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AIR WAR COLLEGE RESEARCH REPORT ABSTRACT

TITLE: The Changing Western Alliance in the South Pacifido

AUTHOR: Brian L. Kavanagh, Wing Commander, RAAF

I~The Western alliance {n the South Pacific has
experienced three decades of success based on a cooperative
spirit established through its keystone, the ANZUS Treaty.
Over the last few years some events have occurred in the
region which are now challenging this spirit.

The author examines the alliance, including its
history, objectives and the issues confronting it. He also
analyses current policies of ANZUS nations and their
perceptions of the Treaty. He concludes that the
traditional ANZUS Treaty can no longer meet the security
objectives of its members, and requires major revision. A

blueprint for change is sugyested.-{ -
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

"Our commitment to the security I
our allies and friends is a commityrent
to our own security as weli" (1)

Caspar W Weinberyger

There 13 a consensus today swmong Lradling nations o
the world that a new, stralegic inlerest is emerging in the
Pacific region. While the East - West political struggles
in Indochina, the two Koreas and the Philippines have no
Joubt contributed to this clate of afiaire, economic
concerns appear to be the main driving force. Central to
the issue are the emergence of Japan as a lcvading industri -
al nation and the enormous trade connections it has with
Lthe United States and Lhe rest of the world. The anicciat
ed growth of the countrliez of the Associaticn of 3uiath Eaw:
Asian Nations [ASEAN) has also helped. The world, and
euspecially the superpowers, is turning mere to the Pacitic
to satisfy various economic needs.

The Peaples' Republic of China, led by Deng
Xiaopiny, has undergone a transformation, «nd as part of
ity economlc reforms the Chinese government is now looking
Lo the Pacltflc natlions for guidance and iove tment . FEven

suviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev has made it - lear that the

USSR for many redsons, not Lhe least beinyg ecconomic, nuw




places high priority on improving relations with both China
and Japan.[(2) Meanwhile the Soviet Union continues its
military build-up in East Asia, and the Unjited States,
retaining a wavering Philippines as a keystcue of Western
power projection in the Paciflc, accumulates an untavour-
able balance of trade with Japan unprecedented in her
history.

The new world interest is not contalned solely
within North East Asia, around the economic giants. Because
vf superpower interest in the Indian Ocean and the increas-
ing fmportance of Sea Lines Of Communlcatlon [SLOC] frowm
the Middle East tou northern Pacific regions which pass
through South East Asian 'chuke points', the whole Pacific
Ocean now plays a more important part in the communicatl tons
network of trading natiouns.

While the world watches the Pacific with renewed
interest, a number of events has occurred in the Soulh West
Pacific over the last few years that has caused serious
concern for the natlons of the free world, ond which has
upset the traditional stabllity of the area. For the
purposes of this study, the South Pacific reyion encompass-
¢s the area of Pacific Ocean between Australia, Pdapua New
Guinea and New Zealand in the West, and the coastline of
South America in the East. It includes the countries ot
Australia, Papua New Guinea and New Zealand as well ds the
island chains of Micronesia, Melanesla uand Polynesla, south
of the Equator. The South West Paclflc dencvtes the western

half of this reglon.




The most significant development has been the
unravelling of the very foundation upon which the Western
alliance depends ‘n the region, namely the Australia, New
Zealand and United States [ANZUS) Treaty. For the past 34
years ANZUS has welded its three member natiouns together
and ensured peace and reqional stability by maintaining a
dominant Western power presence throughout the South

Paciflc. Dislocation of the Treaty occurred in February

1985, when the New Zealand Labour Party, newiy elected on a

popular mandate to establish a nuclear-free New Zealand,

refused port entry to the US Navy ship, USS Buchanan. This

was done in response to a US refusal, in accourdance witlh

Defence Department policy, to confirm or deny 4 presence c

¢

S

nuclear arms or power on hoard any US ships. The NZ Govern-

ment asserted that denial of port access to nuclear armed
or powered vessels was its sovereign right and within the
confines of ANZUS, while the US avowed that unrestricted
port access was a contiguous part of any alliance. Both
parties stood on positions of fundamental principle, which
according to each were lrreconcilable, and the Treaty it-
self was open to either interpretation. Today Lhe ANZUS
Treaty remains in existence, but "..in a state of
suspense”, as was noted ambiquously by the Australian
Foreign Minister, Bill Hayden [3], with Australia ané the
US reaffirmed in their bilateral defence interests and New

Zealand having been struck from the US 1ist of bouna fide

i

allies.

Another threat to security arrangements in the




South West Paclific 1=s the gradual and systenatlc encroach-

ment of the Soviet Union into a region which in the past

:“ has held no special interest for it. This was predictable
4 3gd

§§§ given its new interest in the Pacific and the strains

r&‘ within ANZUS. As the strateyglst Dora Alves predicted in
{ég 1984, "...the withdrawal of any ANZUS partner would send a
?%3 very potent signal to the Soviets.." (4] The Soviet

o government has completed a one year fishing contract with
iﬁ: Kiribati [formerly Gilbert Islands], has approached Papua
:?% New Guinea, Tuvalu, and the Solomon Islands for similar

:f? contracts, and very recently obtalned a new fishing agree
gsz ment, which includes statiouning rights, with Vanuatu

gﬁg [formerly the New Hebrides]. These inroads ut Soviet

fﬁio influence are particularly disturbing Lo the ANZUS nation.
&$ for obvious security reasons.

5?§ The spirit of ANZUS has been further taxed by other
E%: issues within the region. One of the most countentious

T), among alliance members is the continuing nuciear debate

s ot

:i% Leyond the NZ unilateral action . Over the last 15 years
té? both New Zealand and Australia have become more independent
e:, in foreign policy, ia part as a result of shifting away
§i§ from previous narrow overseas trade markets and of moving

ﬁ&% towards greater self-rellance In defence. The tendency now
i;w is to less subjugation to the policies of other powers aid

ég@ tc more representation of national interests in the inter

$§2 national arena, particularly in regard to such nuclear

N

s issues as nuclear disarmament, a Comprehensive Nuclear Test
.o

kgé Ban Treaty and the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone [SPNFZ])
Y

L .




Treaty. The peace movement and anti-nuclear groups e
active and well supported in both countries.

The latest and possibly most damagirg threat tc¢ the
alliance after the New Zealand split is the US Congress'
decision to subsidize ouverseas grain and sugar sales in
support of an ailing US agricultural industry and at the
expense of traditional Australian marketu. In the word: of
the Australian Foreign Minister, "genuine outrage" was felt
among the Australian people, many of whom questioned for
the first Lime Lhe true value of Lhe alliance. Coupled with
past complaints from SW Pacific Island states of "poaching®
in Exclusive Economic Zones and encroachment: into
sovereign territories by American private fiching fleets,
this has led to a 4growing disenchantment witlli the United
States within the South West Pacific.

The increasing number of disputes presently
challenging the ANZUS Treaty is in many respects indicative
of the state of flux which the entire Pacific is under-
going. As world strategic interests chanye, traditiounal
«41lied interests and objectives within regions may need tu
be reviewed. Certainly the poljiciez that are currently
employed by the US and its allies wilhin the South Pacific
are susceptible to the changing environment, and should be
constantly reevaluated.

A reassessmenlt ol those policies therefore o the
essence of this study. It poses the guestion: in the

changling envirvnment of the Pacific, do present polivies of

the Western alliance in the South Pacific fuily support

5




Alliance securlty objectives today, and will they contiaae
to dv 50 into the future? The paper's specific aim is to
review current policies against security oblicctives jin a
changing Western slliance, to identify policies that are
inadequate, and to sugygest adjustments nececssary to protect
alliance interests in the years ahead. The analysis will
first look at ANZUS in general, including its history,
status today, and objectives. Policies will then be re-

viewed, and lastly, if considered necessary, alternative

policies will be recommended.




