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CHAPTER 16
THE SOUTH PACIFIC NUCLEAR FREE Z0ONE

16.1 On' 6 August 1985, the Pacific Forum. adopted a Treaty
establishing the South Pacific as a huclear free zone. The
Treaty, known as the Preaty of Rarotonga, prohibits the
Possession, testing and stationing of nuclear explosive devices
on territorieS‘located in the zone; bans the dumping of
radioactive wastes and other radiocactive matter at gea anywhere
within the 20ne; and invites the huclear powers to formally agree
not to uge or threaten to use any nuclear explosive devices
against parties to the Treaty or other territories within the
Z0ne. Legislation giving effect to the substantive Provisions of
the proposed nuclear free zone together with a Nuclear
Non-Proliferation (Safeguards) Bill and legislation to control
nuclear materjaj in Australia, was. introduced into the Austrajian
Parliament op 4 and 5 June 1986,1 Anti-dumping legislation has
also been introduced into the House of Representatives on

16.2 The South Pacific Nuclear Free zone Treaty was
generally acclaimed by the official arms control community but
has been Criticised by others as either doing too far - b
restricting possible later v, s, involvement in the region and so
Placing a question mark over future regional security - or not
far enough - by allowing the continued transit of nuclear weapons
through the region ang the Stationing of defence related
facilities there,

16.3 This Chapter examines these claims as part of an
evaluation of the role ang effectiveness of the South Pacific
Nuclear Free zone. It starts by considering the objectives and
functions of nuclear free or nuclear weapon free zones generally

Treaty. These include the nature of the zone itself - comprising
predominantly international waterways - and a number of specific
concerns of the member states, While noting that the South
Pacific Nuclear Free Zone falls short of some of the objectives
of such zones, it nonetheless makes a usefu} contribution to
extending the non-proliferation regime and arms control
denerally.

Ruclear Weapon Free Zones

16.4 The continued proliferation of huclear weapons
throughout the world has led to additional avenues being sought
beyond the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty to restrain the
further spread of such weapons, The Sreation of nuclear weapon
free zones is one such means by which non nuclear weapon states
can, by their own initiatives, ensure the absence of nuclear

16.5 Nuclear weapon free zones are generally perceived as
operating both as a regional measure of arms: control and ag a
mechanism for Preventing the further Spread of nuclear weapons,
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The expectation is that nuclear weapon free zones would deal with
three central issues:

a. non-possession of nuclear weapons where states
of the region undertake not to manufacture or
otherwise acquire nuclear weapons for their own
use;

b. non-deployment of nuclear weapons where nuclear
weapon states undertake not to deploy or station
their nuclear weapons. or associated support
systems within the zone in accordance with rules
laid down in the agreement creating the zone; and

¢. non-use of nuclear weapons where nuclear weapon
states undertake not to use or threaten to use
nuclear weapons against zone states,

16.6 The benefits of nuclear weapon free zones are
variously portrayed as preventing the spread or further
development of nuclear weapons, limiting the environmental
consequences that may stem from such proliferation, lowering the
costs and burdens of the arms race, reducing the probability of
nuclear war and decreasing the consequences of such an event
should it occur,The proponents of nuclear weapon free zones also
believe that such zones can contribute to the goals of nuclear
disarmament as well as enhance regional security by freeing
nations in the zone from the possible use or threatened use of
nuclear weapons against them, The latter is, of course,
questionable,

16.7 Over the past several decades a number of nuclear free
zone proposals have been advanced concerning various regions of .
the world. Most of them have consisted of general concepts' .
rather than concrete steps, but some more formal plans and |
proposals have been voiced, notably in the United Nations ]
General Assembly. In 1957 Poland proposed the creation of a
nuclear weapon free zone in central Europe and subsequently
revised this proposal in 1958 and 1962.2 Between 1957 and 1963,
three major proposals for a nuclear weapon free zone in the
Balkans were advanced, the first by Romania and the latter two
by the Soviet Union which has alsc sought to make the whole of
the Mediterranean missile-free. Finland has, on a number of
occasions, suggested the creation of a zone involving the Nordic
countries.3 Other areas for which nuclear weapon free zones have
been proposed include Africa, South Asia, the Middle East, Latin
America and the South Pacific,

16.8 Prior to the establishment of the South Pacific
Nuclear Free zone {(SPNFZ)} in 1985 - to be described in detail
shortly - the only successful examples of nuclear weapon free
treaties have been the 1967 Quter Space Treaty, the 1968 Treaty
for the prohibition of nuclear weapons in Latin America {Treaty .
of Tlatelolco), the 1969 Antarctic Treaty and the 1971 Seabed
Treaty. Of these, the most important is the Tlatelolco Treaty
which is the only agreement covering an inhabited area.
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The Treaty of Tlatelolco

16.9 In the wake of the 1962 Cuban Missile crisis, Mexico
developed a proposal for the non-nuclearisation of Latin America
which was subsequently presented to the United Nations by five
countries (Mexico, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile and Ecuador) and
formally adopted on 27 November 1963, Following detailed
negotiations between the parties involved, the Treaty of
Tlatelolco was signed by the countries of Latin America in 1967,
and endorsed by the General Assembly in the same year. It
entered into force on 22 April 1968.

16.10 The Treaty prohibits the testing, use, manufacture,
production or acquisition by any means, as well as the receipt,
storage, installation, deployment and any form of possession of
any nuclear weapons by Latin American countries. The Treaty
allows for the peaceful use of nuclear eneryy but requires the
parties to conclude agreements with the International Atomic
Energy Agency for the application of safeguards to their nuclear
ativities., Under an Addjti £oco » annexed to the
Treaty, those extra-continental or continental states which are
responsible for territories within the zone (France, the
Netherlands, the UK and the U.S.A), undertake to apply the
statute of denuclearisation, as defined in the Treaty, to such
territories, Under diti rotocol II, nuclear weapon states
undertake to respect the statute of military denuclearisation,
and not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the
parties to the Treaty.

16.11 The Treaty is open to signature by all Latin American
states., It is to remain in force indefinitely, but any party may
withdraw on three months notice. The SIPRI Yearbook 1986 shows
that of the eligible zone states, Cuba, Guyana and Saint Lucia
have not signed the Treaty. Argentina and Brazil have signed on
the understanding that parties are able to carry out nuclear
explosions for peaceful purposes. Chile and Brazil have ratified
the Treaty but it is not yet in force for them because they
require prior ratification by all eligible states.4

16.12 The Treaty of Tlatelolco seeks a total absence of
nuclear weapons through an undertaking by states both within and
outside the region to prohibit nuclear weapons in the area, and
a complementary system of verification to ensure that this
undertaking is respected. It thus goes well beyond the
obligations imposed under the NPT, which do not, for example,
prevent the stationing of nuclear weapons on the territory of an
NPT party by a superpower, There are, nonetheless, a number of
gaps and ambiguities in the Treaty which could serve to limit
its effectiveness:

a. there are no provisions covering the transit of
nuclear weapons through the zone, or methods of
monitoring such transit;

b. the zones of application defined under the
Treaty (the Treaty defines two zones, one
provisional and one definitive) are subject to
different interpretations particularly with
respect to ocean boundaries and the right of
navigation;
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¢, the Treaty allows peaceful use of nuclear
explosive devices; and
d, the Treaty does not provide for verification. or
control procedures covering potential military
activities of a nuclear power in a disputed
area of the gone. (It does, however, provide
for the control of activities through the IAEA
and an Agency for the Prohibition of KNuclear
Weapons in Latin America).

.

16.13 The experience of the Tlatelolco Treaty and other
nuclear weapon free proposals that were put before 1t.have .
stimulated the United Nations to take a more general interest in
the subject, In 1974, the Conference on Disarmament conducted a
comprehensive study of nuclear weapon free zoges.5 The study's
findings were subsequently endorsed by the United ga@xgns
General Assembly which also provided an agreed definition of a
nuclear weapon free zone as follows:

A nuclear weapon free zone shall, as a general
rule, be deemed to be any zone recognised as such
by the General Assembly of the United Nations,
which any group of states, in free exercise of
their sovereignty, has established by virtue of a
treaty or convention whereby: (a) the statute of
total absence of nuclear weapons to which the zone
shall be subject, including the procedure for the
delimitation of the zone, is defined; (b) an
international system of verification and control
is established to guarantee compliance with
obligations deriving from that statute.

16.14 The United Nations study generally endorsed the value
of nuclear weapon free zones, It stated that the basic goal of
such zones was to ensure freedom from all nuclear weapons,
although it noted that their degree and practicality of
application will vary from region to region., The study .
identified a number of principles which should be taken into
account in establishing a nuclear weapon free zone or
determining its prospects for success. These included:

a. an absence of serious tension or fundamenpal
differences between the states in the region;

=

the proposal should be initiated by countries
from within the region and it should have the
support of all member states;

¢. the proposed zone should preserve the regional
o including existing security
arrangements;

d. it should provide for the participation 9f all
states of military importance in the region;
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g

it should have the support of the nuclear
weapon states;

£. its provisions should be capable of
verification;

g. the zone should have clearly defined and
recognised boundaries and it should take into
account existing international legal
provisions;

h. peaceful nuclear development should be allowed;
and

i. the specific provisions of the zone should be
negotiated between the regional member states
in the form of a multilateral treaty
establishing the zone in perpetuity.

16.15 The Final Document of the 1978 Special Session of the
United Nations on Disarmament also recognised NWFZs as an
important disarmament step and concluded that the ‘process of
establishing such zones in different parts of the world should
be encouraged with the ultimate ob;ective of achieving a world
entirely free of nuclear weapons'.

A Nuclear Weapon Free Zone
in the South Pacific

16.16 The continued interest in the concept of nuclear
weapon free zones and their potential use as a regional
instrument of arms control, together with long-held concerns
over various nuclear activities in the region, led a number of
Pacific states, including Australia, to advocate the
establishment of such a zone in the South Pacific.

Nuclear Activities in the South Pacific

16.17 The presence of nuclear weapons and weapons~related
facilities in the South and Central Pacific is shown in Table
16.1, The region has a long and sorry history of involvement in
the nuclear arms race. The relative isolation of the region and
its sparse population made it an attractive site for the testing
of nuclear weapons by the nuclear powers. The United States has
conducted nuclear activities in the region but outside the
officially declared zone. These included an atomic test site at
Bikini and Enewetak atolls in. the Marshall Islands and the
explosion of 66 warheads there between 1946 and 1958, including
the first thermonuclear device. During this time, Bikini
islanders and the Enewetakese were resettled to other islands in
the Marshall group, and the beople of Rongelap and Utirik, two
other atolls in the Marshalls group, were subjected to the
effects of fall-out from a 15 megaton hydrogen bomb exploded
over Bikini in 1954. Bikini was resettled again in the 1970s
after the United States Government declared the island safe, but
in 1978 the islanders had to be relocated again because of the
high levels of plutonium they had ingested. The atoll remains
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AND WEAPONS~RELATED FACILITIES

TABLE 16.1
1. RAST
Place

Coupntry Involved  Nature of Involvement

Bikini atoll,
Marshall Islands

Enewetok, Marshall Islands

Johnston Island

Christmas Islang,
Line Islands

SURRENT

Moruroa and Fangataufa
atolls, French Polynesia

Guam/Andersen Air Force Base,
Apra Harbor Naval Base, and
Agana Naval Air Station

Kwajalein atoll, Marshall
Islands

North West Cape, Australia

Pine Gap, Australia

U.S.A.

U.S.A.

U.S.A.

Britain-U.S.A.

France

U.S.A.

U.s.A.

U.S.A/Aust

U.S.A./Aust

Atmospheric nuclear
testing 1946-58
(23 tests)

Atmospheric nuclear
testing 1948-58
{43 tests)

Atmospheric nuclear
testing 1958-62
(12 tests)

Atmospheric nuclear
testing 1952-57
(25 tests)

Underground nuclear
1975-83 (57 tests)
Previously
atmospheric testing
1966-74 (41 tests)

Base for
nuclear—armed ships
and aircraft [B-52's]
nuclear weapon
storage;
surveillance/
communications
(weapons-related)

Missile testing
range;
communications/
gurveillance
(weapons-rel ated)

Communications
(weapons-related)

Surveillance
(weapons-related)

Place

Nurrungar, Australia

Cockburn Sound, Australia,
(HMAS Stirling)

EBast of Solomon Islands
Near Cook Islands

Runit, Enewetak Atoll,

Marghall Islands

All region (except Vanuatu)
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U, S.A./Aust

U.S.A.

People s Republ ic
of CI

U.5.S.R.
U.S.A.

U.S.A.

Country Invelved  Nature of Involvement

Surveillance
(weapons-related)

Naval base used

U. 5. nuclear-powered
attack and
hunter-killer
submarines

Missile testing

Missile testing

Nuclear wastes.
storage (from nuclear
testing)

Transit of high seas
and port calls by
nuclear~armed and
nuclear-powered
American ships and
submarines

H Based on Greg Fry, A Nuclear-Free Zone for the

Source:
Southwest Pacific: Prospects and Significance, SDSC Working

Paper No 75, Canberra, September 1983, pp.22-3. It should be
noted that some of the above should be more correctly called

the Central Pacific.
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unirhabited. The Enewetakese returned home in 1980 but Runit
Island, where radioactive debris left over from the tests has
been stored, remains out of bounds.

16.18 Great Britain conducted a series of nuclear tests in
Australia between 1952 and 1957, on sites at Maralinga,

Emu Field and Monte Bello Island. It then moved its tests to
Christmas Island which was also used by the United States until
the siagning of the Partial Test Ban Treaty in 1963. The
processes leading to the decision to conduct nuclear tests in
Australia, together with the operating and safety conditions
that applied during the tests, were strongly criticised in The

.2 The Royal Commission concluded that the nuclear
fall-out from the tests probably caused a greater incidence of
cancer among the Australian population in general and Australian
servicemen associated with the tests in particular. It also
reported that the ranges had not been sufficiently
decontaminated and that they need to be cleaned up.

16.19 Between them, the United States and Great Britain
conducted some 120 nuclear tests in the Pacific region. The
majority of these were atmospheric tests although some were
conducted underwater. With the signing of the Partial Test Ban
Treaty, both countries ceased using their Pacific testing sites
and U.S. and British tests now occur exclusively at the Nevada
test site in the United States. There have been 490 tests
condugted at the site between 6 August 1983 and 31 December
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16.20 France continues to test nuclear weapons in the
Pacific despite vigorous opposition from many countries in
the region. After being forced to abandon its Sahara test
site following Algerian independence, France established its

! i i ifi at the Moruroa atoll in
the Tuamotu Archipelago in French Polynesia in 1963. It exploded
its first nuclear device there in 1966 and continues to test on
a regular basis. France has carried out 41 atmospheric and over
80 underground tests at or around Moruroca, and there seems
little chance that it will discontinue testing in the region for
the forseeable future.

16.21 In addition to nuclear testing, there are a number of
other forms of nuclear involvement or potential involvement in
the South Pacific region. These have been described in some
detail by Fry and include:

a. Transit of nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons are
carried through the region on submarines,
surface ships and aircraft, including ships and
submarines making calls to port facilities in
Australia and elsewhere. The majority of these
belong to the United States and the U.K.
although there has been some speculation that
Soviet submarines have used the area. United
States and British naval vessels are welcome at
all ports in the South Pacific except New
Zealand

16.22
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and vanuatu where they are banned specifically
because they may be carrying nuclear weapons.
The only regular port calls within the region
by U.S. nuclear~armed vessels (outside U.S.
Pacific territories) are at HMAS Stirling at
Cockburn Sound in Western Australia.

Storage of nuclear weapons, Other than weapons
located on naval vessels and aircraft moving
through the area, nuclear weapons are currently
stockpiled in only one location, the U,S.
'incorporated' territory of Guam. Anderson
Airforce Base on Guam is a home for BS2 bombers
of the U.S. Strategic Air Command. Guam also
provides port facilities for ships and
submarines of the U.S. Pacific Fleet, The
United States controls a number of other
territories in the area which could be used in
the future to deploy forces or stockpile
nuclear weapons. These include the islands of
Tinian and Saipan, which are within the
Northern Marianas, and Palau, all of which form
part of the American Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands.

Suppert for nuclear forces or activities. This
kind of involvement includes the provision of
testing facilities for parts of a nuclear
weapon system other than the warhead. It also
includes facilities that are used for the
command and control of nuclear forces or the
manufacture of materials that could be used in
nuclear weapons. The Pacific region has been
used by the United States, the Soviet Union and
China to test new missile delivery systems,
although the United States is the only nuclear
power with a permanent missile-testing facility
in the region (located at Kwajalein Atoll_in
the Marshall Islands). Surveillance and ¢3
facilities which form part of the U.S.
Strategic C2 system are found in several
locations including Australia, New Zealand,
Guam and Kwajalein.

bumping and storage of nuclear waste., Fry
states that there is presently no dumping in
the South Pacific, nor has there been in the
past, There is some concern that Japan may seek
to dump nuclear wastes in the north Pacific. No
nuclear waste material is stored in the area
other than material that is associated with the
past and present tests.

According to Fry, a number of important conclusions
can. be drawn from a general survey of nuclear involvement in the

South Pacific,
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Firstly, the region is significantly involved in
the nuclear weapons systems of France and tpe
United States through the provision of testing
facilities, communication/surveillance
installations, and a base for nuclear-armed
aircraft and warships. Although there is no
land-based deployment of nuclear weapons, .
nuclear-armed ships and aircraft are‘deplgyeq in
the area and call at regional ports and airfields.
Secondly, the land-based weapons involvement that
does exist is concentrated in the French and
American territories, specifically in Guam and
French Polynesia. The permanent presence of
nuclear weapons is confined only to Guam, Put
another way, no independent country in the region
has nuclear weapons stored on its territory or
provides a testing site for nuclear weapons.
Thirdly, future weapons involvement,_xf any, is
likely to centre on the Northern Marianas Islands
in particular on Tinian and Saipan. Palau is
another possibility. Fourthly, there are several
points in the region which would certainly be
targeted by the Soviet Union in view of their part
in nuclear weapons systems. These are Guam and
Kwajalein, and Nurrungar, Pine Gap and North West
Cape in Australia., Darwin and Cockburn Sound are
also possibilities, Finally, no country in the
region has acquired, or would be 11k§1y to acquire
nuclear weapons and therefore there is no
likelihood of one country in the region
threatening another with such weapons.

conclusions were said to have some important implications
ggssiheoshape, acceptability and acceptance of a nuclear weapons
free zone; the most important being the dxff1cult1e§ of
contending with extra-regional nuclear states, particularly the
United States and France who are likely to regard their present
or intended nuclear involvement in the region as off-limits to
any zone proposal.

Opposition to Nuclear Involvement in the South Pacific

16.23 At the national level, attempts to limit nuclear
involvement in the region have involved genezél opposition to
nuclear testing and formal attempts to establxgh a nuglear free
zone in the South Pacific. Individual groups within different
countries have also expressed opposition to the other forms of
nuclear involvement, in particular port visits by nuclgar-armed
ships, the location of the Joint Facilities in Australia and the
mining and export of Australian uranium. The latter is dealt
with in detail in Chapter 17.

16.24 The idea of establishing a nuclear freelzone in the
South Pacific dates back to the early 1960s when it was actively
considered by the Australian Labor Party. The concept has also
been supported by various Pacific Governments, peace groups,
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church organisations and trade unions, The first major proposal
was made by the New zealand Government. Under Prime Minister
Rowling, it developed a specific proposal for a nuclear weapons
free zone in the South Pacific which gained considerable support
among nations in the region. In 1975, following consideration of
the proposal at a meeting of the South Pacific Forum,

New Zealand and Fiji co-sponsored a corresponding resolution to
the United Nations General Assembly. The resolution endorsed the
idea of establishing a nuclear weapon free zone in the

South Pacific and invited the countries concerned to carry
forward consultations on ways and means of realising this
objective. The resolution was adopted in December of that year,

16.25 Despite this support, the New Zealand initiative went
no further, largely due to concerns that it would disadvantage
U.S. security interests and arrangements in the South Pacific
and pose problems for ANZUS. According to Greg Fry, these
concerns were first raised with Australia by the United States
prior to the 1975 Pacific Forum meeting. They were also
discussed at the Forum meeting in Rotorua in February 1976 and
led to much of the original support being withdrawn, Fry
concluded that the failure of New Zealand's proposal
demonstrated the overriding importance of U.s. concerns.

The 1975 episode revealed that an NFZ would have
to clearly exclude the question of transit if it
were not to provoke U.S. opposition. It also
demonstrated U, S. Preparedness to put its views of
these matters in a manner which regional states
could hardly refuse - 'ship visits or no
protection'. Further it showed that the Pacific
States took the American concerns very seriously.
They were prepared to shelve the Proposal rather
than risk damaging their security relations with
the United States.12

16.26 The issue of a nuclear free zone was not considered
again by the South Pacific Forum until 1983 when it was raised
by Australia. No decisions on the zone were taken at that
meeting, although it was agreed that Australia could provide
member countries with background information on nuclear weapon
free zones in other parts of the world. This was extended by the
1984 South Pacific Forum which appointed a Working Group of
officials to undertake an examination of the substantive legal
and other issues involved in establishing a nuclear free zone in
the region with a view to preparing a draft treaty for
consideration by the Forum Meeting in 1985. The meeting also
laid down a set of principles that were to be followed in
developing the draft treaty. These were that:

a. South Pacific countries should be free to live
in peace and independence and to run their own
affairs in accordance with the wishes ang
traditions of their people;
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b. South Pacific countries should enjoy peaceful
social and economic development free from the
threat of environmental pollution;

¢, South Pacific countries acknowledge existing
international treaties, organisations and
regional arrangements, such as the Charter of
the United Nations, the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty and the Law of the Sea
Convention, which contribute to these
objectives;

o

there should be no use, testing or stationing
of nuclear explosive devices in the South
Pacific;

e. no South Pacific country would develop or
manufacture, or receive from others, or acquire
or test any nuclear explosive device;

f£. nuclear activities of South Pacific countries
should be in accordance with applicable
international principles and treaties, notably
the Non-Proliferation Treaty and take into
account regional arrangements;

d. South Pacific countries retain their
ungualified sovereign rights to decide for
themselves, consistent with their support for
these objectives, their security arrangements,
and such questions as the access to their ports
and airfields by vessels and aircraft of other
countries; and

h. Forum members should observe the principle of
freedom of navigation and overflight.

16.27 On 6 August 1985, at its meeting at Rarotonga in the
Cook Islands, the 13 member Forum adopted the South Pacific
Nuclear Free Zone Treaty that had been developed by the Working
Group and declared it open for signature, Australia and seven
other Forum members signed the Treaty immediately and

Papua New Guinea signed it on 16 September. Three other Forum
states have promised to sign the agreement in due course,
leaving Vanuatu as the only state that will not sign the Treaty,
The SPNFZ Treaty is of indefinite duration although it provides
for a right of withdrawal on twelve months notice. The Treaty is
required to be ratified by the signatories and will enter into
force when the eighth instrument of ratification has been
deposited.

Issues raised in submissions to the inquiry
16.28 There was considerable support among submissions to

this inguiry for the establishment of nuclear weapon free zones
in Australia's area of interest, although there were differences
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over the proposed scope and provisions of such agreements, Most
agreed, however, that Australia's proposals for a nuclear weapon
free zone in the South Pacific, as they were understood at the
time, did not go far enough, Dr and Ms Redner, for example,
while welcoming Australia's efforts in this area, argued that:

.+. to provide assurances to the U.S., as the
Prime Minister has done, that such a zone would
explicitly permit transit over Australian
territory and use of Australian ports by our
allies' vessels and aircraft, regardless of
whether or not these are nuclear-armed, is to
restrict the potential effectiveness of such a
zone,13

16,29 They accepted the view that no nuclear weapon free
zone can be effective without superpower guarantees and so it
'makes more sense for Australia to persuade the U.S. to accept
the zone than to defy it to ignore it' [sic], with all the
consequences this would have for Australia's own security
arrangements. In their view, the United States could be
persuaded to forego certain military activities in the region in
the short term by stressing the longer-term advantages of a
nuclear weapon free zone,

As the USSR has no bases or port facilities in the
South Pacific, but will certainly seek to acquire
them if the U,S. nuclear presence goes on
increasing there, it is reasonable to ask the U.S.
to sacrifice the present advantage of access by
its nuclear-armed ships to Australian (and Nz)
Pacific ports in the interests of_ increasing the
long~term security of the region.l

16.30 Other submissions pointed to what they saw as a
contradiction between the Australian Government's proposal for a
nuclear weapon free zone and its policies on the mining and
export of uranium, the continued presence of the joint
facilities on Australian soil, and visits by nuclear-armed naval
vessels, A witness for the NSW Branch of People for Nuclear
Disarmament, for example, argued that:

Most peace grdups in Australia think that the
Australian Government initiative is a good step
but that it does not go far enough in that it is
all very well to stop nuclear testing at Moruroa,
but if you then do not include other nuclear
issues such as the warships or the uranium mining
in Australia, then...it is just not worthwhile
having.l
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PND recommended that 'the Australian Government press for the
whole of the Pacific to be a NFZ, and that it prohibit all
nuclear activities except those required for medical diagnosis
and treatment'.

16.31 A similar view was expressed by the Victorian Branch
of PND which also argued that nuclear free zones can be used to
secure nuclear non-use guarantees from the nuclear weapon powers
and so reduce the possibility of nuclear weapons being used
against countries in the region. A spokesman for PND informed
the Committee of a general concern that:

So far there has been no mention of securing
guarantees from the nuclear weapon powers.
Presumably this is because there is so little that
is banned in the proposal that it would not be
realistic to expect the Soviet Union to guarantee
not. to target the countries in the region or
target American ships armed with strategic weapons
visiting ports in the South Pacific region. In
other words, the Australian Government is seeking
to impose a minimal zone that will do nothing to
increase the security of the people in the region
from nuclear attack. It may help curb some of the
environmental hazards associated with
environmental testing and accidental nuclear
explosions but it would basically do nothing to
secure the region from the threat of nuclear
attack and, in fact, would lull people into a
false sense of security.l6

The South Pacific Nuclear Free zone (SPNFZ) Treatyl?

16.32 Under the SPNFZ Treaty, which is open to Members of
the South Pacific Forum, each Party undertakes:

a., not to manufacture or otherwise acquire,
possess or have control over any nuclear
explosive device anywhere inside or outside the
SPNFZ. {Article 3);

b, not to provide source or special fissionable
material to:

(i) any non-nuclear weapon state unless
subject. to Article 3.1 of the NPT;

(ii) any nuclear weapon state uless subject to
‘applicable' IAEA safeguards. (Article 4).

¢, not to permit the stationing of any nuclear
explosive device on its territory (article 5).
Stationing was defined in Article 1 as
*implantation, emplacement, transportation on
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land or inland waters, stockpiling, storage
installation and deloyment', and territory as
*internal waters, territorial sea and
archipelagic waters, the seabed and subsoil
beneath, the land territory and the airspace
above them';

d. to prevent the testing of any nuclear explosive
device in its territory and not to take action
to assist or encourage such testing
(Article 6);

e. not to dump radioactive wastes and other
radioactive matter at sea anywhere within the
SPNFZ; to prevent the dumping of radioactive
wastes in its territorial sea; not to assist or
encourage others to dump radioactive wastes
anywhere in the zone; and to support the
conclusion of a regional convention which would
preclude dumping at sea of radioactive wastes
by anyone anywhere in the region (Article 7).

16.33 Article 5 of the SPNFZ Treaty alsc allows each Party
'to decide for itself whether to allow visits by foreign ships
and aircraft to its ports and airfields, transit of its airspace
by foreign aircraft, and navigation by foreign ships in its
territorial sea or archipelagic waters'.

16.34 The SPNFZ Treaty contains three Additional Protocols.
Protocol 1 is open for signature by France, the United Kingdom
and the United States. It requires these parties not to
manufacture, station or test nuclear explosive devices on
territories in the SPNFZ for which they are internationally
responsible. Protocols 2 and 3 are open for signature by the
five major nuclear weapons states. Protocol 2 requires each
party not to violate the Treaty and not to use or threaten to
use any nuclear explosive devices against parties to the Treaty
or other territories within the SPNFZ. Protocol 3 requires each
party not to test nuclear explosive devices anywhere within the
zone,

16.35 The geographical extent of the zone is shown in
Figure 16.1. The boundaries of the zone extend from the border
of the Latin American nuclear weapon free zone in the east to
the west coast of Australia, and from the border of the
Antarctic zone in the South to the eguator - with some extension
into the northern hemisphere to include Kiribati - in the north.
This includes a vast area of ocean over which the treaty
signatories do not have jurisdiction., It also includes the
French testing site in French Polynesia but excludes the U.S.
controlled Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands which. includes
Guam, Palau, Micronesia and the Marshall Islands.
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16.36 The Treaty includes a control system for verification
of compliance. This comprises:

a. the application of IAEA safeguards and
procedures to peaceful nuclear activities;

b. a requirement for Parties to report any
significant event affecting the implementation
of the Treaty to the Director of the South
Pacific Bureau for Economic Cooperation who is
also required to report annually to the South
Pacific Forum on the status of the SPNFz
Treaty and matters arising under or in
relation to it;

€. a complaints procedure in which complaints by
one Party against another are considered;

d. a consultation and review process which
enables issues relating to the Treaty to be
considered and, if necessary, Treaty
amendments made,

An Assessment of the SPNFZ

16.37 The South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone can be
evaluated in a number of ways. First, its effectiveness can
be judged in terms of freeing the region of the presence or
possible use of nuclear weapons. Secondly, it can be
measured against the United Nations guidelines on nuclear
weapon free zones, in particular; (1) its contribution to
regional security and its recognition and accommodation of
existing treaty relationships; (2) its respect for
international laws; (3) whether or not its provisions are
verifiable; and (4) its degree of international acceptance
including support by the nuclear weapon states. Third, the
Treaty can be judged in terms of its political and arms
control value, in particular whether it serves to limit the
competition between the superpowers or advance the cause of
disarmament and arms control either now or in the future.

16,38 Elimination of nuclear weapons. The SPNFZ Treaty
does not live up to the United Nation definition of a
nuclear free or nuclear weapon free zone since it does not
establish or even attempt to establish a zone in which all
nuclear activities are prohibited, The Treaty bans the
possession, control and testing of 'nuclear explosive
devices' by zone states, but it allows nuclear-armed vessels
to move through or over the region and, at the discretion of
the individual Parties to the Treaty, to visit ports and
airfields in the area.
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16.39 Furthermore, the prohibition is limited to the
possession and testing of nuclear warheads since the
Treaty's definition of a nuclear explosive device 'does not
include the means of transport or delivery of such a weapon
or device if separable from and not an indivisible part of
it', The SPNFZ Treaty therefore does not prohibit the
testing of delivery vehicles in the region, or the
stationing there of facilities that form an integral part of
the strategic nuclear weapon systems of either superpower,.

16.40 Provided it is ratified by the nuclear weapon
states, the SPNFZ Treaty does prohibit the stationing of
nuclear explosive devices on the territories of the member
states and so represents an important extension of the
provisions of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. It also
provides a so-called 'negative security assurance' to zone
states by seeking guarantees from the principal nuclear
weapon states to exclude the region from any nuclear
confrontation,

16.41 In these respects, the SPNFZ Treaty is very close
to the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which. is a nuclear weapon free
agreement, although it goes beyond that treaty in two
important respects. First, the SPNFz Treaty does not allow
the use of nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes,
and so reduces the possibility of covert testing. Secondly,
in recognition of the strongly held views of a number of
Pacific nations, it prohibits any dumping of radicactive
waste within the zone by Parties to the agreement, and
signals an intention to extend this ban to all nations, The
inclusion of the anti-dumping provisions required the Treaty
to be titled 'nuclear free' rather than 'nuclear weapon
free' although both titles are misleading since they tend
to suggest that the agreement does more than is the case,
The same criticism could be leveled at the Tlatelolco Treaty
although it has less import because the Latin American zone
largely encompasses land areas.

16.42 In addition, the provisions of the Treaty of
Rarotonga were fundamentally constrained by the nature of
the zone - largely comprised of international waterways -
and the security and other interests of the Pacific Forum
states. For example, the principal reasons for not seeking
to establish a comprehensive nuclear free or nuclear weapon
free zone stemmed from the fact that while all the Pacific
Forum states were opposed to certain nuclear activities
taking place in the region ~ especially the continuation of
French nuclear testing and Japan's proposals to dump
radioactive waste in the Pacific - many were also concerned
that an agreement should not seek to limit American
involvement there. The experience with the 1975 New Zealand
proposal made it clear that the United States would not be
prepared to countenance any far-reaching proposal but it was
hoped that it might accept a formula that was close to the
Tlatelolco agreement (which the United States has ratified).
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16.43 It was also recognised that there were certain
practical and legal constraints to pol@cing a total ban. As
the Report by the Chairman of the Working Group_on a_SPNFZ
to_the gouth Pacific Forum noted:

.»s any attempt to ban transit through the high
seas of the region by ships capable of carrying
nuclear weapons would be legally impossible..
Moreover, projected Parties to the Treaty do not
have and are unlikely in the foreseeable future to
have the capability effectively to monitor and
verify such a ban, and an attempt to apply one
would amount to no more than an exhortation
leading to international scepticism about the
Treaty as a whole,18

The same report indicated that these kinds of factors operated
in the decisions not to exclude missile tests and not to include
the United States Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands from
the zone, In the first case, it was argued that Forum members
4id not have the legal power to ban missile tests in the region
since these were usually conducted over and into international
waters. Moreover, there would be verification difficulties since
some delivery systems are capable of carrying either nuclear or
non-nuclear warheads. Finally, it was argued that an attempt to
prohibit missile tests could jeopardise acceptance of the
Protocols to the Treaty since the nuclear weapon states were
likely to regard it as an attempt to restrict their rights under
international law. These views did not represent all members of
the Working Group; Nauru and PNG requested that their concern
about missile testing be recorded.

16.44 In the second case, it was considered that inclusion
of the United States Trust Territory in the zone 'could
complicate current negotiations on the constitutional future of
these territories, especially since nuclear issues were a major
element in these negotiations', The report added that these
considerations 'did not appear to apply to the French
territories in the South Pacific where the issues facing the
movements for independence were different'.l9 It was also noted
that the amendment procedure contained in the Treaty gave scope
to include signatories who were not members of the

Pacific Forum,

16.45 Existing Security Arrangements. As noted earlier, a
principal concern of some of the South Pacific Forum states was
that the SPNFz should not undermine existing security agreements
and so lead to an overall reduction in regional and global
security. This concern underlay the guiding principle ;aid down
by the 1984 South Pacific Forum that individual countries be
allowed to pursue their own policies on such questions as port
access,
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16.46 The security dilemmas stem from the fact that only one
of the superpowers is currently dominant in the region. Even
though the treaty would be aimed at all nuclear weapon states,
in practice, any restriction on the deployment of strategic
nuclear forces. would disadvantage U.S. interests more than those
of any other power, Thus, as the New Zealand experience has
shown, a ban on the transit of nuclear-armed vessels or aircraft
or. continued access to existing facilities in the region, would
be opposed by the United States since it would be seen to
diminish U.S. and Western security arrangements in the region,
While not publicly acknowledged, the Unifed States would also be
concerned that the establishment of a nuclear weapon free zone
in the South Pacific, following on the heels of New Zealand's
decision to ban port access for U.S. naval vessels, could
encourage further anti-American sentiment within the region or
in other regions under American influence, It must also be
pointed out that the New zealand ban similarly affects the
United Kingdom's naval vessels,

16..47 Largely because of these concerns the provisions of
the SPNFZ Treaty were worded not to threaten U.S. involvement or
access in the region. As the Department of Foreign Affairs
stated in the 24 October 1985 issue of the

Disarmament Newsletter:

The objective of the Treaty is to enhance regional
security. U.S. involvement in the region through
ANZUS and other less formal arrangements is in the
view of the Australian Government to the security
benefit of the region. Port access in the region
for U.5. naval vessels, and by implication,
transit through the region, is essential if the
U.S. is to continue to play this role, It is not
practicable to ask the U.S, to send only
non-nuclear units to the region,20

16.48 Despite the fact that U.S. involvement in the region
is not hampered by the SPNFZ Treaty, the United States has not
signed the Treaty Protocols and has indicated that it will not
do so. Thus, while the Treaty does not prevent a continued
American presence in the region it is likely that the Treaty
will not provide a guarantee that the region will remain free
from any nuclear confrontation, It can be argued that the region
would be affected by nuclear war whether or not weapons are
located there. While this argument may be valid under certain
circumstances, the seriousness and extent of regional
consequences would depend on the location and scale of the
military conflict,

16.49 verification and Freedom of the Seas. As described
earlier, the SPNFZ Treaty is based on the principle of freedom
of navigation and overflight of the zone by external parties.
According to the Department of Foreign Affairs, restrictions on
such transit would be contrary to international law and
impossible to enforce,
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«es Forum Members do not have the power to
legislate beyond their areas of jurisdiction.
International Law including the Law of the Sea
Convention (of which all Forum Members are
beneficiaries) upholds freedom of navigation and
overflight of the high seas and rights of innocent
passage through territorial seas. A Treaty which
purported to legislate away these rights as they
relate to nuclear capable ships would not only be
rejected by the international community but would
also be unenforceable and therefore ineffective.

16,50 Verification and jurisdiction are aiso the principle
reasons why certain provisions of the Treaty - stationing of
nuclear weapons for example - are restricted to thg territory of
the parties rather than the zone as a whole. This is reasonable
given the geographic area covered by the zone and the balance
between territorial lands and international waterways. But other
provisions - such as dumping of radioactive wastes ~ apply to
the zone as a whole and the guestion has to be asked whether the
same verification and jurisdictional problems apply there as
well. It is difficult, for example, to see how the control
system proposed under Article 8 of the Treaty could be used to
verify compliance with the provisions of Article 7 (prevention
of dumping).

16,51 Some critics of the Treaty have argued that, as
currently worded, it effectively allows the stationing.or
storage of nuclear explosive devices on ships located in
harbours. This issue was addressed by the SPNFZ Working Group
which reported that:

In considering the definition of stationing, the
Working Group also addressed such issues as
whether the definition should include a time
element to cover, for example, the duration or
pattern of port visits. It was noted that the
principles adopted by Forum Heads of Government
had explicitly stated that the sovereign right of
a country to decide on port access was .
unqualified. Moreover, the utility of such a time
frame was questioned since the circumstances of
port visits varied considerably. It was also noted
that should any party have doubts or questions
concerning the duration or pattern of visits it
would be open to it to resort to the consultation
provisions of the draft Treaty in order to seek
clarification.

The Committee accepts that the Treaty enables ships carrying
large numbers of nuclear weapons to visit the ports of SPNFZ
Treaty Parties for extended periods, and for othg: such vessels
to relieve them from time to time, thereby ensuring a continuous



500,

presence of nuclear weapons at a particular location Th

: C . e
S:mmlgtee considers that such a possibility is unavoidable given
sc:ﬂ;;ggtoogl@emger states to allow ship visits but that the
ot TRety. utlined above as proposed by the critics is very

16.52 Moreover, the 'stationing' provisions of ti

: he
would not allgw for the transfer of nuclear weapons to gfgiﬁd
forces operating on the territory of the Treaty partner,
However, it would allow for the restocking of the magazines for
nuclear armed fleet from the store ship. Significantly, it would
also allow for the nuclear weapons store ship to be an aircraft
carrier and to operate nuclear-armed aircraft from its decks.

16,53 International Recognition, According to the Department
N . -
of Foreign Affairs, the SPNF Treaty has been wide] welcomed
’ Z A'4 W ly 1 com

The Third NPT Review Conference, representin

130 countries, including 3 nuclear seapon stgtgzer
(U.?.A., UK and USSR), welcomed the Treaty as an
achievement in accordance with Article VII of the
NPT, Some 30 delegations to the Review Conference,
covering all regional groups, referred to the
Treaty in statements to the conference, 23

As the only regional arms control treat i

; Yy since the Tlatelolco
greagy, the SPNFZ is aiso posited as an important international
evelopment that will provide added incentive to those countries
promoting similar measures for their own regions.

16.54 A key consideration in the Treaty's i i

X C . y's international
gtag:s is the attltudes.of the nuclear powers. Formal acceptance
Y e two superpowers in particular is important because it
would accord the SPNFZ Treaty equal status with the other
:giszmggt: such 2slt2e Tlatelolco Treaty. Further, it would

powerful disincentive against i i

Treaty obyiemeirol gainst members breaking their

16.55 The five nuclear powers have all been prepar

time or another, to endorse the deneral value ofpnugle:g'wzgp::e
free_zones, although the attitude of each of the five towards
particular zone proposals has varied according to the region in
question, the nature of the proposal, and its impact on the
regional and global security concerns of each party. In the case
of the Treaty of Tlate;olco, all five nuclear weapon states have
2§sgiSfd ttat it has either advanced their security interests,
pzotocofgf not damaged them, and all have signed the additional

16.56 At the time of writing, non i
. ’ e of the five nuclear
powers.hgd signed the SPNFZ Treaty and prospects of formal
éecogn:tzon'appear to vary from state to state, China supported
ew Zealand's 1975 proposal and it appears to favour approaches
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which go much further than either Tlatelolco or Rarotonga. This
would seem to suggest that it could be expected to endorse the
SPNFZ proposal. The United Kingdom, too, might be expected to
pledge observance, particularly as its maritime rights have been
assured, although British policy on huclear weapon free zones
has tended to follow that of the United States. Thus its final
attitude is likely to be influenced by the position adopted by
the United States, The Soviet Union has been a longstanding
advocate of nuclear weapon f£ree zones although its support has
tended to be strongest for zones that are close to its own
territory. It has generally taken the line that zones should not
perpetuate an American advantage and so presumably would prefer
to see a more comprehensive proposal which banned both ship
visits and the location of military support facilities in the
region, On the other hand, it stands to gain considerable
political kudos by supporting a zone which, in real terms, has
little impact on its deployment capabilities.

16.57 As described earlier, the United States has made it
clear that it will not accept zone proposals which would
restrict the exercise of its high seas freedoms, which are
unverifiable, which disturb existing security arrangements, and
which deny the right of individual parties to a treaty to grant
or deny transit privileges including poxt calls and overflights
to other states. While the SPNFZ Treaty meets these requirements
the security concerns remain a major stumbling block. With
nuclear proliferation not being an issue in the region and with
the Soviet presence hardly visible, the U,S. does not see any of
its major security goals being served by such a zone and will
need to be convinced otherwise for it to formally recognise the
Treaty. The United States may also be reluctant to sign a treaty
which® prohibits French nuclear testing since it could then be
criticised for employing double standards.

16.58 While the American concerns may be legitimate there
are some advantages in them signing the three protocols. These
include:

a. the Treaty tends to legitimise U.S. involvement
in the region and would act to contain any
future attempts to establish a more radical
nuclear-free zone;

b. it would help to retain the support and good
faith of the Pacific Island nations;

¢. it would strengthen the non-proliferation
regime in the South Pacific and so lessen the
risks of horizontal proliferation in the
future;

d, it would demonstrate that the United States is
serious about disarmament and arms control; and

e. it would offset any political advantages that
the Soviet Union may gain by unilaterally
recognising the Treaty.
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16.59 France has indicated that. it will continue its nuclear
testing program in the Pacific and so is likely not to sign the
Treaty. This has always been recognised by Australia. In its
October issue of the Dj amept ter, the Department of
Foreign Affairs stated that:

We have no delusions about France's position, It
has said that it will continue to test at Moruroa
as long as it needs to. We see the Treaty as
placing additional pressure on France to cease
testing in the South Pacific., It means that the
countries of the region have given effect to their
total opposition to nuclear testing in a document
of treaty status. This is a reflection of how
seriously the matter is taken by Forum Members and
France will need to take account of that.

While France has a continued interest in nuclear testing, it has
no interest in the deployment of nuclear weapons in the region
other than for testing purposes.

16.60 Thus it would seem that France, the United States, the
United Kingdom and the Soviet Union have their own grounds for
not signing at least some of the protocols to the SPNFZ Treaty
and so it is likely to be some time before formal recognition
will be afforded by even a majority of the nuclear powers, The
support of the major nuclear weapon states is important for
securing international recognition and increasing pressure on
France to stop nuclear testing at Moruroa. It is not critical to
the effective operation of the Treaty however - which requires
only ratification by eight signatories - nor should it
necessarily erode support among the remainder of the
international community.

16.61 Value as an arms control mechanism. The basic
objectives of the arms control process are to limit and reverse
the continued spread of armaments, to reduce the risks and
conseguences of nuclear war and to reduce expenditure on
military weapons and. capabilities., A major criticism of the
SPNFz Treaty is that it does not contribute to any of these
objectives in a new or significant way. It does not prevent the
continued transit through the region of nuclear armed ships or
their visits to port facilities, Tt has no bearing on the
policies of South Pacific States concerning location of other
military facilities or forces on their territories including
those used to support nuclear weapons. It will not reduce the
prospect of the region being involved in a nuclear war or its
member states being targeted with nuclear weapons.,

16.62 Some even argue that the zone will have a
counterproductive effect. On the one hand, there are those who
consider that the zone will undermine existing security
provisions by providing a further incentive to regional and
extra-regional states to restrict US access and involvement.

503.

Others consider that the zone legitimises American nuclear
involvement in the South Pacific, and‘constra;ng attempts to
institute more radical restrictions on nuclear involvement. Both
groups assert that the Treaty makes no contribution to arms
control and that we would be better off without it.

16.63 These criticisms tend to overlook the positive aspegts
of the Treaty. First, it does make a number of advances, albeit
modest ones, to the cause of arms control. The SPNFz Treaty:

a. extends the present NPT regime to prohibit
present and future stationing.of nqclgar
explosive devices on territories within the
zone, and it requires Kiribati and vanuatu -
who are currently not signatorigs to the NPT -
to forfeit the option of acquiring or
possessing such. devices;

b. provides a further signal to Indonesia and_
other Southeast Asian nations that Australia
has renounced any future intention to develop
or possess nuclear weapons;

c. would formalise the non-use guarantee and would
commit the superpowers not to deploy nuclear
weapons into the territories of zone states. .
While they have shown no indication to do so in
the past, such an option could not be ruled out
in the future;

&

introduces a significant initiative.to‘prevent
the dumping of radiocactive wastes within the
South Pacific; and

e. provides a basis for extending the prov;sions
and scope of the zone at a later date, in
particular those relating to nuclear dumping.

16.64 Thus in many respects, the Treaty play§ gn.lmportant
preventative role in prohibiting the future acquisition or
stationing of nuclear weapons within the South Pacific, either
by zone states or by the nuclear powers, It also takes a
significant step in establishing a South Pac1f1clReg1ona1 .
Environment Program Convention and Protocqls against sea dumping
of radioactive waste in the region. In'thls second regarq,
however, there may be benefit in pursuing such a convention
separately since it could well be easier to persuade the ngclear
powers to accept restrictions on tpe;r high seas freedoms in
relation to dumping than as a subsidiary part of a Treaty
dealing with nuclear weapons.
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16.65 The SPNFZ also plays an important political role which
should not be underestimated,

a., The SPNFZ will place further pressure on the
French Government over its nuclear testing
program, particularly if it is signed by the
four other nuclear powers. This was a major
objective of the proposal and is better served
by a formal Treaty which prohibits testing, no
matter how restricted the other provisions may
be;

b. it complements and strengthens the existing
non-proliferation regime which is centred on
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty;

¢. it extends the areas covered by existing
nuclear weapon free zones; and

d. it provides a further incentive and example for
the establishment of nuclear weapon free zones
in other regions, Of particular importance to
Australia is the possibility that it may foster
further progress in the Indian Ocean Zone of
Peace proposal and the establishment of a
similar zone in Southeast Asia. The
introduction of a nuclear weapon-free zone in
Southeast Asia could be an important step both
in containing future superpower involvement and
in constraining proliferation by states in the
region.

16.66 A comprehensive nuclear weapon free zone? An issue of
some concern is whether the zone created by the Treaty of
Rarotonga could, or should, be extended to incorporate more
rigorous prohibitions. As described earlier, this certainly
represents the view of many in the peace movement and was widely
canvassed in submissions to this inquiry. The general feeling
among these groups was that the zone should be extended to
include most of the Pacific region and that it should ban all
nuclear weapons and weapons-related involvement, whether on land
or sea, including the mining and export of uranium.

16.67 It is clear that there are a number of significant
reasons for not extending the provisions of the current SPNFZ
Treaty. They fall into two broad areas. The first set of reasons
relate to- the fact that most of the nuclear activities which a
comprehensive zone treaty would seek to prohibit fall outside
the legal jurisdiction of the South Pacific States, Under
international law no country has the right (and, in this case,
the resources) to enforce more restrictive provisions other than
those applying to their own territories. The second reason
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relates to the security concerns of the various parties .
involved. As Greg Fry stated, any attempt to extend the Treaty
prohibitions to cover missile testing, port visits, or the
continued presence of defence facilities:

... would immediately be seen as a challenge to
ANZUS, and more broadly, to the region's security
connection with the United States. It would be
seen as such in Washington, in most of the Pacific
Island countries and by the majority of the
electorate in Australia. The opposition such a
move would provoke is formidable. This is not only
because of the basically pro-ANZUS view of the
region; but also because that view is
uncompromising. For ANZUS supporters, any move to
constrain United States' involvement, and to
threaten ANZUS, would be seen as likely to lead to
regional insecurity and to make nuclear war more
likely by helping to upset the global balance
through contributing to a weakening of the West's
nuclear alliance. Such a proposal would not, then,
gain the support of the Australian electorate or
of most South Pacific governments,25

16.68 For the time being, the current provisions are
probably the best that can be established. Any move to extend
the Treaty would not occur without a prior reappraisal of our
nrational security interests and the role of the United States in
the region.

Conclusions and Committee Views

16.69 The Committee supports the concept of nuclear free
zones as a means of restricting or preventing the spread of
nuclear weapons and of limiting the risks and consequences of
nuclear war, The Committee recognises, however, that the
application of this concept is not a simple matter, and must
take into account a range of technical and political
considerations which will vary with time and from region to
region.

16.70 The Committee considers that the guidelines described
in the 1975 United Nations Comprehensive Study of the Question
c, 0. in i C. adequately
describe these considerations and serve as a reasonable basis

for defining and evaluating a nuclear weapon free zone. The
United Nations guidelines are that:

a. the proposal should be initiated by countries
from within the region and it should have the
support of all members states;

b, the proposed zone should preserve the regional
tat including existing security
arrangements;
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it should provide for the participation of all
states of military importance in the region;

(2]
B

d. it should have the support of the nuclear
weapon states;

e. its provisions should be capable of
verification;

£, the zone should have clearly defined and
recognised boundaries and it should take into
account existing international legal
provisions;

peaceful nuclear development should be allowed;
and

(-]
.

h. the specific provisions of the zone should be
negotiated between the regional member states
in the form of a multilateral treaty
establishing the zone in perpetuity.

16.71 The Committee has evaluated the South Pacific Nuclear
Free Zone Treaty in terms of these criteria as well as:

a. its effectiveness in freeing the South Pacific
region of the presence or possible use of
nuclear weapons; and

b, its contribution to disarmament and arms
control,

16.72 The Committee found that overall, the SPNFZ Treaty
satisfies or takes into account the criteria laid down in the
United Nations study. The zone itself has clearly defined
boundaries. The Treaty recognises the rights of other states
under international law to free passage through and over the
zone. It provides for peaceful nuclear devglopment under
internationally recognised safeguards. It includes procedures
for verification and control, It has the support of most Members
of the Pacific Forum. Most importantly in the Commlt?ee:s view,
the Treaty as currently worded does not undernmine existing
security arrangements or agreements affecting the region since
it does not threaten United States' involvement in the region,

16.73 The Committee is concerned over some specific aspects
relating to the Treaty. These are that:

a. the verification and control procedu;es may be
inadequate for detecting covert dumping of
radioactive wastes within the region;

b. to be fully effective, the Treaty needs to be
formally recognised by the nuclear weapon
states; and
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€. progress towards establishing an overall
Convention against dumping radioactive waste in
the Pacific may be hampered by incorporating
anti-dumping provisions into what effectively
is a nuclear weapon free zone treaty. This
could be overcome by establishing the
anti-dumping provisions as a separate protocol
to the Treaty.

