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PREFACE

This. volume, Recommended Strategies and Policies,
contains the concluding Chapters 21 and 22 of the
Report from the Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs and
Defence into Disarmament and Arms Control., It is hoped
that the publication of these chapters as a separate
document will result in more widespread dissemination
of the Committee's analysis and principal
recommendations.

The following page numbers (iv-715) correspond with the
location of the material in the Report,
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FOREWORD

1. This Report has been prepared to facilitate more
informed public debate in Australia over the dangers of nuclear
war and ways of reducing its likelihood in the future. It is the
culmination of nearly three years work in which the
Sub-Committee considered a large number of submissions from
interested groups and individuals, conducted public hearings
across Australia, and held detailed discussions with Australian
government officials, delegations from both the United States
and the Soviet Union, and numerous Australian and
internationally-known arms control specialists.

2. pistinguished overseas visitors included

Mr Jan Martenson, the United Nations Under Secretary-General for
Disarmament; Mr Asbjorn Eide, Executive Director of the
International Peace Research Institute in Oslo; Dr Hans Blix,
the Executive Director of the International Atomic Energy
Agency; Ms Inga Thorsson, a former Swedish Disarmament
Anmbassador; Mr Josef Goldblat and Dr Sverre Lodgaard, Members of
the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute;

Dr Kenneth Adelman, Director of the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency; Dr Vladimir Petrovsky, a senior Soviet
Foreign Ministry official; Mr Robert Lindhard, Acting Senior
Director for Defense and Arms Control Issues, US National
Security Council; and Professor Michael Howard, Regius Professor
of Modern History at the University of Oxford.

. I would like to record my appreciation to my fellow
Sub-Committee members, particularly Senator Baden Teague, the
Sub~Committee Deputy Chairman, for their perseverence and hard
work; and Dr Graeme Cheeseman, who served as specialist adviser
to the Sub-Committee throughout its inquiry.

4. I wish also to thank Australia's Ambassador for
Disarmament, Mr Richard Butler, for his valuable briefings; and
the officers from the Departments of Foreign Affairs and Defence
who contributed significantly to briefing the Sub-Committee as
well as giving evidence and providing submissions; also

Dr Desmond Ball and Mr Andrew Mack of the Australian National
University.

5. The elimination or reduction of the risk of nuclear
war is unquestionably the most important issue facing us today.
While public debate over the nuclear issue is well advanced in
Europe and North America, it is only just starting to take place
here as more and more Australians are becoming aware that we
would not be immune from the effects of a large-scale nuclear
war. Despite this growing awareness, very little has been
published in Australia on the nuclear debate, particularly on
our role in contributing to the maintenance of global peace and
security. Indeed, the debate that has occurred so far has tended
to be simplistic and has not tackled the real issues at the
heart of our nuclear age,

Xxxi

6. This report seeks to address this deficiency by
providing a summary of the basic facts and issues that underly
the nuclear debate as well as provide an assessment of
Australia's contribution to disarmament and arms control, It
begins with a description of our current international nuclear
circumstances, then examines a number of specific issues of
interest to Australia, and finishes with a discussion of what
should be done to eliminate or minimise the risk of nuclear war
in the future. It is our intention that the Report would be read
right through as a series of linked arguments describing where
we are now and where we should be heading in the future, Because
of the complexity of the subject, the Report has been structured
so that individual chapters can be read in isolation.

7. In addition, those who are already familiar with or
wish to avoid the largely descriptive and, in parts, technical
discussions contained in the early sections of the Report may
wish to read only Part 5. This begins with a broad overview of
our. current and prospective circumstances and examines some
possible future options, Part 5 then continues setting out the
Committee's own views on what should be done in both the short
and longer term to avoid the risk of nuclear war and to bring
stability and peace to our world, This is followed by the
Committee's summary and recommendations, which we submit for
acceptance by the Australian Parliament and for implementation
by the Australian Government.

8. The last two chapters of Part 5 - *Recommended
Strategies and Policies' and 'Summary of Committee Conclusions
and Recommendations' - have also been issued in a separate
'summary' report entitled 'Recommended Strategies and Policies®.