I CHAPTER 11
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i THE ANZUS ALLIANCE

};ﬂ "In short, diminish us

o and you diminish all of us." (1]

Rt. Hon. Sir Wallace Rowlling

o NZ Ambassador to the USA

e

}$§ History

;%} From the beginnings of their European settlements,
E?} both Australia and New Zealand suffered a sense of remote-
ﬁgg ness and vulnerability which encouraged them to seek

Tﬁ& alliances with more powerful natlons. First, alongside

ﬁ?: Britain, Australia and New Zealand, bound by a tight,

,%§ enduring bond formed from the ANZAC [Australia New Zealan.l
’ﬁﬁ Army Corps] spirit of World War 1, fought in two world wars
ﬁé. to support 'Mother England'. The United States' influence
Eﬁi on the war in the Pacific and the British withdrawal cast
iﬁ of Suez after the war caused a subsequent shift of

fh% allegiance to the United States by the trans Tasman twins.
é&. With the onset of the 'cold war' after 1945, wilde-
?%’ spread disillusionment with the United Natiocns' coliective
;i security system, the Korean War, and fears of a US supporti-
%ﬁ ed Japanese defence independence, Australia and New Zealaad
,ai vied for a forwal alllance treaty with their new-found,

- . powerful, wartime ally. On 1 September 1351, the ANZUS |

Security Treaty was signed in San Francisco and came into

B i,




PR L LY T N
el P
Ol

force when ratlfied by Australlia, New Zealand and the un
<9 April 1952. Since that time ANZUS has been the mainstay
of the Western alliance in the South Pacific. It becawe
more than a security treaty; it was a total relationship
among the three members which encompassed historical,
cultural, personal, political, and commercial links, as
well as close defence covoperation designed to ensure ANZUS
forces could operate together guickly and eftectively
should the need arise.(2])

ANZUS has had unprecedented success over the past
34 years, exemplified by continulng peace in the area and a
general underlying consensus that is not evident in moust
vther Western alliances. While the Treaty was loosely
worded, and the alliance had no formal organizational
support structure or military command, its success was due
in part to the spirit of cooperation, consultation and
mutual consent which underlay 1t.

The turning point in this hitherto ideal relation-
ship came with the declaration of the Nixon Administrat-
ion's 1969-70 'Guam Doctrine' of US withdrawal from Soutlh
East Asia, and the dlictum to Its allles that America would
in the future "..lo0k to the nation directly threatencd to
assume the primary responsibility of providing the manpowetr
for its defense.."{3] Total reliance on strong, powerful
allies for defence was now 4 thing of the past for
Australia and New Zealand. This alsuv marked the beginning

0of{ the end to the 'Forward Detfence' pullcies that had

prevailed in both countries until that time. RBRoth would




now Jook to greater defence self-reliance nd would neek
greater cooperution with regional neighboure, while at the
came time reevaluating their unswerving loyalty to the
world-wide policies of the US as had been the case in the
past. On this point, Thukur in his treatise on New
Zealand's foreign policy choices in the nuclear age
explains that "..the Vietnam war was most probably the
critical catalyst in leadingy New Zealand away from the role
of faithful and unthinking ally.."(4]) In Australia alosu,
the "All the way with LBJ"(S]} thinking of the people in the
sixties was soon diverted by a conscious nat lonwide re-
assessment of Australia's capability to support a more
independent, self-reliant and even 'continental' defence
strategy.

It was at this time that the seeds o¢i doubt were
sewn as to exactly huw far the United States would commit
itself to the security of South East Asian and Pacific
allies in a post-Vietnam era. From this puint onwards the
significance and expectations of the Treaty to each member
became less clear, and differing perceptions of the meaning
of ANZUS evolved. The extent of the divergence of allies'
perceptions was only fully realised when the current crisi-.
Letween the US and New Zealand began to unfoid. To
illustrate the puint, consider that the US was totaily
nonplussed al New Zealand's determination to proceed with
its "jirresponsible action," while New Zealand for her part
completely underestimated the US reaction to this “one

rather narrow issue," as Mr Lange termed the denial of port

i (8 8 s A ) DO LM L JOR M LT v R
e DO ;7:’.,.it.;l";?l‘», WA T LT e




accesz. The fact that the situation has not been reszolved,
even after two years of careful negotiation is further
evidence of these irreconcilable differences. Coming to
Jrips with the different perceptions of the meaning of
ANZUS is crucial to understanding the whole complex of the
alliance as it exists today: therefore perceptions will be
examined more closely in a later chapter.

At present the ANZUS Treaty is, in the words of
Australia's Prime Minister Hawke, "a treaty in name only."
At a recent bipartite ANZUS council, US Secretary of State
Grorge Shultz declared the ANZUS Treaty "lnoperative" aud
announced that the US was "suspending its scuurity obligat-
ions to New Zealand."(6] The door was left ovpen to New
Zealand, however, Lo permit a return to trilateral co
operation should she see fit. Unfortunately New Zealaund
seems unwilling or unable to relent as the Ldange Government
is proceeding with actlion to legislate its nuclear arm.;
policy. Secretary Shultz fturther warned that the status ot
ANZUS would be "reviewed" if New Zealand proceeded with the
proposed legislation. Many speculate this would mean the

formal abolition of AN2ZUS.(7) At the time of writing the

of oad

g%g' proposed bill had not been passed by both New Zealand
;i%{ Huuses of Parliament.

;Q;‘ In the meantime the Australlian Foreiyn Minister
Eggﬁ Bill Hayden, and the New Zealand Prime Minister, in an
;%& attempt to expand bilateral co-operation between the two

countries, have held talks in Wellington. Both however

publicly agreed that the defence relationship between the

10




two countries could not be expanded significantly. An
Australian expectation of gqgreater defence sgending by New
Zealand to improve defence links was dampencd by
wellington's declaration that New Zealaind had no plans to
increase its defence budget. (8] Conversely, Wellington's
zZpectation that Australia wmight take up defence respons-
ibilities to New Zealand where the US left off was abruptly
Jispelled by Bill Hayden.

The question that many are now asking i: where will
it all go from here? All agree that ANZUS is in a crisis,
the Treaty is weakened by the New Zealand split, and the
alliance is threatened by other political and commercial
issues. As Washington and Wellington countinue to exchange
rhetoric, Australlan Foreign Minister Hayden, with concerns
of his own, warned that "..Australia and the United States
have reached a stage in their alliance of quite extra-
ordinary significance.." He further stressed the need to
determine exactly the value of the alliance to cach other
and to consider these "..current developments in the
alllance with great care..”(9])

A logical way of coming to terms with a crisis sach
as this is to go back and reexamine the basic ovbjectives
npon which the Treaty was originally set up and is now
operating. Reaffirming traditional security objectives
will help to focus on the overall aims of the Treaty;
identifying new objectives will provide guldance for rval-
uating policies and perceptions and nuking adjustment: tor

future alliance inteyrity.

