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TOWARDS A NON-ALIGNED AUSTRALIA

Our relations with the United States are once
again the subject of controversy. The alliance is viewed
with increasing suspicion and concern in many
quarters. A reassessment of costs and benefits is
gradually emerging not only in academic writings and
discussions, but in political debate, in shifting public
attitudes, and even in the pages of our conservative
press. This development will come as no surprise to
anyone acquainted with the dangerous drift of
American strategic thinking and its implications for
Australia. Only by severing the military alliance with
the United Srates can we as a nation hope to enhance
our security and assist the process of regional and global
denuclearisation.

Historical Background

Whatever the motive of the Menzies government
which was elected in December 1949, it is clear that
American policy at that time was to create in Asia a
Western security system in which Japan would play a
key role. The American plan, as conveyed to Australia
through Dulles, envisaged ‘a chain of Pacific defence’
stretching from the Aleutians through Japan, the
Ryukyus and the Philippines, to Australia and New
Zealand. American forces in Japan and the Northern
Pacific, the US presence in the Philippines, and some
acceptable security arrangement with Australia and
New Zealand were regarded as the ‘three spokes of a
wheel’, the centre of which would be the United
States.

By the end of 1950 Australia's incorporation into
the American strategic orbit was an established
principle of American policy. The ANZUS treaty,
which was signed in September 1951 and ratified in
April 1952, gave effect to that policy. Contrary to the
conservative apologia for the ANZUS treaty, the
document was then, and still is today, primarily an
expression of American interests. As a politically stable
continent, strategically situated between the Indian and
Pacific Oceans with a small but not insignificant
military capacity, Australia has provided a secure base
for American military installations in time of peace and
a useful springboard for forward operations in time of
‘war.

Whereas the United States has been able to use
the alliance as a lever with which to obtain Australian
military involvement in the rimlands of Asia (c.g
Korea, Thailand and Vietnam), US commitments
under ANZUS have been remarkably vague. According
10 the lerter of the Treaty, in the event of an a.rmtd
attack against Australia the United States is Slmpl:\’
required to ‘act to meet the common danger’.
Moreover, such action must be in accordance wuh‘l,'S
‘constitutional processes’. In other words, the United
States can discharge its obligations in any way and in
any area that it sees fit.

It is worth noting that from the outset the US
Chiefs of Staffwent to considerable pains to ensure that
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ANZUS did not require the establishment of a military
planning organisation and that the Council created by
Artcle VII did not provide for strategic co-ordination
Accordingly, the United States engaged in little
consul_tauun with Australia on the conduct of military
operations in the Korean War, and on several occasions
1axll§d to communicate major policy decisions on its
mﬂuary involvement in Vietnam, despite Australia’s
supporting role in the conflict. From the American
vantage point, consultation has nor been an essential
ingredient of the partnership. The disparity in economic
and military power between the two allies is such that

the United States expects to dictate overall alliance

strategy. Australian governments have no doubt been

especially compliant, but the alliance framework has

been so designed as to minimise the opportuniry for

diplomatic or strategic independence.

The Consequence of ANZUS

The primary objective of ANZUS was
reinforce America’s containment strategy aimed at
resisting communist governments and revolutionary
movements wherever and however they might arise. As
a consequence conservative governments in Australia
rapidly adopted the domino theory which then formed
the basis of US policy in Southeast Asia. Under the
guise of forward defence, they pursued an interventionist
course in Vietnam, which helped to engulf Australia in
a prorracted and unwinnable war.

The potential for such entanglements still exists
today. For a few years, after its costly and humiliating
defear in Vietnam in 1975, it seemed as if the United
States would scale down its interventionist policies in
the Third World. But since 1979 we have seen the
revival of global policing strategies, in particular the
establishment of rapid deployment forces and the
introduction of military facilities and personnel in
several regions, notably in the Middle East, the Persian
Gulf, the Indian Ocean and Central America. Australia’s
continuing alignment cannot but encourage the
expectation that it will remain America's faithful ally in
many of the troubled areas of the world, and perhaps
participate in further military expeditions on the side of
its ‘great and powerful friend’. g

Bur if the strategy of forward defence is the
premium Australia has had to pay © maintain this
insurance policy — that is ‘protection by military
alignment — it is by no means the only cost we have
incurred. The close strategic nexus tying Australia t©
the United States has reinforced the threat =ynd{nmu
underlying Australia’s traditional perception of the
outside world, and fuelled the politics of fear To that
extent, it has limited the scope for rational debare about
available foreign policy options

The alliance with the United States has con-
sistently been used by conservative parues o achieve
short-term electoral advantage It has seriously im-
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should take 1o maximise national self-reliance and
promote regional co-operation and stability.