9. We trust that the Report will add to and stimulate
awareness and discussion within Australia of this very important
subject. We also hope that the Report becomes a useful document
for the many people around the world interested in the
Australian perspectives on disarmament and arms control in the
nuclear age, If the Report achieves these objectives, it will
have fulfilled an important role.

David Charles, MHR
Chairman

Disarmament and Arms
Control Sub-Committee
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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 nuclear 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
thergfore 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
bursue 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 twg basic oyjectives in both the shert and longer term. In
the Committee's view, our immediate goal should be to consalidate
and stab:.l:.sg our current nuclear circumstances, and begin moving
toward a position of mutual deterrence at much lower levels of
nuclegr armaments than currently exists. This would involve
pursuing policies which seek to:

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

b. rpinimise tl}e risk of nuclear war occurring by
accident or miscalculation;

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

d. improve United States-Soviet relations, and

eéncourage the political liberalisation of Soviet
society,

21.3 These short-term changes focus primarily on the

Superpowers, and represent an essential first step towards i
ac@zeylng 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 scme scope for unilateral initiatives by both
sxdes: 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 teplacement 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 risk 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 continuvation 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. Although 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
with the 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 puclear 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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condition known as Mutual Assured Destruction or
MAD - then each is deterred from using nuclear
weapons against the other. Basic deterrence is
directed solely at preventing the use of nuclear
weapons, It currently forms the basis of the
strategic nuclear policies of the United Kingdom
and France, and it is central to the strategy of
ninimup_deterrence, which has been proposed by
some for the United States and the Soviet Union.

b. Extended Deterrence which seeks to deter an
adversary from attempting to achieve a range of
foreign policy or military objectives by
threatening to deny him an advantage at whatever
level of action he chooses. This form of
deterrence incorporates the strategy of basic
deterrence but also seeks to deter a range of
other potential nuclear and non-nuclear threats
through the threatened use of nuclear force, It
requires extensive military forces and
capabilities and underlies the current strategic
nuclear policies of the United States - the
so-called 'countervailing’ theory of deterrence -~
and the Soviet Union (even though the latter's
policies are not described. in terms of
deterrence). A full discussion of these policies
is contained in Chapter 4.

21.7 Chapter 4 also showed that neither of these forms of
nuclear deterrence is totally satisfactory since the weapons
remain in place and there is no guarantee that they will not be
used in some future military conflict between the superpowers.
Furthermore, both forms of deterrence pose certain problems and
risks which need to be addressed. Basic deterrence is relatively
simple to carry out and does not necessarily entail an arms
race. But it may not prevent military conflict from occurring
below the level of strategic nuclear arsenals. It also provides
little flexibility for decision-makers in the event that
deterrence fails. Nor does it provide any scope to terminate a
nuclear conflict once it has begun. Extended deterrence
overcomes some of these problems, but it is a highly complex
means of preventing a full scale military exchange, Its
credibility crucially depends on being able to limit a nuclear
conflict to something well short of a strategic exchange.

21.8 Much of the deterrence debate is over the relative
risks of these two basic approaches. Those who favour extended
deterrence argue that it is more credible than basic deterrence,
and therefore more likely to be successful in preventing
military conflict between the superpowers. They consider that
extended deterrence has been instrumental in preventing such
conflict to date and that the possibility of deterrence failing
in the future is very remote. They acknowledge that there are
developments 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 eliminated 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 jinstruments of national policy.
This belief is based on the following underlying features of our
nuclear world:

a. nuclear.war_ is. unljkely 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_nuclear 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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c. 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 although the SDI program is researching
the feasibility of such a defence. At present,
both superpowers 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.

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
f;eedom, and facilitate progress towards nuclear disarmament.
w;gh 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, anhy 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 arms 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 continved development
of nuclear weapons. Such agreements would contribute to
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arresting the continuing and upward momentum of the arms 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 arms control agreements;
2. freezing the production of fissile material;

3. concluding a comprehensive test ban treaty;

4. prohibiting certain destabilising technologies:

I prohibiting the further development and
deployment of anti-satellite (ASAT)
weapons;

II 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. Beaffirming existing_arms_control adreements

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 agreements 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. Freezing the production of fissile material

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 adequace
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 safeguards.