11




i@ Securlty dbjectlves

A

3 A close perusal of the ANZUS Treaty document sheds
égﬁ little light on specific security objectives. Only vague
i%: terms are found in the articles of the Treaty, such as
.:;r "resist armed attack," or “consult..[(1f)..territorlal
%%?1 integrity, political independence or security...is threat-
?%ﬁ' ened."([10] As has often been suggested, the loose wording
t 0f the ANZUS Treaty was intentional, specifically designed
E%& to retain utmost flexibility through consensus, rather than
ﬁig relying on formalized structures 4 i the cuse with other
{L;' treaties such as NATO. What is also different about ANZUS
ﬁéﬁ is that although set up originally 4s a defence treaty
ﬁ%zi only, its brvad terms allowed it to develop into an
fé?z alliance of far more counsequence than simply one for mutual
ﬁ? defence. One would expect therefore an all-encompassing
éﬁ% ANZUS to have engendered other objectives beyond those

#5? connected only with defence and the employment of millitary
ti‘ power. Both the United States and Australia darc¢ acutely
RO
ﬁgﬁ aware of the vastuness of the South Pacific rvgion, the
fé& diversity of history, culture, politics and economics of
ﬁ:& the many island states, and the vulnerabllity of their own
:fm' SLOC to attack by opposing forces. 1In a region of such
35% complexity, political and economic objective:s also play a
:ﬁ? large part in regional security.
e
%gg In his book The Australian - American Security
%ﬁﬁ Relationship, Henry Albinski, a leading US expert on South
,1:_ Pacific affairs, addresses some of the regiunal, political
i&i interests of both countries that stem trom these compiuvx-
O

. 12
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Vel tties.  "Australian and American regional objectijiven

include the stability and friendship of resident nation:s

Al and a harmonious climate of Intraregional relations." He
B
i
ﬁ% puts it wore succinctly that both countries .ee their
i
[ 4
i seciarlty objectlives In the reglon related to "the collect:
ey ive cooperatlon as well as the individual viability of
N
E.'
lg reglional countries.” [emphazis added] [(11) Secretary
Ay
ol Shultz, speaklng of the East Asla-Paclfic reglon in 1985,
X4 affirmed the US view of the importance of the two
i
33 objectives ldentified by Albinski:
2
T Our goal can be simply stated: peaceful progress for
iA all countries ln the reglon, based on a shared belief
" in the value of economic cooperation, and mutual
ne respect for the rights of all participants to freeily
:': pursue their own interests. (121
fg In closing his chapter on the South Facific,
y Albinski gives a more detailed list of traditional American
i
;‘I
:N - Australian security objectives in the reqgion. In additiun
AN
i; to the aim of fostering an orderly, intrareq.onal political
. i‘
J climate, he cites promotion of the health an:d upkeep ot the
o
%; ANZUS alliance, ensuring adequate uccess and mobility f{-r
)
%)
k? ANZUS forces, and minimlzing regional Soviet influence ao
.“'?.
B issues central to continued regional peace and harmony.[(13]
fy
aq Professor Albinski's list is indeed supportive of US
3,
u;).,i
:;‘ national interests in East Asia and the Pacific, which werr
L]
vy,
¢ recently articulated by Gaston J Sigur, Assistant Secrelary
a
$ of State for East Aslian and Pacific Affairs, when he spouke
‘!,
E. uf cooperation and cousultation, maintaloning the stiategic
\’.;

i balance through defence commitments, support for democrat-
gg ization and human rights, and strengthening the open market
@

i
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system.[14])

Australia also has demonstrated her support for
these ubjectives. Australia's views on ANZUS are clear and
conclise. Prime Minister Hawke recently stated explicitly
that any reduction of the capacity of ANZUS by any wember
would be "dan act of mutual insanity." His govermment is ia
full support cf the continuance of the Treaty and is firmly
committed to ANZUS(1S), while the political oppusition aloo
stands behind the Trealy as the basis for ity defence
posture. At the same time Australia displays her full
comnitment to regional stabjility and friendship through
couperation with and econom.c development of the micro
states of the South Pacific. The leading role she has
played in regional politics within the South Pacific Forum
in such matters as mediating in fisheries disputes, lobby-
ing France to allow peaceful decolonization of New
Caledonia, and proposing the South Paciflc Nuclear Free
Zune [SPNFZ)] Treaty, as well as the substantial and contin-
ning aid she supplies to island statecs all attest to this
commitment,

Australia has alsuv been in the forefront in
bringing tu the notice of the alliance the increased
presence of the Soviet Unlon within the South Pacific., She
first raised the matter at the 1976 South Pacific Forum and
the ANZUS Counc:il Meeting, but generated 1ittle intere:d
from the US at the time. The then Prime Minister, Malcolw
Fraser, postulated rather accurately that "..the Sovict

Union would love to have a land-based presence, free of

14
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reslraint, somewhere in the area."[16) Subsequent warnings
went largely unheeded until Kiribati sigoed v tiching
agreement with the Sovicel Unjon in 1985.

Today Mr Fraser's fears have come true.  The Kird
bati fishing contract ha: lapsed, but a more dangercuds
accord has been struck. The Soviet government has obtaitied
fishing rights from Vanuatu to fish the Coral Sea and part
of the agreement is to establlish ground facilities at
Falikula on the big island of Espiritu Santo. Ground
tacilities are for maintaining and replenishing ships and
ferrying crews to and from the Soviet Unlon Ly Aeroflot
Charters.{(17) This development is of grave concern for
Australia, whereby a regional government with renowned
leftist, radical leanings has openly invited Soviet Unton
ground stationing only one lhousand miles frum Australia's
shores.

For New Zealand's part, it would be iair to say
that during the recent contretemps, her fundamental secur-
ity ubjectives in common with the owther alliance members
have remained unchanged. However the 75 percent pupulat
suppurt by the New Zealand people for a nuclear-free state,
and Lhe wmoves tou legislate this policy indicate a new
hational security objective of keeping New 7oaland
sovereign territory free of any nuclear 1ntluence in the
future. This of course is abl odds with past alliance
understandings of free access for all ANZUS 1ories,

In what appears to the US Lo be mulually exclusive

viewpoints, 78 percent of New Zealander. al:o support a

15
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contlnued New Zealand comuibweat Lo ANZUS. o1 bwe MinlsUoe:
Lange denies that his country has bLeen Lhrown out of ANZUS
And his deputy, Mr Palmer, amplitied that woe member conld
be ejectled from the Treauly. Furlhermore, hoe added, port
visit denial for nuclear ships was not o breach of the
Trealy, whereas unilateral withdrawal of treaty obligation:.
Ly the US was.[18] Here Wellington is Laying that New
Zealand remains committed to ANZUS. Tt does so becaune it
has tew other viable choices, considering tew Zealand
defence is totally reliant on integration with largex
Western powers, and the same defence relationship available
through ANZUS is unavailable elsewhere. But whal Welling
tun 15 also saying is Lhat in the future "..this is how we
propose to run our affairs; it is o bit different from
before; but we believe you [US] should be willing to tit
in.."(19] A maturing New Zealand, moviug beyond the
olonial mentallity, 1s now demanding a more independent. say
in regicnal issues, and one that increasinyly takes into
account the changing reality of the area.

As this review huay shown, the almms ot ANZUS include
traditional objectives which are intrinsic among member
latlons with similar backgrounds, cultures and value
syotems, and these are ongyoing and unchanging. Such
vbjeclives are common Lo the interests of the alliance g,
well i to thowe of mosl other nations 9 Lhe Sauth
Pacific., They are in ensence promotion ot reglonal oo
vperation, economic developmenl of all nations, minimising

Soviel influence, and maeintaining a strong, healthy ANZUD.

16
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However das redgiongl interests (and indeed we o 10 jateren ol )
hiuve changed, new security objectlives are emergling that i
some cases conflict with traditional ways of doing
Lusiness.  New Zealand's anti-nuclear stance io one suach
example, as is the South Pacific Forum's SPNFZ Treaty.
Underlying this is a need within the antipodean countries
for greater representation in regional matters in the
future and less subjugation to the policies f more power
ful allies.

The whole network of ANZUS interrelationships is
chianging. These new realities and new obrjectives have
ploced the current alliance in sowme Jeopardy, and there i
now a real threat to achievement of the traditional, core
objectives unless the natlons concerned can ilnd a better
workingy relationship. A more eguitable worki:ug arrangewment
can only be postulated if the policies and perceptions of
today's alliance are examined in detail, for it is here

Lhat misunderstandings and tensions arisc.

