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Preamble to the United Nations Charter, 1945
WE THE PEOPLES OF THE UNITED NATIONS DETERMINED
•	 to	save	succeeding	generations	from	the	scourge	of	war,	which	twice	in	our	lifetime	has	brought	untold	

sorrow	to	mankind,	and
•	 to	reaffirm	faith	in	fundamental	human	rights,	in	the	dignity	and	worth	of	the	human	person,	in	the	

equal	rights	of	men	and	women	and	of	nations	large	and	small,	and
•	 to	establish	conditions	under	which	justice	and	respect	for	the	obligations	arising	from	treaties	and	

other	sources	of	international	law	can	be	maintained,	and
•	 to	promote	social	progress	and	better	standards	of	life	in	larger	freedom 

AND FOR THESE ENDS
•	 to	practice	tolerance	and	live	together	in	peace	with	one	another	as	good	neighbours,	and
•	 to	unite	our	strength	to	maintain	international	peace	and	security,	and
•	 to	ensure,	by	the	acceptance	of	principles	and	the	institution	of	methods,	that	armed	force	shall	not	be	

used,	save	in	the	common	interest,	and
•	 to	employ	international	machinery	for	the	promotion	of	the	economic	and	social	advancement	of	all	

peoples, 

HAVE RESOLVED TO COMBINE OUR EFFORTS TO ACCOMPLISH THESE AIMS.

Medical	Association	for	Prevention	of	War	(Australia)
ABN 15 779 883 661 
PO Box 1379 
Carlton VIC 3053 
mapw@mapw.org.au 
www.mapw.org.au

©	Medical	Association	for	Prevention	of	War	(Australia).	
Copyright	in	the	individually	attributed	chapters	remains	
with	the	authors.

First	published	May	2010.

MAPW	(Australia)	warmly	thanks	each	of	the	individual	
authors	for	their	contribution	to	this	document,	and	Dr	Sue	
Wareham	OAM	and	Dr	Bill	Williams	for	additional	material.

Sincere	thanks	also	to:	Michelle	Fahy,	editor;	Simon	
Kneebone,	cartoons;	Mark	Carter,	graphic	design;	and	Arena	
Printing,	printing.

The	recommendations	listed	on	page	40	of	this	document	
are	those	of	the	Medical	Association	for	Prevention	of	War	
(Australia).	They	do	not	necessarily	represent	the	views	of	
the	individual	authors	that	contributed	to	this	document.

mailto:mapw@mapw.org.au


 Contents

Foreword  2
by The Rt Hon Malcolm Fraser, ac ch 

Why debate our military expenditure? 4

What does the defence white paper say? 6

1  Defence white paper: same old, same old? 8
by Dr Bill Williams, President, Medical Association for Prevention of War (Australia) 

2  The real face of war 12
by Dr Jeff McMullen am, writer, filmmaker, and advocate for human rights

3  Security in the Asia-Pacific region: for whom? 16
by Nic Maclellan, journalist and researcher 

4  Breaking promises on nuclear disarmament 20
by A/Prof Tilman Ruff, International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons 

5  War, the environment, and the defence white paper 24
by Dr Bill Castleden, Doctors for the Environment Australia and 

Dr Sue Wareham oam, former President, Medical Association for Prevention of War (Australia) 

6  Human security: how do we achieve it? 28
by Steph Cousins, Humanitarian Advocacy Coordinator, Oxfam Australia 

7  The Asia-Pacific: cooperation or a new cold war? 32
by A/Prof Jake Lynch, Centre for Peace and Conflict Studies, University of Sydney 

8  Arming the region and going to war: who decides? 36
by Dr Sue Wareham oam, former President, Medical Association for Prevention of War (Australia) 

Recommendations 40

A vision for Australia in 2030 41

Appendix: 2009 defence white paper executive summary 42



2

 Foreword
The Rt Hon Malcolm Fraser, ac ch

Former Prime Minister of Australia

Defending AustrAliA 
in the Asia Pacific Century: 
force 2030,	Australia’s	latest	

defence	white	paper,	purports	
to	be	a	blueprint	for	the	defence	
of	Australia	over	the	next	two	
decades.	In	reality,	however,	the	
paper	faces	backwards	and	shows	
our	defence	planners	have	still	
not	broken	out	of	the	Cold	War	
mentality.	It	ignores	the	strategic	
changes	that	have	taken	place	in	
the	world	and	the	opportunity	
these	changes	present	to	Australia.	
As	a	consequence,	many	expensive	
proposals	have	been	put	forward	
which	are	ill-judged.

Debate	over	the	nature	of	
genuine	defence	and	security,	
and	how	we	can	best	achieve	it,	is	
very	much	needed	in	Australia.	It	
is	noteworthy	that	there	was	no	
significant	parliamentary	debate	
once	the	defence	white	paper	
was	published	–	an	abdication	of	
responsibility	on	the	part	of	both	
Government	and	Opposition.

Following	our	support	of	the	United	States	in	
an	illegal	attack	on	Iraq	in	2003,	which	did	untold	
damage	to	the	primacy	of	international	law,	it	is	
all	the	more	important	for	us	to	understand	what	
adds	to	or	detracts	from	Australia’s	security.	The	
white	paper	gives	no	comfort	on	this,	stating	that	
our	military	strategy	“does	not	necessarily	entail	
a	purely	defensive	or	reactive	approach”	and	that	
“we	will	need	to	be	prepared	to	undertake	proactive	
combat	operations…as	far	from	Australia	as	

possible.”1	Well,	if	that	is	necessary	
for	Australian	defence,	so	be	it.	
However,	we	need	to	note	that	the	
war	in	Iraq	has	made	no-one	safer,	
least	of	all	Australians.	The	white	
paper	smacks	of	President	Bush’s	
destabilising	views	on	‘pre-emptive	
strike.’

The	paper	makes	specific	
mention	of	China	in	a	way	that	
puzzled	many	Australians	and	
certainly also the Chinese. These 
references	were	unnecessary	and	
ill-advised.

Much	of	that	which	is	
recommended	in	the	paper	is	
designed	to	maintain	the	goodwill	
of	the	United	States,	as	though	that	
will	guarantee	assistance	if	we	ever	
need	it.	The	authors	demonstrate	
a	sublime	faith	in	the	American	
alliance.	We	should	have	a	more	
adult	view.	The	United	States	does	
not	expect	or	necessarily	want	the	
agreement	of	its	allies	in	all	aspects	
of	American	policy.	The	best	of	
America	expects	an	ally	to	have	its	

own	views	and	to	express	those	views	with	cogent	
and	reasoned	argument.

The	idea	implicit	in	the	paper	that	we	would	
benefit	from	the	‘extended	deterrent’	is	overstated.	
The	United	States	has	never	suggested,	publicly	
or	privately,	that	it	would	deploy	nuclear	weapons	
in	Australia’s	defence.	We	should	understand	that	
nobody	wins	brownie	points	with	a	super	power.	
Major	states	act	in	their	own	national	interests.	The	
1. defending Australia in the Asia Pacific Century: force 2030,	paragraph	7.4
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authors	of	the	white	paper	seem	
not	to	understand	that	the	United	
States	would	assist	Australia	if	we	
were	under	threat	only	if	the	US	
judged	that	to	be	in	its	national	
interests. We are not their 
only	interest	in	this	part	of	the	
world.	Their	relationship	with	
Indonesia,	the	world’s	largest	
Islamic	country,	is	regarded	as	
enormously	important.

All	this	means	we	should	
be	aware	of	the	limitations	of	
ANZUS.	At	the	very	beginning	
the	United	States	was	the	reluctant	partner	and	was	
only	persuaded	to	enter	into	a	defence	arrangement	
with	Australia	because	the	Menzies	government	
would	not	sign	the	Japanese	Peace	Treaty	until	
some	arrangement	was	made.	There	were	many	at	
the	time	who	wanted	a	NATO-type	commitment	–	
that	is,	a	commitment	to	defend	a	member	country	
under	attack.	We	need	to	be	aware	that	ANZUS	is	
very	much	less	than	this.	It	is	a	commitment	to	
consult	in	the	event	of	a	threat	or	attack.	There	is	no	
guarantee	action	will	follow.

All	of	this	emphasises	the	need	for	Australia	to	
play	a	more	independent	and	constructive	role	in	
the	affairs	of	our	own	region.	It	is	the	respect	with	
which	we	are	regarded	generally	that	is	more	likely	
to	win	support,	and	that	respect	will	not	necessarily	
flow	by	being	a	compliant	partner	of	the	United	
States.

None	of	this	is	to	say	that	the	US	alliance	is	
not	important.	Of	course	it	is.	But	we	need	to	
know	what	we	can	expect	from	it	and	how	best	to	
contribute	to	it,	and	not	submerge	ourselves	in	a	

mistaken	interpretation	of	it.
Quite	apart	from	this,	the	

white	paper	reveals	a	continuing	
reliance	on	the	‘extended	
deterrent’	I	mentioned	earlier.	
The	Government,	therefore,	has	
a	two-headed	policy:	Gareth	
Evans	was	asked	to	co-chair	a	
committee	to	develop	a	road	map	
towards	nuclear	disarmament,	a	
useful	exercise	with	productive	
results,	but	one	totally	at	odds	
with	the	white	paper	itself.	The	
Government	has	not	attempted	

to	explain	how	it	may	rationalise	Gareth	Evans’	
venture	with	the	substance	of	the	white	paper.	One	
contradicts	the	other.

At	a	time	when	President	Obama	is	seeking	to	
alter	America’s	nuclear	posture,	and	has	spoken	
of	a	world	without	nuclear	weapons,	Japan	has	
indicated	it	is	willing	to	modify	its	attitude	to	the	
use	of	nuclear	weapons,	as	a	first	step	towards	
nuclear	disarmament,	something	which	most	
countries	theoretically	support.	Specifically,	Japan	
has	proposed	discussion	with	the	US	of	a	‘no	first	
use’	policy.	That	is	a	productive	and	useful	step.	We	
have	not	followed	suit.

I	am	pleased	to	contribute	to	this	publication	
because	it	is	an	attempt	to	create	a	debate	where	a	
debate	is	sorely	needed,	and	where	the	actions	of	
the	Government	and	the	Opposition	have	both	been	
deficient	in	letting	this	white	paper	slide	without	
any	true	examination.

All of this 
emphasises the 
need for Australia 
to play a more 
independent and 
constructive role 
in the affairs of our 
own region. 
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 Why debate  
 our military expenditure?

THIS PUBLICATION was	prompted	by	
Australia’s	2009	defence	white	paper,	
defending Australia in the Asia-Pacific 

century: force 2030,	which	was	released	in	May	
2009.	The	Medical	Association	for	Prevention	of	
War	(Australia)	was	not	alone	in	regarding	the	white	
paper	as	alarming,	provocative,	and	potentially	
destabilising	for	our	region.

The	matters	raised	in	the	white	paper	demand	
vigorous	debate,	for	it	sets	out	a	rationale	for	a	
significant	taxpayer-funded	military	expansion	
over	the	next	two	decades.	The	paper	raises	
many	questions.	Is	the	focus	on	large	weapons	
acquisitions an appropriate response to the real 
threats	that	Australians	face?	Have	‘defence	
and	security’	come	to	be	almost	synonymous	
with	military	force,	excluding	other	powerful	
determinants	of	genuine	human	security?	Should	
we	allow	our	military	expenditure	to	be	increased	to	
$73	million	a	day	or	should	this	figure	be	reined	in	
and	the	funds	used	to	provide	for	the	basic	needs	of	
all	people	and	to	improve	international	relations?

How	responsibly	does	the	white	paper	address	
the	security	threats	arising	from	environmental	
and	climate	destruction,	the	dark	clouds	looming	
over	our	children’s	future?	Is	the	white	paper’s	
affirmation	of	the	need	for	US	nuclear	weapons	to	
protect	us	consistent	with	the	Government’s	stated	
goal	of	abolishing	these	instruments	of	terror?	
Hasn’t	warfare	itself	become	so	destructive	of	
people	and	our	environment	that	our	overarching	
priority	must	now	be	preventing	it	rather	than	
preparing	for	it	?

Debating	the	answers	to	these	questions,	and	
many	others,	will	help	determine	how	secure	
Australians	really	are	in	the	coming	decades.	
Many	of	these	questions	were	raised	at	the	
community	meetings	held	as	part	of	the	white	paper	
consultation	process,	but	the	concerns	were	largely	
ignored.	Our	parliament	has	also	been	silent	on	
these issues.

It	is	time	for	a	much-needed	debate	on	how	
Australians	regard	security	and	the	best	ways	we	
can	achieve	genuine	security.

Our military expenditure in context

The	following	data	are	provided	as	background	
information	for	a	consideration	of	Australia’s	
military	budget.

Global military spending
The	2009	yearbook	of	the	Stockholm	International	
Peace	Research	Institute	(SIPRI)	estimates	2008	
global	military	spending	at	US$1,464	billion,	a	figure	
which	represents	a	45	per	cent	real	increase	over	the	
previous	decade.

While	global	military	expenditure	has	increased	
dramatically	over	this	period,	the	increase	has	
not	been	consistent	across	all	nations.	Increases	
have	been	concentrated	in	a	very	small	number	of	
countries,	particularly	the	US.	In	fact,	according	to	
the	Global	Issues	website,	the	US	currently	accounts	
for	41.5	per	cent	of	total	global	military	expenditure.

Rising Australian military expenditure
SIPRI	estimates	that	Australia’s	military	expenditure	
over	the	last	two	decades	has	risen	as	follows:

A$25 billion

A$20 billion

A$15 billion

A$10 billion

A$5 billion

0
1988 1998 2008

Australia’s military expenditure (A$ billion)
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7.4

21.9
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Military spending as percentage of GDP
In	most	established	democratic	nations,	military	
spending	as	a	percentage	of	GDP	fell	between	2000	
and	2006,	to	a	level	that	is	now	less	than	Australia’s.	
The	following	table	shows	the	countries	in	which	
military	expenditure	as	a	percentage	of	GDP	rose 
during	the	period,	with	some	others	for	comparison.

Military expenditure (%GDP)

Country 2000 2006

United States 3.1 4.0

Australia 1.7 1.9

United Kingdom 2.5 2.6

Finland 1.3 1.4

New Zealand 1.0 1.1

Canada 1.2 1.2

Japan 1.0 1.0

France 2.6 2.4

Germany 1.5 1.3
Source:	R	Tiffen	and	R	Gittins,	How Australia Compares,	2nd	edition,	
Cambridge	University	Press	2009,	p148

Our projected military expenditure, according 
to the white paper

For	2010,	Australia’s	projected	military	expenditure	
is	$26.8	billion	–	that’s	nearly	$73	million	every	day	–	
and	that	figure	will	rise	each	year.

The	Australian	Strategic	Policy	Institute	(ASPI),	
in	its	27	May	2009	report	the Cost of defence: AsPi 
defence Budget Brief 2009–2010,	said,	in	relation	to	
the	white	paper:

“Central to the ambitious plans laid out in that 
document was a new funding model that had 
three essential elements: 3% real annual growth 
in the defence budget to 2017-18, 2.2% real annual 
growth in the defence budget from 2018-19 to 
2030, and 2.5% fixed indexation to the defence 
budget from 2009-10 to 2030. 

…despite the deferrals, defence funding will 
reach an historic high of $26.8 billion next year, 
representing fully 2.3% of gdP. the year-on-
year nominal increase is a stunning $4.3 billion, 
amounting to a 16% real increase (relative to the 
2.5% indexation)….

the high share of gdP accounted for by 
defence funding – a figure not seen since 1986 
– has been inflated by the recession and will 
fall back to 1.9% over the next four years as 
the economy recovers and defence spending 
moderates…
…A $45 billion war chest has been created for the 
next decade.”

ASPI	states	that	the	total	cost	of	our	operations	
in	Iraq	and	Afghanistan	will	be	$2.4	billion	and	
$3.6 billion	respectively.

Compare these figures with: UN spending
The	current	UN	budget,	for	2010	and	2011,	is	
approximately	US$2.55	billion	annually.1  The UN 
peacekeeping	budget	for	2009	was	approximately	
$8	billion.	Total	funding	for	all	UN	activity,	that	is,	
for	the	secretariat,	peacekeeping	activities	and	all 
UN	agencies	(including	the	Food	and	Agriculture	
Organization,	the	World	Food	Program,	the	World	
Health	Organization,	the	UN	High	Commissioner	
for	Refugees,	the	UN	Children’s	Fund,	the	UN	
Development	Program,	the	UN	Educational,	
Scientific	and	Cultural	Organization	and	many	
others)	is	approximately	US$30	billion	a	year.2

And with: achieving the Millennium 
Development Goals
The	cost	of	attaining	the	Millennium	Development	
Goals	(MDGs)	has	been	estimated	at	US$135	billion.3 

This	amount	would	ensure:
•	 the	eradication	of	extreme	hunger	and	poverty
•	 universal	primary	education
•	 a	reduction	of	child	mortality
•	 the	empowerment	of	women
•	 environmental	sustainability
…and	the	achievement	of	other	essential	goals.

SIPRI states that
“Preventive interventions to reduce hunger, 
improve the physical environment and reduce 
poverty are important means of improving 
the security of human lives. furthermore, in 
comparison with military expenditure, the 
prevention strategies developed for the WHO and 
other parts of the united nations to reduce the 
risks to human lives are highly cost-effective. for 
example, 8 million lives could be saved annually 
for an annual investment of $57 billion in basic 
health interventions. …

More importantly, there are significant 
overlaps between the risk factors for disease 
and for collective violence, which suggests that 
there is an overlap in the agendas for “freedom 
from want” and “freedom from fear.” this 
has implications for different types of security 
strategy. 

…While economic scarcity and competition 
for resources are potential sources of conflict 
and violence, using the world’s resources 
constructively to address hunger, environmental 
factors and poverty….is likely both to improve 
human survival directly and to strengthen 
international security indirectly.”4

1.	 www.unmultimedia.org/radio/english/detail/88111.html
2.	 	Global	Policy	Forum	www.globalpolicy.org/un-reform/un-financial-crisis-9-27.html
3.	 	Stockholm	International	Peace	Research	Institute.	2007	Yearbook
4.	 	SIPRI	Yearbook	2007.	Chapter	7	Summary,	page	10

http://www.globalpolicy.org/un-reform/un-financial-crisis-9-27.html
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WHILE THE FOLLOWINg are	excerpts	only,	
they	indicate	some	areas	of	the	white	
paper	and	its	recommendations	that	

require	scrutiny	and	debate.
The	white	paper’s	executive	summary	is	

reproduced	on	pages	42-44.	To	download	the	entire	
text	of	the	white	paper,	visit	www.defence.gov.au/
whitepaper/

On the risk of Australia being invaded, the white 
paper gives a reassuring assessment:

3.7 …today, Australia is one of the most physically 
secure countries in the world. But that does not 
mean we are destined forever to be secure from 
external threat. We have to consider the possibility 
of potentially adverse changes in our strategic 
outlook, especially in the Asia-Pacific region. the 
probabilities of such changes occurring are low, 
but not so low as to be beyond contemplation.

6.23 …the enduring reality of our strategic 
outlook is that Australia will most likely remain, 
by virtue of our geostrategic location, a secure 
country over the period to 2030. We are distant 
from traditional theatres of conflict between the 
major powers, and there is an absence of any 
serious, enduring disputes with our neighbours 
that could provide a motive for an attack.

Despite this, the paper’s recommendations for 
new weapons acquisitions are far-reaching, and it 
does not acknowledge the possible concerns the 
recommendations might raise in the minds of our 
neighbours:

From	the	white	paper’s	executive	summary	
(pages	13-14):	the major new direction that has 
emerged through consideration of current and 
future requirements is a significant focus on 
enhancing our maritime capabilities. By the mid-
2030s, we will have a more potent and heavier 
maritime force. the government intends to 
replace and expand the current fleet of six Collins 
class with a more capable class of submarine, 
replace the current Anzac class frigate with a 

more capable future frigate optimised for AsW 
[anti-submarine warfare]; and enhance our 
capability for offshore maritime warfare, border 
protection and mine countermeasures.

While focusing on building our maritime 
capabilities, the government has also been able 
to make provision for the enhancement of other 
key elements of the Adf [Australian defence 
force], including our air combat capability 
(by proceeding with the acquisition of fifth-
generation multirole combat fighters); strike 
capability (through the acquisition of long-range, 
land-attack strike missiles); the Army’s fleet of 
heavy protected vehicles and other land force 
capabilities; the capabilities of our special forces; 
and in the emerging area of cyber warfare.

The concerns of other nations could be 
heightened, in particular, by the long-range nature 
of possible ADF action foreshadowed in the white 
paper:

7.3 Our military strategy is crucially dependent 
on our ability to conduct joint operations in 
the approaches to Australia - especially those 
necessary to achieve and maintain air superiority 
and sea control in places of our choosing. …

7.4 such a strategy does not necessarily entail 
a purely defensive or reactive approach. in 
operational terms, if we have to, we will need 
to be prepared to undertake proactive combat 
operations against an adversary’s military 
bases and staging areas, and against its forces 
in transit, as far from Australia as possible. 
this might involve using our strike capabilities, 
including combat aircraft, long-range missiles 
and special forces. …

While Australia’s military modernisation is 
implied to be a matter of necessity, China’s 
military modernisation is portrayed (albeit 
inconsistently) in a more threatening manner:

4.26 China will also be the strongest Asian 
military power, by a considerable margin. its 

 What does the defence 
 white paper say?
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military modernisation will be increasingly 
characterised by the development of power 
projection capabilities. A major power of China’s 
stature can be expected to develop a globally 
significant military capability befitting its size. 
But the pace, scope and structure of China’s 
military modernisation have the potential to give 
its neighbours cause for concern if not carefully 
explained, and if China does not reach out to 
others to build confidence regarding its military 
plans.

4.27 China has begun to do this in recent years, 
but needs to do more. if it does not, there is 
likely to be a question in the minds of regional 
states about the long-term strategic purpose of 
its force development plans, particularly as the 
modernisation appears potentially to be beyond 
the scope of what would be required for a conflict 
over taiwan.

The white paper portrays US military supremacy as 
a stabilising factor globally, a point which would be 
disputed by many nations. The paper’s failure to 
acknowledge this divergence of views undermines 
its relevance to the essential task of reducing 
global tensions:

4.2 since World War ii, Australia’s strategic 
outlook and defence planning have been shaped 
most fundamentally by the global distribution of 
power, and in particular the strategic primacy of 
the united states. the united states has played a 
stabilising role across the world and especially so 
in the Asia-Pacific region. …

On the role of ANZUS, the white paper affirms 
the oft-quoted myth that the Treaty will provide 
protection for Australia when we need it. It also 
overlooks the ANZUS Treaty’s strong and repeated 
emphasis on the pre-eminence of the UN in settling 
international disputes:

Defence	white	paper,	paragraph	11.6:	formal 
undertakings to support each other in time of 
need underpin our defence relationship with the 
united states. those undertakings are stated in 
the Australia-new Zealand-us (AnZus) security 
treaty of 1951, in which the parties agreed to 
“act to meet the common danger”. this does not 
commit Australia or the united states to specific 
types of actions, but it does provide a clear 
expectation of support. …

ANZUS	Treaty,	Article	1:	the Parties undertake, 
as set forth in the Charter of the united nations, 
to settle any international disputes in which they 
may be involved by peaceful means in such a 
manner that international peace and security 
and justice are not endangered and to refrain in 
their international relations from the threat or 
use of force in any manner inconsistent with the 
purposes of the united nations.

ANZUS	Treaty,	Article	3:	the Parties will consult 
together…..[if] any of the Parties is threatened in 
the Pacific.

On the world’s worst weapons of mass destruction, 
nuclear weapons, the white paper implicitly 
repeats the illogical and deeply-flawed notion that 
US nuclear weapons – unlike other nuclear weapons  
– bring stability:

4.59 it is the government’s judgement that stable 
nuclear deterrence will continue to be a feature 
of the international system for the foreseeable 
future, and in this context extended deterrence 
will continue to be viable. the challenge will be to 
deter rogue states of concern …

6.34 …for so long as nuclear weapons exist, we 
are able to rely on the nuclear forces of the united 
states to deter nuclear attack on Australia. 
Australian defence policy under successive 
governments has acknowledged the value to 
Australia of the protection afforded by extended 
nuclear deterrence under the us alliance. …

On the overwhelming security implications of 
both climate change and resource depletion, while 
recognising the necessity for non-military action, 
the white paper raises the possibility of military 
responses:

4.63 the main effort against such developments 
will of course need to be undertaken through 
coordinated international climate change 
mitigation and economic assistance strategies, 
and concerted international action to assure 
energy supply and distribution, which will need to 
be at the forefront of Australia’s policy responses.

4.64 should these and other strategies fail to 
mitigate the strains resulting from climate change, 
or resource security issues, and they exacerbate 
existing precursors for conflict, the government 
would possibly have to use the Adf as an 
instrument to deal with any threats inimical to 
our interests.
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1 Defence white paper: 
 same old, same old?

Dr Bill Williams, 
President, Medical Association for Prevention of War (Australia)

THE IMPULSE AMONg health	professionals	
to	address	warfare	as	a	threat	to	public	
health	is	not	new.	Indeed,	the	central	tenet	

of	the	medical	profession	is	that	doctors	must	do	
no	harm.	But	the	power	and	effectiveness	of	our	
organisations	has	increased	substantially	since	
Rudolph	Virchow	–	pre-eminent	physician	of	the	
nineteenth	century	–	declared,	“We	must	declare	a	
horrible	war	on	war,”	in	response	to	the	devastation	
of	the	1870	Franco-Prussian	War.	After	World	War	
II	there	was	a	surge	of	physician-led	protest	against	
war	in	general	and	nuclear	arms	in	particular.	The	
most	distinguished	physician	of	the	twentieth	
century,	Albert	Schweitzer,	spoke	out	vehemently	
against	atomic	weapons	testing	and	of	the	necessity	
for	‘reverence	for	life,’	earning	him	the	ire	of	arms	
manufacturers	and	the	CIA,	as	well	as	the	Nobel	
Peace	Prize	in	1952.

Organisations	of	doctors	were	created	in	many	
countries,	including	MAPW	in	Australia,	to	raise	
awareness	of	the	genocidal	capacity	of	nuclear	
weapons.	Paediatricians	and	pathologists	the	world	
over	joined	forces	with	the	public	in	the	early	1960s	
to	oppose	nuclear	weapons	testing.	They	were	

instrumental	in	the	attainment	of	the	Partial	Test	
Ban	Treaty	in	1963,	which	prohibited	above-ground	
testing	of	nuclear	weapons.