3. 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 arms 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 on
all nuclear tests, and they should immediately ratify the
Partial Test Ban Treaty and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions
Treaty.

4. Prohibiting certain destabilising_technologies

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 easier 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
arms 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 unrestrajned 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.

21.27
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Specific initiatives favoured by the Committee are:

I. Prohibiting the_further development_and
deployment of anti-satellite_ (ASAT) _weapons. At
present, the United States and the Soviet Union
have only limited ASAT capabilities which do not
pose a significant threat to their adversary's
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. prohibiting the unilateral deployment_of
space-based missile defences. 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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III. Limiting_the deplovment of the cruise
nigsile. 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-armed
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 D00 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 limited Soviet stocks into a mutual arms
reduction agreement.

5. Strendthening_the hon-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 nuclear
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
including 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. It
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 reguires:

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;

II, monitoring and controlling the development
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

III. 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 nuclear 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;

IIT. adherence by gll states to the NPT;
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IV, development and promotion of civilian fuel
cycles that are restricted to using low-enriched
uranium;

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 to adopt
'full-scale' IAEA safeguards for their civil
nuclear 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 sensitive facilities, such as
reprocessing plants, provision of turn-key
reactors, and return of spent fuel to supplier
states,

21.33 Nuclear weapon_ free zopes. 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 require states in the
region not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons
for their own use, and extra-regjonal states not to depioy 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 should preserve
the regional status_qguo 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 find out what
was happening and to endage in diplomacy to reduce tensions and
avoid potential flashpoints., But a 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;

II, 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:

I.  Establishment of a_tactical nuclear weapon free
zZone_in_Europe_an ig_and the ultipate_eliminatiocn
of all tactical nuclear weapons. 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
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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.

IX. Pursuit of confidence-building and crisis
control measures. 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 subseguent 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
continuation of this process and the establishment of
similar forums covering other regions where opposing
forces directly confront each other.

III. Bemoval_or phasing-out of time-urdent_weapons
and_targets 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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l. MIRVed land and sea-based missiles such as the
U.S. MX 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
55-20 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. Establishing 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 S0 must never
be foughtt.

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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1. putual 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:

I. 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
nuclear 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.

21.42 As noted earlier, the Committee recognises, in terms
of realpolitik, a successful arms reduction proposg; should also
allow for a deygree of modernisation, enable each side to
structure its own forces in accordance with its particular
national security requirements and perceptions, and take 1n§o
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 alsc need to incorporate the nuclear force§ of the
minor nuclear powers as well as provide protection against the
rapid expansion of the nuclear capabilities of a so called
'threshold-state'.

21.43 The Committee has found that none of the proposals for
mutual 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 i
0 ained in

the Q1ffexgnt proposals which are worthy of further

;gg:;deratlon as part of any future proposal or negotiations.
are:

I. 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.lntermedlate-range nuclear forces, including
allied forces;

III. pha§ed reductions rather than a single move
51nci this egables both sides to adjust to each
new level and minimises the risk of politi
military fall-out; Political or

IV. percentage reductions rather than decreases
in absolgte numbers of weapons since they have a
greater impact on the arms of the side with the
larger arsenal and so progressively reduce the
moge obvious differences between the two sides;
an

v. the use of fissile material as a possible
currency of reduction. This approach would not
depend on problems associated with categorising
weapons systems and may be easier to verify and
control.

2. Avoiding largerscale_conventional war

21.44‘ While reducing reliance on nuclear weapons and
creating a 'firebreak’ between conventional and Euclear war will
reduce the risk of nuclear conflict, we should also ensure that
Fhe prospect of conventional war is not simul taneously
increased. A large-~scale conventional war may be considerably
less destructive than even a 'limited' nuclear war - and )
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.