Nor can we be under any illusion as to the value of
the alliance for Australian security. The United States
will come to Australia’s assistance when and only when
itisin America's interest, and within its power, to do so.
In the event of conflict with regional powers (e.g.
Indonesia, Japan), there is no certainty that the United
States would side with Australia against other allies
The Indonesian policy of confrontation with Malaysia,
the subsequent incorporation of West New Guinea and
more recently the annexation of East Timor have all
provoked widespread anxiety and hostility in Australia,
yet in each instance the United States opted for an
accommodating attitude towards Indonesia’s rulers.
Similarly, American actions in other parts of the world
since 1945 — the refusal to support France and Britain
in the 1956 Suez crisis, the withdrawal from South
Vietnam, the abandonment of the Shah of Tran and the
failure to assist Argentina in the Falklands War are
particularly revealing examples — would suggest that
alliances do not always ensure support.

Following a review of ANZUS by the three
Treaty partners in July 1983, it was made clear that, in
the event of an attack or threat against Australia, there
was no guarantee of an automatic military response by
the United States. Furthermore, the communigue
issued at the end of the meeting went on to state that
‘the ANZUS treaty (did) not absolve each government
from the primary responsibility to provide for its own
security to the extent that its resources allow’. This
redefinition of obligations was widely interpreted as
encouraging and justifying a policy of greater military
self-reliance.

Non-Alignment

The time has come, then, to reconsider the policy
of military alignment and to develop a new foreign
policy which takes full account of our geographic,
cultural and racial situation. As a non-aligned nation
we would be better placed to pursue an equidistant
policy towards, and more effective lines of com-
munication with, all great powers, in particular the
United States, the Soviet Union, China and Japan. We
would have a more objective view of the so-called
Soviet threat. We could more actively encourage the
process of detente, both in our bilateral relations and
through our membership of the United Nations and
other international organisations. We would provide
dramatic evidence of the declining appeal of nuclear
alliances and of the increasing hostility of the world com-
munity to the strategic doctrines of the SUPErpOWers.

On the other hand, so long as Australia remains
firmly tied to the American camp, it is difficult to see
how we can make our voices heard in opposition to the
production and deployment of new weapon systems
which increase the probability of nuclear war (e.g
Cruise missiles, Pershing Il missiles, the neutron bomb,
the MX missile, the Trident submarine and space-
based military systems). Demands for the non-
deployment of such weapons have been the basis for

ive disar campaigns in Europe and the
United States. They provide a useful launching-pad for
more substantial disarmament measures. They re-
present a morally justified and politically effective
strategy, and as such deserve Australian support.
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_0th§:r proposals with which Australia could
associate itself include: the establishment of nuclear
free zones, limitations on defence spending, a com-
prehensn:e test ban treaty, international agreement on
the principle of no first use of nuclear weapons and total
prohibition on the development and production of
chemical and biological weapons. A non-aligned
Australia would have the necessary freedom of action 1o
pursue these initiatives, to support a wide range of
d:san:namem mitiatives not only philosophically but
practically. S

To achieve any credibility, however, these
proposals must be grounded in a regional context. The
regions of most immediate interest to Australia are
Southeast Asia, the Indian Ocean and the South
Pacific. Here again, a policy of non-alignment would
nﬁ‘cr!\uslm]iaumquc opportunities. In Southeast Asia,
support for a zone of neutrality would seem particularly
appropriate. In the long-term a self-sustaining South-
cast Asian balance is likely to prove more effective than
any American sphere of influence in preventing
escalation of regional conflicts, minimising the risks of
great power intervention, and limiting the effects of
superpower rivalry.

There are many nations regarded by
the United States as part of the broader
Western Alliance which do not act as host
nations for joint facilities. The joint
facilities are not necessarily part of
Australia’s obligation under the ANZUS
pact, although their presence here un-
doubtedly flows from its existence.

The ANZUS Ailiance, Report from the Joint
Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence, 1982, p. 58

With regard to the Indian Ocean, a non-aligned
Australia could mount a concerted and effecrive
campaign in support of the creation of'a Zone of Peace.
Though we have in the past paid lip service to this
concept, we have not been willing to exert vigorous
diplomatic pressure in support of it. Nor have we
actively co-operated with other litroral states intent on
reducing the naval presence of the two superpowers and
on removing foreign military bases from the region.

In the South Pacific, Australia could, by virtue of
its size and influence, make a major contribution o the
establishment of a Nuclear Free Zone. No country in
the region stands to benefit from the stationing and
transport of nuclear weapons, the carrying out of
nuclear tests or the introduction of any aspect of the
nuclear fuel cycle. The Nuclear Free Zone proposal
already has the support of many Pacific governments,
of the South Pacific Forum, of the Pacific Trade Union
Forum, and of the various independence movements
trying to wipe out the last vestiges of colonialism in the
region. If US strategic interests did not weigh so heavily
in the formulation of our foreign policy, there is every
reason to think we could become credible and effective
champions of all three zoning propos: Is.