At	the	height	of	the	Cold	War	and	the	US-USSR	
nuclear	arms	race,	in	1981	physicians	again	united	
(under	the	umbrella	of	the	International	Physicians	
for	the	Prevention	of	Nuclear	War)	to	bring	sanity	
to	government	decision-making.	This	essential	
peacemaking	role	was	recognised	in	1981	by	the	
World	Health	Assembly	(the	supreme	decision-
making	body	of	the	World	Health	Organization)	in	
a	resolution	which	declared	“the	role	of	physicians	
and	other	health	workers	in	the	preservation	and	
promotion	of	peace	as	the	most	significant	factor	for	
the	attainment	of	health	for	all.”

An	integral	part	of	physicians’	efforts	to	attain	
health	for	all	is	to	staunch	the	haemorrhaging	of	
resources	to	the	world’s	militaries.

The 2009 defence white paper

The	one	and	only	successful	military	invasion	of	our	
continent	was	that	on	which	the	nation	of	Australia	
was	founded.	Waves	of	Europeans	–	soldiers,	police	
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officers	and	armed	civilians	–	occupied	the	land	
after	Governor	Arthur	Philip	raised	the	Union	Jack	
in	Sydney	Cove	on	26	January	1788.	Aided	by	germs	
and	steel,	they	speedily	dispossessed	the	Aboriginal	
inhabitants,	rendering	them	marginal	if	not	extinct,	
clan	by	clan,	often	within	one	generation	of	first	
contact.	No	event	of	similar	nature	or	magnitude	
has	occurred	in	Australia	since	the	Aboriginal	
dispossessions.	And	no	event	like	this	is	predicted,	
identifiable,	or	even	imagined	in	the	138	pages	of	
Australia’s	2009	defence	white	paper,	defending 
Australia in the Asia Pacific Century: force 2030,	
which	suggests	that	while	risks	to	Australia’s	
security	over	the	next	two	
decades	may	be	manifold	and	
unpredictable,	conventional	
large-scale	territorial	threats	are	
not	among	them.	Paradoxically,	
this	leads	not	to	a	restructuring	
or	reprioritisation	of	our	security	
and	defence	policies	but	to	
proposals	for	a	dramatic	increase	
in	expenditure	on	conventional	
military	power.	According	
to	the	white	paper,	we	must	
substantially	bolster	our	military	
hardware,	enhance	our	capacity	
to	engage	in	war-fighting	far	from	
home,	strengthen	our	links	to	
the	US	military,	rely	long	term	
on	the	threat	and	potential	use	
of	nuclear	weapons,	and	adopt	
an	aggressive,	domineering	posture	both	in	our	
neighbourhood	and	far	from	our	shores.

The	preparation	of	the	white	paper	involved	a	
suite	of	intelligence	assessments,	a	force	structure	
review,	an	independent	audit	of	the	defence	
budget,	and	a	community	consultation	program.	
Community	surveys	were	conducted	as	part	of	
the	consultation	process	and	workshops	around	
the	country	were	well	attended.	They	showed	that	
support	for	increased	defence	expenditure	in	the	
public	mind	has	fallen	from	75	per	cent	in	2000	
to	30	per	cent	in	June	2008.1	Thus,	public	support	
for	increased	defence	spending	has	fallen	by	more	
than	half;	the	views	of	the	public	are	in	stark	
contrast	to	the	advice	accepted	by	the	authors	of	
the	white	paper	(advice	that	presumably	came	from	
the	“defence	specialists,	academics,	business	and	
industry	representatives”	(paragraph	1.22)).

Given	the	public’s	clearly	articulated	
view,	and	the	paper’s	strategic	analysis	which	
concluded	there	is	no	identifiable	major	threat	to	
Australia,	the	white	paper	might	reasonably	have	
recommended	a	reduction	in	financial	outlay	or	
perhaps,	at	most,	more	of	the	same.	But	the	paper	
envisages	a	$4.3	billion	(16	per	cent)	real	increase	
in	Australia’s	military	spending	next	financial	year,	
1	 	‘Looking	over	the	Horizon:	Australians	Consider	Defence’	in	Appendix	A	of	

Community Attitudes to defence: final report (urbis, June 2008);	part	of	the	white	
paper	survey	process	and	quoted	in	Senate	Estimates	Transcripts	(Scott	Ludlam	14	
August	2009)

to	$26.8 billion	–	that’s	$1,230	for	every	Australian.	
Above	and	beyond	this,	an	annual	three	per	cent	
real	increase	is	planned	until	2018,	then	an	annual	
2.2	per	cent	real	increase	until	2030.

And	where	will	the	money	go?	The	shopping	
list	is	long.	It	includes	twelve	new	submarines	
(at	present	we	have	six	Collins	Class	submarines,	
but	staffing	only	for	three),	100	joint	strike	fighter	
aircraft,	eight	new	frigates,	and	new	long-range	
sea-based	land	attack	cruise	missiles,	among	other	
hardware	acquisitions,	plus	a	major	enhancement	
of	electronic	and	cyber	warfare	capability.	
The	emphasis	of	much	of	this	expenditure	is	

unashamedly	on	long-range	
operations	and	high-intensity	
wars	fought	in	lock	step	with	the	
major	powers.

The	findings	of	the	white	
paper’s	strategic	analysis	actually	
support	a	strong	argument	for	
cutting	the	defence	budget	and	
redirecting	it	towards	diplomacy	
and	aid	programs.	This	approach	
has	been	promoted	by	Australia’s	
former	army	chief,	Professor	
Peter	Leahy,	retired	lieutenant-
general,	and	now	head	of	the	
National Security Institute at the 
University	of	Canberra.	Professor	
Leahy	told	the	Age	(10	March	2010)	
that	“a	new	national	security	
environment,	characterised	

by	low-level	conflicts,	terrorism,	policing	and	
reconstruction	work,	might	tilt	the	funding	balance	
towards	the	Department	of	Foreign	Affairs	and	
Trade,	the	Australian	Federal	Police,	and	the	
government	aid	organisation	AusAID.”

Our	international	obligations	–	including	those	
under	the	ANZUS	Treaty	and	the	UN	Charter	–	bind	
us,	and	all	signatories,	to	“settle	any	international	
disputes	in	which	[we]	may	be	involved	by	peaceful	
means	in	such	a	manner	that	international	peace	
and	security	and	justice	are	not	endangered	and	
to	refrain	in	[our]	international	relations	from	the	
threat	or	use	of	force	in	any	manner	inconsistent	
with	the	purposes	of	the	United	Nations.”2

Australia’s	responsibility	to	the	United	Nations	is	
pre-eminent:	we	must	maintain	our	commitments	
to	the	numerous	multilateral	and	international	
bodies	which	promote	the	common	good,	not	
only	in	our	region,	but	globally	–	and	we	should	
encourage	our	major	ally,	the	United	States,	to	do	
the	same.	Although	the	white	paper	recognises	
adherence	to	“a	rules-based	international	order”	
(paragraph	7.19),	it	remains	silent	on	Australia’s	
participation	in	the	invasion	and	occupation	of	
Iraq	in	2003,	widely	condemned	as	a	violation	of	
international	law.	Flouting	the	rules	only	engenders	
further	discord	and	ensures	ongoing	conflict.	A	
genuine	commitment	to	upholding	international	

2	 	Article	1,	ANZUS	Treaty

…the paper 
envisages a $4.3 
billion (16 per cent) 
real increase in 
Australia’s military 
spending next 
financial year, to 
$26.8 billion – that’s 
$1,230 for every 
Australian.
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law	and	to	a	reinvigorated	United	Nations	must	be	
at	the	core	of	Australia’s	security	policies.	Our	long-
term	security	interests	are	best	served	by	nurturing	
understanding,	agreement,	and	cooperation	among	
our	neighbours	and	other	nations;	this	includes	
increasing	our	commitment	to	UN	peacemaking	and	
peace-building	efforts.

A	major	2006	study3	by	the	RAND	Corporation	(a	
respected	non-profit	US	research	organisation)	found	
that	‘peacemaking’	–	using	diplomacy	to	end	wars	–	is	
increasingly	successful:	about	half	of	all	the	peace	
agreements	negotiated	between	1946	and	2003	have	
been	signed	since	the	end	of	the	Cold	War.	The	study	
also	reported	that	United	Nations	
peace-building	operations	had	a	
two-thirds	success	rate	and	were	
surprisingly	cost-effective:	in	fact,	
the	UN	spent	less	money	running	
seventeen peace operations 
around	the	world	for	an	entire	
year	than	the	United	States	spent	
in	Iraq	in	a	single	month.

Meanwhile,	a	2009	report4 
from	Australia’s	Lowy	Institute	
for	International	Policy	also	
concluded	that	diplomacy	is	by	
far	the	most	effective	way	to	
influence	the	behaviour	of	other	
nations.	Yet	the	Lowy	report	
found	that	the	Department	of	
Foreign	Affairs	and	Trade	(DFAT),	
with	a	budget	of	less	than	$1.2	billion,	was	run-
down	and	poorly	equipped	to	deal	with	looming	
international	threats	which	include	global	warming,	
the	financial	crisis,	terrorism,	and	regional	power	
shifts.

A	forward-thinking	Australian	security	strategy	
would	have	enormous	opportunity	and	capacity	
to	intervene	effectively	in	unstable	zones,	going	
beyond	conventional	modes	of	diplomacy	and	
military	engagement.

Improving health promotes peace

The	power	of	health	interventions,	in	particular,	
to	build	peace	is	well	documented	in	the	Human	
Security	Report,	produced	in	2009	by	the	Human	
Security	Report	Project,	an	independently-funded	
research	centre	based	at	Simon	Fraser	University	
in	Vancouver,	Canada.	The	report	illustrates	that	
interventions	by	health	professionals	can	become	
stepping	stones	to	peace.	Trust	generated	by	
negotiating	health	interventions	in	conflict	zones	
–	typically	to	immunise	children	–	can	create	
enough	confidence	between	enemies	to	jump-start	
negotiations	that	can	eventually	lead	to	peace	
settlements.

The	report	also	reveals	the	effectiveness	of	
3	 	Jones,	Seth	G	et	al	(2006)	securing Health: lessons from nation Building Missions, 

Santa	Monica,	CA:	RAND	Center	for	Domestic	and	International	Health	Security.	 
www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2006/RAND_MG321.pdf

4	  Australia’s diplomatic deficit,	see	www.lowyinstitute.org/Publication.asp?pid=996

advocacy	and	education	programs	that	seek	to	
inform	populations	and	governments	about	the	true	
human	costs	of	war:	enhancing	public	knowledge	
about	warfare	makes	a	demonstrable	contribution	
to	conflict	prevention.	This	research	vindicates	the	
work	of	organisations	like	International	Physicians	
for	the	Prevention	of	Nuclear	War,	which	received	
the	1985	Nobel	Peace	Prize	for	its	work	in	this	area,	
and	the	Medical	Association	for	Prevention	of	War,	
publisher	of	this	document.

The	report	describes	a	further	peaceful,	health-
oriented	process	whereby	official	state	policy	that	
improves	the	health	outcomes	of	ordinary	citizens	

in	post-conflict	settings	enhances	
the	legitimacy	of	the	government	
concerned,	thus	decreasing	the	
risk	of	war	restarting.	Here,	health	
policy	is	seen	as	contributing	
to	post-conflict	peace-building.	
Funds	spent	stabilising	health	
and	other	social	outcomes	in	
pre-conflict,	conflict,	and	post-
conflict	zones	provide	real	value	
for	money:	one	joint	strike	fighter	
costs	$122	million,	whereas	in	
Kabul	a	350-bed	general	hospital	
costs	$25	million5	and	a	new	
school	a	mere	$122,000.6

Like	injustice,	poverty	and	
marginalisation	create	breeding	
grounds	for	bitterness,	hatred	and	

civil	instability,	and	their	extreme	manifestation,	
terrorism.	By	directly	and	materially	addressing	the	
problems	of	disadvantage,	despair,	and	economic	
insecurity,	we	can	make	real	steps	towards	peace	
and	security	in	our	time.	Australia’s	current	
development	aid	falls	far	short	of	the	UN	standard	
of	0.7	per	cent	of	gross	national	product:	in	2008-
09	our	contribution	was	0.33	per	cent	of	GDP	
($3.8 billion),	due	to	increase	to	0.5	per	cent	by	 
2015-16.7	We	could	more	strongly	promote	global	
security	by	increasing	our	overseas	aid	to	the	UN	
standard	level:	a	tiny	reallocation	from	our	military	
budget	would	suffice.

While	addressing	poverty	and	inequity	are	
obvious	targets	for	a	smart	security	strategy,	
a	sophisticated	and	pre-emptive	strategy	also	
requires	us	to	address	broader	threats:	in	particular,	
the	depletion	of	water,	food,	and	energy	resources,	
and	pressing	environmental	threats	such	as	
resource	depletion,	soil	degradation,	deforestation,	
water	and	air	contamination,	as	well	as	the	
potentially	catastrophic	impact	of	climate	change.	
While	the	white	paper	acknowledges	the	existence	
of	these	threats,	it	essentially	dismisses	them	by	
deferring	accountability	for	any	material	response	
to	later	planners,	thereby	doing	our	children	no	
favours	at	all.
5	 www.afghan-web.com/health/jumhuriat_hospital.html	(16	August	2009)
6	 International	Security	Assistance	Force	(2008)	www.nato.int/isaf/docu/

pressreleases/2008/01-january/pr080104-004.html
7	 www.ausaid.gov.au/anrep/rep09/downloads/pdf/anrep08_09intro.pdf

Our long-term 
security interests 
are best served 
by nurturing 
understanding, 
agreement, and 
cooperation among 
our neighbours and 
other nations…

http://www.afghan-web.com/health/jumhuriat_hospital.html (16
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Peace at home?

A	further	flaw	in	the	white	paper	is	its	puzzling	
silence	on	a	prominent	and	controversial	task	
recently	undertaken	by	the	Australian	Defence	
Force	(ADF):	the	Northern	Territory	Emergency	
Response	(NTER).	The	ADF	acted	in	a	‘non-force’	
capacity	(unarmed)	providing	logistical,	technical,	
and	communications	support	to	other	service	
providers,	such	as	doctors	and	nurses.	At	the	peak	
of	its	involvement,	600	ADF	personnel	from	the	
army,	navy,	and	air	force	were	involved	at	a	cost	of	
almost	$18	million.	While	the	white	paper	considers	
multiple	excursions	into	‘failing	
states’	in	our	neighbourhood	–	
past,	present	and	future	–	it	is	
opaque	when	it	comes	to	our	
government’s	ongoing	domestic 
intentions	for	the	ADF.

A	report	by	the	Australian	
Indigenous	Doctors	Association	
(AIDA)	in	March	2010	predicts	
that	any	improvements	in	
physical	health	attributable	to	
the	NTER	may	be	outweighed	
by	negative	impacts	on	the	psychological	health,	
spirituality,	and	cultural	integrity	of	many	
Aboriginal	people.	The	report	concludes	that	“the	
ways	in	which	the	NTER	was	introduced	and	is	
being	implemented	are	likely	to	contribute	to	the	
continuation	of	the	high	burden	of	trauma	and	
disease	already	carried	by	Aboriginal	people	across	
generations	–	a	cumulative	burden	to	which	the	
NTER	is	likely	to	add.”

Although	the	NTER	has	the	support	of	the	
mainstream	political	parties,	it	has	attracted	wider	
political	and	social	controversy.	Involving	the	ADF	
in	this	dispute	is	intrinsically	problematic,	perhaps	
even	counter-productive.	Governments	of	all	
political	persuasions	must	take	great	care	not	to	
risk	the	apolitical status	of	the	ADF	in	Australian	
society.	It	is	disturbing	that	the	NTER	was	ignored	
in	the	white	paper,	as	if	it	had	no	bearing	on	the	
future	activities	of	the	ADF,	their	legality	or	their	
constitutional,	budgetary	or	political	implications.

The deep social impact of war

War	causes	humanitarian	disasters,	the	destruction	
of	civil	society	and	essential	services,	human	
rights	abuses,	environmental	contamination,	
floods	of	refugees,	and	brings	crippling	economic	
costs.	Essential	services	are	generally	disrupted,	
sometimes	by	deliberate	targeting.	As	one	example,	
seven	years	post-invasion,	Iraq’s	health	care	
system	still	suffers	grave	problems	following	the	
destruction	of	facilities,	the	exodus	of	thousands	
of	doctors,	university	teachers	and	other	workers,	
the	abduction,	killing	and	torture	of	doctors,	and	
deliberate	attacks	on	hospitals	and	clinics.

During	war,	deaths	are	far	out-numbered	by	
maiming,	other	physical	injuries,	and	severe	
psychological	disturbances	–	all	of	which	perpetuate	
suffering	and	drain	scarce	resources	from	post-
war	economies.	While	physical	injuries	are	the	
most	visible,	it	is	psychological	injuries	that	are	
often	more	incapacitating,	both	for	civilians	and	
military	personnel,	and	these	often	manifest	across	
generations,	leaving	permanent	scars	in	families.	
The	poisonous	cult	of	militarism	leaches	deep,	
warping	the	social	fabric.	There	is	a	corrupting	
and	disfiguring	impact	on	social	cohesion	caused	

by	our	adherence	to	a	militarist	
ethos:	violence	and	alienation,	
dominance	and	suppression,	fear	
and	suspicion	of	‘the	other.’

There	is	an	urgent	need	to	
broaden	Australia’s	national	
discourse	around	‘security’	and	
to	address	the	growing	number	
of	threats	for	which	traditional	
military	responses	are	useless	
or,	worse,	counterproductive.	

Australia’s	best	hope	for	preserving	our	freedom	
and	way	of	life	lies	in	working	with	local,	regional,	
and	global	partners	to	address	our	shared	global	
human	security	challenges	–	climate	change,	
resource	depletion,	poverty	and	inequity,	disease,	
disasters	and	human	rights	abuses.	The	$146	billion	
worth	of	additional	funding	allocated	across	the	
life	of	the	white	paper	to	2030,	were	it	diverted	
to	protecting	us	from	known,	identifiable	and	
preventable	threats,	would	bear	the	real	‘force’	of	
wisdom.

dr Bill Williams has over twenty 
years experience in community 
medicine, including clinical and 
public health responsibilities in 
urban, rural, and remote locations, 
including ‘developing’ populations 
in Australia and overseas. He is 
current President of the Medical 

Association for Prevention of War (MAPW) Australia, and 
a board member of the international Campaign to Abolish 
nuclear Weapons (iCAn). He works as a general 
practitioner on Victoria’s surfcoast.

There is an urgent 
need to broaden 
Australia’s national 
discourse around 
‘security’…
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2 The real face of war
Dr Jeff McMullen am, 

writer, filmmaker, and advocate for human rights

WE LIVE IN the	Matrix	of	War.	Not	the	
cyber	world	depicted	in	the	Keanu	Reeves	
movie	–	our	matrix	is	shaped	by	our	

culture,	education,	life	experience	and	media.	
After	more	than	half	a	century	travelling	this	world,	
experiencing	some	thirty	conflicts,	each	one	leaving	
an	indelible	imprint	on	my	mind,	I	am	certain	that	
our	perception	of	war	and	its	impact	on	civilians	
and	combatants	is	largely	false.

There	are	no	words	to	describe	the	full	horror	of	
war.

I	have	looked	into	a	school	piled	high	with	
thousands	of	corpses,	seen	stakes	driven	into	the	
wombs	of	mothers	frozen	in	death	clutching	their	
babies,	children	with	heads	split	open	by	machetes,	
and	heads	of	villagers	impaled	on	stakes,	met	boy	
soldiers	aged	ten	who	have	raped	old	women,	
combatants	who	have	murdered	people	of	their	
own	skin	colour,	religion	and	village,	and	others	
who	have	cut	down	whole	communities	of	people	
as	if	they	were	not	human	at	all.	Sometimes	the	

battlefield	has	looked	like	a	human	abattoir.
War	is	slaughter.
You	will	barely	believe	that	soldiers	could	skin	a	

man	alive	or	rape	a	young	girl	in	front	of	her	mother.	
What	robs	a	soldier	of	his	humanity	such	that	he	
could	crush	a	baby’s	skull	on	rocks?

War	does	this	to	us.
I	have	been	in	the	land	of	the	living	mutants	in	

Kazakhstan:	the	radiation	poisoning	from	Soviet	
nuclear	weapons	testing	causing	children	to	be	
born	with	two	heads,	no	eyes,	or	twisted	tails	like	
mermaids.

I	tell	you	there	are	no	words.
I	discussed	the	real	face	of	war	with	Stephen	

Spielberg,	whose	films,	including	schindler’s list 
(seven	Academy	Awards)	and	saving Private ryan 
(Oscar	for	Best	Director),	are	among	his	best-known	
efforts	at	conveying	the	cruelty	and	terror	of	war.	
Spielberg	said	that	after	talking	to	many	veterans	he	
feels	that	some	of	his	scenes	catch	the	butchery	and	
the	panic,	the	heavy	dread	that	drains	all	energy	
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from	the	legs	and	pins	some	men	to	the	ground	in	
an	overwhelming	fear.	Yet	this	master	storyteller	
knows	that	no	single	account	of	war,	whether	on	
the	frontline	or	at	the	graveside,	captures	the	full	
measure	of	the	devastation	caused	by	our	species’	
predatory	behaviour.	Spielberg	told	me	that	after	
all	his	struggle	to	render	an	authentic	experience	
of	war	in	cinema	he	believed	his	most	important	
filming	was	the	shoah Project which	recorded	
unadorned	the	almost	matter-of-fact	accounts	by	
Holocaust	survivors	of	terror	on	a	scale	that	defies	
belief.	This	is	his	effort	to	preserve	the	truth	for	
humanity.

The Big Lie machine

Working	against	the	truth	is	
the	Big	Lie	machine	which	is	
switched	on	in	wartime.	As	the	
late	and	great	playwright	Arthur	
Miller	observed,	the	mark	of	
modern	political	leadership	has	
been	the	willingness	to	send	men	
into	war	and	to	lie	to	your	people	
about	why	you	are	doing	it.

The	shock	and	awe	generated	by	propaganda	
about	‘weapons	of	mass	destruction’	obscured	the	
truth	about	Australia’s	commitment	to	the	war	
in	Iraq.	International	law	forbade	such	an	attack.	
The	invasion	of	Iraq	was	illegal.	The	Big	Lie	about	
weapons	of	mass	destruction	obscured	the	facts	
for	a	time	and	confused	many	people	in	the	United	
States,	Britain,	and	Australia.	But	what	happened	
when	the	Big	Lie	became	clear	to	almost	everyone?	
After	the	death	toll	had	climbed	disastrously	
our	impulse	was	to	withdraw	from	the	pain	of	
that	reality	and	retreat	into	our	own	comforting	
amnesia.	We	did	not	want	to	confront	the	truth	that	
these	deaths	were	unnecessary	and	illegal.

As	the	American	political	strategist	Karl	Rove	
bragged,	governments	could	create	a	new	political	
reality	before	the	public	had	even	come	to	grips	
with	the	previous	one.	The	Big	Lie	machine	exploits	
the	short	attention	span	of	the	public	and	our	
eagerness	to	reinforce	stereotypical	prejudice	and	
fear	of	difference.	This	creation	of	‘realities’	often	
succeeds	on	a	grand	scale	in	both	democracies	and	
totalitarian nations.

The	way	the	Soviet	Government	orchestrated	
its	information	campaign	during	the	Cold	War	
to	convince	Russians	that	a	nuclear	blast	could	
somehow	be	a	peaceful	initiative	was	Orwellian	in	
its	grandeur.	In	1965,	in	what	was	then	the	Soviet	
Republic	of	Kazakhstan	a	bomb	blast	was	used	
to	create	the	so-called	Atomic	Lake,	successfully	
joining	two	small	rivers	but	massively	irradiating	
the	region	for	at	least	250,000	years.	You	can	
imagine	why	they	chose	Kazakhstan	and	the	
Asian	brigades	of	the	Red	Army	for	testing	their	
radioactive	weapons.	It	is	the	same	reason	the	
French	opted	for	South	Pacific	nuclear	testing,	

the	Americans	went	to	their	western	states,	and	
the	British	were	invited	down	to	‘isolated’	parts	
of	Australia	to	irradiate	troops,	air	force	and	naval	
personnel,	and	aboriginal	settlements.

The	men	who	have	been	preparing	and	planning	
for	nuclear	war,	frankly,	are	delusional.	There	is	
no	other	way	to	explain	the	violence	they	have	
inflicted	on	the	human	family	and	the	earth.	Could	
any	psychiatrist	certify	as	reasonable	or	sane	the	
policy	of	developing	enough	nuclear	weapons	
to	destroy	most	of	humanity	and	much	of	life	on	
earth?

In	1984	I	travelled	with	fifty	eminent	American	
physicians	attempting	to	bridge	
the	chasm	of	the	Cold	War	to	tell	
the	world	the	truth	about	the	
threat	posed	by	nuclear	arsenals.	
I	was	reporting	for	the	ABC’s	four 
Corners program	and	my	crew	
and	I	were	struck	by	the	fact	
that	we	were	the	only	journalists	
in	the	world	who	felt	that	this	
extraordinary	effort	was	worthy	
of	significant	film	coverage	from	
beginning	to	end.

The	physicians	met	inside	the	Soviet	Union	
with	Russian	doctors,	led	by	Dr	Yevgeny	Chasov,	
personal	physician	to	most	Soviet	leaders	of	that	
era	and	co-founder	of	International	Physicians	
for	the	Prevention	of	Nuclear	War.	The	renowned	
Harvard	cardiologist,	Professor	Bernard	Lown,	had	
forged	a	strong	friendship	with	Chasov.	Bravely,	
these	physicians	gathered	evidence	to	challenge	
the	conventional	military	doctrine	we	all	called	
MAD	–	a	belief	in	the	deterrence	of	‘mutually	
assured	destruction’.	Even	after	the	physicians	
were	honoured	with	the	1985	Nobel	Peace	Prize	for	
their	efforts,	these	men	were	still	being	virtually	
ridiculed	by	some	sections	of	the	media	who	saw	
them	as	mere	puppets	in	a	naïve	and	misguided	
peace	movement.

On	my	trips	behind	the	Iron	Curtain	to	many	
previously	hidden	corners	of	the	old	Russian	
Empire	I	saw	the	cruelty	of	the	Soviet	Union’s	Big	
Lies.	When	it	became	a	superpower	on	29	August	
1949	by	detonating	its	first	atomic	bomb,	the	twenty	
kiloton	blast	scattered	a	vast	plume	of	radiation	
over	surrounding	villages	in	Kazakhstan.	Between	
1949	and	President	Gorbachev’s	moratorium	on	
nuclear	testing	in	1990	some	470	nuclear	devices	
were	exploded	in	the	northern	part	of	Kazakhstan	
near	the	secret	military	citadel	of	Semipalatinsk.