17
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CHAPTER 111

POLICIES AND PERCEPTIONS

"America was nice to {ts enemies
but murder on its friends®

Henry Kissinger 1968

In his testimony to the 99th Conyres:s, US House of
Representatives Hearing on ANZUS, Professor Henry Albinski
stated that “policies should steadily be caiibrated with
Lasic, national objectives, which in turn need to relate to
wider interests."[1l) 1In Chapter II the ANZU3 securily
objectives were reviewed in the light of th¢ South
Pacific's wider interests and changing environment. As a
follow-on, this chapter centres on the actual policies that
exist in the South Pacific today and Lheir effects on bLotl
Lthe key powers and the resident states. However, as has
already been mentlioned, there 13 wmore to the current ANZUS
crisis than conuflicting policles; perceptions of what tu
expect from past relationships and what to avoid in future
relationships have altered and are now beginning ta cause
deep divisions in the very fabric of the allianve.

At times it is difficult to separate policies and
perceptions when one tries to isolate factors of conflict

within a relationship. Such is the case within ANZUS, o

pact which evolved with few rigid guideline:, and one where




Al times the dividing line between policy and perception
has become rather hazy. Thls chapter therefore

will not attempt to diffecrentiate policy from perception,
but will exawmine both together as they pertain to the

divisive issues within the ANZUS relationship.

The New Zealand Split

The United States firmly believes that New Zealand
has abrogated its alliance responsibjilities by its port
entry policy. Washington allows that the Treaty's fine
print does not speclifically address port access, but in the
US mind, New Zealand has violated the very spirit of ANZUS
on which the last 34 years of alliance success has
depended. To many Americans this is just another manlfest-
ation of their over-all disillusionment with allies at
large. Having witnessed worldwide apathy among traditional
allies to US past initiatives in Iran, Libya and Grenada,
much of the American public believes, in the view of the
New Zealand analyst Thakur, that "allies are generally
blind to the Soviet threat, disloyal to the common cause of
the West and unwilling to take their fair share of the
burdens of defence."([2]

Certalnly one immediate consequence to the United
States of the New Zealand action is the repuercussion among
vther friendly nations of a small ally taking a forceful,
unilateral stance that could be percelved reylonally and
globally as anti-American. Many believe that this US

concern was the prime reason for the tough move against her
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old and faithfal ally. Prime Minister Lange argues thal
New Zealand policies are fur New Zealand on y, and that hi.
country's stand is anti-nuclear not anti-American. The US
on the other hand sees this as the lugic of a nation that
is in effect politically 'insular', and the Reagan Admin-
istration is convinced that other countries cannot help but
be affected by this small nation that has been held in such
Jdisproportionately high regard in the past. Thus at the
risk of appearing heavy-handed, bullyish and uncaring, the
US has taken a decisive stand -- more as a warning to other
alltes than as a direct response to New Zealand -- that
abrogation of alliance responsibilities will not be cost
free in the future.

The United States disavowal of New lealand as an
ally is a major change ol policy within the alliance and
one that is not without serious implications. Broadly
speaking, relinguishment of security obligations by her
former alliance partner means New Zealand no longer has
access to U5 intelligence support, is excluded from jolnt
military exercises with the US, and is preciuded from any
further defence development through trainingy, scientific
research and staff interaction. Alsu New Zealand no
lunger has US congressional protection under 1te former
‘special relationship' status in matters of Lrade and
conmmerce, which may well lead to less favourable tulure
bargaining power in US markets.

There is little New Zealand can do in respouse

except Lo try to convince the US that its decision is in
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Lhe besl iIntereosts of nobody. Wellinglon b nede 0t clear
that the nuclear issue s not gegobtiable, and even it My
'

Lange 's gouvernment relented, or wan replaced in g future

election, visits by US nuclear-powered ot aomed ships would
Le anlihely for years Lo come s the danue T tao polil b
ally '"Yob' for any New Zealand goverament o override in
the lmmediate future. Afler Wll, in New Zealand's eye:n,
this has become a matter of fundamwental, nat ional
sovercignty, uand supersedes any friendohip or alliauce
interests. New Zealand demands the right t., be heard
around the world, she demands the right Lo determine her
own policies in nuclear-related matters, and she bhelieves
that to do otherwise is 4an abdication of her nalional
sovereignty.

And where does Australia fit into a1l this?  Ole
now finds herself in a position much like that of a
confuced child foullowing the divorce of its parents: having
to continue relations with each separutely, while trying
desperately to affect 4 rrconciliation between the two. To
carry the 'famlly' analogy further, Australia has a
Jdistinctly "mother' relationship with New “caland in that
buth, bound by commun geography, heritage anl custown, are
strategically one, whereas a 'father' relationship exists
with the United States, upon whom Australia relies so
heavily for many of the essentials of survival. To say the
Jeast, Australia's poslition 1s dellcate -- S he 1s taving Lo

walk the thin line between the other two ANZUS partner..

She has publicly disagreed with New Zealand'o porl access




policy, expressed an understandlng of the U35 actlon, but
all the while has carefully distanced herself from details
of the debate.[3]

Without doubt the New Zealand split from ANZUS has
great potential for enduring harm to the Western alllance
in the South Pacific, and possibly to the strategic balance
within the whole East Asian - Pacific reqgion. An impasse
exists: a superpower's demands under a long standing treaty
are at odds with a perceived sovereignty right of a small
but traditionally loyal 4lly. Reaching a cunsensus seems
remote unless one side (or both] compromises its views.

The US wants New Zealand back in the fold as before, but
this can no longer be, simply because the United States'
priority Treaty expectation of unrestricted access to all
ANZUS territories is now unacceptable to New Zealand,
certainly in the short term. On the other hand, New
Zealand's expectation of a future ANZUS arrangement with
business as usual except ftor a nuclear prescnce may be

difficult, if not impossible for the US to swallow.

The Soviet Encroachment

It is not difficult to see that the 3Joviet Union ius
bent on explolting this and other current dlfficulties in
the South Pacific. The past confrontations between the US
and regional states over contiscated fishtug vessel:s and
sovereign fishling rights, and the looming ANZUS difficulty
were precursors to Soviet approaches to South Pacific

nations. In the author's view, their timing was no
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accident -- they had picked uap the political vibration:,

The mood of the South Pacific islands has changed
over the last decade. As P.lLewis Young points out, "...the
activities of the US fishermen ..[land their)..rampaging,
free-booting purse selners created a bewildcred anti-
Americanism in an area which has always cherished the idea
uf the generous American.”"[4) The difficulty tor these
small island nations was that Washington failed to recouy-
nize their claims of 200 mile Exclusive Economic Zones
{EEZ] under the new International Law of the Sea, nor did
she recoynize for years the South Pacific Forum Fisheries
Agency [SPFFA], which was set up to protect commercial
fishing interests in the region.

The Unlted States' policy on tunae fishing retlects
the view that no state is entitled to exclusive coastal
jurisdiction vver highly wmigyratery fish species. The is-
land nations on the other hand are ofter Loltally dependent
on their one and only exportable commodity - fish. They
felt they were within the law, whereas the UG, by
"poaching” in their territorial waters, was not. Further-
more, the US showed total insensitivity to their welfare.
"Friendship isn't poaching..," said Solomon Islands Prime
Minister Sir Peter Kenilorea, while leremia Tabal, Kiribali
Prime Minister, expressed his view that "earning a fishing
living from the Russians is better than having tu ask our
traditlional friends to support us."(5)] For many of these
micro-states the issue at stake is one of pure survival in

an increasingly commercial Pacific.
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The years of rancor ended a few months ago when a
formal fishing agreement was negotiated between the SPFFA
and American tuna fleets. The draft agreement is still to
be ratified by Congress. However une could argue that
although the belated agrecment was welcome and necessary,
the damage as far as Soviet influence is concerned has been
done. The Soviet Union, capitalizing on US past indiffer-
ence to the island states' plight, managed to gain a firm
and important foothold in the region, firstly through the
Kiribati contract and lately through the Vanuatu
connection.