16.74 The Committee found that while the SPNFz Treaty is
consistent with the guidelines laid down by the United Nations,
it nonetheless falls short of achieving the basic objective of
such UNdefined zones: to ensure freedom from all nuclear
weapons. This is because of the nature of the zone itself -
comprising predominantly international waterways - and the fact
that the Treaty had to take account of the varying security
concerns of the Pacific Forum states, especially those
supporting the retention of an American Presence in the region.
The Treaty is thus. essentially a consensus document,
representing the highest common factor in regional opinion.

16.75 The Committee considers that the SPNFZ Treaty plays a
useful role in extending the non-proliferation regime and in
preventing the future stationing of nuclear weapons within the
South Pacific, Subject to the concurrence of the nuclear weapon
states, it also formalises US and Soviet assurances that nuclear
weapons would not be used or threatened to be used against zone
states, More importantly, the SPNFZ is important politically
since it refocuses attention on the role of nuclear weapon free
zones, places further pressure on the French to halt nuclear
testing in the Pacific, and it could stimulate the development
or progress of other zone proposals, especially those affecting
the adjoining areas in the Indian Ocean and Southeast Asia.

16.76 The Committee notes that the zone has been widely
acclaimed within the international community as the first
significant regional arms. control proposal since the 1971 Seabed
Treaty. The Committee accepts that the Treaty does not require
the formal recognition of the nuclear powers for it to be
accepted internationally. Nonetheless, it considers that the
spirit and provisions of the Treaty would be strengthened if at
least the major nuclear powers signed the Treaty Protocols. The
Committee considers that the SPNFZ does not undermine the
security interests of the superpowers and could increase them in
the longer term by limiting superpower competition and thereby
ensuring regional stability.
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CHAPTER 17

URANIUM MINING AND AUSTRALIA'S ROLE
IN THE NUCLEAR FUETL CYCLE

Introduction

17.1 Some submissions to the inquiry, especially from some
Peace groups, argued that Australia contributes both directly and
indirectly to the prospects of horizontal nuclear Proliferation,
and its attendant risks, by continuing to mine and export
Uranium. They considered that we should cease to market uranium
and withdraw completely from the civilian nuclear fuel cycle, The
Australian Government and the Opposition, on the other hand,
believe that Australia's refusal to supply uranium would have

horizontal proliferation or of encouraging others to act to
reduce the threat of proliferation. The Government and the
OPchsition further argue that any decision to cease uranium

17.2 This Chapter considers the arguments for and against
these propositions. It begins with a description of the nuclear
fuel cycle, and Australia’'s current involvement in it, including
the Government's justification for its present policies. It then
outlines and discusses the criticisms that have been made of
Australia's involvement in the nuclear fuel ¢ycle under the
following headings:

a. the connection between nuclear power and
nuclear weapons;

o
N

safeguarding against diversion from the
civilian nuclear fuel cycle; and

C. the export and use of Australian uranium.

Many of the arguments that have been raised have been considered
in detail in the Australian Science and Technology Council's
(ASTEC) recent report ia’ i :

Cyclel ana the Government's response to that report. The
Conmittee makes considerable use of the ASTEC report in
Presenting its own findings and conclusjons.

The Nuclear Puel Cycle

17.3 The set of activities involved in the production of
nuclear power is shown diagrammatically in Figure 17.1, and
involves the following major functions:

a. Mining and Milling of Uranium. Uranium ore is
extracted from the ground, crushed, ground to a
powder and leacheg, usvally in sulphuric acid,
to dissolve the uranium. The uranium is then
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Figure 17.1 The nuclear fuel cycle

uranium mines cogx%rslon 1o enrichment
and mills hexaftuoride
recovered uranium
conversion
plutonium tofuel

by-products

waste storage:

Source: Adapted {rom ASTEG, Australia’s Rols in the Nuclear Fuel Cycla,
Canberra, AGPS, 1984, p.49,
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separated and precipitated as a concentrate
known as yellowcake. It i1s stored and
transported as a granular solid in steel drums.
According to ASTEC's recent report, the
security of yellowcake is not as necessary as
it is in later stages of the fuel cycle:
yellowcake is usually treated just as a
valuable, and mildly radiocactive product. An
alternative fuel source is the mineral manazite
which contains thorium which can be converted
by exposure to neutrons to the fissile isotope
U233.

Refinement and Conversion. Yellowcake is first
refined to produce uranium oxide (UO32), and
then is converted to uranium hexafluoride (UFg)
which is a white solid at room temperature but
a gas above 560 Celcius. UFg is stored in
special steel pressure vessels and requires no
special shielding. ASTEC notes that although
UFg has 'relatively low proliferation
significance, it is safeguarded and given
physical protection because it is in_a form
which is convenient for enrichment',

Enrichment. Nuclear fission, whether controlled
or uncontrolled, requires a higher
concentration of the isotope U235 than occurs
naturally (uranium is made up of two principal
isotopes, U235 and U238 where the latter
isotope is slightly heavier than U235). At
present, the principal methods of preparing
enriched uranium are gaseous diffusion and
centrifugation. Other methods are under
investigation, including laser separation which
would simplify the enrichment process.
According to the ASTEC report:

... enrichment plants are potentially sensitive
sites for possible diversion of nuclear
material from civilian use into weapons
production; they are one of the two points most
sensitive to diversion in the fuel cycle ...
because of their inherent capability to produce
weapons usable material.3

Fuel Fabrication. Once enriched, the UFg is
converted into uranium oxide (UO2) or to
uranium carbide or uranium metal. For oxide
fuel, the U0y powder is compressed into small
pellets, and inserted into tubes made of heat
resistant steel or zirconium alloy. These
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tubes, or fuel rods, are sealed so that the
fission products produced during radiation in
tge nuclear reactor cannot escape. ASTEC notes
that:

If the material used in the fuel rods is highly
enriched, there is a correspondingly greater
need to ensure that diversion of material does
not occur. However, most reactors use only
slightly enriched (around three to four per
cent) uranium (U235 isotope) in their fuel rods
(the principal exception is fuel for some
research reactors), and the material in these
rods would require substantial further
enrichment before it could be used in weapons.4

e. Reprocessing spent fuel. Irradiated fuel
contains a mixture of unused uranium plus
plutonium and other activities bred in the
reactor, and the fission products., The
separation of unused uranium and plutonium is
the main reason for reprocessing so that they
can be re-used as fuel, The ASTEC report states
that it is important to note that this process
separates the uranium, plutonium and fission
products into different streams.

Since concentrated plutonium, and slightly
enriched uranium, are separated in the process,
reprocessing plants are regarded as sensitive
to diversion risks_in a similar way to uranium
enrichment plants,

17.4 In addition to its various fuel components, the
nuclear fuel cycle produces a number of waste products which
present a range of handling and storage problems. Much of the
waste produced is radioactive with lifetimes ranging from less
than a minute to many thousands of years. Exposure to
radioactive waste can pose significant problems to individuals
and, over longer periods, whole populations, and so it needs to
be carefully managed. This is particularly so during any
transportation phase.

17.5 One important variant in the nuclear fuel cycle is the
so-called 'breeder reactor' in which the number of fissile
nuclei produced or bred during the fission process is greater
than the number of fissile nuclei concurrently destroyed. The
type of breeder reactor currently being developed produces
plutonium from uranium U238, while consuming plutonium and
uranium U235. To date, France is the only country to have begun
building a commercial power station utilising a breeder reactor,
although Great Britain, West Germany and the Soviet Union have
either deyeloped or are in the process of developing prototype
reactors.
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17.6 As described in Chapter 5, nuclear warheads are made
out of highly enriched uranium (approximately 90 per cent U235
concentration compared with only 2 to 5 per cent for use in a
nuclear reactor) or plutonium, Weapons-grade fissile material is
obtained by enriching uranium ore - using either physical
processes such as centrifuging or by using lasers to ionise the
U235 for subsequent extraction - or by extracting plutonium from
fuel that has been irradiated in a nuclear reactor (by chemical.
reprocessing or laser isotope separation). All means are complex
and expensive although laser isotope separation offers a number
of potential advantages over current gaseous diffusion or
centrifuge techniques. These include lower levels of capital
investment, a simplified enrichment process, an ability to
extract all U235 isotopes from the uranium ore (current methods
leave a small percentage in the waste) and a potential to be
used in both the enrichment and reprocessing process./’

17.7 The possibility that key materials and technologies
may be diverted from the civil fuel cycle and used for military
purposes is recognised by governments and industry. This has led
to the adoption of an extensive system of internationally
recognised safeguards which cover all elements of the nuclear
fuel cycle and which are administered by the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). In addition a number of countries,
including Australia, have their own bjilateral safeguards '
agreements which complement and extend the IAEA procedures and
requirements. As evidenced by the recent accident at the

Chernobyl nuclear plant in the Soviet Union, an effective and
comprehensive system of industry standards and safequards is

also required to protect the civilian population and workers in

the field from the highly toxic by-products of the civilian and.
military nuclear fuel cycles. The Committee notes that nuclear
facilities in the West have in place stringent safety measures

that would prevent the release of radioactive substances in the

event of such accidents.

Australia's Involvement in the Nuclear Fuel Cycle

17.8 Australia's current involvement in the nuclear fuel
cycle was described in detail in the ASTEC report referred to
above. Australia is involved principally through the mining ang
export of uranium ore, or yellowcake. Australia has very
significant uranium resources {see Table 17.1) but. to date has
not been a major exporter, supplying only some eight per cent of
all the uranium produced by the non-communist bloc countries.
(see table 17.2). Until recently only two facilities in
Australia produced yellowcake: Jabiru (Ranger) and Nabarlek,
both of which are in the Northern Territory. In November 1983
the Government agreed that the Roxby Downs uranium mining
project in South Australia could go ahead, and that the Ranger
and Nabarlek operations. could continue.

17.9 Since 1977 Australja has contracted to supply over

55 000 tonnes of uranium with current contracts effective
through to 1996 (Table 17.3). Despite the fact that there is at
present an oversupply of uranium and that most consuming

Table 17.1: Est;’tmated World Resources of Uranium Tonnes of
(1

Uranium 1983
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Cost, Range to Cost Range
US$B0/kg U (2) US5$80-130/kgU(2)
(US$30/1b U305} (US$30-50/Ib U30)

Country Estimated Estimated
Reasonably Additional Reasonably Additiona)
Assured Resourees Assured Resources
Resources(3)  Category 1(4)  Resources(3)  Category 1(4)
Algeria (5) 23 400 - - -
Argentina {5} 16 900 6 300 4 000 -
Australia (6) 474 000 235 000 64 000 128 000
Brazil {7) 130 600 73 900 - -
Canada (8} 176 o000 181 000 9 000 48 000
France 56 200 26 600 11 300 6 300
Gabon 18 700 1 300 4 700 & 300
Indin 31 700 4 800 10 900 14 600
Namibia 119 goo 30 000 16 000 23 000
Niger (5) 144 000 47 700 - -
South Africa 191 000 99 000 122 000 48 000
Sweden 2 000 300 37 000 43 000
USA 131 300 30 400 275 900 $2 200
Other Countries (3) 70 200 14 700 62 200 36 600
TOTAL 1 585 000 751 000 617 000 408 000

1)

2

@)

"

(s)

&)
(4]

(8)

)]

Source: Australia's Role in the Nuclear Fuel Cycle, p.89-90.

Data for countrics other than Australia from Uranium - Resources,
Production and Demend. Joint report by the uclear Encrgy
Agency and the International Atomic Encrgy Agency (Paris) 1983. No
estimates are available for the USSR, Eastern, Eurepe and China.

US$ per kilogram U is the accepted international method of quoting
yelloweake costs and prices. These cost categories must not be confused
with market prices; previous development costs or profits are not inelu-
ded. US$80 per kilogram U = US$30/lb U30g approximately.

Reasonably Assured Resources refers to uranium that oceurs in known
mineral deposits of such size, grade and configuration that it could be
recovered within the given production cost ranges, with currently
proven mining and processing technology. Estimates of tonnage and
grade are based on specific sample data and measurements of the
deposits and on ge of deposit ch: risties.

Assured Resources have a high assurance of existence and in the cost
category below US$80/kgU (USS$30/1b U30g) are considered as Reserves.

Estimated Additional Resources - Category 1 refers to uranium in
addition to th ted to ocecur,
mostly on the basis of direct geological evidence, In extensions of well
explored deposits and in deposits in which geological continuity has been
established but where specific data and measurements of the deposits
and knowledge of the deposits' characteristics are considered to be
inadequate to classify the resources as RAR. Such deposits can be
delineated and the uranium subsequently recovered, all within the given
cost ranges. Estimates of tonnage and grade are based on such
sampling &s is available and. on knowledge of the deposit characteristies
as determined In the best known parts of the deposit or in similar
deposits. Less relisnce can be placed on the estimates in this category
than on those for RAR.

National total published as mineable resources has been adjusted by
BMR for milling losses assumed a5 10%.

Data for Australia compiled by BMR as at 31 December 1983.

National total pubdlished as in situ resources has been adjusted by BMR
for mining and milling losses assumed as 20%.

The resources for Canada are reported as being mincable at prices vp
to Can$L30 per kilogram U and between Can$130-200 per kilogram U.

Austria, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chile, Denmark {Green~
lend), Egypt, Finland, Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Italy,
Japan,. Republic of Korea, Mexico, Peru, Portugal, Somalia, Spain,
Turkey, Zaire.
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Table 17.2: Uranium Production (Non-Communist Countries) Tonnes . Table 17.3 Current Australian Bilateral Safeguards
Uranium i Agreements and Uranium Exports
‘ Country/Institution Date of Signature Contracted
! of Safeguard Quantity
f Agreement (tonnes U308)
|
g 1AEA 10.7.1974
} Finland 20.7.1978 816
Country Pre-1977 1977 1978 1979 1980  1S81 1982  1983(1) i Philippines 8.8.1978
Republic of Korea 2,.5,1979 2268
Argentina 339 98 109 134 187 128 155 200 ‘ United States 5-7-4919 3969 (1)
Australia 8159 35 516 705 1561 2860 4453 3700 ' gmted Kingdom. 2;;%%? 2359
Belgium(2) - - - - 20 0 40 40 ! rance S
Brazit - - - - - 4 290 300 . Canada 9,3,1981
Canada 112 080(3) 5790 6 800 6820 7150 7 720. 8 080 7 500 Sweden 18.3.1981 2858
Finland 30 - - - - - - - i Euratom (2) 21.9.1981 19082 (3)
moonimotwmonmolm ol o cwm o i @
abon 22 3
Germany FR 1518 15 35 25 34 36 34 0 " Japan 5.3.1982 21990
Japan 38 3 2 2 5 3 5 7 '
Namibia $94 2340 2697 3840 4042 3971 3776 3 800{5) !
Niger: 6108 1609 2060 3620 4100 4 3606) 4 259(6) n.a. ! sales contracts held by Energy Resources of
Portugal 1932 95 98 114 82 102 113 100 I Australia Ltd (ERA): the parties to those

J Notes: 1. The US total does not include material under two
|

South Africa 75332 3360 3961 4797 6146 6131 5816 5800 : contracts have for commercial reasons decided not

Spaln i woo1sl 1800 180 178 150 180 | to publish full details of the tonnages involved.

USA 209 800 11 500 14 200 14 408 16 804 14 793 10 331 7 500(7) ' N . s

Zaire 25 600(3) - - - - - - - 2. Covering Belgium, Demmark, Federal Republic of
Germany, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands and UK.

TOTAL 472 436 28 347 33 874 38 117 43 988 43 892 41 331 38 000

7 Estimated (2} Uranium from Imported phosphates ! 3. FR Germany

{3) Pre-1938 data not available (4) Plus 120 tonnes uranium of foreign origin. |

(5} Secretariat Estimate {6) CEA - Repport Annuel (1981, 1982) i 4. Belgium

(1) Production in the US in 1983 is expected to fall between 7,500 and 8,300 ’

tonnes. Source: Extracted from Department of Resources and
; Energy, Submission, pp 51148-50.

Source: Australia's Role in the Nuclear Fuel Cycle, p.91.
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countrigs holé large stockpiles of the ore, it is likely
there will continue to be market opportunities for
Australian uranium. As the ASTEC report noted:

This is because assurance of energy supply is a
basic requirement for national security. Countries
without adeguate indigenous energy sources seek to
diversify their sources of supply. Countries with
nuclear power programs therefore wish to obtain
their uranium supplies from several sources and
from politically stable countries. Australia is
such a country, with an established record as a
reliable supplier of raw materials to world
markets. ...

A.large part of the uncommitted demand for uranium
will come from the United States' market. This has
been supplied to a large extent in the past by
domestic mines, but many of these are now
uneconomic and some have ceased production. In
this situation, United States' utilities will turn
zncreasingly to Canada and Australia for future
suppl ies.

The report also noted that in recent years, 'uranium has.
become a major export item for Australia’ where the annual
value of uranium exports 'increased from $70 million in 1978
to over $360 million in 1982'. In addition, it was
anticipated that the annual value of Australian uranium
exports could 'rise to over $1 000 million by 1993, The
total value of exports in the decade 1984 to 1993 could
exceed $6 000 million'.® In its Australian Mi

n i i , the Bureau of
Mineral Resources reported that the value of uranium exports
for the three years 1983 to 1985 were $296 million,

$312 million and $315 million respectively.

17.10 All export and subsequent transfer, processing and
use of Australian uranium takes place under the provisions.
of special bilateral safeguards agreements between Austral ia
and its customer countries whether Nuclear Weapon States
(MS) or Non-Nuclear Weapon States {NMAS). According to the
Department of Resources and Energy:

the fundamental undertaking Australia requires
from all importing countries in their bilateral
agreements with Australia ... is that Australian
origin nuclear material (AONM) will be used for
peaceful purposes only and not be diverted to
military or explosive purposes and that AONM will
be covered by IAEA safeguards to verify compliance
with this.10
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17.11 The basic conditions required to be met by a
country wishing to import Australian uranium were also
described by the Department as follows:

a. in case of a country which is a Non-Nuclear
Weapon State (NNWS), the country is a party to
the NPT and has in force an NPT safeguards
agreement with the IAEA whereby IAEA safeguards
are applied to that country's entire nuclear
industry; and

b. in the case of a country which is a Nuclear
Weapon State (MWS), the country accepts that
the uranium Australia supplies be covered by a
safeguards agreement with the IAEA, under which
the IAEA may apply safeguards to a selection of
those facilities offered b{ the country for the
application of safeguards.ll

The Department noted that in the latter case, the arrangement
covering the supply of AONM:

... is a voluntary agreement providing less than
NPT safeguards. In these cases states accept the
application of IAEA safeguards only to specific
facilities (amongst which the Agency can choose
for the purpose) and/or the nuclear material that
passes through them, thus excluding some nuclear
activities from IAEA safeguards.l?

17.12 Other basic elements of Australia's bilateral
safequards agreements include 'fall back' safeguards in the
event IAEA safequards lapse (for the case of non-nuclear weapon
states) or should the Agency cease to apply safeguards in the
case of nuclear weapon states; prior consent rights over
sensitive operations such as reprocessing of spent fuel,
enrichment of AONM beyond 20 per cent U235; and protection to
ensure against possible sabotage or theft of AONM in nuclear
facilities or during transport. In addition, current policy and
agreements provide administrative arrangements to ensure
effective fulfilment of the obligations contained in the
agreements and regular consultation to monitor their operations.
There are also provisions for arbitration in case of dispute as
well as sanctions in the event of non-compliance including,
ultimatei%, the suspension or cancellation of further transfers
of AONM. The safequards agreements are administered by the
Australian Safequards Office, which is part of the Department of
Resources and Energy. Subject to the agreement of the parties
involved, each bilateral agreement may be amended either in
accordance with international law (in the case of the United
Kingdom and the Dnited States) or in line with the provisions
contained in the treaty. According to ASTEC:
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The approach to revision mechanisms in the
agreements, consistent with international law, has
been to emphasise the need for mutval
acceptability of proposed changes, recognising the
need for improvement in non-prol iferation
controls, while avoiding retrospective application
s(unl]t.ess mutually agreed) or interruptions to
upply.

17.13 Since its safeguards poli was established in 197
Australia has brought into force elgen nuclear safegu;rds 7
agreements covering seventeen countries and the IAEA (Table
17.3). ASTEC draws attention to the fact that Australia's
efforts in the field have pioneered approaches since taken up by
other countries:

In the area of bilateral safeguards agreements
Austgalia has pioneered the development of the
application of consent rights to retransfers of
nuclear material and to the reprocessing of spent
fue:!.. This has been done in a way which provides
stringent controls while respecting the technical
and operational requirenents of customer
countries. These developments have formed the
basis of new Canadian and United States' policies
and are regarded internationally as a valuable
step forward in keeping the balance between
assurance of non-proliferation and assurance of
supply which underlies the non-proliferation
regime. Another Australian initiative has been the
development of review mechanisms in nuclear
safeguards arrangements and Australia's approach
15 now the model on which international
dlsgussions are taking place. Detailed
Administrative Arrangements to ensure the
_effective fulfilment of the obligations contained
in safeqguards agreements were also developed first
by Australia.

17.1:5 In addition to its involvement as a supplier of
uranium, Australia conducts research and development work on
nuc}ear reactors, the uranium enrichment process, and
radioactive waste management, including solidifying high-level
"vaste into an artifical mineral (known as synthetic rock or
synroc'). The former research is done largely through the
Australian Atomic Energy Commission, which maintains a small
nuclear reactor at Lucas Heights in New South Wales. The reactor
is used for research purposes as well as to produce radioactive
isotopes for medical, industrial and agricultural use. The
synthet§c rock was developed by Professor Ringwood at the
Australian National University. The Australian Government has
allocated over $4.6 million to research and development of
'synroc'.16
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17.15 By virtue of its long interest and involvement in
nuclear technologies and the nuclear fuel cycle, Australia has
been on the International Atomic Energy Agency Board of
Governors since the Agency's inception in 1957. The role of the
IAEA was detailed in Chapter 5 and comprises two basic elements:
to foster and advise on the development of peaceful uses of
nuclear energy throughout the world, and to apply safeguards to
ensure that nuclear materials and egquipment intended for
peaceful use are not diverted to military purposes or that
safeqguarded facilities are not used to produce materials for
military or explosive purposes., Australia has played an active
part in the Agency's committees and working groups such as the
International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Evaluation (1977-1980), the
IAEA Export Group on International Plutonium Storage (1978-~1983)
and the IAEA Board of Governor's Committee on Assurances of
Supply. Australia has also participated in a range of other
associated activities and initiatives and by these means is able
to maintain a high profile in international attempts to promote
non-proliferation measures.

17.16 In addition, in accordance with Article II of the NPT,
Australia has provided nuclear technical assistance directly to
other NPT parties through the International Atomic Energy
Agency. Australia has also played a significant role in the NPT
Review Conferences, chairing one of the two committees formed
during the 1980 Conference and promoting an initiative at the
1985 Conference requiring parties not to transfer nuclear
material, equipment or technology to non-nuclear weapon states
not party to the Treaty unless those states accept IAEA
safequards over all of their nuclear activities. Australia has
also circulated papers on Article III (Safeguards) and IV
{peaceful nuclear cooperation) to try and influence the
direction of debate on these matters. Article IV of the NPT
affirms the rights of all countries to use nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes. It also requires those countries in a
position to do so - such as Australia -~ to contribute to the
further development of nuclear energy in member countries,
particularly in non-nuclear weapon states and in developing
areas of the world.

17.17 The Government's policies on uranium are outlined and
explained in the publication i i ili

i . The publication states that there is no
single example of any nation using nuclear material under
international safeguards to produce nuclear weapons, and that
Australian bilateral safeguards go beyond those of the
International Atomic Agency to ensure that Australian uranium
cannot be diverted for use in a nuclear weapon program. The
publication counters the view that Australia should stop mining
and exporting uranium:

Cutting off the supply of uranium will not have
any effect in reducing the number of nuclear
weapons. in the world, It will seriously damage
arms control and disarmament and it could deal a
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serious below to the single most effective arms
control and disarmament measure in effect at the
r?ng;x)-nt = the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty

17.18 The Government claims that if Australia refused to
supply uranium, it could be replaced by 'any number of major
uranium exporters, such as Gabon, Niger, South Africa and
Namibia, which attach minimal or no non-proliferation safeguard
conditions to their supplies of uranium'. Furthermore, countries
requiring material for nuclear weapons are able to obtain it
from indigenous sources, albeit at a higher cost. The document
also claims that any announcement by Australia to curtail
uranium exports would strengthen the arguments of those
supporting the development of fast breeder reactors and so
contribute to an increase in the global stocks of plutonium.

17.19 . The publ ication points to Australia's obligations
under Article IV of the NPT to provide assistance in peaceful
nuclear technologies to other member states.

We cannot deny developing countries the sovereign
right to make their own decisions on what sort of
energy needs they have and what sort of energy
developments they want to pursue. We simply
cannot.

In these circumstances, what would be the result
if we failed to fulfil our obligations under
Article IV of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty? All those countries which already consider
that the safeguards provisions of the Treaty are
used to deny them adequate access to the
technology and material for the peaceful uses of
nuclear energy would be confirmed in their view.
They would then be able to argue that a major
supplier of world uranium was not prepared to
supply uranjium even under the strictest of
safeguards.

It also argues that Australia's seat on the IAEA Board of
Governors is becoming 'increasingly dependent® on its role as an
exporter of uranium, and that Australia's refusal to supply
uranium would 'undoubtedly weaken our capability and credibility
in addressing non—prolifefation and disarmament issues in the
international community'.l9 ]

17.20 The Government's position was generally supported by
the findings of the recent ASTEC inquiry. The overall conclusion
of the ASTEC report was:
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that Australia will be best able to make a
significant contribution if it is actively
involved in the nuclear fuel cycle. By such
involvement we consider that Australia will be
able to make a direct contribution to the
development of the civil nuclear fuel cycle in
ways that will increase global energy security,
help to strengthen the elements of the
non-proliferation regime and help to reduce the
risks of misuse of civil facilities and the
diversion of nuclear materials from civil to
military uses. Without such involvement we
consider that global enerdy security would be less
assured and our ability to strengthen the
non-proliferation regime and to influence future
developments in the fuel cycle would be reduced.
We do not wish to exaggerate Australia‘’s role in
matters related to the nuclear fuel cycle but, as
in most other human endeavours, it is only by
active involvement that Australia can expect to be
able to influence the future course of events.?

The report identified a number of potential problem areas
associated with the nuclear fuel cycle and horizontal
proliferation generally and recommended a number of initiatives
to improve and strengthen the present non-proliferation regime.
These included the suggestions that Australia:

a. promote the acceptance by supplier states not
to provide nuclear items to non-nuclear weapon
states which are not members of the NPT, or a
treaty of similar coverage, under which IAEA
safeguards are applied to all those states'
nuclear facilities at all times;

b. encourage further development of international

guidelines and procedures for the supply of

nuclear items with a view to ensuring that

countries which are parties to the NPT or a

treaty of similar coverage are advantaged;

further, that Australia encourage broader
participation in forums which are developing
lists of times which may form the basis of
countries' export control regulations;

c. continue to encourage the establishment of a
scheme to requlate effectively the storage and
use of sensitive nuclear material;

-7

actively encourage the concept that sensitive
facilities, particularly enrichment and
reprocessing plants, should be located in as
few countries as possible. At the same time
Australia should encourage the concept of joint
ownership and supervision of such facilities,
both in a global and regional context, and the
application to them of the most stringent
safeguards;
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e

take steps to ensure that nuclear material
extracted for nuclear purposes from Australian
ores after export would become subject to a
safeguards agreement to which Australia is a
party;

£. enter into discussions with governments of
countries with which Australia has no bilateral
safequards agreements and within whose
jurisdictions Australian origin nuclear
material is trans-shipped with a view to
concluding government to government
arrangements covering the application of
physical protection measures of such material;

(=]

seek agreement with its bilateral partners to
make public the texts of the Administrative
Arrangements, in such a way as to avoid adverse
implications for physical protection and
commercial confidentiality; and

=

encourage the development of international
quidelines and codes of practice for the
storage and disposal of spent fuel and high
level waste, including an agreed basis for
assessing the adequacy of waste form and
repository performance over long periods.

17.21 The report also recommended that Australia make every
effort to maintain and enhance its involvement and influence in
the IAEA and its activities and continue to research methods of
nuclear waste disposal. In the first context, the report noted
that through its Board membership, Australia has played an
important role in promoting consensus on some of the difficult
areas facing the IAEA, such as spent fuel management and
plutonium storage. The report warned however that:

It is possible that circumstances could arise in
which Australia could lose its designation. That
is not to say that Australia then would not, on
occasion, be elected to the Board on a fixed term
basis; but, should Australia lose its designated
seat, an important platform from which we can
support the international non-proliferation effort
would be denied us. Australia's designated status
depends mainly on our position as a supplier of
uranium and to some extent on the research and
development activities of the Australian Atomic
Energy Commission and the Australian scientific
and technological community, particularly in
relation to those neighbouring countries. It is
clearly desirable that Australia should maintain
and enhance its credentials for continued
membership of the Board.2

The Government has accepted all these recommendations.22
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Criticisms of Australia’s Involvement in the Nuclear Fuel Cycle

17.22 A number of submissions to this imguiry argued that
Australia contributes to the prospect of increased horizontal
and vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons and associated
technologies through the continued supply of uranium. The
arguments used to support this view were based, first, on the
belief that the civil and military nuclear fuel cycles and
technologies are inextricably linked so the mere availability of
civil nuclear technologies can facilitate military developments.

The Campaign Against Nuclear Energy, for example, argued that:

The acquisition of civil nuclear power capacity,
whilst not essential for the attainment of a
nuclear. weapons capability, is usually assumed by
military powers as the prelude to the achievement
of such a capability. This is illustrated by the
Israeli bombing of the Iraqui civil reactor in
June 1981l. The reactor was perceived by both the
Israelis and Irag as a means of Iraq[il]
development [of] nuclear weapons. The
international transfer of civil nuclear
technology, promoted under the Non-Proliferation
Treaty, has directly contributed to the horizontal
proliferation of nuclear weapons. India's
explosion of a nuclear weapon in 1974, whilst a
signatory to the NPT, effectively exploded the
myth of the peaceful atom and exposed the
inextricable link between the cigil and military
applications of nuclear energy.

17.23 A similar point was made by the Peace Research and
Resource Centre in Queensland which submitted that:

One of the central objections to nuclear power has
always been the risk of horizontal proliferation.
For nations not already members of the '"nuclear
weapon club', the temptation to use a civil
nuclear power programme to acquire the fissile
materials necessary for a credible weapons arsenal
has been very strong., Nuclear materials may be
diverted from an existing power cycle, reprocessed
or enriched, and placed in a weapons cycle.
Alternatively, purchase or even lease of
civil-standard nuclear materials for a nuclear
power programme may release weapons-grade
materials which can then be diverted into a
weapons programme. It was the latter route which
India took to develop its atomic bomb.24
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17.24 People for Nuclear Disarmament in Queensland algo
maintained that nuclear weapons can be produced from uranium
fuel that is used in civil reactors, thus further narrowing the
gap between civil and military applications.

Despite the conventional wisdom that bombs 'need’
reprocessed plutonium, reactor-grade can be used
directly in weapons. In 1977, a spokesperson for
the U.S. Energy Research and Development
Administration officially confirmed that the U.S.
has constructed and exploded a_nuclear bomb made
from reactor-grade plutonium.

17.25 Secondly, they were generally sceptical over whether
the existing nuclear safeguards regime can prevent div&_zr§ion of
nuclear materials or sensitive technologies from the civil to
the military fuel cycles., Both Aust:alian‘ax'ld.1nte:nat10nal‘
safeguard procedures and policies were criticised. In the former
case, PND claimed that 'there is no guarantee that Australian
uranium, once soid to another country, will not be re-sold as
fuel for npuclear-powered ships and submarines carrying nuclear
weapons'.25 PND further asserted that Australian safeguards
'have never prevented French, American, German or other reactor
vendors who have occasionally sold reactors to non-signatories
of the NPT, from importing Australian uranium as a replacement
for the uranium that they export to non-signatory countries'.
Moreover, they claimed that:

Over the last seven years, in almost every case
where an Australian 'safeguards' provision has
actually stood in the way of a potential sale, it
has been the provision which has been dropped. The’
government has quietly removed the requirement
that uranium should remain in Australian hands
until placed under IAEA supervision. It has
indicated that Australian uranium bound for
Finland may be enriched and reprocessed in .
unsafeguarded Soviet military facilities. In its
agreements with members of the European Economic
Community it has abandoned its requirement that
buyers of Australian uranium must not sell it to
other. countries without Australian approval. It
has heavily qualified its right to withhold
uranium supplies, should a purchaset_vz..olate the
provisions of the agreement, by providing that any
dispute will be referred to a tribunal. It has
agreed to sell uranium to South Korea, despite the
evidence that South Korea is likely to embark on a
nuclear weapons program. And it has abandoned its
requirement that uranium should not be ggld to
countries which reprocess their wastes.
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These issues are discussed later on. It is worth noting at this
stage, however, that Australian safeguards contain prior consent
rights covering the resale or reprocessing of Australian
originated nuclear material. ASTEC acknowledged that Australian
material sold under the Euratom agreement could be transferred
to another member of Euratom which was not subject to a
bilateral agreement., It considered that this 'apparent gap

is ... addressed within Australia’s agreement with Euratom,
which provides an assurance with EBuratom that there is no
obstacle to the conclusion of supplementary arrangements with
member countries', The ASTEC report further concluded that the
earlier decision to allow negotiation of sales contracts before
concluding a safequards agreement has not resu%ted in a dilution
of Australia's bilateral safeguards policies.3

17.26 Some submissions pointed to perceived weaknesses in
the IAEA system of safeguards as well as what they saw as a
potential conflict of interest in the Agency's role, which
requires it to promote civil nuclear activities and guard
against the possibility of misuse of civil facilities. The
former criticisms included the lack of inspection staff, the
need for advance notification of IAEA inspection visits,
inadequate means of monitoring the civil fuel cycle {auditing
records provided by national agencies rather than direct
monitoring of their activities), and the absence of effective
policing powers. In this last context, the Queensland branch of
PND" argued that 'the IAEA are not police preventing diversion.
They are mere auditors®. They went on to note that:

Safeguards do not control the future policies of
states but only perform a stocktaking role on
nuclear materials. The IAEA cannot physically
protect anything but only report if it discovers
diversion of nuclear materials. It is even
prohibited from publishing details of the
quantities and state of dangerous nuclear
materialg, such as plutonium, held by any
<:ountry.3-'L

17.27 Other submissjons argued that Australia's commitment
to the cause of non-proliferation and arms control was being
compromised by our current policy on the mining and export of
uranium. The Queensland Peace Research and Resource Centre
maintained that:

it can be argued that the impact of the arms race
itself undermines the non-proliferation regime to
such a degree that withdrawal of Australia's
uranium from the global nuclear fuel cycle is a
necessity. This would be a clear signal to the
world that Australia is serious in its statements
to the effect that the global nuclear amms race
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and the escalating threat of nuclear war
represents an intolerable situation ... to prevent
or minimise the risk of proliferation, measures
which limit or even reverse development of the
global nuclear industry are desirable. The
strengthening of the non-proliferation regime is
essential and can be most effectively accomplished
in a contracting rather than expanding
international nuclear industry context. The Hawke
policy, by granting permission to Roxby Downs,
thus totally contradicts its stated desige to
strengthen the non-proliferation regime. 2

17.28 Concern was also expressed over the effects
Australia's exporting of uranium has on extending the number of
countries with nuclear capability. These arguments were based on
the belief that:

increasing Australian uranium supply by allowing
Roxby Downs to proceed will result in further
oversupply of the market resulting in both .
increased availability generally and lower prices
for military - destined uranium frogl less strict
suppliers such as Namibia or Niger.33

The People for Nuclear Disarmament went even further in
suggesting that 'competition with Australia may in fact, force
such suppliers_to seek or maintain contracts with proliferation
risk nations'. While accepting that Australia‘'s withdrawal
from the uranium export market would be unlikely to affect the
worldwide supply of uranium (safeguarded or unsafeguarded), END
attached a significant degree of symbo:!.:.c importance to a
decision not to export Australian uranium.

++. we would be making a powerful statement to the
rest of the world. We would be announcing
absolutely unambiguously that we believe that the
threat posed by the proliferation of nuclear
weapons and the escalation of the nuclear arms
race are intolerable. We would be making it
absolutely clear that the present international
efforts to control these threats are totally
inadequate. And we would be making it clear that
Australians are not prepared to contribute to the
growth and spread of these hazards.3®

17.29 Some of the submissions opposed the nocign that
Australia’s influence in non-proliferation forums is enhanced by
the continuation of uranium exports. They argued that the threat
of selective non-supply is pre-empted because existing
participation in multilateral agreements precludes unilateral
actions necessary to give effect to such a threat. PND (Q), for
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example, stated that 'it appears that Australia's participation
in the nuclear fuel cycle puts substantial pressure on Australia
to continue supply and little on other countries from the threat
of withdrawing supply'. PND (NSW) extended the view, pointing to
fajlure to influence safeguard measures:

The Australian Government argues that by exporting
our uranium with strict safeguards we have
influenced other countries to improve their
safeguards as well as removing poorly safeguarded
material (from Niger for example) from the market
place. There is no evidence for either of these
two arquments, and in fact the export of
Australian uranium has reduced the sales from the
USA.

There was, nonetheless, support for Australia's continued
involvement in seeking improvements. of safeguards and controls,
but the groups maintained these should not ‘be dependent upon
active participation in the fuel cycle.

It must be acknowledged that Australia's support
of safeguards is essential for as long as the
industry exists. The real question, then, is this:

Is the increased measure of influence (if any)
over safequards and controls obtained on the basis
of our exports of uranium sufficient to justify
the support Australia thus renders to an industry
with all its accompanying problems?

Discussion and Committee Views

17.30 Those opposed to Australia's continued involvement in
the civilian nuclear fuel cycle argue that the presence of a
nuclear power industry lowers the barriers to the acquisition of
nuclear weapons and so contributes to horizontal proliferation.
They further assert that the present safequards regime is
insufficient for stopping the diversion of sensitive nuclear
materials from the civilian into the military fuel cycles.
Moreover, the safeguards regime is being confronted by a range
of economic, political and technical pressures which threaten to
undermine it further. As long as these conditions continue, the
critics argue, Australia cannot guarantee that its uranium, or
products produced from it, will not be diverted into the
manufacture of nuclear weapons. In line with our present
non-proliferation policies, the critics arque that we should
cease mining and exporting uranium even though this would have
little real effect on the world-wide availability of uranium
ore. The critics generally support Australia's continuing
efforts in the IAEA and elsewhere to improve nuclear safeguards,
and they consider that this role should continue whether we
remain a supplier or not.
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17.31 The Government and the Opposition, on the other hand,
argue that the connection between the civil and military fuel
cycles are overstated, that the safeguards applying to
Australian origin nuclear material are adequate to prevent
diversion and that Australia's withdrawal from the mining and
export of uranium would not alter the world demand for or
availability of uranium. It would alsc prejudice Australia's
position on the Board of Governors of the TAEA thereby reducing
our ability to ensure the continued improvement of nuclear
safequards and other components of the non-proliferation regime.
The following discussion examines some of these claims and
counter~-claims.

The Connection between nuclear power and nuclear weapons

17.32 The principal arguments for the proposition that the
presence of a nuclear power industry lowers the barriers to the
acquisition of nuclear weapons are that: the program assembles a
team of people having the same skills as are needed for a
weapons program; it provides a potential source of fissionable
material, or it can provide the means for converting raw fuel
into a weapons—~usable form; and it provides a legitimate cover
for nuclear activities which would otherwise be unambiguously
vweapons' oriented.

17.33 Those who argue against the proposition that the
presence of a nuclear power industry lowers the barriers to the
acquisition of nuclear weapons point to the fact that to date,
none of the countries known to have acquired nuclear weapons has
used the power reactor route. They argue that specialist
production reactors and small enrichment and reprocessing
facilities are simpler, cheaper and easier to hide than are
nuclear power plants. Furthermore, the production of nuclear
weapons material requires lower levels of basic materials,
technical sophistication and financial commitment than for
nuclear power. These factors favour the development of
facilities designed specifically for weapons production in those
countries that might want them. Some other arguments are that:

a. There are essentially no technical barriers to
nuclear weapons production. The technology is
well known and could easily be accommodated by
any country with a reasonably advanced
engineering and industrial base;

b. nuclear weapons made by diverting materials
from fuel cycle operations, while possible, are
inferior to those specifically produced from
dedicated facilities; and

c. nuclear power reduces the motivations for
developing nuclear weapons by reducing tension
stemming from the uncertainty of energy
supplies, and the world's dependence on. oil.
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17.34 Those in favour of nuclear power recognise the
fundamental links between the civil and military fuel cycles and
the consequent importance of safeguarding enrichment and
reprocessing facilities and technologies. They argue, however,
that the existing system of safeguards has worked and is
adequate. Those against nuclear power claim that notwithstanding
the international safeguards that have been developed, countries
such as Israel and Pakistan have been able to develop nuclear
warheads or a weapon-producing capacity in part as a result of
the existence of an extensive nuclear power industry throughout
the world, The case of Pakistan, in particular, is said to
provide a clear example of how equipment, materials and
expertise in the civil nuclear power industry in a number of
countries can be exploited, both openly and by subterfuge, to
develop nuclear weapons. They further argue that the system of
international safequards operated under the NPT and IAEA do not
apply in military facilities and that the number of
unsafeguarded facilities throughout the world remains
significant,

17.35 There is undoubtedly a connection between civil and
military nuclear technologies. This has facilitated
proliferation in the past and could continue to do so, although
the risk of diversion from safeguarded facilities is decreasing
as safeguards are being developed. The presence of a nuclear
power industry can lower the technical and economic barriers to
the acquisition of nuclear weapons although the principal risk
appears to stem frém other facilities, especially small,
unsafeguarded research reactors and associated reprocessing
plants. The Committee notes that there is already a considerable
civil nuclear industry in place throughout the world which
performs a range of important functions and services. The
possibility of diversion from this industry can never be
completely eliminated and the proliferation risks need to be
recognised and action taken to minimise them, principally
through maintenance of an effective safeguards regime.

17.36 This view was supported by the ASTEC report, which
concluded that countries intent on developing nuclear weapons
would probably do so using specialised facilities rather than
civilian ones, but noted nonetheless that such a possibility
does not reduce the need for safequards. 'They are essential if
nuclear energy is to be used widely for peaceful purposes. The
"secret™ facility argument means that safeguards are not
sufficient in themselves to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons'.

Safeguarding against diversion from the civilian nuclear fuel
cycle

17.37 Given that diversion between civilian and military
fuel cycles is possible, how effective are existing safeguards?
Most nuclear warheads use either enriched uranium or plutonium
as their fissile material. The means of obtaining these are:
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a. enrichment of uranium from either natural
isotopic concentrations (0.7 per cent 0235 and
99.3 per cent U238) or 'reactor-grade’
concentrations (less than 5 per cent U235 and
over 95 per cent U238) to 'weapons-grade' or
'highly enriched' uranium (approximately 90 per
cent U235);

b. extraction of plutonium from the spent fuel
produced in either a ‘commercial® or specialist
'research' nuclear reactor. The latter type of
reactor is normally preferred since plutonium
produced in power reactors contains high levels
of the plutonium isotope Pu240 which raises the
critical mass of the fissile material and
affects the explosive yield.39‘ Nonetheless it
is possible to construct an explosive warhead
frgm plutonium containing high levels of Pu240;
an

¢, irradiation of thorium 232 by neutrons to
obtain uranium 233.

17.38 Of these, the first two methods are the most likely
means of obtaining weapons-grade material. The ASTEC report
noted thats

Provided enrichment technology is available, one
of the simplest routes to manufacture of weapons
usable material is to use a small, dedicated
enrichment facility to produce U235, In view of
the relative simplicity of this route,
considerable emphasis has been placed on
controlling the export of enrichment equipment and
technology by suppliers. The development of
centrifuge technology, for example, has been a
matter of some concern from the point of view of
weapons proliferation because this technology
makes it possible to build a compact plant with
low electricity consumption which could produce
highly enriched uranium and yet be difficult to
detect. Laser technology under development would
allow high enrichment in a single stea: and hence
be of greater proliferation concern.?

Similar concerns were expressed over reprocessing facilities
which were regarded 'as sensitive to diversi‘:on risks in a
similar way to uranium enrichment plants’.4

Ipternational safeguards

17.39 The present system of international safeguards used to
prevent diversion of nuclear material from, or nisuse of
technologies associated with, the civilian nuclear fuel cycle
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has been described in detail in the ASTEC report,

: . The report states
that the technical objective of the IAEA safeguards system is
'timely detection of diversion of significant quantities of
nuclear material from peaceful nuclear activities to the
manufacture of nuclear weapons or of other nuclear explosive
devices or for purposes unknown and deterrence of such diversion
by the risk of early detection'.

17.40 The safegquards system focuses on areas within the fuel
cycle which pose significant proliferation risks, as well as on
pre-empting potential diversion strategies affecting all stages
of the fuel cycle. The principal area of concern are the
enrichment and reprocessing facilities and techniques, where the
report notes that due to their size, 'commercial reprocessing
plants separate plutonium in conditions not conducive to easy
safeguarding [and so they are] subject to continual and
intensive safeguards'.43

17.41 The overall approach taken to safeguarding against
diversion is to seek to verify 'the truth of statements
regarding the amounts, presence and use of nuclear material or
other items subject to safeguards as recorded by the facility
operators and as reported by the country to the IAEA'.44 The
report notes that the verification process consists of three
stages:

+« The examination of the information provided by the

country in:

~ design information describing installations
under safeguards;

~ accounting reports, listings of nuclear material
inventories, receipts and shipments;

- documents amplifying and clarifying reports;

- advance notification of international transfers.

+« The collection of information by the IAEA as a

result of:

~ inspections for the verification of the design
information;

- inspections to examine records and inspections
of nuclear material;

- the operation of containment and surveillance
equipment;

- special inspections in the case of unusual
findings.

« The evaluation of the information provided by the
country and of that collected by inspectors, to
determine the completeness, accuracy and validity
of the information provided by the country.
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17.42 Since the 1960s no diversion of safeguarded nuclear
material or misuse of any safeguarded facility has been recorded
by the IAEA. There has been one case where a retransfer of
depleted uranium from a NWWS NPT party to NMWS non-NPT party was
detected, and on two occasions in 1982 the Agency reported to the
Board of Governors that it was not in a position to perform
adequate verification of one facility (believed to be Pakistan).
This latter situation was subsequently rectified to the
satisfaction of the IAEA Board of Governors.

17.43 In a paper provided to the Committee, Gillian Triggs,
Senior Lecturer in Law at the University of Melbourne, noted that
safeguards agreements with the IAEA arise in two ways:

a. Projects involving IAEA assistance and requests
by individual states and parties to
international agreements, The IAEA Statute
specifies the main methods of control covering
this case but allows each method to be applied
according to the agreement with the relevant
state. No member of the Agency is required to
submit to safeguards (other than in cases of
requests or assistance) and in turn, states are
under no obligation to make transfers or
provide assjstance to third states subject to
such controls. The Statute is thus merely a
framework for control which a member may choose
to submit.

b. Obligations undertaken by states party to the
Non-Proliferation Treaty. The NPT requires all
non-nuclear weapons parties to submit to Agency
safeguards through agreements to be negotiated
with the Agency. The Treaty prohibits parties
from supplying non-nuclear weapons states with
certain types of nuclear items for peaceful
purposes (as distinct from authorised military
purposes) except subject to IAEA safeguards. In
this way, the NPT obliges parties to submit to
safeguards in relation to international
transfers of nuclear material or equipment.
These safeguards must nonetheless permit
peaceful research and development of nuclear
energy in non-nuclear weapons states, and they
must not retard the economic or technological
development of peaceful nuclear activities.

17.44 The NPT' requires that safeguards be applied to all
'source’ or 'special fissionable material' used in all peaceful
nuclear activities in the territory of a state or under its
jurisdiction. Source materials is defined as natural or depleted.
uranium or thorium, and special fissjonable material includes
enriched uranium or any material containing plutonium 239 or
uranium 233. Pursuant to its obligations under the NPT,
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Australia negotiated a safeguards agreement with the IAEA in

1974. Since 1978, Australia has negotiated a number of bilateral
safeguards agreements with potential customers for its uranium.
The number and scope of these agreements were described earlier.

critici £ the i {onal 1 £ 3 ;

17.45 Despite the fact that no diversion of safeguarded
nuclear material or misuse of safeguarded facilities have been
recorded by the IAEA, the international safequards regime has
continued to be criticised on a number of grounds. These were
summarised by Triggs?7 and include the following:

a. Not all states are party to NPT or IAEA
agreements. The effectiveness of the safeguards
regime depends on their universal application.
The number of countries and nuclear facilities
covered by IAEA safeguards has steadily
increased. There remain, however, a significant
number outside the recognised nuclear weapon
states which are not subject to IAEA or
bilateral safeguards. These are listed in Table
17.4. In addition, the five recognised nuclear
weapon states are not required under the NPT to
apply safeguards on their civil facilities,
although most have voluntarily entered into
safeguards agreements with the IAEA. These
agreements are not uniform however. According
to Mr D.A. Townsend of the Department of
Foreign Affairs:

In the case of the UK, the entire civil nuclear
fuel cycle is offered for safeguards. In the
case of the USA, safeguards may be applied to
desgignated facilities not of national security
significance, amounting essentially to the
entire civil nuclear fuel cycle. In the case of
France, safeguards may be applied to nuclear
material required by bilateral agreements {such
as Australia) to be safeguarded. In the case of
the USSR, safeguards may be applied to
designated power and research reactors.

o
b

Peaceful nuclear explosions. The IAEA
safeguards prohibit only the diversion of
materials for military purposes. Triggs notes
that 'the Indian explosion demonstrates the
futility of categorizing explosions as peaceful
or military in nature'.
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The right of withdrawal from safeguards
arrangements. Most multilateral and bilateral
safeguards arrangements are subject to
discretionary withdrawal provisions. Article
X(1l) of the NPT, for example, allows a party to
withdraw from the Treaty on three months notice
if it 'decides that extraordinary events ...
have jeopardised the supreme interests of its
country'. Triggs notes that this weakness can
be met by ‘'fall-back' safeguards whereby
supplies are made available 'only to countries
willing to accept safeguards on their entire
fuel cycles in the event that the state were to
withdraw £rom NPT or IAEA safeguards'. Such
fall-back provisions are a feature of
Australia's bilateral safeguards although
Triggs concludes that 'a state may have extreme
difficulty in ensuring that such a bilateral
safeguards system is complied with'.

Retransfer of materials. The NPT does not
prohibit the further transfer of materials from
a receiving state to a third state and the IAEA
safeguards applicable to such transfers may not
be adequate. Triggs notes that Australia has
anticipated these problems by stipulating that
retransfers take place only with the consent of
the original supplier. There is a potential
problem with its agreement with Euratom,
however (see para 17.53d).