21.45 The Committee considers that negotiations i
the nucleag arsenals of the two superpowegs must progggdrngClng
parallgl yxth, or be preceded by, a negotiated agreement for
establishing approximate parity in conventional forces between
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. Probhibiting the development, possession_and use of chemical
veapons
21,46 The present chemical 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
weapons 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 biological 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 Buperpowers. Such a change will not
be easy. The two societies are quite different and cannot be
treated on equal drounds or in equal ways. Moreover, the
respective national leaderships of the United States and the
Soviet Unjon 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
mutual 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 tehded 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
mdmﬂpunuﬂtﬂm.mmmﬂ%&thmmu%cmﬁﬂm
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
controlling 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 marg;nally over
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
Wworld, and areas of mutual interest and
cooperation (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 seeg 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
contribute 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 f£inds 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.
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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 he 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

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

These reguirements 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 resulting
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 arms to continue. This requires in the first 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 potentjial 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
reguirement.

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 conventicnal forces held
by all states and eliminating long~rande offensive
weapons that can be used to threaten other states;

II. halting big-power military involvement in the
Third World. 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 regulate 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
blackmailed. 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-yovernmental information
organs of printed and audio-visual material on
disarmament efforts and the dangers of the arms
race;

II. the proclaiming of a Disarmament Week each
year starting on Qctober 24 to foster the
objectives of disarmament;

III. 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;

Iv. 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; and

VIII. increased cooperation by the Center for
Disarmament with non~governmental organizations
and research institutes, and also with UN
specialized 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 sujtably 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. 1.16].

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.
The Committee recognises that it can be argued that it is not
possible to discuss the threat of nuclear war and the methods of
preventing 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 preference or predispositions. The
Committee recognises that Australia is part of a community of
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
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.
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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
alil-out (and final) exchange;

II. there would be no winners in a nuclear 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

IXI. there is currently no defence against nuclear
attack. There is no prospect for at least the
foregeeable 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 Strategies_and Policies

22.5 The Committee considers that in the short-term, we
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 should be
to stabilise our current nuclear circumstance and begin moving
towards a position of mutual deterrence at much lower levels of
nuclear armements than currently exists. This would involve
pursuing policies which seek to:

a. arrest the spread and contipuing competition_ in
puclear_arps by:

Becommendations

Rl. reaffirming existing arms control agreements
[paras, 21.17-18};

R3.

R4.

R5.

b.

R6..

R7.

R8,
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freezing the further production of fissile
material for use in nuclear weapons [(paras.
21.19-21};

concluding a comprehensive test ban treaty
{paras. 21.22-24]1;

prohibiting certain destabilising
technologies including [paras. 21.,25-27]:

I. the further development and deployment
of anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons;
II. the unilateral deployment of
space-based missile defences;
III. ‘the deployment of the cruise missile;
and

strengthening the nuclear non-proliferation
regime [paras, 21.28-34].

Minimise the risk of nuclear war occurring by
aceident or_miscalculation. The Committee would
encourage the superpowers to institute a range
of 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 initiatives
favoured by the Committee are:

a ban on the further development and
deployment of anti-satellite (ASAT) systems
[para. 21.37}:

establishment of a tactical nuclear weapon
free zone in Europe and Asia and the ultimate
elimination of all tactical nuclear weapons
[para. 21.37];

agreement on a range of specific
confidence~building and crisis control
measures {para. 21.37];

removal or phasing-out of time-urgent weapons
and targets [para. 21.37};

c. [Establish_mutual_deterrence at_a_reduced
level of armamepts. The Committee considers
that the only function of nuclear weapons
which cannot be achieved with conventional
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
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the state., The Committee further considers that
both the United States and the Soviet Union have
far.moge nuclear weapons than they need for
achieving nuclear deterrence,

R10. The Committee considers that both su erpowers
should reduce their current nuclear grsgnals
to much lower levels, and that they should
reverse the growing trend towards the
'conventionalisation' of nuclear armaments
[para, 21,397,

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
redgctlons in, or changes to, existing or
projected nuclear capabilities. Ultimately,
hcwever{ 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 cu
rrent
force levels need to satisfy the following:

. they must be verifiable;

« they should be significant enou h t
a real change; 9 © represent

» they should maintain overall parity between ¢t
strategic forces of the two sides;y veen the