In	1993,	I	led	a	sixty Minutes film	crew	into	those	
irradiated	villages	as	the	Soviet	Union	was	falling	
apart.	Kazakh	doctors	had	informed	me	secretly	
that	many	of	those	nuclear	tests,	especially	the	116	
detonated	above	ground,	had	irradiated	villagers	
and	members	of	the	Red	Army	who	had	been	sent	
across	a	mock	nuclear	battleground	with	no	more	
than	gas	masks	and	ponchos	for	protection.	A	
Russian	specialist	at	the	Institute	for	Radiation	in	

The Big Lie machine 
exploits the short 
attention span of 
the public and our…
fear of difference.
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Semipalatinsk	showed	us	their	chamber	of	horrors,	
including	the	Cyclops	child,	staring	at	us	with	a	
single	eye	from	a	laboratory	bottle.	There	were	more	
such	bottles	than	I	could	count,	each	one	holding	a	
mutant	baby	destroyed	by	the	weapons	of	war.

I	can	still	see	the	hospital	wards	of	Kazakh	
children	dying	of	radiation-related	illnesses.	The	
Russians	admitted	that	the	nuclear	fallout	had	
caused	numerous	miscarriages,	long	lasting	genetic	
damage,	and	nightmarish	birth	defects	among	some	
of	the	living.

In	the	most	remote	villages,	which	still	had	
over	a	thousand	times	the	safe	level	of	radiation,	
I	saw	twisted	young	cripples	
shut	away	in	back	rooms.	Their	
mothers	claimed	that	when	
pregnant	they	had	been	told	by	
local	authorities	to	stand	in	front	
of	their	homes	as	the	nuclear	
devices	were	detonated.	Not	far	
away,	on	a	lonely	treeless	plain,	
the	army	had	built	its	version	of	
human	civilisation,	multi-storied	
concrete	buildings,	bridges,	roads	
dotted	with	trucks	and	even	
locomotives,	which	had	been	blown	to	stardust	by	
the	nuclear	weapons.	I	was	able	to	confirm	from	a	
Russian	scientist	and	a	Health	Commission	doctor	
that	one	thirteen-year-old	boy,	Berik	Syzdykov,	had	
most	certainly	been	taking	shape	in	his	mother’s	
womb	during	the	deadly	venting	of	radioactivity	
from	that	nearby	ground	zero.	When	I	followed	
Berik’s	mother	into	their	crumbling	mud	brick	
house	I	saw	that	the	boy’s	face	was	so	badly	
disfigured	his	features	were	barely	recognisable.	
He	was	crowned	with	huge	tumours.	Through	my	
translator	Berik’s	mother	said,	“The	bomb	did	this	
to	my	child.	His	eyes	are	closed	forever.	He	will	
never	see.”	In	his	imagination	Berik	was	far	from	
ground	zero,	the	Atomic	Lake,	and	all	the	poison	
caused	by	nuclear	weapons.	He	lived	for	music,	his	
only	great	pleasure.	Before	we	left	we	found	him	a	
tape	player	and	an	armful	of	music	from	around	the	
world.	I	will	never	forget	that	boy	with	no	eyes.	Was	
his	the	real	face	of	war?

The tragedy of war

Presidents	and	prime	ministers	are	far	more	familiar	
with	the	onerous	duty	of	saluting	flag-draped	
coffins	and	trying	to	comfort	the	families	of	young	
warriors	sent	to	kill	or	be	killed.	As	Steven	Spielberg	
would	understand,	there	are	certain	universal	
moments	in	war,	the	poignancy	of	a	military	
messenger	standing	at	the	front	screen	door,	the	
collapse	into	numbness	when	you	learn	that	your	
son,	daughter,	husband	or	mother,	has	been	killed	
in	war.	Even	so,	nothing	prepares	you	for	the	
profound	sense	of	loss.	All	over	this	world	I	have	
watched	people	crying	hopelessly	as	a	loved	one	
dies	in	their	arms.

In	Nicaragua	in	1983	during	the	civil	war	
between	the	Sandinistas	and	the	counter-
revolutionaries,	I	watched	a	man	eulogising	his	
son	after	the	body	of	the	nineteen-year-old	was	
lifted	from	the	back	of	a	pick-up	truck	in	the	village	
of	Cua.	He	swore	that	his	son	had	died	for	the	
homeland	and,	by	God,	he	would	give	the	lives	
of	his	three	remaining	sons	in	the	army	to	defend	
the	Sandinista	revolution.	As	the	day	faded,	so	did	
the	old	man’s	resoluteness.	His	grief	and	his	deep	
fear	of	what	could	happen	to	his	other	sons	found	
its	way	into	his	heart.	No-one	could	comfort	him.	
The	Sandinista	fighters	would	not	look	him	in	the	

eye.	Clutching	a	bottle,	he	came	
weaving	across	the	dirt	square	
towards	me.	I	could	not	look	away.	
I	just	held	out	a	hand.	I	thought	
of	my	father,	a	RAAF	airman	who	
fought	in	the	Malayan	Emergency.	
How	would	any	of	us	feel	if	we	had	
lost	our	soldier	son?	The	old	man	
flung	his	arms	around	my	neck	
and	sobbed.

That	old	man’s	sense	of	loss	is	
one	of	my	enduring	memories	of	

the	real	pain	of	war.	It	is	stored	in	my	head	and	my	
heart.	It	informs	my	work	and	gives	me	hope	as	I	
treat	each	day	as	an	opportunity	to	work	for	a	better	
world.	There	are	so	many	unforgettable	strangers,	
each	one	carrying	the	weight	of	the	tragedy	of	war.

The	combatants	I	have	met	around	the	world,	
men	and	women,	boys	and	girls,	are	conditioned	
by	circumstances	and	training	to	suspend	their	
humanity	long	enough	to	cut	a	throat	or	squeeze	
the	trigger.	This	is	not	easily	done.	The	conditioning	
starts	young.	We	play	war	games,	parade	in	
uniforms,	and	glorify	the	endless	battle.	The	media	
fixes	on	winners	and	losers,	often	missing	the	
tragedy	that	we	are	all losing,	and	that	civilians	and	
combatants	alike	are	being	scarred.	Our	approach	
to	history	too	has	this	heavy	emphasis	on	heroic	
victory	or	defeat	and	struggles	to	convey	the	
authentic	experience	of	war.

Living	in	the	Matrix	of	War	we	are	dangerously	
desensitised.

Despite	the	death	in	conflict	of	more	than	160	
million	human	beings	in	the	twentieth	century	we	
have	not	yet	grasped	the	essential	threat	war	poses	
to	our	species.	We	continue	to	wage	war	against	
other	people	and	against	the	earth	itself.

The bigger picture

Many	recent	conflicts,	including	Afghanistan,	Iraq,	
Somalia,	Burundi,	Rwanda,	Zimbabwe,	Bosnia,	East	
Timor,	Sri	Lanka,	the	civil	wars	of	Central	America,	
and	the	general	pattern	of	violence	in	the	Middle	
East	and	Africa	as	a	whole,	show	the	dangerous	
link	between	severe	overpopulation	and	critical	
stress	on	badly	depleted	environments.	Everywhere	
I	have	roamed	since	my	childhood	on	the	edge	

…we have not 
yet grasped the 
essential threat 
war poses to our 
species…
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of	the	Malayan	Emergency	I	have	witnessed	this	
connection.	Conflict	over	basic	life-sustaining	
resources	–	water,	food,	fuel	–	threatens	to	dominate	
our	children’s	lifetime.

British	earth	scientist	Norman	Myers	calculates	
that	since	the	end	of	World	War	II	we	have	devoured	
more	raw	materials	than	all	of	our	ancestors	
combined.	By	2100,	one-third	of	living	species	may	
be	gone.	Watch	the	birds	now	on	the	wing	because	
of	the	extant	ten	thousand	species,	seven	thousand	
are	in	drastic	decline.	Take	a	long	walk	through	
a	forest	and	drink	deep	its	beauty	because	up	to	
fifty	thousand	of	the	world’s	two	hundred	and	
fifty	thousand	kinds	of	plants	
are	expected	to	disappear	over	
the	next	few	decades.	Some	of	
the	world’s	finest	land	under	
cultivation	is	threatened	by	
rising	salt.	Global	warming	could	
increase	the	incidence	of	drought.	
If	sea	levels	do	rise	there	could	
be	widespread	displacement	of	
coastal	populations	adding	to	the	
rising	number	of	refugees	now	
crossing	borders.

Real	security	will	require	an	
understanding	of	this	Big	Picture.	
As	an	urgent	first	step	we	must	shatter	the	Matrix	of	
War	and	work	to	understand	the	underlying	causes	
of	violence	to	ease	the	threat	to	our,	and	other,	
species.

Instead	of	responding	to	each	crisis	as	it	happens,	
government	leadership	and	policy	must	invest	
time,	money,	knowledge,	technological	innovation	
and	wisdom	into	a	twenty-first	century	strategy	for	
peace.	Without	this,	our	species	is	likely	to	reduce	
its	time	on	earth.	None	of	us	can	comprehend	the	
full	consequences	of	failure.	We	must	act	wisely	
to	reduce	the	fear	of	difference	and	the	causes	of	
conflict,	or	future	generations	may	not	exist.

Military	strategies	of	deterrence,	defence,	or	
pre-emptive	war	are	all,	in	varying	degrees,	an	
admission	of	failure.	Rethinking	everything	in	the	
measure	required	for	human	survival	demands	new	
priorities,	dialogue,	and	planning	for	peace.

How might we build this peace?

Individuals,	soldiers,	and	civilians	must	be	led	away	
from	a	belief	in	the	inevitability	of	conflict	to	the	
idea	of	cooperation	and	a	clear	sense	of	the	common	
good	–	an	enlightened	self-interest	that	reduces	the	
chance	of	violence.

As	religion	remains	the	world’s	most	profound	
cultural	divide,	often	contributing	to	the	language	
of	conflict,	religious	leaders	need	to	drop	any	dogma	
of	exclusivity	and	stress	instead	our	common	
humanity.

The	world’s	richest	nations	are	still	reneging	on	
the	promises	they	made	at	the	UN	International	
Conference	on	Population	and	Development	in	

Cairo	in	1994.	Goals	included	universal	education,	
access	by	2015	to	reproductive	health	care	and	
family	planning,	ensuring	women	control	of	their	
fertility	and	reducing	infant	mortality.	Australia	
has	failed	to	meet	these	goals	even	among	our	own	
poorest	citizens,	our	indigenous	people.

Investing	in	the	health	of	struggling	nations	
to	combat	preventable	diseases	such	as	malaria,	
cholera,	and	HIV-AIDS	will	not	only	reduce	the	
instability	that	fuels	war,	but	will	also	strengthen	
the	bonds	of	the	human	family.	Without	a	vigorous	
new	effort	on	education	and	health	the	likelihood	of	
conflict	will	increase.

Environmental	action,	
including	a	reduction	in	global	
warming	and	a	far	greater	global	
effort	to	ease	the	growing	water	
crisis,	is	also	essential	to	reduce	
the	risk	of	war.

With	around	thirty	million	
people	now	adrift	around	the	
world,	investing	more	in	providing	
genuine	refuge	for	them	could	
help	ease	dangerous	population	
pressures.

We	are	united	by	DNA	and	
destiny.

Dare	we	say	it	aloud	or	do	we	live	in	fear	of	being	
seen	as	weak?	Peace	is	a	superior	strategy	to	war.

dr Jeff McMullen AM is a writer, 
filmmaker and advocate for human 
rights. After 45 years of journalism 
with the ABC and Australia’s sixty 
Minutes his work over the past 
decade has focused on the health 
and education of indigenous 
children. He is CeO (Honorary) of 

ian thorpe’s fountain for Youth, director of Australian 
indigenous Mentoring experience, trustee of the Jimmy 
little foundation and a director of the indigenous 
Australian engineering summer school program. His 
memoir, A	Life	of	Extremes	–	Journeys	and	Encounters, 
examines patterns of conflict, connections between war 
and environmental ruin, as well as the possibility of 
change.
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3 Security in the 
 Asia-Pacific region:  
 for whom?

Nic Maclellan, 
journalist and researcher

COMPARED WITH DEFENCE white	papers	
issued	since	the	1980s,	the	focus	of	the	
2009	defence	white	paper	is	the	changing	

strategic	pattern	in	the	Asia-Pacific	region.	The	
central	idea	is	that	Australia	can	no	longer	assume	
the	uncontested	primacy	of	the	United	States	in	the	
Asia-Pacific	region.

The	white	paper	is	contradictory	about	how	
far	US	decline	has	progressed	following	the	rising	
economic	and	political	power	of	key	Asian	states	
China	and	India	(indeed,	in	paragraph	4.14	the	
paper	says	the	US	will	maintain	strategic	supremacy	
for	another	generation as	“the	most	powerful	and	
influential	strategic	actor	over	the	period	to	2030	–	
politically,	economically	and	militarily”).	The	paper	
is	also	unclear	as	to	whether	Australia	should	move	
closer	to	US	policy	positions,	whether	the	US	will	
accept	the	inevitable	rise	of	China	(by	cooperating	
in	regional	security),	or	whether	the	US	government	
should	resist	its	declining	influence	with	an	
assertion	of	military	power	and	further	deployment	
of	strategic	nuclear	systems.

Former	Prime	Minister	Malcolm	Fraser,	
describing	the	white	paper	as	“a	depressing	
document”,	stresses	that	Australian	support	for	the	
United	States	involves	support	for	its	nuclear	policy.	

He	notes	the	paper	“claims	stability	depends	upon	
the	continued	involvement	of	the	US	in	the	Western	
Pacific,	and	under	the	umbrella	of	an	‘extended’	
nuclear	deterrent.	By	implication,	our	role	is	to	do	
enough	to	earn	American	support	should	we	ever	
need	it.”1

Chapter	4	discusses	Australia’s	ongoing	support	
for	extended	nuclear	deterrence	–	a	far	cry	from	the	
Rudd	government’s	pre-election	commitments	to	
support	a	nuclear	weapons	convention	and	move	
towards	global	cooperation	for	the	abolition	of	
nuclear	arsenals.	The	argument	against	abolition	
from	conservative	analysts	is	that	moving	away	
from	the	US	nuclear	umbrella	would	require	greater	
spending	on	conventional	weaponry.	But	this	flies	
in	the	face	of	the	scandalous	waste	of	the	existing	
military	budget	by	defence	bureaucrats,	and	the	
lack	of	resources	provided	for	diplomacy	and	
development	assistance	in	neighbouring	countries,	
which	would	contribute	to	greater	regional	security.

The	white	paper’s	discussion	of	Australian	
defence	policy	has	a	number	of	other	flaws,	
including:
•	 the	definition	of	the	concept	of	‘stability’	in	the	

Pacific	region
1	 	Malcolm	Fraser:	‘Peace	is	our	best	defence’,	Age,	29	June	2009
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•	 its	failure	to	discuss	human	rights	and	self-
determination	in	West	Papua,	Bougainville,	and	
other	Pacific	nations

•	 the	framing	of	key	regional	human	security	
issues,	such	as	the	impact	of	climate	change	
on	Pacific	island	nations,	as	an	issue	of	border	
protection.
These	distortions	affect	government	security	

spending	and	are	reflected	in	major	police	and	
military	deployments	in	the	Pacific	region.	This	
chapter	explores	these	key	regional	security	issues	
and	questions	whether	maintaining	regional	
‘stability’	will	address	the	sources	of	armed	conflict	
in	neighbouring	island	states.

Pacific stability and 
human rights

Recent	crises	in	Fiji,	Bougainville,	
Timor	Leste	and	Solomon	
Islands	have	provoked	concern	
about	the	rise	of	‘ethnic	tension’	
in	Melanesia,	and	media	
commentary	about	the	‘arc	of	
instability’	to	the	north	and	east	
of	Australia.	In	the	overseas	aid	
sector,	development	priorities	
have	been	sharply	affected	by	these	crises.	The	
Australian	Agency	for	International	Development	
(AusAID)	has	reallocated	tens	of	millions	of	
dollars	away	from	long-term	bilateral	and	regional	
programs	towards	emergency	relief,	rehabilitation	
and	reconstruction	programs.	New	crises	await,	
such	as	the	potential	for	renewed	conflict	in	
Indonesian-controlled	West	Papua.

Australia’s	engagement	with	the	Asia-Pacific	
region	is	influenced	by	the	obvious	impact	of	
geography	–	it’s	our	region	and	its	issues	affect	
us	directly.	Australia	plays	an	important	role	as	
a	major	power	in	the	Pacific	islands,	through	
trade,	aid,	defence,	tourism	and	cultural	relations.	
Government	policy	is	influenced	by	the	notion	of	
promoting	regional	‘stability.’	But	there	are	also	
historic	debts	and	legacies	of	colonialism	that	
influence	many	islanders’	perceptions	of	Australia,	
raising	questions	about	the	costs	as	well	as	benefits	
of	Australian	trade	and	aid	policies.

Political	changes	in	neighbouring	island	states	
are	a	central	feature	of	the	white	paper,	which	
argues	that	after	the	principal	task	of	the	Australian	
Defence	Force	(ADF)	–	deterring	and	defeating	
armed	attacks	on	Australia	–	the	“second	priority	
task	for	the	ADF	is	to	contribute	to	stability	and	
security	in	the	South	Pacific	and	East	Timor	[sic].	
This	involves	conducting	military	operations,	in	
coalition	with	others	as	required,	including	in	
relation	to	protecting	our	nationals,	providing	
disaster	relief	and	humanitarian	assistance	and	
on	occasion	by	way	of	stabilisation	interventions”	
(paragraph	7.10).

Since	the	1990s,	Pacific	social	crises	have	been	

viewed	through	the	paradigm	of	‘failed	states’	and	
‘the	arc	of	instability.’	In	the	Howard	years,	the	
1998-2003	crisis	in	Solomon	Islands	and	the	2000	
Fiji	coup	helped	spark	‘stabilisation	interventions’	
in	the	region	by	the	Australian	government	–	a	trend	
amplified	by	September	11,	the	2002	Bali	bombing,	
and	the	2003	invasion	of	Iraq.

Police	and	military	deployments	in	Timor,	
Solomon	Islands,	Nauru,	Papua	New	Guinea	and	
Tonga	after	2000	required	major	government	
investments.	The	Rudd	government	has	maintained	
significant	spending	on	these	overseas	deployments	
and	police	training	programs.	In	the	May	2009	

budget,	it	allocated	$1.7	billion	in	
2009-10	for	major	ADF	operations	
overseas.	Along	with	deployments	
in	Afghanistan	and	Iraq,	it	funded	
ongoing	operations	in	Timor	Leste	
($213.8	million)	and	Solomon	
Islands	($29.6	million).

As	detailed	on	the	Nautilus	
Institute’s	website	‘Australian	
Forces	Abroad’,	the	deployment	
of	troops	and	police	in	Papua	
New	Guinea,	Solomon	Islands,	
Timor	and	Tonga	adds	to	ongoing	
Defence	Cooperation	Program	

(DCP)	activities.	In	recent	years,	the	Australian	
government	has	provided	over	$10	million	a	year	in	
DCP	to	Papua	New	Guinea	and	over	$30	million	a	
year	to	other	Pacific	island	states.

Australian	Federal	Police	(AFP)	operations	have	
also	increased	over	the	last	decade.	There	are	now	
more	AFP	than	ADF	personnel	deployed	in	the	
Pacific.	In	August	2006,	Prime	Minister	Howard	
announced	that	the	AFP’s	International	Deployment	
Group	(IDG)	would	increase	by	400	personnel,	taking	
total	staff	to	1200,	including	a	200-strong	Operational	
Response	Group	to	“deploy	at	short	notice	in	
response	to	law	and	order	issues	and	undertake	
stabilisation	operations.”	This	was	the	largest	single	
increase	in	staff	since	the	AFP’s	establishment	in	
1979,	costing	$493	million	over	five	years.	The	Rudd	
government	has	maintained	this	program,	with	its	
May	2008	budget	announcing	$191	million	for	500	
new	AFP	officers.	In	2009,	a	further	$500	million	was	
allocated	to	law	enforcement	agencies	in	Solomon	
Islands,	Indonesia,	Pakistan	and	Africa,	including	
$438.8	million	for	the	AFP	in	Solomon	Islands.

In	the	Pacific,	community	perspectives	of	peace	
and	security	focus	mainly	on	local	context	and	daily	
needs:	people	comment	on	the	difference	between	
‘law	and	order’	and	‘peace	and	security.’	Therefore,	
Australia’s	significant	investments	in	police	
officers	don’t	always	address	the	need	for	better	
community	security:	many	ordinary	Pacific	island	
people	question	whether	the	massive	investment	in	
police	and	military	deployments	translates	into	an	
equitable	distribution	of	benefits,	especially	as	the	
bulk	of	the	population	live	in	rural	areas	and	outer	
islands.

Australia can no 
longer assume 
the uncontested 
primacy of the 
United States in the 
Asia-Pacific region.
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Creating	peace	and	security	in	island	
communities	involves	more	than	disarming	
militias	or	criminals	–	it	is	tied	to	broader	notions	of	
economic,	social	and	environmental	vulnerability.	
Local	communities	want	jobs,	essential	services,	
improved	livelihoods,	and	a	renewed	focus	on	
ending	violence	against	women	in	the	home	and	
community.2

In	recent	years,	Australian	governments	have	
shifted	aid	program	resources	away	from	core	social	
sectors.	In	the	Howard	years,	this	was	reflected	in	a	
massive	increase	in	funding	for	‘good	governance’	
activities	and	a	relative	decline	in	direct	funding	for	
health	and	education	programs.	
Funding	for	‘good	governance’	
initiatives	–	public	sector	reforms,	
strengthening	the	machinery	
of	central	government,	and	law	
and	justice	programs	–	rose	from	
$26 million	of	AusAID’s	budget	in	
1998	to	$832	million	in	2006-07.

When	the	ALP	won	
government	in	November	2007,	
good	governance	programs	made	
up	a	third	of	Australia’s	overseas	
aid	budget,	more	than	health,	
education	and	rural	development	combined.	Under	
Kevin	Rudd,	the	Australian	aid	program	has	begun	
addressing	this	problem,	but	there’s	a	long	way	to	
go.

Self-determination in ‘the arc of 
instability’

After	defending	Australia	against	direct	armed	
attack,	the	white	paper	says	our	“next	most	
important	strategic	interest	is	the	security,	stability	
and	cohesion	of	our	immediate	neighbourhood”	
(paragraph	5.7).	But	the	concept	of	“stability	and	
cohesion”	is	never	explored.	In	the	aftermath	
of	armed	clashes,	is	a	return	to	stability	simply	
a	return	to	an	unjust	status	quo?	Civil	society	
groups	around	the	region,	especially	churches	and	
women’s	organisations,	are	attempting	to	stop	
social,	economic	or	cultural	conflicts	degenerating	
into	armed	violence,	but	they	are	also	working	to	
address	underlying	grievances.

Around	the	region	in	recent	decades	there	has	
been	a	series	of	violent	conflicts,	small	by	global	
standards	but	significant	for	small	island	developing	
states,	including	violent	clashes	in	New	Caledonia	in	
the	1980s	between	the	French	state,	local	European	
settlers	and	the	Kanak	independence	movement;	
the	war	in	Bougainville	from	1989	to	1998,	where	
more	than	15,000	people	died;	armed	conflict	in	
Solomon	Islands	in	1998,	resulting	in	more	than	200	
deaths	and	an	estimated	15,000-20,000	internally	
displaced	people;	Indonesia’s	ongoing	occupation	

2	 	For	discussion	of	this	analysis	in	the	context	of	the	Regional	Assistance	Mission	to	
Solomon	Islands	(RAMSI),	see	Oxfam’s	Bridging the gap between state and society, 
2006.

of	the	western	half	of	the	island	of	New	Guinea,	
where	many	members	of	the	indigenous	Melanesian	
community	in	the	provinces	of	Papua	and	West	
Papua	continue	to	challenge	Indonesian	rule	despite	
ongoing	human	rights	abuses	by	military,	police	and	
militia	forces.

Australia	is	working	with	other	Pacific	
governments	to	end	the	armed	conflict	in	these	
islands	and	achieve	‘stability,’	but	as	the	old	saying	
goes:	‘No	justice,	no	peace.’	At	the	heart	of	the	
political	conflicts	in	Bougainville,	New	Caledonia	
and	West	Papua	is	the	quest	for	self-determination,	
with	indigenous	nationalist	movements	asserting	

their	right	to	sovereignty	
and,	in	some	cases,	political	
independence.

The	white	paper	is	silent	on	
this	issue	of	justice	and	peace:	the	
words	‘stability’	and	‘instability’	
appear	dozens	of	times	in	the	text,	
but	there’s	no	mention	of	‘human	
rights’	or	‘self-determination.’	
Yet	these	issues	underlie	ongoing	
tensions	which	may	again	erupt	
into	armed	conflict	in	coming	
years.	For	example,	the	white	

paper	makes	one	glancing	reference	to	past	ADF	
and	AFP	deployments	in	Bougainville,	as	part	of	
peace-building	operations	after	the	1990s	conflict,	
but	there’s	no	discussion	of	what	will	happen	to	
Bougainville	as	it	reaches	the	end	of	a	decade-long	
transition	after	the	2005	election	of	an	autonomous	
government.	The	transition	from	autonomy	to	a	
new	political	status	in	both	Bougainville	and	New	
Caledonia	will	culminate	in	2015-16,	yet	the	central	
issue	of	Australia’s	role	in	supporting	a	peaceful	
vote	on	self-determination	in	these	nations	is	not	
mentioned	in	the	white	paper	(or,	indeed,	in	any	
other	major	policy	documents	on	the	region).

The	white	paper	is	also	silent	on	human	
rights	abuses	by	the	Indonesian	military	in	West	
Papua	and	the	broader	issue	of	West	Papuan	self-
determination,	yet	the	experience	of	Timor	Leste	
highlights	the	critical	importance	of	engaging	with	
these	issues.	There	is	growing	international	concern	
over	the	future	political	status	of	West	Papua.	While	
some	Pacific	countries	such	as	Vanuatu	and	Nauru	
support	the	West	Papuan	nationalist	movement,	
other	members	of	the	Pacific	Islands	Forum	–	like	
Australia	and	Papua	New	Guinea,	concerned	over	
security	and	border	issues	–	stress	their	support	for	
Indonesian	sovereignty	over	West	Papua.

Regional	Forum	leaders	meetings	have	called	
for	an	end	to	military	human	rights	abuses	in	
the	provinces	of	Papua	and	West	Papua,	while	
welcoming	the	2001	special	autonomy	law	which	
outlines	the	transfer	of	greater	powers	and	finance	
from	Jakarta	to	the	local	administration	in	Jayapura.	
But	this	has	not	ended	abuses	by	Indonesia’s	
armed	forces.	International	human	rights	groups	
such	as	Amnesty	International	and	Human	Rights	

Creating peace 
and security in 
island communities 
involves more than 
disarming militias or 
criminals…
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Watch	have	issued	numerous	reports	documenting	
ongoing	abuses	by	Indonesia’s	elite	Special	Forces	
unit	Kopassus	and	the	BRIMOB	paramilitary	police	
force.