Australia feels a svense of frustration over the
increased Soviet presence in the South Pacitic. Successive
Australian political leaders Lried unsucces:tully for a
number of years to bring to US attention the implications
of its policies regarding sovereign rights ol small isluand
nations. For Australia takes her role as a tveglonal leader
seriously. As Professor Albinski explained, "Australia
has calculated that its assumption about a major South
Pacific responsibility for itself represent: a contributlon
to the American alliance, and thereby to global
security."[6) And indeed the US has been perfectly countent
with Australia's increased significance in the South
Pacific. This has obviated direct superpower contact with
small independent nations, while ensuring ongyoing Western
diplomacy through a regional middle power. The frustration
and sense of 'T told you su' is therefore understandable

when Australia appears thwarted by its ally in its attempts
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to maintain reqgional harmony, deny the Soviet Union any
chance of influence within the area, while doing its share

to maintain the strategic balance.

The Continuing Nuclear Debate

Besides New Zealand's anti-nuclear policy, there
are other aspects of the continuing nuclear debate that are
undermining traditional alliance harmony. Australla,
during the last four years under a Labour Government, has
been a leading critic of the superpowers' policies on
disarmament and arms control. She has openly criticized
the US and other nuclear nations for their failure to meet
the conditions of the Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty
[NPT], and she has vigorously urged establishment of a
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTB]. As a sign of its
political purpose, the Hawke Government in 1983,
appointed Australia's first ever Ambassador for Disarmament
as 4 means of ensuring continued international represent-
ation on these issues. Australia has also publicly censur
ed the United States' Strategic Defence Initiative [SDI]

concept as destabilizing to global deterrence and has

féj declined participation in official SDI reseurch. These are
%S; examples where Australia has been forthright in expressing
aﬁs her own, individual opinions through international forums.
E§§ Not all matters of a nuclear nature are rejected in
{?? Australla, however. Unllke New Zealand, Auitlralla offers

port access to nuclear as well as counventional allied naval

f*ﬁ forces, and hosts a number of Joinl American Australian
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S ~lectronic sensor stations, three of which place Australia
i on the Soviet Union's nuclear targeting list. While these
:%i : pulicies of the Australian Gevernment have their share of
;§$ opposition from local peace movement and anti-nuclear
Tﬁ' groups, the majority of Australians are content in the
f% knowledge that this is the price they have to pay for a
;i viable alliance. It is worth pausing here Lo note exactly
E what Australla's perceptions of the ANZUS alllance are In
4$$ terms of real costs and benefits to its security.
ﬁ?. At present Australia hosts over tweuly US and joiut US-
()
#U' Australlian defence facilities withln the country, of which the
é?‘ 'big three' [(Pine Gap, Nurrungar, and North West Cape]
%5 provide essential real-time communications, ecarly warning
ﬁg and intelligence for the United States. US naval ships
§$: visit Australian ports reqularly, and United States Air
i§$ Force B52 navigation and surveillance flights stage through
é%: Darwin in the north. Australla also contributes
,%' significantly to the alliance surveillance and intelliyence
gé network, and takes a leading role with defence ausistance
ﬁh within the South Pacific. Additlonally Australla asslist.
v;, in the defence network of South East Asid through i'.
ég membership of the Five Powers Defence Agreement, which pre
'§? vides a direct link between ASEAN and the Western alliance.
- In return Australia enjoys the Indirect benefit of
i
%§ inclusion under the United States' global nuclear umbrella.
:ﬂﬁ . Direct benefits are participation in jolnt exercises with
%f, . the US, complete support from the US intelligence network,
ﬁi staft interaction with US defence forces, and access as a
n
. 26
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favoured nation to western technology. Few .Joubt the
fmportance of these dlrect benefits of the alllance. The
guestion in many Austrdalian minds rather is: exactly how
Linding is Lhe Treaty in today's world should Australia's
security be threatened?

Pragmalic Australians can envisage very few scen-
arivs in which the US, under ANZUS, would offer direct
military assistance to a threatened Australia. Many
Australian strategists and defence thinkers now believe
that in any conflict in which their country was engaged,
short'of a global confrontation, Australla would stand
alorne. To what extent US defence forces are committed to
protect Australian security under ANZUS is one of the moust
pressing defence questions in Australia today.

Still other lony-term alliance questions perplex
Australians. How will Australia be expected to pay the
'premium' for its ANZUS 'insurance policy' in the future,
vuce the joint defence facilities become redundant or out-
dated, as indeed they must given the pace of technology and
the vulnerability of Lhese vital but strategically ‘soft!
targets? Also, will ANZUS tequire Australia to provide
military assistance to the US in the Philippines or Karea
should US bases there come under attack -- o prospect
politically unpopular for any Australian government? More
important, what would the US expect of Australia with
regard to home-porting in the event that the US ls forced
to withdraw from the Philippines? Should the US indeed

weck Australian home-porting assistance, then America's
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pelicles on nuclear weapons handling will o¢lash with
Australia's pollicies as ratified under the South Pacific
Nuclear Free Zune Treaty. These and other guestions raine
A great deal of uncertainty with Australians as to exactiy
what defence benefits they galn from the allliance and at
what costs.

Turning now to the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone
Treaty. This has become yet another thorn in the side of
the superpowers, and particularly the US and France. Spawn-
ed by Labour governments of both Australia .and New Zealand
during the last 20 years, the SPNFZ entered Into force at
the end of 1986. Australia as the initial proposer of the
Treaty went to great pains to influence the South Pacific
Forum [(SPF] to draft a middle road and therefore workable
treaty. The two crucial, debatable points were port visits
for nuclear larmed or powered] ships and right of passage
of nucleaxr ships through the zone. The US naturally was
never particularly enamoured of the whole treaty idea, hut
was relieved when the final document touok a conservative
line and allowed free passage for nuclear vessels and left
port access decisions to individual member :tates. The U,
with other superpowers, has been invited to sign the Treaty
Protoucols, but as yet has declined, c¢lalwming it iy
"..giving the Treaty and its protocols serioas high leve:
study ..[to determine any implications] ..that would limil
ability to defend free world interests."(7]

This political swmoke screen is seen in the South

Pacific as evidence of how little worth the US puts un the
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‘{E SPNFZ now that her freedom of operation has not been
T
curtailed. Further evidence of US disregard for the Trealy
lh‘.
{S& was her reaction to Australia's calls under the protocols
"
LA
. _f; of the Treaty for the US to apply political pressure to
'l
N France tou stop nucledr testing in the South Pacific. The
‘§$ SPF's concern with France's behaviour after all was one of
.;‘\.
'ﬁg the prime reasouns for creating the Treaty in the first
)
i place. Prime Minister Hawke made a direct plea for U3
'% : assistance in this highly charged debate, and the
I
&} Australian ambassador to Washington, Rawdon Dalrymple made
h
I an impassioned case that "..continued American indifference
ix
:h\ to what the French were doing would be an act of folly
)
g
iiﬁ ..lproviding) ...fertile ground for anti-Uniled States,
1,
i anti-west propaganda and actlvity."{8) The US 5tate
;K lepartment's reaction was to support France's need to
A
p‘ modernize ils nuclear deterrent and to rejecl the
g'} Australian pleas out of hand.
‘Clv‘
J
G
{Sf The International Trade War
l:) i
P x
&s‘ The United Stales' diumissive response Lo Austiralia
B over French nuclear testing went virtually unnoticed when
s
R .‘!
Ay compared to the later step it took in the middle of 1986,
1"
224
{Qﬁ to support declining US ayricultural trade at the eapense
Sodh
. . ut Australia. First the subsidized US wheat sales to the
"l..
A0y :
;: ’ Soviet Union, and then subsidized sugar sales to China,
400
O,
ﬁ?i Lrought howls of protest from all levels of Australian
i
. society. Timothy Mackey, the then agqricultural counselur
::\‘.’ '
ﬁﬁ& for the Australian Embassy in Washington, reported, "..now
0 Y
n;‘:‘:‘
TN
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‘;E: for the first time, the common people [of Australia) are
ﬁx asking, 'is the US really our friend?'"[(9] In governmeut
" ‘ vircles, the Minister for Primary Industry, John Kerin,

; predicted a loss to Australia on wheat sales alone of $296
W? million, while the Federal Treasurer, Paul Keating,

2 announced threateningly that grain sales would force

EE Australia to reconsider its military relationship with the
;? United States. (10] Many Australian farmers called for

: Lhe losure of the joint US - Austrulian baunes in retribut
“: ion. Since then Australia has seen other traditional

i markets Inflltrated by subsldlzed US produce,in particular
“ its barley sales to Saudi Arabia and more recently wheat
:i markets in China. Foreign Minister Hayden sardonically

!