. they.nged to facilitate progress towards
significant nuclear disarmament; and

« they should be feasible and achievable over t
short and middle term [para. 21.41]. ver the

A successful arms reduction proposal should a
a};ow for a degree of modetnisagion, enable eégg
side to structure its own forces in accordance
with its particular national security requirements
and perceptions, and take into account ail
categories or types of forces which have a bearing
ggsﬁhe ggrategic balance as well as specific

es concern to the negotiati i
lpara: 254908 gotiating parties

The Committee has found that none of the proposal
s

fog'mgtualfgorce reductions suggested to gats

satisfy sufficient of these requirem

i aery Suffi eq ents to ensure
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Nonetheless, there are in the Committee's view,
some concepts and elements contained in the
different proposals which are worthy of further
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; (2) the simultaneous
consideration of strategic and intermediate~range
nuclear 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 Uniied States - Soviet relations. The
Committee considers that many of the policies and
changes described above will not be possible
without a significant improvement in relations
between the 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
ultimately involve the superpowers. In the
Committee's view it is important to continue to
highlight 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 cpponent's
general international behaviour [paras. 21.50-51].

The Committee considers that any significant
normalisation of relations between the

Unjted 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:

. understanding 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;

. expansion of the current range of bilateral
scientific, 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_Long-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].

c¢. 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 gogcial _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 aggression, ot
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 military 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

R1l6. 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, especially
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 other 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 supports 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
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.

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 50 minimise the
risk of nuclear conflict {[para. 9.45].

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 disarmament
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].

Bustralia_and Deterrence

22.14 The Committee notes that opinion is divided over
whether deterrence, especially the way it is currently i
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 basis for continued
stability and peace in the longer term. There i§ alsq broad
agreement that the number of weapons currently 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 pe
some disagreement within the Government over how deterrence 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 support a
system of deterrence which is close to the present United
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.

R18. The Committee recommends that the Government
conduct a review into the present system of
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 arms,

The review and its findings should be made public and §h9uld
recc d 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
resexvations 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_ox 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
Austraija 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
cohtributions 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 Australiad'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 warfare, chemical weapons and on-site
inspections,

R21, The Committee recommends that the Government
identify appropriate unilateral moves thgt'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 Governmgnt'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 independent stand on_disarmamept_and
arms_control?

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
perceived 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 number 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
within 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,
and 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].

Copmunity 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 mipimum, 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 cbservance 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;

o
.

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 seem 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].

SDI_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 urgent need to redress these dangers but the
Committee has serious doubts whether the results of the current
SDI program will provide a solution,

R29. In 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 invalidate 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 improved and updated. The
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 implementation of legal
and political constraints to the continued existence and
proliferation of nuclear weapons strengthened by the active
intervention of science and technology. If 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 SPI 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_pustralia Contribute to SDI_research?
22.39 The Committee considers that:

a. Australia's support for, and participation 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;

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,

c

R31. The Committee therefore recommends that .
Australia should decline to participate in
the SDI program; and

d, Australia should emphasise the required
preconditions for any safe transition from 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 ke justified
{para, 12.52].

verification Technologies and Anti-Satellite (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 f£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. Purther:

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 reguirements 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 be sufficient, or adeguate, 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
argquments [para, 12.36].

To facilitate this process, the Committee recommends that:

R35, the SCC (Sstanding Consultative Committee) be
maintained as a channel of discussion on
verification and related matters between the
superpowers [para. 13.38]; 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].

australia's Role

22.43 The Rustralian 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 recompends 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
teffective’);

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 Australia;
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¢. the current means of monitoring co i
mpliance
and how these can be improved; and

d. detai1§ of Australia's present contributions
to verifying compliance with existing arms
control agreements [para. 13.43],

22.44 The Committee considers that Australia i

to 90ntg1bute to_the development of independeit m:g:glgfcont1nue
monitoring complzance 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-Patellite (ASAT) Warfare

22.45 The Committee shares the United Nations’

Australian Government's concern over the prospegss :Eg ;gfential
consequences of continued and unrestrained development and
deploymen§ 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 i
R ee C ] mportant to
begin negot1§t1ons on an agreement‘bagning the
further testing and deployment of all ASAT
weapons as soon as possible. (Refer R6).