Accounting procedures and policies, Perceived
weaknesses here include charges of inadequate
IAEA staffing, periodic rather than continuous
inspection with the notice of inspection
required to be given in advance, inadequate
instrumentation and procedures covering new
technologies, and difficulty in measuring and
detecting diversion of small amounts of nuclear
material. Triggs submitted that the Fox Report
noted 'that repeated small diversions might
easily be undetected and that states might also
distort the figures to hide diversions',
concluding that other safeguards measures, such
as containment and continuous surveillance, may
be necessary.
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TABLE 17.4

NUGCLEAR PLANTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION OR OPERATING IN THE DEVELOPING COUNTRIES OUTSIDE
EUROPE (POWER AND RESEARCH REACTORS AND SIGNIFICANT FUEL FACILITIES)

Unsafeguarded plants are in italies. HWR = heavy water reactor; LWR = light water reactor

Argentina

Brazil

Cuba

India

Israel

Korea, South

Hexico

Pakistan

3 HWR power reactors

6 small research reactors?

3 fuel fabrication plants

2 heavy water production plants (1 unsafeguarded)

1 pilot reprocessing plant (under safeguards when, as today,
reprocessing safeguarded fuel)

1 uranium oxide conversion plant (possibly a second unsafegyarded plant)

LWR power reactors

small research reactors

pilot reprocessing plant (construction status not clear)
pilot enrichment plant

fuel fabrication plant

uranium oxide conversion plant

mmaaww

2 LWR power reactorst
1 small LWR research reactor’

10 power reactors (8 HWRs and 2 LWRs, )
(including 1 large HWR)
(1 under safeguards while reprocessing
safeguarded fuel)
2 fuel fabrication plants (1_unsafeguarded)

3 uranium oxide conversion plants (2 _unsafeguarded)
JA_thoriug oxide fuel fabrication.plant

J..fast breeder fuel fabrication plant

2 research reactors (including 1 large HWR)S

1 reprocessing plant?

1 _heavy water production plant
1 fuel fabrication plant

9 power reactors (8 LWRs and 1 HMR)
3 small research reactors

2 fuel fabrication plants {1 pilot)
1 uranium oxide conversion plant

-

LWR power reactor (construction of second power reactor
reportedly suspended)
2 small research reactors

1 HWR power reactor
1 small research reactor
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1 LWR power reactor
1 small research reactor

South Africal 2 LWR power reactors

Taiwan

1 large LWR research reactor

enrdchment plants {1 pjilot in operation,3 1 commercial plant
under construction)

J_fuel fabrication plant
2 uraniuw oxide conversion plants
E}
(also extensive wanium mining, milling and processing)

n

6 LWR power reactors

6 research reactors (including 1 large HWR)
1 fuel fabrication plant

1 uranium oxide conversion plant

The nuclear plant in each of the following developing countries is confined essentially
to a single small research reactor, usually an LWR using enriched US or Soviet fuel:

Colombia
Egypt
Iran
Ir'aq8
Libyad
Malaysia

Peru (building a second)
Thailand

Uruguay

Venezuela

Viet Nam

Zaire

A further four developing countries each have two research reactors:10

Chile Korea, North
Indonesia Turkey

Notes

1.  Other than uranium mills producing U30g.

2, 'Spall' indicates less than 5 MA(th). The fuel content of such reactors is
normally well below a t'significant quantity', i.e., the amount needed to
make a single nuclear explosive,

3. Producing unsafeguarded enriched uranium,

4, M1 supplied by the USSR and using Soviet low-enriched fuel.

S Producing unsafeguarded plutonium,

6. Believed to be nearing completion,

Te Although not usually classified as a developlng country, South Africa is
included in this list as one of the non-nuclear weapon states that produce
unsafieguarded nuclear weapon material.

8. The Tamuz 1 reactor was destroyed.

9. There are unconfirmed reports that Libya is also obtaining a power reactor
(LWR) from the USSR,

10. Among the industrial countries, Greece, Portugal and Norway each operate a
single small research reactor while Demmark has two (nono has or is
building a power reactor).

Source: s Pp. 495-97, Note the table does not include facilities

SIPRI Yearbook 1986
located in China, See 'China's nuclear industry comes of age',

{Engineering. International, June 1986, pp.23-25.
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£. Absence of an effective system of sanctioms.
Where a diversion or misuse is detected by the
IAEA, the Agency's Board of Governors makes a
report to the United Nations Secretary-General
and may even direct curtailment or suspension
of assistance being provided by the Agency. The
principal means of sanctioning the transgressor
is via the United Nations Security Council or
General Assembly. Triggs argued that 'the
United Nations has not been effective in
sanctioning wrongful conduct, primarily because
of the right of veto, Thus the mechanisms
provided by the United Nations Charter are not
adequate to ensure compliance with the
safeqguards system'. She noted however that
states will nevertheless tend to abide by
international treaties 'because it is in their
reciprocal interests to do so'. This view was
supported by the findings of the ASTEC report
which concluded that:

The real power is the international public
attention which would accompany such a report
and the consequent undermining of the
international standing, credibility, and
trustworthiness of the reported country. This
may not carry much weight with a country which,
through some perceived degperate security
situation, has decided to proceed with the
manufacture of a nuclear weapon and intends to
[r]enounce the NPT. However, if such a country
is dependent on supplies from other countries,
suspension of cooperation with it would entail
serious consequences for its nuclear program.
The suspension of cooperation by Canada and the
United States with India and Pakistan (neither
of which is a member of the NPT) has seriously
affected the operation of supplied, if not
indigenousi nuclear facilities in both
countries.

17.46 These and other criticisms of the IAEA safeguards
systems were considered by the ASTEC inquiry. The report
accepted that some of the alleged weaknesses were valiad,
particularly those relating to the management. of the safeguards
system, which were said to be under review in the IAEA.. It also
noted that the effectiveness of the safeguards system depends
ultimately on the level of cooperation between the agency and
the participants. In most cases this cooperation is readily
forthcoming and so the likelihood of diversion was judged to be
very low.
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++. however, some NPT member countries ... have
not always cooperated fully with the safeguards
inspections ... this has created difficulties and,
under these circumstances, we consider that
diversion of small amounts. of material could take
place from safeguarded facilities and there would
not be a complete guarantee that such diversjions
would be detected. ... The safeguards system is
therefore not perfect, although it can provide
substantial assurance that, in NPT member
countries, the diversion of nuclear material from
civil facilities is not occurring. In states not
party to the NPT, however, the situation is not
sat::Lsfactory, since even one unsafeguarded
facility represents a proliferation risk.
Nevertheless, the safequards system is of central
importance to the non-proliferation regime, It
provides a continual reminder to those countries
wg.th a strong commitment to non-proliferation that
diversion must not occur, and acts as a major
restraint on countries with less commitment, In
the process, the world gains time to improve the
system further and to adopt to the changing
environment in which it operates.5l

17.47 The ASTEC report further concluded that the safequards
currently being applied are 'the best technical approach to
provide the confirmation' that member states are fulfilling the
obligations. It noted, however, that:

safeguards must continue to develop and much
remains to be done, including development of new
techniques to safeguard some future large-scale
bulk handling facilities, the further development
of techniques and equipment to be applied to
facilities already safeguarded, and imgroved
management of the safeguards function.52

The report was particularly concerned that the IAEA 'has not been
able fully to achieve its inspection goals' and suggested that
Fhls could be overcome by deploying more inspection staff, better
instrumentation, or a reorientation of the inspection procedures
to concentrate on the most sensitive areas in the fuel cycle. As
noted earlier, the report made a number of recommendations aimed
at improving the safeguards system, all of which were accepted by
the Government.,

17.48 The IAEA safequards and proceedures are a crucial part
of the non-proliferation regime. More than 95 per cent of nuclear
plants in all non-nuclear weapon states are now under Agency
safeguards.. Of the five nuclear weapon states, the United States
and the United Kingdom have opened all their civilian plants to
safeguard, France and the Soviet Union have opened some, and
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China has indicated that it will also do so. Safeguards have
helped create confidence that, at least for the present,
horizontal nuclear proliferation has been contained in the
industrial world and in most of the Third World (see Chapter 5).
In addition, much has been done in recent years to strengthen the
safequards regime. In recognition of some of the procedural and
technical weaknesses just described, the IAEA has increased the
number of inspectors and inspections and, since 1983, has been
carrying out unannounced inspection visits especially on
enrichment plants.

17.49 The effectiveness of the safequards regime, however,
remains constrained by a number of political and technical
factors. While the IAEA is probably able to effectively safeguard
existing facilities, the continued development of large-scale
reprocessing plants and associated technologies such as the
laser—based isotope separation process are likely to cause
problems. The most significant of these related to the timely
detection of any diversion of small amounts (below the so called
minimum '‘material unaccounted for', or MUF, able to be detected
by the IAEA)} of plutonium or highly enriched uranium from within
reprocessing or enrichment facilities. There must be doubts
whether this can be achieved using existing accounting procedures
and, as a minimum, some form of continuous inspection process
would seem to be warranted.

17.50 The Committee supports the ASTEC inquiry's
recommendations that Australia should (1) encourage the
establishment of a scheme to regulate effectively the storage and
use of sensitive nuclear material; (2) constrain the number and
exclusive national ownership of reprocessing and enrichment
facilities; and {3) provide continued support and encouragement
for research into the disposal of high level waste. It also
considers that Australia should use its influence as a member of
the IAEA Board of Governors to ensure that adequate safeguards
are developed to prevent diversion of plutonium or enriched
uranium from reprocessing or enrichment facilities.

17.51 While the Committee acknowledges that safeguards are
important in providing a timely warning of plutonium diversion,
it considers that a more appropriate approach may be to seek to
restrict the civilian nuclear fuel cycle from using weapons-grade
fissile material such as highly enriched uranium and plutonium.
The civilian reprocessing facilities were developed largely in
anticipation of the development of breeder reactors which would
effectively extend the life of readily available uranium
resources. The breeder reactor program has not advanced to the
extent initially expected, however. Furthermore, revised
estimates of our future energy requirements suggest that current
uranium resources may be sufficient to meet projected needs.

Such a proposal would be particularly attractive from Australia's
point of view., It would not only serve to restrict the so called
'plutonium economy' but would provide a greater demand for stable
sources of uranium ore. The Committee recommends that the
Australian Government give consideration to promoting the
acceptance of a civilian nuclear fuel cycle, based on
low-enriched uranium only.
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17.52 The Committee recognises that IAEA safeguards cannot
work completely effectively without the cooperation of the
participating nations. Nor can the IAEA monitor or constrain the
intentions of govermments. If a country decides that it is in its
national interest to develop nuclear weapons via the civilian
nuclear fuel cycle then neither safeguards nor the ultimate
threat of sanctions are likely to deter it. The effectiveness of
technical nuclear safegquards therefore depends ultimately on the
successful implementation of broader changes which serve to
improve the international political climate as well as
international and national security, and on the ability of the
member states comprising the IAEA and its Board of Governors to
apply its policies both rigorously and wisely. The Committee's
views on how the overall non-proliferation regime can be improved
are given in Chapter 5. On the specific question of Australia's
role in the IAEA, the Committee notes the broad consensus that
Australia has made important contributions to the development and
implementation of IAEA policies. The Committee considers that it
is important that Australia continue to_ pursue initiatives to
further improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the Agency's
safeguard procedures particularly with respect to enrichment and
reprocessing technologies. It supports the recommendations of the
ASTEC inguiry that Australia:

a. provide further resources to the IAEA and encourage
other member countries to do the same; and

b. make every effort to maintain and enhance Australian
influence in the Agency.

Critici £ 3 lia'e bil 1 sas g

17.53 Australia's bilateral agreements and the basic policy
covering those agreements have also been subject to criticism.
These have been described by the ASTEC report®® and comprise the
following:

a. Australian agreements rely on the IAEA
safeguards to cover AONM once it is in the
bilateral partner's control therefore
weaknesses in that system automatically affect
Australia's controls;

b. the current policy enables negotiations of
sales contracts before concluding a safegquards
agreement. It has been suggested that this
weakens Australia's negotiating position by
allowing negotiating partners to threaten to
withhold agreement and therefore deprive
Australia of economic gain. The ASTEC report
notes that this appears not to have been the
case since all of the bilateral safeguards
agreements entered into by Australia satisfy
its basic policy requirements, and have
provided neither side with a negotiating
advantage;
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¢, the current policy allows for the reprocessing
of Australian fuel which has been irradiated in
a nuclear reactor, albeit under strict
conditions. It thus could lead to an increase
in the amount of separated plutonium in the
fuel cycle program of bilateral partners,
although the location and use of such plutonium
are subject to 'agreed and effective controls';

Qu
.

Australia's bilateral agreements include the
requirement for Australia's prior consent to be
given before AONM is transferred to a third
party. Agreements with Euratom have drawn
criticism in particular to this point. Euratom
is a separate legal entity and international
agreements with it apply equally to all member
countries. Problems arise because Euratom
agreements only cover nuclear material and
because new countries may be added to Euratom
when membership of the European Community is
extended. Thus a new member may not be a
signatory of the NPT as will be the case with
Spain. ASTEC notes that the first point is
covered by the fact that the Euratom agreements
do not preclude supplementary arrangements with
individual member countries. On the second
point, Australia's agreement with Euratom
includes the provision that unless the new
member concludes satisfactory safeguard
arrangements, AONM will not be transferred to
it; and

e. Australia's bilateral safeguards contain a
range of sanctions to be applied in the event
that the recipient party failed to comply with
the terms of the agreement or with IAEA
safeguards arrangements, As a final option,
Australia has the right to withhold supply. As
in the case of international safeguards, it is
difficult to see how such sanctions could be
enforced other than suspension of supply. The
ASTEC report states that 'the effectiveness of
such sanctions cannot be measured directly
because no case of non-compliance with either
IAEA or Australian safeguards agreements has
been detected'. It notes that 'the prospects of
the application of sanctions is not taken
lightly by Australia'’s partners' particularly
if they were joined by other suppliers.

17.54 Despite acknowledging some of these criticisms, the
ASTEC report concluded that. overall, Australia's bilateral
safeguards agreements meet existing national policy requirements
and, moreover, that:

those requirements are sufficiently comprehensive to
provide as much control as can be realistically
expected. and therefore a high degree of reassurance



544,

that Australia's safequards objectives are being
attained. ... We are satisfied that Australian
uranium, including nuclear material derived from it is
adequately accounted for under the provisions and
Administrative Arrangements of the Australian
bilateral safeguards agreements; and that such
material is being used solely for peaceful purposes in
accordance with the agreements.

It did recommend, however that:

a. Australia take steps to ensure that nuclear
material extracted for nuclear purposes from
Australian ores after export would become
subject to a safeguards agreement to which
Australia is a party; and

b. that Australia enter into discussions with
governments of countries with which Australia
has no bilateral safequards agreements and
within whose jurisdictions Australian origin
nuclear material is trans—shipped with a view
to concluding government to government
agreements covering the application of physical
protection measures to such material.

17.55 The Committee accepts the findings and recommendations
of the ASTEC report on Australia's bilateral safeguards
agreements. In view of the continued speculation over control of
Australian uranium ore after it leaves Australia, the Committee
welcomes the Government's decision to formulate government to
government arrangements for the physical protection of uranium
during transhipment and to ensure that nuclear material
extracted for nuclear purposes from Australian ores after export
would become subject to a safequards agreement to which
Australia is a party. The Committee is nonetheless aware that
Australian uranium supplied to certain nuclear weapons states,
or its fission products, could still, in breach of our
safequards agreements, be diverted from the civil fuel cycle or
be used to replace indigenous material that is either
reallocated to nuclear weapons programs or supplied to other
states. The nuclear weapons states are not obliged, under the
provisions of the NPT, to subject their civil nuclear facilities
to IAEA safequards.

17.56 The Committee considers that this is an area in our
safeguards policy which could be exploited to divert sensitive
materials derived from Australian ore from the civilian to the
military nuclear fuel cycle. The Committee considers that, as
part of its review, the Government should examine the risks of
diversion or misuse of AONM by nuclear weapon states and
implement measures to minimise them. Where Australian uranium is
suspected of being so used Australia should insist on a full
investigation and, if necessary, suspend supply.
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The Export and Use of Australian Uranium

17.57 Given that there is a link between the civilian and
military nuclear fuel cycles and that safeguards do not provide
an apsolute guarantee against diversion of sensitive materials,
or misuse of civilian nuclear technologies, should Australia
withdraw from the nuclear fuel cycle by ceasing to mine and
export uranium? Those who answer this question in the
affirmative include the following reasons for doing so:

a. the cessation of mining and exporting of
Australian uranium is the only certain way of
ensuring that it is not eventually used to
produce explosive nuclear devices for military
or terrorist purposes;

b. it would signal Australia's concern over the
continued vertical and horizontal proliferation
of nuclear weapons throughout the world and
prgzide an example for other nations to follow
suit;

c. it would not contribute to a system of power
. generation which is considered to be both
dangerous and unnecessary, and would force
governments to seek alternative means of
supplying the world's energy needs; and

d. it would lessen the long-term pollution of our
natural environment.

17.58 The Government, on the other hand, dismisses these
arguments as being idealistic. It argues that Australia's
refusal to supply uranium will not inhibit the development of
nuclear weapons by those states who wish to do so. It further
argues that any move to cut off our supply of uranium would
threaten to undermine the existing non-proliferation regime and
arms control efforts generally. The proponents of continued
mining claim that the demand for nuclear energy will continue to
grow, the risk of a civilian nuclear accident is very low, and,
provided that it is managed properly, nuclear power poses less
of a danger to the environment than the continued burning of
traditional fossil fuels.

17.59 The arguments in favour of Australia continuing to
mine and export uranium were generally supported by the report
of the ASTEC inquiry, which concluded inter alia that:

a. Australia is best able to make a significant
contribution to the cause of non-proliferation
if it is actively involved in the nuclear fuel
cycle,

Australia is needed in the non-proliferation
debate to a greater extent than one would
normally expect. This is due in part to the
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considerable reserves of uranium within
Australia and Australia's record as a
reliable supplier under strict controls and
in part because Australia has continually
sought to provide practical solutions to
problems facing the non-proliferation regime.
We consider that Australia must continue to
maintain its high profile and that there will
be additional opportunities for Australia,
through active involvement in the nuclear
fuel cycle, to further advance the cause of
nuclear non-proliferation. With such an
involvement we consider that Australia can
make a direct contribution to the development
of the civil nuclear fuel cycle in ways that
will increase global energy security, help to
strengthen the elements of the
non-proliferation regime, and help to reduce
the risks of misuse of civil facilities and
the diversion of nuclear material from civil
to military uses, Without such involvement we
consider that global energy security would be
less assured and our ability to strengthen
the non-proliferation regime and to influence
future developments in the fuel cycle would
be reduced. We do not wish to exaggerate
Australia's role in matters related to the
nuclear fuel cycle but we are convinced that
it is only by active involvement that
Australia can expect to be able to influence
the future course of events.

b, There will continue to be market opportunities
for Australian uranium, and withdrawal of
Australian supply would make little difference
to the continued nuclear energy industry.

The use of nuclear energy for the generation
of electricity is an established fact of life
in the majority of developed countries and is
becoming so in an increasing number of
less~developed ones. The nuclear fuel cycle
industry has become a major industry. It now
supplies more than ten per cent of all the
world's electricity and it will continue to
supply at least that much and probably more
for the rest of the century. Beyond that it
is difficult to make predictions, but the
industry has the potential to grow
substantially. In practical terms, therefore,
the use of nuclear energy will continue with
or without Australia's participation as a
supplier of uranium.

17.60 The Committee accepts that there is no shortage of
uranium in the world to supply fuel to the civil nuclear
industry and that the industry can proceed whether or not
Australia is a supplier. It therefore supports the view that
cutting off the supplies of uranium will not have any effect in
reducing the number of nuclear weapons in the world. However,
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nor is it likely to damage arms contro) and disarmament to any
great extent. The principal impact of withdrawal of Australian
uranium will be felt by Australia; through the loss of existing
and potential export earnings and through our diminished
influence in the International Atomic Energy Agency and other
related bodies.

17.61 The Committee supports the conclusion of the ASTEC
report that, on balance, the non-proliferation regime is better
served by Australia remaining a supplier of uranium ore.
Australian uranium is supplied under very stringent safeguards.
As noted by the ASTEC report, there is reasonable evidence that
the imposition of these safeguards has not deterred prospective
purchasers. of Australian uranium. Indeed their acceptance may
encourage other suppliers to insist on comparable conditions.

17.62 Australia's role as an exporter has also enabled us to
play an important role in establishing and developing the
present nuclear non-proliferation regime. The Committee accepts
the view of both ASTEC and the Government that withdrawal from
the nuclear fuel cycle would reduce our influence in the IAEA
which plays a key role in the non-proliferation regime.

17.63 The Committee concludes that exports of uranium should
not be curtailed, provided that the existing safeguards regime
remains effective and that stringent conditions of supply are
observed. The Committee considers that Australia should continue
to seek improvements in both these areas and welcomes the
initiatives being carried out by the Government as a result of
the ASTEC inquiry. As mentioned earlier, the Committee considers
that the prevention of horizontal (and vertical) proliferation
could be made much easier if the civilian nuclear fuel cycle was
restricted to low-enriched uranium only, and if the nuclear
weapon states subjected the whole of their civiliar nuclear
facilities to international safeguards. The Committee recommends
that as part of its approach to non-proliferation Australia
should work towards achieving these two basic objectives.
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CHAPTER 18
PEACE EDUCATION AND PEACE RESEARCH IN AUSTRALIA

Introduction

18,1 Numerous submissions and witnesses suggested that there

was a need to implement a range of activities and programs in
Australia which were generally described under the terms
'peace education' and 'peace research", These included:

a. increased Government support for, and
development of, the Australian Peace Research
Institute, Some submissions recommended that the
Institute be funded on the basis of a percentage
of Australia's defence expenditure;

b. the development, by the Commonwealth Schools
Commission, of a ‘peace education program' for use
in Australian schools;

¢. financial support to state Education
Departments to develop curricula on

'peace education' and 'disarmament, arms control
and related matters', or to establish a

"peace development coordinator’ to develop peace
courses and materials;

d. establishment of a 'peace information centre'
in each capital city:

e. development of ‘'peace studies' in tertiary
centres of learning;

f. establishment of an 'anti-war museum' designed
to emphasise alternative means of settling
disputes; and

g. Federal Government funding and sponsorships for
tours of Australia by 'internationally recognised
authorities on various peace and disarmament
issues.

18.2 Others argued for the continuation or extension of
some of the programs initiated, or expected to be initiated,
under the International Year of Peace. These included:

a. Federal grants to the arts through
organisations such as the Australian Film
Commission, the Community Arts Board and the
Australian Arts Council for the production of
works of art and culture with peace themes;

b. research grants to individuals and
organisations to conduct research into disarmament
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and arms control or related matters. Some of these
to be administered by a council of non-government
organisations similar to the Natiocnal Consultative
Committee on Peace and Disarmament; and

C. con@inued sponsorship of national and regional
symposiums on disarmament and arms control related
matters, .

Peace Education

18.3 A common rationale for the establishment of these
activities and programs was that they would improve community
awareness of disarmament and arms control issues, as well as the
quality of public debate about them, The NSW Branch of People
for Nuclear Disarmament submitted, for example, that:

It is important that as many Australians as
possible begin to comprehend the insanity that is
the arms race ... This information needs to be
disseminated in schools and extended through the
tertiary education system to those who finished
their schooling many years ago. Parents, students
and teachers all over Australia have already begun
to take action on their own initiative to
institute Peace Education in schools, but they
need concrete support of the Federal and State
Education Departments to carry through their
plans.

18.4 Others argued that the widespread knowledge of the
nuclear arms race and the potential consequences of nuclear war
has introduced serious social problems which need to be
addressed, in part, by further information and education. A
witness for the Quaker Peace Committee in Hobart, for example,
stated that:

... insofar as the widespread knowledge is
concerned, particularly through television, about
the nuclear arms race and the possible
consequences if one such holocaust occurred, there
are many children who in a sense have lost their
childhood. They are traumatised by this ... Many
of them ... feel they have no future .., This very
important aspect of how children are affected
requires us to ask some questions: Can peace
studies open up some of these issues so that they
can be discussed by children, to educate them to
see the complexity of the issues with which we are
dealing,?

18.5
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Similar findings were reported by members of the

Tasmanian Branch of the Medical Association for Prevention of
wWar (M.A.P.W.), who submitted to the Committee that:

... even if a nuclear war does not eventuate,
there are a large number of people in the
population, particularly the young, who are
already being significantly affected by the
conflicts occurring between the superpowers ... &
lot of children and a lot of adolescents, not so
much in Australia - it has not been researched
adequately here yet - but in the United States,
the United Kingdom and the USSR are showing
significant psychological effects already of the
likely occurrence of a nuclear war in the future.
We think that it is important ... that these
people can start to look at life in a slightly
more optimistic way than they are at the moment.

Other members of the medical profession warned that these latent
or developmental effects should not be exaggerated, but neither

should they be ignored, particularly in the case of children. A

member for MAPW in Adelaide stated that:

18.6

I think children should be given an opportunity to
discuss their knowledge and their fears, or their
hopes, and this requires good materials for them
to be given a basis of discussion, a vocabulary to
use, They need good facilitators who, out of that
exchange, can help them to feel that there is
positive action; there are things that are
happening; there are things they can tune into
that are hopeful, trying not to exaggerate the
problems of uncertainty and feelings of
hopelessness about the world.

A similar view was expressed in a submission from the

Social Responsibility Committee of the Uniting Church in
Australia (Queensland Synod), which claimed that there is
mounting evidence that the omnipresent threat of nuclear war is
having a profound effect on younger generations currently
attending Australia's schools.

As these younger Australians are coming towards
maturity many of them are expressing their anxiety
about nuclear war and also their anger at adults
for bringing their world to this position. With no
future  before them, they are often opting for
under or even no achievement lifestyles and living
for the moment ... a major contribution peace
education is making to help these young people is
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to open the issue of nuclear war up to frank
discussion in the classroom. By talking about the
issue in a balanced and informed manner, teachers
and their students are helping to exorcise the
nuclear demons.

18.7 These kinds of issues and concerns have stimulated
greater interest among professional educators in Australia in
examining whether existing curricula satisfy the demands of the
nuclear age. In recent years, for example, the principal teacher
associations have conducted conferences on peace education and
many individual schools have established peace units and
courses. Some State educational authorities have implemented
formal curriculum reviews. And the Federal Government has
expressed interest and support for peace education; notably
through the activities of the Curriculum Development Centre -
which is presently collecting a range of information on these
matters - and the International Year of Peace.

18.8 Despite these efforts, there has been little concerted
progress towards the development and implementation of peace
education in Australia. This is partly due to the fact that the
issue is relatively new and so is still subject to considerable
debate among experts and laymen alike. There is no broad
consensus, for example, on what is meant by the term

'peace education' and how it. should be incorporated into
traditional educational processes. Senator Ryan, the Minister
for Education, has noted that:

Peace Education is a term which at this stage
means different things to different people and
organisations. For some, the issue is the nuclear
arms race and nuclear disarmament. For others, the
concept is much broader and includes disarmament
education, development education, human rights,
social justice and education for international
understanding. Other groups might add Aboriginal
studies, multicultural education and environmental
studies to the list. Still others want students
trained in the techniques of peaceful resolution
of conflict. All of these are worthy objectives,
but. each requires stringent conceptual and
curriculum design attention before it can become
part of an educational program.®

18.9 Accordingly, the Government has advocated a gradual
approach to incorporating peace education into the existing
curriculum baseline.

In the initial stages, it is to be expected that
there will be a number of more specialised courses
devoted to Peace Studies within established
courses in our schools. Teachers for example,
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might introduce their students to a study of the
balance of power between West. and East, the
significance of arms control negotiations, and so
forth, In effect many of these concerns might be
extensions of what we now call Strategic and
Defence Studies.’

The Minister stated that the existing curriculum should also be
examined with a view to infusing pro~peace values into it in
much the same way as non-sexist and non-racist values have been
introduced in recent years. She added that it was importapt that
peace education have both educational validity and authority.

The community expects that whatever is taught in
our schools has educational validity. It expects,
rightly, classrooms are not being used merely to
promote political causes. Political issues need to
be translated into educationally viable programs.
This is the challenge which confronts education
authorities with Peace Education.8

18,10 The scope for federal initiatives in implementing
peace education into Australia is limited, however, because
under existing legislation, it is the States rather than the
Federal Government which have the responsibility for determining
educational policy. Nonetheless, the Government has consulted
with State Ministers for Education in order to determine whether
there are joint activities that could be carried out under the
coordination of the Education Department's Curriculum
Development Centre. It has also asked the CDC to gather
information about relevant courses currently being run in
Australian schools. At the tertiary level, the Government has
established the Peace Research Centre at the Australian National
University in Canberra (described shortly).

18.11 The NSW Minister for Education has rejected the
establishment of peace studies as a separate subject in the NSW
curriculum. Mr Cavalier argued that:

War and peace are legitimate aspects of the school
curriculum and are of such significance that they
should be taught within the context of the
recognised academic disciplines ...

My observation is that single issue subjects are
often conducted in an academic vacuum divorced
from the mainstream of human knowledge ...

What may be appropriate at university level by way
of inter-disciplinary study after thorough
grounding is not appropriate in a secondary school
without that grounding ...
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In addition to History and Geography, secondary
students can study peace issues in subjects. like
Economics, Asian Social Studies, English, Science
and General Studies.

The Society and Culture course, which emphasises
social literacy, has much of a direct bearing on
peace and conflict issues.

18.12 The peace movement on the other hand, and a growing
number of educators consider that 'peace education' needs to go
beyond establishing nuclear literacy to encourage students (and
citizens) to develop new ways of thinking about conflict
resolution, skills that will induce long term harmonious
relationships, both between individuals and within groups, and
means of becoming more involved in maintaining peace. One witness
appearing on behalf of the Quaker Peace Committee in Hobart
suggested, for example, that peace education:

<.+ should not be seen simply as another course or
unit in a curriculum put into schools. Rather, we
should look at how we are educating the citizens
of tomorrow to grow up to be citizens with skills
in being peaceable and peace producing, and in
being able to solve conflicts in a peaceful and
non-violent way.l0

Another witness, from the National Spiritual Assembly of the
Baha'is of Australia, argued that peace studies or peace
education can be looked at in two ways..

You can look at a special curriculum on peace
studies or you can do what the Japanese do and say
that education should be education for peace. When
they plan their curricula, they take account of
the relationship of history or literature or
whatever to peace ... instead of asking what is
the cause of war, we would ask what is the cause
of peace and try to establish the conditions in a
country which has made it possible for peace to be
sustained and preserved. So one possibility is to
re-examine existing curricula, ... and see the
relevance of peace. Perhaps it has been seriously
underplayed in the construction of curricula.

If we want to look at peace studies directly, as a
possible addition, I guess we would have to look
at both the current situation in armament and arms
control and peace treaties and things like that,
and also at conflict resolution and ways. of
promoting harmony.
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18.13 As evidenced by these quotes, there are differences of
opinion within the community over the basic purpose and thrust
of peace education, which in turn reflect the different
philosophical and political preferences and world views of their
advocates. The various approaches taken towards peace education
were described by Rachel Sharp of Macquarie University in a
recent article entitled 'vVarieties of Peace Education'.

Her views may be summarised as follows:

a. Peace education as peace through strength. This
approach is based on the view that the main
threats to international security stem 'from the
historically evolved division of the world into
two major camps which are recognised as having
incompatible interests'. It sees international
relations principally in terms of the continuing
competition between the superpowers and so
emphasises the need for armed deterrence and
military preparedness, Under this approach,
‘education' should focus on the different facets
of the arms race and is dominated by 'expert!'
opinion. Sharp concludes that such a perspective
is a pragmatic one in that it reflects the real
world and the problems posed by opposing military
forces. It runs into the dangers, however, of
stereotyping participants, oversimplifying
international relations, and engaging in purely
defence propaganda.

b, Peace education as conflict mediation and
resolution. This view believes that much of the
world"s violence and injustice can be avoided
through the use of trained specialists in conflict
resolution and the exploration of other
non-violent judicial or quasi-judicial processes.
It assures that international conflict is one
aspect of a variety of forms of conflict which
manifest themselves at various levels including
interpersonal, family and industrial disputes., The
same techniques and skills that are used to solve
or moderate these lower levels of conflict can, in
theory, be applied to international disputes.
Sharp notes that such an approach is valid only
where a fundamental compatibility exists in the
interests and goals of the conflicting parties
which override any specific points of contention.
Where such compatibility does not exist then the
problem may not be amenable to such solutions., She
also notes that the approach tends to
underestimate structural and institutional factors
which either condition certain ways or place
constraints on individual actions or
effectiveness,



558.

c. Peace education as personal peace, This
approach is based on the view that group conflict
can only be avoided by first developing in the
individual an appreciation of pro-peace values
like non-aggression, trust and respect for others.
It emphasises 'our interdependence with and
dependence on others, of our need to empathise
with others, and see their points of view'. It
also recognises that the process of education
itself can reinforce values that are antithetical
to peace and so seeks to change the process of
education as well as its content and underlying
values. Again Sharp has doubts over whether such
concepts could be fully effective at the national
or internaticnal level. 'A focus on personal
peace.,. must necessarily move beyond the personal
and the interpersonal, to a consideration of the
structural conditions... in which people live'.

d. Peace education as world order, This approach
attempts to identify and deal with the underlying
sources of violence and conflict in the world
today, It has as its goals the non-violent
resolution of conflict, economic well-being,
social justice, democratic participation and
ecological balance. The approach tends to be
critical of much of the existing order, and it

deliberately sets out to explore alternative modes

of social organisation which more adequately
embody the values considered fundamental to the
peace process. Sharp notes that even though this
approach takes account of the existence of
structural constraints, it rests on the view that
social change can be realised by changing the
individual. It thus runs the danger of being
‘utopian and unrealistic' and 'tends to exaggerate
the enlightening potential of social science to
change people's attitudes and behaviour'.

e. Peace education as the abolition of power
relationships. This approach also embodies a
commitment to a set of values embodying such
principles as social justice and economic
well-being. It does not share the world order view
that simple enlightenment will guarantee change.
It argues that the basic power structure that
defines the existing order must also be changed.
This approach defines the main concern of peace
education 'as the raising of people's awareness of
structural violence and the encouragement of
activities which ally people clearly with the
powerlessness in their struggle to overcome
oppressive structures', sharp notes that this
approach is necessarily critical and challenging
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of power at every level and so is likely to be
opposed by those who have a vested interest in the
maintenance of the status quo, including members
of the educational hierarchy. Perhaps
significantly, Sharp does not identify any
significant shortfalls in the approach.

18.14 The proponents of the perspectives described in
paragraphs b, to e. above are interested in exploring, in
different ways, the assumptions and values that underpin our
present condition in order to promote a critical understanding
of conflict and violence at the personal, community, national
and global levels, Included in this perspective is the notion of
'structural violence' where it is claimed that social structures
and inequalities can generate conflict and hostilities within
and between nations. They hope that this kind of understanding
will lead to alternative means of resolving conflict and
maintaining more peaceful social and interpersonal
relationships.

18,15 Another factor is the knowledge that nuclear weapons
have revolutionised warfare and our means of resolving conflict
at a national level. Following Hiroshima and Nagasaki it became
clear that future wars would be likely to involve massive
destruction on a scale not previously contemplated. In more
recent times, major war between nuclear-armed states has become
an even more formidable prospect for two connected reasons.,
First, the superpowers and the other three nuclear weapon states
between them have a very large number of warheads and the means
to deliver them effectively. Second, were many of these warheads
detonated, it is considered that there would be a significant
risk of global damage through nuclear winter and other effects.
Thus alternative means of resolving conflict, at least between
nuclear-armed states, are required in order to ensure global
peace. This in turn, is said to require fundamental values which
can only be implemented through the education process.

18.16 Proposals embracing the broader perspectives of 'peace
education' have been criticised on a number of grounds. It has
been claimed, for example, that they tend to ignore or play down
traditional approaches such as 'peace through strength' and so
are biased. This criticism has been recognised by some within
the peace and education communities.

There is no doubt that some peace studies courses
do systematically fail to treat the 'peace through
strength' perspective either seriously or fairly -
if it is treated at all. This is also true of
peace studies reference materials supplied by some
educational organisations in Australia. For
example, in the bibliographical references in two
recent publications - from the Peace Studies
Curriculum Group in New South Wales and the
Australian Teachers' Pederation in Canberra -
'peace through strength' approaches are ignored
almost completely.l3
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The same author continued that such omissions
are also
::ﬁos:g:i::azgc::se they feny student~ the opportunity to study
e e prevailing defence ort i
underlying assumptions. g hodoxy and its

The failpre to treat 'peace through strength’
perspectives seriously would seem to be
counterproductive. Understanding opposing points
of view 158 a necessary condition for successfully
debating ?hem. Moreover, the pluralist educational
Yalues yh;ch prescribe 'balance' and presenting
both sides' of an argument actually constitute a
valuable defence for the teaching of peace studies
;gm:.:ogld Yhegebpogular and official attitudes
in dee imbued with ' '

assumption§.¥4 peace through strength

18.17 The same criticisms can bé levelled at courses i
exclusively stress the 'peace through strength' perspectizgfcgt
is inevitable thgt courses dealing with world events will not be
value free gnd w}l; carry certain assumptions or biases which
need to.be identified and evaluated. The important point is that
all valid perspectives should be made available to students
:;ggzg:§.:1§? the opportugity and skills to enable them to !
ica. examine and i i i
S omatic onylthe eVidence?;.vproach their respective claims to

1@.18 It must also be recognised that there i i i

;1nk begween 'peace education' and politics bothljtaZh:nGVItable
Jdeologlcal and practical levels. Certain approaches to ' peace
educaplon‘ are based, either implicitly or explicitly, on
certain world.views and the education system represenés an
important vehicle for certain individuals or groups to
articulate their particular benefits. There is therefore a
danger for 'peace education' to be used to advance the dogma of

either the so called right or the left,
this is possible. We should be aware that

Discussion and Committee Views

18.19 Interest in Peace Education has been gainin [©

in Australia §ipcg about 1980. A number of teacgers, ga?eg::t:ﬁd
schools haye initiated peace units and courses and the major
;eacher unions have organised conferences around the theme. Many
in the general community have also been working steadily ta
develop Peace Education in schools, colleges and universities.

18.20 Despite this increasing interest, P

generated considerable concern agd confusién.egﬁgrzdg::tzggsgas
who deny that it has either validity as educational, practice or
justification in regard to the moral development of young
people. Peace Education is seen by these critics as
indoctrination with views which they do not share, On the other
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hand, there are those who have a narrower and more closely
defined view of Peace Education. This view is described as
Disarmament Education or even Nuclear Disarmament Education, and
is concerned only with the nuclear threat.

18.21 Many peace analysts and educators now agree that
'peace education' should be viewed globally and systematically
to encompass the issues and emphases found in such related or
overlapping concepts as 'disarmament education', 'development
education' or even 'human rights education', that is, as
education which promotes objective, critical understanding of
conflict or violence, of conditions of peaceableness at the
global, national, community and personal levels. The Committee
agrees that this broader perspective of Peace Education should
be encouraged as a legitimate and important element in the
curriculum but it is essential that such curricula be developed
on a sound basis free of sectional bias and propaganda. An
overriding requirement is that the courses should encourage a
spirit of critical inquiry. Studies in Australia (and overseas)
suggest that a significant proportion of children believe that
nuclear war will happen in their lifetime and that there is
nothing they can do about it, The needs of these children in
dealing with anxiety arising from this belief are not always
being met. The community is obliged, and teachers arxe
professionally cbliged, to respond to expressions of
hopelessness and despair if we are to avoid negative social
outcomes likely to result from such an outlook.

18.22 While the Committee supports the concept of Peace
Education, it recognizes the difficulties associated with its
introduction into the education system. There are many areas
which require furthér examination: what exactly is Peace
Education - is it peace studies, education for peace, or
something of both; is. it appropriate to locate peace education,
in whatever form, in schools and/or colleges and universities;
what might be the focus of its content; should it be a special
subject or should it permeate all subjects; should it be an
option or a compulsory subject; who will decide on the syllabus;
is there a need for special teacher-education; what resources do
teachers need; and what authorities (Federal/State) might be
given responsibility for this area of education?

18.23 Until these kinds of questions are answered, the
Committee recommends that, in the short term, a less
controversial and radical approach be adopted by incorporating
*peace studies' into existing subjects. It is the Committee's
view that it would be best to make it part of the curriculum in
currently accepted school subjects, e.g, history, geography,
general (social) studies and legal institutions. We consider it
important that 'peace studies' be treated in a critical
non-dogmatic way.

18,24 The Federal Government, through Education

Minister Ryan and Foreign Minister Hayden, have publicly
expressed support for peace and disarmament education, mainly to
be achieved through a monitoring role by the Curriculum
Development Centre and some actual funding for peace education
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projects by the International Year of Peace Secretariat. It is
clear however that what is going on in the education community
in relation to Peace Education — preparation of curriculum
materials, guidelines, in-service activities and so on - is
being done in an uncoordinated fashion. There is need for a
further examination of the significance of Peace education and
research in Australia and the formulation of agreed means by
which the education community can respond to this new demand, It
is the Committee's view that a satisfactory response will not be
gained through another Parliamentary Inquiry or any expert
bureacracy's proliferations. The authors of a satisfactory
response are more likely to emerge as practitioners with
experience whose work commends their approach to others and from
whom useful materials will be sought,

Peace Research

18.25 Peace research has been subject to much the same
debate and controversy as peace education., There have been
strong differences of opinion over the subject of the research
and how it should be carried out, Some have favoured the
traditional approaches embodied in the classic academic
disciplines, others advocated greater use of the political and
social sciences, Still others emphasised the multi-disciplinary
nature of peace research and argued that it should be conducted
in much the same way as an engineering or medical research
project.

18.26 The diverse nature of peace research and the
controversy surrounding its history are described by Andrew Mack
in his book Peace Research in_the 1980s. Mack concludes that it
is not possible to derive an all-inclusive definition of peace
research and prefers instead to conceive of it as a collection
of attributes, or 'syndrome’.

The peace research 'syndrome' is characterised -
though not consistently or uniquely - by a
commitment to certain values and to
policy-oriented research intended to realise those
values; by a preference for the methods of the
Social sciences; by an enthusiasm for
interdisciplinaty research; by a conception of
human nature which is more optimistic than that of
the 'realists' and by conceptions of 'peace’ and
‘violence' which_are broader in scope than those
of common usage.

18.27 Despite continuing debate over terminology and
practice, peace research has become institutionalised, with
establishments dedicated to carrying out research relating to
'peace' and 'conflict' being established throughout the world.
These include the Stockholm International Peace Research
Institute (SIPRI), the International Peace Research Institute,
Oslo (PRIO), the Armament and Disarmament Information Unit at
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Sussex University in the United Kingdom, and dozens more
including a number of United Nations bodies, Some, such as the
Washington based Arms Control Association, the genter for
Defense Information, and the United States Inst:gute for Peace,
represent specific interests and so have clear b1§se§. In .
addition there are also numerous journals and periodicals which
publish articles on 'peace' related issues. These include the
SIPRI_Yearbook, the Jourpal of Peace Research, The Journal of
Conflict Resolution, Arms _Control Today and the Defepnse Monitor.

18.28 In contrast to the situation overseas, very little‘has
been done about pursuing peace research in Australia. According
to Andrew Mack, the reasons for this include, first, tha§ the
academic and intellectual climate in Australia was not_dlsposed
towards the behavioural and social science emphasis which
characterised early developments in peace research. Second, the
issue of nuclear war was not as prominent in Australia as it has
been in Europe or the United States. Third, there has been very
little institutional support for the pursuit of peace research
in Australia other than that provided by the Government,

18.29 Even this latter form of support has not been .
forthcoming until quite recently. In March 1984, the Foreign
Affairs Minister, Mr Hayden, announced that:

Decisions had been taken to provide funds on a
seven year basis to enable a peace rese;rch centre
to be established at the Australian National
University. Its purpose will be to provide a
nucleus for serious and scholarly research into
the whole field of peace, disarmament and arms
control ... The establishment of the Peace
Research Centre should result in greater
contributions of analysis and ideas from
Australian_scholars of disarmament, arms control
and peace.l6

18.30 The Government allocated $50 000 to the Institute in
1983-84, $217 000 in 1984-85 and $263 000 in 1985-86. It has
budgeted a further $269 000 for the financial year 1986-87 and
$350 000 annually for the remainder of the seven year guarantee
period which the Australian National University sought.

18.31 The centre forms part of the ANU Research School of
Pacific Studies., According to a Memorandum of Arrangements
between the Australian National University and the Depa:tmept of
Foreign Affairs, the purpose of the Peace Research Centre will
be to carry out high quality research on topics relating to the
conditions for establishing and maintaining peace on national,
regional and global scales; and to provide training in research
in this field.
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18.32 Final definition of the major research fields has yet
to be made but could include:

. perspectives on the arms race;
. alternative approaches to defence and security;

. means of conflict resolution, including the
contribution of legal and institutional settlement
procedures;

. arms limitation and disarmament in all their
aspects;

. cultural, moral and philosophical dimensions of
militarism; and

. the role of justice, eguity and human rights in
the promotion of peace.l

18.33 The Committee also feels that other important topics
include a critical discussion of various political systems and a
review of reasons for conflict in the Third world. The initial
expectation was that the Centre would be manned by a director,
three research fellows, a research assistant, ancilliary staff
and a number of visiting fellows who would work at the Centre
for five to six week appointments. In July 1985, the interim
advisory committee for the Centre appointed Mr Andrew Mack as
Senior Research Fellow and the first Head of the PRC, It had
earlier appointed the Centre's first visiting fellows:

Ms Randall Forsberg, Director of the Institute for Defence and
Disarmament Studies, Boston, and Dr Svenne Lodgard of the
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute. By the end of
1986 the Centre will be staffed by the Head, an additional
Senior Research Fellow, a Research Fellow, two part-time
Research Assistants and one secretarial staff member. A Visiting
Fellow from the Department of Foreign Affairs is also located in
the Centre,

18.34 The establishment of the Peace Research Centre was
generally supported by submissions to this inquiry, although not
unreservedly. Some submissions were concerned that the Centre
may simply repeat the work and focus of the Strategic and
Defence Studies Centre with whom the PRC will be co-located. Dr
Jim Falk, for example, submitted that:

The Peace Research Institute should ideally
explore and develop a different paradigm to that
which underlies the theory developed within
strategic studies. It should aim to develop a
quite different perspective, with a series of
different approaches to the problem of decreasing
international tension, the de-escalation to the
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nuclear and conventional arms race, and
Australia's role in defending Australian
objectives and contributing to constructing a more
peaceful world. In this sense it should be
innovative, energetic and critically creative -
challenging preconceived assumptions, and
questioning existing ways of thinking of these
problems.

From this point of view it was probably a mistake
to place the Peace Research Institute 'back to
back' to Strategic and Defence Studies at ANU.
Whilst there are advantages in resource sharing,
the effect may well be to produce institutional
pressures to bring the modes of analysis and the
appointments of the new Institute into a mould
similar to the existing institution ... The danger
of this could be greatly alleviated by creating at
least one other centre elsewhere in Australia,
unassociated with any existing strategic studies
institution,1?

18,35 Others hoped that the Centre would go beyond
examine alternative views and concepts.

The Peace Research Institute could develop
policies and strategies expressly for the
promotion of peace. This might range from such
things as harmony within, and between, families;
through the equitable distribution of resources in
our society and the development of mechanisms for
accomplishing this; and the creation of trust and
building of common security in the Asian and
Pacific region; to methods for Australia to
exercise leverage, in concert with other
non-nuclear weapon states, to halt vertical and
horizontal nuclear weapons proliferation.

The emphasis should be on the development of means
for the achievement of practical and realisable
results, rather than mere theoretical inquiries or
formulations.

Also:

One of the major foci for the Australian ... Peace
Research Institute ,.. should be on transarmament,
including the relationship between domestic peace
education in formal and informal situations,
nonviolence in Australia and the possibilities for
developing Alternative Defence for Australia.
Necessarily, such a focus ... would require links

traditional approaches to national security and peace studies to
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between the Institute and the peace movement,
something we readily acknowledge would cause
difficulties for some members of the Australian
scholarly community as well as the wider
community.<t

18.36 Some saw a need to establish similar centres outside
Canberra.

We affirm what has occurred at ANU in terms of the
Centre for Peace Studies there but we would stress
that there need to be equivalent things operating
in places other than Canberra. We can instance

one - Monash where I come from - where it is
rossible to develop a centre for peace studies
which could do a range of things in terms of
community education, seminars and conferences that
bring together peace activists and peace
reséarchers, that bring together government
officials with people from the universities.22

18.37 In addressing these criticisms, Andrew Mack stated
that while the PRC will be co~located with the SDSC it will
remain independent from it, only sharing 'resources' such as
library facilities. He further added that the Centre's limited
staff resources would preclude it from examining some of the
broader issues surrounding peace research such as the debate
over the biological basis of human aggression or the social
scientific approach to conflict resolution. Mack noted the
failure of the traditional approaches to disarmament and arms
control and argued that the alternative approaches and concepts
needed to be explored,

Committee Views

18.38 It would not yet be appropriate at this stage to
review Critically the activities of the Peace Research Centre or
its research program. In principle, the Committee considers that
the Centre can perform valuable service in contributing to a
high standard of governmental and community understanding on
disarmament and arms contrél issues in Australia. The Committee
considers that, in the interests of raising the level of
community awareness, public debate and research capacity
throughout Australia on issues of disarmament and arms control,
the Peace Research Centre's activities should extend beyond,
without prejudice to, its formal research functions to
activities such as:

. disseminating its work to the Australian
community;

. assisting the direction and form of the
development of peace education;
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. providing a focus, for, and - where possible -
facilitating related research efforts at other
tertiary institutions.

These associated functions could be followed through activities
such as:

+ sponsorship of research and teaching projects. at
other tertiary institutions;

. Gevelopment of a specialist library and data
base available to other researchers;

- sponsorship of resident and visiting lecturing
programs, in Canberra and inter-state; and

. publication of its work.

The important questions of the range of activities appropriate
for the Centre, its performance of those functions and
activities, and the adequacy of its resources will need to be
regularly reviewed, especially in the formative stages of the
Centre's development, On the question of continued funding, the
Committee considers that there is scope to seek private sources
of revenue - through corporate or individual donations - to
augment Government support. Whatever the source of its funds the
Centre's ability to conduct research in an objective and
independent way must be ensured.
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PART 5

FUTURE OPTIONS AND POLICIES
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CHAPTER 19
AN OVERVIEW OF WHERE WE ARE AND WHERE WE ARE HEADING
Introduction

19.1 This Report has described the nature and dimensions of
the arms-related problems facing the world today and our past and
present. efforts to deal with them. The treatment has, of
necessity, been both wide-ranging and detailed. It has examined
the current global situation, Australia's role in disarmament and
arms control, and a number of specific issues of relevance and
concern to Australia.

18.2 This section of the Report looks beyond our current
situation to deal with future options and policies. What can and
should be done to minimise the risk of nuclear war and its
consequences? In order to address this question, we need to
identify the underlying features of our current international
environment, whether and how these features are changing and the
potential implications of these changes. This Chapter attempts to
provide an overview of where we are at present and where we are
heading. It brings together the trends and developments that have
been identified in the earlier discussions as well as some of the
basic constraints that serve to limit what we can do. The Chapter
is divided into two broad sections, covering the basic features
of our current nuclear world and the search for disarmament and
arms control. The following chapter examines some of the possible
future approaches that have been suggested to the Committee.

19.3 Chapter 21 provides the Committee's preferred
strategies and policies. It covers both global strategies as well
as Australia's more immediate concerns, and provides the
Committee's views on what we can and should do in both the short
and longer terms. The final chapter provides a summary of the
Committee's conclusions and recommendations that are contained
throughout the Report.