'E compared Australia's and New Zedland's latest standings
7“ with the US, whereby New Zealand was told it "would rewdin
?ﬂ 4 friend but not an ally..land]..Congress i; now telliny
1’ Australia that 1t 1s an ally but not a friend."(11])

- Irrespective of how contentious the 'Farm Bill'

. declisiun was for the US Coungress, or how much US officials
§‘ Justify their action as counter-strategy Lo the European
i Economic Community, the fact remains that this declsion has
h“ done a great deal of harm to Auslralian - Amcrican

;% relations, For this 13 more than trade competition, 1t o
%f g 'qgut' issue with Australian people - the way you Lreatl

{ your friends and mates i3 o fundamental principle that

;: strikes at the very heart of the common Auztidalian. [t s
g important to note here that this 'outraged' reaction by

;. ) Australians gives a good indication of the depth of feeling
?:
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i the country has for its tie with the US, a tie formwed

primarily through ANZUS. It highlights the extent of

5 Australia's perception of what the Treaty means to her.

R

ig; Correspondingly the US action also glves sowe clues as to
»? its own interpretation of how far alliance responsibilities
;gﬁ extend.

ﬁg In Australia's case, as the smaller partner to the
R U5, it has vital reasons to view the ANZUS Treaty more

gfl seriously than does its larger partner. Australia relies

, ﬁ on the US for much of its security, economy, standard of

% ) living, and regional political influence, and stands to

%:* gain more in immediate and visible terms from the alliance

2?3 than does the US, which is primarily interested in enhanc-

:ﬁh ing its long-term strateglc interests. As such Australla

‘ﬁ' {and arguably NZ as well]l over the years has fostered a

ﬁa relationship with the United States which far transcended
%h the meaning of the original defence treaty. The broad

T?d significance Australia sees in the alliance today stems

E&; mainly from this traditional dependence; it is complement

i% ed significantly by the tendency of the Australlan people
- to value lasting, deep relationships based on loyally and

?:; commitment much more than formalized, rigid, contractual

k?f arrangements.

.l, On the United States side the tendency these days

g%_ seems more to a 'politics is politics, but husiness 1is

ﬁi busliness' viewpoint. Congress appears to react to powerful

éﬁ- electoral constituencies and lobby groups i the short terw

o interests of the US economy, irrespective of the




(S
e
»%;3 repercussfons to allles or to long-term gylubal economics.
fﬁ? Such ls the nature of American politics. Wuat this
%Vr demonstrates to allies such as Australia and New Zealand
: though, is that when it's all said and done, ANZUS has a
H%; different basic significance to the United states than it ]

g does to thenm.
;fﬁ The United States has certainly shown that it takes
ﬁbg the defence aspects of its alliances seriously. Retribut- :
?F ion to New Zealand was one poignant example. Another was
;ﬁ{ US public criticism of the Australian Government's recent-
SC'. ly tabled Defence Report, the Dibb Report. US Defence
ve) Secretary Weinberger advised his Australian counterpart
‘fz‘ that the Report's view of the Australian role in ANZUS wao
;:é unacceptable to the United States. The Report's fundament-
?r; al premise of a ‘'strategy of denial' for Australian defence
%g_. planning, based on a 'layered strategy of defence' with
zzd application of military power only within Australia's area
*é; of direct military interest [(Indonesia, Papua New Guinea,
;ih the nearby island states of the SW Pacific and New
%i Zealand), was antithetical to the Western strategy of
.f{ Soviet deterrence.(12] 1In this way the US was reminding
§é3 Australia of its defence commitment to the total Western
Es% alllance, and to the securlty of the whole South Paciflc
o Region. Yet beyond this pervading desire to ensure defencve
§§k loyalties from the ANZUS alliance, there appears less US
?i ' concern for other, wider-ranging issues, such as economic
ﬁk\ . support and regional harmony. This suggests that in the US
E?‘ mind a security treaty is primarily one concerned with
12
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f@ defence issues. Dora Alves supports this viewpoint:
Ny
' It should be underscored that the US views ANZUS
,.J as a defense treaty and that the steps taken by
‘ the USs Government are all confined to defense
W) matters. Furthermore all the steps are reversible.[13]
¥y
B
ﬁn And what of the consequences of economic
R protectionism? While the trade war continues, major
e
Zﬁf improvements to Australian - US relatlons are unllkely to
:’i‘i
Q& occur. More importantly and realistically, the effcct on
Australian markets will no doubt impact South Pacific
e.:el"
3%} regional nations. 1Indeed a carry-over effect has already
SN
4& been felt, as Australia, much to the chagrin and dis-
308
- appointment of its SPF colleaques, has proposed substantial
;i‘“!
]
5? cuts in its ald to South West Paclflc nations in an effort
e
55’ to reduce its rising budget deficit.(14]
;!i_;
W .
4 Summary
£
*$$ This examination of the policies and perceptions of
9;.‘:'
e
) members of the ANZUS alliance as they apply to the current
ﬁar disputes in the South Pacific highlights two fundamental
D
ﬁ% divergences of opinion that exist today between the United
l"' 9
A States and regional South Pacific nations. The first is
:ﬁ} the increasing gap that 1s forming between the nuclear and
[
A' s
,ﬁ; non-nuclear states of the world in relation to production
p I
R and use of nuclear energy for military purpuses. The
ii- second is the global trend among the more powerful nations
)
Bt
?J towards economic hegemony through trade cartels and
e
0
wﬂw protectionism, and all to the detriment of Lhe weaker, less
$ﬂ capable natlons of the world.
"i. '
o 33
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The: New Zealand split from ANZUS, the contlioulng

debale on other nucleatr lasues including the SPNFZ and
French nuclear testing in the Pacific, and the economic
poesisures on primary commercial resources of Australia and
the Pacific lulands are all direct testimon; to these
differences. The consequences are an increased Soviet
presence in the South Pacific, a gradual breaking down of
the ANZUS alliance and a slow, steady spread of regional
anti-Americanism, which all threaten regionul cooperation
and stability.

That these differences are challenging the basic
security objectives of ANZUS is undeniable. What is also
cvidenl to even Lhe most casual observer is that some
adjustments to today's policies are needed that take these

fundamental differences into account, yet at the same time

allow more traditional security objectives to be met.
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CHAPTER 1V

POLICY ADJUSTMENTS

"Negotiate until hell freezes over."