Human	rights	training	and	capacity-building	
for	police	and	military	forces	in	Indonesia,	Papua	
New	Guinea,	and	other	regional	neighbours	needs	
to	be	assessed	by	rights-based	standards.	As	
former	Foreign	Minister	Gareth	Evans	noted	about	
Australia’s	past	training	of	Indonesia’s	military:	
“I	am	one	of	those	who	has	to	acknowledge,	as	
Australia’s	foreign	minister	at	the	time,	that	many	
of	our	earlier	training	efforts	helped	only	to	produce	
more	professional	human	rights	abusers.”3

Human security and climate change 
in the Pacific

For	the	first	time,	the	issue	of	climate	change	
has	been	discussed	in	a	defence	white	paper.	
Unfortunately,	this	significant	occurrence	does	not	
reflect	a	shift	in	government	focus	from	‘national	
security’	to	‘human	security.’

On	3	June	2009,	the	United	Nations	General	
Assembly	unanimously	adopted	a	resolution	
on	‘Climate	Change	and	its	possible	security	
implications.’	The	resolution,	proposed	by	Pacific	
island	governments,	recognises	climate	change	
as	a	potential	threat	to	their	national	security	and	
calls	for	the	UN	Security	Council	and	relevant	UN	
agencies	to	investigate	the	issue.

The	resolution	was	high	on	the	Pacific	agenda	
because	many	people	from	low-lying	atoll	nations	
believe	that	climate	change	is	a	greater	threat	to	
national	security	than	terrorism.	In	a	September	
2008	statement	to	the	UN	General	Assembly,	Vice	
President	of	the	Republic	of	Palau	Elias	Camsek	
Chin	argued:

“never before in all history has the disappearance 
of whole nations been such a real possibility. 
Palau and the members of the Pacific islands 
forum are deeply concerned about the growing 
threat which climate change poses not only to our 
sustainable development, but in fact, to our future 
survival. this is a security matter which has gone 
unaddressed.”

In	Australia,	as	overseas,	the	climate	and	security	
debate	has	been	flourishing	among	security	analysts	
and	strategic	think	tanks,	which	focus	on	border	
protection	and	the	potential	for	conflict	over	land	
and	resources.4

In	2007,	then	Australian	Federal	Police	
Commissioner	Mick	Keelty	sparked	debate	when	
he	argued	that	climate	change	will	turn	border	
security	into	Australia’s	biggest	policing	issue	this	
century,	“In	their	millions,	people	could	begin	to	
look	for	new	land	and	they	will	cross	oceans	and	
3	 	Gareth	Evans:	‘Indonesia’s	Military	Culture	Has	to	Be	Reformed,’	international Herald 

tribune,	24	July	2001
4	 	See	Anthony	Bergin	and	Ross	Allen	(2008)	the thin green line – climate change and 

policing,	in	ASPI	Special	Report	Issue	17,	Australian	Strategic	Policy	Institute;	Oxford	
Research	Group	(ORG)	An uncertain future – law enforcement, climate change and 
security,	ORG	Briefing	Paper

borders	to	do	it.	Existing	cultural	tensions	may	be	
exacerbated	as	large	numbers	of	people	undertake	
forced	migration.	The	potential	security	issues	are	
enormous	and	should	not	be	underestimated.”

This	issue	is	highlighted	in	the	white	paper,	
where	action	on	climate	change	is	seen	through	
the	prism	of	border	security:	“The	main	effort	
against	such	developments	will	of	course	need	to	
be	undertaken	through	coordinated	international	
climate	change	mitigation	and	economic	assistance	
strategies…Should	these	and	other	strategies	fail	to	
mitigate	the	strains	resulting	from	climate	change…
and	they	exacerbate	existing	precursors	for	conflict,	
the	Government	would	possibly	have	to	use	the	
ADF	as	an	instrument	to	deal	with	any	threats	
inimical	to	our	interests”	(paragraphs	4.63-4.64).

Are	we	to	define	people	displaced	by	global	
warming	as	“threats	inimical	to	our	interests”?	This	
narrow	vision	of	national	interest	is	a	feature	of	
much	of	the	security	debate.	The	2009	Copenhagen	
climate	negotiations	highlighted	the	widening	
gulf	in	climate	policy	between	Australia	and	Small	
Island	Developing	States	in	our	region.	Australia’s	
interests,	as	the	world’s	largest	coal	exporter	and	a	
major	exporter	of	uranium,	clash	with	the	priorities	
of	Pacific	island	peoples.

The	idea	that	low-lying	atoll	nations	may	
cease	to	exist	because	of	loss	of	territory	due	to	
environmental	causes	(rather	than	conflict)	also	
raises	new	dilemmas	in	international	humanitarian	
law.	The	growing	awareness	of	the	effect	of	global	
warming	on	these	nations	provides	an	opportunity	
for	us	to	widen	the	international	debate	about	
security.	As	part	of	this	regional	debate,	Australia	
urgently	needs	to	reduce	greenhouse	gas	emissions,	
work	for	a	legally	binding	verifiable	treaty	to	
address	global	warming,	and	redirect	funding	for	
adaptation	to	climate	change	to	community-based	
initiatives	in	vulnerable	countries.5

The	silences	of	the	white	paper	–	on	human	
rights,	self-determination	and	sustainable	
development	–	create	an	opening	for	Australians	
to	join	the	conversation	on	alternative	visions	of	
security	that	address	the	underlying	causes	of	
conflict	in	our	region.

nic Maclellan works as a journalist 
and researcher in the Pacific 
islands. He has worked for many 
years with nuclear veterans and 
indigenous communities in the 
Pacific affected by nuclear testing, 
and has written widely on 
disarmament, human rights and the 

environment in the Pacific islands. He is co-author of a 
number of books on nuclear issues in the Pacific.

5	 	For	discussion	of	the	tensions	between	Australia’s	climate	policy	and	that	of	
neighbouring	Small	Island	Developing	States	see	Nic	Maclellan:	‘Rising	tides	–	
responding	to	climate	change	in	the	Pacific,’	social Alternatives,	Vol	28	No	4,	2009,	
p8-13.
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4 Breaking promises on
  nuclear disarmament

Associate Professor Tilman Ruff, 
Chair, International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN) (Australia)

Long drought, buoyed hopes…  
then disappointment

The	Howard	government	was	consistent	in	its	lack	
of	interest	in	nuclear	disarmament.	While	tacitly	
continuing	support	for	measures	such	as	a	nuclear	
test	ban	and	a	treaty	stopping	production	of	fissile	
materials	for	weapons,	the	Howard	government	
echoed	the	policies	of	the	US	George	W	Bush	
administration,	undertook	no	significant	initiatives	
and	downgraded	departmental	capacity	in	nuclear	
disarmament.

When	the	Rudd	government	came	to	office,	
there	was	reason	to	hope	work	on	nuclear	
disarmament	would	receive	a	major	boost.	ALP	
policy	supports	a	world	free	of	nuclear	weapons	(see	
box)	and	one	of	the	last	foreign	policy	initiatives	of	
the	previous	Labor	government	was	the	Canberra	
Commission	on	the	Elimination	of	Nuclear	Weapons	
(the	final	report	of	which	the	Howard	government	
basically	buried).	Prior	to	Labor	taking	office,	Robert	
McClelland,	then	shadow	foreign	minister,	became	
convinced	that	a	nuclear	weapons	convention	
was	the	best	way	to	eliminate	and	outlaw	nuclear	
weapons.	He	told	the	National	Press	Club	that,	“[An	
ALP	government	would	be]	committed	to	driving	
the	international	agenda	for	a	nuclear	weapons	
convention.”

McClelland’s	commitment	was	accompanied	by	
repeated	statements	by	Mr	Rudd	committing	Labor	
to	a	more	active,	independent	and	multilaterally-

engaged	Australian	diplomacy	and	affirming	nuclear	
disarmament	as	a	high	priority.	He	spoke	of	the	
parlous	state	of	the	nuclear	Non-Proliferation	Treaty	
(NPT),	and	committed	to	reactivate	the	Canberra	
Commission.

Unfortunately	McClelland	did	not	become	
foreign	minister	and,	despite	encouragement	from	
senior	political	figures,	the	new	government	did	not	
establish	a	clear	nuclear	disarmament	program	and	
adequately	resource	and	drive	its	implementation.	

Nevertheless,	the	government	undertook	some	
commendable	actions	during	its	first	year	in	office.	
Mr	Rudd	was	the	first	serving	Australian	prime	
minister	to	visit	Hiroshima.	He	was	clearly	moved	
by	the	experience	and	on	9	June	2008	wrote	in	the	
visitors’	book	at	Hiroshima	Peace	Memorial	Park,	
“Let	the	world	resolve	afresh,	from	the	ashes	of	this	
city,	to	work	together	for	the	common	mission	of	
peace	for	this	Asia-Pacific	century,	and	for	a	world	
where	nuclear	weapons	are	no	more.”

On	the	same	day,	Mr	Rudd	announced	the	
(hastily	prepared)	establishment	of	an	International	
Commission	on	Nuclear	Non-Proliferation	and	
Disarmament,	co-chaired	by	former	Australian	
foreign	minister	Gareth	Evans.	Japan	subsequently	
joined	this	initiative.	The	Commission’s	purpose	is	
to	help	reinvigorate	nuclear	disarmament	efforts,	
in	particular	to	work	for	a	good	outcome	at	the	
five-yearly	Review	Conference	(RevCon)	of	the	
NPT	in	May	2010	and	to	build	political	traction	for	
abolishing	nuclear	weapons.	The	first	major	report	
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of	the	Commission	was	launched	in	December	2009.	
While	the	government	has	yet	to	formally	respond	
to	the	Commission’s	report,	its	recommendations	
provided	a	basis	for	the	joint	Australia-Japan	
package	of	measures	proposed	for	the	NPT	RevCon.	
Unfortunately	however,	the	measures	proposed	fall	
short	of	those	recommended	by	the	Commission,	
particularly	in	failing	to	include	‘no	first	use’	of	
nuclear	weapons.	In	fact,	the	package	does	not	
substantially	extend	the	disarmament	and	non-
proliferation	commitments	agreed	at	the	1995	and	
2000	RevCons.	Nor	is	there	anything	new	in	the	
package	on	what	nuclear-allied	states	like	Australia	
and	Japan	should	do	towards	eliminating	the	role	of	
nuclear	weapons	in	their	security	policies.

A	further	positive	action	was	the	Prime	
Minister’s	October	2008	request	to	the	
parliamentary	Joint	Standing	Committee	on	Treaties	
(JSCT)	to	conduct	a	wide-ranging	inquiry	into	
how	Australia’s	role	in	nuclear	non-proliferation	
and	disarmament	might	be	made	more	effective.	
This	cross-party	committee,	chaired	by	Kelvin	
Thomson	(ALP),	issued	its	unanimous	report	
in	September	2009,	concluding,	“It	is	time	for	
concrete,	demonstrable	action	to	break	down	the	
current	international	stalemate	and	achieve	a	world	
without	nuclear	weapons.”	It	urges	the	government	
to	deliver	on	its	promise	to	work	for	a	global	treaty	
to	abolish	nuclear	weapons.

The	government’s	February	2010	response	to	

the	JSCT	recommendations	has	been	disappointing	
and	impedes	rather	than	builds	international	
momentum	on	nuclear	disarmament.	On	a	nuclear	
weapons	convention,	it	said,	“The	government	
is	firmly	committed	to	a	world	free	of	nuclear	
weapons	and	recognises	that	at	an	appropriate	time,	
the	international	community	may	need	to	explore	
possible	legal	frameworks,	including	a	Nuclear	
Weapons	Convention,	for	the	eventual	abolition	of	
nuclear	weapons.	It	nonetheless	sees	this	as	a	long-
term	goal.”	This	misses	the	opportunity	to	utilise	
cross-party	support	and	growing	international	
momentum	on	this	vital	global	issue.	The	
government’s	language	is	qualified	to	the	point	of	
meaninglessness	and	puts	Australian	leadership	and	
work	for	an	abolition	treaty	off	the	table.	Australia’s	
statement	to	the	UN	Disarmament	Commission	in	
March	2010	did	not	mention	a	nuclear	weapons	
convention.

The	government	would	have	widespread	public	
support	to	reduce	the	widening	gap	between	its	
rhetoric	and	its	actions	on	nuclear	weapons.	The	
2009	Lowy	Institute	Poll	found	that	75	per	cent	of	
Australians	agreed	that	nuclear	disarmament	should	
be	a	top	priority	for	their	government.	Yet	the	top-
ups	in	the	2009-10	budget	for	DFAT	($26	million)	
and	the	Commission	($9.2	million)	are	miniscule	
compared	with	the	$4	billion	increase	in	the	defence	
budget	from	the	previous	year.	The	overall	annual	
DFAT	budget	of	$1.2	billion	is	already	a	poor	cousin	

ALP positions on nuclear disarmament

Shadow Foreign Minister Robert McClelland:
“Ultimately	the	question	to	be	asked	is	not	why	there	should	be	a	nuclear	weapons	convention	but	why	
the	international	community	has	not	yet	agreed	to	start	negotiating	one.	In	that	respect,	Australia	has	
been	missing	from	the	international	playing	field	for	far	too	long.	There	is	no	more	important	issue	to	
international	security	than	nuclear	non-proliferation	and	disarmament.	Australia	has	previously	had	
an	excellent	record	of	achievement	in	this	area.	A	Rudd	Labor	Government	will	once	again	take	up	the	
cause.”	 — speech to un Association of Australia and MAPW, Canberra, 14 August 2007

“[An	ALP	government	would	be]	committed	to	driving	the	international	agenda	for	a	nuclear	weapons	
convention.”	 —speech to national Press Club, 15 november 2007

Senator John Faulkner:
“The	government	supports	exploration	of	possible	legal	frameworks	for	the	eventual	abolition	of	nuclear	
weapons,	including	at	an	appropriate	time	the	possibility	of	negotiation	of	a	nuclear	weapons	convention.	
…	The	Government	sees	the	negotiation	of	a	possible	nuclear	weapons	convention	as	a	longer-term	goal.”	

— reply to senate Question on notice, 12 february 2008

ALP National Conference 2009:
“Noting	that	the	2009	Defence	White	Paper	envisages	continued	Australian	reliance	on	extended	nuclear	
deterrence	provided	by	the	United	States	to	2030	and	beyond,	and	that	substantial	progress	towards	
and	potentially	achievement	of	a	world	free	of	nuclear	weapons	is	feasible	within	that	timeframe,	Labor	
commits	to	ensure	that	Australia’s	defence	policy	does	not	impede,	but	rather	anticipates	and	supports	
the	achievement	of	a	world	free	of	nuclear	weapons.”

— A world free of nuclear weapons, AlP national Conference resolution, 2009
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to	2009-10	military	spending	of	$26.6	billion,	and	
the	disparity	is	increasing.

The white paper and nuclear 
weapons

Does	the	white	paper	align	with	the	government’s	
stated	commitment	to	a	world	free	of	nuclear	
weapons?	Does	it	reduce	the	role	of	nuclear	
weapons	in	Australia’s	security	policy,	as	we	
regularly	call	on	nuclear-armed	states	to	do?	Does	it	
articulate	a	path	towards	removing	nuclear	weapons	
from	any	role	in	Australia’s	alliance	relationships,	
and	facilitate	progress	towards	
the	elimination	of	nuclear	
weapons?	Does	it	provide	clear	
support	for	President	Obama’s	
vision	for	US	leadership	towards	
a	world	free	of	nuclear	weapons?	
Does	it	promote	constructive	
engagement	with	our	neighbours	
to	strengthen	the	South	Pacific	
and	Southeast	Asian	Nuclear	
Weapon	Free	Zones	and	
encourage	collaborative	action	to	
advance	nuclear	disarmament?	
Does	it	recognise	the	intertwined	
non-military	aspects	of	human	
security	which	are	shared	
across	national	borders?	On	all	these	reasonable	
expectations	the	answer	is	no.

The	white	paper	states	that,	“Within	the	
timeframe	of	this	White	Paper,	the	United	States	
will	continue	to	rely	on	its	nuclear	deterrent	
capability…”	and	claims	that	US	extended	
deterrence	provides	a	key	defence	against	the	
proliferation	of	weapons	of	mass	destruction.	In	
reality,	the	failure	of	nuclear-armed	states	to	disarm	
is	the	major	driver	of	proliferation	and	cause	of	
the	daily	universal	threat	of	nuclear	annihilation.	
The	paper	confirms	“the	value	to	Australia	of	the	
protection	afforded	by	extended	nuclear	deterrence	
under	the	US	alliance,”	which	“provides	a	stable	
and	reliable	sense	of	assurance.”	What	does	this	
mean?	It	means	a	willingness	to	countenance	and	
contribute	to	the	use	of	the	world’s	worst	weapons	
of	terror.	A	willingness,	ultimately,	to	threaten	
and	incinerate	millions	of	people,	and	devastate	
and	radioactively	contaminate	vast	areas	of	land,	
placing	all	of	us	in	jeopardy.	It	means	we	are	part	of	
the	problem	more	than	the	solution.

Nuclear	deterrence,	at	its	core,	is	a	pledge	to	
inflict	catastrophic	nuclear	retaliation.	We	now	
know	that	to	use	even	a	tiny	fraction	of	the	world’s	
current	nuclear	arsenal	would	produce	a	global	
climatic	catastrophe	that	would	make	any	such	use	
not	only	a	crime	against	humanity,	but	suicidal.	
A	country	like	Australia	that	relies	upon	a	proxy	
nuclear	arsenal	is	making	a	Faustian	bargain.	For	
nothing	more	than	an	unenforceable	promise	that	

our	‘protector	state’	may	retaliate	upon	millions	of	
innocent	people	on	our	behalf,	we	make	ourselves	
a	target	for	nuclear	weapons,	put	our	fate	in	the	
hands	of	others,	and	forfeit	our	moral	stature	as	
a	state	free	of	nuclear	weapons.	This	position	
increases	the	ways	and	places	in	which	a	nuclear	
war	might	start.	It	also	makes	our	security	hostage	
to	nuclear	security	and	restraint	in	Russia,	China,	
and	North	Korea;	and	adds	to	the	risk	of	nuclear	war	
through	technical	failure,	human	error,	madness,	
malice,	inadvertence,	terrorist	infiltration	or	cyber	
attack.

The	white	paper	does	not	consider	the	prospect	
that	substantial	disarmament,	
even	abolition	of	nuclear	
weapons,	is	possible	by	2030.	Even	
the	International	Commission’s	
“hard-headed,	pragmatic”	
incremental	approach	envisages	
the	achievement	of	a	pre-
abolition	“minimisation	point,”	
by	2025.	The	abolition	proposal	
put	by	Mikhail	Gorbachev	to	
Ronald	Reagan	during	their	1986	
Reykjavik	summit	envisaged	a	
timeframe	of	fifteen	years.

The	model	nuclear	weapons	
convention	drafted	by	the	
International	Association	of	

Lawyers	Against	Nuclear	Arms,	the	International	
Network	of	Engineers	and	Scientists	Against	
Proliferation,	and	International	Physicians	for	the	
Prevention	of	Nuclear	War	was	updated	in	2007	
and	is	widely	regarded	as	the	most	detailed	model	
for	how	the	comprehensive	legal	architecture	
necessary	to	abolish	nuclear	weapons	might	
look.	It	is	the	centrepiece	of	the	first	element	of	
UN	Secretary-General	Ban	Ki-moon’s	2008	plan	
for	nuclear	disarmament.	The	model	convention	
envisages	a	phased,	verified	process	over	fifteen	
years.	By	that	timeframe,	and	allowing	five	years	
for	the	convention	to	be	negotiated,	the	elimination	
of	nuclear	weapons	could	be	implemented	in	
2030.	The	Global	Zero	campaign,	including	many	
global	leaders,	such	as	the	Commission	co-chairs,	
also	envisages	a	‘global	zero	accord’	negotiated	
between	2019	and	2023,	providing	the	basis	for	the	
elimination	of	nuclear	weapons	by	2030.

The	white	paper	fails	to	recognise,	let	alone	
contribute	to,	the	possibility	of	substantial	progress	
towards	nuclear	weapons	abolition	by	2030.	
Over	the	next	few	years,	it	is	likely	that	either	
substantial	progress	towards	abolition	will	be	
made,	or	increasing	proliferation	will	accelerate	
our	slide	towards	the	inevitable	eventual	use	of	
nuclear	weapons.	A	growing	chorus	of	international	
leaders,	including	from	most	nuclear-armed	states,	
is	calling	for	a	world	free	of	nuclear	weapons.	For	
the	first	time,	a	US	president	has	been	elected	with	
an	explicit	plan	towards	a	nuclear	weapon	free	

In reality, the failure 
of nuclear-armed 
states to disarm is 
the major driver of 
proliferation and 
cause of the daily 
universal threat of 
nuclear annihilation.



23

world.	For	the	first	time,	the	UN	Security	Council	
has	unanimously	endorsed	the	same	goal.	For	the	
first	time	in	two	decades,	Russia	and	the	US	are	
negotiating	binding	verifiable	reductions	in	nuclear	
weapons.	We	have	now	the	best	opportunity	since	
the	end	of	the	Cold	War	to	make	decisive	progress	
in	ridding	the	world	of	nuclear	weapons.	The	white	
paper	could	have	made	a	positive	contribution	
by	anticipating	and	preparing	for	a	world	free	
of	nuclear	weapons.	Instead	it	contradicts	and	
undermines	Australia’s	stated	commitment	to	
nuclear	disarmament.

A	further	critical	deficiency	of	the	white	paper	
is	that	it	makes	no	distinction	between	the	nuclear	
and	non-nuclear	aspects	of	Australia’s	alliance	with	
the	US.	Deterrence	does	not	have	to	be	nuclear.	As	
found	by	repeated	parliamentary	assessments	in	
recent	decades,	there	is	no	conceivable	military	
threat	Australia	faces	that	could	not	be	met	by	
the	combined	conventional	military	capacity	of	
Australia	and	its	allies.

An	element	in	the	white	paper	which	demands	
comment	is	the	assertion	that	the	extended	
nuclear	deterrence	provided	by	the	US	“has	
over	the	years	removed	the	need	for	Australia	to	
consider	more	significant	and	expensive	defence	
options”	(paragraph	6.34).	This	could	reasonably	
be	interpreted	as	a	veiled	threat	that	without	
the	US	nuclear	umbrella,	Australia	may	need	to	
acquire	its	own	nuclear	weapons.	This	is	strongly	
counterproductive,	potentially	stimulating	military	
build-up	and	nuclear	proliferation	in	other	countries,	
further	undermining	the	security	of	Australians.

Australian	security	can	best	be	promoted	by	
resolving	regional	tensions	and	working	with	
others	to	address	the	urgent	shared	human	security	
challenges	we	face	–	the	continued	existence	
of	nuclear	weapons,	climate	change,	resource	
depletion,	poverty	and	inequity,	disease,	disasters	
and	human	rights	abuses.	These	should	be	the	prime	
purpose	of	Australian	foreign	and	defence	policy.

How can Australia contribute 
to freeing the world of nuclear 
weapons?
Countries	like	Australia	that	are	allied	with	nuclear-
armed	states	should	make	clear	their	support	for	the	
abolition	of	nuclear	weapons	and	remove	reliance	
on	nuclear	weapons	by	planning	for	security	
arrangements	in	which	nuclear	weapons	have	no	
place.	This	is	something	on	which	Australia	and	
Japan	could	usefully	cooperate.

Australia	should	ensure	that	Australian	facilities	
and	personnel	could	not	knowingly	or	unknowingly	
participate	in	or	contribute	to	the	use	of	nuclear	
weapons.

Current	stocks	of	fissile	materials	that	can	be	
used	to	make	nuclear	weapons	are	vast	and	widely	
dispersed.	Freeing	the	world	of	nuclear	weapons	

requires	ceasing	production	of,	securing	and,	
where	possible,	eliminating	these	fissile	materials.	
This	could	be	achieved	more	quickly	and	reliably	
if	nuclear	power	were	phased	out.	While	nuclear	
power	continues	to	be	generated,	Australia	should	
reverse	its	current	prioritisation	of	short-term	
narrow	commercial	interests	over	non-proliferation.	
The	greatest	contribution	Australia	could	make	
to	non-proliferation	would	be	to	cease	mining	
uranium.

While	uranium	is	mined	and	exported,	there	
are	a	number	of	measures	Australia	could	adopt	in	
relation	to	‘Australian	obligated	nuclear	material’	
(AONM)	which	would	substantially	reduce	the	
potential	for	Australian	uranium	to	contribute	to	
nuclear	weapons	proliferation.	Australia	should:	
withdraw	approval	for	spent	nuclear	fuel	containing	
AONM	to	be	reprocessed	to	extract	plutonium;	
apply	safeguards	on	mined	uranium	ore	rather	
than	only	from	the	enrichment	stage;	require	that	
Australian	uranium	be	enriched	only	in	facilities	
subject	to	the	highest	level	of	international	control;	
and	cease	exporting	uranium	to	countries	with	
nuclear	weapons.

All	governments	should	now	begin	collaborative	
work	to	negotiate	a	comprehensive	treaty	to	
abolish	nuclear	weapons.	Australia’s	South-East	
Asian	and	Pacific	neighbours	are	natural	partners	
for	this	work.	There	is	a	good	basis	for	cross-
party	support	on	this	issue	as	a	nuclear	weapons	
convention	was	recommended	unanimously	by	the	
all-party	parliamentary	Joint	Standing	Committee	
on	Treaties,	which	also	recommended	that	the	
government	allocate	resources	to	the	development	
of	a	convention.	Achieving	this	will	require	stronger	
political	leadership	than	has	been	shown	so	far,	
and	also	a	substantial	increase	in	the	disarmament	
capacity	within	DFAT.