The Basic Features of our Nuclear World

19.4 The period since the end of the Second World War has
been marked by both change and continuity in nuclear matters..
There has been a steady increase in the number of nuclear weapons
in the world, with both superpowers now each possessing well over
20 000 nuclear warheads of various designs and yields. Advances
in technology have produced an expanding array of delivery
systems with improved range, accuracy, mobility, reliability and
destructive potential. The basic command, control and
communications systems that are used to support nuclear weapons
have also increased considerably in size and complexity. Despite
these often quite dramatic changes, many of the basic features
and arrangements that characterise our present global nuclear
situation have remained remarkably constant, at least over the
last two decades or so. This underlying continuity in nuclear
affairs has enabled the world to devise ways of coping Yith the
dangers and opportunities presented by nuclear weapons.
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19.5 The most basic feature of our current international
environment is the existence of weapons of unprecedented and
collectively almost unimaginable destructive power. There are now
tens of thousands of nuclear weapons located throughout the
world, most of which are many times more powerful than the bombs
which destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Our knowledge of the
potential consequences of nuclear war has also increased.
Numerous studies have now been conducted into the direct and
indirect effects of nuclear war ranging from the explosion of a
single warhead to an all-out nuclear exchange. While the scope of
the effects depend on the size of the exchange, the results are
depressingly similar: enormous devastation and death in the
immediate vicinity of the explosions, followed by widespread
casualties, human suffering and social disruption in adjoining
areas due to radiocactive fall-out and other indirect effects. Of
the latter, the most recently discovered, and still fairly
controversial effect, is the so called 'nuclear winter'
phenomenon. Scientists have hypothesised that the smoke and dust
generated in a nuclear war may be sufficient to block out the sun
from extensive areas of the earth's surface for protracted
periods of time. This would have potentially catastrophic
consequences for food production and could lead to wholesale
starvation in the affected areas. Some scientists suggest that
there is a nuclear threshold above which the whole 'of the world
would be affected. While there is considerable debate over what
the threshold for a global 'nuclear winter' is, there appears to
be wide agreement that it would be much less than the present
size of the nuclear arsenals of the two superpowers. Therefore,
the winner of any nuclear war could also be the loser.

19.6 The majority of the world's nuclear weapons are in the
hands of the two superpowers, the United States and the Soviet
Union, While three other nuclear powers - the United Kingdom,
France and China - maintain small and potentially destructive
nuclear arsenals, they are very modest compared with those held
by the superpowers. The distribution of nuclear weapons may
therefore still be described, with reasonable accuracy, as
'bipolar’. The large nuclear stockpiles of the two superpowers is
a direct result of a further feature of our present international
environment: the continuing competition between the United States
and the Soviet Union. The two superpowers are rivals. They lead
the most significant politico-military alliances, they champion
opposing philosophies on how to organise society, politics and
the economy, and they are engaged in intense and continuing
efforts to protect and advance their basic beliefs and interests.
This competition has reached global proportions and has tended to
cause a broad polarisation of our international political system,
notwithstanding the claim by many countries to be non-aligned.

19.7 It has also ensured a continuing arms race. Since the
1950s each superpower has been confronted by the existence of
nuclear weapons and by the fact that they are in the hands of
potential adversary states who may be prepared to use them for
military or political gain. Neither superpower has been prepared
to rely on the good sense of others not to use nuclear weapons
now or in the future. Thus each side feels the need to maintain
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and develop its nuclear stockpile and plan for its employment,
either to prevent nuclear war from occurring or to satisfy
certain military and political goals in the event that conflict
did take place. The basic approach taken by the two superpowers
to ensure national security in the nuclear age differs, although
the overall results, in terms of the quantitative and qualitative
development of weapons and armed forces, has tended to be
similar. The United States and its Western allies seek to deter
the Soviet Union from using its nuclear weapons or military
forces by threatening retaliation in kind. For its part, the
Soviet Union seeks to avoid war by demonstrating a clear capacity
to be able to fight and win a major conflict between East and
West should it eventuate.

19.8 In seeking to provide security through military
strength, the two superpowers have reached a position where both
would suffer utter destruction in the event of a large-scale
military conflict between them. Even a 'small' nuclear strike
against major population and industrial centres in the United
States or the Soviet Union would produce enormous casualties and
destroy a significant proportion of the industrial and economic
capacity of the targeted country. Both sides realise that each
can devastate the other even after absorbing a massive nuclear
attack. It is therefore in their mutual interests to avoid
circumstances which could lead to direct military confrontation
and the risk of nuclear war. The mutual vulnerability of both
superpowers to a nuclear attack is described by the term 'mutual
assured destruction’ or MAD. It stems from a fourth basic feature
of our nuclear world; the fact that, at present, there is no
defence against nuclear weapons, especially those delivered by
ballistic missiles. Thus, neither superpower can guarantee its
security through military means alone. While, in the past,
nations <ould use military force to either defend themselves
against aggression or conquer adversaries, now the cities of each
country can be attacked and destroyed without first defeating the
opponent’s military forces. National survival ultimately depends
upon cooperation between, and restraint by, mutual adversaries
rather than the application of military force.

19.9 These basic features of the present global nuclear
situation - the destructive potential of nuclear weapons, their
concentration in the hands of the governments of two great
sovereign states, the primacy of offence over defence, and the
competition between the superpowers - have been established for
some time and have thus enabled all the nations involved to
develop policies to cope with the dangers and opportunities that
are presented by nuclear weapons. Despite the continued build-up
of large numbers of nuclear weapons by both sides, the
superpowers have been able to pursue their individual interests
while minimising the risks of military conflict. The absence of
even low-level military conflict between the superpowers for over
forty years may suggest that the present nuclear equilibrium
could continue undisturbed and so the possibility of nuclear war
would remain small. Alternatively, should the basic
characteristics underlying the current nuclear status guo change,
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then existing approaches and policies would also change. This
could in turn generate greater uncertainty and fear and increase
the possibility of nuclear war occuring at some time in the
future. What are the prospects for the continuation of these
basic arrangements and the implications of any change in them?

Challenges to the Nuclear Status Quo

19.10 It is unlikely that the first basic feature of our
present nuclear situation will change. Nuclear weapons will not
disappear., Even if all nuclear arsenals were destroyed, the
knowledge of how to rebuild them would remain and could be put to
use by any number of countries. Nuclear weapons are an immutable
part of our future experience. In light of past arms control
experience, history suggests that it is also unlikely that
substantive reductions in the superpowers' arsenals could be
achieved quickly. SALT I and SALT II, which simply set a limit on
the number of certain weapons systems held by the superpowers,
took ten years to finalise. Even if the current United States' or
Sovie: proposals for deep cuts in the strateg;.c arsenals of both
sides were accepted tomorrow - and this is highly unlikely - they
would still take many years to achieve. Moreover, even at these
reduced levels of armaments, the superpowers would still be in
the. same predicament. Each would remain at the mercy of the
other, vulnerable to a crushing attack which could also have
serious consequences for other parts of the globe. The size of
the world's nuclear arsenals and its relative insensitiveness to
change will remain a constant factor for some time to come.

Horizontal proliferation and the declining global influence of
the superpowers

19.11 There is no guarantee, however, that the United States
and the Soviet Union will continue to monopolize the world's
nuclear arsenals. Two other nuclear weapon states, France and
China, have also been expanding their nuclear stockpiles and
there are now a number of other countries which either possess
nuclear weapons or have the capacity to build them. These
developments have occurred despite multilateral efforts to
prevent or constrain them, and they are likely to continue into
the future. The move away from a largely bi-polar nuclear world
may not necessarily be a change for the better. Horizontal
proliferation increases the chances of nuclear weapons, or
substances used to make such weapons, falling into the hands of
subnational or terrorist groups. It is likely to exacerbate
regional tensions rather than ease them, and it could increase
the risk of nuclear weapons being used in a regional conflict,
particularly if there is any acceleration in the present rate of
proliferation. Horizontal proliferation increases the diversity
of contingencies with which the superpowers must deal, and
minimises the scope for achieving significant reductions in
nuclear arsenals since this may make the United States or the
Soviet Union vulnerable to the actions of other states. It is
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Yikely to complicate the continued maintenance of global
deterrence or superpower relations generally, especially in a
crisis. It makes arms control more difficult. Negotiations
concerning U.S. and Soviet nuclear weapons in Europe, for
example, are complicated by the existence of British and French
nuclear forces. Horizontal proliferation also increases the
prospect of direct superpower conflict. It would not be too
difficult to conceive of ways in which the use of a small number
of nuclear weapons by a small power could provide the catalyst
for global catastrophe.

19.12 A further problem stems from the fact that while the
competition between the superpowers has become globalised, their
capacity to control events in areas outside their primary spheres
of influence is diminishing. This is due partly to the increasing
interpenetration of the superpowers' respective areas of
involvement, but also to the increase in the economic and
military power of many Third World countries, accompanied by a
corresponding rise in their confidence and assertiveness. One
result of these changes is that the superpowers are required to
rely more and more on the efforts of their respective allies and
supporters. This support has been assured to date by militarizing
the East-West conflict - and thereby reducing the options that
are available to friendly or dependent governments - but at a
cost of increasing world-wide military expenditure and linking
the global balance to regional concerns.

19,13 Despite these changes and difficulties, neither
superpower has shown any inclination to disengage from competing
in these areas. The continued superpower interest in the

Third World, together with the erosion of predictability and
control, constitutes a growing threat to the prospects of
preventing Third World crises from directly involving the
superpowers. Where instability in the Third World may once have
represented a potential opportunity for each superpower to extend
its influence at the expense of its adversary, the risks of
direct confrontation are now beginning to outweigh the possible
gains. This situation is being recognised@ but not adequately
addressed. Both the United States and the Soviet Umon are glv:.ng
increasing attention to sb called crisis prevention a

management procedures and responses. Ultimately, however, the
risks can only be minimised by reducing the basic causes of
regional conflict - poverty, malnutrition, scarcity of resources,
political disenfranchisement and human rights abuses - and
limiting direct encroachment by the superpowers.

The search for an effective defence against nuclear attack

19.14 The third basic feature of the present nuclear status
quo ~ the dominance of offensive weapons - is under challenge by
the current United States Administration. In establishing the
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) research program, President
Reagan has offered the vision of a defensive shield against
nuclear attack so effective that it would render nuclear weapons
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'impotent and obsolete'. His vision gave official voice to an
aspiration to rid the world of nuclear weapons and the dangers
that they pose. This aspiration is understandable and highly
laudable. A world in which armed forces performed their
traditional role of defending the nation by warding off enemy
attacks would be far preferable to the present system in which
the defence of both superpowers ultimately rests on the threat to
annihilate millions in both countries and possibly destroy a
substantial part of life on earth in the process. It may also
provide the only practical means of achieving total nuclear
disarmament (these issues are discussed in some detail in the
next chapter).

19.15 While the goal of moving from a nuclear world dominated
by offensive weapons to one based on defensive systems appears
highly laudable, it is doubtful that SDI is either a viable or
satisfactory means of achieving it. The complexity of the task
and the inability to test the system under realistic conditions
makes the prospect of achieving a perfect or near perfect
nation-wide defence against current nuclear arsenals negligibly
low. In addition, and more importantly, the continued pursuit of
the current SDI program is likely to set in motion a chain of
events and reactions that could destabilise the present strategic
balance, increase the possibility of nuclear conflict and
undermine the limited progress that has been made in arms control
to date. Despite these dangers, the indications are that the
United States will continue to pursue its present SDI research
program and the Soviet Union will do likewise.

19,16 The problems associated with SDI do not necessarily
invalidate the concept of non-nuclear defence. What it shows is
that a successful transition to a defence~dominated world depends
initially on establishing political stability and significant
reductions in the current level of nuclear armaments. Such a
change would have to be voluntary; neither superpower could force
the other side to do it. It would take considerable time to
implement and would have to accommodate problems unprecedented in
negotiations to date.

Developments in the nature and scope of United States - Soviet
Relations

19.17 The practical difficulties associated with SDI
highlight the importance of the fourth basic element of the
present nuclear status quo: the political and military
relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union.
There are also changes in prospect here — in particular those
resulting from continuing changes in technology - which may not
bode well for the future stability of the central balance.

19.18 The political relations between the United States and

the Soviet Union remain poor although there have been some signs
of improvement in recent times. Since the beginning of 1984, the
Reagan Administration has moderated its earlier public criticisms
of the Soviet Union and has revived or strengthened the economic,
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scientific and cultural contact between the two countries.
Following a year in which there were no arms control negotiations
between the superpowers, the two sides began a new round of talks
in Geneva in March 1985. More significant still was the summit
meeting between President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev
in November 1985 at which the two leaders discussed problems of
mutuwal concern and agreed to further summit meetings in 1986 and
1987 as well as continuing discussions between U.S. Secretary of
State Shultz and Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze.

19.19 While there has been a resumption in dialogue between
the superpowers, the prospect for any significant improvement in
Us-Soviet relations, or progress towards achieving substantive
arms control agreements appears small and is being undermined by
actions on both sides. Both the United States and the Soviet
Union are continuing to modernise their strategic forces and are
extending the arms competition into new areas. Both Governments
have continued to make unflattering and often ill~chosen remarks
in public about the activities or intentions of their opponent.
The re-establishment of amicable relations between the
superpowers over the course of the next several decades is not
out of the question. The prospects of a significant political
accommodation is fundamentally constrained, however, by the
highly divergent security perspectives of the two superpowers
which stem from their contrasting ideological, historical,
political and geo-strategic circumstances and preferences. It is
compl icated further by the failure to establish an agreed
principle of equality between the superpowers - thought by many
to be the only realistic basis for stable regulation of the
U.S.-Soviet relationship - and by a tendency for each side to
ignore or reject the security perspectives of its adversary and
to refuse to compromise over arms control agreements.

Trends in the superpower arms competition

19.20 The most significant, and potentially most dangerous
developments in the relationship between the superpowers has
occurred in their continuing arms competition. Since the end of
the Second World War, the United States and the Soviet Union have
steadily built, diversified and improved their military
capabilities. The arms competition has been spurred on by a
desire on the part of the Soviet Union to achieve at least a
clear parity with the United States. Similarly American concerns
have been to minimise Soviet advantages and, if possible, confirm
the continuation of the advantages in the American strategic
arsenal. The arms competition has been marked by an
action-reaction process. As soon as one side produced a new
weapon or weapons system, the other worked assiduously to produce
the same capability, or where this was not feasible, an
appropriate counter-capability. A particularly significant and
unfortunate instance of this was the introduction of MIRVed
ballistic missile systems by the United States in the early
1970s, followed by later Soviet deployment of such systems. There
is wide agreement that MIRVing, by substantially raising the
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ratio of the number of warheads to counterforce targets, has
served to destabilise the strategic balance and to raise the
feasibility of a disarming first strike, at least against
land-based systems.

19.21 This has led to the deployment of large numbers of
nuclear warheads, well beyond any obvious need. Since the end of
the Second World War, the number of nuclear warheads in the
superpovers' military arsenals has been increased steadily and is
now estimated to total over 20 000 warheads each. According to
U.S. sources, the Soviet Union is in the process of developing a
range of new strategic and intermediate-range nuclear weapons.
The United States is itself engaged in a significant strategic
modernisation program. While many of the new weapons will repl ace
older gersions, the overall consegquence may see an increase in
warheads,

19.22 Initially, the competition in nuclear amms was largely
restricted to strategic weapons. In recent years the size and
nature of the intermediate-range and tactical nuclear arsenals of
both superpowers have also begun to be expanded. There is now a
wide variety of such warheads with yields ranging from fractions
to thousands of kilotons. These weapons have become part of the
arsenals assigned to the armed services of the two superpowers
and almost every branch of the armed forces .has found use for
some nuclear weapon. At present, the bulk of these weapons are
located in Europe, although as smaller, more mobile versions are
being developed, they are beginning to spread to other areas
throughout the world. The proliferation of nuclear weapons is
likely to. continue since nuclear technology in both the United
States and the Soviet Union is now mature and warhead development
and variety are matters of sound engineering rather than of
technological innovation.

19.23 Despite the growth in the overall number of nuclear
warheads, the most important changes have been qualitative rather
than quantitative. Nuclear weapons and their delivery systems are
becoming technically more sophisticated and increasingly
accurate. In the 1950s and 1960s the nuclear arms race was
characterised by the development of ever more powerful weapons.
In the 1970s and 1980s, the trend has been towards smaller but
more numerous weapons with single warheads being replaced by
several smaller ones of the same total weight located on the same
missile and capable of being independently targeted. Over the
same time, there have been continued developments in the other
components of modern weapons systems, in particular, guidance
systems, propulsion technology and communications, command and
control systems. The combined use of satellites, ground-following
radar, and advanced homing techniques have dramatically increased
the accuracy of strategic delivery systems from several
kilometres in the 1950s to around 200m today. Some intermediate
ballistic missiles, such as the Pershing II, may have an accuracy
of about 50m. It is likely that this accuracy will be Ffurther
improved in the future. Advances in propulsion technology also
mean that missiles can be launched promptly and travel more
quickly to their targets, giving less reaction time to defenders.
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19.24 These trends are exemplified by the development of the
cruise missile. Cruise missiles are easily hidden, difficult to
detect by radar or other means and can be fired from a broad
range of platforms: planes, ships, submarines or literally from
the backs of trucks. The problem of detecting and engaging cruise
missiles is compounded by their ability to fly at very low
altitudes and by the fact that large numbers of cruise missiles
could be released from a single aircraft or naval vessel
operating close to potential targets, The revolutionary impact of
new long-range cruise missiles is made possible by advances in
satellite technology, microcircuitry, miniature nuclear weapons
and turbofan engines. The accuracy of the new cruise missiles is
provided by terrain contour matching (TERCOM) wherein a radar
system periodically scans the ground over which the missile is
travelling and compares the results with stored terrain maps and
makes course changes as necessary. This system enables the cruise
missile to arrive within 100 metres of its target after a 2 500
kilometre flight. More precise guidance can be achieved by using
a television lens to compare ground features near the target with
digitised photographic images stored in the missile's computer.
Both the United States and the Soviet Union are developing a
range of cruise missiles which are capable of carrying nuclear
weapons. and which will be difficult to distinguish from
non-nuclear cruise missiles.

19.25 The scope of the arms race is also changing with each
side developing new kinds of weapons and technologies. New areas
of competition include anti-submarine warfare, surveillance and
early warning, command and control, ballistic missile defence and
anti-satellite warfare. A further trend is that the nuclear
weapons have become part of much wider and highly complex
communications, command and control (C3) systems which give early
warning of an enemy attack and provide for centralised control of
military forces prior to and during a conflict.In light of the
complex nature of modern warfare, growing sophistication of
offensive weapons, shorter warning times of attack and the
potential catastrophic consequences of hasty or ill-informed
decisions, both the United States and the Soviet Union have, in
recent years, built systems of extraordinary complexity to give
advance warning of an attack and to control their nuclear forces.
These developments have been marked by two underlying trends.
First, intelligence and early warning systems have been
vertically integrated with military forces to a degree
unparalleled in history. Military organisations are now required
to design their formal organisational structures around the type
of information technology they rely on if they are to
successfully prosecute a war. The second trend has been the
integration of nuclear weapons of geographically dispersed
commands into a single, centralised whole, with corresponding
centralised war planning.

19.26 The military competition between the United States and
the Soviet Union has not been restricted to nuclear armaments.
Both superpowers and their allies continue to devote the major
portion of their defence expenditure to upgrading and expanding
their conventional forces, and each uses these forces to pursue
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its various interests across the globe. An important trend is the
integration, by both superpowers, of nuclear and conventional
forces., Battlefield nuclear weapons are now extensively deployed
by both superpowers in all branches of their armed forces. The
introduction of new guidance technologies and the miniaturisation
of nuclear wvarheads allows the deployment of a range of ‘dual
capable' aircraft, missiles, artillery pieces, depth charges,
land mines, and so on. In addition, both superpowers are showing
an increasing interest in developing new chemical weapons
including so-called binary weapons containing warheads filled
with separate and relatively benign substances designed to mix
and react with each other on the way to the target and release a
toxic gas on impact.

19.27 The causes of the amms race are many and complex,
reflecting a combination of international and domestic pressures
and considerations. At its most basic level, the arms .competition
is a manifestation of the broader, pervasive rivalry between the
two great powers, although there are a -number of other influences
at work as well. These include the presence in each country of
very strong political and institutional interests which can exert
considerable influence on their respective national decision
making processes, the overall momentum of technological change,
and the role of strategic doctrine. In this last context, the
conventional wisdom is that, in contrast to normal expectations,
strategic and operational doctrine follow rather than determine
the development of new weapons or military technologies. There
are a number of reasons for this, including the rate of change of
technology, the inherently conservative nature of the military
and its tendency to concentrate on the 'lessons of the last war',
the nature of the equipment procurement process (in the West at
least), and so on. This conventional wisdom no longer holds, and
doctrinal imperatives are having a major determining influence on
what new weapons or technologies need to be developed in order to
satisfy the perceived national security objectives of both sides.

19.28 The United States, for example, no longer seeks to
deter Soviet aggression by simply threatening to destroy Soviet
cities in a massive retaliatory strike. Its basic aim now is to
deny the Soviet Union an advantage from any military adventure it
may contemplate by developing and maintaining a military
structure which is clearly capable of matching a variety of
Soviet challenges with a variety of appropriate responses.
This'counterforce' or 'countervailing’ strategy, which is similar
in many ways to the current Soviet strategic doctrine, gives
greater emphasis to targeting military rather than civilian
targets and it includes the provision for intra-war deterrence or
bargaining through the demonstration of both 'war-fighting*
capabilities and a perceived ability to 'prevail' during a
protracted military conflict. It is closer to the classical
strategic approaches of the pre-nuclear age.

19.29 American strategists have long been concerned that the
United States' continuing vulnerability to a devastating Soviet
nuclear attack not only threatens U.S. cities but fundamentally
constrains the credibility of its strategic posture. The move
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towards a 'countervailing' posture may have improved the
credibility of deterrence but it did not remove American
vulnerability. United States' leaders remain confronted by the
fact that U.S. national security still ultimately depends on the
cooperation of its principal adversary. Within the overall .
calculus of deterrence theory, the only way to escape this basic
dilemma, or at least substantially offset it, is to develop
effective defences against nucléar attack.

19.30 The continued build-up of the nuclear arsenals of the
United States and the Soviet Union, the wide dispersmn.of
nuclear weapons, and their integration into the conventional
force structures of each side, increase the risk that any
military conflict between the superpowers could lead to nuclear
weapons being used. There is wide agreement that once the nuclear
threshold is crossed, it would be very difficult to prevent the
conflict escalating to an all-out nuclear exchange. '?he
deployment by both superpowers of a range of increasingly more
effective 'counterforce' weapons and capabilities together with
the adoption of strategic doctrines that emphasise :warf1ght1ng'
concepts and postures, also have a number og significant .
implications for future global stability. First, they are likely
to be construed as threatening by an adversary since the weapons
and support systems needed to carry out thesg fungtzons can also
be used to achieve a disarming first strike in which the
opponent's capacity to retaliate is effectively nullified. The
‘countervailing' strategy and its Soviet counterpart is even more
threatening when 'counterforce' weapons are combined with
defensive systems that are capable of protecting a potentx_al
aggressor from an opponent's retaliatory forces that survive a
first strike. These fears partly underly current American
concerns over Soviet ABM developments and the Soviet Union's
opposition to the U.S. SDI program. They lead to an expansmnlof
the arms competition as each side seeks to ma!.:ch its opgopent s
forces and develops means of maintaining the invulnerability of
its retaliatory or second strike forces. They can threaten X
stability in a crisis by increasing the incentive to strike first
- and so minimise the damage likely to be incurred in the event
of a nuclear war — or by forcing each side to maintain its
nuclear forces at an advanced alert status.

19.31 The question of first strike should not be exaggerated.
At present, neither superpower maintains the capgbxhty.for a
disarming first strike and it is unlikely that either side will
acquire such a capability in the foreseeable future. Moreover,
this situation appears to be recognised by both the United States
and the Soviet Union. The problem is, however, that defence .
planning in both countries is influenced not by'what a potential
enemy is likely to do but what it is perceived it could do. As
the two sides extend the functions and capabilities of tl}ez.:‘
nuclear forces, worst-case planning by both superpowers is likely
to dictate that existing policies and rules governing the use and
deployment of nuclear forces be reviewed. Under.these cond%txons,
policies such as launch-on-warning or first strike may begin to
be countenanced.
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19.32 Second, the extension of deterrence to incorporate
'warfighting' capabilities and notions of escalation dominance or
intrawar bargaining may contribute to an increasing perception
that nuclear wars may be able to be fought and endured in much
the same manner as conventional armed conflicts: 1limited,
controlled, prolonged and with a 'winner' and a 'loser'. At
present, such a possibility is not publicly countenanced by the
leaders of either the United States or the Soviet Union.

19.33 Third, continued technological improvements and an
expansion in military capabilities enforces existing
'asymmetries' in the respective strategic arsenals and makes: the
achievement of a strategic balance more difficult to achieve.
There appears to be general agreement that the maintenance of
overall parity between the strategic nuclear forces of the two
superpowers is important for maintaining stable deterrence and
peace between them. At present, in the Committee's view, the
forces of both sides are essentially equivalent but there are
significant differences which stem from divergent historical,
technological and geo-strategic circumstances. The problem is
that these differences can fuel concerns that the opponent may be
able to use them to exploit a perceived advantage for political
or military gain. This concern increases the tension in the
superpower relationship and adds to the pressure of the arms
competition., The problem is exacerbated by the fact that the two
sides appear to take different views of how the question of the
strategic balance should be addressed. The Soviet Union sees that
strategic parity between it and the United States would apply as
long as each has broadly similar capabilities including the
capability to effectively retaliate in the event of being
attacked first with nuclear weapons. The United States, on the
other hand, seems to require a more exact matching of
capabilities (or counter capabilities) and so is concerned by
specific differences or 'windows of vulnerability'. Fourth, the
proliferation of weapons systems and types makes control of
military forces more difficult and yet more crucial as evidenced
by the increased emphasis by both sides on strategic and tactical
command, control and communications (C3).

19.34 From the foregoing, it is clear that our current global
environment is being subjected to a significant and expanding
number of pressures which are threatening to undermine the basic
continuity in nuclear affairs which has characterised our
experience to date and has enabled the world to devise ways of
minimising the dangers and prospects of nuclear war. While the
exact implications of these trends are difficult to predict, the
broad direction of change is clear. We are entering an era of
much greater complexity and uncertainty in international affairs
which will make it more difficult to predict or control events
and circumstances. Unless we can make compensating adjustments to
our means of controlling our political, military and strategic
environment, the world may be heading for nuclear disaster. Our
principal means of regulating our military and strategic
environment in the nuclear age has been the arms control process.
How has it fared to date and is it capable of meeting the
challenges posed by the trends and pressures just described?

583.

The Search for Disarmament and Arms Control

19.35 Like the arms competition, the arms control process is
characterised by a number of features and trends which are .
important to identify in seeking to determine our future options
and policies. The first observation is that the efforts to
achieve disarmament and arms control in the nuclear age have been
both extensive and consistent. The search has occurred broadly on
two fronts: negotiations between the two superpowers and
multilateral negotiations largely within the context of the
United Nations. They have involved formal and informal i
discussions and agreements across a rande of subjects including
arms reductions, arms limitations, force restructuring and
stabilising measures such as improved communications between
national leaders and crisis management techniques.

19.36 The achievements of negotiated ams control since the
end of the Second World War are summarised in Table 1?.1: l?esplte
the intense efforts and goodwill of many nations and individuals,
there has been little progress towards disarmament and little
real progress in bilateral or multilateral arms contro:!.. Of the
small number of arms control treaties that have been signed since
the Second World War, very few have resulted in significant
reductions of existing arsenals. The treaties that have been
signed have failed to stop the continuing ams race and few have
addressed the central issues facing arms control. For example,
those multilateral commitments which have banned nuclear weapons
did so in areas where no states wanted to deploy them anyway - in
Antarctica, Latin America, on the sea-bed and in outer space. The
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty was signed by states whi_.Ch daid
not want to acguire such weapons but not by those.that‘ d:..d. The
Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963 stopped atmospheric testing of
nuclear weapons, but nuclear testing continued vnderground and at
an accelerated rate.

Table 19.1: Principal achievements in arms control

Signed

Antarctic Treaty 1959
'Hot Line' (modernized 1971 and 1984) 1963
Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) 1963
Outer Space Treaty 1967
Latin America Nuclear Free Zone 1967

{Tlatelolco Treaty)
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 1968
Seabed Treaty 1971
Biological Warfare Convention 1972
ABM Treaty 1972
Salt I Interim Agreement 1972
Threshold Test Ban Treaty/Peaceful 1974/6

Nuclear Explosion Treaty (TTBT/PNET)
Environmental Modification 1977
SALT II 1979

South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone {Rarotonga) 1986
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18.37 The lack of progress in disarmament and arms control
has led many to criticise the process, arguing either that more
needs to be done to arrest the ams race and reduce the prospect
of nuclear war, or arms control is a waste of time and resources
and should be abandoned altogether. The proponents. of the first
view point to the fact that the arms control process has failed
to reduce the possibility of nuclear war and the destruction
likely to occur in the event of war and that it has failed to
limit the build-up of armaments or reduce military spending. They
argue that more drastic measures are needed to terminate the arms
race and reduce the risk of nuclear conflict. Some even suggest
that the arms control process facilitates or ‘'institutionalises'
the arms race. This point was made to the Committee by Professor
George Rathjens of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and
was supported in evidence by Andrew Mack, who argued that:

I think there is very considerable evidence to.
suggest that the way that multilateral arms
control negotiations have taken place in the
past - indeed the bilateral ones between the
superpowers — has téended to accelerate the arms
race for two reasons. First ... the amms control
process itself tends to generate a whole series of
bargaining chips ~ new weapons systems ~ which
might not have been generated otherwise. Once
those weapons systems go along through research,
development and then towards deployment, an
increasingly powerful band of vested interests get
attached to making sure that they do not get
bargained away ... [Secondly,] in order to have
one agreement between the superpowers, you really
have to have ... [a priok] agreement within the
United States and an agreement within the Soviet
Union ... time and time again American Presidents
have found that in order to get the support they
need from the Joint Chiefs for a particular
weapons limitation agreement, they have had to
agree to a go-ahead on other systems. This
happened in SALT I, it happened in SALT I3.2

19.38 Those opposed to arms control have variously argued
that it provides *false confidence' in negotiations and so
detracts from the national will to provide adequately for
national defence; that it unduly interferes with the
preparations for national security; and that it provides scope
for an unscrupulous opponent to gain either political or
military advantage. As a minimum, they require very strict
verification and compliance provisions to apply to all arms
control agreements. Some suggest that the arms control pProcess
be eliminated altogether or that it be replaced, at least in
part, by a less formal approach whereby each side would take
measures that would enhance strategic stability and reduce
nuclear weapons in consultation with each other - but not
necessarily in formalised, signed agreements. As the Director of
the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Kenneth L.
Adelman, argued, adopting this approach of individual, parallel
restraint could also:
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<. help avoid endless problems over what programs
to exclude, which to include, and how to verify
them. The focus should be on areas or strategic
systems of greatest military importance. Arms
control without agreements could be easier to
discuss with the Soviets and quicker to yield
concrete results. Being less formal, such
arrangements could be more easily modified if
circumstances change than could legally binding
treaties.

19.39 Between these two views are those who support the
continuvation of the disarmament and arms control process and the
potential benefits that it can bring. They argue that arms
control is not only about reductions but is also an attempt to
bring stability to the arms competition. This is achieved by
strengthening deterrence, controlling the spread and build~up of
weapons. so that the military relationships between countries are
more predictable, and creating forces of a type which provide no
incentive for either side to launch a first strike in a time of
crisis. In addition, arms control agreements such as nuclear
weapons free zones or other non-proliferation devices can be
used to preserve the existing status of the ams.cgmpet:.tion and
preclude further developments that may be destabilising. Arms
control negotiations and agreements can also signlf:.cantly
contribute to confidence-building and the creation of a
political environment that is. conducive to even greater
concessions and agreements.

19.40 Viewed in this way, the arms control process is said
to have accomplished more in the past two decades than is
sometimes realised by those who point to the absence of deep
reductions. As the Harvard Study Group noted in its book

Certain areas and technologies (for example,
anti-ballistic missile systems) have been fenced
off from competition ... a system has been set up
to slow the spread of nuclear weapons'to
additional countries. Limits on existing arsenals
may have helped to keep weapons and expenditures
below what they otherwise might have been. And
most important, the beginnings of a process of
communication and cooperation have been
established between the two major nuclegu: i
adversaries and it has weathered very difficult
times,

This last point was emphasised to the Committee by
Dr Desmond Ball who submitted that:

It seems to me that the most valuable thing which
came out of the SALT process was not the limits
which were put on missile numbers ... it was the
establishment of the Standing Consultative
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Commission, where the two sides get to

regularly and talk about their mgssilesether

developments and their radar developments and

igs:§fque:tions about their capabilities and try
viate concern in _each re i

about the capabilities,5 spective country

19.41 This central position i

. is the one taken
Australian Government, The continuing importance ?f’ El};: arms
;ontgol process was emphasised by Australia's Minister for
oreign Affairs, Mr Hayden, who recently asserted that the arms
control agreements and treaties obtained to date:

«es are a solid body of effective measu. i
put real constraints on the behaviour oges which
g::::nmgnﬁs. They :;ehreal barriers against a

0 orrors which the world would i
these accords did not exist. 1d face if

Mr Hayden acknowledged, however, that:

.+« the achievements to date of amms c

far short, not only of our ideals and ggj{:;gt;:lsl
but alse of what is necessary if the world is to
be spared the catastrophe of global conflict with
modern weapons ...land] 1In looking to the future
of arms control, we must first acknowledge what
t}aS already been put in place and ensure that it
%ﬁr:;/l:z.laale‘ asta solid basis on which to build

I'.. We must not i
into Seopardy. allow it to be eroded or put

Toward an Evaluation of Arms. Control

19.42 The principal goal of arms control

S . s as o sed
glsi?trmament, is to manage the competition among nag:l':gnz igoorder
0 lessen the dangers and burdens of armaments. This basic
pu:pose.bteaks down into a number of sub-goals, including: the
prevention of.war, the minimisation of its consequences st.lould it
ogcgr,‘ the maz.ntenance.of stable and harmonious relations between
states, and the reduction of military expenditures.

19,43 Measured against these kinds of

pto<f:§§s has had only ‘mixed success. There ggglgéeshsoaﬂalsiggg;rol
conflict between.the Superpowers but their competition for 1 obal
influence has maintained the momentum of the central arms s
bu1ld.-up, exacerbated regional tensions and conflicts, and
:ontzép:ted to the gontinuing increase in global military

xge:hz ures, 'I‘he'bz.lateral agreements between the United States
an e Soviet Union have, to date, limited the quantitative
growth of strategic weapons, prevented the deployment of
extensive ballistic missile defences and introduced crisis
management measures aimed at reducing the risk of nuclear war

587.

occurring by accident or miscalculation. They have not prevented
technological developments in strategic or tactical weapons, or
limited the overall numbers of nuclear warheads (there are
currently no limitations on intermediate~range or tactical
nuclear warheads or forces) or imposed regulations on delivery
vehicles that can be used for conventional (as well as nuclear)
warheads. BAnd apart from the 1972 Biological Warfare Convention,
no substantial progress has been made in controlling or reducing
conventional armaments.

19.44 The lack of progress in preventing the continuing
overall increase and spread of armaments should not be
automatically portrayed as a complete failure of arms control.
While the results could have been much better, the agreements
that have been reached are not negligible; they demonstrate that
formal agreements are possible among nations whose basic
interests are markedly at variance in some areas. It should also
be recognised that in the absence of such agreements, things
could have been much worse. The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
has obviously played an important role in keeping horizontal
proliferation well below originally anticipated levels. Without
SALT II and the 1972 ABM Treaty, both superpowers' defensive and
offensive nuclear arsenals would probably have been much greater.
The development of a series of nuclear weapon-free proposals has
at least restricted the deployment of nuclear weapons into
certain geographical regions and environments.

19.45 Some of the concern over arms control may be due to
unreal expectations. Since armaments are not the sole cause of
war, negotiated arms limitations are unlikely to eliminate armed
conflict between nations. In addition, arms control does not
exist in isolation but forms one component of the national
security posture of all nations. The other components include
defence preparedness, foreign relations, economic. policy, and
resources and trade policy, as well as a range of domestic
considerations relating to social and economic well-being.
Although all these factors target a single objective - national
security ~ they at times will lead to conflicting requirements.

19.46 Arms control is also subject to a range of technical,
institutional and political factors which serve to constrain both
negotiations and agreements. As Mr R.H. Mathams submitted to the
Committee, arms control negotiators face some difficult technical
problems, including:

{a) ... the equation of weapon systems that are
technically different and operationally
dissimilar. Formulae need to be devised, to permit
trade~offs between weapon systems that take
account of substantial differences in the
accuracy, reliability, explosive yield and
operational utiljty of those systems. Counting
rules. need to be established to take account of
different models of similar types i.e. 'light’
ICBMs versus ‘heavy' I1CBMs; conventional bombers
versus bombers armed with ALCM.



588.

{b) ... the establishment of mutuvally agreed 'base
line' numbers ... [which) will depend on the
ability of national surveillance systems
accurately to count deployed weapon systems,

{c) ladequate verification] by national means of
surveillance. There can be no reliance on trust in
an agreement that deals with the national security
of the nations involved., There are no
internationally controiled methods of
verification; each superpower must depend on its
own information-—gathering systems. The degree of
this dependence will be reflected in the detail of
the agreement., 1iIn this context, 'adequacy' of
verification will vary in definition. In the case
of numerical limitation it will depend on the
counting accuracy of national means of
verification and the total number of weapon
systems involved. In the case of operational
limitations placed on a particular weapon system,
it will depend on the ability of the means of
verification to detect and define the operational
characteristics of that system during its
development.

(d) The language used in drafting an agreement
must be definitive and unambiguous, yet
sufficiently flexible to take account of
inevitable progress in technology.

19.47 Arms control is much more than a technical exercise
however. It has as much to do with political relationships and
political will as technical and strategic-military factors. While
amms control proposals can be technically feasible, they need to
be politically acceptable in order to be successful. The politics
of arms control operates at several levels. In the first place, a
nation's policies on arms control are influenced by its worid
view and its concern to protect and advance vital interests and
beliefs. Arms control policies are not alternatives to defence or
foreign policies but are partners to them. Both the United States
and the Soviet Union use amms control to help preserve and manage
their strategic relationship and to maintain national security.
Neither are likely to propose or agree to arms control
initiatives that would undermine or threaten these basic
concerns. As the Department of Foreign Affairs stated to the
Committee:

No country will disarm, nor accept controls on its
weapons, unless it is satisfied that in so doing
it is making itself no less secure. Indeed it will
have to be satisfied that none of its essential
interests are jeopardised. This is why disarmament
and arms control is necessarily a matter for
negotiation and carefully worked out agreements,
which take account of all the concerns of all
participating governments.
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19.48 Second, because arms control policies are part of a
broader set of national security policies they can be afforded
different priorities by different administrations under different
circumstances. Thus in the early 1950s and 1960s, the Soviet
Union resisted Western arms control initiatives because they were
in a vastly inferior strategic position and substantive
agreements at that time would have frozen them into a position of
perpetual inferiority. The establishment of a rough strategic
parity between the superpowers during the early 1970s coincided
with most of the agreements reached to date. In recent yvears, the
United States' concern over the growth of Soviet offensive forces
has led it, in the view of a number of commentators, to reduce
its arms control priorities in favour of an arms build-up.Dr Des
Ball, for example, stated that:

-+« there is no doubt that much of what the United
States has put up is not serious. The proposal for
deep cuts which President Reagan put up at Eureka
two years ago was put up with the firm knowledge
that the Soviets would reject it, would have to
reject it, because of the way it was directed. It
aimed at cutting the mainstay of the Soviet ICBM
force, while leaving American capabilities
relatively intact, by saying 'Let us hit those big
missiles' which only the Russians have, while
leaving bombers for later discussions, whereas it
is the bombers that carry the big payloads in the
American case.9

This view is reinforced by the Reagan Administration's tough
stand on the SDI issue, its consistent criticism of the SALT II
accords, and its about-face over the need for a comprehensive
test ban treaty.

19.49 The Soviet Union has recently advanced a number of arms
control proposals, the most significant of which were those
proposed by General Secretary Gorbachev in January 1986 (see
Chapter 2). Whether the Soviet proposals are serious or are being
advanced only for propaganda purposes is difficult to judge. The
Soviet Union has, in the past, used the arms control process to
seek unilateral advantage over its adversary and to influence
public opinion. Moreover, the use of arms control for propaganda
purposes tends to favour it more than the United States because
Western electorates are more accessible than those in the East
and the tendency to resort to propaganda usage increases when
relations between the superpowers are poor. Nonetheless, the
Soviet Union has recently made some important concessions in arms
control - notably on the question of on-site inspections - and
while there are a number of difficulties and unresolved questions
associated with the latest Soviet proposals, they are not
sufficient to reject the proposals out of hand. It should also be
remembered that the Soviet Union is currently experiencing
significant internal economic and social problems which would be
exacerbated by any escalation in the arms competition. It may
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well be in the interests of the Soviet leadership to reach
agreement on stabilising the global competition so that it can
focus its attention on achieving domestic reform.

19.50 In any case, the best way to determine whether the
Soviet Union is serious about arms control is to enter into
formal negotiations. Neither side has anything to lose
strategically by such an action, although the United States could
suffer an internal political backlash. One of the problems of
politicising the arms control process is that each side - and
their domestic audiences - may begin to believe cr take seriously
what is said. For the United States, this problem is compounded
by the open nature of American society, which makes it very
difficult to maintain secrecy, and by the role of the electronic
and print media who quickly publicise any official or unofficial
statements.

19.51 There are a number of other domestic political
considerations which can play an important - some would argue
predominant ~ role in arms control. As mentioned earlier, the
bargaining positions of the negotiators at Geneva and elsewhere
are often the result of prior arrangements or understandings
between the executive and other important bodies in the
respective polities, These include the military, the party or, in
the case of the United States, Congress and industry. These
arrangements or understandings can render particular weapons
systems or capabilities as 'non-negotiable' and restrict the
flexibility of the negotiators. Arms control can also be linked
to other domestic or international political factors. It may be
no coincidence that the SALT I agreements were completed when
President Nixon was at the height of his political power and
faced no perceptible opposition for the Republ ican nomination.
The situation was quite different for SALT IX. America had
suffered the ignominy of the hostage crisis in Iran, both
President Carter and the Democratic Party's popularity were on
the wane and the President's opponents were able to exploit the
Soviet missile build-up, Soviet and Cuban interference in Africa
and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.

19.52 Political linkages can also work in favour of arms
control, particularly within the West. As noted by Mr Hayden, the
emergence and actions of popular movements concerned with
disarmament and arms control is something that all elected
governments must take into account in formulating their policies.
More importantly, the exercise of political will may be the
necessary and required precondition for arresting the current
nuclear spiral and reducing the danger of nuclear war. Former
American Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, has argued that
although technical considerations are important in arms control
negotiations, they can often obscure real issues and limit the
possibility of achieving 'fundamental breakthroughs'.

on each side, positions - and assessments of the
adversary's positions - emerge from a process that
places a premium on the esoteric advice of experts
who have studied the subject for more years than
governmental leaders have spent hours on it.
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Leaders must £ind their way through technical
gobbledygook upon which their diplomacy depends
but which they have no criteria to assess. This is
bound to increase the congenital insecurity of
high office, whether in Washington or Moscow, and
lends itself to bureaucratic power %ays
incomprehensible to the other side.

19.53 Kissinger stated that there is no technological way out
of the problem since even large reductions in strategic arms
would leave enough warheads in the possession of each side to
devastate humanity if political conflicts got out of hand. EHe
belle‘{es th;.st the two superpowers should establish a serious
political dialogue as a matter of urgency. While accepting that:

«ss it is unrealistic to seek to ban political
competition in an ideologically divided world, it
is essential to define its scope. Otherwise crises
can too easily be driven out of control by the
inability to communicate ... Only a political
understanding will enable meaningful instructions
to be issued to the technicians of arms control.
If such an understanding is not attainable, arms
control negotiations will e%ther stalemate or
become a propaganda forum.l

19.54 Despite the intense efforts involved, it is difficult
to escape the conclusion that the arms control process has been
a disappointment. It has not stopped, let alone reversed, the
spread.and continued development of nuclear and non-nuclear
ams, it has not significantly reduced the consequences of a
nuclear or major conventional war should they occur, and it has
failed to reduce military spending. It seems that in the past at
least, arms control efforts have concentrated more on the
Rrocess of negotiation rather than on its result.This does not
mean that the arms control process has not had its successes or
that it should be abandoned. Without arms control the vertical
and horizontal expansion of nuclear weapons and the risks of
nuclear war would probably have proceeded at a significantly
faster rate than has been the case. Furthermore, arms control
sg:.ll continue to play an important, perhaps crucial role in
improving relations between the superpowers and maintajning a
degree of stability in their continuing competition.

19.55 The problem is that it is now seven years since the
last significant bilateral agreement was reached and there are
events in train which are threatening to undo even those modest
advances in arms. control that have been made to date. The major
challenge facing the arms control process is whether it can
close the gap between what has been done and what still needs to
be done to reduce the dangers of nuclear war. The task is
already an enormous one. It is being made more difficult still
by the mounting pressures of the arms competition and changes in
the current world order on the one hand, and the growing array
of technical, political and institutional constraints which
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operate against arms control on the other.

Maintaining a Lasting Peace: Prospects and Future Options

19.56 Despite the large number of nuclear weapons spread
throughout the world, we have managed to avoid their use in
combat now for over forty years. Moreover, most observers agree
that, at present, the possibility of nuclear war, especially
all-out war between the superpowers, is relatively small. This is
probably due to a combination of good fortune and sound
management. The number of nuclear powers has remained small. The
vast majority of the global nuclear arsenals have remained under
the control of the two superpowers. These two countries have
tended to act responsibly at least in regard to any potential, or
implied, use of nuclear weapons. And no nuclear power has been in
a position where it could hope to use its weapons against another
nuclear power without fear of massive retaliation in one form or
another. This general situation could well have been otherwise.

19.57 While we have successfully managed to avoid nuclear war
to date, there is little room for complacency. On the one hand,
changes are in prospect which are threatening to undermine the
continuity in nuclear affairs which in the past has enabled the
world to devise ways of coping with dangers and opportunities
presented by nuclear weapons. These weapons will remain in large
numbers but the era of complete nuclear domination by the
United States and the Soviet Union may soon be over. Trends in
the development, deployment and proliferation of armaments are
making the military component of the superpowers' relationship
less manageable and more difficult to control, particularly in
times of crisis. The current political relationship between the
United States and the Soviet Union remains strained and is being
complicated by developments in the Third World, by continuing
polemics over treaty compliance and by the continued escalation.
of the arms race.

19.58 These challenges to the nuclear status quo are
increasing uncertainty over the continuing stability and efficacy
of the present arrangements that govern the world's nuclear
weapons. Together with the lack of progress in arms control and
an awareness of the growing dangers of both nuclear and
large-scale conventional war, they have produced widespread
dissatisfaction and concern for 'where we are heading'. Neither
the present system of deterrence nor its first cousin, the arms
control process, have significantly improved international
security or provided very satisfactory choices for the future. At
worst, the underlying dynamics and pressures of the arms race may
be moving us steadily towards a point where the risk of nuclear
conflict could dramatically increase. At best, they may continue
to deliver an uneasy and fragile peace at the superpower level
but in return for enormous military budgets, unrestrained
regional conflict and devastation, and an omnipresent threat of
nuclear war. At the same time there has been a continuation of
the conventional arms race among other countries, and growing
levels of military expenditure which could result in fiscal or
social instabilities that may pose no less serious a threat to
domestic and international order.
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19.59 This situation has led to increasing calls for action
from all parts of the political and arms control spectrum. There
are those who fear that nuclear deterrence is coming dangerously
close to failing and that the risk of nuclear war is increasing.
They see that fundamental change is both inevitable and necessary
in order to minimise the risks of nuclear conflict between the
superpowers. Others argue that the present nuclear status quo
remains fgndamentally stable. They believe that the uncertainties
and conflict generated by the superpower competition and by the
dynamics of the arms race will continue to be offset by the
revolutionary nature of nuclear weapons. According to this view,
both superpowers realise that they would be destroyed in the
event of a nuclear conflict and this fact continues to enforce a
degree of prudence upon their actions and policies. They
acknowledge the problems that are confronting the present nuclear
situation but propose solutions that would reassert the status
quo rather than change it.

19.60 These different options are discussed in the following
chapter. For its part, the Committee is very concerned over
continuing trends in the development, deployment and
proliferation of nuclear and non-nuclear armaments throughout the
world, the disappointing progress to date in arms control, and
the continuing poor relations between the superpowers. These
trends raise doubts about the legitimacy of the prevailing
nuclear policies of the two superpowers and, if allowed to
continue unchecked, may eventually lead to nuclear conflict.
Given the nature and extent of the changes facing us and the
constraints and competing interests which permeate international
relations, it is doubtful whether the mere continuation of past
practices and policies will be sufficient. It is time for more
urgent action and a re-evaluation of the basic assumptions which
underly our current political circumstances.
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CHAPTER 20
POSSIBLE FUTURE OPTIONS
Introduction

20.1 Before describing the Committee's views on what should
be done to minimise the risk of nuclear war, it is instructive to
examine some of the approaches that have been suggested. The
Committee has had presented to it a range of possible options for
avoiding or reducing the risk of nuclear war in the future, These
involve both radical and incremental prescriptions involving long
and short-term strategies and policies., They include unilateral
disarmament; non-violent resistance; the maintenance of
deterrence - either in its present form or at a much reduced
level of armaments; the substitution of non-nuclear for nuclear
weapons and capabilities} an unconstrained competition in nuclear
and conventional armaments and technologies; and a shift in
emphasis from offensive to defensive weaponry, including SDI.

20.2 This Chapter examines some of these alternative
concepts and the major policy options and issues associated with
them, It should be noted from the outset that other options may
exist and that the options that are discussed are not necessarily
mutually exclusive. The most feasible future course of action
could involve a combination of these or other approaches, ané
certain policies or actions prescribed by them may have a much
wider application. It is also possible that the pursuit of an
alternative future concept is a delusion; that it would be safer
to avoid radical change and stay with our existing concepts for
another forty years. Like all questions relating to nuclear
weapons or nuclear war, there is no 'correct' answer to this
question, All courses of action are plagued by uncertainty and
all involve certain risks and potential consequences. Our
principal purpose is to understand as best we can the facts and
issues involved and to weigh the risks of each course, as
accurately as possible.

Some Possible Future Options - Total Nuclear Disarmament

20,3 One proposed solution to the predicament posed by
nuclear weapons would be to do away with the weapons themselves,
The potential consequences of nuclear war would seem to provide
sufficient justification for such an action, and the view that we
would be better off without nuclear weapons has wide support, as
evidenced by the succession of world statesmen advocating
disarmament in the United Nations and other forums. Despite this
consensus, the number and types of nuclear weapons throughout the
world has continued to increase and total disarmament as a policy
(rather than an objective) no longer seems to have much support.
Why is this so?

20.4 The fundamental reason for the failure of total nuclear
disarmament as a feasible policy option, at least in the short
term, lies in the fact that nuclear and other weapons are an
intrinsic part of an international political system based on
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independent sovereign states; and a belief in the ultimate use of
military force to maintain national security. Whilst nations
believe in the utilisation of force to protect or enhance their
basic interests they will not disarm for fear of undermining
these interests, In particular, they will not unilaterally disarm
since that would leave them open to attack or coercion by other
major powers.