Adlai Stevenson

From an appraisal of the ANZUS pact in the South
Pacific, its security objectives, and present policies and
perceptions, we have determined that the Western alliance
in the regqgion is today challenged more than at any other
time since the inception of the Treaty. We have also seen
an enormous shift of global interest into tlie East Asia
Paclfic region for economic as well as other purposes. Now
is obviously not the time to allow the alliance to be
further weakened by these challenges, nor is it the time Lo
see ANZUS fail, for this would be, in Paul Dibb's words,
"of enormous benefits to the USSR's worldwide
interests."(1) Dora Alves concurs, and in her call for
magnanimity among ANZUS members to establish a common
ground for agqgreement, adds that "the prolongation of the
completion of the [ANZUS] rupture would strengthen only
potential enemies."[2)

No doubt ANZUS is important. As we have already

discovered, its maintenance is a prime security objective

of each member nation. According to Henry Albinski, it is
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lmportant not only for what it does but also for how it
appears to outsiders. A faltering ANZUS in disarray, says
Albinski, creates doubt in the minds of the nations of the
gyreater East Asian - Pacific community as to the credibil-
ity of the transreglonal security system as a whole.[3])
Professor W.T.Roy of the University of Waikato in New
Zealand takes this point further. He argues convincingly
that among the nations with vested interests in the South
Pacific, and particularly East Asian countries, a reluct-
ance by Japan to build up militarily, and a preoccupation
by South Korea with the North and by Taiwan with the
Peoples' Republic of China, all but preclude any Pacific-
wide concept of defence cooperation in the near future. He
postulates that because of these very real limitations,
"clearly...the core of South Pacific defence must remain
the ANZUS pact."(4)

Given the importance of ANZUS, the most loglical
guestion to ask is: can the alliance as it stands today
overcome the threats to its coherence? Or in other words,
can the alliance meet its security objectives In the face
of augmented fragmentation, lncreased disharmony and
economic frictions -- factors which all provide opportun
itles for its tradltional enemy the Sovlet uUnlon to extend
its influence in the South Pacific? To answer the guestion
one has to speculate on how ANZUS will evolve should New
Zealand be completely disassociated from the cooperative
defence efforts, and Australia be expected to take on a

greater political role in the region while suffering major
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trade damage from its main ally.

Many would arque that the US action agalnst New
Zealand was an overeaction and a classic example of cutting
off the nose to spite the face. Prof Albinskl explained to
the US House of Representatives Sub-Commlttee Hearing on
ANZUS that the US would have a predicted net loss by
distancing New Zealand from the alliance. He warned of the
eventual degradatlion of skills of the thoroughly pro-
fessional (if small) New Zealand standing forces, the run-
down of naval and air surveillance assets which are
important to the region, and the weakening of Western
political influence among New Zealand's neighbours. He
Lbelieves furthermore that the "object lesson" taught New
Zealand was futile because, without economlic sanctions la
course he diagnosed as inappropriate for New Zealand],
ostracism proved nothing except to weaken the defence
capability of the alliance in general. (5]

Others would accuse the US of a lack of prudent
diplomacy in not fully appreciatling the feelings of the New
Zealand people nor the peculiarities of their pollitics,
while at the same time helping Mr Lange to paint himself
into a corner. Then of course there are many who observed
that the New Zealand people had not fully thought through
the implications of an anti-nuclear policy and how dia-
metrically opposed it is to the very essence upon which
thelr defence 1s based. Both arguments suggest lmprudent,
inopportune and inconsiderate diplomacy on each side.

New Zealand 'out in the cold' cannot possibly main-
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Ltaln the same defence posture {t did betore the rift. Jnly
two opltions dappear viable, It could either increase its
defence spending appreciably, an option already dismissed
by the Lange Government, or reduce defence capacity to cope
only with low level threats to its {mmediate area. The in-
evitability of the latter option is that New Zealand will
slip into a posture of de facto non-alignment. Additional-
ly this situation will Impose severe strain:s on the
Australian military who will need to 'double handle' all
regional defence matters which involve US and New Zealand,
Lhirough separate contracts with each partner. An
isolationist posture therefore is inappropriate to New
Zealand, not sought by her and is seen by many as

eventually harming the bilateral relation with Australia.

Another by-product of New Zealand isolationism is the

withdrawal of its forces from Singapore and the resultant
loss of a Western volice in the Five Power Defence Agreement
{(Australia, New Zealand, UK, Malaysia and Singaporel. Mr.
Lange announced on 23 December 1986 that New Zealand would
phase out 1ts milltary presence In Slingapore over the next
three years, thus ending a commitment that began in 1955
during the Malayan Emergency.(6]

In all it would appear that 1f New Zealand 1s left
out of ANZUS it cannot help but see its regional defensive
and political strength diminished significantly. While the
US may be able to plck up any defence shortfall left by
New Zealand, Australia would also be expected to assist

militarily. Additionally she would become vven more




responsible Lhan at present for malntaining regional co-
operation and pursuing economlic developmenut. Whether
Australia would be nationally willing, econoumically capable
or politically able to meet this added responsiblility is a
moot guestion that will depend largely on how the US 1is
perceived locally and regionally in the future. Certainly
one point that is not debatable is the motives of the
5oviet Unlon in 1ts reglonal endeavours. Soviet per-
sistence will only be dampened by a determined and united
stand from a strong regional alliance. But this is not the
case today.

Western cooperation in the South Pacific region
cannot work effectively withouut ANZUS, and yet at the saine
time the alllance cannot meet its objectives under the
present ANZUS relationship. That leaves only one alter-
native -- ANZUS has to be changed. The policies that make
up the alliance have to be adjusted so that those tund-
amental differences between the industrialized, nuclear
nations and others over nuclear defence and trade
competition are taken into consideration, and the percept
ions of alliance member nations as to what the Treaty means
for them are duly clarified.

A first step to adjusting policy would be to better
consolidate the provisions of the ANZUS Treaty itself.
Vague promises of assistance in times of trouble in the
present Treaty appear no longer capable of guaranteelng
continued cooperation among its members in a world incireas

ingly divided by global, vested interests. The Treaty
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must be rewritten In a manner to elimiuate any doubts in
the minds of ils signatories as to each parly's defence
commitments. It must be drawn up as a defence contractual
agreement that specifically addresses contentious issues
such as port access for nuclear shlips, long-term hosting of
member nations' military forces and equipment, and alliance
mobilization in times of hostilities. The new contract
should make clear the limitations of the Treaty, so that no
violations of Treaty spirit can arise from disagreements
in other arenas beyond the terms of reference of the
Treaty, for example the economic arena.

On the issue of port access, in order to appedse
both the US and New Zealand a compromise position will need
to be reached, for example, port access for US nucledr
vessels only during times of hostilities. The US has to
recognize that the loss of New Zealaud's defence contribut-
ion weakens the Western position in the Pacific, that in
some ways the yrowing global disenchantment over nuclear
proliferation has to be acceded to, and thatl port access in
New Zealand has been of little strateqgic importance in the
past. In New Zealand's case, the full implications of their
anti-nuclear stance need to be logically articulated and
publicly debated away from political rhetoric and pacifist
jingoism. If a compromise cannot be defended by the
yovernment, then an issue of this lmportance should be put
to public referendum for decision. Only then will the
clear, unambiguous wishes of the New Zealand people be

represented.
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Pacltlc region is vitally important to the South Pacific
nations, and regional middle powers such as Australia must
participate directly in its maintenance. Australia and
New Zealand have to firmly commit themselves through the
alliance to support the US presence throughuut the whole
Pacific region. This means militarily assisting the United
States to defend their bases in the Philippines, Korea and
Japan should they be threatened. After all, any reduction
vf US influence in these countries creates a power vacuum
which no doubt would soon be filled by the Soviet Union.

On the other hand, in order to preserve alliance integrity
the US must guarantee automatic thealre assistance Lo the
allies in case of South Pacific regional conflicts, regard-
less of any regional economic considerations the US may
have at the time.

There is no suggestion here that renegotiating
ANZUS will be a simple task. Converting a document which
has the broadest possible flexibility into @« narrow, task-
oriented agreement will be extremely difficult because of
strong, vested lnterests among member natlons. Such a
change may even be Impossible or politically unfeasille in
today's climate. However, its feasibility should be given
the utmost attentlon, because a revised treaty is Lhe ounly
viable method of overcoming the US - NZ impasise and its
broader ramifications. 1[It is also a sure way to clarify
for Australia and New Zealand what they can expect from the
alliance in the future, thus ending the plethora of debate

concerning this subject. Each member nation would be
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gJuaranteed a more definitive commitment from the others,
while any doubts In the minds of potential aggressors about
invocation of the treaty [which is the cdse at present],
would be dispelled.

If a new treaty cannot be agreed upon and then
ratified, then ANZUS as it stands must be abandoned, as
clearly unworkable. The possibility of dissuvlving ANZUS
should be used as pressure to encourage all partles to
compromise in working out 4 new and clearly defined treaty.