The	white	paper	makes	Australians	and	the	
world	less	secure.	It	should	be	comprehensively	
revised.	Rather	than	cowering	under	a	nuclear	
umbrella	which	makes	us	a	nuclear	target	and	
potential	accomplice	in	nuclear	weapons	use,	
our	defence	policy	should	align	with	a	strong	
commitment	to	a	world	free	of	nuclear	weapons	and	
a	clear	plan	of	action	for	helping	bring	this	about.

tilman ruff is Chair of the 
international Campaign to Abolish 
nuclear Weapons (iCAn), a Board 
member of iPPnW, past president of 
MAPW (Australia), and an ngO 
adviser to the Co-Chairs of the 
international Commission on 
nuclear non-Proliferation and 

disarmament. An infectious diseases and public health 
physician, he is associate professor in the nossal institute 
for global Health, university of Melbourne.
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5 War, the environment,
 and the defence  
 white paper

Dr Bill Castleden, Doctors for the Environment Australia 
and Dr Sue Wareham oam, former President, Medical Association for Prevention of War (Australia)

IN	THE	TWENTY-FIRST	century,	notions	of	
security	must	incorporate	environmental	
security	as	a	key	feature.	With	the	possible	

exception	of	devastation	by	nuclear	weapons,	
the	overwhelming	threats	to	human	survival	are	
climate	change	and	other	forms	of	environmental	
destruction.	For	many	of	the	world’s	people,	these	
environmental	factors	threaten	to	tip	the	balance	
from	marginal	survival	towards	non-survival,	
aggravating	the	already	unconscionable	inequities	
that	divide	the	haves	and	have-nots	of	this	world.	
Nor	can	Australia’s	environment	remain	immune	to	
the	effects	of	these	unprecedented	upheavals.

The	2009	defence	white	paper	and	its	
recommendations	paid	grossly	inadequate	attention	
to	this	core	security	issue.	Australia’s	ever-
increasing	focus	on	the	use	of	military	strategies	
to	address	global	problems	and	our	concurrent	
rising	defence	budgets	are	distracting	us	from	a	
fundamental	and	critical	need	to	resolve	these	
environmental	threats.	War	and	our	preparations	
for	it	hasten	the	earth’s	degradation,	deplete	our	

resources,	and	contribute	to	climate	change,	further	
eroding	our	security.	Resolving	the	world’s	(and	
our	own)	pressing	environmental	issues	would,	in	
contrast,	greatly	enhance	our	security.	This	work	
should	be	given	higher	priority	in	government	
policymaking,	including	military	policymaking.

Climate change as a driver of war

It	is	increasingly	being	recognised	that	climate	
change,	if	not	adequately	addressed,	will	lead	to	
worsening	global	violence	and	instability,	both	
through	climate	stress	and	drought,	and	human	
competition	for	water	and	food.1	The	Asia-Pacific	
region	is	likely	to	be	severely	affected,	particularly	
by	inundation	of	low-lying	islands	and	densely	
populated	parts	of	Bangladesh.	In	its	2007	report,	
A Climate of Conflict: the links between climate 
change, peace and war,	International	Alert	identified	
forty-six	countries	–	home	to	2.7	billion	people	–	in	
1	 	See	for	example:	Butler	CD	(2005),	‘Inequality	and	conflict’,	in	Goldie	J,	Douglas,	RM,	

Furnass,	B	(Eds),	in search of sustainability,	Melbourne,	CSIRO.	p33-48
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which	the	effects	of	climate	change	interacting	with	
economic,	social,	and	political	problems	will	create	
a	high	risk	of	violent	conflict.	Indonesia	is	one	of	
them.	Overwhelmingly,	the	countries	on	the	list	are	
not	themselves	the	drivers	of	climate	change.

The	problem	of	resource	depletion,	going	
hand-in-hand	with	climate	change,	was	detailed	
also	by	the	UN	Environment	Program	(UNEP)	in	
its	2009	report	from Conflict to Peace Building: the 
role of natural resources and the environment. The 
report	stated	that,	“The	potential	consequences	of	
climate	change	for	water	availability,	food	security,	
prevalence	of	disease,	coastal	boundaries,	and	
population	distribution	may	
aggravate	existing	tensions	and	
generate	new	conflicts.”	Since	
1990,	the	report	said,	at	least	
eighteen	violent	conflicts	have	
been	fuelled	by	the	exploitation	
of	natural	resources,	including	
fertile	land,	water,	and	“high	
value”	resources	such	as	
diamonds,	gold,	timber,	minerals	
and	oil.	As	populations	increase	
there	is	significant	potential	for	
such	conflicts	to	intensify	in	
coming	decades.

The	significance	of	this	
issue	is	underlined	by	the	fact	
that	the	Pentagon	–	somewhat	
ironically,	given	that	it	is	a	
significant	contributor	to	climate	
change,	as	described	below	–	is	
taking	it	seriously,	although	not	
necessarily	for	the	same	reasons	
as,	say,	the	people	of	the	Pacific	
islands	or	those	in	drought-
stricken	African	countries.	
Pentagon	challenges	include	
the	fact	that	the	joint	British-
American	military	base	on	the	
island	of	Diego	Garcia	is	only	a	few	feet	above	sea	
level.	John	Broder,	writing	in	the	new York times 
on	9	August	2009,	said	that	the	US	Department	
of	Defence	is	using	climate	modelling	based	on	
sophisticated	navy	and	air	force	weather	programs	
and	US	government	climate	research	programs	at	
NASA	and	the	National	Oceanic	and	Atmospheric	
Administration	to	model	likely	sea-level	changes,	
rainfall	patterns,	and	effects	on	food	security.

According	to	the	UNEP	report	no	serious	
discussion	of	current	or	emerging	threats	to	
security	can	take	place	without	considering	the	
role	of	natural	resources	and	the	environment.	By	
this	criterion	then,	Australia’s	latest	defence	white	
paper	cannot	be	considered	a	serious	discussion	
of	emerging	security	threats,	for	its	attention	to	
environmental	matters	is	scant.	A	few	paragraphs	
addressing	“New	Security	Concerns:	Climate	
Change	and	Resource	Security”	in	a	document	of	
nearly	140	pages	is	little	more	than	lip	service	to	

looming	environmental	changes.
The	“new	security	concerns”	section	of	the	

paper	acknowledges	that,	“Changing	climate	
patterns,	combined	with	booming	population	
growth,	will	sharpen	competition	for	scarce	food,	
water	and	energy	resources	in	many	parts	of	the	
world,	particularly	in	Africa	and	the	Middle	East.”	
Yet	the	paper	downplays	the	significance	of	this	
for	the	foreseeable	future,	stating	that	“large-scale	
strategic	consequences	of	climate	change	are,	
however,	not	likely	to	be	felt	before	2030.”	Whether	
this	expected	lack	of	strategic	consequences	of	
climate	change	applies	only	to	Australia	or	globally	

is	not	specified.
The	white	paper	acknowledges	

that	climate	change	mitigation	
measures,	economic	assistance	
strategies,	and	international	
action	to	ensure	energy	supply	
and	distribution,	should	all	be	at	
the	forefront	of	Australia’s	policy	
responses.	This	is	important	
recognition	of	the	need	for	these	
measures.	However,	as	mentioned	
by	Nic	Maclellan	in	Chapter	3,	
the	white	paper	adds	that	the	
government	“would	possibly	have	
to	use”	the	Australian	Defence	
Force	(ADF)	to	deal	with	any	
“threats	inimical	to	our	interests”	
(whatever	that	might	mean	in	
practice).	Maclellan	also	notes	the	
comments	of	former	Australian	
Federal	Police	Commissioner	
Mick	Keelty	on	the	‘policing’	
implications	of	large-scale	
movements	of	people	fleeing	
uninhabitable	environments.

The	same	theme	was	
addressed,	somewhat	more	
crassly,	by	Senator	Bill	Heffernan	

in	October	2007,	when	he	called	for	northern	
Australia	to	be	populated,	lest	it	be	invaded	by	
Asians.	“Parts	of	the	country	would	appeal	to	people	
who	had	nothing,”	he	said,	referring	to	the	prospect	
of	rising	sea	levels	leaving	millions	of	people	in	our	
region	and	beyond	homeless.	While	the	senator’s	
solution	for	climate	refugees	is	unlikely	to	reflect	
the	view	of	a	majority	of	Australians,	it	reinforced	
the	fortress	approach	hinted	at	by	the	white	paper.

Such	an	approach	raises	troubling	ethical	
implications.	As	we	are	one	of	the	world’s	highest	
per	capita	carbon	emitters,	our	policies	should	
start	from	the	understanding	that	millions	of	our	
neighbours	are	threatened	by	climate	disasters	not	
of	their	making.	Many	would	see	Australia’s	clear	
responsibility	being	to	drastically	reduce	our	own	
carbon	emissions,	to	do	all	that	is	possible	to	ensure	
coordinated	action	for	global	reductions,	and	to	
base	our	treatment	of	climate	refugees	on	principles	
of	justice,	not	principles	of	isolationism.

With the possible 
exception of 
devastation by 
nuclear weapons, 
the overwhelming 
threats to human 
survival are 
climate change 
and other forms 
of environmental 
destruction… The 
2009 defence 
white paper … paid 
grossly inadequate 
attention to this 
core security issue.
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One	of	Prime	Minister	Rudd’s	first	actions	when	
elected	in	2007	was	to	send	the	new	members	of	
his	government	out	into	the	streets	and	shelters	
to	learn	what	it’s	like	to	be	homeless.	Perhaps	
government	members	elected	in	2010	should	
receive a trip to Tuvalu.

War as a contributor to climate 
change

Building	and	maintaining	large	armed	forces	and	
their	associated	weaponry,	the	machines	of	modern	
warfare,	serve	to	add	fuel	to	the	climate	change	
fire	and	further	deplete	finite	
resources.	The	world’s	militaries	
are	significant	direct	contributors	
to	climate	change.	Naval	ships,	
combat	aircraft,	land	transport	
for	hundreds	of	thousands	of	
troops,	and	the	provision	and	
transport	of	the	infrastructure	
to	care	for	them,	are	all	energy-
intensive.	Many	of	the	tools	
of	warfare,	such	as	explosions	
and	fire,	also	emit	carbon.	As	
just	one	example,	the	current	
model	Abrams	tank	used	by	the	
ADF	moves	less	than	one	mile	
for	every	gallon	of	fuel	used,	
translating	to	more	than	235	litres	
per	100	kilometres.2

The	US	military	is	the	biggest	
purchaser	of	oil	in	the	world.3 
In	August	2008,	the	diplomat 
magazine	quoted	Jim	Bartis,	a	
senior	policy	researcher	with	RAND	Corporation,	
who	said,	“Our	[US]	Defense	Department	uses	
about	350,000	barrels	[55	million	litres]	of	fuel	a	
day.”	(Bartis	also	mentioned	that	as	a	nation	the	
US	accounts	for	almost	a	quarter	of	the	entire	
world’s	oil	consumption.)	Michael	Klare,	Professor	
of	Peace	and	World	Security	Studies	at	Hampshire	
College,	Massachusetts,	stated	in	an	article	‘The	
Pentagon	v	Peak	Oil’	which	appeared	on	the	
Mother	Jones	website	(14	June	2007)	that	the	US	
uses	more	oil	annually	in	its	combat	operations	in	
Iraq,	Afghanistan	and	the	south-west	Asian	region	
than	that	used	by	the	whole	of	Bangladesh,	with	
its	150	million	people.	A	2007	study4	ordered	by	
the	Pentagon	found	that	the	military	in	Iraq	and	
Afghanistan	are	using	sixteen	times	more	fuel	per	
soldier	than	that	used	in	World	War	II.

In	relation	to	the	Australian	military’s	energy	
usage,	Paul	Malone,	writing	in	the Canberra 
times on	9	June	2007,	reported	that	our	defence	
establishments	and	operations	account	for	almost	

2	 	Turse,	Nick	(2008)	‘The	Military-Petroleum	Complex,’	in	foreign Policy in focus,	26	
March	2008

3	 	http://energybulletin.net/node/13199	by	Sohbet	Karbuz,	former	head	of	non-OECD	
energy	statistics	section	of	the	International	Energy	Agency	(Paris)

4	 	transforming the Way dod looks at energy,	by	US	consulting	firm	Logistics	
Management	Institute

three-quarters	of	total	federal	government	energy	
use.	Answers	by	Air	Chief	Marshal	Houston	in	
Senate	Estimates	on	25	February	2009,	in	response	
to	questions	from	Senator	Scott	Ludlam	(Australian	
Greens),	indicate	that	Australian	military	fuel	
usage	is	approximately	420	million	litres	annually.	
Houston	also	confirmed	that	the	Defence	
Department’s	carbon	footprint	is	not	measured.

Other environmental impacts of war

Wars	not	only	kill	and	maim	humans,	they	are	
accompanied	by	environmental	destruction.	The	

world’s	militaries	are	major	
perpetrators	of	environmental	
harm,	over	and	above	their	carbon	
emissions.

The	recent	war	in	Iraq	provides	
a	dramatic	example.	A	Reuters	
report	on	27	October	2008	quoted	
Iraqi	Environment	Minister	
Nermeen	Othman	as	saying:	“The	
environmental	catastrophe	that	
we	inherited	in	Iraq	is	even	worse	
than	it	sounds.	War	destroys	
countries’	environments,	not	just	
their	people.	War	and	its	effects	
have	led	to	changes	in	the	social,	
economic	and	environmental	
fabric.	It	will	take	centuries	to	
restore	the	natural	environment	of	
Iraq.”	The	report	said	that	in	2010	
Iraq	has	been	left	with	25	million	
land	mines.	It	also	drew	attention	
to	the	large	quantities	of	depleted	

uranium	(a	by-product	of	uranium	enrichment	
that	is	used	to	manufacture	conventional	
munitions)	which	is	causing	low	level	radioactive	
contamination	of	affected	areas.	More	than	 
60 per	cent	of	Iraq’s	fresh	water	is	polluted.	Bomb-
damaged	factories	have	contaminated	the	soil,	
while	forests	in	the	north	and	palm	groves	in	the	
south	were	flattened	to	remove	hiding	places.	The	
land	is	strewn	with	unexploded	bombs,	chemical	
waste,	rubble,	and	trash.

The	Middle	East	has	suffered	recurring	
environmental	catastrophes	brought	about	
by	warfare.	During	the	1991	Gulf	War,	Saddam	
Hussein’s	forces	deliberately	set	fire	to	
approximately	600	oil	wells	across	Kuwait	and	
spilt	four	million	barrels	of	oil	into	the	Persian	
Gulf	(‘Beware	an	Ecological	Catastrophe	in	Iraq,’	
international Herald tribune,	13	December	2002).	
In	2006,	Lebanon’s	beaches	were	blackened	by	oil	
from	storage	tanks	hit	by	Israeli	bombing	(Black 
Beaches in lebanon,	http://dahrjamailiraq.com,	
29 July	2006).

War’s	toxic	legacy	is	seen	in	multiple	other	
sites	around	the	globe.	One	of	the	worst	examples	
is	Vietnam,	where	dioxin	from	the	approximately	
eighty	million	litres	of	Agent	Orange	sprayed	over	

Wars not only 
kill and maim 
humans, they are 
accompanied by 
environmental 
destruction. The 
world’s militaries are 
major perpetrators 
of environmental 
harm, over and 
above their carbon 
emissions.

http://energybulletin.net/node/13199
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the	environment	between	1962	and	1971	continues	
to	take	a	heavy	toll.	Large	areas	of	the	country	are	
still	contaminated	and	the	Vietnamese	government	
estimates	that	hundreds	of	thousands	of	children	
have	been	born	with	birth	defects	as	a	result	
(‘Vietnam’s	Poisonous	Legacy,’	Canberra times,	
9 April	2006).

Closer	to	home,	national geographic reported	
in	2008	that	the	floor	of	the	Pacific	Ocean	is	strewn	
with	the	wrecks	of	3,700	World	War	II	vessels,	
of	which	about	330	were	fuel	tankers	(although	
estimates	of	the	number	of	World	War	11	shipwrecks	
in	the	Pacific	vary).	At	least	some	have	begun	
to	leak	into	environmentally	
rich	lagoons.	They	are	ticking	
environmental	time-bombs.

The	world’s	most	destructive	
weapons,	nuclear	weapons,	
have	left	a	radioactive	legacy	
wherever	they	have	been	
developed	and	tested.	Their	use	
in	warfare	continues	to	hang	over	
humanity	as	a	certainty	unless	
they	are	abolished.	The	defence	
white	paper	virtually	ignores	
the	far-reaching	implications	of	
Australia’s	position	under	the	
US	nuclear	‘umbrella’	(discussed	
in	detail	in	chapter	4),	but	it	is	
surely	time	for	Australia	to	reject	
the	idea	that	nuclear	weapons	
offer	us	any	‘defence.’

Diversion of resources

Government	spending	is	always	constrained,	and	
Australia	is	faced	with	the	need	to	finance	a	number	
of	major	environmental	measures.	They	include	
the	further	development	and	implementation	of	
renewable	energies,	energy-saving	initiatives,	and	
‘feed-in’	tariffs	(incentives	for	consumers	to	use	
renewable	energy	sources	in	the	home),	which	
are	only	tangentially	covered	in	the	government’s	
twice-rejected	emissions	trading	scheme.	
Restoration	of	our	country’s	waterways	and	other	
remediation	projects	are	also	urgently	needed.	A	
sustained	reduction	in	defence	expenditure	would	
reduce	Australia’s	carbon	emissions	and	release	
funds	for	investment	in	these	essential	areas.	
Greater	assistance	for	climate	change	adaptation	
strategies	for	neighbouring	countries	could	also	be	
provided.

Such	expenditures	would	do	far	more	to	secure	
our	future	than	an	increased	military	budget.

Recommendations

•	 Environmental	security	–	national,	regional	and	
global	–	should	be	recognised	as	one	of	the	most	
fundamental	requirements	in	Australia’s	defence	
and	security	planning.

•	 Far	stronger	actions	should	be	taken	by	the	
Australian	government	to	drastically	cut	our	
carbon	emissions	and	promote	such	reductions	
globally,	and	to	provide	assistance	to	the	victims	
of	climate	change,	both	within	and	outside	
Australia.

•	 Australia’s	military	budget	should	be	reduced	to	
help	provide	the	necessary	funds	
for	such	measures.
•	 The	use	of	armed	force	to	repel	

climate	refugees	from	Australia	
should	play	no	part	in	our	
response	to	climate	change.

•	 ADF	activities	should	be	subject	
to	carbon	auditing.

•	 Nuclear	weapons	should	not	
play	any	part	in	Australia’s	
defence.

Bill Castleden is 
former 
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Professor of 
surgery at the 
university of 
Western 
Australia and 

Head of Vascular surgery at fremantle 
Hospital. treating victims of two irA bombings in london 
confirmed his abhorrence of violence and he joined MAPW 
when it was formed in 1981. Bill retired in 1998 and 
became active in environmental work forming doctors for 
the Preservation of Old growth forests in WA and 
becoming a founding member of doctors for the 
environment Australia. He served as deA’s Chair from 
2003-2008.

dr sue Wareham’s biography appears at the end of 
chapter 8.
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6 Human security: 
 how do we achieve it?

Steph Cousins,
Humanitarian Advocacy Coordinator, Oxfam Australia

HUMAN	SECURITY	is	about	putting	
people,	rather	than	states,	at	the	centre	of	
decisions	about	security.	The	independent	

Commission	on	Human	Security,	launched	at	the	
2000	UN	Millennium	Summit,	defined	human	
security	as	the	protection	of	the	“vital	core	of	all	
human	lives	in	ways	that	enhance	human	freedoms	
and	human	fulfilment…It	means	protecting	people	
from	critical	(severe)	and	pervasive	(widespread)	
threats	and	situations.”

Human	security	around	the	world	is	increasingly	
under	threat.	Not	only	because	of	violence	and	
chronic	stresses,	but	also	because	governments	
and	the	international	community	have	not	yet	
developed	the	capacity	and	will	to	live	up	to	
their	responsibility	to	protect	civilians	in	at-risk	
situations.	This	chapter	explores	our	global	
responsibility	to	proactively	build	human	security,	
examines	the	challenges	facing	governments	in	
living	up	to	this	responsibility,	and	proposes	several	
ways	in	which	the	Australian	government	could	
improve	its	efforts	in	advancing	human	security	
around	the	world.

Current state of insecurity
While	there	has	been	a	decline	in	the	number	of	
conflicts	since	the	end	of	the	Cold	War	this	is,	
regrettably,	little	cause	for	celebration.	The	threat	
of	new	wars,	the	failure	of	precarious	peace	deals,	
and	the	destabilising	impact	of	climate	change	all	
cast	doubt	on	whether	this	decline	will	continue.	
The	2008	global Burden of Armed Violence report 
by	the	Geneva	Declaration	Secretariat,	states	that	
since	2005	the	number	of	conflict-related	deaths	has	
increased	and	has	been	highly	concentrated:	two-
thirds	being	due	to	conflict	in	Afghanistan,	Iraq,	
Pakistan,	Somalia,	and	Sri	Lanka.

As	the	cornerstone	of	international	humanitarian	
law,	the	1949	Geneva	Conventions	not	only	prohibit	
deliberate	violence	against	civilians,	they	also	
outlaw	violence	with	an	impact	on	civilians	which	
is	disproportionate	to	the	warring	parties’	legitimate	
military	objectives.	Yet	modern	warfare,	conducted	
in	increasingly	complex	environments	with	the	
involvement	of	multiple	state	and	non-state	actors,	
inflicts	an	unacceptable	toll	on	civilians.	Today,	
90	per	cent	of	the	victims	of	armed	conflict	are	
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cleansing,	and	crimes	against	humanity,	and	
agreeing	that	the	international	community	also	
has	a	responsibility	to	act	and	assist.	Several	UN	
Security	Council	resolutions	have	also	sought	to	
clarify	states’	international	obligations	to	protect	
civilians	and	vulnerable	groups	in	armed	conflict,	
and	urged	states	to	increase	the	representation	
of	women	in	conflict	management	activities,	use	
gender-sensitive	training	within	armed	forces,	
and	adequately	address	sexual	and	gender-based	
violence.5

There	is	now	greater	international	consensus	
that	states	have	both	sovereignty	rights	and	
responsibilities.	The	Australian	government	has	
shown	high-level	support	for	the	responsibility	to	
protect	(R2P)	principle,	evidenced	in	2009	by	its	
establishment	of	the	$2	million	Australian	R2P	Fund	
to	invest	in	initiatives	to	develop	the	principle.

While	engagement	in	humanitarian	and	
security	activities	is	supported	by	the	Australian	
government’s	national	security	agenda,	insofar	
as	these	activities	can	strengthen	our	national	
security,6	what	is	missing	from	government	policy	
discourse	is	a	clearly	articulated	commitment	to	
global	security	as	an	aim	in	itself.	If	we	are	to	live	
up	to	our	moral	and	legal	obligations,	Australia	
will	need	to	ensure	that	protection	of	civilians	is	
the	overriding	priority	in	our	response	to	global	
conflicts	and	crises.	We	must	also	act	more	quickly	
to	tackle	the	trends	making	people	vulnerable	to	
crisis,	including	poverty	and	inequality,	climate	
change,	and	arms	proliferation.

Adopting a human security 
approach

This	approach	can	be	broadly	categorised	as	a	
human	security	framework.	Human	security	
emphasises	the	construction	of	sustainable	local	
capacity	to	deal	with	the	outbreak	of	war	and	
chronic	stresses.	As	a	preventive	and	peace-
building	tool,	it	aims	to	address	the	underlying	and	
structural	causes	of	conflict,	in	close	collaboration	
with	local	communities.

While	human	security	can	be	interpreted	more	
narrowly,	it	is	most	useful	when	applied	to	any	
situation	provoking	a	combination	of	daily	anxiety	
and	risk,	vulnerability,	disempowerment,	and	a	
lack	of	basic	rights	–	such	as	extreme	poverty.	A	
broad	human	security	approach	can	disrupt	the	
interconnected	cycle	of	poverty,	conflict,	and	armed	
violence.	To	achieve	human	security	a	combination	
of	protection	and	empowerment	is	necessary: 

effective	and	accountable	states	should	protect	
citizens	from	insecure	situations,	while	individuals	
should	be	empowered	to	protect	themselves	and	
5	 	See	UN	Security	Council	Resolutions:	1325	(2000),	1888	(2009),	1889	(2009)	on	

Women	Peace	and	Security;	1612	(2005),	1261	(1999),	1314	(2000),	1379	(2001),	1460	
(2003),	1539	(2004)	and	1882	(2009)	on	Protection	of	Children	in	Armed	Conflict;	1265	
(1999),	1296	(2000),	1674	(2006),	1894	(2009)	on	Protection	of	Civilians	in	Armed	
Conflict.	All	available	from	www.un.org/documents/scres.htm

6	 	The	First	National	Security	Statement	to	the	Parliament:	address	by	the	Prime	
Minister	of	Australia,	the	Hon	Kevin	Rudd	PM,	4	December	2008

civilians,	of	which	70	per	cent	are	women	and	
children.

Sexual	attacks,	particularly	against	women,	
are	being	used	both	as	a	weapon	and	as	a	‘spoil’	
of	war.	In	2007,	Oxfam	Great	Britain	asked	people	
in	seventeen	communities	in	eastern	Democratic	
Republic	of	Congo	(DRC)	about	the	threats	they	
faced;	fifteen	communities	identified	sexual	
violence	as	key	among	them.	In	the	DRC’s	province	
of	South	Kivu,	74	per	cent	of	rapists	are	armed	
fighters.1	Women	are	most	commonly	attacked,	
but	men	and	boys	are	also	vulnerable	to	sexual	
violence,	particularly	when	subjected	to	torture	and	
detention.	Violent	deaths	occurring	in	post-conflict	
settings	and	due	to	high	levels	of	armed	crime	and	
political	violence	are	also	increasing,	with	around	
80	per	cent	of	deaths	caused	either	directly	or	
indirectly	by	armed	violence	happening	outside	of	
traditional	conflict	settings.

People	living	in	poverty	bear	the	brunt	of	war	
and	chronic	violence.	The	world’s	current	forty	
or	so	conflicts	are	concentrated	in	areas	with	high	
rates	of	poverty.	This	is	not	coincidental.	According	
to	Oxford	University	Professor	of	Economics	Peter	
Collier,	as	per	capita	income	halves,	the	risk	of	civil	
war	roughly	doubles.2	It	is	not	surprising	then,	that	
the	UN	reports	that	at	least	twenty-two	of	the	thirty-
four	countries	least	likely	to	achieve	the	Millennium	
Development	Goals	are	engaged	in,	or	emerging	
from,	conflict.	Despite	this,	the	economic	cost	of	
conflicts	is	roughly	twice	as	much	as	the	world	has	
spent	on	international	aid	in	recent	decades.3 The 
cumulative	impact	of	ongoing	poverty,	conflict	and	
international	neglect	is	that	human	insecurity	is	
growing.