Few would dispute the compelling case that can
be made for non-alignment as the basis for a compre-
hensive peace policy. Non-aligned countries such as
Sweden, Austria, Yugoslavia, and even tiny Malta have
certainly demonstrated the posiuve value of their
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Itis crucial to distinguish between a treaty and an
alliance. A treaty, such as the Security Treaty between
Australia, New Zealand and the United States entered
into on 29th April 1952, is a formal document with
declarations, clauses and conditions spelling out the
relationship between the parties.

An Evolving Bond

An alliance, such as the Australian-American
alliance (New Zealand can henceforth be taken as a
joint party with Australia) is an evolving bond,
establishing ties, associations and institutions for joint
and reciprocal action, and mechanisms for consultation
and information at all kinds of levels. Built into an
alliance are strong as well as weak expectations as to
what either party would be held bound to do under
certain future contingencies. The fact that such
expectations cannot be exactly specified does not go
against the foree of an alliance; and in some cases, such
as for example, how the US is bound to come to our aid,
it 15 even better to leave them vague to deter would-be
AEETEsSOrs.

A treaty is not essential to an alliance nor always
present. Once an alliance has been eroded or destroyed
by some act that goes against its spirit, the treaty that
remains is worthless — no more than a scrap of paper
The Australian-American alliance existed before the
ANZUS treaty and would still exist without it. This is
why a too finicky attention to the treaty is pointless.

A treaty is a dead document that cannot change;
an alliance is a living reality that waxes and wanes,
going through changing phases and stages. So the issue
as it presents itselfis whether the Australian-American
alliance should remain as it is, be strengthened,
weakened or altogether nullified. Australian political
parties and their supporting sections of the public adopt
different stances on this issue. The Liberal Party argues
that the alliance should be strengthened and when in
government acts to do so; the new Labor Government
is maintaining the alliance as it is, though some factions
within the party (e.g. the Victorian Left) would like it
weakened. A weakening to the point of eventual
abolition is advocated only by those on the far left and
by radical pacifists, neutralists and supporters of non-
‘alignment. This last option has so little public support
thar it will not in the foreseeable future constitute an

ral issue, so debating it is, strictly speaking,
~academic,

m Options Than Non-Alignment
~ Before embarking on this academic debate on the

tion of abolition, it is essential to show that there are
better, options as well. There are features of the

that have been allowed to develop over the last
decades that are not completely in Australia’s
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INDEPENDENT PEACE INITIATIVES
WITHIN THE ALLIANCE

~ Harry Redner

interest and could in some eventualities constitute
dangers to world peace. The most obvious of these are
the US installations on our soil which could potentially
serve to prepare and unleash a nuclear war, and over
which Australia has never had full control,

But at the same time, as Andrew Mack
acknowledges, these installations and the satellites
linked to them ‘play a stabilizing role - reducing the
probability of nuclear war' — in that they ‘provide
independent confirmation of attack warnings — an
essential safety check given the alarming number of
false alerts within early warning systems’, and also
‘contribute to arms control verification' (National
Times, 3 June 1983). Hence, Mack concludes that
‘whether or not Australia should continue to support
the presence of these ground stations is not as simple as
either the peace movement or the neo-conservatives
would have us believe’. But obviously, greater control
and vigilance by Australia is necessary and can be
achieved withour unduly disturbing the alliance.

Bases Not Required By ANZUS Alliance

As the Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs and
Defence reports, ‘the joint facilities are not necessarily
part of Australia’s obligations under the ANZUS pact
..." (The ANZUS Alliance, p. 58). Historically
speaking, we have only ourselves to blame for the way
they were set up under the mistaken policy of
successive Liberal Governments, acting on the belief
that the US will be more committed to our defence ifit
has bases on our soil. Because of this policy - staunchly
opposed by Labor, but nevertheless confirmed by the
Australian people at successive elections — what started
out as an alliance to defend us against threats in the
region has become one which in its present form places
us at some risk of nuclear retaliation.

There was a chance that these unfortunate
developments would be corrected by the Labor
Government in office from 1972 to 1975. The world
situation then was opportune for such a move. Detente
was in the ascendancy. If Labor had retained office and
forcefully pressed this and other issues such as the de-
nuclearization and de-militarization of the South
Pacific and Indian oceans, with the incoming President
Carter, an amicable sertlement could have been
reached. Carter himself supported the latter proposal
but the Fraser Government was not disposed to listen.
In the present worsening world situation and with the
Reagan Administration it is all going W be much more
difficult, but in the longer term not impossible.

