strengthen these still further over the next period of 
time. 
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In March 1993, the Secretary to the Department of Defence and the 
Permanent Secretary for Defence Development from the Republic of Singapore 
signed a memorandum of understanding covering defence science cooperation. 
Under the auspices of the memorandum of understanding, a joint project in the 
area of defence communications has commenced. Another joint project on jet 
engine modelling is being planned. Both of these projects will involve exchange 
of technical information and the posting of Singaporean engineers into DSTO 
laboratories. DSTO also expects to provide Singapore with scientific support on 
a fee for service basis. 

DSTO has a joint project in place with Malaysia to measure ship magnetism. 
The project so far has involved the attachment of a Malaysian scientist to DSTO 
for a period of three months, and the joint development of computer models. 
DSTO has, for many years, supported Malaysia through the posting of a defence 
science adviser to work with the Malaysian Ministry of Defence in Kuala 
Lumpur. 

DSTO interaction with Thailand has recently been quite extensive. Last year 
DSTO accepted an invitation to attend a defence research and development 
planning seminar in Bangkok. Earlier this year Australia hosted a follow-up 
seminar with key Thai defence officials who spent two weeks with DSTO 
discussing top down planning issues in defence and also defence science. 

A joint trial to investigate the effects of upper atmosphere changes on long- 
range radio transmissions is also planned for later in the year. DSTO has a 
defence scientific adviser posted to Bangkok to work directly with the Thai 
Ministry of Defence. Defence research links with Indonesia are at an early stage. 
DSTO participated last year in a major seminar on aerospace and shipbuilding 
activities in Indonesia. 

With Japan there are regular exchanges of unclassified defence science 
information. This link has developed over the past 12 months, but the Japanese 
constitution inhibits further defence science cooperation at this stage. DSTO is 
also planning a joint project with India on research into long-range adaptive 
radio systems. 

The Government views these examples of scientific cooperation as being a 
very important aspect of the developing partnership between Australia and our 
region. A cooperative yet measured exchange of science and technology by 
Australia with the countries in our region builds a clearer understanding of each 
country's ability to support its defence with advanced technology. 

Defence-Regional security-Defence science links-Australia and 
ASEAN 

On 26 July 1993 the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, in an 
address t o  the Dialogue Session of  the ASEAN Post Ministerial Conference 
said, in part the following: 

In the Asia Pacific region, habits of cooperative security are already strongly 
evident. And gradually becoming more systematically organised. One of the best 
current examples of preventive diplomacy at work is continuing series of 
workshops and working groups on the South China Sea issue that had been 
convened by Indonesia, with the efforts reinforced by the important 
intergovernmental Declaration on the South China Sea made at last year's 
ASEAN Ministerial Meeting (AMM). An important further development has 
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been the rapid increases in recent years of "second track" dialogue forums on 
strategic and political issues, involving non-government as well as government 
participants. A helpful initiative in better coordinating the flow of such activity 
may prove to be the recent establishment of the Council for Security 
Cooperation in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP): this is a development which Australia 
welcomes. 

We also welcome the initiative by Malaysia of a forum specifically focusing 
on regional defence planning-the Asia Pacific Dialogue for Cooperation, Peace 
and Security held in Kuala Lumpur last month-and look forward to this 
exercise being repeated. 

Unquestionably the most important regional development in this area has 
been the emergence of a consolidated process of dialogue on security issues 
based on this ASEAN PMC, flowing from the far-reaching decisions of the 1992 
ASEAN Summit. 

In the middle of last year we saw, and applauded, the accession of Vietnam 
and Laos.to the Bali Treaty. We are encouraged by the further consideration 
which ASEAN is now giving, following this year's AMM, to how the Bali 
Treaty might be further developed as a vehicle for enhancing regional security, 
by provision being made for other countries to either accede to it or in some 
other way embrace its principles. 

And we have now had Russia, China, Vietnam, Laos and PNG participating 
in our own ASEAN PMC discussions, informally over dinner last night but with 
the intention next year of their becoming members, formally, of a new ASEAN 
Regional Forum. The creation of the ASEAN Regional Forum-a direct result of 
the first ASEAN Senior Officials Meeting to involve officials from the PMC 
dialogue partners, which was itself a significant development-will be an 
historic milestone on the path to building effective dialogue and cooperative 
security processes in the region. This is a process which Australia has been 
advocating for some time and, needless to say, one which we now very warmly 
welcome. 