Our responsibility to promote global 
human security

Every	person	has	a	right	to	be	protected	from	
murder,	rape,	and	displacement.	The	1948	Universal	
Declaration	of	Human	Rights	promised	everyone	
the	right	to	“life,	liberty	and	security	of	person”	and	
to	live	in	“freedom	from	fear	and	want…”.	Common	
article	1	of	the	Geneva	Conventions	provides	that	
states	are	responsible	to	“respect	and	ensure	
respect”	for	the	Conventions	in	all	circumstances,	
which	means	that	all	states,	whether	engaged	in	
a	conflict	or	not,	“must	take	all	possible	steps	to	
ensure	that	the	rules	are	respected	by	all.”4

At	the	2005	UN	World	Summit,	governments	
for	the	first	time	extended	this	obligation	by	
endorsing	their	“responsibility	to	protect”	their	
populations	from	genocide,	war	crimes,	ethnic	

1	 	Gender	Action	for	Peace	and	Security	(2009),	global Monitoring Checklist on Women, 
Peace and security,	p57

2	 	Peter	Collier,	‘Development	and	Peace’	in	global future,	first	quarter	2003
3	 	P	Collier	(2007)	the Bottom Billion: Why the poorest countries are failing and what can 

be done about it,	Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press,	p32
4	 	International	Review	of	the	Red	Cross,	Common Article 1 of the geneva Conventions 

revisited: Protecting collective interests,	No.	837,	p67-87	by Laurence	Boisson	de	
Chazournes,	Luigi	Condorelli.	See	www.icrc.org/Web/eng/siteeng0.nsf/html/57JQCP	
(accessed	10	March	2010)

file:///Work/%20%20WIP/3493%20(MAPW)%20Smart%20security%20report/Text/www.un.org/documents/scres.htm
file:///Work/%20%20WIP/3493%20(MAPW)%20Smart%20security%20report/Text/www.icrc.org/Web/eng/siteeng0.nsf/html/57JQCP
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their	family	from	risks	and	to	demand	that	their	
basic	rights	are	met.

Politicising and militarising aid

In	a	speech	to	the	Overseas	Development	Institute	
in	London	in	2009	Donald	Steinberg,	Deputy	
President,	International	Crisis	Group,	said:

“i start from the premise that the traditional 
dividing line between issues of hard national 
security and soft issues of human security have 
become hopelessly and permanently blurred. 
today, there are no ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ issues: 
crises no longer remain in their separate and 
distinct boxes…there is a broad and growing 
recognition among practitioners and theorists 
alike that conflict prevention, conflict resolution 
and post-conflict reconstruction form the bedrock 
of diplomacy and the promotion of international 
security interests around the world.”

These	remarks	underscore	both	the	strengths	and	
weaknesses	of	coupling	human	security	approaches	
with	foreign	policy	agendas.	On	the	one	hand,	
it	makes	a	sound	political	case	for	ensuring	that	
foreign	policy	agendas	are	aligned	with	the	security	
of	people	and	their	communities.	However	this	can	
also	lead	to	the	politicisation	and	militarisation	
of	aid,	meaning	that	aid	is	used	as	a	means	of	
advancing	a	military	or	political	objective.	This	can	
undermine	the	perceived	impartiality	and	neutrality	
of	humanitarian	action	and	shrink	humanitarian	
space,	with	grave	consequences	for	aid	workers	
and	beneficiaries	alike.	A	2010	UNHCR	report	notes	
that,	“The	most	vivid	example	of	a	situation	where	
the	distinct	identity	of	UN	humanitarian	actors	has	
been	fundamentally	undermined	is	Iraq,	where	
the	harnessing	of	UN	security	arrangements	to	
the	presence	of	the	multinational	forces	by	the	
UN	Security	Council	removed	all	semblance	of	
neutrality	or	independence…and	‘humanitarian’	
activities	became	part	of	the	counter-insurgency	
strategy.”7

This	blurring	of	the	lines	between	relief	and	
military	roles	is	also	evident	in	Afghanistan,	
another	theatre	into	which	the	Australian	Defence	
Force	has	been	deployed	under	a	clearly	stated	
national	interest	agenda.8	The	2009	defence	white	
paper	openly	acknowledges	that	in	contexts	like	
Afghanistan,	the	‘interdependence’	of	security	
objectives	and	“broader	political,	humanitarian,	
economic	and	development	goals,”	substantiates	
the	need	for	“a	‘whole-of-government’	response	
on	the	part	of	military	and	civilian	agencies,	
extending	beyond	individual	agency	operations,	
and	integrating	security	and	other	objectives	
into	comprehensive	political-military	strategies”	
(paragraph	2.26).	What	is	missing	from	this	analysis	
7	 	Vicky	Tennant,	Bernie	Doyle	and	Raouf	Mazou,	“Safeguarding	humanitarian	space:	

a	review	of	key	challenges	for	UNHCR”,	United	Nations	High	Commissioner	for	
Refugees	(UNHCR)	Policy	Development	and	Evaluation	Service,	February	2010,	p22

8	 	See	the	Hon	Stephen	Smith,	Minister	for	Foreign	Affairs,	Statement	on	Afghanistan	to	
the	Parliament	of	Australia,	2	February	2010

is	an	acknowledgement	of	the	substantially	
increased	risk	to	civilians	that	arises	when	pursuing	
such	an	integrated	approach	in	complex	and	
insecure	emergency	contexts.

The	US	Army,	in	its	2009	Commanders’ guide 
to Money as a Weapons system: tactics, techniques 
and procedures,	has	gone	even	further	in	its	stark	
endorsement	of	the	use	of	aid	as	a	“nonlethal	
weapon”	in	order	to	“win	the	hearts	and	minds	of	
the	indigenous	population	[and]	facilitate	defeating	
the	insurgents.”	This	approach	has	been	destructive.	
There	is	increasing	evidence	that	militarised	
aid	is	putting	Afghan	people	at	the	frontline	of	
the	conflict.	For	example,	research	of	Afghan	
perceptions	of	the	conflict	found	that	schools	
supported	or	constructed	by	military-dominated	
provincial	reconstruction	teams	(PRTs)	were	
perceived	by	Afghans	to	be	at	higher	risk	of	being	
attacked.9	This	perception	is	supported	by	statistics	
showing	that	between	January	and	November	2009,	
there	were	613	school-related	security	incidents—
almost	double	the	number	recorded	during	the	
same	period	in	2008.10	As	one	aid	worker	said,	
“We	try	to	keep	PRTs	away	from	our	offices	and	do	
not	interact	with	them	because	it	brings	threats	
from	insurgents	and	suspicion	from	our	target	
communities.”11

Consistent	with	a	human	security	approach,	
Oxfam	International	has	made	strong	calls	for	
community	peace-building	to	increase	the	capacity	
of	Afghan	communities	to	resolve	their	own	
disputes,	and	build	and	sustain	peace.	Often	peace-
building	approaches	require	governments	to	take	a	
step	back	and	allow	civil	society	to	do	what	it	does	
best	–	to	work	at	the	local	level	to	promote	dialogue	
and	non-violent	alternatives	to	conflict.

The 3Ds: Diplomacy, development 
and defence

The	tripartite	pillars	of	diplomacy,	development	and	
defence	are	fast	becoming	integral	to	foreign	policy	
discourse	among	the	world’s	powerful	nations.	
Nevertheless,	the	current	reality	in	Australia,	
and	globally,	is	that	military	solutions	to	conflict	
are	often	given	priority	and	substantially	more	
resources	than	diplomacy	and	development.	This	is	
reflected	in	defence	spending	relative	to	diplomacy	
and	development	in	Australia,	although	substantial	
growth	in	the	Australian	aid	budget	will	help	narrow	
the	defence-development	gap.	(The	total	aid	budget	
for	2009-10	was	$3.8	billion,	a	real	increase	over	
2008-09	of	5.6	per	cent,	a	higher	growth	rate	than	
the	3	per	cent	annual	average	real	growth	allocated	
to	the	defence	budget	out	to	2017-18.)	Still,	the	

9	 	Action	Aid,	Afghan	Aid,	CARE,	Christian	Aid,	Concern	Worldwide,	Oxfam	
International,	TroCaire,	joint	NGO	report,	Quick impact, Quick Collapse: the dangers of 
militarised aid in Afghanistan,	January	2010

10	 	UNAMA	Human	Rights,	Afghanistan Annual report on Civilians in Armed Conflict,	
2009

11	 	British	Agencies	Afghanistan	Group,	Aid and Civil-Military relations in Afghanistan 
(policy brief ), January	2009
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Federal	Government’s	2009-10	budget	committed	
$26.6	billion	to	Defence	and	only	$3.33	billion	to	
AusAID	and	$1.99	billion	to	the	Department	of	
Foreign	Affairs	and	Trade	(DFAT).	The	gap	between	
the	Defence	and	DFAT	budgets	is	widening	in	
real	terms	due	to	the	decline	in	DFAT’s	operating	
budget.

Since	2001	Australia	has	committed	$600	million	
to	aid,	capacity	building,	and	reconstruction	in	
Afghanistan,	yet	in	2009-10	alone	the	government	
budgeted	more	than	double	this	amount	for	
Australia’s	military	contribution	to	the	country.	
The global	impact	of	this	unbalanced	prioritisation	
is	stark:	since	2001	the	US	alone	has	spent	 
US$227	billion	on	its	military	operations	in	
Afghanistan,	while	all	donors	together	have	spent	
less	than	10 per	cent	of	this	amount	on	development	
aid	to	Afghanistan	in	this	period.12

Making a change:  
recommendations

While	it	is	critically	necessary	to	rebalance	the	use	
of	diplomacy,	development	and	defence,	the	role	
of	the	military	should	not	be	understated.	For	its	
part,	the	Australian	Defence	Force	(ADF)	can	ensure	
it	complements	a	human	security	approach	by	
developing	the	capability	and	expertise	required	
to	contribute	to	UN	security	operations,	protect	
civilians	in	armed	conflict,	and	‘do	no	harm.’	This	
will	require	ensuring	ADF	personnel	are	trained	in	
how	to	uphold	human	rights	instruments,	that	they	
‘ensure	respect	for’	international	humanitarian	law,	
and	that	they	respect	and	uphold	humanitarian	
space	by	abiding	by	relevant	civil-military	
guidelines	such	as	the	Oslo	Guidelines,13 MCDA 
guidelines,14	IASC	Civil-Military	Guidelines,15 
and	country-specific	guidelines	such	as	the	
Guidelines	for	the	Interaction	and	Coordination	
of	Humanitarian	Actors	and	Military	Actors	in	
Afghanistan.16

The	ADF	must	also	fully	implement	the	
landmark	UN	Security	Council	Resolution	1325	on	
women,	peace	and	security,	which	urges	states	to	
increase	representation	of	women	in	all	levels	of	
decision-making	around	conflict	management,	
recognise	gender-specific	needs,	especially	
protection	of	women	from	gender-based	violence,	
and	increase	gender-sensitive	training	efforts	for	
armed	personnel.
12	 	Amy	Belasco,	the Cost of iraq, Afghanistan and other global War on terror Operations 

since 9/11,	Congressional	Research	Services,	2009
13	 	Guidelines	on	the	Use	of	Military	and	Civil	Defence	Assets	in	Disaster	Relief,	

November	2006,	www.coe-dmha.org/Media/Guidance/2OsloGuidelines.pdf	(accessed	
12	March	2010)

14	 	Guidelines	on	the	Use	of	Military	and	Civil	Defence	Assets	To	Support	United	Nations	
Humanitarian	Activities	in	Complex	Emergencies,	March	2003,	www.coe-dmha.org/
Media/Guidance/3MCDAGuidelines.pdf	(accessed	12	March	2010)

15	 	Inter-Agency	Standing	Committee	and	UN,	Civil-Military guidelines and reference for 
Complex emergencies, New	York,	2008	www.humanitarianinfo.org/iasc/pageloader.
aspx?page=content-products-products&sel=8

16	 	Guidelines	for	the	Interaction	and	Coordination	of	Humanitarian	Actors	and	
Military	Actors	in	Afghanistan,	Version	1.0	(20	May	2008),	www.afgana.org/showart.
php?id=323&rubrica=223

To	advance	human	security	around	the	world	
there are several practical steps the Australian 
government	could	take.	These	include:
1.	clearly	articulating	its	international	legal	

protection	and	human	rights	obligations	in	all	
national	security	statements,	policy	papers	on	
foreign	affairs,	and	relevant	budget	statements

2.	increasing	the	resourcing	of	overseas	
development	assistance	in	line	with	Millennium	
Development	Goal	targets,	and	increasing	
commitments	to	funding	armed	violence	
reduction	initiatives	linked	to	achieving	the	MDGs

3.	substantially	increasing	the	capacity	and	
resourcing	of	DFAT,	particularly	at	the	post	
level	in	high-risk	countries	or	regions,	so	it	can	
engage	in	international	diplomacy	efforts	in	crisis	
situations	involving	our	‘responsibility	to	protect’	
and	other	protection	obligations

4.	developing	a	white	paper	on	peacekeeping	to	
enable	greater	public	scrutiny	of	Australia’s	
approach	and	our	investment	in	peacekeeping	
operations

5.	considering	and	responding	to	recommendations	
made	by	the	2007	inquiry	into	Australia’s	
involvement	in	peacekeeping	operations.	As	
yet,	and	despite	a	commitment	to	do	so	by	the	
second	half	of	2009,	the	Department	of	Defence	
has	not	published	the	Australian	government’s	
response	to	the	inquiry’s	thirty-eight	worthwhile	
recommendations.

The	challenges	of	human	insecurity	in	our	world	
remain	great,	but	they	are	not	insurmountable.	As	
governments	come	to	accept	that	their	sovereignty	
carries	a	responsibility	to	both	their	own	citizens	
and	all	humanity,	we	will	see	increased	willingness	
to	prevent	and	respond	to	shocking	and	chronic	
threats.	The	Australian	government	can	do	much	
to reconceptualise its role in the international 
community	by	adopting	a	vision	for	human	security	
that	goes	beyond	our	national	interests.	This	will	be	
critical	work	if	Australia	is	to	take	a	non-permanent	
member	seat	on	the	UN	Security	Council	in	2013.

steph Cousins is the Humanitarian 
Advocacy Coordinator at Oxfam 
Australia. she works to promote the 
right to assistance and protection of 
people affected by crisis. she also 
advocates for the prevention of 
conflict, mass atrocities, arms 
proliferation, and armed violence. 

steph is the current Chair of the Pacific small Arms Action 
group and secretary of the international detention 
Coalition governance Committee. she has worked 
extensively with partner organisations, former-refugees 
and diaspora communities to advocate for appropriate 
local, national, regional and international responses to 
rapid onset and protracted emergency situations.
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7 The Asia-Pacific: 
 cooperation or  
 a new cold war?

Associate Professor Jake Lynch, 
Director, Centre for Peace and Conflict Studies, University of Sydney

IT LOOkED LIkE a	raised	middle	finger.	A	stark,	
mocking	figure	1	–	the	number	of	votes	garnered	
when	Australia	put	itself	forward	a	couple	of	

years	ago	for	membership	of	the	United	Nations	
Security	Council.	Even	Iran	found	thirty-two	
supporters	when	it	stood	for	election	in	the	same	
round.	Australia,	apparently,	was	friendless.	So	why	
did	the	international	community	shun	Kevin	Rudd’s	
ambitions	for	greater	recognition	on	the	world	
stage?

A	similarly	cool	response	was	visible	when	
Indonesian	President	Susilo	Bambang	Yudhoyono	
visited	Australia	in	early	2010.	Amid	the	warm	
glow	of	mutual	public	compliments	came	a	blast	of	
scorn	for	the	Prime	Minister’s	proposed	‘Asia-Pacific	
community.’	Yudhoyono’s	people	declined	to	be	
drawn	into	a	debate	on	the	initiative,	saying	merely	

that	“Jakarta’s	foreign	policy	priority	lay	instead	in	
strengthening	the	Association	of	South-East	Asian	
Nations,”	according	to	the	account	in	the	Australian.

There’s	an	important	clue	here:	Rudd’s	use	of	the	
word	‘Pacific.’	If	governance,	even	decision-making,	
for	the	East	Asian	region	is	conceived	in	a	Pacific	
framework,	that	is	significant,	because	on	the	other	
side	of	the	world’s	greatest	ocean	lies,	of	course,	the	
United	States,	its	land	mass	stretching,	as	the	song	
goes,	“from	sea	to	shining	sea.”

On	America’s	further	seaboard,	US	interests	
extend	through	‘Atlanticism,’	notably	in	the	North	
Atlantic	Treaty	Organisation	(NATO),	in	which	
Washington	is	lead	partner	with	twenty-seven	
countries	of	Europe.	According	to	the	Pentagon’s	
(in)famous	1992	memo,	defense Planning guidance 
(DPG),	Europe	and	East	Asia	are	two	of	three	
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regions	–	the	Middle	East	being	the	other	–	in	which	
American	dominance	must	be	reasserted.

The	challenge,	according	to	the	DPG,	was	how	
to	replicate	the	existing	“US-led	system	of	collective	
security”	in	the	post-Communist	era.	Of	particular	
importance,	the	memo	said,	was	“the	sense	that	the	
world	order	is	ultimately	backed	by	the	US.”	To	this	
end,	“we	must	prevent	the	emergence	of	European-
only	security	arrangements	that	could	undermine	
NATO.”

Why	bring	up	an	eighteen-year-old	internal	
memorandum?	defense Planning guidance still 
resonates	because	it	reads,	in	retrospect,	like	a	
blueprint	for	US	foreign	and	security	policies	in	the	
period	since	its	publication.	Sidelining	the	United	
Nations	in	favour	of	ad	hoc	‘coalitions	of	the	willing’	
–	check.	Building	up	American	military	might	
to	a	sufficient	extent	to	deter	anyone	else	from	
contemplating	renewed	superpower	rivalry	–	check;	
with	the	US	continuing	to	outspend	the	rest	of	the	
world	put	together	on	its	armed	forces.

So	how	are	the	strictures	of	DPG	playing	out	
today	in	our	quadrant	of	the	globe,	and	what	are	the	
implications	for	Australia?

The Kosovo precedent

Consider,	first,	an	early	example	of	this	US	strategy	
in	action:	the	bombing	of	Yugoslavia	in	1999.	A	
persistent	regional	conflict	involving	the	Albanian-
majority	province	of	Kosovo	turned	nasty	with	
the	emergence	of	a	well-armed	irregular	force,	the	
Kosovo	Liberation	Army.	The	KLA	rapidly	sidelined	
the	leading	political	party	in	the	province	by	such	
expedients	as	“kangaroo	courts”	and	“summary	
executions”	of	uncooperative	municipal	officials:	
the	words	of	a	UN	report.

Later,	journalists	revealed	the	KLA	had	been	
equipped	and	trained	by	western	intelligence	
agencies,	notably	the	CIA.	A	peacekeeping	
mission,	deployed	by	the	Organisation	for	Security	
Cooperation	in	Europe,	was	given	a	lopsided	
brief	and	failed	to	suppress	guerrilla	attacks.	The	
Yugoslav	army	went	back	in,	with	trademark	heavy-
handedness.	UK	Prime	Minister	Tony	Blair	led	
calls	for	“humanitarian	intervention”	to	prevent	
“repression.”	US	Secretary	of	State	Madeleine	
Albright	reached	a	backstairs	deal	on	independence	
with	KLA	leaders	that	effectively	scuppered	peace	
talks,	and	NATO	had	its	pretext	for	seventy-eight	
days	of	aerial	bombardment.

What	had	been	a	political	problem,	albeit	
a	knotty	one,	was	transformed	into	a	military	
problem.	In	the	process,	the	identity	of	the	obvious	
candidate	to	provide	a	solution	switched:	from	
the	European	Union,	a	political	organisation,	
to	NATO,	a	military	one.	The	other	important	
difference,	of	course,	is	that	the	US	is	excluded,	by	
definition,	from	EU	membership,	whereas	it	is	the	
de	facto	leader	of	NATO.	European-only	security	
arrangements	had	been,	to	quote	defense Planning 

guidance,	effectively	“undermined.”	To	secure	
continuing	US	influence	in	the	vital	interests	of	
its	European	allies,	conflicts	had	to	turn	violent	to	
justify	the	application	of	military	means.

Implications for East Asia today

A	similar	syndrome	risks	being	replicated	in	our	
own	quadrant	of	the	globe.	Australia	has	committed	
A$16	billion	to	purchase	100	US-made	joint	strike	
fighter	planes,	with	an	initial	order	for	fourteen	of	
the	aircraft	placed	last	year,	as	part	of	our	‘defence’	
budget.	The	combat	range	of	this	aircraft	is	a	little	
over	1,000	kilometres,	which	puts,	by	my	reckoning,	
just	two	countries	within	its	reach:	Indonesia	and	
Papua	New	Guinea.	Defence	Minister,	Senator	John	
Faulkner,	gave	rather	more	of	the	game	away	as	
he	announced	the	initial	tranche	of	the	order	in	
the	federal	parliament.	It	would,	he	said,	position	
Australia	“to	join	in	future	coalition	operations.”

Coalition	operations	where?	Erik	Paul,	in	his	
memorable	study,	little America: Australia, the 51st 
state,	shows	how	Australia	under	John	Howard	
grew	into	its	role	as	a	regional	“deputy	sheriff”	in	
maritime	South-East	Asia,	coming	to	be	regarded	
in	the	process	as	“an	integral	part	of	US-UK	global	
geo-strategy.”	The	2009	defence	white	paper	evokes	
the	possible	“threat”	of	South-East	Asia	being	used	
as	“a	conduit	for	the	projection	of	military	power	
against	us	by	others,”	only	to	then	downplay	this	
threat	by	saying	that	stability	“should”	continue	in	
the	region.	In	this	and	other	sections	of	its	rhetoric,	
however,	the	white	paper	brings	to	mind	George	
Lakoff’s	aphorism:	“even	negating	a	frame	evokes	
a	frame,	and	evoking	a	frame	strengthens	a	frame.”	
(If	you	want	to	test	this	for	yourself,	try,	as	a	thought	
exercise,	to	comply	with	the	following	instruction:	
‘Don’t	think	of	an	elephant.’)

If	Australia	is	to	make	provision	against	even	a	
faint	threat	of	military	power	being	projected	against	
us	through	South-East	Asia,	who	would	be	the	most	
likely	antagonist?	Not	the	countries	of	the	region	
themselves	but,	according	to	the	white	paper,	the	
Chinese:	“the	pace,	scope	and	structure	of	China’s	
military	modernisation	have	the	potential	to	give	
its	neighbours	cause	for	concern	if	not	carefully	
explained,	and	if	China	does	not	reach	out	to	others	
to	build	confidence	regarding	its	military	plans.”

The hawkish view

The	above	quote	marks	the	acceptance	by	the	Rudd	
government	of	the	hawkish	view	among	defence	
analysts	of	China’s	preparations,	exponents	of	which	
include	the	corporate-sponsored	Lowy	Institute,	and	
advisers	to	the	white	paper	drafting	process,	notably	
Professor	Ross	Babbage,	a	former	Defence	official	
and	arms	dealer,	who	weighed	into	the	debate	with	a	
well-timed	newspaper	column	arguing	that	Australia	
needs	a	force	at	its	disposal	capable	of	“ripping	the	
arm	off”	an	invading	“major	Asian	power.”	Babbage	
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heads	the	Kokoda	Foundation,	whose	website	
announces	it	as	an	“independent	think-tank”	but	
whose	list	of	sponsors	includes	the	Department	of	
Defence,	the	Department	of	the	Prime	Minister	and	
Cabinet,	and	no	fewer	than	ten	companies	in	the	
arms	industry.

On	the	subject	of	China’s	intentions,	the	‘Kokoda	
view’	contrasts	with	that	of	the	government’s	own	
public	servants.	The	Defence-funded	Australian	
Strategic	Policy	Institute	positioned	itself	as	a	ring-
holder	in	the	debate,	noting	in	a	contemporary	
briefing	that	whereas	“senior	Australian	defence	
planners	now	foresee	the	rise	of	an	aggressive,	
hegemonic	China	in	Asia	[this	
is]	in	contrast	to	intelligence	
assessments	which	see	no	such	
China	in	prospect.”

The	unambiguous	message	
to	China,	in	both	the	white	
paper	and	its	accompanying	
procurement	plans	–	also	
including	new	submarines,	
warships	and	missile	systems	–	
did	prompt	some	perturbations.	
A	front-page	story	in	the	
sydney Morning Herald,	under	
the	headline,	‘Rudd	accused	
of	fuelling	new	arms	race’,	
highlighted	Chinese	concerns:

“A Chinese military strategist, 
rear-Admiral Yang Yi, told 
the Herald yesterday that 
Australia had spawned a new 
variation of ‘the China-threat 
thesis’ that could be emulated 
by other nations and encourage 
them to accelerate their rearmament programs. ‘i 
really can’t understand this stupid, this crazy idea 
from Australia’, he said. ‘i am very concerned and 
worried about it’.”

Since	then,	China	has	reacted	furiously	to	the	
announcement	of	a	new	US$6	billion	program	
of	American	arms	for	Taiwan,	and	is	a	ringside	
spectator	at	the	ongoing	US$8	billion	upgrade	of	the	
US	military	base	on	Guam.	Conflicts	are	becoming	
increasingly	militarised,	thus	further	entrenching	
US	dominance	in	East	Asia.

Echoes from the past

Let’s	cup	our	ear	to	some	echoes	from	the	past.	
Andrew	Alexander,	a	journalist	on	the	right-of-
centre daily Mail newspaper	in	the	UK,	recounted	
how	his	research	for	a	book	about	the	origins	of	the	
Cold	War	confounded	his	presuppositions:	there	
had,	in	reality,	been	“no	Soviet	military	threat,”	
and	wrong-headed	western	assessments	that	one	
existed	were	responsible	for	“one	of	the	most	
unnecessary	conflicts	of	all	time,	and	certainly	the	
most	perilous.”

An	assessment	of	conflict	dynamics	on	the	

Korean	peninsula	by	leading	peace	researcher	
Johan	Galtung	seems	particularly	apt	to	read	across	
to	the	present	situation.	“There	are	hawks	and	
doves	in	North	Korea,”	he	remarked,	“and	they	are	
sometimes	in	the	same	person.	The	question	then	
is,	how	does	one	strengthen	the	doves?”	As	with	
China:	Admiral	Yang	Yi	appeared	to	be	expressing	
alarm	at	an	unpleasant	surprise,	but	for	every	senior	
strategist	with	that	view	of	our	relationship	with	
China,	there	will	be	one	for	whom	the	unveiling	of	
the	white	paper	was	an	‘I-told-you-so’	moment.	And	
the	hawks	on	either	side	draw	strength	from	each	
other.

With	today’s	interdependent	
system	of	world	trade	and	finance,	
to	envisage	an	Asia-Pacific	cold	
war	may	be	fanciful.	But	divisions	
do	exist	and	they	risk	becoming	
wider.	The	cool	response	from	
Mr	Yudhoyono	to	Rudd’s	notion	
of	an	Asia-Pacific	community	
would	have	come	as	no	surprise	
to	anyone	in	Canberra	who	had	
consulted	Barry	Desker,	a	‘wise	
old	owl’	of	regional	diplomacy	
who	was	Singapore’s	Ambassador	
to	Jakarta.	Shortly	after	Rudd	
launched	the	idea,	Desker	
declared	it	“dead	in	the	water”	
because	the	PM	had	not	held	prior	
consultations	with	any	Asian	
leader.