20.5 In addition to this, the process of nuclear disarmament
has become more complicated as the number of nuclear weapons has
increased, both vertically and horizontally, and they have been
integrated into the military structures of the nuclear weapon
states. The achievement of total nuclear disarmament today would
be a highly complex exercise requiring an unprecedented degree of
political accommodation and trust. It would need to include all
declared and suspected nuclear-armed states since the superpowers
would not be prepared to leave themselves open to nuclear attack
or coercion by other nuclear weapon states. Even if bilateral or
multilateral disarmament were possible, it does not remove the
problems posed by nuclear weapons since the knowledge of how to
build nuclear weapons remains and nations could begin to assemble
such weapons as soon as some unresolved dispute erupted. Worse
still, in anticipation of such a dispute, some nations could
secretly stockpile a number of nuclear weapons or produce them
clandestinely in order to gain an advantage over potential
adversaries or avoid being similarly disadvantaged if another
party cheats. There is the further concern that total nuclear
disarmament may increase the risk of conventiopal conflict
between the major industrialised nations. If such a conventional
war lasted over some time, there is no doubt that nuclear weapons
would reappear, Finally a totally disarmed world is not
necessarily a stable one since the slightest disturbance of the
status quo is liable to disturb the equilibrium and lead to a new
arms race.

World Government and the Concept of Common Security

20.6 The discussion over the feasibility of total nuclear
disarmament tends to centre on the political changes thought
necessary to facilitate the abolition of nuclear weapons, where a
number of basic approaches have been suggested. One such concept
involves the formation of some form of world government. This was
first suggested, by some of the U.S. scientists involved in the
development of the atomic bomb, as the only logical and complete
means of addressing the political and human dilemmas posed by the
existence of nuclear weapons. It formed the basis of the U,S.
sponsored Baruch Plan of 1946 which called for the creation of an
international nuclear authority and a suitable system of
safeguards to oversee the control of nuclear energy.

20.7 The establishment of a world government poses a number
of problems. It is unlikely that either the United States or the
Soviet Union would willingly accept a system of world government
which they did not dominate, Nor would it be acceptable to most
other nations unless they felt certain that it could not operate
against their interests. The problem here is that this
requirement can never be satisfied since any governing body
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cgpable of preventing world conflict could also become a world
dictatorship. The prospect for a world government seems
impractical and unduly idealistic.

20.8 If world government is impractical, is there
nevertheless a possible expanded security role for the United
Nations? This notion has been canvassed in a number of
submissions to this inquiry and it forms an important part of the
recommendations made by the Palme Commission. In its report,
Conmon. Security: A Proorpmme for Disarmament, the Commission
argued that the UN's present security role bears little relation
to the original concept enshrined in the UN Charter. It
recommended strengthening the security role of the United
Nations, in particular the capacity of the Security Council to
pre-empt military conflicts in the Third World, This would
involve three levels of UN intervention: fact-finding teams,
military observer teams and UN military forces; as well as an
improved capability for peacekeeping. In recognition of the
political realities confronting such a proposal, the Commission
acknowledged that a collective security role for the UN can be
revived only in circumstances where political consensus is
possible among the great powers, on the one hand, and between
them and the rest of the international community on the other. It
considered that such consensus could flow from a basic doctrine
of common security which stressed the advantages to be gained in
a nuclear and increasingly interdependent world from collective
rather than individual actions and interests,

.+« if the world is to approach even the
possibility of achieving true security - ending
the danger of nuclear war, reducing the freguency
and destructiveness of conventional conflicts,
easing the social and economic burdens of
armaments - important changes are necessary in the
wvay that nations look at questions of armaments
and security. Most important, countries must
recognise that in the nuclear age, nations cannot
achieve security at each other's expense. Only
through cooperative efforts and policies of
interlocking national restraint will all the
world's citizens be able to live without fear of
war and devastation, and with the hope of a secure
and prosperous future for their children and later
generations.l

20.9 The Committee is sympathetic to the concept of common
security and its underlying principles but is uncertain whether
and how such a concept would be put into practice. To begin
with, the Palme Commission assumed that all nations would be
prepared to forego a degree of use of military force to ensure
greater international peace and security. The problem is that
the political leadership of a considerable number of nations are
prepared to use military force as. the only or major means of
resolving conflicts of interest. This is shown by the large
number of conflicts that have taken place since the end of the
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Second World War. As long as relations between states remain
dominated by these attitudes to the use of force, it is
difficult to create the preconditions that would make the
approach of the Palme Commission viable. Moreover, there is no
guarantee that the United Nations could achieve agreement on
what constitutes an equitable system of collective security.
Collective security, like full disarmament, is thus difficult to
achieve since it reguires significant political changes {both
climate and structural). It is thus a long term objective in the
gquest to eliminate or reduce the risk of nuclear war.,

20.10 In spite of these problems, there is a potential role
for the United Nations as a vehicle for improving relations
between the superpowers. In addition to existing multilateral
and bilateral fora, the United Nations could also be used as the
vehicle for joint research into new areas of science and
technology, including defences against nuclear attack; for
developing independent and internationally controlled means of
verifying of arms control agreements such as a Seismig
Monitoring Agency; and discussion of military strategies and
weapons programs.

Non-Nuclear Deterrence and Defence

20.11 Another concept could involve the replacement of
nuclear forces with conventional weapons systems and
capabilities. This might at least reduce the consequences of
warfare should deterrence fail. It is seen to be particularly
important in BEurope where the existence of tactical and
intermediate-range nuclear weapons is considered by many to be a
destabilising factor in the global and European balance of
power., In an article published in the journal Foreidan Affairs,
Professor Michael Howard of Oxford University argued that the
Soviet 'threat' in Europe cannot be realistically deterred by
threatening to engage in nuclear war since, if carried out, such
a threat would incur costs 'grotesquely out of proportion of any
conceivable benefits to be derived'. Howard argued that there is
a need to 'deter the Soviet Union from using military force to
solve its political differences with the West', but 'in a way
that will be credible to their leaders and acceptable -
reassuring - to our own peoples'. Howard concluded that:

What is needed is a reversal of that process
whereby EBuropean governments have sought greater
security by demanding an ever dgreater
intensification of the American nuclear
commitment; demands that are as divisive within
their own countries as they are irritating for the
people of the United States, Instead we should be
doing all that we can to reduce our dependence on
American nuclear weapons by enhancing, so far as
is militarily, socially and economically possible,
our capacity to defend ourselves.
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By 'defend ourselves', I mean defend ourselves in
the conventional sense with conventional

weapons ... [this] would mean a change of emphasis
from nuclear deterrence to conventional, or even
unconventional, defence. It would mean a shifting
of primary responsibility to the Europeans for the
defense of our own continent; and it might involve
a greater degree of popular participation in
defensive preparations, participation the more
likely to be forthcoming if it is clear that such
preparation were predominantly non-nuclear,

20,12 The principal advantage of a strategy of conventional
deterrence is that it eliminates the risks and consequences of
nuclear war without requiring a fundamental change in our
political structures. Conventional deterrence poses a number of
problems however, First, some modern conventional weapons also
have devastating capabilities, There is a greater capacity in
the 1980s to perform conventional destruction like the fire
bombing of Dresden in World War II. Second, non-nuclear weapons
can still be used to threaten an adversary and so conventional
deterrence does not necessarily reduce the risks of military
conflict. Indeed by getting rid of nuclear weapons we could make
war, including World Wars, more likely. One advantage of nuclear
weapons is that they may serve to prevent certain non-nuclear as
well as nuclear wars from taking place. Third, conventional
deterrence would be likely to contribute to higher levels of
military expenditure and a considerable build-up of conventional
forces and capabilities by the NATO countries. This would be a
costly exercise and s0 would be unpopular with governments that
are concerned with economic and social development, A fourth
reason why NATO, in particular, is unlikely to move the burden
of deterrence f£rom nuclear to conventional forces is resistance
from the European and American national security establishments.
These have long held that the best way of preventing a war in
Europe is to ensure that Soviet decision makers recognise the
strong likelihood that a European conflict would escalate into
general nuclear warfare. The removal of tactical and
intermediate-range nuclear weapons from European soil would be
portrayed as weakening deterrence because it would be seen to
'decouple’ the U.S. strategic nuclear deterrent from the defence
of Europe, notwithstanding the fact that any significant
strengthening of NATO's conventional military forces would
offset Europe's perceived inability to withstand a Soviet
conventional attack.

20.13 Some have suggested that these problems could be
offset by restricting the functions of the military forces of
all nations to those solely concerned with defence. This would
mean disbanding those forces and capabilities used for offensive
purposes and transforming other functions so that they can be
fulfilled by non-military institutjons. In a purely defensive
world, all countries would employ military forces solely for the
purpose of defending their national territory and so would
require only short-range conventional forces that provided for
air, coastal and border defence. The idea that we may be able to



600.

escape from the nuclear predicament by moving to large-scale
deployment of defensive systems has begun to gain additional
currency in all parts of the political spectrum. It underlies
President Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), which is
described in detail in Chapter 12, and has been advanced by a
number of other commentators who are otherwise not favourably
inclined toward the Reagan Administration's policies.3

20.14 An important advantage of this latter approach is that
it could facilitate a move towards total nuclear disarmament
since reasonably effective defences would provide a hedge
against one side cheating. As described in Chapter 12, the
establishment of effective defences against today's nuclear
arsenals is a difficult, perhaps even an impossible task. But
they may be able to be developed against the kind of force that
could be put together in violation of an abolition agreement.
Defences required to counter this level of threat are not beyond
the realm of technical possibility as they would probably
comprise a combination of space-based surveillance and early
warning systems and ground-based terminal defences, either
ground or air-launched. Moreover, as the years passed, the
superiority of the defence could be improved, because they would
be openly developed, deployed and tested, whereas offensive
weapons could not be. The deployment of non-nuclear defences
would thus enable all sides to disarm their nuclear forces with
reasonable confidence that they would not be disadvantaged
should one side secretly retain a small stockpile of such
weapons.

Non-vViolent Resistance

20.15 A concept favoured by many in the peace movement is
non-violent resistance or social defence. Social defence is a
non-violent alternative to military defence, It is based on
widespread political, economic and social non-cooperation in
order to oppose military aggression or political repression. It
uses methods such as boycotts, refusals to obey, strikes,
demonstrations, and the formation of alternative government.

20.16 Social defence is based on the principle that no
regime can survive without the passive support or non-resistance
of a large fraction of the population, It is essentially a
strategy for combating the effects of aggression after initial
occupation has taken place although social defence could have
some deterrent value particularly within the European context
where the problems of holding down and controlling a very large
and populous area are already understood.

20.17 It is difficult to imagine the concept of social or
civilian-based defence being acceptable to the majority of
today's nation states, particularly those who are directly
confronted by potentially aggressive neighbours, The few
examples of the successful use of non-violent resistance4 have
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been local, short-lived and precarious and do not inspire
confidence that the strategy could be maintained at a national
level for very long. For these reasons it cannot be considered
as a serious or realistic replacement for our current
international or national institutional arrangements at this
stage. It should be kept in mind that social defence is highly
unlikely to work with a ruthless authoritarian regime. In the
past it has only worked in the context of independence movements
opposing imperialist governments,

Unilateral Disarmament Initiatives and Tacit Agreements

20.18 While there is general acknowledgement that total
nuclear disarmament can only realistically be seen as a
long-term goal, many submissions to this inquiry have argued
that both sides should undertake immediate unilateral
ipnjtiatives to facilitate either arms control or the conditions
for eventual disarmament. The present size of the superpovers'
arsenals allows each side to undertake, of its own volition,
certain actions that could satisfy certain internal objectives -
such as budget constraints or the enhancement of crisis
stability - without seriously altering the overall balance of
power. Unilateral actions could also be used to elicit a
response from the other party as part of a tacit arrangement or
understanding.

20,19 Since the Second World War, both the United States and
the Soviet Union have undertaken a variety of unilateral
initiatives, some in response to internal concerns and others as
an aspect of bilateral or multilateral negotiations and for
propaganda purposes. U.S. initiatives in the past have included
the 1957 moratorium on nuclear weapons testing, which formed
part of an attempt to negotiate a comprehensive test ban with
the Soviet Union; the elimination of the B-47 strategic bomber;
and President Nixon's 1969 announcement that the United States
unilaterally renounced first use of lethal or incapacitating
chemical agents as weapons, and unconditionally renounced all
methods of biological warfare. The Soviet Union also announced a
moratorium on nuclear testing in 1958, which continued in
operation until 1963 when it unilaterally recommenced testing
(see Chapter 14), and another in 1985, In 1982, it formally
pledged the general obligation not to be the first to use
nuclear weapons. Both superpowers have continued to observe
lapsed or as yet unratified treaties such as SALT I, SALT II and
the Threshold Test Ban. Some typical initiatives and categories
of initiatives open to both superpowers are shown in Table 20.1.

20,20 Unilateral initiatives or tacit agreements can present
a valid alternative to traditional approaches to arms control.
Non-binding and unilateral initiatives can provide the basis for
more formal reciprocal restraints and establish grounds for
traditional arms control agreements, Such initiatives could also
expedite the achievement of formal agreements in that they could
be designed to bypass contentious or very complex issues. A
major difficulty with the concept, however, is that unilateral
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initiatives are most unlikely to be forthcoming during periods
of considerable ill-will between the parties concerned. Unless a
high level of confidence has been engendered or is in prospect,
neither side is likely to make conciliatory gestures; to do so
could give the impression of capitulation or weakness. During
periods of mutual suspicion and distrust, initiatives are more
likely to be advanced for political and propaganda purposes.

Table 20.1: Categories of national unilateral initiatives

Troop withdrawal
« decrease in numbers .
. remove from advanced positions

Weapons withdrawal
. elimination or cuts in numbers
. remove from advanced positions
. weapon-free zones

Moratoriums (freezes)
. stop military programs, for example, weapons testing

Policies of no~-first-use of weapons
. nuclear weapons . .
. other weapons, for example, chemical or biological warfare

Other restraints in military programs

advance notice of weapons tests, war games and so forth
minimizing accidental or unauthorized weapons use
banning development of or deployment of specific weapons
cuts in military budget

.

Phased unilateral arms control initiatives
. arms control by mutual example X
. arms control by graduated reciprocal actions

Sougce: Franklin A, Long 'Unilateral Initiatives', Bulletin of
the Atomic Scientists, May 1985, p. 51.

20.21 The successful implementation of reciprocated
unilateral initiatives or any system of tacit arrangements also
depends on the ability of both sides to verify measures
announced by the other party, either through their own National
Technical Means or via independent and reliable monitoring
facilities., Unilateral arms control initiatives are more likely
to generate a positive response from the other side if there has
been prior discussion and some mutual understanding and
agreement over the mutual benefits of such a course of action.
They thus should form a part of concerted efforts by the
superpowers to establish a political and strategic climate for
the reduction of tensions generally. Informal negotiations or
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arrangements should not be seen as a replacement for formal arms
control negotiations, however, since they do not give either
party the same levels of assurance and predictability as an
agreed and formally ratified treaty, Nor do they provide the
machinery to maintain this assurance in the event of changes in
circumstances or the advent of new technologies.

Some Possible Future Options - Stable Deterrence
and Arms Control

20,22 Despite reservations, in some cases, over the way in
which deterrence is presently carried out, many military and
arms control experts consider that the basic concept - using the
threat of the consequences of nuclear war to prevent such an
event from taking place - provides the only safe means of
satisfying the predicaments posed by the existence of weapons of
mass destruction. They argue that deterrence exists in fact as
well as theory, and properly managed, provides a means of
avoiding war between nuclear armed states without upsetting the
current political status quo. Nuclear deterrence has the added
advantage that it can be instrumental in preventing conventional
wars between nuclear armed states since the possibility of
escalation to an all-out exchange cannot be discounted,
Moreover, deterrence has a proven track record, something which
alternative concepts cannot claim,

20,23 But deterrence has not solved the problems presented
by nuclear weapons, only placed them in abeyance, Modern
deterrence theory has led the superpowers to expand and
diversify their nuclear arsenals, thereby increasing. the
potential consequences should deterrence fail. Faced with this
unpleasant side-effect the advocates of the maintenance of
deterrence stress the importance of gtability in the superpower
relationship. This is achieved through the arms control process
which has as its principal objectives the need to:

a. regulate and reduce uncertainty in the arms
competition between the United States and the
Soviet Union and prevent changes from taking place
that would upset or 'destabilise' the strategic
balance (so called 'arms race stability');

b. prevent the introduction of weapons systems or
capabilities which would be seen as threatening by
the other side and so could increase the risk of
military conflict and use of nuclear weapons,
particularly in periods of crisis ('crisis
stability'); and

c. minimise spending on defence.
20,24 While there is general support for these broad

objectives, there is considerable disagreement among experts
over the appropriate size and shape of the superpowers’
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arsenals, what constitutes stabilizing or destabilizing weapons
and whether new technologies should be developed, Arising from
these various considerations, a number of broad approaches to
arms control in the future can be discerned.

Continuation of the SALT II Regime

20.25 This approach was favoured by the Soviet Union prior
to Mr Gorbachev entering office. It would permit'the two
superpowers to retain strategic nuclear forces 51m§1ar to those
they have now although it would place some con§tra1nts on the
build-up of strategic nuclear forces of both sides, achieve some
modest reductions, and deny certain kinds of modernisation,
especially in destabilising weapons {see Chapter 2). The .
advantages of this approach are that it would not require either
side to restructure its nuclear arsenals; it would allow both
superpowers to continue to modernise their forces; and it would
introduce some degree of predictability into the calculations of
future capabilities, The disadvantages are that the size of the
superpowers' nuclear arsenals would remain high; it would do
little to compensate for instabilities or vulnerabilities that
might occur in the future as a result of modernisation; and it
does not address intermediate-range or tactical nuclear weapons.

Nuclear Freeze

20.26 The concept of a nuclear freeze has been widely
advanced as a means of arresting the current arms race and
providing time to decide when and how more fundamental changes
aimed at reducing the risks and consequences of nuclear war can
be achieved, The freeze movement was very strong in the United
States in the early 1980s but lost momentum after 1983 apd .
failed to be supported by the Democrats in the 1984 Pres;dent1§l
election campaign, Support for a nuclear freeze was containe@ in
many submissions to this inquiry. The Australian Government is
attracted to the concept, provided it does not give an advantage
to one side and it can be adequately verified, Australia voted
in favour of a freeze resolution in the United Nations in
November 1984, noting at the same time its reservations over the
question of verification and stability (see Chapter 10).

20.27 Proponents of a nuclear freeze argue that the arms
race is itself an important source of international tension and
discord and that freezing it would be a first step towards
reducing the possibility of confrontations leading to the use of
nuclear weapons, It is claimed that it does this in at least two
ways:

a. by preventing the deployment of new nuclear
weapons which give rise to reciprocal fears of
pre-emptive attack in a crisis; and

b. by providing a model of international
cooperation which could lead to further agreements
aimed at reversing the arms race and establishing
alternative means of resolving international
disputes.

605,

20,28 The principal arguments advanced against a huclear
freeze are that it represents an enormous and highly complex
undertaking which would be difficuit to verify in some areas; it
could result in a central balance which may not be acceptable to
either side; and it could prevent developments in technology
that may provide for greater stability in the future. While
valid, these arguments tend to misrepresent the role and purpose
of a nuclear freeze, A freeze is not a solution to the problems
posed by nuclear weapons, it is simply an action designed to
provide a respite against the pressures of the arms race and
time to reflect on where we should go in the future. It
therefore needs to be considered in concert with overall
objectives and related issues such as modernisation and
verification. In other words, the freeze concept may be used as
a starting point for achieving nuclear weapons reductions, not
as. a solution in itself,

20,29 One example of a freeze proposal which could help to
arrest the arms competition is to prohibit any further
production of the fissile materials that are necessary for the
construction of nuclear weapons, Every nuclear weapon contains
an amount of chain-reacting fissile material, either uranium 235
or plutonium 239. Limiting the amount of fissile material would
thus place an overall limit on the number of weapons that could
be produced. Proposals to limit the production of fissile
material have been advanced at differentd times by both the
superpowers and in the United Nations but have been unsuccessful
either because they would have confirmed an advantage for one
side or because they were difficult to verify.

20,30 Frank von Hippel and his co-authors® have recently
suggested that it may now be appropriate to re-consider a freeze
on the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons. They
claim that the United States and the Soviet Union have roughly
comparable stockpiles of fissile material - around 500 tonnes of
weapon~grade uranium and 100 tonnes of plutonium - although they
note that 'the current rate of plutonium production of the
U.S.5.R. appears to be considerably higher than that in the

2.31 The authors noted that the verification procedures
would need to ensure against diversion from the civilian nuclear
fuel cycle as well as the maintenance of significant clandestine
production facilities. They considered that current IAEA
procedures combined with existing satellite-based surveillance
systems and a provision for on-site inspections would be
sufficient to detect any significant violations of a prohibition
agreement. The authors conceded that an enrichment plant based
on laser isotope separation would be smaller than a centrifuge
plant and would therefore be more difficult to identify from
satellite photographs. They nonetheless argued that 'a laser
enrichment plant capable of producing five tonnes of
weapon-grade uranium per year would still cost the equivalent of
hundreds of millions of dollars to construct and would
incorporate unusual, high-powered, rapidly pulsed lasers. These
features and others would facilitate the detection of such a
plant by the larger intelligence effort'.
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Mutual and Verifiable Reductions

20.32 A third approach is to seek mutual and verifiable
reductions of nuclear arsenals in order to establish a stable
deterrent relationship at lower levels of offensive forces. This
approach underlies the various proposals for mutual arms
reductions that have been advanced by the United States and the
Soviet Union in Geneva. It is different from the two earlier
approaches in that it normally requires some restructuring of
the present or planned strategic nuclear postures of one or both
sides, As such it is more difficult to achieve since it deals
with existing assets and must take into account the various and
often conflicting interests of the two superpowers,

20.33 Some of the difficulties and constraints associated
with this approach can be seen by analysing the recent

United states' and Soviet proposals for strategic arms
reductions. These were described in Chapter 2 and are summarised
in Table 20.2. The United States' proposal called for a number
of ballistic missile warheads deployed by each side to be
limited to a total of 4 500 with further limits on the overall
number of long-range bombers, strategic ballistic missiles and
the number of warheads that could be deployed by land-based
ICBMs. The means of achieving these reductions would be through
a 'build~down' mechanism which would require the two superpowers
to eliminate an agreed number of nuclear warheads from their
strategic arsenal for each new warhead they deployed.

20.34 The United States' proposal seeks to reduce the
present disparities between the strategic forces of the two
sides - particularly in land-based launchers and missile
throw-weights - without affecting its own modernisation program.
The proposal requires the United States to reduce its total
number of ballistic missiles by some 30 to 40 per cent and its
current launchers by up to one quarter, This could be achieved
by retiring its Minuteman I missiles and a number of
Minuteman III and Poseidon forces, Significantly, the proposal
would not substantially affect the balance of U.S. strategic
forces and it would enable the deployment of the MX missile,
Trident II and the B-1 bomber in accordance with current plans.

20.35 On the other hand, the U.S. proposal requires the
Soviet Union to make greater reductions and, as a result, to
face fairly difficult choices. In order to meet the proposed
ceilings, the Soviet Union would probably have to reduce its
present ICBM missile forces by something like 1 000 launchers
and dismantle a significant proportion of its SLBM forces., It
would be able to increase its bomber fleet although this would
depend on whether the Backfire bomber was included, in which
case they would have to retire Backfires in order to deploy new
bombers such as the Blackjack. The U.S. proposal would thus have
a disproportionate effect on the Soviet ICBM leg of its
strategic triad and would require the Soviet Union to
restructure its strategic nuclear forces and modify its
strategic force planning and procurement programs. The proposal
has been rejected by the Soviet Union and they have made a
counter offer using the SALT agreements as a basis.

United States and Soviet Proposals for Mutual Reductions

Table 20.2:

in Strategic Nuclear Arsenals

Soviet Proposal

US Proposal
November 1985

January 1986

United States Soviet Union

Category

Warheads

Warheads

Launchers

Warheads

Warheads

Launchers

Launchers

Launchers

3000

6420

1398

2126

1026

ICBM

2787+

979

5536
7662

616
1642

SLBM

4500

1250~
1450

9407+

2377

Subtotal

170 680 350 No limit

2520

241

Bombers

607,

Nil

1500

(125) (250)

(1800)

(90)
1883

(ALCM Carriers)

6000(2)

6000+

1600~

9987+

2547

10174

Total

Estimated Equivalent

Megatonnage

No Limit

3000

~5837

4155

Figures extracted from IISS, The Military Balance 1985-86 (See Chapter 3 for more details).

1.

The Soviet Union subsequently modified this ceiling to 8000 warheads.

2.
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20.36 The Soviet counter proposal seeks to restrict the
number of strategic warheads deployed by each side to 6 000, It
does not seek to impose limits on individual categories of
warheads or launchers, although, in earlier proposals, the
Soviet Union sought to prohibit the deployment of long-range air
and sea-launched cruise missiles. The proposal would permit the
Soviet Union to pursue its proposed modernisation program with
emphasis on its ICBM forces. It could also allow it to introduce
a modern bomber force.

20,37 Even though the 6 000 limit on strategic warheads is
the same as that proposed by the United States, the Soviet
proposal presents a number of problems for its adversary. It
would enable the Soviet Union to retain its lead in ICBM missile
warheads and throw-weights and so continue to maintain a
capacity to destroy U.S. land-based missile forces in a single
pre-emptive strike. A further major problem is the Soviet
insistence on defining 'strategic' weapons as all those capable
of striking the territory of the other side. According to this
definition, the strategic forces of the U,S. would include all
of its INF missiles in Europe, dual-capable tactical aircraft in
Europe and Asia, and carrier-based aircraft worldwide in
addition to ICBMs, SLBMs and intercontinental bombers., In part
this would mean that 340 medium range dual-capable American
aircraft in Burope and Asia and 540 attack aircraft on all 14
American carriers would be covered although 2 000 to 3 000
comparable Soviet nuclear delivery vehicles including about 300
Backfire bombers would not be counted. To adopt the Soviet
proposal would mean therefore that the U.S. would face the
dilemma of either accepting central strategic inferiority by a
meaningful number of its remaining nuclear weapons to
alliance-oriented deterrence, or cutting its European-based
dual-capable deterrent without corresponding reductions in
comparable Soviet systems.

20.38 As evidenced by the lack of progress to date, the
achievement of mutual force reductions is a complex and
difficult exercise which is constrained by differing
perceptions, interests and objectives of the negotiating .
parties. On the basis of the experience to date, and assuming
that both superpowers are serious about reducing their strategic
forces, it would seem that any future successful proposal would
need to:

a. allow both superpowers to continue to modernise
their strategic forces at least within agreed
limits;

b. provide sufficient flexibility to enable each
side to design and structure its nuclear forces to
meet its own strategic and national security
requirements;

¢. provide an agreed definition of what
constitutes 'essential equivalence' and a means of
balancing the continuing 'asymmetries ' in the
force structures of the two sides; and
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d. take into account all categories and types of
forces which have a bearing on the strategic
balance as well as other specific issues of
concern such as allied forces and missile
throw-weights,

20.39 The Committee is not in a position to develop a
detailed proposal which would satisfy these criteria, although
it considers that the Australian Government, perhaps in concert
with other nations, should seek to develop such a proposal. The
Committee notes that the 'build-down' approach encompassed in
the United States' START proposals would satisfy some of these
requirements, particularly if it was extended to incorporate
intermediate-range forces, The 'build-down' mechanism allows
modernisation to occur and provides a degree of flexibility in
deciding what type of balance of forces should be maintained. It
also provides. an incentive to develop and deploy systems that
are more survivable than the ones being replaced and so can
contribute to increased stability at lower force levels. (An
example would be the replacement of multiple-warhead {MIRV)
ballistic missiles with single-warhead ones).

20,40 In theory, the concept of build-down could be extended
to achieve more fundamental, structural changes, For example, a
reduction schedule could be devised that combines deployment of
defensive weapons with a reduction of offensive weapons./ Such a
proposal was presented to the United Nations, in 1962 and 1963,
by Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko. Some of the
theoretical advantages of a defence-protected build-down are
that each superpower can make build-down decisions independently
of the other, that it can be implemented on an incremental basis
consistent with the development of defensive technologies, and
that it is not necessarily inimical to the strategic interests
of either superpower. It would be difficult to implement,
however, since it would involve calculating the relative
effectiveness of offensive and defensive capabilities where
neither would be able to be fully tested. Any build-up of
defensive systems, whether accompanied by compensating
reductions in offensive weaponry or not, may also be seen as a
provocative act by the other side, leading it to expand rather
than decrease its own offensive capabilities.

20.41 Build-down is not without its problems. First, the
versions suggested to date would take considerable time to
affect significant reductions. More importantly, they would
require the Soviet Union to make significant changes to its
current and projected force structures while requiring little
change by the United States. Second, there is no agreement on
whether current forces are 'essentially equivalent?, much less
what should constitute an agreed balance at reduced levels. A
fourth potential problem is that care would need to be taken to
ensure that there was a constraining range of modernisations
possible under the build-down so that each side could readily
predict the arsenal development moves of the other. This would
assist both predictability and stability, and reduce the
likelihood that significant asymmetries. were not exacerbated.
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Minimum Deterrence

20.42 A concept favoured by many in the peace movement, as
wgl; as a number of arms control experts, is the notion of
minimum detergence. Minimum or finite deterrence accepts as a
matter of policy the mutual vilnerability of each superpower to
an all-out nuclear attack by its rival. It seeks to base
stfategchdoctrine - both operational and declared - solely on
this premise by restricting the nuclear forces of the two sides
to strategic retaliatory forces only. In so doing, it would
reduce the balance of nuclear forces to a much lower level than
that required by the proponents of mutual and verifiable
reductions,

20.43 The actual size and scope of the minimum deterrent is
a matter of some debate, The transition to such a system would
probably require, as a minimum:

. a significant reduction in strategic warheads
lgrgely by replacing multiple-warhead with
single-warhead missiles. The level would still need
to be sufficient to ensure that any credible level
of undetected cheating would not significantly
affect the mutual hostage relationship;

« the elimination of tactical and most
intermediate-range nuclear weapons;

+ restriction of individual warhead yields to
provide a finite overall yield; and

» verifiable bans on the testing and deployment of

additional anti-ballistic missile defences and
restrictions on other technologies - such as those
used in anti-submarine warfare - which could

;hreaten the future viability of the deterrent
orces,

20.44 Tpe perceived advantages of a system of minimum
deterrence include its relative simplicity and robustness; a
smalleg number of possible paths to nuclear war; a reduction in
potential destructiveness in the event of deterrence failing;
and an end to the arms race. Minimum deterrence could also
prov;de_a realistic initial stage in any move towards either.
total disarmament or a system of deterrence based on defensive
rather thap offensive forces. The arguments proposed by some
people against minimum deterrence are the same as. those against
mutual assured destruction., It provides little scope for
decision-makers in the event that deterrence fails, it is not
accepted by the Soviet Union, and would return each side to
variations of the earlier 'massive retaliation' doctrine, It is
not at all clear that it would be desirable to return to that
situation even if it were possible,
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20.45 An additional problem for minimum deterrence rests on
the fact that there is a marked strategic asymmetry between the
superpowers. By virtue of its geography, the Soviet Union is
vulnerable to nuclear attack from theatre forces based in
Western Europe. The U.S. is not similarly vulnerable to theatre
forces based in Eastern Europe. By the same token, Western
Europe is vulnerable to Soviet and Warsaw Pact land forces
because it shares land borders with the East. Because of the
distance across sea from the U.S., to Europe, the U.S. would have
very significant military difficulties in assisting NATO
countries against Warsaw Pact aggression., On the other hand,
Warsaw Pact land forces would have similar difficulties in
attacking the U.S. These asymmetries would become more acute
were the superpowers to reduce their strategic nuclear arsenals
significantly. Were the U,S. to possess a strategic nuclear
arsenal capable only of deterring Soviet attacks against the
U.S. as minimum deterrence suggests, the Soviet and Warsaw Pact
conventional dominance in Europe would entail the likely defeat
of NATO in any conflict. Minimum nuclear deterrence, then, could
raise the risk of conventional war in Europe and result in the
defeat of NATO in Europe.

Crisis Stability

20.46 Within the overall objective of minimising the risks
and consequences of nuclear war, an important intermediate
objective of all the proposed options is to minimise the risk of
military conflict occurring. As long as nuclear weapons continue
to be maintained in relatively large numbers, there is always
the chance that they may be used., A major concern is that a
political crisis could run out of control because one or both
sides fear the political consequences of backing down. One side
may even take military initiatives designed to demonstrate its
resolve and thus unintentionally provoke a military response.
Once a conventional conflict between the superpowers starts, the
chance of the nuclear threshold being crossed increases
considerably.

20.47 Crisis stability can be achieved in a number of ways.
These include preventative measures such as a general
improvement in relations between the superpowers; less
encouragement of a secretive approach by the Soviet Union to
military and political affairs; enhancement of economic and
social conditions throughout the world and especially in areas
of potential conflict; reduction in regional tension; and
implementation of measures specifically designed to prevent
political crises between the superpowers. Crisis stability can
also be achieved by developing means of safely managing
superpower relations in the event that a crisis arises, and
limiting or terminating military actions that may have been
initiated during the crisis (usually described as
'war-termination' rather than 'crisis-management'),

20.48 Prevention of crises is preferable to trying to
control a crisis situation. The principal purposes of crisis
prevention and crisis management are to reduce the incentive for
either side to launch a pre-emptive nuclear attack, to minimise
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uncertainty in the minds of potential adversaries over actions
and intentions and to minimise the possibility of war occurring
through either error or miscalculation. a range of specific
strategies and measures to enhance crisis stability have been
raised in submissions to this inquiry. They include:

a. reducing the vulnerability of nuclear forces to
an initial attack by either nuclear or
conventional weapons, in particular those forces
required to maintain basic deterrence;

b. provision of sophisticated, reliable and
invulnerable early warning angd command
communications and control (¢3) systems which
enable civilian leaders to maintain tight control
over their nuclear forces;

C.. removal of time-urgent weapons or targets such
as' MIRVed ICBMs and Soviet off~shore submarine
patrols with depressed trajectory missiles for
intermediate-range ballistic missiles in Europe,
both of which can strike the opponent's
headguarters or forces in minutes;

d. minimising predelegation of authority to
military commanders, particularly decisions that
have an escalation potential;

e. advance notice of military manoeuvres or
exercises;

£. prior agreement on explicit rules of engagement
or ground rules for controlling the possibility of
escalation once the superpowers have entered into
competition in a given area. Where such
competition already exists, escalation control
could be facilitated through the establishment of
nuclear free or disengagement zones;

g. maintenance of instant and highly reliable
communications between the leaders of both
superpowers; and

h. regular discussions between the superpowers on
measures to reduce crisis instability,

20.49 Many of these measures have already been adopted by
the superpowers, The 1963 Hotline Agreement is a case in point;
the facilities involved were recently upgraded under the Reagan
Administration. Further steps have been taken over the past two
decades to enhance both strategic and crisis stability. For
instance, the SALT negotiating process has necessarily included
the education of each superpower in the strategic philosophy and
understanding of the other. This has been reinforced with
extensive discussions by the superpowers in the Standing
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Consultative Commission where interpretations and apparent
breaches of the SALT accords are discussed.This understanding
has been strengthened over the years through the participation
of the superpowers in the multilateral negotiating forums of the
UN and through diplomacy (including the Reagan-Gorbachev summit
in November 1985).

20.50 While some progress has been made, there is
considerable scope for improvement. One suggestion is the
establishment of national or joint consultation or crisis
centres. This has been proposed by a number of arms control
advocates in the United States, notably the Nunn-Warner Working
Group on Nuclear Risk Reduction.® This group argues that the
United States and the Soviet Unjon should initially establish
separate national nuclear risk reduction centres in their
respective capitals, The centres would be manned on a 24-hour
basis and should be directly linked to relevant political and
military authorities., An alternative arrangement would be the
creation of a single centre, staffed by military and civilian
representatives of both nations, at a neutral site. Recognising
that some of the following initiatives have already been adopted
in other forums, the potential roles of the centres would
inciude:

a. discussion of the procedures to be followed in
the event of possible incidents involving the use
of nuclear weapons;

b. maintainance of close contact during incidents
precipitated by nuclear terrorists;

¢. exchange of information on a voluntary basis
concerning events that might lead to nuclear
proliferation or to the acquisition of nuclear
weapons, or the materials and equipment necessary
to build weapons by subnational groups;

d. exchange of information about military
activities which might be misunderstood by the
other party during periods of mounting tensions;
and

e. establishment of a dialogue about nuclear
doctrines, forces and activities.

Discussion and Committee Views

20.51 The suggdested approaches to eliminating the risks and
consequences of nuclear war can be divided into two broad
categories:

a. continuation of deterrence with substantial
reductions but in a form that minimises the risks
and consequences of nuclear war; and
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b, implementation of international political
changes that would lead to the complete
elimination of nuclear weapons.

20.52 The basic rationale behind the first approach is that
nuclear weapons and deterrence are facts of life that cannot be
easily changed, if at all. According to this view, the complete
elimination of nuclear weapons is not possible without recourse
to radical changes that are untested, difficult to implement, and
would be certain to introduce additional - and perhaps unforeseen
- uncertainties and tensions that may make matters worse. Changes
of this kind would be very difficult anyway in view of the
considerable interests that inhabit the current international
political system. Under these conditions, the best that can be
hoped for is to reconcile nuclear and political realities and
rely on the potential consequences of nuclear war to reduce the
prospect of military conflict between nuclear~armed states,

20.53 The principal advantage of deterrence is that it
provides a model for doing precisely that. Deterrence has the
added advantage that it has already been tested in the real world
and has, to date anyway, stood the test of time. United States'
weapons deployments have been guided for forty years by the basic
tenets of deterrence theory and practice. During this time, the
world has gone through a succession of international crises, and
bitter wars have been fought in many countries, but there has
been no armed conflict between the superpowers and none of the
local wars has ushered in a Third World War. Much of the credit
for this can be attributed to the policy of deterrence.

20,54 The proponents of the second broad approach argue that
the reasoning advanced in favour of the continuation of
deterrence underestimates its costs. In their view, deterrence
has directly contributed to the steady build-up of the
superpowers' nuclear arsenals which in turn has produced a
heightened sense of vulnerability and insecurity among all
nations. Furthermore, it does not remove the scale or immediacy
of the threat posed by nuclear weapons. While the risk of nuclear
war may be able to be minimised by carefully managing deterrence,
the possibility of a catastrophe cannot be ruled out, and it
remains only minutes away even during periods of international
calm. The proponents of radical change argue that there is no
option other than to seek international political or military
changes which would facilitate the complete elimination of
nuclear weapons., In their view, deterrence has never been
anything more than a stop-gap used to buy time to discover a
solution to the problems imposed by the discovery of nuclear
weapons. Deterrence may have been succeSsful so far in avoiding
military conflict between the superpowers, but it is intolerable,
and foolish, to choose to live under such a system indefinitely.

20.55 The Committee considers that the arguments presented in
favour of both approaches are valid. Furthermore, the approaches
are not necessarily contradictory if we take into account the
different timescales invclved and the alternative perspectives
that they reflect. By and large, the proponents of a continuation
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of the concept of deterrence are those in government or those who
advise governments. Because they are concerned with managing
relations between or within states on a day-to-day basis, they
must also take full account of issues of immediate concern and on
existing obstacles or restraints to policy-making., Their point of
reference is the current international political system and they
seek to determine how it could be improved, taking into account
the political and technical difficulties involved. Such a .
starting point is entirely valid and necessary. However in view
of the complexity of the nuclear problem, the solutions are
usually incremental or gradualist. The danger is that an
over-preoccupation with short-term issues, or with the
intractability of the political process, can lead to the overall
objective - eliminating the risk of nuclear war - being
downgraded or even lost sight of.

20.56 The proponents of more radical solutions, on the other
hand, are usually not directly involved in governing. Because
they are divorced from, or unaware of the processes of
government, they tend to focus exclusively on the threat posed by
nuclear weapons. In contrast to the advocates of deterrence, they
start from a position where they think we should be rather than
where we are and they tend to demand that we get to that position
as quickly as possible. Such a view is understandable because it
arises from the predicament that nuclear weapons have placed us
in. The danger is that many of the solutions that are proposed do
not take sufficient account of the political realities involved.
Ighnoring these realities can lead to proposals which are
impractical or even counterproductive. It can also provide a
false expectation that radical change can be implemented guxckly.
In reality, the fundamental changes being suggested are likely to
take decades or even centuries to realize.

20,57 The Committee considers that the ultimate approach
taken to eliminating the risks and consequences of nuclear war
must incorporate both perspectives. In the short term, we have no
alternative than to continue with the concept of deterrence
provided it is combined with substantial mutual force reductions.
The principal advantage of deterrence is that, properly managed,
it can provide us with the time to find a more lasting and less
dangerous solution to our nuclear predicament. The gquestion at
issue is what form deterrence should take; but we must also i
recognise that it must eventually be replaced with an alternative
approach which will lead to the complete elimination of nuclear
weapons and a reduction in the risk of a war generally. These
issues are taken up in the following chapter which provides the
Committee's views on what needs to be done to avoid the risk of
nuclear war in both the immediate future and over the longer
term.
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CHAPTER 21
RECOMMENDED STRATEGIES AND POLICIES
Introduction

21.1 This Chapter provides the Committee's views on what
needs to be done to ensure international peace and security in
the nuckear age. The greatest danger facing humanity today is the
threat of nuclear war. We will only be safe from this threat when
nuclear weapons have been abolished., Our overall objective
therefore should be to eliminate all existing nuclear weapons and
set in place a means of preventing their reappearance at some
time in the future., The Committee acknowledges that the complete
abolition of present-day nuclear arsenals would take considerable
time. While nuclear weapons remain in existence, we must also
pursue measures which minimise the risk of them being used.

21.2 The Committee's views and recommendations cover
strategies, organising principles and policies for satisfying
these two basic objectives in both the short and longer term. In
the Committee's view, our immediate goal should be to consolidate
and stabilise our current nuclear circumstances, and begin moving
toward a position of mutual deterrence at much lower levels of
nuclear armaments than currently exists. This would involve
pursuing policies which seek to:

a. arrest the spread and continuing competition in
nuclear arms;

b. minimise the risk of nuclear war occurring by
accident or miscalculation;

c. establish a condition of mutual deterrence at
reduced levels of nuclear armaments; and

d. improve United States-Soviet relations, and
encourage the political liberalisation of Soviet
society.

21.3 These short~term changes focus primarily on the
superpowers, and represent an essential first step towards
achieving total nuclear disarmament. While all are important,
‘priority should be given to arresting the arms competition. The
Committee recognises that the changes are not easy. They would
need to be achieved largely through formal negotiations although
there would be some scope for unilateral initiatives by both
sides. The basic motivation for change would be mutual
self-interest; in the Committee’s view a continuing and expanding
arms competition does not serve the interests of either
superpower. The basic strategy allows some replacement of nuclear
forces and capabilities with non-nuclear ones, where this is
considered necessary, although we must keep in mind the potential
dangers and destructive power of modern conventional weapons and
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be careful not to increase the tisk of conventional war between
the superpowers. It also seeks to establish a base for
facilitating eventual total nuclear disarmament by reducing the
number, categories and characteristics of nuclear weapons and
forces, and move towards a situation where nuclear weapons are
maintained only to deter a nuclear attack by another nuclear
power.

21.4 The continuation of mutual deterrence, even at reduced
levels of armaments, will not eliminate the risk of nuclear war
and so does not provide an adequate basis for global peace and
security in the longer term. To achieve this, we need to develop
a universal commitment to, and an effective means of achieving,
total nuclear disarmament, as well as the renunciation of war as
an instrument for settling international disputes. (any prolonged
large-scale war would eventually lead to the reappearance of
nuclear weapons). The Committee considers that our long~term
goals should be to eliminate all remaining nuclear weapons and to
replace deterrence with a doctrine of collective or common
security. Given the nature of the task, action to achieve these
goals should be pursued concurrently with our attempts to arrest
the present arms competition and re-establish mutual deterrence
at a reduced level of nuclear armaments,

Short-Term Strategies and Policies

21.5 As noted in the previous chapter, the Committee
considers that in the short-term we have little alternative other
than to continue with the concept of deterrence. Al though the
concept represents the only feasible short-term solution to the
problem of avoiding nuclear war between the superpowers, there
remain the questions. of what form it should take and how long we
might expect nuclear deterrence to work? The answers to these
questions in turn require an assessment of the risks associated
wi;y ths different ways in which nuclear deterrence can be
achieved.

21.6 In Chapter 4 we noted that deterrence aims to convince
a potential adversary that he has nothing to gain by using force,
or threatening to use it, and that he runs the risk of having to
accept serious setbacks in the event of a conflict, setbacks that
would decisively weaken his position of power. Confronted by the
high costs involved, the adversary is deterred from carrying out.

his actions. We also saw that nuclear deterrence can be carried
out in two ways:

a. Basic Deterrence which seeks to deter an
adversary from launching a nuclear attack by
threatening to destroy his cities and major
urban-industrial centres in a retaliatory strike.
This form of deterrence requires only relatively
modest nuclear forces which are capable of
surviving an initial attack by the other side.
When both sides possess this capability -~ a
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n known as Mutual Assured Destruction or
}cigl‘)‘d-j-'tigen each is deterred frgm using nuclear
weapons against the other. Basic deterrence is
directed solely at preventing the use of nuclear
weapons. It currently forms the bas1§ of tpe a
strategic nuclear policies of the United Kingdom
and France, and it is central to the strategy of

ini , which has been pro?osed by
some for the United States and the Soviet Union.

b. Extended Deterrence which seeks to deter an
adversary from attempting to qchigve a range of
foreign policy or military objectives by .
threatening to deny him an adva}ntage at whatever
level of action he chooses. This form of i
deterrence incorporates the strategy of basic
deterrence but also seeks to deter a range of
other potential nuclear and non-nuclear th:eat:
through the threatened use of nucleatdforce. I
requires extensive mxlii_:aty forces an .
capabilities and underlies the current strategic
nuclear policies of the United States ~ the _
so-called 'countervailing' theory of deter:er'\ce
and the Soviet Union (even though the latter's
policies are not described in terms of L.
deterrence). A full discussion of these policies
is contained in Chapter 4.

. Chapter 4 also showed that neither of these forms of
i\];cZear deterfténce is totally satisfactory since the qleja-poxo‘.: be
remain in place and there is no ggg;:mgg:wggﬁttﬁgegug;rpogers

some future military confli 1 : .
Ficiereers! both Forms of Bebarcence poss Sorieln proby v

i i e to be addressed. e e
g;;fewtzcga?rsdout and does not necessanl).r entail an 3:m_sn
race. But it may not prevent military conflict from occ gr‘:;iges‘
below the level of strategic nuclear arsenals. It gligas o
little flexibility for decis:.on-malgers in the even . nate a
deterrence fails. Nor does it provide any scopetto :élgma
nuclear conflict once it has begun. Extended de'erie ® iplex
overcomes some of these problems, but it is a high yn<::S }*3
means of preventing a full scale military exch.’;\ng.;e..t wclear
credibility crucially depends on being able to 11m1ha: :
conflict to something well short of a strategic exc ge.

3 he relative
.8 Much, of the deterrence debate is over t

iisks of these two basic approaches. ‘;‘hose who favc?ur extended
deterrence argue that it is more credible than basic geterrence,
and therefore more likely to be successful in prevenl':dng that
military conflict between the.sugerpow:;ls.iﬁh;gesggiin;rsucg
extended deterrence has been instrument B failing
conflict to date and that the possibility of etgrt noe faill
i uture is very remote. They acknovlzle'dge a
érelvzg.lgpients in hand which could 'destabilise’ the present
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system of deterrence (see for example, paragraph 21.35), but
consider the impact of those developments can be satisfactorily
managed without altering the underlying approach. Some, the
advocates of the so called 'prevailing' theory of deterrence,
would like to see the current system of deterrence extended to
include the capability to 'fight and win' a nuclear war.

21.9 Critics of extended deterrence, on the other hand,
consider that its intrinsic problems outweigh any benefits that
may have been obtained by seeking to move away from basic
deterrence. They argue that the search for more credible options
has led to a proliferation of nuclear weapons and capabilities
which are increasing rather than decreasing the risks and
consequences of military conflict between the superpowers. In
their view, the continued development of counterforce weapons
and associated doctrines by both sides are extremely
destabilising and need to be either eliminrated or strictly
controlled. Some critics argue for a return to a system of basic
deterrence ~ in which nuclear weapons are used only to deter a
nuclear attack by the other side - and other non-nuclear means
are devised to satisfy the remaining foreign and defence policy
objectives. Others seek to reduce the size and scope of the
existing nuclear arsenals and ensure the overall survivability
of nuclear forces of both sides through arms control agreements.

21.10 The Committee accepts that there are advantages and
disadvantages to each approach. On balance, however, it
considers that the continuing development and increase in
nuclear weapons is serving to decrease rather than enhance
international security and the world would be far safer if the
nuclear weapon states were to reduce and ultimately remove their
reliance on nuclear weapons as instruments of national policy.
This belief is based on the following underlying features of our
nuclear world:

a. nuclear war is unlikely to be limited, Nuclear
weapons are not war-fighting weapons. Their
destructive power and the size of current nuclear
arsenals make nuclear weapons almost impossible to
control. Once the nuclear threshold is crossed, we
could move towards an all-out (and final)
exchange;

b. there would be no winners in_ a puclear war.
Nuclear war of any kind would amount to an
unprecedented catastrophe for humanity and could
even result in the extinction of life on earth.
While the nuclear threshold for global extinction
cannot be calculated, it is probably well below
the explosive power of the current nuclear
arsenals. The potential consequences of nuclear
war including the 'nuclear winter' effect, make it
sharply distinguishable from conventional or
non-nuclear conflict; and
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attack. There is no prospect for at least the
foreseeable future of either side developing
effective Gefences against current nuclear
arsenals although the SDI program is researching
the feasibility of such a defence. At present,
both superpowers remain vulnerable to a crushing
astack by the other and it is in their mutual
interests to cooperate to prevent nuclear war
occurring. Neither superpower can hope to gain a
significant and abiding military advantage over
the other. Any attempt to establish overall
superiority in military forces or capabilities is
both impractical and dangerocus.

21.11 The Committee further considers that while nuclear
weapons remain deployed, we must pursue policies which minimise
the chance of nuclear war while still preserving security and
freedom, and facilitate progress towards nuclear disarmament.
With this in mind, the Committee considers that our first
objective should be to stabilise our present circumstances
rather than introduce changes which may exacerbate existing
trends and pressures. This would involve implementing a range of
measures aimed at arresting the current arms competition and
ensuring stability in the strategic balance.

21.12 Our second broad objective should be to begin moving
to a position of mutual deterrence at much lower levels of
armaments than currently exist. Deterrence at this level should
be based on the notion of 'essential equivalence' in which there
is an overall balance of forces and capabilities between the
superpowers. Planned reductions in nuclear arsenals should be
based on a principle of undiminished security for all parties,
and enable each side to design and structure its forces to meet
its own strategic and national security requirements. They
should also seek to raise the nuclear threshold and reduce
reliance on nuclear weapons and forces as a means of pursuing
political and foreign policy objectives, In the Committee's view
we need to return toward a situation where nuclear weapons are
maintained only to deter nuclear attack by another nuclear
weapon state. This can be achieved in the first instance by
using conventional forces and doctrines to replace nuclear ones
although we must recognise the potential dangers and destructive
power of many modern conventional weapons and so seek to
establish conventional deterrence at a balance of forces which
is lower and less threatening than currently exists.

21.13 The Committee recognises that the achievement of these
basic objectives over a relatively short time frame will not be
an easy matter, particularly in view of the continuing poor
relations between the superpowers. Nonetheless, the Committee
considers that these objectives are possible given sufficient
political will and that there are very sound reasons to seek to
make these changes sooner rather than later. In the initial
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stages, an appropriate organising principle for change, at least
as far as the superpowers are concerned, can be mutual
self-interest. While United States-Soviet relations will
continue to be marked by intense defence competition as long as
their government systems remain so different, it is however in
their mutual interest to ease this burden or at least transfer
it into less dangerous pursuits, To be effective in the long
term, any significant agreements to reduce armaments must be
grounded in a structure of vastly improved and stable East-West
relations and understanding., Thus, concurrent with any progress
in ams control must be a gradual normalisation of political
relations between the two states. This is probably dependent on
some liberalisation of the Soviet system of government.