If this fails, what then is the best alternative
relationshlip to ANZUS? Abandoning ANZUS should not mean
abandoning New Zealand. Bilateral treaties would obviously
be set up between the US and Australia and Australia and
New Zealand, with Australlia actlng as a bridye between the
two alliances. The onus would fall heavily on the United
States, however, as to how well the two interacted, and
therefore how well overall regional defence integrity was
maintained. The US would need to allow enough defence
support flow from Australia to New Zealand to enable the
latter to continue her political and defence role of the
past. 1In this way New Zealand could remain defence
'solvent', and the US and Australia could bide their time
until New Zealand returned to a more conservative anti-
nuclear policy.

A revamped ANZUS agreement should nut exclude the
defence of the island natlons of the South Faclflc. At
present island security is monltored by the South Pacific

Forum and only verbally assured by the ANZUS partners.
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Naturally enough this causes some concern among many ot the
regional nativns. Attempts in the past by some to join
ANZUS as a means of gaining greater security guarantees
have been rejected politely. A suyggestion Ly Dr Coral Bell
vf the Australlan Natlonal University, to formalize Paclfic
Islands' defence is worthy of consideration. She advocates
"promotion of a Pacific Protocol to the ANZUS Treaty,
making the treaty partners more speciflically responsible
tor the security of the island ministates."(8) An alter-
nate solution proffered by Allan E Goodman, another
Australian strategist, is the "..development of an ANZUS
rapid reaction force for missions to protect island states
and essential Sea Lines Of Communication.(9)

Instruments of this nature would do much to enhance
stability in the region, and present a more united front
against the Soviet Union and other potential aggressors.
Also there is no logical redson why the microu-states of the
North Pacific, for example the islands of Micronesia,
should not be included in such a protocol.

A new ANZUS treaty tallored to defence security
would do much for regional stability. However stability
and individual states' viability are also heavily dependent
on economic development. In the world economlc scene, there
is very little that Australia can do through an alliance to
ensure falrer Lrading practices in the future. Essentially
the international trade war is a problem of global
proportions and one that can only be sclved in the market

place or by careful international politicking. To this
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latter end Australia is at present vigorously pursuing a
freeze on international agricultural subsidies through the
EEC, the US Congress and the nations who subscribe to the
General Agreement on Trades and Tariffs [GATT]). Falling
this, the only hope for middle powers such as Australia in
an jnternational trade war may be to form trade cartels of
their own as the best meaus of countering larger economic
communities. The Calrns group of 14, named after the 14
countries lincluding Australia, Canada and Argentinal which
met in Cairns, Australia last year to determine a strategy
dgainst US subsidized agricultural products, may very well
be the foundation for such a cartel should Australia's
negotiations fail.

DPeveloped countries such as most of those in the
Cairns Group of 14 will eventually find some way around
their economic difficulties. But it is the ¢merqging, newly
independent island states within the Pacific which often
have vulnerable governments and economies that need special
protectlion by larger powers against exploitation, partic-
ularly from potential enemles. Past measures to do this,
including establishment of the South Pacific Forum, have
been only partially successful mainly because of lack of
superpower support. The US must realise that it is in her
own very best interest and directly supportive of her
security objectives to stronqgly encourage the SPF and its
endeavours. This has not been the case In the past.

Whether a formal link between the US and the SPF to ensure

political stability in the South Pacific is appropriate fur
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inclusion in a revised defence treaty Is a matter for
further discussion and debate. Certainly a case could be
made along economic lines.

It would seem appropriate that all East Asian
Pacific countrles with interests in the South Pacific
should be encouraged to take a more meaningful part in
ensuring economic development of these emerging societines,
Japan, Taiwan and South Korea, together with the United
States, Australia and possibly even Indonesia, should
collectively devise guarantees which will protect theirx
tiny, struggling neighbours from being exploited, as too
often has been the case in the past. Japan has already
conceded this point, and recently the Japanuvise Foreign
Minister, Tadashi Kuranari unilaterally pledged, "as much
assistance as possible to make the (South Pacificl reglon
more economically prosperous."[10]

There are other less revolutionary but timely
measures that could be taken which will ease the tension
within the current alliance. The US needs to reconsider
its stance on France's activities in the South Pacific, in
regard to both nuclear testing and the decolonization of
New Caledonia. The latter issue especially has much
potential for future unrest in the reglun. New Caledonta
may be allowed to transition peacetully to independence and
trouble may be averted, with a little US intluence.
Additionally the US should move qulickly to ratify the
protocols of the SPNFZ. This move would acknowledge

support for a treaty which had US best interests in mind
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when it was drawn up and which does not directly encroach
on US freedom of operation. Ratifylng the Treaty would
serve the US well from two sides. It would sc:nd a subtle
message to the French thus avoidlng direct confrontation
with another ally, and at the same time strengthen the
SPNFZ and satisfy the South Paclfic Forum. These
initiatives would do much to boost the flagying American
image among South Paciflic nations and will relnject into
the region some trust and solidarity which have been

seriously eroded over the years.

Conclusion

After more that three decades of unprecedented
success the Western alliance in the South Pacific is in
trouble. A new global interest in the Pacific Basin is part
of the reason, but a clash of fundawmental values that has
developed recently between the United States and its other
Ltwo ANZUS partners Is also a major cause. The ANZUS pact
is a victim, as is regional stability within the South
Pacific, and the atmosphere is encouraging to nobody except
the Soviet Union. Differences of opinion now seem irrecon-
cilable under the terms of the existing ANZUS Treaty, which
relies on broad interpretation of meaning to encourage

cooperation and consensus. Unfortunately today's issues of

ﬁ nucledar weapons and global economic competition seem too
P

A far-reaching to be overcome by the good will and vague
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spirit of cooperation developed in the past. The

differences are widening and they are challenging the
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securlty ovbjectlives ot Lhe alllance.

This study has shown that the ANZUS Treaty, as the
keystone of the Western alliance in the South Pacific,
remains vital to its security and importdant to the strat-
eglc balance of the Pacific in general. It has also shown
Lthat ANZUS in its present form is incapable of solving
these differences of opinion now and in the future.
Accordingly this study calls for a complete reappraisal of
the Treaty to take account of disparate viewpoints and
member nations' divergent perceptions.

The study recowmmends a much tightened trealy thal
addresses specific defence issues, including those of a
contentious and public nature. It offers practical, com-
promise solutions to howe porting and basing of alliance
members' forces, both nuclear and conventional, and pro-
vides options where military assistance would be
approprlate in times of conflict. 1In essence these com-
promises are an unlimited access to alliance territories in
times of hostilities only, with trilateral military
involvement assured in defence of alliance or member
nations' security interests. It suggests defence of island
micro-states be formally included, and it invites further
debate to establlish formal US and northern Paclflc commit-
ment to regional viability and economic development through
the South Pacific Forum. Lastly, it offers some short-term
pulicy changes for the US to counsider as a means of re-
establishingy confidence and unity within the region.

Recommendations here are inconclusive; anything to the
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)
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R these recommendations ire considered merely practical
‘ starting points for meaningtul negotiation.
g& Perhaps the greatest obstacle of all to negotlating
¢ .
O™
$§ a revised ANZUS Treaty is the United Stales' general lack
3
Ve of concern for issues relating to the South Pacific -- a
R
&% region of the world particularly low on the US National
t‘".l
:gg Interests prilority list. However, it was the Unlted States
1 ¢
Secretary of Defence, Caspar Weinberger who brought to the
§ 5t
)ki world's attention the importance of US alliances when he
gt
*a@ said:
f*ﬁ
Lx ...the long term maintenance of these alliances is
Ko vital to our mutual interests, and we must remain
\t$§ resolute in our determination to overcome occasional
;%14 disagreements even those that become subject to intense
a,; public attention. {11)
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