Previously	Desker	had	
referred	to	an	incipient	divide	
between	sets	of	policy	stances	and	
assumptions	that	he	characterised	

as	belonging	either	to	the	“Washington	consensus”	
or	the	“Beijing	consensus.”	It	was	profoundly	in	
Australia’s	interests	to	avoid	that	divide	widening,	
Desker	averred,	and	for	Australia	to	use	its	unique	
status,	as	both	a	major	trading	partner	of	China	and	
a	longstanding	military	ally	of	the	US,	to	contribute	
something	in	efforts	to	close	it.

Another way forward

One	key	area	of	difference,	highlighted	by	Desker,	
concerned	the	interconnected	questions	of	
intervention	and	state	sovereignty,	with	the	Chinese	
particularly	sensitive	to	the	latter.	The	bombing	
of	Yugoslavia,	which	flattened	China’s	embassy	
in	Belgrade	in	a	‘NATO	targeting	error,’	was	halted	
only	by	a	UN	resolution	that	appeared	to	pull	back	
from	granting	Kosovo	its	independence.	A	couple	of	
years	ago,	however,	came	the	US-inspired	démarche 
whereby	Kosovo	upped	and	declared	itself	a	
sovereign	country	and	Washington	and	its	friends	
led	the	way	to	recognition.	The	twin	concepts	
of	humanitarian	intervention	and	the	so-called	
Responsibility	to	Protect	(R2P)	of	the	international	
community,	had	been	implicated	in	the	redrawing	

The unambiguous 
message to China, 
in both the white 
paper and its 
accompanying 
procurement plans 
– also including 
new submarines, 
warships and 
missile systems – 
did prompt some 
perturbations.
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of	international	borders	and	‘regime	change.’
Ten	years	on	from	NATO’s	Operation	Allied	Force,	

some	of	its	ramifications	began	washing	up	on	our	
own	shores.	In	early	2009,	the	world	effectively	
stood	by	as	the	Sri	Lankan	army	pounded	Tamil	areas	
in	the	country’s	north-east.	A	later	report	by	the	US	
State	Department	identified	158	credible	accounts	of	
shelling	and	bombing	of	civilians	–	a	serious	breach,	
if	proven,	of	the	laws	of	war	–	attacks	that	could	only	
have	come	from	the	government	side.	By	now,	R2P	
had	been	accepted	in	principle	by	a	unanimous	vote	
of	the	UN	General	Assembly	in	2005.	When	it	came	
to	protecting	the	Tamils,	however,	any	prospect	of	
effective	UN	Security	Council	action,	of	any	kind,	to	
stop	the	violence	was	undermined	by	the	certainty	
of	a	Chinese	veto.	Beijing	simply	kept	the	subject	off	
the	agenda.

Later,	the	Rudd	government	was	buffeted	by	the	
usual	tidal	wave	of	synthetic	outrage,	from	certain	
politicians	and	media,	as	a	few	hundred	Tamil	
refugees	made	their	way	by	boat	to	Australia.	The	
experiences	of	recent	electoral	politics	in	Australia	
suggest	that	no	issue	is	more	likely	to	unravel	what	
the	Federal	finance	minister,	Lindsay	Tanner,	called	
“Labor’s…	compromises	to	marry	progressive	
reform	with	majority	government.”	It	would	be	in	
Australia’s	interests,	and	certainly	in	the	interests	
of	anyone	seeking	to	govern	Australia	in	the	cause	
of	progressive	reform,	to	renew	the	drive	towards	
creating	some	consensus	on	the	world	stage	
that	a	wide	range	of	measures,	besides	military	
intervention,	should	be	developed	and	deployed	in	
circumstances	when	human	protection	is	at	issue,	
thus	avoiding	refugee	flows	at	source.

The	case	put	forward	by	the	Department	
of	Foreign	Affairs	and	Trade	on	its	website	for	
Australia’s	renewed	candidacy	for	UN	Security	
Council	membership	makes	much	of	Canberra’s	
commitment	to	human	rights.	If	our	voice	is	to	carry	
any	influence,	that	commitment	needs	to	be	applied	
across	the	board,	and	be	seen	to	do	so.	For	example,	
a	switch,	early	in	2010,	in	Australia’s	habits	of	
voting	and	speaking	about	the	Israel-Palestine	
conflict,	while	measured	in	infinitesimal	gradations,	
represents	a	welcome	shift	in	this	context.	Canberra	
went	from	a	‘no’	to	an	‘abstain’	in	General	Assembly	
votes	on	the	Goldstone	Report	into	war	crimes	
allegations	arising	from	Israel’s	attack	on	Gaza.

China	condemned	Israel’s	attack	on	Gaza	but	
kept	quiet	over	Sri	Lanka;	the	US,	where	these	
crises	happened	either	side	of	a	change	in	the	
White	House,	played	it	the	opposite	way	round.	
At	the	time,	Australia	was,	by	my	reckoning,	the	
only	democracy	that	condemned	neither	(many	
others	having	been	‘covered’	in	statements	put	out	
on	their	behalf	by	such	organisations	as	the	EU,	
AU	and	OAS).	If	concern	for	human	protection	and	
human	rights	could	be	convincingly	reasserted	
as	the	property	of	no	single	group	of	UN	member	
states	and	simultaneously	the	responsibility	
of	all,	then	the	prospect	of	rebuilding	such	a	

consensus	would	gather	strength.	But	such	a	
consensus	depends	on	ending	double	standards	and	
‘exceptionalism,’	and	Australia	could	clearly	signal	
that	this	is	our	intention	and	our	interpretation	of	
the	mandate	implicit	in	provisions	for	protecting	
non-combatants	and	their	human	rights	such	as	the	
Responsibility	to	Protect.	Hesham	Youssef,	Chief	
of	the	Cabinet	to	the	Secretary	General	of	the	Arab	
League,	made	it	clear	during	a	recent	visit	that	
Canberra	would	get	no	Arab	support	for	a	Security	
Council	seat	while	it	is	seen	as	an	extension	of	
Washington,	especially	on	Palestinian	issues.

Climate	change	policy	presents	another	
example	of	the	urgency	of	our	positive	engagement	
with	China.	China	was	reported	to	have	been	
instrumental	in	confining	the	Copenhagen	climate	
summit	to	such	a	puny	outcome.	An	eyewitness	to	
the	talks,	Mark	Lynas,	told	the	London	guardian:	
“China,	backed	at	times	by	India,	then	proceeded	
to	take	out	all	the	numbers	that	mattered.”	Beijing	
saw	a	“rich-country	conspiracy,”	according	to	Lynas,	
and	moved	decisively	to	snuff	it	out.	It	is,	again,	
profoundly	in	Australia’s	interests	for	effective	
action	to	counter	climate	change	to	be	brought	
forward,	not	pushed	back.	We	live	on	the	driest	
inhabited	continent,	after	all.

For	China	to	feel	as	if	its	back	is	against	the	
wall,	encircled	and	denied,	plays	to	its	worst	
instincts	and	brings	them	out.	That	is	to	Australia’s	
disadvantage	now,	and	risks	plunging	us	into	a	
dangerous	stand-off,	which	would	divert	precious	
resources	away	from	other	more	important	uses.	If	
we	were	to	set	out	on	a	more	even-handed	policy,	
and	attend	to	Barry	Desker’s	caution	about	the	need	
to	consult	in	the	region	–	not	just	in	Washington	–	
before	making	suggestions,	we	could	look	forward	
to	a	more	cooperative	and	productive	relationship.

It	may	be	in	the	interests	of	the	US	military-
industrial	complex,	and	its	offshoot	here,	for	an	
arms	race	to	ensue	in	the	Asia-Pacific,	but	it	is	not	in	
the	interests	of	Australians.	We	must	be	prepared	to	
put	down	our	sword	and	shake	hands,	then	we	can	
all	come	out	from	behind	our	shields.	Who	knows,	
we	may	then	get	our	seat	at	the	round	table.

Jake lynch is director of the Centre 
for Peace and Conflict studies at the 
university of sydney, and an 
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Peace foundation. since 1997, he 
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and teaching peace journalism. He 
was formerly a newsreader for BBC 
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independent newspaper, and a political correspondent for 
sky news. Publications include several books and many 
book chapters and articles. He is a regular contributor to 
public media. in 2009, he won a prestigious grant from the 
Australian research Council to investigate prospects for 
devising a global standard for reporting conflict.
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8 Arming the region 
 and going to war:  
 who decides?

Dr Sue Wareham oam, 
former President, Medical Association for Prevention of War (Australia)

IN HIS PREFACE to	the	2009	defence	white	paper,	
then	Defence	Minister	Joel	Fitzgibbon	wrote,	
“There	is	no	greater	responsibility	for	a	national	

government	than	the	defence	of	the	nation,	its	
people	and	their	interests.”	While	the	pre-eminence	
of	military	spending	over	health,	education,	the	
environment,	and	other	essential	areas	is	arguable,	
few	would	dispute	that	defence	is	one	of	the	core	
government	functions.	It	is	a	task	that	requires	all	the	
intelligence	and	wisdom	at	our	disposal.

It	is	therefore	alarming	that	much	of	the	
intelligence	and	wisdom	relating	to	our	defence	
and	security	is	marginalised,	and	that	important	
decisions	are	made	within	a	narrow	context	that	
appears	to	equate	military	force	with	security.

As	one	example	of	this	process,	the	Australian	

Council	for	International	Development	(ACFID),	
which	represents	Australia’s	overseas	aid	and	
development	sector,	stated	in	its	submission	to	the	
white	paper	community	consultation	that	ACFID	
members	typically	have	been	present	alongside	local	
partners	in	140	developing	countries	for	decades,	
and	that	“this	provides	them	with	a	valuable	and	
distinctive	set	of	relationships	and	knowledge	that	
has	largely	not	been	taken	into	account	by	Australian	
security	policymakers.”	ACFID	recommended	
including	the	concept	of	‘human	security’	in	
Australia’s	security	strategy.

In	addition,	despite	the	white	paper’s	stated	
goal	of	transparency	in	strategic	affairs,	important	
decisions	on	defence	and	security	matters	are	
shrouded	in	secrecy.	This	chapter	examines	some	of	
these	causes	for	concern.
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Government helps militarise our 
region

Launching	the	white	paper	on	2	May	2009,	Prime	
Minister	Rudd	stated,	“It’s	as	plain	as	day	that	there	
is	a	significant	military	and	naval	build-up	across	
the	Asia-Pacific	region.	That’s	a	reality.”	Whether	or	
not	the	PM’s	statement	is	accurate,	the	situation	he	
described	is	one	that	Australia	has	been	happy	to	
foster.

For	over	two	decades	Australian	governments	
have	worked	to	increase	the	flow	of	weapons	
from	Australia	into	our	region	(and	elsewhere)	for	
economic	reasons	and	to	support	our	domestic	
weapons	industry.	Access	to	international	markets	
is	actively	encouraged.	The	Australian	Trade	
Commission	(Austrade),	for	example,	promotes	the	
export	of	weapons	to	the	United	States,	the	Middle	
East,	South-East	Asia	and	elsewhere.	Austrade’s	
website	currently	states,	with	apparent	relief,	that	
“…defence	is	again	a	big	issue	and	as	a	result,	it	is	
playing	a	wider	role	in	the	commercial	world	as	well.”	
Exports	to	the	Middle	East,	one	of	the	most	violent	
regions	on	earth,	are	announced	with	pride.1	Also,	in	
January	2008,	Parliamentary	Secretary	for	Defence	
Procurement	Greg	Combet	launched	the	Defence	
Export	Unit,	to	further	expand	export	markets	for	
Australian	defence	companies.

Arms fairs – targeting regional 
trouble-spots

The	increasingly	commercial	emphasis	on	weapons	
sales	is	epitomised	by	‘defence	and	security’	
exhibitions.	In	2008	such	an	event	was	planned	for	
Adelaide.	The	Asia-Pacific	Defence	and	Security	
Exhibition	(APDSE)	was	designed	to	allow	weapons	
manufacturers	from	around	the	world	to	come	and	
promote	their	products.	The	exhibition,	however,	
was	cancelled,	the	South	Australian	government	
citing	its	concern	about	violence	from	protesters	as	
the	reason.	(The	irony	of	the	government’s	concern	
that	violence	might	obstruct	the	sale	of	deadly	
weapons	passed	with	little	comment.	In	any	event,	
the	cancellation	was	more	likely	due	to	offence	
caused	by	its	planned	opening	date	–	Remembrance	
Day,	11	November.)

Despite	its	cancellation,	the	promotion	of	the	
exhibition	gave	alarming	insights	into	the	industry’s	
readiness	to	further	militarise	areas	of	tension	
for	financial	gain.	The	APDSE	website	claimed	
that	the	Asia-Pacific	region	was	“the	significant	
growth	market”	for	arms	sales	and	was	“the	least	
represented	by	quality	defence	and/or	security	
exhibitions.”	It	also	referred	to	specific	regional	
tensions	and	problems	that	could	be	turned	to	
advantage	for	weapons	manufacturers,	such	as	
Australia’s	border	surveillance,	the	Spratly	Islands	
and	other	disputed	territories	in	the	region,	possible	
1	 	www.austrade.gov.au/On-the-Defensive-Trends-in-Australian-Defence-Exports/

default.aspx

military	clashes	involving	China	or	North	Korea,	
conflicts	over	energy	supplies,	and	the	security	
implications	of	climate	change.	In	other	words,	a	
bounty	of	tensions	waiting	to	be	fuelled.

The	Australian	federal	government	did	
not	provide	financial	support	for	the	Adelaide	
exhibition,	but	Defence	Minister	Joel	Fitzgibbon	
did	provide	a	written	statement	congratulating	
the	South	Australian	government	for	hosting	such	
an	important	and	valuable	event.	In	a	message	
on	the	APDSE	website,	South	Australian	Premier	
Mike	Rann	described	the	“terrific	business	and	
investment	opportunities”	represented	by	the	
“booming	Australian	defence	industry.”

Military exports – secret men’s 
business

The	export	of	Australian-made	‘defence	and	
strategic	goods’	is	controlled	by	the	Defence	Export	
Control	Office	(DECO)	within	the	Department	of	
Defence.	All	transactions	are	deemed	‘commercial-
in-confidence,’	meaning	that	applications,	and	the	
granting	or	refusal	of	export	approval,	are	secret.	
Statistical	information	on	Australia’s	arms	transfers	
is	not	a	matter	of	public	record,	although	the	Defence	
Minister	may	at	his	or	her	discretion	provide	some	
information	at	question	time	in	parliament.

On	requesting	a	listing	of	Australia’s	top	weapons	
exports	from	DECO	in	early	2010,	the	Medical	
Association	for	Prevention	of	War	(MAPW)	was	
informed	that	no	such	listing	could	be	provided.	
MAPW	was	instead	referred	to	the	Department’s	
reply	to	a	senate	question	on	notice	on	2	February	
2010,	from	Senator	Scott	Ludlam	(Australian	Greens,	
WA),	in	which	the	senator	asked	for	a	listing	of	the	
top	200	(by	monetary	value)	defence	exports	from	
the	2008-09	financial	year.

The	list	provided	by	Defence	Minister	Faulkner	
gave	a	two-	or	three-word	description	for	each	item	
(such	as	‘military	vehicle’),	the	destination	and	
the	monetary	value.	The	minister	told	parliament	
that	the	names	of	the	companies	involved	are	not	
released	because	the	transactions	are	‘commercial-
in-confidence.’

We	can	therefore	assume	that	most	members	
of	parliament,	and	the	overwhelming	majority	of	
members	of	the	public,	haven’t	a	clue	about	what	
weapons	we	sell	to	whom,	and	would	have	great	
difficulty	finding	out.	This	process	gets	zero	marks	
for	transparency.

‘Sensitive’ weapons sales

DECO’s	2008	brochure	Australian export controls 
for defence and dual-use goods says applications are 
assessed	according	to	strategic,	foreign	policy,	and	
other	factors,	including	human	rights	concerns.	
‘Sensitive’	applications	may	be	referred	to	the	
Standing	Interdepartmental	Committee	on	Defence	
Exports.	Only	the	Defence	Minister	can	deny	an	

file:///Work/%20%20WIP/3493%20(MAPW)%20Smart%20security%20report/Text/www.austrade.gov.au/On-the-Defensive-Trends-in-Australian-Defence-Exports/default.aspx
file:///Work/%20%20WIP/3493%20(MAPW)%20Smart%20security%20report/Text/www.austrade.gov.au/On-the-Defensive-Trends-in-Australian-Defence-Exports/default.aspx
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export	application	or	revoke	an	existing	licence.
The	term	‘sensitive,’	however,	is	open	to	

interpretation.	As	one	of	many	possible	examples,	
exports	to	Israel	might	seem	uncontroversial	to	
some,	but	extremely	‘sensitive’	to	anyone	who	
has	visited	Gaza	since	January	2009	or	southern	
Lebanon	since	August	2006.	In	addition,	while	its	
stated	attention	to	human	rights	is	commendable,	
the	Defence	Department	does	not	necessarily	have	
all	the	required	expertise	to	assess	these	matters.	
It	can	be	argued	that	such	expertise	is	more	readily	
available	within	non-government	organisations	such	
as	Amnesty	International.	In	addition,	the	Defence	
Department	has	a	vested	interest	
in	facilitating	weapons	transfers,	
to	assist	our	domestic	industry.

Further expertise on the 
foreign	policy	implications	of	
our	weapons	exports	is	also	
found,	not	surprisingly,	in	the	
foreign	affairs	ministry.	There	is	
a	strong	case	for	all	applications	
to	be	referred	to	the	Minister	
for	Foreign	Affairs,	and	for	the	
minister	to	have	veto	power	
over	proposed	military	exports.	
The	assessment	process	should	
include	attention	to	likely	social	
and	human	rights	impacts	of	the	
sale.

Monitoring	of	weapons	use	for	
human	rights	violations	after	they	
are	sold	is	also	important,	but	
currently	does	not	occur.

The	importance	of	having	
a	rigorous	approval	and	oversight	process	was	
highlighted	in	August	2008,	when	it	was	reported	
that	Australian	companies	had	repeatedly	breached	
export	control	regulations	relating	to	sensitive	
defence	technology.	There	were	forty-one	known	
breaches	in	the	previous	three	years.	The	Defence	
Minister	Joel	Fitzgibbon	did	not	reveal	the	names	of	
the	firms	or	the	equipment	involved.2

The role of lobbyists

Lobbyists	can	play	a	significant	role	in	influencing	
government	policy,	so	it	is	important	that	lobbying	
on	major	issues	is	conducted	transparently.	In	2008	
the	government	established	a	Lobbying	Code	of	
Conduct	and	Register	of	Lobbyists,3	the	preamble	to	
the	code	stating	that	it	is	“intended	to	promote	trust	
in	the	integrity	of	government	processes	and	ensure	
that	contact	between	lobbyists	and	Government	
representatives	is	conducted	with…	transparency,	
integrity	and	honesty.”

While	the	code	and	register	(which	includes	not	
only	lobbyists	but	also	the	names	of	their	clients)	are	
2	 	‘Firms	in	defence	export	breaches,’	Canberra times,	16	August	2008,	page	1
3	 	Senate	Standing	Committee	on	Finance	and	Public	Administration,	Knock, knock…

Who’s there? the lobbying Code of Conduct

helpful	steps	towards	greater	transparency,	there	
are	some	significant	limitations.	The	code	applies	
only	to	“third	party	lobbyists,”	that	is,	those	who	
lobby	one	party	on	behalf	of	another.	Companies	or	
other	entities	with	‘in-house’	lobbyists	–	common	in	
large	companies	–	are	not	covered	by	the	code.	Also,	
the	code	applies	only	to	ministers	and	not	to	other	
parliamentarians,	and	there	is	no	obligation	on	any	
member	of	parliament	to	record	and	report	their	
contact	with	lobbyists.

The	issue	of	paid	access	to	parliamentarians	is	
important	and	is	relevant	to	many	areas	of	business.	
Defence	Minister	John	Faulkner,	to	his	great	credit,	

set	a	valuable	example	in	July	
2009	when	he	refused	to	attend	a	
meeting	of	weapons	manufacturers	
who	had	paid	the	ALP	up	to	
$110,000	for	ministerial	access.4

Transparency	would	be	
strengthened,	as	would	our	
democracy,	by	further	tightening	
the	system	of	political	donations	
and	other	payments,	and	by	
broadening	the	scope	of	the	code	of	
conduct	for	lobbyists.

Community 
consultation or 
community window-
dressing?

As	part	of	the	preparation	of	the	
defence	white	paper,	a	series	of	
community	consultations	was	held	

around	the	country.	Thirty	public	meetings	were	held	
and	450	written	submissions	received.	However,	
concerns	have	been	expressed	that	the	community	
consultation	report	did	not	accurately	reflect	many	
of	the	views	expressed	during	the	process.	For	
example,	Professor	John	Langmore,	of	the	School	of	
Social	and	Political	Sciences	at	Melbourne	University,	
and	a	former	federal	ALP	parliamentarian,	wrote,	“An	
indicator	of	the	disregard	for	public	accountability	
about	defence	was	the	skewed	report	on	the	
public	consultation	and	the	five-month	delay	in	
publishing	the	report	after	it	had	been	handed	to	the	
Government.	The	report	mocks	advocates	of	military	
restraint,	peacemaking	and	peace-keeping.	The	
democratic	instincts	of	the	panel	were	shallow	and	
their	commitment	to	accuracy	weak.”5

An	additional	feature	of	the	‘community	
consultation’	process	was	the	large	number	of	private	
meetings,	approximately	thirty-six	in	total.	The	list	
of	attendees	was	heavy-laden	with	weapons	industry	
representatives	and	those	with	an	interest	in	the	
industry,	and	there	was	scant	representation	of	
those	with	a	broader	perspective	on	ways	to	achieve	
security.	Included	also	in	the	meetings	were	several	
4	 	‘John	Faulkner	won’t	meet	arms	dealers,’	Australian,	9	August	2009
5	 	Personal	communication	to	the	author,	reproduced	with	permission

Transparency would 
be strengthened, 
as would our 
democracy, by 
further tightening 
the system of 
political donations 
and other payments, 
and by broadening 
the scope of the 
code of conduct for 
lobbyists.
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universities,	a	reflection	of	the	financial	links	the	
weapons	industry	is	starting	to	make	in	educational	
institutions,	including	schools.	(This	is	a	worrying	
trend.	As	one	example:	the	University	of	Adelaide	
has	a	‘strategic	alliance’	with	the	Defence	Science	and	
Technology	Organisation,	part	of	the	Department	of	
Defence.	The	UK	organisation	Scientists	for	Global	
Responsibility,	in	its	June	2008	report	Behind Closed 
doors: military influence, commercial pressures and 
the compromised university,	examined	the	growing	
presence	of	military	and	commercial	influences	on	
campuses	in	the	UK	and	their	effect	on	the	research	
agenda.)

A	possible	conflict	of	interest	was	apparent	also	
in	the	choice	of	Stephen	Loosley,	a	board	member	of	
Thales	Australia	(a	major	weapons	manufacturing	
company),	to	chair	the	community	meetings.

Overall,	the	community	consultation	process	
gave	a	strong	impression	of	window	dressing.	A	poll	
of	1200	people,	conducted	by	the	Australian	National	
University	in	April	2009	shortly	before	the	release	
of	the	white	paper,	found	that	30	per	cent	wanted	
to	increase	defence	spending,	while	35	per	cent	
wanted	it	cut.	Those	figures	indicate	a	significant	
trend	towards	Australians	wanting	less	spent	on	
defence,	compared	with	two	years	previously,	when	
the	corresponding	figures	were	47	per	cent	and	12	
per cent respectively.6 These results are consistent 
with	those	obtained	by	MAPW	in	its	analysis	of	
written	submissions	to	several	of	the	categories	
in	the	consultation	process	(including	strategy/
international	and	funding	for	defence).	MAPW’s	
analysis	showed	far	greater	numbers	of	submissions	
calling	for	less	defence	spending	than	those	wanting	
more,	along	with	high	levels	of	concern	that	Defence	
Department	priorities	do	not	match	the	nature	of	the	
threats	that	are	emerging.7

In	direct	contrast	to	such	community	concerns,	
the	white	paper	delivered	an	anachronistic	Cold-War-
style	call	to	arms.	This	is	not	what	we	need	in	the	
twenty-first	century.

Going to war

In	September	2001,	following	the	terrorist	attacks	in	
the	US,	Prime	Minister	Howard	stated	that	Australia	
would	be	involved	in	any	action	that	US	President	
Bush	chose	to	order.	Howard	gave	no	qualification	to	
the	offer.	Our	prime	minister	did	not	act	as	leader	of	a	
sovereign	nation,	but	as	servant	to	another	nation.

The	issue	of	the	authority	to	send	Australian	
forces	to	war,	probably	the	most	grave	decision	
a	country	can	make,	has	also	raised	serious	
concerns	on	other	occasions,	including	the	Menzies	
government’s	offer	of	combat	troops	for	Vietnam	
some	time	before	the	official	announcement	was	
made	in	1965,8	and	Australia’s	participation	in	

6	 	‘PM	under	pressure	to	spend	less	on	defence,’	Canberra times,	29	April	2009,	page	6
7	 	The	submissions	can	be	read	at	www.defence.gov.au/whitepaper/readsubmissions.

htm
8	 	M	Sexton,	War for the Asking: How Australia invited itself to Vietnam,	New	Holland	

Press	(first	published	1981)

the	1991	Iraq	war,	in	which	there	was	no	prior	
parliamentary	debate.

In	an	attempt	to	reduce	the	prospect	of	such	
undemocratic	processes	occurring	again,	Senator	
Scott	Ludlam	introduced	the	Defence	Amendment	
(Parliamentary	Approval	of	Overseas	Service)	Bill	in	
September	2008.	Similar	bills	have	been	presented	
to	parliament	before.	The	bill	stipulates	that	
ADF	personnel	may	not	serve	overseas	except	by	
resolution	of	both	houses	of	parliament.	The	bill	does	
not	threaten	to	obstruct	(or	delay)	engagement	in	
warfare	that	has	the	strong	support	of	the	parliament	
and,	therefore,	the	Australian	people.	However,	in	
the	absence	of	such	support,	any	argument	being	
mounted	for	war	is	surely	highly	questionable.