A, Arresting the spread and continuing competition in nuclear
arms

21.14 The period since the end of the Second World War has
witnessed a steady growth in the number of nuclear weapons
deployed throughout the world. While the SALT accords have
halted the growth in the size of the strategic arsenals of the
two superpowers, there has been no progress in limiting nuclear
warheads that can be delivered by shorter-range systems such as
cruise missiles, aircraft and artillery. The number of
intermediate and tactical nuclear weapons on both sides has
continued to increase and be integrated into the military
structures of both sides. There is also a possibility that the
superpowers may expand their strategic arsenals. The Reagan
Administration has given notice that it may no longer abide by
the unratified provisions of the SALT II Treaty. Should the
United States decide to break out of the SALT accords, the
Soviet Union is certain to follow suit and is more able to do so
by virtue of its higher-payload rocket forces. In addition, both
superpowers are continuing to investigate new, 'third
generation' weapons such as x-ray lasers which are powered by
nuclear explosions; low yield, enhanced radiation warheads; and
warheads which provide very high levels of electromagnetic pulse
{EMP) which could be used to burn out enemy communications.

21.15 Concurrent with the expansion of the nuclear arsenals
of the superpowers, there has been a gradual spread of nuclear
weapons to other states. There are now five recognised nuclear
weapon states - the United States, the Soviet Union, Great
Britain, France and the People's Republic of China - and a sixth
nation, India, detonated what it called a 'peaceful nuclear
explosion' in May 1974, There is also a significant number of
countries suspected of either possessing nuclear weapons or
being very close to possessing them. These so called 'threshold
states' have been alleged to include Israel, South Africa,
Pakistan, Brazil, Argentina and Iraq.

21.16 The Committee considers that there is an urgent need
for agreements which limit the number and continued development
of nuclear weapons. Such agreements would contribute to
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arresting the continuing and upward@ momentum of the amms race
and so provide a basis for stabilising our present nuclear
circumstances and seeking major reductions in armaments. In the
Committee's view, the present arms race could be arrested by
pursuing the following basic strategies:

1. reaffirming existing amms control agreements;
2. freezing the production of fissile material;

3

concluding a comprehensive test ban treaty;

4. prohibiting certain destabilising technologiess
I prohibiting the further development and
deployment of anti-satellite (ASAT)

wveapons:

IT prohibiting the unilateral deployment of
space-based missile defences;

III limiting the deployment of the cruise
missile; and

5. strengthening the nuclear non-proliferation

regime,
1. Ffirmi s 1
21.17 The arms control agreements made to date, while few in

number, have nonetheless made some contribution to controlling
the nature and scope of the central arms competition as well as
slowing the spread of nuclear weapons beyond the superpowers.
The most important of these are the SALT treaties, including the
anti-ballistic missile (ABM) agreement, and the nuclear
non-proliferation treaty (NPT). All these aqreements are
threatened by continuing advances in technology and the actions
of the two superpowers. Continued research and development by
both the United States and the Soviet Union into anti-ballistic
missile defences and related technologies, together with recent
advances in anti-tactical ballistic missiles and large
phased-array radars are threatening to circumvent the provisions
of the 1972 ABM Treaty. The Reagan Administration has given
notice that its future adherence to the SALT II accords will be
determined by the Soviet Union's compliance record. And
international confidence in the NPT is being eroded by the
failure of the superpowers to negotiate arms reductions.

21.18 Until new agreements can be negotiated limiting the
spread and further development of the nuclear arsenals of the
two superpowers, the Committee considers that it is vitally
important that each continues to abide by the provisions of
existing agreements and not pursue actions which would undermine
confidence in the present arms control regime.
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2. F : ) duct i £ fissil terial

21.19 The Committee considers that a first step in arresting
the arms race would be to freeze the further production of
fissile material for use in nuclear weapons. Such a move would
place an overall limit on the size of the nuclear arsenals of
the nuclear weapon states without constraining their ability to
take advantage of new technologies or restructure their nuclear
forces. It would also provide a relatively simple basis for
effecting mutual reductions: the two sides would simply agree to
further reduce their stockpiles of fissile material.

21.20 Such a proposal should be acceptable to both
superpowers since each has adequate (estimated to be more than
600 tons of weapons-grade material) and approximately equal
stockpiles of fissile material, and both are currently in favour
of deep reductions in nuclear forces. Moreover, both the Soviet
Union and the United States have, at different times, expressed
support for freezing the production of fissile material.

21.21 A major problem would be in determining an agreed
means of verifying compliance with the agreement as well as
ensuring that fissile material was not being diverted from the
civilian fuel cycle. This could be initially overcome by each
side unilaterally agreeing to phase out production over a number
of years while negotiating acceptable means of verifying a
cut-off agreement. The Committee considers that adequate
verification procedures could be achieved by utilising the
expertise and resources of the International Atomic Energy
Agency, although these may have to be supplemented by other
means. in order to ensure that there were no significant
clandestine production facilities. The verification process
would be strengthened if the nuclear powers agreed to place all
their civilian nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguardsa.

3. A comprehensive test ban treaty

21.22 The Committee considers that a treaty banning nuclear
tests by all nations in all environments for all time would also
serve to limit the number and continued development of nuclear
warheads and so place a further overall constraint on the
nuclear amms race. A comprehensive test ban treaty would make it
more difficult for existing nuclear weapon states to develop
nuclear warheads of new designs or weapons utilizing new
physical principles. It would make it hard for other nations to
acquire a credible nuclear weapons capability or to build up
sizeable stocks of nuclear warheads and it would serve to bring
pressure upon those countries contemplating entry into the
nuclear weapons technology.

21.23 In addition, the signing of a comprehensive test ban
treaty is now generally accepted as the best way the superpowers
can demonstrate to the world that they take seriously the
pledges they made in the 1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty to achieve
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a comprehensive test ban, and in the 1968 Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty to move towards nuclear disarmament. A
CTB would also enhance the acceptability and credibility of the
NPT, which is the most important component of the existing
non-proliferation regime.

21.24 The Committee considers that these advantages outweigh
any potential benefits likely to accrue from continued testing
(such as improved safety or smaller ~ yield weapons). The
Committee also considers that a comprehensive test ban treaty
would not undermine deterrence or threaten the security interest
of either superpower. The Committee is of the view that it is
possible to adequately verify such an agreement using existing
technologies provided they can be supplemented by agreed
procedures for consultation and on-site inspections. The
Committee considers that prior to ratifying a test ban treaty,
the superpowers should participate in a voluntary moratorium onm
all nuclear tests, and they should immediately ratify the
Partial Test Ban Treaty and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions
Treaty.

4. Prohibiti in destabilisi hnologi

21.25 Banning the production of fissile material and the
testing of nuclear warheads would not prevent continuing
qualitative changes in the arms competition since most advances
relate to delivery systems rather than warheads. The Committee
accepts that technological change could have a beneficial effect
on the strategic balance and so in some circumstances should
proceed. Largely for this reason, and doubts over whether it
could be effected or verified, the Committee does not favour a
complete freeze on the development, production and deployment of
all new weapons systems or associated technologies. It is also
the case, however, that it is far easjer to prevent the
extension of the arms race in some new direction than attempt to
reverse changes that are allowed to take place. As a general
principle, the Committee considers that unless there are clear
and unequivocal advantages in adopting new technologies or
weapons systems, the arms competition should be constrained
within its current boundaries.

21.26 In line with this principle, the Committee considers
that every effort should be made to prevent the extension of the
amms race into outer space. The continued development by both
superpowers of anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons and the pursuit of
space-based defences against strategic ballistic missiles could
precipitate an unrestrained competition in offensive and
defensive weapons on Earth and in space and undermine the
limited progress that. has been made in arms control to date.
There should also be constraints placed on those technical
developments which will reduce the capacity for early warning,
the collection of strategic intelligence and the verification of
arms control agreements. These technologies include 'dual
purpose’ weapons such as cruise missiles, the various 'stealth'
technologies, and certain mobile ICBMs.
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Spécific initiatives favoured by the Committee are:

I.

i~ i . At
present, the United States and the Soviet Union
have only limited ASAT capabilities which do not
pose a significant threat to their adversary 8
satellite systems., Both sides are pursuing
research into ASAT related technologies and
weapons, however, and in the absence of negotiated
constraint, are likely to develop a much more
sophisticated and extensive capacity for engaging
in anti-satellite warfare., The Committee considers
that such a development would not serve the
interests of either superpower. The Soviet Union,
and especially the United States, are heavily
reliant on satellite~based surveillance and
command, control and intelligence systems and the
presence of weapons in space is likely to reduce
rather than enhance the security of the two
nations,

II.

. Both the United
states and the Soviet Union are engaging in
research into weapons systems and associated
technologies which could be used to deploy
space-based defences against ballistic missile
attack. The Committee considers that achievement
of effective space-based defences against current
arsenals is unlikely. More importantly, the
unilateral pursuit of space-based defences by
either side is likely to set in motion a chain of
events and reactions that would make reductions in
nuclear forces very difficult, destabilise the
current strategic balance, and undermine the
limited progress that has been made in arms
control to date. The Committee considers that the
two superpowers should negotiate an agreement
prohibiting the testing and deployment of
space-based missile defences.

The Committee considers that the present system of
deterrence could be replaced by one based on the
deployment of ground-based defensive systems. But
the essential prerequisites of a defence-dominated
future are dramatically improved superpower
relations and major reductions in current
offensive nuclear forces, followed by parallel, or
preferably, joint development of defensive
systems,
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I11.

i . The cruise missile represents a
revolutionary departure from existing
nuclear—-armed missiles in that it is capable of
performing similar missions (including the
provision of a second-strike capability and
various counterforce options at the tactical,
theatre and strategic levels) but because of its
small size and the fact that it is
indistinguishable from conventionally-ammed
missiles, is very difficult to detect or identify.
This makes the verification of any agreement
involving cruise missiles very difficult and adds
to the risk of nuclear escalation in war since the
defending side would not know whether incoming
missiles are armed with nuclear or conventional
warheads.

Both the United States and the Soviet Union have
developed and tested cruise missiles but neither
has yet deployed them in large numbers. By the
early 1990s, the United States will have converted
the whole of its strategic bombers to carry ALCMs
and will have produced nearly 4 000 Tomahawk
cruise missiles for use on surface ships and
submarines. Without some form of negotiated
constraint, the Soviet Union will almost certainly
follow the American lead.

The Committee considers that there should be a
verifiable freeze on the production and further
deployment of cruise missiles. At present, this
could be achieved by negotiating a ban on
flight-testing - which would prevent the Soviet
Union from deploying large numbers of cruise
missiles — and incorporating current U,S. and the
more Yimited Soviet stocks into a mutual arms
reduction agreement.

5. Strengthening the non-proliferation regime

21.28 Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons to
non-nuclear weapon states is a critical element in any
international effort to arrest the nuclear arms race. The
existence of independently controlled nuclear arsenals in the
hands of minor nuclear powers and the expanding nuclear
capabilities of the so-called 'threshold states' will reduce
rather than. enhance international security and so ensure a
continuing arms build-up throughout the world. A strong
international non-proliferation regime will also maintain
pressure on the nuclear weapons states to seek significant
reductions in their nuclear arsenals.

21.29 Current efforts to restrain the spread of nucl'.ear
weapons are based on a loose combination of treaty commitments
not to acquire nuclear weapons; informal and voluntary
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understandings of nuclear supplier states to limit certain
nuclear cooperation with other states; bilateral agreements
between some nuclear supplier states and their clients; and a
general predisposition against nuclear weapons. The most
important element in the non-proliferation regime is the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) which commits non~nuclear weapon
states to refrain from acquiring nuclear weapons in return for
assistance in civil nuclear matters and progress by the existing
nuclear powers towards quantitative and qualitative nuclear
disarmament. The NPT is widely accepted (it currently has 132
signatories) but, has not been signed by a number of countries
i:cluding France, China, India and most of the 'threshold'
states.

21.30 The Committee doubts whether the current proliferation
status could be reversed, at least in the short term.

considers, however, that it is important for horizontal
proliferation to be contained so that its potentially
destabilising effects can be managed with minimum danger. The
Committee considers that this requires:

I. strengthening the existing political,
economic and technical barriers to acquiring a
nuclear weapons-producing capacity or, in the case
of the threshold states, to moving up the
proliferation ladder;

IX. monitoring and controlling the devel opment
and introduction of new technologies, such as the
breeder reactor and the laser-enrichment process,
which could increase the risk and pace of
proliferation; and

IIT, fostering an international strategic and
political environment in which individual nations
feel more secure and have less incentive to
develop and maintain nuclear weapons, or
proliferation-prone nuciear technologies.

21.31 The principal means of achieving these objectives is
already in place in the form of the present non-proliferation
regime. In the Committee's view, the extension of this regime,
and its underlying presumptions against further proliferation
will depend on:

I. progress in nuclear disarmament by the
nuclear powers;

II. stronger and more concerted measures by the
nuclear weapons states, and supplier states, to
prevent the transfer of nuclear materials and
technologies to countries that are not parties to
the NPT;

III. adherence by all states to the NPT;
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Iv. development and promotion of civilian guel
cycles that are restricted to using low-enriched
ur anium;

v. identification and strengthening of control
over reprocessing and enrichment technologies and
'dual-use' items that have application in nuclear
and non-nuclear industries;

VI. encouragement of multilateral actions to
restrict access to proliferation prone
technologies and to punish proliferative action by
withholding assistance and considering other
economic and political sanctions; and

VII. 'threshold' states adopting IAEA safeguards
for their civilian nuclear facilities {whether or
not they join the NPT).

21.32 The Committee also considers that the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty could be expanded and strengthened by:

I. requiring the nuclear weapons states.tg adopt
'full-scale' IAEA safeguards for their civil
nuctear industry; and

II. increasing nuclear assistance and options to
member states of the NPT which have a need to
adopt nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, for
example, by multi-nation participation in the
operation of semsitive facilities, such as
reprocessing plants, provision of turn-key A
reactors, and return of spent fuel to supplier
states.

21.33 Nuclear weapon free zones. The Committee considers
that the concept of nuclear free or nuclear weapon free zones
constitutes an important means of preventing the spread of
nuclear weapons. Such zones normally requirg states in the
region not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons
for their own use, and extra-regional states not to deploy such
weapons into the zone or use or threaten to use nuclear weapons
against zone states. Nuclear weapon free zones are already in
place in Latin America and the South Pacific and'have been
proposed for regions in Africa, Europe, South Asia and the
Middle East.

21.34 In seeking to implement this concept, it is important
that the initiative comes from, and be supported by, the
countries in the proposed zone; that the zone sht_:uld preserve
the regional status que including existing security
arrangements; it should be supported by the nuclear weapon
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states; and that its provisions should be capable of
verification. (However, it is probably true that nuclear weapon
free zones have a symbolic value). This should not prevent
individual states from prohibiting the development or housing of
nuclear weapons in its territory, or from seeking no-use
guarantees from the nuclear powers.

B, Minimising the risk of nuclear war occurring by accident or
miscalculation

21.35 As long as nuclear weapons continue to exist there is
a chance that they may be used in combat. The greatest danger is
that a future international crisis ultimately involving the two
superpowers may get out of control and lead to military
confrontation and conflict. So far the superpowers have been
able to ride out even serious crises without great pressure to
use nuclear weapons. There has always been time to £ind out. what
was happening and to engage in diplomacy to reduce tensions and
avoid potential flashpoints. But 2 number of trends and
developments are taking place which threaten to undermine future
crisis stability:

I. the miniaturisation of nuclear warheads and
the deployment of increasing numbers of tactical
nuclear weapons by both superpowers;

IX. the continuing development of increasingly
accurate intermediate and long-range nuclear
weapons which are targeted on, and deployed ever
closer to, both sides' retaliatory forces and
command centres thus raising fears of a possible
first strike and steadily shrinking the warning
and response times associated with such a
possibility from hours to minutes; and

III. the vulnerability of the strategic
communications, command and control {C3) systems
of both superpowers to attack and disruption
especially with the projected developments in
anti-satellite weapons and technologies.

21.36 If war seems imminent, even a partially successful
strike against the command and control systems of an opponent
may seem an attractive option since it would complicate his
ability to coordinate a retaliation. In addition, neither
superpower wants to risk being paralysed by riding out an attack
and losing communications with its forces, More importantly,
they are increasing the chances of an accidental, inadvertent or
unauthorised launch of nuclear weapons. The continued deployment
of strategic weapons with short flight times is also likely to
lead both sides to consider various 'launch on warning' options,
in order to ensure reliable retaliation, or to remove certain
safety measures during an alert. The vulnerability of national
command and control systems has also resulted in both sides
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delegating the authority for ordering the use of nuclear weapons
to subordinate authorities and certain commanders in the field.

21,37 The Committee would encourage the two superpowers to
institute a range of measures which would prevent an
international crisis involving the two superpowers from
escalating out of control, and in the event of direct military
conflict between the armed forces of the United States and the
Soviet Union, minimise the likely use of nuclear weapons. In
seeking to achieve these objectives, emphasis needs to be given
to improving direct communications between the two sides,
minimising the vulnerability of nuclear forces to a surprise
attack, maximising the time available for consideration and
consultation, and improving the survivability and reliability of
the means of controlling nuclear forces. In addition to a ban on
the further development and deployment of ASAT systems -~ which
would lessen the threat against satellite-based command and
control systems - other specific initiatives favoured by the
Committee are:

. The forward
deployment of tactical and short-range nuclear
weapons in Europe and along the Sino-Soviet border
increases the risk of such weapons being overrun at
the beginning of an armed conflict which in turn
increases the chance that they may be used rather
than lost to the enemy. Such weapons are also likely
to be subject to predelegation of authority for use
in combat and would be difficult to control once
hostilities began. They lower the nuclear threshold
and increase the prospect of escalation to an all-out
exchange. The majority of battlefield nuclear weapons
are presently concentrated in Europe although
increasing numbers are beginning to be deployed into
other regions. In addition, surface ships of both
navies are now being equipped with a range of nuclear
and nuclear-capable weapons including cruise
missiles, anti-submarine weapons, surface-to-air
missiles, and nuclear-armed aircraft.

The Committee recommends the establishment of a
tactical nuclear weapon free zone as part of an
agreement on mutual and balanced force reductions
{MBFR) in Europe and similar negotiations between
China and the Soviet Union. Ultimately the Committee
would prefer to see all tactical nuclear weapons
eliminated from the military arsenals of the nuclear
weapon states since these add to the prospect of the
escalation of nuclear warfighting. The Committee
recognises that in the current political climate, the
complete elimination of tactical nuclear weapons
could only be achieved slowly. Initially, some



632,

compensating changes in the conventional forces of
both sides would probably have to take place
concurrently in order to ensure that neither side
could exploit a perceived advantage in conventional
weapons., It would also have to be done through formal
negotiations, and would probably take place in
phases. The Committee considers that the current
negotiations on Mutual and Balanced Forces Reductions
(MBFR) could be extended to include the question of
tactical nuclear weapons, although in view of its
lack of results to date, it may be better to hold
separate, bilateral negotiations perhaps as part of
the 'umbrella' talks at Geneva.

1. s Chui1ds fes

. The Committee considers that the
superpowers could reduce uncertainty in the minds of
their adversaries over actions and intentions by
facilitating a greater exchange of information on
nuclear forces and activities, providing continuous
consultation during periods of hostility, and
developing explicit rules of engagement for various
crisis or conflict scenarios involving the military
forces of the two nations, It considers that. the
present facilities established under the 1963 Hotline
and subsequent modernisation Agreements (see Chapter
2} should be maintained but are inadequate. The
existing facilities are normally only used in times
of emergency and involve communications across a 10
000 km gap. The Committee encourages specific
measures such as appropriate meetings between
officials on each side; an air incidents agreement
similar to the 1972 Incidents at Sea Agreement; an
exchange of information about strategic assets or
capabilities; advance warning of military activities
and observation of exercises by independent
observers; and maintainance of contact between the
political leadership of each side.

The Committee notes that progress in establishing
some of these measures is being made in the
multilateral Conference on Confidence and Security
Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe (CDE)
talks taking place in Stockholm. It supports the
continvation of this process and the establishment of
similar forums covering other regions where opposing
forces directly confront each other.

III. ing= ime~ 3

which reduce warning and response times
available to decision~makers and provide an incentive
for launching a first strike. These include:
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1. MIRVed land and sea-based missiles such as the
U.S. ¥X and Soviet S5-18 ICBMs, These could initially
be replaced with: single-warhead missiles, which would
lessen the ability for either side to destroy all of
the other's ICBMs in a pre-emptive attack;

2. the U.S. Pershing II and the majority of Soviet
88-20 intermediate range ballistic missiles; and

3. Soviet offshore SSBNs with depressed trajectory
missiles that can destroy U.S. military and other
targets in a matter of minutes after launch.

C. Bstablishing mutual deterrence at a reduced level of
armaments

21,38 The continuing arms competition between the
superpowers and the dictates of their respective counterforce
strategies have resulted in the deployment by both sides of tens
of thousands of nuclear warheads, and the increasing integration
of nuclear and conventional weapons. The twO superpowers now
have large numbers of nuclear weapons which can be used in
strategic, theatre and tactical roles, and they have expanded
their operational concepts and doctrines to cover nuclear
warfare at the two lower levels. This is in spite of the fact
that the leaders of the two superpowers have publicly
acknowledged that a nuclear war 'cannot be won and so must never
be fought'.

21.39 The Committee considers that the only function of
nuclear weapons which cannot be achieved with conventional
military forces or by other, non-military means is to discourage
other nations which possess such weapons from using them to
attack or threaten to attack the basic interests of the state.
The Committee further considers that both the United States and
the Soviet Union have far more nuclear weapons than they need
for achieving nuclear deterrence. Accordingly, it considers that
both superpowers should reduce their current nuclear arsenals to
much lower levels, and that they should reverse the growing
trend towards the 'conventionalisation' of nuclear armaments.

21.40 These changes may require, in the first instance, a
closer approximation of the relative strengths in conventional
weapons of NATO and the Warsaw Pact, and the development of new
doctrines for conventional deterrence in order to offset
reductions in, or changes to, existing or projected nuclear
capabilities. Ultimately, however, the Committee considers that
a balance of conventional forces should also be sought at much
lower levels than currently exists.
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I. Mutual reductions in strategic nuclear arsenals
21.41 In the Committee's view, any reductions in current

force levels need to satisfy a number of broad objectives:
1. they need to be verifiable;

II. they should be significant enough to
represent a real change, but without threatening
to upset the strategic balance or undermining the
security of either superpower. The Committee
considers that an overall reduction of 50 per cent
of existing forces would be a reasonable initial
target;

III. they should maintain parity between the
strategic forces of the two sides. Here, the
Committee considers that parity should be defined
as an overall balance, or a balanced combination
of asymmetries, rather than an exact matching of
forces;

IV. they need to facilitate progress towards
significant nuclear disarmament. This can be best
achieved by aiming to simplify the roles,
categories and characteristics of the residual
huclear forces; and

v. they should be feasible and achievable over
the short and middle term. This is likely to
require that the reductions be fair, verifiable
and avoid as far as possible arguments over
technical detail.

2]1.42 As noted earlier, the Committee recognises, in terms
of xealpolitik, a successful arms reduction proposal should also
allow for a degree of modernisation, enable each side to
structure its own forces in accordance with its particular
national security requi rements and perceptions, and take into
account all categories or types of forces which have a bearing
on the strategic balance as well as specific. issues of concern
to the negotiating parties., The later steps in the reduction
process may also need to incorporate the nuclear forces of the
minor nuclear powers as well as provide protection against the
rapid expansion of the nuclear capabilities of a so called
'threshold-gtate’.

21.43 The Committee has found that none of the proposals for
mutwal force reductions suggested by the superpowers to date (or
indeed many of the alternatives suggested by independent
observers or peace groups) satisfy sufficient of these
requirements to ensure an agreement. Nonetheless, there are in
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the Committee's view, some concepts and elements contained in
the different proposals which are worthy of further L.
consideration as part of any future proposal or negotiations.
These are:

1. the concept of 'build-down' which provides
for concurrent reductions in armaments and some
modernisation of the superpowers' arsenals,
however this should be within agreed limits;

II. the simultaneous consideration of strategic
and intermediate-range nuclear forces, including
allied forces;

III. phased reductions rather than a single move
sincepthi‘s enables both sides to adjust to each
new level and minimises the risk of political or
military fall-out;

IV. percentage reductions ratheg than decreases
in absolute numbers of weapons since thex have a
greater impact on the arms of the side with the
larger arsenal and so progressively reduce.the
more obvious differences between the two sides;
and

v. the use of fissile material as a possible
currency of reduction. This appr.oach would'n(?t
depend on problems associated v.uth categorising
weapons systems and may be easier to verify and

control.
2. Avoiding large-scale conventiopal war
21.44 While reducing reliance on nuclear weapons and

'firebreak' between conventional and nuclear war will
gégﬂgingh: rgsk of nuclear conflict, we should also ensure that
the prospect of conventional war is not simultaneously b1
increased., A large-scale conventional war may be considerably,
less destructive than even a 'limited' nuclear war - and o
therefore can be considered to be the lesser of the two evils
but if it becomes protracted then it could well see the
introduction of nuclear weapons.

. The Committee considers that negotiations.for reducing
ik];e‘ir?ucleaz‘ arsenals of the two superpowers must proceed in
parallel with, or be preceded by! a negotiated. agzeaneng Eot n
establishing approximate parity in conventional forces betwee
the two alliances and at reduced levels, In view of the
complexity of such negotiations, the initial talks should focus
on the current Mutual Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR)
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negotiations taking place in Vienna. The Committee acknowledges
that there has been little progress made in these talks to
date,but considers that formal linkage of mutual reductions in
nuclear forces to the establishment of a conventional balance in
Europe could provide an added incentive to reach agreement.

3. Prohibiti he_d 1 s a f chemical
xeapons

21.46 The present chepical and biological warfare (CBW)
disarmament and arms control regime and efforts to extend it are
being subjected to pressures which could undermine the regime
and lead to the vertical and horizontal proliferation of
chemical and biological weapons. These pressures include the
modernisation and upgrading of United States' chemical weapons
capabilities (including binary weapons) in response to a
perceived Soviet build-up; the increasing emphasis of both sides
on improving CW protective measures for their armed forces;
persistent accusations over alleged usage and transfer of
chemical weapons to third parties; and the linking of CBW
violations with alleged infractions of other arms control
treaties. The principal rationale for the build-up of chemical
veapons is to deter the possible use or threatened use of such
weapons by another state,

21.47 The Committee considers that, like nuclear weapons,
chemical and biolcgical weapons pose a serious and unnecessary
threat to the civilian populations of states likely to be
involved in this kind of warfare. Unlike the case of nuclear
weapons, however, the Committee sees no reason why existing
stocks of chemical weapons could not be rapidly disposed of and
the current CBW arms control regime be strengthened by an
agreement banning all further development, possession and use of
such weapons or related products.

21.48 The Committee notes that there has been little
progress in the Conference on Disarmament towards establishing a
general convention prohibiting the possession and use of
chemical weapons. It considers that these negotiations should
continue but that, as a matter of urgency, the United States and
the Soviet Union should recommence bilateral talks on banning
all such weapons.

21.49 The Committee is also concerned over the growing
incidence of biological and related research which could give
rise to the development of biological weapons. This latter
development is currently outlawed by the 1975 Biological Weapons
Convention. Modern biological weapons pose a threat to humanity
which is probably only second to that posed by nuclear weapons.
The Committee considers that an international convention should
be established which would prevent research and development
aimed at the production of biological weapons.
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D. Improving United States-Soviet relations

21,50 Many of the policies and changes that have been
proposed will not be possible without a significant improvement
in the relations between the superpowers. Such a change will not
be easy. The two societies are quite different and cannot be
treated on equal grounds or in equal ways. Moreover, the
respective national leaderships of the United States and the
Soviet Union are subject to a range of domestic and
international pressures which serve to limit their freedom of
action in determining and announcing public policies. The
pressures on the United States leadership are well known. Those
influencing Soviet policy are less obvious and they differ in
many respects from the kinds of pressures which characterise the
'open', democratic societies of the West. Nonetheless they
exist, reflecting the bureaucratic nature of the Soviet system
and the range of preferences of its various elites. These
encompass differing views on how Soviet objectives are best
achieved and embrace both foreign and domestic policies.

21.51 The official relationship between the United States
and the Soviet Union has been characterised by a high degree of
mutval suspicion and distrust. The two countries have become
locked into a confrontationist stance which is being reinforced
by the continued development of powerful and threatening
strategic arsenals, an increasing emphasis on military force as
an instrument of national policy, and an uncompromising
political dialogue which has tended to portray the superpower
competition in terms appropriate to a new 'cold war'. The
prevailing political climate has reduced the arms control
process to little more than a propaganda exercise. Alleged
violations of arms control agreements are being stressed, and
concessions or unilateral measures of constraint are being
interpreted as signs of weakness.

21,52 The continuing strained relationship between the
United States and the Soviet Union makes it difficult for the
two sides to consider measures to ease tensions and reduce
armaments. Moreover, the respective governments have tended to
become trapped by their rhetoric. Any dramatic attempt to
improve relations could now prove unpopular, even costly, in
national political terms. Nonetheless, the Committee considers
that it is imperative that the current confrontationist and
uncompromising stance be ameliorated. In the Committee's view,
the establishment of a stable and more harmonious relationship
between the superpowers is an essential prerequisite for
stopping and reversing the arms race and reducing the risk of
nuclear war. As long as relations between the superpowers remain
dominated by suspicion, fear and mistrust, neither side will be
prepared to countenance significant changes to their armed
forces or alternative means of maintaining national and
international security in the nuclear age. Moreover, in a
steadily worsening political climate, even past achievements in
contioéling the spread of armaments are in danger of being
revoked.
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21.53 The Committee notes that relations between the
United States and the Soviet Union have improved marginally overx
the last year or so, Despite this progress, the relationship
remains strained and is entirely susceptible to internal
political pressures, or the international behaviour of either
side, or even statements by the two leaders or their
representatives. Given the fragile nature of the current
relationship, it is clear that any significant normalisation of
relations between the United States and the Soviet Union could
not be achieved overnight or in a single step. Rather a broad
range of policies and actions are required including:

I. understanding between the superpowers on a
political framework for continued global
competition. Such an understanding could cover
such issues as the principle of strategic
equality, respective spheres of influence, rules
governing superpower involvement in the Third
World, and areas of mutual interest and
cgogmration (non-proliferation, space exploration,
etc);

II. further normalisation of trade relations
between the two nations;

III. increased exchange of persons and meetings
between political leaders, servicemen, scientists,
government officials, educators and others;

IV. expansion of the current range of bilateral
scientific, technical and cultural exchange
programs; and

v. maintenance and improvement of existing
channels of communication such as summit meetings
between the political leaders of the two
superpowers and the Standing Consultative
Committee established as part of the SALT accords.

This. broad pattern of activities and contacts would seek to
gradually reduce tensions and facilitate greater emphasis on
cooperation rather than confrontation.

21.54 With the European experience in mind, another way of
improving the international political climate and simultaneously
facilitating progress in arms control, would be for an
independent nation or group of nations to investigate possible
areas of negotiation, consult with appropriate government
officials from each superpower and develop proposals which would
be satisfactory to both sides.

21.55 As part of any re-evaluation of East-West relations,
the Committee considers that the basic strategies that are
employed by both the United States and the Soviet Union to
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maintain peace and security should also be examined. Nuclear
weapons are only the means of threatening the peace; the real
danger lies in the policy that drives them. The strategic
nuclear policies of both superpowers are detailed in Chapter 4
and are generally described by the term deterrence. Deterrence
is based on the notion that each side is kept in check by the
other's armaments until through negotiations they agree on
disarmament measures which both find satisfactory. Today there
is approximate nuclear parity between the superpowers and so in
theory they should be able to begin mutual reductions in
armaments. What is happening though is that in order to deter
its major adversary, each side is pursuing a policy of making
its nuclear threat more credible, largely through the
development of more 'counterforce' and 'war-fighting' options.
This in turn threatens to undermine the strategic balance and
leads both superpowers to continue their stockpiling of weapons.

21.56 The concept of deterrence then, as it is currently
practised, is based on the premise that the more likely nuclear
war seems, the less likely is the risk that it will break out.
It is a prescription for the continuing arms race and it
incorporates a number of assumptions which serve to emphasise
certain patterns of thought and action which may restrict us in
dealing with the basic problems presented by the existence of
nuclear weapons; in short, deterrence tends as much to
copntribute to the problem as solve it. Deterrence gives primacy
to a situation of confrontation between the United States and
the Soviet Union. It ignores the potential impact of other
nuclear-weapon states and it seeks to use military force to
deter or 'contain' aggression as much as to avoid war. The focus
on the threat posed by each side, whether justified or not,
serves to narrow the policy's focus and unnecessarily limits the
number of options that can be pursued. At the strategic level,
for example, the emphasis on containment can result in a
tendency to concentrate on the adversary's capabilities, while
ignoring or playing down his intentions or interests. Strategic
planning thus becomes entirely susceptible to ‘'worst-case'
analysis which finds its expression in the continuing arms race.

21.57 In the longer term, any political accommodation
between East and West will depend on a mutual understanding and
appreciation of the nature of the adversary's society and its
security perspectives. Reaching such an awareness is relatively
straightforward in the case of the West but less easy for the
Soviet Union and its allies because of the closed nature of
their societies, Until much more information is made available
by the Soviet Union, and its decision-making processes are
subject to much greater public scrutiny, the West will continue
to have difficulty understanding Soviet actions and perceptions.
The promotion of gradual political change within the Soviet
Union itself, especially greater access to information, a
measure of real public debate and a more humane attitude towards
its populace, could also provide the Soviet leadership with the
necessary support to institute the broader political changes
needed to address the wide-ranging economic and social problems
currently facing the nation.



640.

Multilateral disarmament as a long-term goal

21.58 Nuclear deterrence may reduce the prospect of nuclear
war, but it does not eliminate it or the consequences of nuclear
war should deterrence fail. The threat posed by nuclear weapons
can only be effectively eliminated to the extent that the
weapons themselves can be effectively eliminated.

21.59 While total nuclear disarmament is a worthy goal, it
is also very difficult to achieve. Disarmament can only take
place if individual countries are satisfied that their national
security and national sovereignty are not jeopardised.
Particular prior conditions include: .

I. that no single state or group of states
would obtain an advantage over others at any stage
either during the disarmament process or following
disarmament by, for instance, illicitly
stockpiling nuclear weapons or being able to build
them quickly; and

II. the elimination of nuclear weapons does not
increase the prospect of conventional warfare.

These requirements in turn suggest that the disarmament process
would need to provide for the participation of all states in
negotiations, and that at. least the major weapon states would
need to be confident that compliance with the resuvlting
agreements could be verified. The disarmament process would also
need to cover non-nuclear weapons and capabilities and it would
have to put in place alternative and acceptable measures which
would guarantee both national sovereignty and international
peace and security, during and after disarmament..

21.60 The Committee considers that there are no such
measures currently in prospect. Concepts of world government are
generally unacceptable as they would effectively amount to a
world dictatorship. The role of the United Nations as an
international peace-keeper is currently undermined by the veto
powers of the major weapons states, Concepts of common interest
or common security, while fine as philosophical ideals, are not
easily translated into modes of action. A reliance on a system
of non-nuclear deterrence could lead to a further expansion of
the arms competition and the development of new generation
conventional armaments which may be no less destructive than
low~-yield tactical nuclear weapons.

21.61 These problems and difficulties do not negate the
importance of seeking alternative means of facilitating
disarmament. What they suggest is that there is no simple or
quick solution to the problem of eliminating the threat of
nuclear war. A measure of nuclear disarmament can be achieved
through negotiations between the superpowers. Total nuclear
disarmament, however, is a vastly more complex undertaking which
would require no less than altering our present international
political institutions and value structures. Such changes may
take many decades to achieve, if they are possible.
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21.62 Even though total nuclear disarmament cannot be
realised in the near future, it is necessary to make a start
towards this objective now. It is better to move towards
significant mutual reductions than allow the present escalation
in amms to continue. This requires in the £irst instance that
our short-term programs and policies lead toward the goal of
eliminating nuclear weapons, not away from it. This means
reducing the number, categories and potential uses of nuclear
weapons held by both the superpowers and other nuclear weapons
states. The Committee considers that the proposals described
earlier in this Chapter, if implemented, could fulfil this
requirement.

21.63 Equally important is the need to reduce the prospect
of major conventional war. In the past, the presence of nuclear
weapons has served as a restraint against conventional conflict
between nuclear weapon states. The removal of, or a significant
reduction in, nuclear weapons could lead to an erosion of this
restraint leading ultimately to World war Ii-type aggression, or
to World War I-type unplanned escalation from a small conflict
to a big-power conventional war. In the Committee's view, the
prospect of conventional war can be reduced by:

I. reducing the size of conventional forces held
by all states and eliminating long-range offensive
weapons that can be used to threaten other states;

1, halting big-power military involvement in the
Third wWorld. This includes both direct military
intervention in regional disputes and the supply
of arms, especially advanced weapons systems, to
developing countries;

III. working to reduce the basic political,
economic and social causes of tension and conflict
throughout the world. This involves the support
for the expansion of democracy and associated
civil rights and liberties in all countries;

IV. working to improve and strengthen the
United Nations and other international
institutions that safeguard the rights of
individual nations; and

v. working to advance international
understanding and cooperation through increased
trade, study and exchange of people.

However, it is the Committee's view that the existence of
dictatorships of the soncalled left and right, largely
non-responsive to their own populations, is the most likely cause
of major wars.
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21.64 The Committee sees the need to limit trade in
conventional weapons as particularly important, especially
between advanced industrialised nations and those of the
developing world. As detailed in Chapter 7 the transfer of
conventional weapons to the Third World has continued to expand
both in quantitative and qualitative terms., While the

United States and the Soviet Union remain the largest exporters
of arms, the number of arms suppliers is increasing. The major
arms exporting countries are France, the United Kingdom, Italy,
West Germany, China, Czechoslovakia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland,
Israel, North Korea, Singapore, East Germany, Holland, Belgium,
India and South Africa. In addition, many Third World countries
are slowly increasing their share of total arms exports and now
collectively account for nearly four per cent of Third World
imports.

21.65 The continued proliferation of conventional weapons and
weapons-producing capabilities increases global and regional
tensions and undermines stability as nations arm to defend
themselves against potential aggressors. They thus contribute to
an increasing risk of superpower conflict as well as causing
enormous destruction and suffering through continued low-level
military conflicts, and the diversion of a disproportionate
amount of resources away from other areas of economic and social
need., The Committee recommends that the United States and the
Soviet Union should resume their Conventional Arms Transfer (CAT)
talks and that the talks should be broadened to include other
supplier states. It also supports the recommendation of the Palme
Commission that 'supplier states should open talks aimed at
establishing criteria by which they could requlate arms transfers
on an equitable basis'. These criteria should include the
principles that there should be no significant increase in the
quantity of weapons transferred into a region and no first
introduction of advanced weapon systems which would create new or
significantly higher levels of combat capability within the
region.

21,66 A third important area of activity is to develop in all
countries and among all peoples a belief in the need for
disarmament and a commitment by all nations to achieve it. Belief
and trust are crucial, for without confidence in the outcome of
the disarmament process, some nations will insist on keeping
their own clandestine weapons in order to prevent being
blackmajled. Fear of this possibility will lead others to do the
same and very soon the world will experience a new arms race,

21.67 A crucial element in developing a consensus for
disarmament is really to understand the nature and scope of the
threat posed by the existence of nuclear weapons and by modern
war generally. The topic is complex and information about it is
often contradictory, fragmented, misleading or one-sided. Another
step is to convert in each nuclear—armed country an aroused
public consciousness into political action, although this is
almost impossible in closed societies such as the Soviet Union.
It is the political leaders in office who may decide whether the
possibility of nuclear war will become a likelihood, and it is
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they who have the authority to arrest and change our developing
circumstances, As the Committee stated above, public opinion has
less impact on the Soviet leadership than it does on the United
States and its allies. Nonetheless, the Soviet Union is not
completely immune from the force of international opinion.
Moreover, the current Soviet leadership has given some
indications that it would be prepared to enter into a more
constructive political and arms control dialogue with the United
States. In the Committee's own view, such an opportunity should
not be wasted.

21.68 Over recent years, there has been growing awareness of
the need for increased public participation in the disarmament
debate and of the important role of public opinion in generating
the necessary political will to recognise and move towards the
goal of total nuclear disarmament. This broad recognition was
reflected in the Final Document of the United Nations 1978
Special Session on Disarmament which stated in part that:

It is essential that not only Governments but also
the peoples of the world recognise and understand
the dangers in the present situation. In order
that an international conscience may develop and
that world public opinion may exercise a positive
influence, the United Nations should increase the
dissemination of information on the armaments race
and disarmament with the full cooperation of
Member States.

21.69 The Final Document also listed a number of specific
measures to help 'mobilize public opinion on behalf of
disarmament". These measures are worth repeating here. They
include:

I. the preparation and distribution by
governmental and non-governmental information
organs of printed and audio-visual material on
disarmament efforts and the dangers of the arms
race;

I, the proclaiming of a Disarmament Week each
year starting on October 24 to foster the
objectives of disarmament;

ITI, intensification of the activities of the UN
Center for Disarmament (now the Department of
Disarmament Affairs) and of UNESCO, to facilitate
research and publications on disarmament, and of
UNESCO's program aimed at the development of
disarmament education as a distinct field of
study:

v. increased participation of non~governmental
organizations in disseminating information, and
closer liaison between them and the

United Nations;
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v. the ensuring by Member States of a better
flow of accurate information on disarmament and
the dangers of the arms race;

vI. the development by governments and
non~-governmental organizations of programs of
education for disarmament and peace studies at all
levels;

VII, the establishment by the United Nations of a
program of disarmament fellowships; an

VIII. increased cooperation by the Center for
Disarmament with non-governmental organizations
and research institutes, and also with UN
special ized agencies and other institutions to
promote studies and information on disarmament.

The Committee sees value in these initiatives being continued,
but notes that the number of states which could be called
democratic amounts to a minority of UN members.

21.70 One of the most difficult obstacles to achieving
consensus on, or progress towards -disarmament, is the
contradiction between 'national security" and the long-range
benefits of a world free of military conflict. States have for a
long time sought to maintain national security through the
possession of armed forces. In view of the lessons of history,
they will not readily abandon the right to arm themselves to
protect their interests. Moreover, many national leaders or
aspiring leaders continue to view military forces as a
legitimate means of pursuing their interests or national
objectives.

21.71 One approach that could do this is to replace the
present system of deterrence by one based solely on the
deployment of defensive weapon systems, including defences
against ballistic missile attack. Unlike President Reagan's SDI
proposal, the ballistic missile defences would be restricted to
ground-based systems which would be put in place only after the
superpowers (and other nuclear weapon states) had abolished
their nuclear stockpiles (the specific transition period and
process would need to be determined by negotiation between the
nuclear weapon states). Research into missile defences could
occur at the same time as reductions in nuclear weapons but.
should remain within the current or suitably amended provisions
of the 1972 ABM Agreement. In an endeavour to lessen the chances
of misunderstanding or the misuse of defensive technologies, the
Committee considers that the two superpowers should cooperate in
the ongoing research, perhaps under the auspices of a

United Nations' organisation established for that purpose.

21.72 The deployment of non-nuclear defences in this way
would reduce the potential consequences of one side cheating on
a total abolition agreement, or of a nation using a small number
of hidden weapons to blackmail or coerce an opponent. Defences
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capable of this kind of task are not beyond the realm of
technical possibility and would be able to be improved over
time. They would thus reduce the immediacy of the nuclear threat
as well as provide an important base on which to build a
doctrine of common security.
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CHAPTER 22

SUMMARY OF COMMITTEE CONCLUSIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction (Chapter 1)

22,1 The Committee wishes to make two preliminary
observations which must be kept in mind when reading the Report.
First, the information described has been derived from
submissions and public sources. As a result, there tends to be
more detail on, and scrutiny of the United States and its
policies than of the Soviet Union, The Committee would prefer
otherwise but has been constrained by the closed nature of Soviet
society and its penchant for secrecy. Democracies are relatively
open societies and especially in the U.S. the Executive has to
justify all military expenditure to Congress and the public. In
the closed society of the Soviet Union no such public scrutiny or
discussion takes Place. Thus the question of verification becomes
important and Soviet propaganda and disinformation is much more
effective in Western societies where public opinion can actually
change government policies [para. 1.15},

22.2 The Committee has found that little is known about the
defence policies of the Soviet Union beyond the information
released by various Western intelligence agencies or published in
specialised academic journals, The Committee suggests that a
future reference of this Committee should be to examine Soviet
foreign policy and defence capabilities, particularly with
respect to Australia's own region of interest [para. 1,161,

22.3 A second, and related point is that the Report attempts
to take, as far as possible, an objective approach towards the
problem of how to ensure peace and security in the nuclear age,

breventing it, without pointing out. the vast difference between
the member countries of the Warsaw Pact and Western societies.
The objective approach taken in this Report is justified on the
grounds that the need to reduce or eliminate the risk of nuclear
war, particularly war between the Superpowers, transcends

ideological or political preferenge or predispositions. The

nations that shares certain values and ideals and that we should
be prepared to defend those values, Security against nuclear
destruction, however, cannot be obtained unilaterally. It
requires instead cooperation to eliminate nuclear weapons or at
least to institute measures that minimise their possible use
[para, 1,17],

What Should Be Done (Chapter 21)
22.4 The Committee considers that the continuing development
and increase in nuclear weapons is serving to decrease rather

remove their reliance on nuclear weapons as instruments of
national policy. This beljef is based on the following underlying
features of our nuclear world,
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I. Nuclear war is unlikely to be limited. Nuclear
weapons are not war-fighting weapons. Their
destructive power and the size of current
nuclear arsenals make nuclear weapons almost
impossible to control. Once the nuclear
threshold is crossed, we could move towards an
all-out (and f£inal) exchange; .

II. there would be no winners in a nuclear war.
Nuclear war of any kind would amount to an
unprecedented catastrophe for humanity apd
could even result in the extinction of life on
earth. While the nuclear threshold for global
extinction cannot be calculated, it is probably
well below the explosive power of the current
nuclear arsenals. The potential consequences of
nuclear war including the ‘nuclear winter'
effect make it sharply distinguishable from
conventional or non-nuclear conflict; and

III. there is currently no defence against nuclear
attack. There is no prospect for at least the
foreseeable future of either side developing
effective defences against current nuclear
arsenals. Both superpowers therefore remain
vulnerable to a crushing attack by the other
and it is in their mutual interests to .
cooperate to prevent nuclear war occurring.
Neither superpower can hope to gain a
significant and abiding military advantage over
the other. Any attempt to establish overall
superiority in military forces or capabilities
is both impractical and dangerous (para.
21.10]. .

Short-Term Strateaies and Policies

i i i ~term, we
22.5 The Committee considers that in Fhe shgrt ’
have little alternative other than to continue with the concept
of deterrence as the basic means of avoiding nuclear war,

22.6 In the Committee's view, our immediate goal.shou1§ be
to stabilise our current nuclear circumstance and begin moving
towards a position of mutual deterrence at much loweg levels of
nuclear armaments than currently exists. This would involve
pursuing policies which seek to:

a. arrest the spread and contipuing competition in
puglear arms by:

Becommendations

Rl. reaffirming existing arms control agreements
[paras, 21.17-18};



648,

R2, freezing the further production of fissile
material for use in nuclear weapons [paras.
21.19-21}1;

R3. concluding a comprehensive test ban treaty
[paras. 21.22-24];

Re. prohibiting certain destabilising
technologies including {paras, 21,25=-27}1:

I, the further development and deployment
of anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons;
II. the unilateral deployment of
space-based missile defences;
IIX. thg deployment of the cruise missile;
an

RS, sttgngthening the nuclear non-proliferation
regime [paras., 21.28-34],

b. Minimise the risk of nuclear war_occurring by
gccldent or miscalculation. The Committee would
encourage the superpowers to institute a range
9f measures which would seek to prevent an
international crisis involving the two
superpowers from escalating out of control, and
in the event of direct military conflict
between the armed forces of the United States
and the Soviet Union, minimise the likely use
of nuclear weapons, Specific initijatives
favoured by the Committee are:

R6. a ban on the further development and
deployment of anti-satellite (ASAT) systems
[para. 21.371;

R7. establishment of a tactical nuclear weapon
fxge.zone in Europe and Asia and the ultimate
elimination of all tactical nuclear weapons
{para. 21,37);

R8. agreement on a range of specific
confidence-building and crisis control
measures {para. 21.37];

R9. removal or phasing-out of time-urgent weapons
and targets [para. 21.371;

c. Establish mutual deterrence at a_reduced

. The Committee considers
that the only function of nuclear weapons
which cannot be achieved with conventional
forcgs or by other, non~military means. is
to discourage other nations which possess
such weapons from using them to attack or
threaten to attack the basic interests of
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the state, The Committee further considers that
both the United States and the Soviet Union have
far more nuclear weapons than they need for
achieving nuclear deterrence,

R10. The Committee considers that both superpowers
should reduce their current nuclear arsenals
to much lower levels, and that they should
reverse the growing trend towards the
‘conventionalisation’ of nuclear armaments
{para. 21.39].

These changes may require, in the first instance,
a closer approximation of the relative strengths
in conventional weapons between NATO and Warsaw
Pact forces, and the development of new doctrines
for conventional deterrence in order to offset
reductions in, or changes to, existing or
projected nuclear capabilities. Ultimately,
however, the Committee considers that a balance of
conventional forces should also be sought at much
lower levels than currently exists [para. 21.40].

In the Committee's view any reductions in current
force levels need to satisfy the following:

. they must be verifiable;

. they should be significant enough to represent
a real chande;

. they should maintain overall parity between the
strategic forces of the two sides;

. they need to facilitate progress towards
significant nuclear disarmament; and

. they should be feasible and achievable over the
short and middle term [para. 21,.41].

A successful arms reduction proposal should also
allow for a degree of modernisation, enable each
side to structure its own forces in accordance
with its particular national security requirements
and perceptions, and take into account. all
categories or types of forces which have a bearing
on the strategic balance as well as specific
issues of concern to the negotiating parties

{para. 21.42}.

The Committee has found that none of the proposals
for mutual force reductions suggested to date
satisfy sufficient of these requirements to ensure
an agreement.
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Nonetheless, there are in the Committee's view,
Some concepts and elements contained in the
dlffgrent broposals which are worthy of further
consideration as part of any future Proposal or
negotjations, These are (1) the concept of
‘build-down' which provides for concurrent
reductions in armaments and some modernisation of
the superpowers' arsenals; (2) the simultaneous
consideration of strategic and intermediate-range
nuclea; forces including allied forces; (3) phased
reductions; (4) percentage reductions; and (5) the
use of fissile material as a possible currency of
reduction [para. 21.43],

d. Improve United States - Soviet relatjons. The
Committee considers that many of the policies and
changes described above will not be possible
without a significant improvement in relations
betweep @he superpowers. The continuing arms
competition. is placing an ever-increasing burden
on the economies of the two sides and exacerbating
regional inequalities and tensions which could
ult;mately involve the superpowers. In the
Cgmm;gtee's view it is important to continue to
h1g@119ht the differences between the two
societies and to resist or condemn in unequivocal
terms acts of aggression or the violation of human
rights by either side, It is important, however,
not to make negotiations seeking to limit or
reduce nuclear arms contingent on an opponent's
general international behaviour [paras, 21.50-51],

The Committee considers that any significant
normalisation of relations between the

United States and the Soviet Union could not be
achieved overnight or in a single step. Rather a
proad range of policies and actions are required
includings:

. undgrgtanding between the superpowers on a
political framework for continued global
competition;

» further normalisation of trade relations
between the two nations;

» increased exchange of persons and meetings
between political leaders, servicemen,
scientists, government officials, educators and
others;

. expans;op of the current range of bilateral
scientifie, technical and cultural exchange
programs; and

» maintenance and improvement of existing
channels of communication {para. 21.,52]).
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Multilateral Disarmament as a Lopg-Term Goal

22,7 The greatest danger facing mankind today is the
threat of nuclear war. We will only be safe from this threat
when nuclear weapons have been abolished. Our overall
objective therefore should be to eliminate all existing
nuclear weapons, set in place a means of preventing their
reappearance at some time in the future, and replace
deterrence with a doctrine of collective or common security.