The initial treaty negotiations could be re i
1niti e stricted to
prohibiting the testing and development of future ASAT systems
ggg;sagﬁgsfé ﬁge que§§10ndof destruction of existing superpowe;
considered and th i
Iparas. 13 55 06)" e treaty extended to all nations

R39. The Committee recommends that, Au i
C: d v stralia call for
a ban on dep}oyment of all existing ASAT systems
:ggtin 1mgedz§te moratorium on the further
ng, development and deployment
systems [para. 13.56]. ploy Of new AShT

22.46 The Committee accepts that there ma
verlflcayion problems, particularly with respﬁcgetgogﬁe
dgs@rgctlon of.ASATs and the overlapping functions of some
c1v;1§an gnd military satellites. These may require special
verification techniques to be developed. The Committee considers
ﬁgitcg;pgglance,ftgﬁ risks associated with potential

~compliance o e treaty are less than tho
competition in ASAT weaponsyand capabilities? ?ﬁ :ﬁyagaggfettered
agreements to prevent further testing and deployment of ASAT
weapons should not prevent either side from making its space
%gsgg? robust against violations of such agreements [para.
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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
CTB 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 CIB 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 & 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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R4l. 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 Service as a
part of the UN-sponsored international 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 Austratia 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,

Regardless of whether or not a CIB is establighed, 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 lparas. 14.77-78],

The Joint United States Australian Defence Facilities
{Chapter 15)

22,50 The Committee acknowledges that over recent years an
increasing amount of information on the facilities has been 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 public, to derive a
fully informed and authoritative view on their role or
contribution to global security [para.15.86).

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 to justify 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?

1

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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facilities connected to, how important are they to

the continued operational survivability of the
system and what alternatives exist; and

the broader strategic and defence-policy context

within which the facilities and their parent systems

operate {para. 15.86].

Technical Considerations

22,51 On the basis of information drawn from the public
record, a number of observations and conclusions can be made

with respect
facilities.

a.

to the functions and purposes of each of the

North West Cape. The facility at North West
Cape plays no role in the verificatiqn of arms
control agreements and so should be judged
solely in terms of its contribution to i
maintaining deterrence. It is clear that it
supports extended deterrence by providing
communications to submarines and surface ships
of the United States and allied navies .
including U.S. attack submarines on patrol in
the Indian and Pacific Oceans. North West Cape
also appears to play a role in maintaining
basic deterrence through the provision of
communications to SLBM submarines. The
importance of these roles seems to be
decreasing with the introduction of alternative
means of communication between U.S. command
authorities and its SSBN fleet.

Given that the joint facility at North West
Cape is a communications relay station, and the
allegedly restricted access to the U.S. cypher
office located at the facility, it seems
unlikely that Australian personnel located at
North West Cape could directly monitor orders
being relayed through it.

Nurrungar. The Joint Defence Space
Communications Station at Nurrungar forms part
of the U.S. satellite-based Defense Support
Program (DSP). The DSP satellites and
associated ground control stations provide
early warning to the United States of Soviet
ballistic missile launches as part of an
initial attack on the United States, thus
contributing to basic deterrence., The DSP
satellites also carry nuclear detection
(NUDETS) equipment which can be use@ to mon;tor
above-ground nuclear explosions. This function
could be used to verify arms control agreements
although the DSP satellites are not essential
for this purpose.
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The importance of Nurrungar's contribution to
America's early warning and assessment
capabilities is decreasing with the deployment
by the United States of new technologies and
systems designed to improve the survivability
and redundancy of its strategic C3 systems, If
these developments continue on schedule, it
would seem that over the coming decade, the
Nurrungar ground station will no longer be
required except perhaps as a back-up facility.