Defence--Joint facility at Nurrangar 

On 6 May 1993, Senator Colston (ALP, Queensland) put a question without 
notice to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Gareth Evans, concerning the 
Joint Facility at Nurrangar. Question and answer were as follows: 

(Q) I direct my question to the Minister for Foreign Affairs. I refer to the 
expense in providing security to the joint US-Australian facility at Numngar 
during the recent Easter protests. Given that the expense was incurred by the 
Australian taxpayers, is it reasonable that those taxpayers be made aware of the 
importance of the Nurrungar facility? If the Minister agrees with this 
proposition, can he outline to the Senate the continuing importance of these joint 
facilities? . 

(A) I am happy to do so. The general purpose and function of the joint facilities 
at Pine Gap and Nurrungar were, of course, described by the then Prime Minister 
in his statement to Parliament on 22 November 1988, but it may be very useful, 
in a Post-Cold War context, to explain again their continuing importance. The 
original impetus to establish Nurrungar during the Cold War was, of course, to 
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provide early warning of ballistic missile attacks and that vital role did help to 
prevent nuclear war. While the threat of nuclear confrontation is now hugely 
reduced as a result of recent developments, hundreds of ICBMs with thousands 
of nuclear warheads do still exist, so the original early warning role of the 
defence support system remains, to the extent, entirely valid. 

The end of the Cold War has brought new international and regional 
uncertainties of which we are all acutely conscious, including the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction and the means of delivering them, such as shorter 
range missiles. During the Gulf War, Nurrungar played a very large part in 
helping to defend civilians in Israel and Saudi Arabia from attack by such 
missiles. Maintaining this capability will help to deter the proliferation of 
ballistic missiles around the world, including in our own region. 

Moreover, the facilities make a vital contribution to the increasingly 
important post-Cold War agenda of collective security. Nurrungar and our other 
facility at Pine Gap continue to make a really quite critical contribution in 
monitoring and verifying the arms control agreements which have transformed 
the strategic landscape in recent years. A clear opportunity now exists to build 
international cooperation to prevent war. The US, Russia and others, including 
Australia, have been exploring in recent times a global protection system, with 
one option being to share data on ballistic missile launches. Nurrungar would be 
a key element in such a system. 

At the regional level, Nurrungar may yet have a further significant role. 
Australia may conceivably come to rely more than ever on this facility if a 
ballistic missile threat were to develop in our neighbourhood. On the other hand, 
the early warning capabilities of Nurrungar offer possibilities for new orders of 
cooperation with direct benefit to our neighbours' own security. The monitoring 
of arms control agreements, the discouraging of ballistic missile proliferation, 
the probabilities for defence of cities against missile attack and opportunities for 
new forms of regional cooperation are all on our agenda in the post-Cold War 
era. 

I think it is also worth making clear that Australians are fully integrated into 
all aspects of operations at Nurrungar, because there continue to be claims to the 
contrary. Of the approximately 450 personnel at the site, slightly more than 
half-240 at the moment-are Australian. Australians also fill at least two of the 
four crew commander positions-at the moment they fill three-and a RAAF 
wing commander is the deputy commander of the facility. We participate fully in 
all aspects of the operation of the facilities, including tasking of them, to provide 
information in Australia's particular security interests. 

Finally, those like Senator Spindler who argue, however sincerely, for the 
closing down of these facilities have yet to explain how world security or 
regional security would be better without them. The Government has absolutely 
no doubts in this regard. We need to be prepared to back up our strenuous efforts 
internationally to achieve and develop support for arms control measures by 
demonstrating that we are also willing to support active measures, such as the 
missile launch detection capability sewed by Nurrungar, which help to guarantee 
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compliance with international arms control obligations and to promote non- 
proliferation objectives. 

The Government also recognises the increased opportunities for the United 
Nations, particularly the UN Security Council, to play a constructive role in 
securing peace and enhancing collective security in the post-Cold War era. We 
have encouraged the UN to enhance its collective security role, including 
through peacekeeping and preventive diplomacy. Again, the joint facilities 
support these and all our other initiatives to secure a more lasting and durable 
peace in the post-Cold War era. 