The	bill	was	considered	by	the	Senate	Foreign	
Affairs,	Defence	and	Trade	Legislation	Committee.	
Despite	acknowledging	in	its	report	“the	views	
of	most	submitters	that	the	Australian	people,	
through	their	elected	representatives,	have	a	right	
to	be	informed	and	heard	on	these	important	
matters,”	(paragraph	2.102)	the	committee	
declined	to	hold	public	hearings.	It	made	a	
single	brief	recommendation,	“The	committee	
recommends	that	the	bill	not	proceed.”	There	was	no	
recommendation	that,	given	the	seriousness	of	the	
matter,	it	be	pursued	by	the	parliament	in	another	
manner.	Senator	Ludlam,	in	a	dissenting	report,	
recommended	that	“the	committee	continue	to	
engage	with	this	issue	by	organising	off	the	record	
briefings,	round	tables	and	forums	on	the	matter	
[with	relevant	agencies].”

The	possibility	of	parliament	being	marginalised	
or	ignored	on	this	most	weighty	of	decisions	remains	
–	with	neither	of	the	two	major	parties	exhibiting	
concern	at	the	prospect.	Our	democracy,	and	
prospects	for	peace,	are	much	the	poorer	for	it.
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 Recommendations 

The Medical Association for Prevention of War (Australia) recommends that:

1. Discourse	regarding	‘security’	be	broadened	to	incorporate	a	greater	understanding	of	human	and	
environmental	security,	in	all	their	aspects,	along	with	the	requirements	needed	to	achieve	them.

2.	 Effective	actions	to	address	the	major	threats	to	human	security	–	climate	change,	nuclear	weapons,	
reduced	access	to	water	and	other	essential	resources,	poverty,	and	arms	proliferation	–	be	taken	as	a	
matter	of	urgency.

3. Australia’s	military	spending	be	reduced.	
4.	 Increased	funding	be	directed	to	the	Department	of	Foreign	Affairs	and	Trade,	to	enable,	for	

example,	a	greater	capacity	for	arms	control	and	disarmament	diplomacy,	and	greater	engagement	in	
international	diplomacy	efforts	in	crisis	situations	and	high	risk	countries.

5. Australia’s	overseas	development	aid	be	increased	to	the	UN	target	of	0.7	per	cent	of	GDP.
6. Security	in	the	Pacific,	especially	in	areas	of	conflict	such	as	West	Papua	and	Bougainville,	

be	considered	not	simply	in	terms	of	‘stability’	but	also	from	human	rights,	justice	and	self-
determination	perspectives,	so	that	the	underlying	causes	of	conflict	are	addressed.

7. The	impact	of	climate	change	in	the	Pacific	be	framed	as	a	human	rights	issue	rather	than	a	border	
protection issue.

8. Any	use	or	threat	of	use	of	nuclear	weapons	in	our	‘defence’	be	explicitly	rejected.
9. Australia	take	a	lead	in	negotiating	a	comprehensive	treaty	to	abolish	nuclear	weapons,	in	line	

with	the	ALP	pre-election	promise	in	2007,	and	that	allocation	of	resources	to	this	process,	as	
recommended	by	the	Joint	Standing	Committee	on	Treaties,	occur.

10. No	Australian	uranium	be	sold	to	any	nation	that	has	nuclear	weapons;	and	other	measures	also	
be	taken	to	help	prevent	diversion	of	Australian	uranium	to	nuclear	weapons,	including	a	ban	on	
reprocessing.

11. Human	rights	standards	be	applied	consistently,	and	the	imperative	to	protect	non-combatants	–	as	
set	out,	for	example,	in	the	Responsibility	to	Protect	mandate	–	be	upheld	at	all	times,	regardless	of	
the	identity	of	those	involved.

12.	 The	protection	of	civilians	be	the	overriding	priority	in	our	response	to	global	conflicts	and	crises,	
with	this	goal	being	clearly	articulated.

13. The	distinction	between	humanitarian	relief	and	military	action	be	clear	at	all	times,	with	
humanitarian	space	being	respected	and	upheld.

14.	 Implementation	of	UN	Security	Council	Resolution	1325	be	promoted,	to	increase	representation	of	
women	in	all	levels	of	decision-making	relating	to	conflict	management;	and	that	protection	from	
gender-based	violence	be	promoted	as	an	essential	part	of	civilian	protection.

15. Australia	not	host	further	arms	exhibitions,	nor	actively	promote	greater	militarisation	of	our	region	
and	beyond.

16. All	military	exports	be	approved	by	the	Minister	for	Foreign	Affairs.	
17. Decisions	on	such	military	exports	have	input	from	non-government	organisations	with	human	rights	

and	other	relevant	expertise.
18. Australia’s	military	exports	be	the	subject	of	regular	reports	to	parliament.
19. The	code	of	conduct	relating	to	the	lobbying	of	parliamentarians	be	strengthened	and	extended	to	

ensure	greater	transparency.
20.	 The	Australian	parliament	explore	further	initiatives	to	ensure	our	nation	cannot	go	to	war	again	

without	parliamentary	approval.
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Change is possible. 
We realised that we 
had choices in the 
sort of future we 
wanted to create, and 
we decided to act.

 A vision for Australia  
 in 2030

IT’S	2030,	and	the	world	has	
witnessed	profound	upheavals	
that	have	transformed	human	

society	–	for	the	better.
Twenty	years	ago	there	was	

recognition	that	all	people	on	this	
small	planet	shared	a	common	
future.	The	major	problems	we	
faced	could	not	be	resolved	by	
armed	forces	defending	their	
patch.	The	problems	required	
cooperation,	attention	to	the	needs	of	all	people,	and	
the	salvaging	of	a	sick	environment	before	its	ability	
to	sustain	us	petered	out.

We	realised	that	wars	were	not	making	us	any	
safer.	The	nation	that	spent	about	half	of	the	total	
global	military	spending	still	had	enemies.	The	
twenty-first	century	was	shaping	up	as	even	more	
bloody	than	the	twentieth	had	been,	a	frightening	
concept	that	made	us	take	stock	of	where	we	were	
heading.	Following	these	realisations,	the	utility	
of	warfare	as	a	means	of	addressing	conflict	was	
increasingly	questioned.	Now,	in	Australia,	the	
Australian	Defence	Force	no	longer	takes	part	in	
attacks	on	other	nations.	It	also	scrapped	long-range	
missiles	as	being	too	threatening.	It	does,	however,	
play	a	strong	role	in	UN	peacekeeping	missions,	
which	are	still	needed	in	some	places.

The	arms	trade	has	been	reined	in.	Diplomatic	
efforts	to	resolve	conflict	now	receive	greatly	
increased	funding.	A	far	greater	role	for	women	in	
building	peace	has	been	implemented,	something	
the	UN	had	been	calling	for	since	2000.

Terrorism	is	much	less	of	a	problem	now	because	
unjust	military	occupations,	and	the	hatred	they	
inspire,	have	become	a	thing	of	the	past.	

Nuclear	weapons,	the	one	class	of	weapon	that	
could	have	destroyed	our	civilisation	in	an	afternoon,	
have	been	outlawed.	As	a	first	and	long	overdue	step	
in	this	process,	the	thousands	of	US	and	Russian	
weapons	that	were	on	high	alert	were	taken	off	
alert,	so	they	could	not	be	accidentally	launched.	It	
seems	inconceivable	now	that	we	could	have	been	so	
foolish	as	to	trust	that	mistakes	would	not	occur.

This	was	followed	by	the	rapid	
conclusion	of	a	Nuclear	Weapons	
Convention	to	outlaw	these	
terrifying	devices.	(It’s	also	called	
the	Canberra	Convention,	because	
it	was	the	Australian	government	
that	really	drove	this	agenda,	just	
as	it	had	promised	to	do	before	the	
election	in	2007.)	Some	nations	
tried	to	hang	onto	their	nuclear	
weapons,	but	the	political	costs	of	

harbouring	weapons	of	mass	destruction	became	too	
great.	In	addition,	global	verification	processes	were	
strict,	and	we	put	resources	into	ensuring	that	they	
worked.

Having	drastically	cut	back	global	military	
expenditure	from	the	2010	level	of	US$1.46	trillion,	
we	had	the	funds	we	needed	to	tackle	the	big	
issues,	such	as	climate	change	and	salvaging	our	
depleted	environment.	Importantly,	the	Millennium	
Development	Goals	were	quickly	achieved,	so	that	
everyone	can	now	live	in	dignity,	with	food,	clean	
water,	basic	health	care	and	education.	Australia’s	
overseas	development	aid	is	now	at	the	UN	target	of	
0.7	per	cent	of	gross	national	product.	Human	labour,	
everywhere,	is	honoured	with	a	decent	wage.

On	climate	change,	we	were	slow	to	act.	Droughts	
and	other	extreme	weather	events	were	already	
becoming	common	before	we	awoke	from	our	
complacency.	Finally	we	realised	that	none	of	us	
could	be	secure	when	whole	nations	were	threatened	
by	rising	sea	levels	and	loss	of	productive	land.	
We	had	to	act	together.	Ambitious	greenhouse	gas	
emission	targets	were	implemented.	Energy	is	now	
used	efficiently	and	a	mix	of	renewable	energies	has	
greatly	reduced	our	reliance	on	coal.

In	all	this	we	took	heart	from	the	powerful	
non-violent	movements	for	social	change	that	the	
twentieth	century	had	generated,	such	as	those	that	
brought	down	dictators	and	ended	apartheid.	Young	
people	played	a	pivotal	role	in	shaping	our	future	–	
we	listened	to	them.	Change	is	possible.	We	realised	
that	we	had	choices	in	the	sort	of	future	we	wanted	
to	create,	and	we	decided	to	act.
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 Appendix
 2009 defence white 
 paper executive summary

DEFENCE PLANNINg is,	by	its	very	nature,	
a	complex	and	long-term	business.	Defence	
planning	is	one	area	of	public	policy	where	

decisions	taken	in	one	decade	have	the	potential	
to	affect,	for	good	or	ill,	Australia’s	sovereignty	
and	freedom	of	action	for	decades	to	come.	The	
Government	must	make	careful	judgements	
about	Australia’s	long-term	defence	needs.	Such	
judgements	are	even	more	important	in	times	of	
fiscal	or	strategic	uncertainty.

The	global	economic	crisis	is	the	most	fundamental	
economic	challenge	facing	this	Government.	
At	times	such	as	these,	the	Government	must	
be	fiscally	responsible.	It	would	be	reckless	to	
commit	substantial	new	resources	to	Defence	while	
uncertainty	surrounding	the	crisis	remains.

This	new	Defence	White	Paper	explains	how	the	
Government	plans	to	strengthen	the	foundations	
of	Australia’s	defence.	It	sets	out	the	Government’s	
plans	for	Defence	for	the	next	few	years,	and	how	
it	will	achieve	those	plans.	Most	importantly,	it	
provides	an	indication	of	the	level	of	resources	that	
the	Government	is	planning	to	invest	in	Defence	
over	coming	years	and	what	the	Government,	on	
behalf	of	the	Australian	people,	expects	in	return	
from	Defence.

Ultimately,	armed	forces	exist	to	provide	
Governments	with	the	option	to	use	force.	
Maintaining	a	credible	defence	capability	is	a	crucial	
contributor	to	our	security,	as	it	can	serve	to	deter	
potential	adversaries	from	using	force	against	us	
or	our	allies,	partners	and	neighbours.	It	is	the	
Government’s	policy	that	the	main	role	of	the	
Australian	Defence	Force	(ADF)	should	continue	
to	be	an	ability	to	engage	in	conventional	combat	
against	other	armed	forces.

The	ADF	must	also	be	prepared	to	play	its	part	
in	dealing	with	intra-state	conflict,	an	enduring	
feature,	and	assessed	to	be	the	most	common	form	

of	conflict	in	the	period	to	2030.	Australia’s	armed	
forces	must	also	be	able	to	contend	with	non-state	
global	actors.	Defence’s	vital	role	in	supporting	
domestic	security	and	emergency	response	efforts	
will	continue,	and	Defence	will	support	these	areas	
of	Commonwealth	responsibility.

From	the	outset,	we	need	to	have	a	clear	view	
of	how	much	strategic	risk	Australia	is	prepared	
to	bear,	and	hence	how	much	military	power	we	
should	seek	to	develop.	The	more	Australia	aspires	
to	have	greater	strategic	influence	beyond	our	
immediate	neighbourhood	-	that	is	to	say	the	ability	
to	exert	policy	influence	that	is	underpinned	by	
military	power	-	the	greater	the	level	of	spending	
on	defence	we	need	to	be	prepared	to	undertake.	
If	we	want	to	back	up	strategic	influence	with	
military	power,	we	have	to	be	prepared	to	invest	
the	resources	required,	and	to	be	confident	that	the	
security	benefits	outweigh	those	costs.

As	in	other	areas	of	public	policy,	the	more	balanced	
our	portfolio	of	capabilities,	the	more	we	will	be	
able	to	hedge	and	re-balance	as	required.	The	key	
issue	is	to	have	a	solid	foundation	upon	which	to	
build,	adapt	and	take	advantage	of	opportunities.	
We	need	to	review	periodically	and	rigorously	
whether	the	mix	and	scale	of	our	capabilities	are	
appropriate	to	the	emerging	challenges	in	our	
strategic	outlook.	The	Government	intends	to	
prepare	a	new	Defence	White	Paper	at	intervals	no	
greater	than	five	years.	This	quinquennial	White	
Paper	development	process	will	be	the	centrepiece	
of	the	Government’s	new	strategic	risk-based	
approach	to	defence	planning.

Defence	policy	must	be	based	on	clear	objectives.	
Not	all	strategic	risks	necessarily	require	our	full	
attention,	while	those	that	are	the	most	remote	
might	require	our	fullest	attention	because	of	their	
potential	consequences.	We	have	to	be	very	clear	
about	what	matters	most,	so	that	we	can	provision	
against	the	right	risks	and	do	not	waste	resources.
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Australia’s	most	basic	strategic	interest	remains	
the	defence	of	Australia	against	direct	armed	
attack.	This	includes	armed	attacks	by	other	
states	and	by	non-state	actors	with	the	capacity	
to	employ	strategic	capabilities,	including	
weapons	of	mass	destruction	(WMD).	This	most	
basic	strategic	interest	abides	irrespective	of	the	
perceived	intentions	of	others,	and	is	a	function	
of	our	geography	and	levels	of	current	and	future	
capability	in	the	region	around	us.	Before	we	attend	
to	anything	else,	we	must	secure	this	strategic	
interest. 

Our	next	most	important	strategic	interest	is	the	
security,	stability	and	cohesion	of	our	immediate	
neighbourhood,	which	we	share	with	Indonesia,	
Papua	New	Guinea,	East	Timor,	New	Zealand	and	
the	South	Pacific	island	states.	While	we	have	a	
wide	range	of	diplomatic,	economic,	cultural	and	
other	links	with	those	countries,	from	a	strategic	
point	of	view,	what	matters	most	is	that	they	are	not	
a	source	of	threat	to	Australia,	and	that	no	major	
military	power,	that	could	challenge	our	control	of	
the	air	and	sea	approaches	to	Australia,	has	access	
to	bases	in	our	neighbourhood	from	which	to	
project	force	against	us.

Beyond	our	immediate	neighbourhood,	Australia	
has	an	enduring	strategic	interest	in	the	stability	
of	the	wider	Asia-Pacific	region,	which	stretches	
from	North	Asia	to	the	Eastern	Indian	Ocean.	In	
particular,	we	have	a	deep	stake	in	the	security	of	
Southeast	Asia.	Strategically,	our	neighbours	in	
Southeast	Asia	sit	astride	our	northern	approaches,	
through	which	hostile	forces	would	have	to	
operate	in	order	to	sustainably	project	force	against	
Australia.	A	stable	and	cohesive	Southeast	Asia	
will	mitigate	any	such	threat	and	is	in	our	strategic	
interests.	More	broadly,	we	have	a	deep	stake	in	the	
maintenance	of	an	Asia-Pacific	regional	security	
environment	that	is	conducive	to	the	peaceful	
resolution	of	problems	between	regional	countries	
and	can	absorb	the	rise	in	strategic	and	military	
power	of	emerging	major	players.

Beyond	our	region,	Australia	cannot	be	secure	in	
an	insecure	world.	We	have	a	strategic	interest	in	
preserving	an	international	order	that	restrains	
aggression	by	states	against	each	other,	and	can	
effectively	manage	other	risks	and	threats,	such	as	
the	proliferation	of	WMD,	terrorism,	state	fragility	
and	failure,	intra-state	conflict,	and	the	security	
impacts	of	climate	change	and	resource	scarcity.

The	Government	has	decided	that	Australia’s	
defence	policy	should	continue	to	be	founded	on	
the	principle	of	self-reliance	in	the	direct	defence	
of	Australia	and	in	relation	to	our	unique	strategic	
interests,	but	with	a	capacity	to	do	more	when	
required,	consistent	with	those	strategic	interests	

that	we	might	share	with	others,	and	within	the	
limits	of	our	resources.	This	posture	entails	the	
maintenance	of	alliances	and	international	defence	
relationships	that	enhance	our	own	security	and	
allows	us	to	work	with	others	when	we	need	to	
pool	our	resources.	In	terms	of	military	power,	
this	defence	policy	means	that	we	must	have	the	
capacity	to:

•	 act	independently	where	we	have	unique	
strategic	interests	at	stake,	and	in	relation	to	
which	we	would	not	wish	to	be	reliant	on	the	
combat	forces	of	any	foreign	power;

•	 lead	military	coalitions	where	we	have	shared	
strategic	interests	at	stake	with	others,	and	in	
relation	to	which	we	would	be	willing	to	accept	
a	leadership	role,	in	part	to	compensate	for	the	
limited	capacity	or	engagement	of	others;	and

•	 make	tailored	contributions	to	military	coalitions	
where	we	share	wider	strategic	interests	with	
others	and	are	willing	to	accept	a	share	of	the	
burden	in	securing	those	interests.

The	principal	task	for	the	ADF	is	to	deter and 
defeat armed attacks on Australia	by	conducting	
independent	military	operations	without	relying	
on	the	combat	or	combat	support	forces	of	other	
countries.	This	means	that	the	ADF	has	to	be	able	to	
control	our	air	and	sea	approaches	against	credible	
adversaries	in	the	defence	of	Australia,	to	the	extent	
required	to	safeguard	our	territory,	critical	sea	lanes,	
population	and	infrastructure.

After	ensuring	the	defence	of	Australia	from	direct	
attack,	the	second	priority	task	for	the	ADF	is	to	
contribute to stability and security in the South 
Pacific and East Timor.	This	involves	conducting	
military	operations,	in	coalition	with	others	
as	required,	including	in	relation	to	protecting	
our	nationals,	providing	disaster	relief	and	
humanitarian	assistance	and,	on	occasion,	by	way	
of	stabilisation	interventions.

The	next	most	important	priority	task	for	the	ADF	
is to contribute to military contingencies in the 
Asia-Pacific region,	including	in	relation	to	assisting	
our	Southeast	Asian	partners	to	meet	external	
challenges,	and	to	meeting	our	alliance	obligations	
to	the	United	States	as	determined	by	the	
Australian	Government	at	the	time.	The	strategic	
transformation	of	the	region	will	mean	that	
Australia	should	be	prepared	to	make	contributions	
–	including	potentially	substantial	ones	–	to	such	
military	contingencies	in	support	of	our	strategic	
interests.

Finally,	the	ADF	has	to	be	prepared	to	contribute to 
military contingencies in the rest of the world,	in	
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support	of	efforts	by	the	international	community	
to	uphold	global	security	and	a	rules-based	
international	order,	where	our	interests	align	and	
where	we	have	the	capacity	to	do	so.

As	a	result	of	these	priorities,	the	ADF	of	2030	will	
need	to	be	a	more	potent	force	in	certain	areas,	
particularly	undersea	warfare	and	anti-submarine	
warfare	(ASW),	surface	maritime	warfare	(including	
air	defence	at	sea),	air	superiority,	strategic	strike,	
special	forces,	Intelligence	Surveillance	and	
Reconnaissance	(ISR),	and	cyber	warfare.	It	is	the	
Government’s	judgement	that	these	are	the	crucial	
areas	which	require	particular	attention	to	secure	
our	unique	strategic	interests.

The	major	new	direction	that	has	emerged	through	
consideration	of	current	and	future	requirements	
is	a	significant	focus	on	enhancing	our	maritime	
capabilities.	By	the	mid-2030s,	we	will	have	a	more	
potent	and	heavier	maritime	force.	The	Government	
intends	to	replace	and	expand	the	current	fleet	
of	six	Collins	class	with	a	more	capable	class	of	
submarine,	replace	the	current	Anzac	class	frigate	
with	a	more	capable	Future	Frigate	optimised	
for	ASW;	and	enhance	our	capability	for	offshore	
maritime	warfare,	border	protection	and	mine	
countermeasures.

While	focusing	on	building	our	maritime	
capabilities,	the	Government	has	also	been	able	
to	make	provision	for	the	enhancement	of	other	
key	elements	of	the	ADF,	including	our	air	combat	
capability	(by	proceeding	with	the	acquisition	of	
fifth-generation	multirole	combat	fighters);	strike	
capability	(through	the	acquisition	of	long-range,	
land-attack	strike	missiles);	the	Army’s	fleet	of	
heavy	protected	vehicles	and	other	land	force	
capabilities;	the	capabilities	of	our	special	forces;	
and	in	the	emerging	area	of	cyber	warfare.

In	addition,	the	Government	has	made	provision	
for	remediation	of	the	current	and	projected	force,	
by	addressing	crucial	deficiencies	and	gaps	that	
might	limit	the	size	and	duration	of	deployments,	or	
create	unacceptable	risks	in	some	more	demanding	
scenarios	in	which	the	weight,	reach	and	relative	
combat	power	of	major	capabilities	would	make	a	
crucial	difference.

Finally,	the	Government	has	also	made	provision	
for	remediating	Defence’s	critical	‘backbone’,	
such	as	facilities	and	infrastructure,	information	
and	communications	technology	(ICT)	systems,	
and	warehousing	and	distribution	system.	To	
give	effect	to	this	remediation	and	reform,	the	
Government	has	endorsed	a	Strategic	Reform	
Program	comprising	a	comprehensive	set	of	reforms	
that	will	fundamentally	overhaul	the	entire	Defence	
enterprise,	producing	efficiencies	and	creating	
savings	of	about	$20	billion.	The	Strategic	Reform	
Program	will	deliver	Australia	a	genuinely	strategic	
national	advantage:	savings	will	be	reinvested	in	
capability	and	Defence’s	call	on	national	resources	
will	be	constrained.

The	Strategic	Reform	Program	will	drive	efficiencies	
without	compromising	effectiveness.	It	draws	
on	detailed	analysis	of	almost	every	aspect	of	
the	Defence	enterprise.	Through	the	Strategic	
Reform	Program,	the	Government	will	improve	
the	development,	procurement,	maintenance	
and	management	of:	military	capability;	ICT;	the	
Defence	estate;	science	and	technology	support;	
and	general	goods	and	services.	Enterprise	support	
services	will	be	centralised,	standardised	and	
simplified.	And	through	the	introduction	of	an	
integrated	workforce	management	system,	Defence	
will	make	better	use	of	the	taxpayers’	dollar	by	
better	matching	the	skills	and	competencies	of	its	
people	to	the	jobs	that	need	to	be	done.

this is a reproduction of the defence white paper’s 
executive summary. the entire text of the white paper can 
be downloaded from www.defence.gov.au/whitepaper 



What does MAPW do? 

Highlighting nuclear 
dangers 
•	 Strong	advocacy	for	nuclear	

weapons	abolition,	especially	
through	the	MAPW-initiated	
International	Campaign	to	
Abolish	Nuclear	Weapons	
(ICAN)	and	its	goal	of	a	nuclear	
weapons	convention.

•	 Presentation	of	evidence	to	the	
Joint	Standing	Committee	on	
Treaties	inquiry	into	Australia’s	
nuclear	treaties	–	evidence	
which	helped	persuade	
committee	members	from	all	
parties	of	the	need	for	a	nuclear	
weapons	convention.

•	 MAPW	former	president	
Associate	Professor	Tilman	
Ruff’s	contributions	as	NGO	
adviser	to	the	Co-chairs	of	the	
International	Commission	on	
Nuclear	Non-Proliferation	and	
Disarmament.

•	 Advocating	for	the	removal	
of	weapons-grade	uranium	
from	reactors	used	for	medical	
purposes. The Australian 
government	has	now	raised	this	
issue internationally.

•	 Education	regarding	the	links	
between	nuclear	power	and	
nuclear	weapons	proliferation.	

•	 Publicising	new	evidence	
linking	nuclear	power	facilities	
and	childhood	leukaemia.

•	 MAPW	Vice-President	Peter	
Karamoskos’	advocacy	as	the	
public’s	representative	on	the	
Radiation	Health	Committee	
of	the	Australian	Radiation	
Protection	and	Nuclear	Safety	
Agency.

Campaigning for peace

•	 Repeated	advocacy	for	the	
victims	of	armed	conflict	–	
including	in	Sri	Lanka	and	in	
the	2008-09	war	in	Gaza,	for	
humane	treatment	of	refugees	
from	these	and	other	wars,	and	
for	accountability	for	alleged	
war	crimes.	

•	 Opposition	to	Australian	
Defence	Force	involvement	in	
Iraq	and	Afghanistan.

•	 Awareness-raising	regarding	the	
joint	US-Australian	Talisman	
Sabre	military	exercises	in	July	
2009.

Spreading the word 

•	 Regular	email	and	website	news	
and	resources	on	peace	and	
armed	conflict.	

•	 An	active	student	presence	at	
the	July	2009	Global	Health	
Conference	for	medical	students	
in	Brisbane.	

•	 Frequent	media	and	community	
comment	on	these	issues.

The Medical Association for Prevention of War (Australia) is an organisation of health 
professionals dedicated to the prevention of armed conflict and the abolition of all 
weapons of mass destruction.  It is affiliated with International Physicians for the 
Prevention of Nuclear War (IPPNW), recipient of the 1985 Nobel Peace Prize.

Our	activities	and	achievements	over	the	last	year	include:

We rely on members and 
supporters for funding.  
If you would like to 
contribute to MAPW’s work 
for peace, or if you would 
like to receive regular email 
updates on our activities, 
please contact our national 
office (details inside front 
cover) or visit  
www.mapw.org.au 

http://www.mapw.org.au


“Instead of responding 
to each crisis as it 
happens, government 
leadership and policy 
must invest time, 
money, knowledge, 
technological innovation 
and wisdom into a 
twenty-first century 
strategy for peace.

Without this, our 
species is likely to 
reduce its time on 
earth. None of us can 
comprehend the full 
consequences of failure. 
We must act wisely 
to reduce the fear of 
difference and the 
causes of conflict, or 
future generations may 
not exist.”

— Jeff McMullen, 
Chapter 2, The real face of war
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