22,8 The Committee notes that while total nuclear
disarmament is a worthy goal, it is also very difficult to
achieve. The problems and difficulties of achieving total
nuclear disarmament do not negate the importance of seeking
a means of achieving it. Even though total nuclear
disarmament cannot be realised in the near future, it is
necessary to make a start towards this objective now.

22.9 In the Committee's view, actions to facilitate
progress towards total nuclear disarmament should involve:

a, completion of the short term objectives as
recommended above;

b. establishing a mechanism for facilitating total
nuclear disarmament. Initially this would mean
seeking significant reductions in nuclear arsenals
and reducing the different types of nuclear
weapons and forces, Ultimately, we should aim to:

Rll. replace the present system of deterrence by
one based solely on the deployment of
defensive weapons systems, including defences
against ballistic missile attack. Unlike
President Reagan's SDI proposal, the
ballistic missile defences would be
restricted to ground-based systems which
would be put in place only after the
superpowers (and other nuclear weapon states)
had abolished their nuclear stockpiles
[Para., 21.70].

¢. Developing in all countries and among all
peoples a belief in the need for disarmament and a
commitment by all nations to achieve it. A crucial
element in developing such a consensus is really
to understand the nature and scope of the threat
posed by the existence of nuclear weapons and by
modern war generally; and

d. transforming the focus of international
relations from military confrontation to
cooperation and non-military competition. This
involves improving both the existing superpower
relations and the social_and_economic condition of
all nations,
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22.10 Equally important is the need to reduce the prospect
of major conventional war. In the past, the presence of nuclear
weapons has served as a restraint against conventional conflict
between nuclear weapons states. The removal of, or a significant
reduction in, nuclear weapons could lead to an erosion of this
restraint leading ultimately to World War II-type aggreésion, or
to World War I-type unplanned escalation from a small conflict
to a big power conventional war. In the Committee's view, this
prospect can be reduced by:

R12, reducing the size of conventional forces held
by all states and eliminating long-range
offensive weapons that can be used to
threaten other states;

R13, halting big-power miljtary involvement in the
Third World. This includes both direct
military intervention in regional disputes
and the supply or arms, especially advanced
weapons systems, to developing countries;

Rl4. working to reduce the basic political,
economic and social causes of tension. and
conflict, This involves the support for the
expansion of democracy and associated civil
rights and liberties in all countries;

R15. working to improve and strengthen the
United Nations and other international
institutions; and

R16. working to advance international
understanding and cooperation. This should be
done through increased trade, study and
exchange of people [para., 21.62],

22.11 The Committee sees the need to limit trade in
conventional weapons as particularly important, especjally
between advanced industrialised nations and those of the
developing world, The continued proliferation of conventional
weapons and weapons-producing capabilities increases global and
regional tensions and undermines stability as nations arm to
defend themselves against potential aggressors. They thus
contribute to an increasing risk of superpower conflict as well
as causing enormous destruction and suffering through continued
low-level military conflicts, and the diversion of a
disproportionate amount of resources away from othex areas of
economic and social need,

R17. The Committee recommends that the United States
and the Soviet Union should resume their
Conventional Arms Transfer (CAT) talks and that
the talks should be broadened to .include other
supplier states {para. 21.64).
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It also snpports the recommendation of the Palme Commission that
'supplier states should open talks aimed at. establishing
criteria by which they could regulate arms transfers on an
egquitable basis', These criteria should include the principles
that there should be no significant increase in the quantity of
weapons transferred into a region and no first introduction of
advanced weapon systems which would create new or significantly
higher levels of combat capability within the region.

Australia’s Role in Disarmament and Arms Control (Chapters 9 and
10)

22,12 Australia's approach to disarmament and arms control
and the maintenance of international security and peace is
characterised by a number of factors:

. its broad scope. Australia has policies on a
broad range of arms~related issues, covering both
international and regional concerns, and is
actively pursuing.these within different forums;

. its basic orientation, Australia's policies are
largely aligned with those of other Western and
pro-Western nations, in particular the

United States. The most fundamental alignment is
through the continuing support for, and
contributions to the notion of deterrence;

. its emphasis on diplomacy. While Australia makes
a number of practical contributions to the
maintenance of deterrence or the provision of arms
control, its principal emphasis is on multilateral
and bilateral negotiations; and

. its emphasis on arms control. While Australia
describes its policies in terms of disarmament and
arms control, the primary thrust of its policies
is on regulating the arms competition in order to
maintain stable deterrence and so minimise the
risk of nuclear conflict [para. 9.45]1.

22,13 The submissions to the inquiry were appreciative of
the Government's efforts to achieve disarmament and arms control
at both the international and regional level. They were
supportive of many of the policies of successive Australian
governments, particularly those relating to nuclear testing,
chemical weapons control and limiting the extension of the arms
race into outer space, all of which are being pursued in the
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva., It was generally recognised
that Australia could only exert a small amount of influence on
the superpowers but that we are probably doing more than most
equivalent nations in seeking to enhance global peace and
security. The criticisms of, and comments on, Australia's role
in disarmament and arms control covered (1) the efficacy of the
current system of deterrence and Australia's role in that
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system; (2) whether Australia should place more emphasis on
achieving disarmament rather than arms control; (3) whether
Australia should pursue a more independent stand on d:.sqrmarpent
and arms control; and (4) whether the Australian community is
sufficiently informed or aware of nuclear issues generally and
of their specific consequences for Australia [paras. 10.2-3].
BAustralia and Deterrence

22.14 The Committee notes that opinion_is divided over
whether deterrence, especially the way it is currently .
practised, is the best way of preventing nuclear war at least in
the short term. Significantly, there appears to be broad
agreement that deterrence, particularly a system of deterrence
which is based on the deployment of thousands of nuclear.
warheads, does not provide a satisfactory basi§ for continued
stability and peace in the longer term. There is also broad
agreement that the number of weapons curreptly in existence has
to be reduced and that our ultimate objective must be the
complete elimination of all nuclear weapons [paras. 10.23;
10.26).

22.15 The Committee further notes that there appears to be
some disagreement within the Government over how deterrer_xce is
and should be carried out. The Minister for Foreign Affairs and
his Department seem to favour a system of deterrence based on
assured destruction, whereas evidence presented to the Committee
by the Department of Defence suggested that they suppgrt a
system of deterrence which is close to the present Un!.ted‘
States' 'countervailing theory' of deterrence, which includes
'counterforce' capabilities and doctrines.

22.16 Given the importance that is officially attached to
deterrence in Australia and its use to support a range of
defence and foreign policies, the Committee considers that
Australia should have a single and consistent approach towards
deterrence and how it should be practised.

Ri8. The Committee recommends that the Government
conduct a review into the present system 9f
nuclear deterrence with particular emphasis on:

a. its continued stability in light of evolving
doctrinal and technological changes;

b, whether it is serving to increase or decrease
the risk of military conflict between the
superpowers; and

c, whether it provides a suitable basis for
eventually achieving total nuclear disarmament, or
at least at much lower levels of nuclear armms.

The review and its findings should be made public and should
recommend any necessary changes in Australia's own policies and
practices [para., 10.32].
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22.17 The Committee considers however that the concept of
deterrence is probably the only viable means of minimising the
risk of military conflict between nuclear-armed states under
present circumstances. Any attempt to do away with deterrence in
the short term - either through unilateral nuclear disarmament
or unimpeded competition - is likely to increase the risk of
nuclear war between the superpowers. The Committee has some
reservations about the continued stability of the present system.
based on the 'countervailing' or extended theory of deterrence,
and its suitability in eventually providing for total nuclear
disarmament, particularly if the progress in arms control
continues to be limited. As a minimum, it is considered that
stable deterrence has to be established at a much lower level of
nuclear armaments than exists today and in a way which does not
make possible a successful first strike against either
Superpower [para, 10,33],

Disarmament or Arms_Control?

22,18 The Committee notes that the Government, and many in
the peace movement, tend to list all current or proposed
policies and initiatives under the general title of 'arms
control and disarmament® even though a number of these - such as
the comprehensive test ban - do not specifically seek to reduce
armaments., While the Committee accepts that there is an overlap
between the meanings of disarmament. and arms control, and that
the two terms are used rather loosely in both official and
private writings (including this report), it is also the case
that there are significant differences between the technical
meanings of the terms which may be obscured by grouping them
together. It may be helpful to keep in mind the following
technical definitions of nuclear disarmament and arms control:

a. nuclear disarmament is concerned with reducing
or completely eliminating nuclear weapons and the
political and strategic conditions that would
facilitate their removal; and

b. arms_control comprises a wide range of measures
aimed at regulating, halting or reversing the
spread of nuclear arms and seeking to prevent
their use in a military conflict [para, 10.34]}.

22.19 The Committee found that Australia's past and current
contributions to disarmament as opposed to arms control have
been limited largely to support for United Nations' initiatives
such as the UN study group into concepts of security - of which
Australia is a member — the World Disarmament Campaign and
taking a leading role in the 1978 UN Special Session on
Disarmament. There appears to be only minimal awareness within
the community of these initiatives.

R19. The Committee recommends that greater publicity
be given to Australia's present efforts to
achieve global nuclear disarmament
[para, 10.50].,
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22,20 The Committee acknowledges the importance of
continuing arms control efforts and Australia's significant
contributions in this area. It considers, however, that
Australia should give greater emphasis than it appears to do at
present to examining questions and issues relating to
disarmament. It should do this because of the clear failure of
the arms control process to significantly arrest let alone
reverse the arms race, or to reduce the destruction likely to
occur in the event of war between the superpowers. It would also
seem reasonable to expect that, given the importance it attaches
to disarmament, the Government should have a broad set of
principles and a program of action for achieving disarmament
which would, in part, determine Australia‘'s policies and
priorities on deterrence and arms control [para. 10.52].

R20. The Committee whilst supporting verifiable
bilateral or multilateral disarmament, can see
benefits in the use of verifiable unilateral
initiatives to improve relations between the
superpowers [para, 10.56].

This could provide a means of breaking the current impasse in
arms control negotiations., The Committee considers that there is
scope for both superpowers to implement verifiable unilateral
initiatives in areas of current concern to Australia: nuclear
testing, anti-satellite yarfare, chemical weapons and on-site
inspections.

R21. The Committee recommends that the Government
identify appropriate unilateral moves that could
be made by each superpower and exert political
pressure on them to undertake such moves
[para., 10.57].

22.21 In this context, the Committee notes the Government's
decision to support the recent freeze resolution in the United
Nations General Assembly.

R22. The Committee supports the concept of a
verifiable nuclear freeze as a means of curbing
the development and potentially destabilising
effects of new weapons systems and technologies
[para. 10.58].

The eventual proposal must take into account the objections that
have been raised against a freeze proposal by the superpowers,
such as problems associated with verification and the potential
benefits of continued modernisation of some weapons systems, and
subject to the freeze not entailing a continuing advantage for
one side. This may be best achieved by implementing a phased
approach or a series of partial freezes rather than an
across~the-board package, It is also important to keep in mind
that the freeze needs to be considered in concert with other
initiatives or proposals which would seek to provide for stable
deterrence at much lower levels of armaments.
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Is_there a_need for a more jndependent stal i d
a Fahe nd_on disarmament_and

22.22 Many submissions to the inquiry pointed to what they
saw as a basic and growing contradiction between Australia’s
efforts to advance the cause of disarmament and arms control and
its continued support for evolving U.S. strategic nuclear
doctrines and policies. A number of means of overcoming this
pgrce;ved weakness were suggested ranging from increased
diplomatic activity to withdrawal from our current alliance
commitments,

22.23 Some of the specific criticisms raised are discussed
in the section on Regional Issues. The Committee considers that
a numbe; of the proposals are unrealistic in both political and
strategic terms. Unilateral disarmament by Australia, for
example, is unlikely to be accepted by the majority of the
Australian population and would serve to harm rather than
improve our national security interests,

22,24 The Committee is concerned that there is a tendency
ylthzn some sections of the peace movement in particular to
ignore the Soviet Union's role in the arms competition. While
most submissions were critical of the nuclear arsenals and
strategies of both superpowers there was a tendency to focus on
how Australia could influence the United States to do more to
facilitate disarmament and arms control. The Committee considers
that it is important that Australia seek to develop ways and
means of inducing both superpowers to reverse the arms race and
reduce the risks of nuclear conflict.

R23. The Committee confirms the view held by
successive Australian governments and the
general findings and conclusions of earlier
Committee reports that it is in Australia's
interests to continue its alliance relationship
with the United States [para. 10.83].

Clearly, withdrawal would weaken the Western Alliance. Further,
it would not be accepted by the majority of the Australian
electorate and would have a significant destabilising effect on
our region with potentially serious consequences for Australia's
own security.

22.25 The Committee acknowledges that Australia's security,
gnd that of our region, is crucially dependent on developments
in the global balance of power.

22.26 The Committee considers that as a longstanding ally of
the United States, Australia should stress the superpowers’
common interests in: (1) achieving disarmament and arms control;
(2) reducing political and economic tensions throughout the
world; and (3) moving away from the notion of stability based on
armaments.
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R24. The Committee considers that Australia should
join with other like-minded states to present a
concerted view on issues of common concern and
to develop means of improving the relationships
between the superpowers [para. 10.86].

Compunity Liaison and the Provision of Information

22.27 The Committee considers that in spite of some recent
improvements, liaison between the Government and the community
and the exchange of information and views on disarmament and
arms control in Australia are insufficient and warrant
considerable improvement in light of the seriousness of the
basic issues and the widespread concern over them.

22.28 The Committee considers. that the Government needs to
do more to inform the public at large of disarmament and arms
control issues and of the rationale for the Government's current
policies and approaches, In this regard, it recommends that, as
a minimum, the Government:

R25., provide a more widespread dissemination of
significant and factual reports and papers
on disarmament and arms control;

R26, develop detailed position papers on its own
policies covering their background, the
views of other governments and Australia's
own position and rationale, and update these
documents on a regular basis; and

R27. publish an annual assessment of the global
situation covering the range of topics and
issues addressed in this report, with
particular emphasis on regional developments
and Australia’s role [para. 10.97].

A Ministry for Disarmament?

22,29 While some submissions suggested the establishment of a
separate Ministry for Disarmament, the Committee rejects this
proposal as the matters involved are an integral part of the
responsibilities of the Minister for Foreign Affairs. The
Committee acknowledges the significant upgrading of facilities
and resources made available by the Government to pursue
Australia's disarmament and arms control policies, Nevertheless,
the Committee still considers that the resources for the tasks
involved and envisaged could be enhanced.

R28., The Committee recommends that the Government
establish either a separate body similar to ONA
or an office within the Department of Foreign
Affairs similar to ADAB which would be
responsible to the Minister for Foreign Affairs
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and which would be required to develop and oversee
Australia's disarmament and arms control policies,
provide specialist advice to the Government on issues
relating to disarmament and arms control, and provide
liaison with the Australian community [para. 10.103].

Strategic Defences and the ABM Treaty (Chapter 11)
The Committee considers that:

a. The continued observance of the provisions of
the 1972 ABM Treaty is important for the
maintenance of a system of stable deterrence
based on mutual vulnerability of the two
superpowers to a retaliatory nuclear attack;

b. Despite United States' concerns to the contrary
the evidence available to the Committee does
not support the view that the Soviet Union is
actively seeking to abandon the ABM Treaty.
Given current deficiencies in Soviet ABM
defences, U.S. technical capabilities and the
likely cost of a defensive arms race the Soviet
Union stands to lose more by such an action
than it would gain;

c. the Soviet Union is nonetheless improving its
ABM capabilities and it has: specifically
violated some of the provisions of the ABM
Treaty. Further development of these
capabilities will critically depend on United
States' actions, particularly those relating to
SDI;

d. the 1972 ABM Treaty is under threat from a
range of Soviet and U.S., weapons development
activities which circumvent, or threaten to
circumvent the Treaty over the longer term.
These include: antisatellite weapons,
anti-tactical ballistic missiles and large
phased-array radars;

e. the threats to the current ABM regime need to
be rectified. The most appropriate way to avoid
further erosion of the ABM Treaty is through
negotiation at the Standing Consultative
Commission (SCC) which was established under
the terms of the Treaty to resolve compliance
and implementation issues; and

£. Should both superpowers develop the capacity to
simultaneously deploy extensive and effective
defences against ballistic missile attack then
the underlying strategic assumptions of the ABM
Treaty would no longer apply [para., 11.35].
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The Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) (Chapter 12)

22.30 Current descriptions of SDI research objectives now
encompass two separate goals which need to be clearly and
carefully distinguished. The first is the original aim of
replacing the threat of retaliation as the basis of the U.S.
nuclear deterrence strategy with a new strategy based on defence.
The second is the more limited deployment of strategic defences
in support of the current system of deterrence [para, 12.29],

Non-Nuclear Defence

22.31 A defence dominated world is likely to be as complex as
an offence oriented one. It would be subjected to similar
pressures and constraints which, under certain circumstances,
could add to the risk of military conflict, and so will continue
to require cooperation between the superpowers. Despite these
problems, the concept of a system of international security based
on non-nuclear defences has much to commend it. A world in which
competing adversaries have only defensive weapons in place would
be far preferable to the present system in which the security of
both superpowers rests on the threat to annihilate millions of
people throughout the world, It may also provide the only
practicable means of achieving total nuclear disarmament, Given
that non-nuclear defence is a worthy objective, is the current
SDI proposal a viable and satisfactory means of achieving
it?[para. 12.32].

22.32 The Committee considers that the technical limitations
associated with the SDI program make the prospect of a perfect or
near perfect defence against current arsenals very unlikely. It
is accepted that, in the future, new technologies could be
developed which could render ballistic missiles 'impotent and
obsolete', But the major, and probably insurmountable, problem
will still be to fashion this range of diverse technologies into
a workable, deployable and survivable defensive system. While the
prospect of developing effective defences against current
arsenals is remote, it could be improved if the numbers and
variety of nuclear weapons and delivery systems possessed by the
United States and the Soviet Union were substantially reduced
[para, 12.34].

22.33 In the absence of negotiated restraints the
continuation of the SDI program will stimulate a renewed arms
race between the two superpowers which will involve both
defensive and offensive systems and will extend into outer space.
The extension of the arms competition in this way is likely given
the nature and intensity of the political rivalry between the two
nations, which will dictate that any significant change in the
strategic forces of one side will lead to a corresponding change
by the other [para. 12.36}.

22.34 The Committee is also concerned that the SDI research
program may impede achievement in arms control. While it
recognises the Reagan Administration's statement that SDI
research will be carried out within the provisions of the 1972
ABM Treaty, it is clear that planned demonstrations of some of
the technologies will move the United States into areas of
contention with the provisions of the Treaty [para, 12.38].

661,

22,35 The pursuit of space-based missile defences under the
SDI program is also likely to prevent the establishment of an
anti-satellite regime, and could lead to a widespread loss of
confidence in the U.S. Administration's commitment to future arms
control negotiations. This may, in turn, lead other parties to
abrogate their responsibilities under various multilateral
agreements, in particular the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.
Similar arguments of course apply to the Soviet Union. The
Committee is concerned over continuing Soviet developments in
ballistic missile and air defences and their potential impact on
the 1972 ABM Treaty and American perceptions of the strategic
balance, Therefore, it would seém prudent for the United States
to continue basic research into ballistic missile defence and
related technologies as a hedge against a possible Soviet
abandonment at some time in the future. It should also examine
ways of overcoming such defences. In contrast to SDI, this
research should simply aim to allow the United States to deploy
appropriate defences or counter-measures soon after a clear
Soviet abandonment, Such research can be conducted at a fraction
of the cost of SDI and without the atmosphere of crisis
commitment that characterises the present program and which
contributes to the mutual suspicion between the two nations
[para. 12.39].

SPI_and the Maintenance of Deterrence

22,36 The Committee considers that the limited deployment of
space-based defences under the SDI program would tend to
emphasise the principal destabilising trends that characterise
extended deterrence. The Committee accepts that the current
system of deterrence is under pressure from developments in
technologies from both sides but considers that it would be wiser
to try and constrain them - initially through the strengthening
of the ABM Treaty - than move to a position of unimpeded
competition,

22.37 In conclusion, the Committee acknowledges that the
present system of deterrence, as it is evolving, poses a number
of practical and moral dilemmas to national command authorities
as well as severe dangers to world survival should deterrence
fail, There is an urdent need to redress these dangers but the
Committee has serious doubts whether the results of the current
SDI program will provide a solution,

R29. 1In the Committee's view, the continued pursuit of
SDI will not lead to a more stable system of
deterrence nor would it result in the abolition,
or significant reductions in, nuclear weapons.
Rather, SDI (or any similar Soviet program) is
likely to set in motion a chain of events and
reactions that would destabilise the current
strategic balance and undermine the limited
progress that has been made in arms control to
date [para., 12,44]).
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22.38 The foregoing does not necessarily invglidate the
concept of non-nuclear defence as originally articulated by
President Reagan., What it shows is that such a system cannot
easily be achieved while both sides possess large numbers of
offensive weapons which continue to be ;mproved and updated: ?he
essential prerequisite of a defence-dominated future is political
stability and major reductions. in current nuclear aresenals. Any
future transition to defensive deterrence will not be achieved by
technical means alone, It requires the‘implemgntatlon of legal
and political constraints to the continued existence and.
proliferation of nuclear weapons strengthened by the active
intervention of science and technology. I§ the Reagan .
Administration wishes to establish a new international regime
based on missile defences it should seek to address these two
fundamental issues before rather than after or during the
development of a system of ballistic missiles defences.

R30, The Committee believes that the United States
should be prepared to defer further progress in
the SDI program in return for similar assurances
by the Soviet Union and progress in negotiations
in Geneva on mutual reductions in offensive
forces [para. 12.45].

Should Australia Contrjbute to SDI. research?
22.39 The Committee considers that:

a. Australia's support for, and participatioy in
the SDI research program should be determined
on the basis of the impact of the program on
favourable arms control outcomes;

b. the economic and technological benefits and
spin-offs accruing to Australia from any
participation in SDI research are likely to be
small;

c. Australia's official position on SDI research
should be consistent with its position on SDI
generally. Any Australian Government .
participation in SDI research would effectively
constitute support for the program and the
eventual outcomes of such research.

R3l. The Committee therefore recommends.that .
Australia should decline to participate in
the SDI program; and

d., Australia should emphasise the rquired
preconditions for any safe transition frgm an
offence-dominated world to a defence-dominated
one. These should be implemented before
contributing to the development of the systems
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themselves. If these conditions were accepted and formally
agreed by both superpowers then Australian participation in
subsequent defence-related research could be justified
[para, 12.52]1.

Verification Technologies and Anti-sSatellite (ASAT) warfare
(Chapter 13)

Verification
22,40 The Committee notes that the United States and the

Soviet Union currently have different views on what constitutes
an acceptable level of compliance with arms control agreements,
and on what means should be employed to verify this level of
compliance. The different positions taken by the superpowers is
likely to make it very difficult to £ind a verification formula
that would be acceptable to both sides. Failure to agree on
verification could increase political tensions between the
superpowers, and limit the prospect and scope for arms control
agreements in the future. Such an eventuality would be extremely
unfortunate. In the absence of further, substantial agreements,
the arms competition between the superpowers would escalate and
lead to the further development of potentially destabilising
capabilities and technologies [para. 13.35).

22,41 The Committee considers that the United States and the
Soviet Union should show similiar moderation in their approach
to verification and seek to improve the present climate for
achieving arms control agreements by expressing public
confidence in the existing arms control regime and avoiding
actions that clearly violate current agreements, Further:

R32. The United States should immediately ratify the
SALT II Treaty as well as the Threshold Test Ban
Treaty and the Treaty on Peaceful Nuclear
Explosions. The Soviet Union should cease
encrypting data on its ballistic missile tests
and dismantle, or relocate, the Krasnoyarsk
radar [para. 13.36];

R33. The superpowers should make greater use of the
Standing Consultative Committee (SCC) to raise
non-compliance issues, consider questions
involving interference with technical means of
verification, and develop additional means of
increasing the viability of existing agreements
[para. 12.38]; and

R34. The superpowers should avoid stipulating
unnecessary verification requirements which
automatically foreclose any opportunities for
the negotiation of agreements and develop
additional cooperative measures to overcome or
lessen the importance of genuine verification
difficulties [para. 12.36],
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22.42 The Committee considers that verification standards
should ye sufficient, or adequate, to prevent violations that
would vitiate the basic purposes of an agreement, or threaten
the strategic balance. It further considers that the prospect of
future arms control agreements is hindered by the growing nexus
between verification and the politics of the superpower
competition. This nexus needs to be broken, This is best
achieved by developing independent means of verification which
can be used to separate real and genuine compliance concerns
from those being used to support political positions or
arguments [para. 12.36].

To facilitate this process, the Committee recommends that:

R35. the SCC (Standing Consultative Committee) be
maintained as a channel of discussion on
verification and related matters between the
superpowers [para., 13.381; and

R36. independent means of monitoring compliance
with existing or prospective agreements be
developed, along with a bipartisan,
non-government agency established to monitor
and report on United States and Soviet
compliance with arms control agreements
[para, 13.38].

Australials. Role

22.43 The Australian Government has argued that verification
is crucially important to successful arms control., The Committee
supports this but is concerned by the lack of detailed public
information on Australia's policy towards verification. The
Government has stated that it is in favour of both 'adequate'
and 'effective' means of verification without defining what it
means by these terms. In view of the importance officially
attached to verification:

R37. the Committee recommends that the Government
release a detailed statement on Australia‘'s
verification policy including:

a. the basic aim of verification and its
relation to arms control (whether monitoring
standards should be ‘adequate' or
‘effective');

b, the minimum satisfactory, from Australia's
point of view, for technical verification and
compliance standards that apply for existing
arms control agreements and those additional
agreements favoured by Australiaj
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¢, the current means of monitoring compliance
and how these can be improved; and

d. details of Australia's present contributions
to verifying compliance with existing arms
control agreements [para. 13.43].

22.44 The Committee considers that Australia should continue
to contribute to the development of independent means of
monitoring compliance with both bilateral and multilateral arms
control treaties. It also should develop alternative means of
overcoming or reducing the effects of compliance difficulties
that arise from technical or other limitations [para. 13.34].

anti-Satellite (aSAT) Warfare

22.45 The Committee shares the United Nations' and the
Australian Government's concern over the prospects and potential
consequences of continued and unrestrained development and
deployment of ASAT weapons and capabilities. It concludes that
the security of both the United States and the Soviet Union would
be enhanced far more by the ensured survival of their satellite
systems than by an ability to destroy satellites.

R38, The Committee considers that it is important to
begin negotiations on an agreement banning the
further testing and deployment of all ASAT
weapons as soon as possible, (Refer R6).

The initial treaty negotiations could be restricted to
prohibiting the testing and development of future ASAT systems.
Once agreed, the guestion of destruction of existing superpower
ASATs should be considered and the treaty extended to all nations
[paras. 13.55-56].

R39. The Committee recommends that, Australia call for
a ban on deployment of all existing ASAT systems
and an immediate moratorium on the further
testing, development and deployment of new ASAT
systems {para. 13.56].

22.46 The Committee accepts that there may be some
verification problems, particularly with respect to the
destruction of ASATs and the overlapping functions of some
civilian and military satellites, These may require special
verification techniques to be developed. The Committee considers
that on balance, the risks associated with potential
non-compliance of the treaty are less than those of an unfettered
competition in ASAT weapons and capabilities. In any case
agreements to prevent further testing and deployment of ASAT
weapons should not prevent either side from making its space
assets robust against viclations of such agreements [para.
13.57].
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Nuclear Testing and the Comprehensive Test Ban (Chapter 14)

R40. The Committee considers that there is an urgent
need for a Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB) Treaty
banning nuclear tests by all nations in all
environments for all time [para. 14.77].

(Refer R3).

A CTB Treaty would inhibit the development of the weapons of the
present nuclear weapons states, and would make it hard for other
nations to acquire a credible nuclear weapons capability, It
would demonstrate that the nuclear weapons states took seriously
the pledge they made in the 1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty to
achieve a comprehensive test ban, and in the 1968 Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty to move towards nuclear disarmament
[para. 14.78].

22.47 The Committee notes that there is some further work
required on matters of technical detail with respect to
verification before all parties are satisfied that a CTB could be
effective. It considers that these technical issues, while
important, are not crucial to the commencement of negotiations on
a comprehensive test ban treaty [paras. 14.80-82].

22,48 The Committee recognises and supports the actions of
successive Australian governments in seeking to promote a
comprehensive test ban. It considers that Australia should retain
the establishment of such a treaty as a primary arms control
objective and should continue its efforts in the United Nations
General Assembly and the Conference on Disarmament to achieve it.
In line with this view, the Committee considers that Australia
should attempt to influence the United States into affording the
CIB a higher priority than is presently the case, It considers
that such a treaty could be signed without undermining deterrence
or preventing modernisation of America's current strategic
arsenals. It is also important that the Soviet Union's apparent
support for a CTB be tested. This is best achieved by commencing
formal negotiations into a comprehensive test ban treaty

[para, 14.83].

22.49 The Committee considers that the current impasse in the
Conference on Disarmament over the CTB requires a political
solution, in addition to further technical negotiations favoured
by the Minister for Foreign Affairs and his Department. One
possible approach would be to seek to renegotiate the Threshold
Test Ban.Treaty and have it ratified by the United States
Congress. At present the TTBT prohibits any underground nuclear
weapon test having a yield exceeding 150 kilotons. This current
threshold could be lowered to a level that effectively precludes
the development of strategic nuclear weapons (say five kilotons),
The revised treaty would be signed immediately but may allow the
agreed threshold to be reached in a number of steps or over a
period of time in order for detection and verification
technologies to be perfected and inspection or challenge
procedures to be agreed [para, 14,.84].
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R41. The Committee considers that Australia should
continue its work on the establishment of the
National Seismological Monitoring Centre and the
development of a National Monitoring Se:v@ce.as a
part of the UN-sponsored internaticnal seismic
data exchange network [para 14.87].

The Committee considers the network should be established
regardless of whether or not there is progress towards a CTB. To
facilitate this development,

R42. The Committee recommends that Australia sponsor
further research into the existing problem areas
associated with seismic monitoring and data
exchange, and seek the release by all nuclear
weapon states of information on past nuclear
tests which could be used to calibrate the
monitoring instruments.

Regardiess of whether or not a CTB is established, the Committee
considers that it is important that the United States ratify the
1974 Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the 1976 Peaceful Nuclear
Explosions Treaty [paras. 14.77-78].

The Joint United States Australian Defence Pacilities
{Chapter 15)

22,50 The Committee acknowledges that over gecent years an
increasing amount of information on the facilities hqs beep made
publicly available, but it is aware that because of intelligence
restrictions the information provided is still insufficient for
members of this Committee, or the general puplic, to derive a
fully informed and authoritative view on their role or
contribution to global security [para.l15.86].

R43. The Committee considers that the Australian
public should be told as much as possible about
the purposes and functions of the joint
facilities as is compatible with genuine
considerations of Australian security
requirements [para. 15.86]).

The information provided should be sufficient go.jpstigy the
Government's case for the retention of the facilities in
Australia and it should, as a minimum, cover what is available on
the public record in the United States. The information should
address the following aspects:

a. the technical characteristics and general
functions and purposes of the individual
facilities, What are they made up of and what
do they do?

b. the way in which the individual facilities fit
into the overall strategic systems that are
maintained by the United States. What are the
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The. importance of Nurrungar's contribution to
facilities connected to, how important are they to America's early warning and assessment
the continued operational survivability of the capabilities is decreasing with the deployment
system and what alternatives exist; and by the United States of new technologies and
systems designed to improve the survivability
c. the broader strategic and defence-policy context and redundancy of its strategic ¢3 systems. If
within which the facilities and their parent systems these developments continue on schedule, it
operate [para. 15.86]). would seem that over the coming decade, the
Nurrungar ground station will no longer be
Technical Considerations required except perhaps as a back-up facility.,
22.51 On the basis of information drawn from the public ¢, Pine Gap. The Joint Defence Space Research
record, a number of observations and conclusions can be made Facility at Pine Gap is part of the United
with respect to the functions and purposes of each of the States' satellite intelligence monitoring
facilities, network which collects a range of information
on the military activities and forces of the
a, North West Cape. The facility at North West Soviet Union or other targeted nations. The
Cape plays no role in the verification of arms information can be used for a variety of
control agreements and so should be judged A purposes: to monitor compliance with arms
solely in terms of its contribution to control treaties; to provide early warning of a
maintaining deterrence., It is clear that it potential adversary's actions or intentions;
supports extended deterrence by providing ! for operational planning purposes; or to
communications to submarines and surface ships monitor existing operations - either
of the United States and allied navies conventional or nuclear. The actual use of the
including U.S, attack submarines on patrol in information gathered and the relative
the Indian and Pacific Oceans, North West Cape importance of these uses is very difficult to
also appears to play a role in maintaining determine without access to official U.S.
basic deterrence through the provision of doctrines and policy.
communications to SLBM submarines. The
importance of these roles seems to be A d. Other Facilities. There are a number of other
decreasing with the introduction of alternative facilities located throughout Australia which
means of communication between U.S, command make some contribution. to the United States'
authorities and its SSBN fleet, strategic posture. These include the Omega
navigation station in Victoria (which is by its
Given that the joint facility at North West nature useful to any and all shipping and
Cape is a communications relay station, and the aircraft in the area), the Tranet satellite
allegedly restricted access to the U.S., cypher earth station in South Australia and the
office located at the facility, it seems satellite ground station at Watsonia which is
unlikely that Australian personnel located at part of the U.S. DSCS network and links the
North West Cape could directly monitor orders Australian Defence Signals Directorate in
being relayed through it, Melbourne to the National Security Agency, the
CIA and the Naval Ocean Surveillance
b. Nurrungar., The Joint Defence Space Information Centre (NOSIC) in the United
Communications Station at Nurrungar forms part States. Very littie is known about the
of the U.S. satellite-based Defense Support functions of this last station except that it
Program {DSP). The DSP satellites and probably relays information on ship and
associated ground control stations provide aircraft movement which is collected by DSD
early warning to the United States of Soviet high frequency-direction finding (HF-DF}
ballistic missile launches as part of an stations located in Australia and its
initial attack on the United States, thus surrounding region. Such information would be
contributing to basic deterrence., The DSP used by the U.S. Command Authorities for
satellites also carry nuclear detection operational intelligence purposes
(NUDETS) equipment which can be used to monitor (para. 15.88].
above~ground nuclear explosions. This function . i
could be used to verify arms control agreements ! 22,52 Overall, it appears that the defence facilities in
although the DSP satellites are not essential Australia are concerned primarily with supporting global
for this purpose, deterrence and that verification of arms control agreements is a
secondary, albeit important role which has arisen because the
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technologies used to satisfy both functions are the same. It
would also seem that, from a technical point of view, some of
the defence facilities are more important than others. The most
important facility is the space research centre at Pine Gap. The
functions carried out here relate to intelligence collection in
Australia's own area of interest, they are highly complex and
they require very powerful computer processing facilities. It is
unlikely that the functions performed by Pine Gap could be
easily transferred to another ground station or location, nor
are they likely to be duplicated by on-board processors being
placed on new generation satellites. The naval communications
relay station at North West Cape plays an important role in
maintaining deterrence and the space communications station at
Nurrungar and the Tranet facility at Smithfield have both
provided important contributions in the past, however, within
the coming decade each may become redundant as a result of
developments in satellite technology and imp:ovemgnts in and
diversification of the United States' strategic C3 system
[paras. 15.89-90].

s : 4 Political Consid :

22.53 The arguments used by the Government to support its
case for the continued retention of the joint facilities in
Australia, tend to emphasise the contribution that the joint
facilities make to enhancing basic deterrence, crisis stability
and verification of arms control agreements over other U.S.
nuclear policy objectives. There is clear evidence that the
joint facilities contribute to both basic and extended
deterrence with the emphasis gradually shifting to the latter.
Under this approach, emphasis is given to the development of
counterforce capabilities, and the United States' threatened
response to Soviet actions is thought to be made more credible
by preparing targeting and contingency plans for a variety of
possible military conflicts between the superpowers; plans which
are designed to deny the Soviet Union the possibility of victory
at whatever level of aggression it chooses to initiate and to
minimise or preclude unwanted collateral damage in the event of
war. These changes are in turn reflected in the changing role
and functions of the joint facilities [para. 15.93].

22.54 While the facilities may be making an increasing
contribution to extended deterrence, it remains the case that
Pine Gap and Nurrungar in particular continue to operate in
support of basic deterrence -~ primarily through their
intelligence collection and early warning functions - and that
Pine Gap provides the United States with an important National
Technical Means of verifying Soviet compliance with existing or
projected arms control agreements. Many of the facilities also
provide a number of functions - navigation and radio relay for
example -~ which are used by Australia's own defence forces to
support our national security posture [para. 15.95}.

Euture Options
R44. The Committee does not support the closure or

conversion of the joint facilities, or their
removal from Australia [para. 15.97].
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Closure would only detract from the United States and have no
impact at all on Soviet capabilities and doctrines., It would
mean the end of ANZUS and halt the benefits that we currently
derive from our present alliance relationship. It would also
have a detrimental effect on the coherence of the Western
alliance to the benefit of the Soviet Union providing both a
potential military advantage and propaganda opportunities as
well as an invitation to increase its presence in the Pacific
and Indian Oceans. It could thus have a significant
destabilising effect on our region, with potentially serious
consequences for Australia's own security, as well as reduce the
redional influence that Australia currently enjoys through its
close security ties with the United states, A decision to close
down the facilities would not be supported by the Australian
population at large, Closure of the facilities at Pine Gap and
Nurrungar would also reduce the United States' overall ability
to monitor arms control agreements or receive early warning of
Soviet actions that may threaten Western security

[paras. 15.98-99].

22.55 The Committee notes that some of the facilities,
notably the space communications station at Nurrungar, are
slowly becoming redundant as a result of technological change
and as the United States deploys additional C3I assets. It is
thus possible that at some time in the future some of these
facilities could be either closed down or converted to another
role without any detriment to the United States' deterrent
posture. The Committee also recognises that the use of the
facilities are determined by broader strategic considerations
which are beyond Australia's control ({para. 15.101].

22.56 The Committee considers that the Australian Government
should be fully apprised of the operational details of each of
the facilities and the technical and strategic developments that
would affect their role and functions. As a matter of principle,
the Committee considers that Australia should have sufficient
control over 2ll military facilities located on its soil to
ensure Australia knows about and can prevent any use of the
facilities that are inimical to Australia's own interests, Such
control should involve as a minimum:

a. participation in management decisions affecting

the structure and operation of the facilities;
b. access for Australian personnel to all areas
within the facilities; and

availability of all information passing through
the facilities, or collected by them, to
appropriately cleared Australian personnel
located in Australia [para. 15.105].

[2]

22,57 The Committee notes that the role of the Jeint Defence
Space Communications Station at Nurrungar may decrease
significantly in the next decade as the United States deploys
alternative means of providing early warning of Soviet missile
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launches. Consideration should be given to an alternative use
from that time for the facility which directly assists
Australia's defence posture. Conversion to this use could be
negotiated in return for the continued presence of the other
joint facilities, There may be value, for example, in converting
the ground station for use in an Australian satellite-based
system which would be used in conjunction with over-the-horizon
radar and airborne early warning aircraft (AWACS) to provide
surveillance of Australia's area of interest.

R45. The Committee recommends that a feasibility study
be conducted on this or similar eventual
Australian use of the Nurrungar facility
{para. 15,105],

Should the Joint Defence Facilities Be Used As Bargaining Chips
to Achieve Australian Political or Economic Objectives?

22.58 The Committee does not support the use of the joint
defence facilities as bargaining chips to advance trade or other
economic’ interests, Such an approach may be seen to be
politically expedient, but would be counterproductive since it
would threaten Australia's current relationship with the United
states and place in jeopardy the defence and national security
benefits that we currently derive from them. A nation's naticnal
security interests cannot be equated with relatively short~term
trade problems. The Committee further considers that the United
States should not be required to pay an 'economic rent' for
locating the facilities in Australia. The facilities operate
under the joint control of the two governments and therefore
provide benefits to both sides as well as the Western alliance
generally [para. 15.112],

The South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone (Chapter 16)

R46. The Committee supports the concept of nuclear
free zones as a means of restricting or
preventing the spread of nuclear weapons and of
limiting the risks and consequences of nuclear
war [para, 16.69].

The Committee recognises, however, that the application of this
concept is not a simple matter, and must take into account a
range of technical and political considerations which will vary
with time and from region to region.

22.59 The Committee considers that the guidelines described
in the 1975 United Nations Copprebensive Study of the Question of
the_Nuclear Weapon Free gones in All its Aspects adequately
describe these considerations and serve as a reasonable basis for
defining and evaluating a nuclear weapon free zone [para. 16.70}.

22.60 The Committee found that overall, the SPNFZ Treaty
satisfies or takes into account the criteria laid down in the
United Nations' study. The Zone itself has clearly defined

boundaries. The Treaty recognises the rights of other states
under international law to free passage through and over the
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Zone, It provides for peaceful nuclear development under
1ntgtnationa11y recognised safeguards. It includes procedures for
verification and control, It has the support of most Members of
the Pacific Forum. Most importantly in the Committee's view, the
Treaty as currently worded does not undermine existing security
arrangements or agreements affecting the region since it does not
threaten United States' involvement in the region [para, 16.72].

22.61 The Committee is concerned over some specific aspects
relating to the Treaty. These are that:

a. the verification and control procedures may be
inadequate for detecting covert dumping of
radioactive wastes within the region;

b, to be fully effective, the Treaty needs to be
formally recognised by the nuclear weapon
states; and

C. progress towards establishing an overall
Convention against dumping radioactive waste in
the Pacific may be hampered by incorporating
anti-dumping provisions into what effectively
is a nuclear weapon free zone treaty.

R47. The Committee recommends that the
anti~dumping provisions in the SPNFz be
established as a separate protocol to the
Treaty [para. 16.73].

22.62 The Committee found that while the SPNFZ Treaty is
consistent with the guidelines laid down by the United Nations,
it nonetheless falls short of achieving the basic objective of
such UN defined zones: to ensure freedom from all nuclear
weapons, This is because of the nature of the Zone itself -
comprising predominantly international waterways — and the fact
that the Treaty had to take account of the varying security
concerns of the Pacific Forum states, especially those
supporting the retention of an American presence in the region,
The Treaty is thus essentially a consensus document,
representing the highest common factor in regional opinion
[para. 16.74].

22,63 The Committee considers that the SPNFZ Treaty plays a
useful role in extending the non-proliferation regime and in
preventing the future stationing of nuclear weapons within the
South Pacific. Subject to the concurrence of the nuclear weapon
states, it also formalises U,S. and Soviet assurances that
nuclear weapons would not be used or threatened to be used
against Zone states. More importantly, the SPNFZ is important
politically since it re-focuses attention on the role of nuclear
weapon free zones, places further pressure on the French to halt
nuclear testing in the Pacific, and it could stimulate the
development or progress of other zone proposals, especially
those affecting the adjoining areas in the Indian Ocean and
Southeast asia [para. 16.75}.
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22.64 The Committee notes that the Zone has been widely
acclaimed within the international community as the first
significant regional arms control proposal since the 1971 Seabed
Treaty, The Committee accepts that the Treaty does not require
the formal recognition of the nuclear powers for it to be
accepted internationally. Nonetheless, it considers that the
spirit and provisions of the Treaty would be strengthened if at
least the major nuclear powers signed the Treaty Protocols. The
Committee considers that the SPNFZ does not undermine the
security interests of the superpowers and could increase them in
the longer term by limiting superpower competition and thereby
ensuring regicnal stability (para. 16.76].

Uranium Mining and Australia's Role in the Nuclear Fuel Cycle
(Chapter 17)

22,65 Those opposed to Australia's continued involvement in
the civilian nuclear fuel cycle argue that the presence of a
nuclear power industry lowers the barriers to the acquisition of
nuclear weapons, and so contributes to horizontal proliferation,
and that the present safequards regime is insufficient for
stopping the diversion of sensitive nuclear materials from the
civilian into the military fuel cycles. As long as these
conditions continue Australia cannot guarantee that its uranium,
or products produced from it, will not be diverted into the
manufacture of nuclear weapons. In line with our present
non-proliferation policies, the critics argue that we should
cease mining and exporting uranium, The critics generally
support Australia’s continuing efforts in the IAEA and elsewhere
to improve nuclear safeguards, and they consider that this role
should continue whether we remain a supplier or not

[para. 17.30].

22.66 The Government and the Opposition, on the other hand,
argue that the connection between the civil and military fuel
cycles are overstated, that the safequards applying to
Australian origin nuclear material are adeguate to prevent
diversion and that Australia's withdrawal from the mining and
export of uranium would not alter the world demand for or
availability of uranium, It would also prejudice Australia's
position on the Board of Governors of the IAEA thereby reducing
our ability to ensure the continued improvement of nuclear
safeguards and other components of the non-proliferation regime
[para. 17.31].

The_Connection between nuclear power and puclear weapons

22.67 The Committee accepts that the basic connection
between civil and military nuclear technologies has facilitated
proliferation in the past and could continue to do so, although
the risk of diversion from safeguarded civilian facilities is
decreasing as safeguards are being extended and strengthened,
The presence of a nuclear power industry can lower the technical
and economic barriers to the acquisition of nuclear weapons
although the principal risk appears to stem from other
facilities, especially small, unsafeguarded research reactors
and associated reprocessing plants. The Committee notes that
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there is already a considerable civil nuclear industry in place
throughout the world which performs a range of important
functions and services. The possibility of diversion of
sensitive nuclear materials from the civilian nuclear fuel cycle
can never be completely eliminated. The proliferation risks
associated with the industry need to be recognised and action
taken to minimise them, principally through an effective
safeguards regime [para. 17.35].

&aﬁﬁsuaxéins_again&;,éizgzsign_fxgm_;hg_giziuan_ngglga:.iugl
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22.68 The IAEA nuclear safeguards and procedures are a
crucial part of the non-proliferation regime. While much has
been done in recent years to strengthen international
safequards, the effectiveness of the regime remains constrained
by both technical and political factors, in particular:

a. by the continued development of large-scale
reprocessing plants and associated technologies
such as the laser-based isotope separation
process; and

F

by the fact that the IAEA cannot monitor or
constrain the intentions of governments and
that the effectiveness of IAEA safeguards
depends ultimately on the cooperation of
participating nations.

R48. The Committee supports the ASTEC inquiry's
recommendations that Australia should (1)
encourage the establishment of a scheme to
regulate effectively the storage and use of
sensitive nuclear material; (2) constrain the
number and exclusive national ownership of
reprocessing and enrichment facilities; and (3)
provide continued support and encouragement for
regearch into the disposal of high level waste
{para. 17.501}.

It also considers that Australia should use its influence as a
member of the IAEA Board of Governors to ensure that adequate
safeguards are developed to prevent diversion of plutonium or
enriched uranium from reprocessing or enrichment facilities
[para. 17.50].

22.69 While the Committee acknowledges that safeguards are
important in providing a timely warning of plutonium diversion
it considers that a more appropriate approach may be to seek to
restrict the civilian nuclear fuel cycle from using i
weapons-grade fissile material such as highly enriched uranium
and plutonium. The Committee recommends that:
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R4S, the Australian Government should give
consideration to promoting the acceptance of a
civilian nuclear fuel cycle based on
low-enriched uranium only [para. 17.51}.

22.70 The Committee notes that Australia has made important
contributions to the development and implementation of IAEA
safeguards and policies. It considers that it is important that
Australia continue to pursue initiatives to further improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of the Agency's safeguard procedures
particularly with respect to enrichment and reprocessing
technologies. It supports the recommendations of the ASTEC
inquiry that:

R50. a. Australia should provide further resources to
the IAEA and encourage other member countries
to do the same; and

R51. b, Australia make every effort to maintain and
enhance its influence in the Agency
[para. 17.52}.

22.71 In view of the continued speculation over control of
Australian uranium ore after it leaves Australia, the Committee
welcomes the Government's decision to formulate government to
government arrangements for the physical protection of uranium
during transhipment and to ensure that nuclear material
extracted for nuclear purposes from Australian ores after export
would become subject to a safeguards agreement to which
Australia is a party. The Committee is nonetheless aware that
Australian uranium supplied to certain nuclear weapons states,
or its fission products, could still, in breach of our
safeguards agreements, be diverted from the civil fuel cycle or
be used to replace indigenous material that is either
re-allocated to nuclear weapons programs or supplied to other
states [para. 17.551].

22.72 The Committee considers that this is an area in our
safeguards policy which could be exploited to divert sensitive
materials derived from Australian ore from the civilian to the
military nuclear fuel cycle.

R52. The Committee considers that, as part of its
review, the Government should examine the risks
of diversion or misuse of AONM by nuclear weapon
states and implement measures to minimise them,
Where Australian uranium is suspected of being
80 used Australia should insist on a full
investigation and, if necessary, suspend supply
{para. 17.56].

The Export and Use of Australian Uranium
22,73 The Committee accepts that there is no shortage of

uranium in the world to supply fuel to the civil nuclear
industry and that the industry can proceed whether or not
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Australia is a supplier. It therefore supports the view that
cutting off the supplies of uranium will not have any effect in
reducing the number of nuclear weapons in the world. However nor
is it likely to damage arms control and disarmament to any great
extent. The principal impact of withdrawal of Australian uranium
will be felt by Australia; through the loss of existing and
potential export earnings and through our diminished influence
in the International Atomic Energy Adency and other related
bodies [para. 17.60].

R53. The Committee believes that the
non-proliferation regime is better served by
Australia remaining a supplier of uranium ore
[para. 17.61}.

Australian uranium is supplied under very stringent safeguards.
As noted by the ASTEC report, there is reasonable evidence that
the imposition of these safeguards has not deterred prospective
purchasers of Australian uranium, Indeed their acceptance may
encourage other suppliers to insist on comparable conditions,
Australia's role as an exporter has also enabled us to play an
important role in establishing and developing the present
nuclear non-proliferation regime, The Committee accepts the view
of both ASTEC and the Government that withdrawal from the
nuclear fuel cycle would reduce our influence in the IAEA which
plays a key role in the non-proliferation regime [paras.
17.61-621.

Peace Education and Peace Research in Australia (Chapter 18}
Peace Education

22.74 The Committee found that there are differences of
opinion within the community over the basic purpose and thrust
of peace education, which in turn reflect the different
philosophical and political preferences and world view of their
advocates, The Committee considers that all valid perspectives
should be made available to students, together with the
opportunity and skills to enable them to systematically examine
and approach their respective claims to be founded on 'the
evidence' ([paras, 18.13-17]}.

22,75 It must also be recognised that there is an inevitable
link between 'peace education' and politics both at the
ideological and practical levels, Certain approaches to 'peace
education’ are based, either implicitly or explicitly, on
certain world views and the education system represents an
important vehicle for certain individuals or groups to
articulate their particular benefits. There is therefore a
danger for 'peace education' to be used to advance the dogma of
either the so-called right or the left. We should be aware that
this is possible [para. 18.18].