IF the alliance can be adjusted does it serve any
purpose to abrogate i? Is there anything we could do
diplomatically outside the alliance that we cannat do
within it? Within the alliance Australia can undertake
regional and world initiatives for peace — e canvass
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antly enough, Japan was included with the
8 powers in the RIMPAC (Rim of the Pacific)
and air exercises in 1980. Instead of regarding
ich developments with alarm and working up residual
tralian fears of the Japanese, the peace movement
uld recognise the strength of the post-Hiroshima
€ consensus in Japan, try 1o co-operate with the
¢ forces there and assist the Australian government
in building a relationship which will give us more
exibility within the alliance.
~ Australia could move closer to Japan diplo-
- matically, just as we have economically, within the
- bounds of ANZUS. Together with Japan we could
exercise a Pacific, and let us hope also a pacifying,
influence on the US, especially in its present mood.
Japan has even less inclination to court nuclear war
than we, following its experience of the A-Bomb in
World War II. It is, furthermore, a close neighbour of
the USSR, and conscious of being vulnerable to nuclear
attack. It is one of the more peaceful nations, given to
trade and with only a modest self-defence capability in
proportion 1o its economic power. It has a unique
Constitution enshrining  anti-militarism and has
eschewed aggressive policies and nuclear weapons.
Australia and Japan could co-operate in the Pacific
region and in relation to ASEAN and other countries of
South-east Asia, and use their mutual ties with the US
to press together for American restraint in projecting its
nuclear presence in the region.

Adjusting the Alliance in Pursuit of Peace

In the process of developing its long-term
strategies for adjusting the alliance, Australia could
begin with some immediate tactical policies:

1. We could initiate closer diplomatic consultation
with Japan, especially to develop common
policies for jointly resisting US pressure for
further nuclear-related facilities.
We could plan to renegotiate the terms of the
existing faciliies as they come up, with the
purpose of achieving surveillance 1o prevent them
being misused to endanger Australia or threaten
world peace. In keeping with diplomatic efforts to
persuade the US to espouse the principle of ‘no
first use of nuclear weapons’ we should refuse to
~ allow firing orders for a first strike 0 be
- transmitted through facilities on our soil
Negotiations to establish our right to monitor
communications through the North West Cape
;: begin immediately.
The functions of Pine Gap and Nurrungar
ore complex. They monitor nuclear tests
ilitate arms control agreements, They
warning ofballistic missile launches
rage surprise attacks. These are
nctions, But they are also able w
~missile flights, establish which Soviet
silos have been used and permit re-
and so they contribute to US nuclear-
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war fighting capabilities. They collect inform-
ation for the CIA. As it is difficult 1o separate
these positive and negative functions technically,
political supervision is essential. The Australian
Government must ensure that these facilities are
not used to initiate a nuclear war.

3. The US dependence on us for such facilities and
for other aid we can extend as allies gives us some
levgrage to press it not to obstruct proposals
which are crucial to us, such as the de-
nuclearization of the South Pacific and a
comprehensive test ban treaty. A nuclear-free
South Pacific would ban nuclear weapons fests
and nuclear waste dumping, and refuse port entry
to nuclear armed or powered vessels

Bans on visits by nuclear vessels may be less
controversial than presently appears. Australia
does nor need US permission to impose safety
regulations on city harbours. American cities
protect their citizens — New York forbids nuclear
ships and at Hawaii there is a ten-mile safery
zone. The Wran Government in N.S.W. had
successfully discouraged US nuclear-powered
ships from using Sydney ports two years before
Fraser deliberately made a political issue of
Victorian attempts to do likewise in 1982

We need to make a clear break with Liberal
government interpretations of the alliance which
sometimes gave the impression as if Australia
would put US interests first. One example is
Fraser’s offer of Cockburn Sound as a home-port
for the Trident submarines, which should be
withdrawn. Withdrawing this offer would
unavoidably bring us into diplomatic conflict
with the Reagan Administration, bur not
necessarily with another President. Let us
remember that Carter was in favour of a zone of
peace in the Indian Ocean. Fraser disagreed. The
recent Joint Committee report on ANZUS states
unequivocally: “Australia must not be afraid 1o
criticize its ally’ (The ANZUS Alliance, p. 74).

4. In the spirit of President Nixon’s Guam de-

claration of 1969, Australia must continue to
develop its own defence capabilities so as w be
prepared to face all low-level eventualities, short
of all-out war, without US involvement.

5. We must practise an independent diplomacy in

relation to countries outside the Western alliance,
particularly the Pacific powers China, Vietnam
and the USSR, and follow our own trade
policies.

Conclusion

If the Australian peace movement is to become a
credible and effective political force, capable of winning
broad support among the Australian people, it mustasa
matter of principle select policies that an Australian
government genuinely committed o nuclear lthA
armament could conceivably adopt as its own policies,
and in the foreseeable future actually implement.
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