Q

Pine Gap. The Joint Defence Space Research
Pacility at Pine Gap is part of the United
States' satellite intelligence monitoring
network which collects a range of information
on the military activities and forces of the
Soviet Union or other targeted nations. The
information can be used for a variety of
purposes: to monitor compliance with arms
control treaties; to provide early warning of a
potential adversary's actions or intentions;
for operational planning purposes; or to
monitor existing operations - either
conventional or nuclear, The actual use of the
information gathered and the relative
importance of these uses is very difficult to
determine without access to official U.S.
doctrines and policy.

d. Other Facilities. There are a number of other
facilities located throughout Australia which
make some. contribution to the United States'
strategic posture. These include the Omega
navigation station in Victoria (which is by its
nature useful to any and all shipping and
aircraft in the area), the Tranet satellite
earth station in South Australia and the
satellite ground station at Watsonia which is
part of the U.S. DSCS network and links the
Australian Defence Signals Directorate in
Melbourne to the National Security Agency, the
CIA and the Naval Ocean Surveillance
Information Centre (NOSIC) in the United
States. Very little is known about the
functions of this last station except that it
probably relays information on ship and
aircraft movement which is collected by DsD
high frequency-direction finding (HF-DF)
stations located in Australia and its
surrounding region., Such information would be
used by the U.S. Command Authorities for
operational intelligence purposes
[para. 15.88].

22,52 Overall, it appears that the defence facilities in
Australia are concerned primarily with supporting global
deterrence and that verification of arms control agreements is
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 improvements in and
diversification of the United States' strategic C3 system
[paras. 15,89-90}.

Strategic_and Political Considerations

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].

Future_Qptions

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 sidnificant
destabilising effect on our region, with potentially serious
consequences for Australia's own security, as well as reduce the
regional 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 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 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].

22.57 The Committee notes that the role of the Joint 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 (BWACS) 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 national
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 Comprehensjve Study_of the_Question of
the Nuclear Weapon. Free Zones_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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zZone. It provides for peaceful nuclear development under
1ntgrqationa11y 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. ghe‘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

¢. 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].

22.6? 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
supportinyg 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 Thg Committee considers that the SPNFZ Treaty plays a
useful role in extending the non-proliferation regime and in
preventlng 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
nuc}ear weapons would not be used or threatened to be used
aga§n§t 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].

674,

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 regional 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 safeguards 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 denerally
support Australia's continuing efforts in the IAEA and elsewhere
to improve nuclear safequards, 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 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 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 _nuclear 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}.

Safequarding. against. diversion from the civilian nuclear fuel
cyele

22,68 The IABA nuclear safeguards and procedures are a
crucial part of the non-proliferation regime, While much has
been done in recent years to strengthen international
safeguards, 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

b. 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
research into the disposal of high level waste
[para. 17.507.

It also considers that Australia should use its influence as a
member of the IAEA Board of Governors to ensure that adequate
safequards are developed to prevent diversion of plutonjum 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 .
weapons-grade fissile material such as highly enriched uranium
and plutonium. The Committee recommends that:
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R49. 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
inguiry 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. 17.55].

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 thenm.
Where Australian uranium is suspected of being
8o used Australia should insist on a full
investigation and, if necessary, suspend supply
[para. 17.56].

The_Export and_Use of Australian_Urapium
22.73 The Committee accepts that there is no shortage of

uraniom in the world to supply fuel to the civil nuclear
industry and that the industry can proceed whether or not



677.

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 Agency 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.
17.61-62].

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
ovgrgidlng requirement is that the courses should encourage a
spirit of critical inquiry [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 egamination of the significance of peace education
anq 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
Inquiry or any expert bureaucracy's proliferations, The authors
of a §atisfactory 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 service in contributing to a high standard
of governmental and community understanding on disarmament and
arms control 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; and

. providing‘a‘focus for, and where possible
facilitating related research efforts at other
tertiary institutions,
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These associated functions cculd 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 Weapons (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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R6l. 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 agreement of a Chemical
Weapons Convention in the CD; and

R62. c. 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
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APPENDIX 1
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Australian Conservation Foundation
Mr R.E. Phelps, Project Officer

Australian Quaker Peace Committee (Victoria)
Mr G.D. Hess, Convenor
Mr P.D, Jones, Field Worker
Mr B. Pittock, Member

Dr D. 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 Z%ealand Parliament.

Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation,
Division of Atmosphere Physics, Mordialloc, Victoria

Mr 2Z. Galbally, Principal Research Scientist

Mr B. Hunt, 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 J. 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._shapat, Director General, Nuclear Energy Agency,
urganisation 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
b¥ 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
Consultation Team led by Mr Robert Linhard, Acting Senior

glrector for Defense and Arms Control Issues, National Security
ouncil,

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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Territory.
Bishop D.A. Garnsey, Chairman, Canberra, Australian Capital
Territory.
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Capital Territory.
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Reverend P,J, Huggins, Secretary, Melbourne, victoria.

Department of Defence

Mr W. Connick, Director, Materials Research Laboratories,
Canberra, Australian Capital Territory.

Mr R.K, Thomas, Assistant Secretary, ANZUS and United Nations
Branch, Canberra, Australian Capital Territory.

Air Commodore M.A. Turnbull, Director—General, Military
staff, Strategic and International Policy Division,
Canberra, Australian Capital Territory.

Department of Foreign Affairs

His Excellency' Mr R. Butler, Australian Ambassador for
Disarmament, Canberra, Australian Capital Territory.

Mr A.D. Campbell, Acting Deputy Secretary, Canberra,
Australian Capital Territory.

Mr T.C. Findlay, Acting Head, Disarmament and Multilateral
Section, Canberra, Australian Capital Territory.

Dr R.J.D. Gee, Acting Head, Arms Control Section, Canberra,
Australian Capital Territory.

Mr J.W. Sullivan, Acting Assistant Secretary, Peace and
Disarmament Branch, Canberra, Australian Capital Territory.

Mr J.A, Tilemann, Acting Assistant Secretary, Nuclear Policy
Branch, Canberra, Australian Capital Territory.

Mr D.A. Townsend, Assistant Secretary, Nuclear Policy Branch,
Canberra, Australian Capital Territory.

Mr R.A., Walker, Acting Special Disarmament Adviser, Canberra,

Australian Capital Territory.
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Friends of the Earth (Manly) Queensland

Mr L.R. Drake, Secretary, Manly, Queensland.
Mr K. Macbonald, President, Manly, Queensland.

International Atomic Energy Agency

Dr. H. Blix, Director General.

Medical Association for Prevention of War
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Miss A.E. Horsler, Member, Sydney, New South Wales,

Mr D.J. Worth, Organiser, Sydney, New South Wales.
pPeople for Nuclear Disarmament - Queensland

Mrs T.M. Brunton, Member, West End, Queensland.

Mr G.R. Clarke, Member, West End, Queensland.

Mr M.D. Hayes, Adviser, Toowong, Queensland.

Dr N.W. Preston, Chairperson, West End, Queensland.
People for Nuclear Disarmament - Victoria

Mr M.E, Hamel-Green, Member, Carlton South, Victoria.
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People for Nuclear Disarmament (Camberwell) - Victoria
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of the Central Organisation of People for Nuclear
Disarmament, Camberwell, victoria.
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Peace Research and Resource Centre of Queensland
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g, Queensland.
Mr M.D. Hayes, Member, Toowong: Queensland.
Ms A.T. Ingamells, Member, Toowong, Queensland.

Religious Society of Friends
{Quaker Peace Committee of the Hobart Regional Meeting)

gz g.A. Bailey, Member, Newtown, Tasmania.
r D.H. Coward, Corresponding Secretary, Newtown, Tasmania.

Returned Services League of Australia
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Scientists Against Nuclear Arms

National Branch
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arence Gardens,
grofessor.w. Moran, Member, Clarencé Gardens. "
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United Nations Association of Australia
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Mr C.J. Hoskyns, Chairman, Disarmament Committee, Adelaide.

Tasmanian Branch
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SUMMARY_OF DISSENTS

The following members of the Committee dissented from
the Report in the areas indicated. The detailed dissents are
contained in the full Report, pages 681 to 705.
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Peace Education and
Peace Research in
Australia
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.

3. Hon A.S. Peacock, MP . The South Pacific
Senator B.C. Teague Nuclear Free Zone
Mr R.F. Shipton, MP . The Strategic Defense
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