22.76 Many peace analysts and educators agree that 'peace
education' should be viewed globally and systematically to
encompass the issues and emphases found in such related or
overlapping concepts as ‘'disarmament education', *'development
education®, or even 'human rights education', that is, as
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education which promotes objective, critical understanding of
conflict or violence, of conditions of peaceableness, at the
global, national, community and personal levels. The Committee
agrees that this broader perspective of Peace Education should
be encouraged as a legitimate and important element in the
curriculum, but it is essential that such curricula be developed
on a sound basis, free of sectional bias and propaganda., An
overriding requirement is that the courses should encourage a
spirit of critical inguiry [para. 18.21].

22.77 While the Committee supports the concept of Peace
Education, it recognizes the difficulties associated with its
introduction into the education system. There are many areas
which require further examination, Until such examination is
carried out:

R54., the Committee recommends that, in the short
term, a less controversial and radical approach
be adopted by incorporating 'peace studies' into
existing subjects [paras., 18.22-23],

It is also clear that what is going on in the education
community in relation to Peace Education - preparation of
curriculum materials, guidelines, in-service activities and so
on - is being done in an uncoordinated fashion. There is need
for further examination of the significance of peace education
and research in Australia and the formulation of agreed means by
which the education community can respond to this new demand
[para. 18.24].

22.78 It is the Committee's view that a satisfactory
response will not be gained through another Parliamentary
Ingquiry or any expert bureaucracy’s proliferations. The authors
of a satisfactory response are more likely to emerge as
practitioners with experience whose work commends their approach
to others and from whom useful materials will be sought

[para. 18.24].

Peace Research

22.79 The Committee considers that the Peace Research Centre
can perform valuable sexrvice in contributing to a high standard
of governmental and community understanding on disarmament and
arms control jissues in Australia. The Committee considers that,
in the interests of raising the level of community awareness,
public debate and research capacity throughout Australia on
issues of disarmament and arms control, the Peace Research
Centre's activities should extend beyond, without prejudice to,
its formal research functions to activities such as:

. disseminating its work to the Australian community;

. assisting the direction and form of the development
of peace education; and

. providing a focus for, and where possible
facilitating related research efforts at other
tertiary institutions.
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These associated functions could be followed through activities
such as:

. sponsorship of research and teaching projects at
other tertiary institutions;

. development of a specialist library and data base
available to other researchers;

sponsorship of resident and visiting lecturing
programs, in Canberra and inter-state; and

. publication of its work [para. 18.38].

The important questions of the range of activities appropriate
for the Centre, its performance of those functions and
activities, and the adequacy of its resources will need to be
regularly reviewed, especially in the formative stages of the
Centre's development, On the question of continued funding, the
Committee considers that there is scope'to seek private sources
of revenue - through corporate or individual donations - to
augment Government support whatever the source of its funds the
Centre's ability to conduct research in an objective and
independent way must be ensured [para. 18.38].

Chemical and Biological wWeapons (Chapter 7)

R55., The Committee supports the Government in its
view that it is vitally important for all
nations to continue to observe the Biological
Warfare Convention and to establish a Convention
prohibiting the possession and use of all
chemical weapons as quickly as possible
[para. 7.72].

Modern chemical and biological weapons pose an unprecedented
threat to humanity, second only to the risks of nuclear war.

22.80 The Committee considers that the Conference on
Disarmament (CD) should continue its work on drafting a
Convention on Chemical Weapons using the United States' draft
and the Soviet Union's Basic Views as a basis for negotiations
and discussions. Australia should continue to encourage both
parties to seek agreement on the vital areas of verification and
compliance. The Committee believes that the consideration of
chemical and biological weapons needs to be separated from the
politics of nuclear and conventional armaments and considers
that Australia should work to remove this linkage. In order to
facilitate progress in the CD, it is also necessary to address
concurrently the political and technical obstacles confronting
the CW problem. Noting that the U.S., the only other major
holder of chemical weapons, has declared its stocks, the
Committee therefore recommends that:

R56, a. Australia should encourage the Soviet Union
and France to declare their existing
stockpiles of chemical weapons, possibly
allowing a neutral body to inspect and
confirm their present holdings;
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R61. b, Australia should encourage both the United
States and the Soviet Union to declare a
moratorium on the further development and
deployment of chemical weapons for a fixed
period which could be extended in the event
of progress on adreement of a Chemical
Weapons Convention in the CD; and

R62. ¢, propose the establishment, under the aegis of
the United Nations, of a consultative body to
hear allegations of CBW treaty violations,
examine such allegations where necessary and
report its findings {[para. 7.73}.

The same body could also review and report its findings, review
developments in technology or science which could upset the CBW
regime and consider appropriate changes to the regime. The body
would gain formal recognition when the proposed Convention
entered into force but should be established as soon as possible
and independently of the status of the Convention [para. 7.73].

Senator K. W. Sibraa
Chairman
September 1986

It is relevant to remember that there has not been a war between
democracies since World War I, whilst there have been hundreds of
major and minor wars, sometimes between democracies and
authoritarian regimes, but most often between the latter.,

One important, long term objective at least, of all opponents of
war must therefore be the spread of democracy with its associated
civil rights and liberties.

It is not possible to discuss the threat of nuclear war and the
methods of preventing it, without pointing out the vast
differences between the member countries of the Warsaw Pact and
Western societies,

The democracies are relatively open societies and especially in
the U.S.A. the executive has to justify all military expenditure
in some detail to Congress and the public, Everybody can
therefore be aware of the proposals for new weapons and the
arguments for and against them.

In the closed society of the Soviet Union no such public
discussion takes place and in many cases the existence of new
weapon systems or the extent of existing ones can only be
obtained by traditional intelligence gathering or the use of
highly sophisticated surveillance by the U.S.A.

The question of verification therefore becomes more important,
Additionally Soviet propaganda and disinformation is much more
effective in Western societies where public opinion can actually
change government policies.

Oon Sbhi

Whilst far from convinced that SDI will work and accepting that
there is a significant risk of destabilisation of the current
position, it is my view that agreement between the U.S.A. and the
Soviet Union to share the results of any successful research and
its installation by all nuclear powers, would be the only path
likely to lead to complete nuclear disarmament.

I accept that this is not very likely, but the alternative of
continuing to live permanently 'protected! only by the use of
'‘mutually assured destruction' is not one that can be faced with
equanimity.

- apt

It is my view that there is no significant disagreement between
the Departments of Foreign Affairs and Defence in their attitude
to 'mutually assured destruction' (MAD) and a limited nuclear
war.

I believe that the Australian Government and all other
governments wishing to prevent nuclear war must adopt a posture
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of believing that deterrence is currently the only viable means
of minimising the risk of military conflict between the
superpowers.,

on the other hand, should such a conflict occur one would hope
that in fact neither the Soviet Union nor the United States would
immediately proceed to 'mutually assured destruction’.

Therefore all defence planning must include the possibility of a

limited nuclear war, which terrible though its effects would be,
would surely be preferable to actual mutual destruction,

R. Klugman
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JOINT FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND DEFENCE COMMITTEE

DISARMAMENT AND ARMS CONTROL IN THE NUCLEAR AGE
MINORITY REPORT - SEPTEMBER 1986

We have significant reservations about some of the conclusions
and discussion in this report. These are detailed in the
following sections, which deal with our concerns chapter by
chapter,

As a general observation, we note that this report is flawed as a
result of attempting at times to accommodate mutually
incompatible viewpoints, reflecting the varying ideological
perspectives of members of the Sub-committee, Hence we see
repeated reference to the need to affirm and defend ‘Western'
values, and condemnations of the ‘closed' nature of Soviet
society., Yet the introductory chapter also talks of the need to
adopt an 'objective' approach to disarmament issues on the ground
that '...the risk of nuclear war, particularly war between the
superpowers, transcends ideological or political preferences or
predispositions', (Paragraph 1.17).

We would argue that at a number of points the Committee majority
has indeed allowed its pro-western ideological and political
preferences to distort its judgement of arms control issues, as
with the guite spurious reference in the f£irst chapter to the
Tclosed' nature of Soviet society being a major impediment to
arms control verification (see our dissent to Chapter 1l). For our
part, we strongly favour moves to increase the severely limited
political freedoms in the Soviet bloc, but do not believe that
this should be regarded as a precondition of significant arms
control agreements, We believe that the need to avoid nuclear
annihilation and the enormous economic costs to both sides of the
arms race create a common interest in reaching such agreements,
despite political differences in other areas.

P. BALDWIN
A. THEOPHANOUS

L. KENT
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CHAPTER. 1: INTRODUCTION

We believe this chapter, as it stands, to be flawed in terms of
overall emphasis and on a number of specific points. We are
particularly concerned with the final three paragraphs of the
chapter.

Paragraph 1,15 makes two observations which, it says, must be
kept in mind when reading the report, First, reference is made to
the 'closed' nature of Soviet society and the difficulties this
presented to the Committee in terms of obtaining reliable
information, A contrast is then drawn with the relatively open'
societies of the West,

While it is true that the Soviet Union undoubtedly is a 'closed'
society in the sense that it does not permit significant scrutiny
or questioning of government policies by the general public, it
is important to clarify what is being inferred from this. Apart
from lamenting the lack of reliable published information
emanating from the Soviet side, with which we have no difficulty,
the chapter goes on to imply that this presents a difficulty for
verification. This reflects a view expressed repeatedly by one
member of the sub-committee that arms control agreements with the
Soviet Union are valueless because its ‘closed!’ society prevents
adequate verification,

We reject this line of argument, First, we do not go along with
the absurdly sanguine assessment of the availability of reliable
information in the United States. In the United States, as in the
Soviet Union, a vast amount of military data crucial to making an
assessment of the relative capabilities of the forces of the two
superpowers is unavailable to the general public, In terms of the
characteristics of both its own weapons systems and those of the
Soviet Union, the United States' public is forced to rely on
sources in the military/intelligence establishment, who have
shown a preparedness, when the occasion demands, to manipulate
and distort information for ulterior motives.

It may take years or even decades for the truth to emerge. One of
the most significant examples of this was the so~called 'missile
gap' of the late fifties and early sixties. A greatly exaggerated
accounting of Soviet ICBM capabilities was used to build public
support for U.S. weapons programs well after the 'gap' was known
to those in the intelligence community to be a fiction, More
recently, major concern has been expressed by some U.S.
Congressmen about the extreme secrecy surrounding development of
the 'stealth' bomber, alleged by some to have a first strike
potential. Congressman Mike Synar of the Committee on Government
Operations has complained of being intimicated by the Pentagon
because of his persistent probing on this issue.

As to verification, both sides are susceptible to the other's
'national technical' methods and the effectiveness of these and
other means, rather than the presence or otherwise of general
political freedoms, is what matters. In this regard, the United
States probably retains a significant advantage as a result of
the greater technical advancement of its satellite and other
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surveillance systems. Soviet activities are anything but 'closed'
to the U.S. military/intelligence community with its access to
huge volumes of Soviet communications intercepts, detailed
photographic reconnaissance and other data, and the computerised
techniques to minutely analyse such data. Our own lack of
definite knowledge about what goes on at Pine Gap, North-West
Cape and Nurrungar renders absurd the Committee majority's
implication that the Western democracies present an 'open book'
in this regard.

In paragraph 1.16 the Committee talks of the difficulty of
£inding anything out about Soviet defence policies except what is
made available by Western intelligence agencies or 'specialised
academic journals', Again, from the absence of any reference to
the United States or other Western states, one could infer that
their defence policies are an open book. While it is undoubtedly
true that Western policies are subject to much more independent
scrutiny domestically than Soviet policies, large areas, such as
the Single Integrated Operational Plan for fighting a nuclear
war, remain highly classified. Discussion of these matters is
unlikely to be found other than in 'specialised academic
journals', It is rather surprising, moreover, given the alleged
absence of any significant Soviet sources on its defence
policies, to see Soviet military journals being quoted
extensively in Chapter 3 of the report,

The final paragraph is somewhat schizoid. In it, the Committee is
said to take, as far as possible, an ‘objective' approach toward
problems of disarmament and arms control. It is unclear what this
term is intended to mean in. this context, apart from the
generally laudable goal of looking at issues in an unbiased
manner without rigid preconceptions. Other than this totally
uncontroversial interpretation, we can only suppose that the
Committee means to say that it believes that, in considering
these issues, we should avoid being judgemental about the
respective political systems in west and east and focus on their
common interest in survival. We agree with this assessment, It
is, however, difficult to reconcile this sort of perspective with
the second sentence, which stresses the importance of the 'vast
differences' between the Warsaw Pact states and Western
societies.
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CHAPTER 5: THE SPREAD OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Part of the discussion in this chapter relates to the link
between the civil and military uses of nuclear energy and the
impact on proliferation of Australian uranium exports, Our views
on these matters differ from those of the Committee majority and
are set out in more detail in our dissent to Chapter 17, However
it is worth noting the Committee’s observation in paragraph 5,71
that:

'The pressures toward proliferation have also been
diminished by the present declining demand for nuclear
power and allied technologies, The international
economic recession has slowed the introduction of the

fast breeder reactor and c it
peaceful nuclear technologies and materialg'. (emphasis
ours)

This sentence effectively acknowledges the link between the
diffusion of peaceful nuclear technologies and proliferation. The
objection that Australian uranium is subject both to multilateral
and bilateral safeguards needs to confront. the deficiencies in
the safeguards regime set out in this chapter (5.52) and in more
detail in chapter 17 (17.45 and 17.54). No effective rebuttal is
offered anywhere in this report to the deficiencies described in
these sections.

Paragraph 5.71 further observes that, because of the economic
recession and the fall in demand for nuclear fuels:

'Governments may be under pressure to facilitate the

export of nuclear materials, including into regions

It is hard to reconcile this with the conclusion set out in
Chapter 17 that cutting off Australian uranium '...will not have
any effect in reducing the number of nuclear weapons in the
world..." (17.60). The addition of Australian uranium stocks can
only exacerbate the oversupply situation, the proliferation
consequences of which are spelt out in the underlined part of the
above quotation,

More generally, the chapter as it stands is far too sanguine in
its assessment of the impact of the Non-Proliferation Treaty and
its main operational body, the International Atomic Energy
Agency. In our opinion, the NPT has had, on balance, a beneficial
impact on proliferation, However we believe that the NPT's role
in slowing proliferation over the past twenty years is probably
exaggerated, It is acknowledged in the report (5.77) that most. of
the 'problem' countries - Argentina, Brazil, India, Israel,
Pakistan and South Africa - are outside the NPT and further that
'...the NPT has tended more to reflect the evolving nuclear
proliferation situation than shape it...‘'.
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We believe a balanced evaluation of the Treaty should give more
emphasis to the inherent contradiction involved in requiring
signatories to help the dissemination of 'peaceful’ nuclear
technology in exchange ‘for their pledge not to develop nuclear
weapons. As described above and in our dissent to Chapter 17, we
take a much less optimistic view than the Committee majority of
the possibility of isolating the civil from the military uses of
nuclear energy. Apart from anything else, parties are entitled to
withdraw from the NPT on three months notice.

We also believe that the effectiveness of the International
Atomic Energy Agency is undermined by it having the dual goals of
promoting the peaceful uses of atomic energy and preventing
prollfegation, as well as its broad secrecy provisions. These
9ontrad1ctory goals can lead to pressures on IAEA employees that
jeopardise the safeguards regime, as evidenced by testimony to a
u.s. ang:essional sub-committee by Roger Richter, a former IAEA
inspector,



In the key paragraph setting out its view on deterrence the
Committee comes down in favour of the concept of deterrence as an
unavoidable necessity in the short term. The same paragraph then
goes on to express some 'reservations' about the current
Tcountervailing'® version of deterrence based on counterforce
targeting and nuclear war fighting,

This is a remarkably mild conclusion in light of the views
expressed by the Committee in Chapter 4, in which it is said
that:

. The countervailing theory of deterrence is particularly
dependent on an artificial model of U.S.-Soviet
behaviour (4.63).

. There is little reason to believe that the Soviet Union
would abide by the 'rules' governing escalation control
and intra-war bargaining which are integral to the new
doctrines, and there is no dguarantee that either side
would continue to act calmly or rationally once a
nuclear conflict began (4,63).

. The countervailing doctrine can be construed by an
adversary as threatening since the weapons and support
systems needed to carry out a flexible counterforce
strategy are indistinguishable from those needed for a
disarming first strike (4.64).

. The 'countervailing' form of deterrence is based on the
'highly dubious' notion that nuclear war can be limited
(4.68).

B Even a 'limited' nuclear war could trigger nuclear
winter (4.69).

. Even a limited war based on counterforce targeting would
produce very high civilian casualties (4.70).

. Taken literally, the objectives of 'countervailing'
strategies would require forces and capabilities well in
excess of current levels (4.71).

. The development of 'war-fighting' doctrines may be
contributing to an increasing perception that nuclear
wars may be able to be fought and endured in much the
same manner as conventional conflicts and that this may
induce some future leader to contemplate starting a war
(4.78) .

. The 'countervailing' form of deterrence could lead to
the countenancing of launch-on-warning or a first strike
(4.79) .

In our view, the above list warrants something stronger than mere
'reservations’'.

Furthermore, in Chapter 15, the Committee has endorsed extensive
material showing that the 'joint' facilities are integral to the
war~fighting capability inherent in the ‘countervailing' form of
deterrence (see our dissent to this chapter for a summary).
Therefore an objective assessment of Australia's role would need
to weigh this against any contribution to strategic stability
arising £rom support for 'basic' deterrence. We do not believe
that these aspects have been sufficiently taken into account by
the Committee in reaching its generally pro-alliance, pro-joint
facilities conclusions in this chapter.
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We wish to record our objection to the following words, which
appear after the first sentence in paragraph 12,33:

'The Committee does obviously not have the expertise to
comment on the feasibility of SDI, It notes that many
prominent scientists claim it is impossible to achieve,
whilst other scientists, some close to their respective
governments, believe it has possibilities'.

The first point to make is that this paragraph is clearly
inconsistent with the argument in the rest of the chapter. The
very next paragraph (12.34) affirms the Committee view that: 'the
prospect of a perfect or near perfect defence against current
arsenals is very unlikely.' The same paragraph goes on to say
'...While the prospect of developing effective defences against
current arsenals is remote,..'. Presumably if the prospect of
developing defences against gurrent arsenals is remote then the
prospect of developing defences against the sort of upgraded,
more survivable, arsenals the Soviet Union would undoubtedly
develop in response to SDI would be even more remote.

It is clearly absurd for the Committee to assert the
impossibility of non-experts making a sound judgement about SDI
in one paragraph, and then to make a firm finding on the matter
in the next. The Committee can't have it both ways.

In any case, given that the key decisions about Australian
participation or otherwise in SDI are made by politicians and not
experts, it would be utterly irxresponsible for the Committee not
to form a view, Moreover, it would be equally possible to argue
that only ‘experts' can properly comment on virtually every other
major issue discussed in this report,

We are also dissatisfied by the discussion. in the section headed
'should Australia Contribute to SDI Research' (12,47). While the
report opposes official Australian involvement, it is remarkably
weak and ambiguous in its comments on non-official involvement.
Paragraph 12.49 talks of how 'complete and public rejection of
Australian involvement - both on a government-to~government basis
or through private enterprise - could affect relations between
the two countriest,

In earlier sections, the Committee endorsed a number of
propositions about SPI. Specifically, SDI:

. Is highly unlikely to provide perfect or near perfect
defence against current arsenals (12.34). (We would note
that if this is true of cu enals then, a
fortiori, there would be negligible prospect of
defeating the enlarged, more survivable arsenals the
ggviets could be expected to develop in response to

I);
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. May well be destabilising even if it is, temporarily,
technically successful {12,31);

. Would provide distant and hypothetical benefits but
obvious and acute dangers (12.35);

. In combination with continuing U.S. deployment of
weapons with a counterforce capability, will engender
Soviet fears of a U.S. first strike; and that the most
obvious Soviet response to this is to increase its
ballistic missile forces (12,35);

. In the absence of 'negotiated restraint', would
stimulate a renewed arms race (12.36);

. May impede progress in arms control, and seriously
threatens the ABM treaty (12.38);

. Is likely to prevent the establishment of an
anti-satellite regime (12.39):

. May undermine the Non-Proliferation Treaty (12.39), and

. Would destabilise the strategic balance (12.43).

If these assessments are correct, then something stronger than a
declared laissez faire attitude to non-governmental involvement
is warranted. There may well be some practical difficulties in
enforcing a ban extending to the private sector. Not. least would
be the problem of technologies that also have non-SbI
applications. However it is not too much to expect a strong and
unambiguous government policy of discouraging involvement by the
private sector, particularly if such involvement could, over time

create pressures for a change in government policy itself (as the

Committee agreed in 12,51),

691,

: 3 ; D

We have significant reservations about the treatment of the
subject matter of this chapter from the heading 'Discussion and
Committee Views' to the end of the chapter. It is in this part of
the chapter that the Committee's main conclusions and policy
prescriptions in regard to the 'joint facilities' are to be
found. We believe that the very term 'joint facilities' is a
misnomer in that we believe the scope for genuine Australian
control over what goes on in them is extremely limited.

We do not believe that sufficient attention is given in this part
of the chapter to potential conflicts and dilemmas arising from
the increasing emphasis by the U.S. on strategic doctrines that
involve counterforce targeting and nuclear war-fighting. The
government has repeatedly expressed its opposition to such
strategies, and the Committee itself expresses serious concerns
about the potentially destabilising effects of such doctrines
(see 4,63 thru 4.80, and 21.9 thru 21.21). In 21.10(a) the
Committee emphasises that 'Nuclear weapons are not war-fighting
weapons' and in 21,12 the Committee affirms that 'we need to
return to a situation where nuclear weapons are maintained only
to deter nuclear attack by another nuclear weapons state'.
Therefore it is relevant to ask what the role of the facilities
is, or potentially could be, in implementing these new and
destabilising strategic doctrines,

The earlier sections of this chapter contain ample evidence that
the 'joint' facilities do have such a role., Specifically:

. The North-West Cape communications facility could well
transmit a firing order in the event of a nuclear war.
It has been argued that this unambiguously contributes
to stable deterrence, because nuclear submarines provide
an invulnerable second strike capability, but lack the
accuracy for a first strike on hardened targets, However
the report acknowledges. that the introduction of
Trident I and Trident II systems will give the U.S, SLBM
force a significant hard-target kill capability (15.44).
Furthermore, the recently published U.S. 'Maritime
Strategy' envisages attempting to destroy Soviet
submarine launched ballistic missiles at the stage when
a war between the U.S. and the USSR is still
conventional (15.49). Paragraph 15.51 goes on ',..the
principal purpose of the facility has been extended from
supporting basic deterrence to also encompassing
extended deterrence. If this current form of deterrence
is considered to be dangerous and destabilising, as its
opponents claim, then so are the installations that
support it...'.

. Pine Gap also has a war fighting role. The Rhyolite
satellites which communicate through Pine Gap allow 'the
U.S. to map the location of and hence target their
(Soviet and Chinese) early warning (EW) stations,
air-defence systems, anti-ballistic missile
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(ABM) systems, airfields, air bases, satellite tracking
and control stations and ships at sea, The information
collected by the Rhyolite satellites would also allow
the U.S. to jam Soviet radar and radio transmitters in
the event of war and enable U.S. bombers to evade the
air defence systems en route to their primary targets'.
{(15.56) . Furthermore, in addition to its early warning
function, Pine Gap can collect information

. 'e..invaluable for developing military options and plans
and for engaging in a prolonged nuclear exchange where
damage needs to be constantly monitored and assessed and
new targets located and destroyed, This again
illustrates that military capabilities can be used for
both offensive and defensive purposes',(15.62)

. The Defence Support Program satellites which communicate
through the ground station at Nurrungar play only a
supplementary role in arms control verification (15.69).
They would play a more important role in monitoring
explosions to provide U,S. National Command Authorities
with ongoing damage assessment and targeting options in
a nuclear war (15.70). The report also quotes Andrew
Mack in support of the view that the pPrimary reason for
installing nuclear explosion. detectors on DSP satellites
is their utility in nuclear war-fighting, rather than in
verification.

Baving expressed in other chapters its concern about these new
strategic doctrines, one might have expected that the Committee
would be compelled to take an unfavourable view of bases and
facilities that are integral to them, This would need to be
weighed against the benign functions performed by the facilities
in question. However the Committee seems content to reach its
overall conclusion in support of the facilities simply by
referring to their contribution to 'basic deterrence' and
verification, without any explicit attempt to strike a balance
between these functions, on the one hand, and their potential
contribution to destabilising new strategic doctrines on the
other.

Such an evaluation would require a case by case judgement of the
facilities, rather than evaluating them en bloc, as is done in
the concluding parts of this chapter. There is a considerable
difference between North-West Cape for example, which has no
verification or early warning function and Pine Gap and
Nurrungar, which do (though the earlier sections of the report
point out that the significance of these functions tends to be
overstated - 15,65, 15.68, 15.71), Such a case-by-case assessment
would also need to take account. of possible future developments,
such as the possibility that some of their functions may be
rendered redundant by technical developments, such as laser
satellite cross-links.,

A further aspect is the role these facilities might play in
developing and implementing ballistic missile defences. In
Chapter 12 the Committee reaches a negative conclusion about the
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prospect of the 'SDI' program successfully developing
comprehensive defences against ballistic missiles (12.40).
Rather, the Committee believes that the 'SDI' program will
undermine arms control negotiations and destabilise the strategic
balance (12.44). The present government is also strongly opposed
to 'sSDi',

Having reached these conclusions, the Committee could be expected
to regard any contribution to 'SDI' from the 'joint' facilities
in a negative light, It is a deficiency of this chapter that such
a possibility is not examined, despite evidence from some )
witnesses that this is a real concern, particularly in respect of
the Nurrungar facility. According to Andrew Mack:

'USAF Space Command has taken over control of the
Defence Support Program early warning system - including
the U.S. personnel at Nurrungar — and one of its main
missions, according to its Commander, General
James V. Hartinger, is to respond to the needs of the
President's Strategic Defence Initiative.' (A, Mack Arms
ontrol and t oint Facjlities: T ase of Nurrun
p.23).

Mack then goes on to discuss the possibility that Nurrungar could
already be involved in an 'SDI' program known as the Boost
Surveillance and Tracking System., This is designed to track and
target Soviet ICBMs in the first phase of their flight, before
they leave the earth's atmosphere. It seems that data already
collected at Nurrungar could have been used in the SDI program,
and that Nurrungar could be involvec in communicting with the new
generation satellites needed for such a system (although .
technical developments may render this function redundant). Given
the Committee's and government's view of 'SDI', a role in SDI
development should count against any of the facilities involved.
Yet no attempt has been made to add this into the balance..

Finally, we are deeply sceptical about the feasibility of the
Committee's recommendations that 'Australia should have
sufficient control over all military facilities located on its
soil to ensure Australia knows about and can prevent any use of
the facilities that are inimical to Australia‘'s own interest'
(15.106). The Committee's suggestions as to how this could be
achieved fail to address a number of fundamental problems, §uch
as how Australian personnel could, even in principle, exercise
control over an encrypted nuclear f£iring order passing through
North-West Cape; or how they could prevent data collected through
Nurrungar being utilised in the 'SDI" program.
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The Committee notes (16.74) that the proposed South Pacific
Nuclear zZone falls short of the basic objective of UN defined
nuclear free zones - to ensure freedom from all nuclear weapons,
It goes on to state that this is an inevitable consequence of the
fact that the Treaty largely comprises international waterways
and the need to take account of the varying security concerns
(i.e. alliance commitments) of the Pacific Forum states.

We would like to place on record our preference for a treaty that
more closely approximates the UN ideal, while recognising that
this would require a fundamental re-evaluation of our alliance
commitments and also recognising that the present Treaty is
probably the best that can be obtained in current political
circumstances, While it is clearly not possible, in any legally
enforceable sense, to prevent the movement of nuclear armed ships
in international waterways or 'innocent passage' through
territorial waters it clearly is within the power of states in
the region to exclude from their territories components of a
nuclear war-fighting apparatus (such &s our 'joint' facilities)
and to prevent port visits by nuclear-powered or armed warships.

As things stand, the Treaty and its proposed Protocols pose some
interesting dilemmas. One obvious one arises from Protocol 2,
which is open for signature from the nuclear weapon states,
Protocol 2 ',..requires each party not to violate the Treaty and
not to use or threaten to use any nuclear explosive devices
against parties to the Treaty or other territories within the
SPNFZ' (16.34). This protocol is something of a joke, so far as
Australia is concerned, while we continue to maintain on our
territory facilities such as Pine Gap, North-West Cape and
Nurrungar which must inevitably be on the Soviet Union's nuclear
target list, and naval facilities which also may well be
targeted.

It is also worth emphasising the largely symbolic significance of
this Treaty. Clearly there is no prospect of the Treaty
compelling the French to stop testing in the South Pacific, nor
to legally prevent dumping of waste on the high seas. The
decision to draw the Treaty boundaries around a vast area, large
parts of which are not in the territorial waters of any state and
which therefore cannot be subject to any legal enforcement of the
Treaty provisions, underlines this symbolic aspect. Clearly those
responsible for drafting the Treaty see value in this sort of
political statement. We wish to place on record our view that the
force of the 'political statement' implicit in the Treaty is
severely undermined by the government's recent decision to resume
exports of uranium to France without that country ceasing its
nuclear testing within the Treaty area,
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We wish to take issue with a number of propositions in the
concluding part of this chapter.

Paragraph 17.60 reads: 'The Committee accepts that there'ig no
shortage of uranium in the world to supply fuel to the civil
nuclear industry and that the industry can proceed wpether or not
Australia is a supplier. It therefore supports the view that .
cutting off the supplies of uranium will not have any effect in
reducing the number of nuclear weapons in the world...'.

We observe that the second sentence of the above quote does not
follow logically from the first. Inqeed; it is a rather
surprising inference given the Committee's assertlgn in an
earlier chapter (5.71) that, because of the economic recession
and the fall in demand for nuclear fuels (creating an oversupply
sitaution):

'Governments may be under pressure to fgcilitatg the
export of nuclear materials, including into regions X
where the proliferatijon risks are high.* (our emphasis)

If the Committee view expressed above is correct, our continuing
to mine and export uranium will add to this oversupply, and
therefore add to the pressure of other suppliers to look gt
high-proiferation-risk areas for markets. Conversely, ending
uranium exports would reduce such pressures, and would therefore
materially help to reduce proliferation risks.

The mining and export of Australian uranium is also defended on
the basis of the marginaljty of the effect cessation would have
on the world supply of uranium, and hence on proliferation risks.
If we don't supply it, so the argument goes, then someone else
will, So why bother with what would be perceived as a Qu}xotxc
gesture that will deprive Australia of badly needed foreign
exchange?

It is worth noting at this point that most of the things
Australia seeks to do in the arms control and disarmament area
can be said to be fairly marginal in their impact. Yet the stakes
are sufficiently great to warrant 'marginal' measures.
Australia's continuing to supply uranium to the world market
increases the overall volume available, as well as the d;vgrsx@y
of source. Hence it is reasonable to infer that our remaining in
the nuclear fuel cycle will lead to uranium being a somewhat
cheaper and more secure energy source than it yould otherwise be,
thereby leading to some decisions, at the margin, to opt for
nuclear power rather than alternative energy sources,

This in turn has the consequence of a more extensive nuclear
power generation industry than would otherwise e*xst, with some
increase in the danger of nuclear materials, equipment andA
personnel being surreptitiously applied to weapons production., In
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the case Israel, Pakistan and India, it can be argued that the
existence of a widespread civil nuclear industry increased the
feasibility of weapons production by those countries.

A more significant point relates to the global political impact
of Australia clearly and unambiguously dissociating itslef from
the nuclear fuel cycle. That the 'demonstration effect' of
actions from relatively small countries can be significant is
confirmed by the response of the U.S. to New Zealand's action in
banning nuclear ships, a response largely motived by fear that
the 'New Zealand disease" might prove contagious.

A proper evaluation of the impact of Australia disassociating
itself from the nuclear fuel cycle would need to balance the
above considerations against the arguments cited by the Committee
majority in support of the view that Australia's continued mining
and export of uranium allows it to play a more substantial and
constructive role in working against nuclear weapons
proliferation.

Great stress is placed on the need to preserve the existing
non-proliferation regime based on the nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty, and with the International Atomic Enerdy Agency as the
main body for enforcing safeguards. Two major aspects recur in
defences of uranium mining, and crop up in this report (17.19).
Firstly, Article IV of the NPT requires signatory states to
'facilitate... the fullest possible exchange of equipment,
materials and scientific and technological information for the
peaceful uses of nuclear enerdy'. It is argued that Australian
failure to mine and export uranium would contravene our
obligations under this article of the treaty. This, would weaken
the credibility of the treaty generally and would provide
waverers with a convenient excuse to withdraw from the treaty
altogether,

The precise nature of our obligations under this article have
never been clearly spelt out, Are we obligated to bring onstream
mines other than the ones that the government has decided to
permit? As things stand the government has made the political
decision to restrict mining to Ranger, Narbalek and Roxby Downs.
If we are not required to permit mining in other areas, on what
basis can we be said to be obligated to permit mining and export
from the above three?

Justice Fox dealt with this question in the First Report of the
Ranger Uranium Environmental Inquiry and concluded that:

'We have been advised, and we accept, that this Article
does not create a binding legal obligation, and in
particular does not bind Australia to mine its uranium
and sell it to any particular country, or at all.'

The concern about providing an excuse for waverers to drop out of
the NPT founders on the fact that the nuclear weapons states have
flouted their obligation under Article VI to take good faith
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steps to halt the arms race., This provides more than ample
ammunition for any state wanting to drop out,

A second recurring argument (17.19,17.20} stresses the need for
Australia to retain its status as a 'designated' member of the
International Atomic Energy Agency Board of Governors. This, it
is argued, gives us considerable scope to strengthen the
non-proliferation regime, particularly in regard to safeguards.
Our ‘designated' status rests on our being the member in our
region (South East Asia and the Pacific)} ‘'...most advanced in the
technology of atomic energy, including the production of source
materials', One has to pose the question of what we may need to
do to retain this status in future, We would need, presumably, to
keep ahead of other states in our region, such as Indonesia, that
are substantially increasing their effort by installing new
reactors., Has there been any serious attempt to look at
alternative ways of maintaining our 'designated' status by
advancing our efforts in other, more benign, areas of nuclear
research?

In paragraph 17.63 the Committee makes reference to the
'stringent safequards' under which Australian uranium is
supplied, implying that these should be regarded as sufficient.
Yet paragraph 17.45 contains an extensive list of deficiencies in
the international nuclear safeguards regime, provided by one of
the witnesses to the inquiry, to which no plausible responses are
offered. In 17.46 the Committee concludes that '...some of the
alleged weaknesses were valid, particularly those relating to the
management of the safequards system, which were said to be under
review in the IAEA'. The report also lists (17.53) a number of
significant deficiencies in Australia's bilateral safeguards
arrangements. Again, no plausible answers are offered to these
criticisms. The report simply concludes by favourably quoting the
ASTEC inquiry's conclusion that the requirements under these
bilateral arrangements '...provide as much control as can be
realistically expected...' (17.54).

The Committee majority is apparently content to recommend
continued mining and export of uranium on the strength of this.
An alternative view is that if the seriously flawed safeguards
regime is the best that can be 'realistically expected' then the
mining and export of uranium should be regarded as inherently
unsafe.
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CHAPTER 18: PEACE EDUCATION AND PEACE RESEARCH IN AUSTRALIA

We disagree with the Committee recommendation that 'peace
studies’ be incorporated into existing courses, rather than being
introduced as separate courses (18.23)., The Committee argues that
this is the safest way to go in the short term, at least, pending
resolution of a long list of problems set out in the preceding
paragraph relating to course content, emphasis and structure,

It is difficult to see the logic of this approach. If a serious
effort is to be made to incorporate 'peace studies' into existing
subjects, then many of the questions contained in paragraph 18.22
would need to be addressed anyway. Some (such as the 'focus' of
courses) will inevitably generate controversy, and it is
unreasonable to await some definite resolution before proceeding,
Other issues relate to practical aspects of course organisation
and are best addressed by building on experience gained after a
period of actually running the courses,

We strongly disagree with the view of the NSW Education Minister
(quoted in 18,11) that '...students can study peace issues in
subjects like Economics, Asian Social Studies, English, Science
and General Studies'. While it may well be true that these
subjects can provide insights relevant to problems of world
peace, this is no argument against having separate courses
dealing with a number of specific areas relevant to peace and
disarmament. One could equally say that Economics can be studied
in a course on Asian Social Studies (or vice versa); or that
English can be studied in a course on General Studies (or vice

versa). A course in 'peace studies' would draw on insights from a

number of disciplines, as well as incorporating material (such as
the history of the arms race) not found in any other course,

Our support for separate courses dealing with peace studies rests
simply on our view that the subject matter is of sufficient
importance to warrant such treatment.
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: D

In paragraph 21.10 the Committee comes out, 'on balance' against
the 'countervailing' theory of deterrence that now underpins U.S.
nuclearx strategy. We agree with this conclusion, but believe that
the way it is expressed grossly understates the weight of
argument against this doctrine. Our reasons for this view are set
out in our dissent to Chapter 10. We also broadly agree with the
Committee objective of moving to a position of 'mutual deterrence
at a much lower level of armaments than currently exist! (21.12).
We would stress, however, that this can be no more than a short
term solution, The aim should be to move to a world where
superpower relations are improved to the point where all forms of
deterrence (including the much less dangerous 'basic' and
'minimal’ variants) can be dispensed with. We wholeheartedly
concur with the Committee conclusion that ‘our long-term goals
should be to eliminate all remaining nuclear weapons and to
replace deterrence with a doctrine of collective or common
security’.(21.4)

We disagree with the Committee view that the Non-Proliferation
Treaty could be strengthened by increasing nuclear assistance to
member states of the NPT. We believe the safeguards regime
enforced by the International Atomic Energy Agency to be
inadequate, and in any case member states can withdraw on three
months notice. We are not convinced that there can be a hermetic
separation between the civil and military applications of nuclear
energy. These arguments are set out in detail in our dissent to
Chapter 17.

We regret the Committee decision to delete the paragraph
supporting the adoption of a no-first-use of nuclear weapons
doctrine by NATO (this would have been 21.37 d.). We see great
merit in maintaining a clear 'firebreak' between conventional and
nuclear weapons, particularly in the European theatre. We find
this decision particularly surprising given that, in an earlier
chapter, the Committee notes that:

'The Soviet doctrine of massive counterforce response,
together with NATO doctrine of first use of tactical
nuclear weapons in a local conflict, ensures that any

u o c, ns_-— ther accjden or contrived
- uick, SC. te t n —out exchange' (4.80).

In paragraph 21.13 the Committee links progress on arms control
and disarmament to liberalisation of the Soviet system of
government. While we regard expansion of political freedoms in
the Soviet bloc states as a laudable goal in itself, we are
opposed to making this a precondition of significant arms control
agreements, We agree with the view expressed in the Palme
Compission report that deliberate 'linkages' of this sort should
be avoided.
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DISSENTING REPORT

The Coalition categorically rejects one of the primary
assumptions on which this Report is based, namely the equation of
the two superpowers on the same moral level. The adoption of such
a spurious 'even-handedness' defies history, morality and our
basic national security interests,

Furthermore, meaningful arms control cannot be achieved without
compliance, and compliance is impossible to determine in a closed
society like the USSR without verification. Soviet violations of
arms control commitments are numerous and cannot, indeed, must
not, be minimized by the West,

The fact is that disarmament proposals must be developed against
the background of the USSR's massive and sustained build-up over
many years. The international arms control agenda cannot ignore
either Soviet military build-up or their violations of existing
Treaty commitments., It is only when States are able to feel
secure, and have confidence about the intention of other States,
will reliance on arms and their use, be most effectively reduced.

We, therefore, are unable to accept some of the recommendations
and underlying assumptions contained in the Report, The four key
areas of differences are:

1. The South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty;

2. The Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI) and Australia's
participation in its research;

3. Deterrence - the inadequate recognition of the defence
capabilities in the Western alliance required for
flexible response to ensure effective deterrence, and
the hesitancy to see deterrence as a necessary and
complementary concept to disarmament;

4. Verification - the insufficient emphasis on the massive
barriers to progress in disarmament and arms control
which arise from the closed nature of Soviet society and
the consequent impossibility of assessing arms control
compliance when in the USSR the means of verification
are withheld.

This dissenting report confines itself to these basic differences
in approach to disarmament issues. Questions of emphasis and
balance are to be found in some other parts of the Report.
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1. THE.SOUTE PACIFIC NUCLEAR FREE ZONE TREATY

A nuclear war, wherever it occured, would have catastrophic
consequences for Australia. There is no escape in nuclear-free
zones and in simply wishing we could opt out. We reject the
over—optimistic views of the Report on the benefits of the Zone
to Australia.

The Report discloses a contradiction between Australia's
membership of ANZUS (including the associated obligations for
sustaining strategically the inter-locking security system in the
Pacific) and the Government's sponsorship of a Treaty, which:

{a) creates the conditions for eroding the capacity of
the U.S, to match growing Soviet power in the
Pacific;

(b) rejects the maintenance support role for U.S.
deployment of nuclear-armed ships and aircraft;:

(c) creates the precedent for crucial regional
partners to do the same. A recent recommendation
of the Philippines Constitutional Committee to
incorporate the exclusion of foreign military
bases in the new Constitution is a case in point.
It is an indication of policy encouraged by the
isclationist trend implicit in the Nuclear Free
Zone Treaty.

Such spin-offs damage confidence in the West's
interlocking system of security designed to
restrict Soviet power, The neutralist pressures
which the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty
strengthens are not confined to the Pacific. They
are also exhibited in Nordic politics, Lord
Carrington, the Secretary-General of NATO, has
recently warned that, if Denmark yielded to these
pressures and denuclearised, that would
practically mean the end of NATO;

(d) among the principles espoused by a UN study for
nuclear free zones were the principles (16.14)

{c) the proposed zone should preserve the
regional status quo including existing
security arrangements;' and

'(e) it should have the support of
nuclear weapons states',

The failure of the Treaty to attract the
confidence of the U,S. (16.48) is surely premised
on the concern that the treaty is generating
political trends which disturb the existing
security arrangements. The protocol which the U.S.
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is invited to sign requires the U.S. to agree,
inter alia, not to station nuclear test devices in
the zone. If the U.S. accepts that commitment to a
zone for one part of the Pacific, it will be
poorly placed to resist a trend for the Marianas,
Tinian, Saipan and Palau (16.21(b)) to be included
in the zone,

Generally, Australia in supporting this Treaty places itself
apart from the responsibility to maintain an integrated
resistance to the expansion of Soviet power in the South Pacific,
an area of front-line strategic significance to Australia.

It must be appreciated that a principal Soviet aim throughout the
post-war period has been to divide the Western alliance, Instead
of pursuing arms negotiations actively in the serious quest for
an equal and stable strategic balance, the Soviets have tried to
develop and exploit differences among the Western alliance,
leaving us to negotiate among ourselves, while they sit back and
wait for unilateral concessions that they need not reciprocate.

The Soviet Union must understand that efforts to divide the
alliance will not work, for unity is essential to the success of
East-West negotiations. That is why New Zealand's break from
ANZUS has been so unfortunate and why the South Pacific Nuclear
Free Zone Treaty is unsatisfactory.

Australian and regional interests are better served by our
principled support of deterrence regionally and globally. We do
not accept the Report's recommendation that the zone enhances our
security.

It is demonstrable that a proliferation of the ideology of zonal
denuclearisation in the Western sphere of interest is not
paralleled by a reciprocal process in the Soviet sphere. Thus it
helps to upset the global balance through contributing to a
weakening of the West's nuclear alliance, It undermines existing
security arrangements -~ particularly ANZUS - and thereby leads to
an overall reduction in regional security. It implicitly denies
the likelihood of a deteriorating international/regional
environment (and the consequences for Australia) and quite
unnecessarily legislatively fetters our ability to respond to
what might possibly be a radically altered strategic environment.

In rejecting the SENFZ Treaty for this reason, we stress our
opposition to both the dumping of nuclear waste in the South
Pacific and to nuclear testing in the region. These can be
negotiated by separate Treaties.
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2. THE STRATEGIC DEFENCE INITIATIVE

We completely reject the Report's negative assessments of the SDI
research programs (eg see 12.44 p361 and 19,15 p576) and
recommendation for Australia not to participate in SDI research
(R31 p662).

We believe that the Strategic Defence Initiative is not only
visionary, but also highly prudent, It is a vital response to an
active Soviet research effort which, if not pursued, would leave
the USSR with a unilateral advantage in strategic defence, in
addition to its already awesome first strike offensive
capability. To do so would jeopardize the very foundations of
deterrence,

The report fails to sufficiently emphasize Soviet research
conducted since the 1960s in advanced technologies for strategic
defence, including high energy lasers, particle beam weapons,
radio frequency and kinetic energy weapons. These are the same
types of technologies that SDI is now looking into, It is
research and research only into a non—nuclear defence system.

It is a moral quest which seeks to replace offensive nuclear
weapons with defensive non-nuclear weapons, As repeatedly stated,
the SDI Research program will be consistent with all U.S. Treaty
obligations.

By refusing to take part we cut ourselves off from vital high
technology frontiers in both civilian and military technology.
We deny ourselves a part of the SDI research programme and we
encourage our scientists qualified in this area to leave
Australia. At another level, we deny ourselves any influence on
the objectives and eventual outcome of the research.

History is littered with examples of sceptics of progress. The
Report's conclusions on SDI propagate such negativism and ignores
the vital question of whether a more stable and defensively-based
deterrent is possible - a deterrent based on mutual assured
safety, not mutual assured destruction., SDI research offers such
an opportunity.

3. DETERRENCE

At the present time nuclear war is avoided and international
stability maintained by effective deterrence, and not simply arms
control. The Report, however, lacks cocherence in its analysis of
what is necessary to ensure that deterrence is effective and in
the implications of this for Australia's defence arrangements,

We agree that the stress must be on the importance of avoiding
nuclear war. But the disarmament process is only one part of the
answer, The other is the continuing role of a viable deterrence
policy. Deterrence serves as the essential regulating principle
for arms control. There then follows from deterrence the ideal of
disarmament; that is, a symmetrical diminution of nuclear
stockpiles so that they may continue to deter each other as they
are reduced,
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Australia's-own security is intimately bound up with the security
of the Western alliance and the viability of deterrence. The most
menacing threat to Western security is weakness, any scheme for
dealing with the nuclear balance that would disarm, even in part,
only one side, or upset the balance between the two sides, would
leave us more, not less, exposed, Deterrence, at this time,
remains the only effective and viable restraint to nuclear
conflict,

We must pursue every responsible path leading to reduced world
tension and disarmament, In pursuing a more stable world,
however, we remain consistent in our belief that Australia's
relationship within the Western alliance is fundamental to our
position in international relations. The alliance is not just the
ultimate guarantee of our security, it is a dynamic relationship
between partners that have the same basic and deep-rooted values.

The Report gives inadequate recognition to the defence
capabilities required in the Western alliance for deterrence to

be realistic and effective. This inadequacy is illustrated by the

. confusion and contradictions concerning 'basic' and ‘extended’
deterrence that are currently expressed by the Labor Government
through the Department of Foreign Affairs on the one hand and the
Department of Defence on the other. The contradictory approaches
to deterrence by these Departments is referred to in the Report.

We criticize the Government's confusion and the Report's failure
to recognise, in a coherent way, the necessity of flexible
response capabilities in the Western alliance to ensure that
deterrence works.

4. VERIFICATION

We reject the Report's insufficient emphasis on the massive
barriers to progress in disarmament and arms control which arise
from the nature of Soviet society and the consequent
impossibility of assessing arms control compliance when, in the
USSR, the means. of verification are withheld.

Verification involves the means to observe and detect an
opponent's adherence, and compliance involves the adherence
itself, whether detected or not. Both are critical. In such a
closed society as the Soviet Union, compliance is impossible
without verification,

bDisarmament then is not. something which can be achieved by words
or posture, Proposals have to build confidence, They need, in the
jargon of the disarmament professionals, to be transparent. They
have to be devised in such a way that the participants can be
confident that the agreement that they have entered into will be
honoured by Treaty partners.

If agreements do not contain proper verification and compliance
measures, and thus build-ip confidence, they are doomed to be
ineffective,
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our aim is to seek agreements involving mutual substantial and
milltar}ly significant reductions of nuclear and conventional
arms, with effective verification and compliance. Any approach
to arms limitation which ignores the need of verification and
continuing stabjility is ineffective, undesirable and dangerous,

Hon. A.S. Peacock, MP
Senator B.C. Teague

Mr R.F, Shipton, MP
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Hon. M.J.R. MacKellar, MP
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Australian Conservation Foundation
Mr R.E. Phelps, Project Officer

Australian Quaker Peace Committee (Victoria)
- Mr G.D. Hess, Convenor
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Mr B. Pittock, Member

Dr b. Ball, Head, Strategic and Defence Studies Centre,
Australian National University, Canberra.

Dr H. Blix, Executive Director, International Atomic Energy
Agency, Vienna.

H.E, Mr Richard Butler, Australian Ambassador for Disarmament.

Ms H., Clark, MP, Chairperson, Sub-Committee on Disarmament and
Arms Control, New Zealand Parliament,

Commonwealth. Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation,
Division of Atmosphere Physics, Mordialloc, Victoria

Mr %z, Galbally, Principal Research Scientist

Mr B. Bunt, Senior Principal Research Scientist

Dr G. Tucker, Chief of Division

Dr J. Dahlitz, Research Fellow in International Law and
International Relations School of Peace Studies, University of
Bradford.

Department of Defence officials, Canberra.
Department of Foreign Affairs officials, Canberra.

Mr A, Eida, Executive Director, International Peace Research
Institute, Oslo,

Mr 3. Goldblat, Senior Member, and Dr S. Lodgaard, Member,
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, Stockholm.

Greenpeace Australia
Ms M. Shanahan, National Disarmament Co-ordinator

Mr J. Martensen, United Nations Under Secretary-General for
Disarmament.

People for Nuclear Disarmament, New South Wales
Ms A. Horsler, Member
Mr D.J. Worth, Organiser

People for Nuclear Disarmament, Victoria
Mr R. Bolt, Convenor
Mr N.J. Maclellan, Member

Scientists Against Nuclear Arms, New South Wales
Mr M. Beard, Secretary
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Mr H. Shapar, Director General, Nuclear Energy Agency,
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development,

Ms I, Thorsson, Former Swedish Under Secretary of State for
Disarmament.,

Union of Soviet Socialist Republic's arms control delegation led
by Dr V. Petrovskii, Head, International Organisation Division,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Moscow.

United States Government arms control delegation led by Dr K.
Adelman, Director, Disarmament and Arms Control Agency,
Washington.

United States Government Strategic Defense Initiative
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Director for Defense and Arms Control Issues, National Security
Council.

Women's International League for Peace and Freedom
Ms E. Mattick, President, Australian Section

World Conference on Religion and Peace {(Australia)
Reverend P. Huggins, Melbourne
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Reverend P.J. Huggins, Secretary, Melbourne, victoria.
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Air Commodore M.A. Turnbull, Director-General, Military
staff, Strategic and International Policy Division,
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Department of Foreign Affairs

His Excellency Mr R. Butler, Australian Ambassador for
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Mr A,D. Campbell, Acting Deputy Secretary, Canberra,
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Australian Capital Territory.

Mr J.W. Sullivan, Acting Assistant Secretary, Peace and
Disarmament Branch, Canberra, Australian Capital Territory.
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Canberra, Australian Capital Territory.
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Australian Capital Territory.
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Friends of the Earth (Manly) Queensland
Mr L.R. Drake, Secretary, Manly, Queensland,
Mr K, MacDonald, President, Manly, Queensland.
International Atomic Enerdgy Agency

Dr H, Blix, Director General,

Medical Association for Prevention of War

Australian Branch

Dr G. Mann, Member, Lg¥ Organising Committee, Camperdown,
New South Wales. ‘
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South Australian Branch
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People for Nuclear Disarmament - Queensland
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