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UNITED STATES-AUSTRALIAN JOINT MILITARY BASES AND PORT VISITS BY US WARSHIPS, 
BAN 

Motion 

Resumed from 14 November on the following motion moved by Hon Giz Watson - 

That this House, noting - 

(a) President Bush’s repudiation of longstanding nuclear missile reduction treaties to which the 
United States is a signatory; 

(b) the likely consequences of the President’s decision will trigger a new nuclear arms race and 
increase Australia’s being attacked because of the strategic importance of the joint facilities 
located in various parts of the country, 

calls upon the Commonwealth Government to bar port visits by United States warships and discontinue 
the use of US-Australian joint facilities for the deployment of nuclear missiles. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [10.09 am]:  I said in my initial comments on the motion that it is 
highly likely that with the American move to develop a missile defence scheme, Australia will be expected to 
play a bigger role in facilitating the development and operation of such a missile defence shield.  The issue was 
raised in the media in July this year, when it came to light that there were plans afoot to test the operation of this 
scheme in the north west of Western Australia.  An article in Flight International on 27 June 2000 reads - 

Australia and the USA are planning to develop major new training ranges on the eastern and western 
Australian seaboards to provide a multinational theatre ballistic missile defence exercise facility and 
enable the shift of some international maritime exercises into the southern Pacific. 

The western range, to be north of Broome, would be set up as a “bare-base” facility extending 100km 
. . .  inland for trials of naval engagement of theatre ballistic missiles in their boost phase.   

That article was then picked up by other media outlets in Australia and expanded to explain exactly what was 
being planned for the north west.  In an article in The West Australian of Monday, 24 July 2000, entitled “US 
plan snares Australia”, Brian Toohey makes the point -  

Australia will be expected to play a bigger role than generally anticipated in United States anti-missile 
plans if US Defence Secretary William Cohen meant what he said last week.   

During a visit to Sydney, Mr Cohen told reporters Australia could be “very much involved in terms of 
providing the kind of radar capability that will be necessary for any effective NMD (National Missile 
Defence) program”. 

The common reaction among Australian defence specialists was that the highly knowledgable US 
defence head was confused - that he didn’t really mean to talk about radars.  Instead, it was presumed 
he was really talking about an entirely different detection system which relies on infrared heat signals 
relayed via a satellite ground station in central Australia. 

That would, of course, be Pine Gap.  The article continues -  

If Mr Cohen meant what he said, however, Australia, will be expected to contribute radar systems as 
well as a satellite ground station to the controversial US efforts to develop a shield against ballistic 
missile attacks. 

Australia has already contributed to trials, code-named Dundee, to test whether its Jindalee-Over-the-
Horizon-Radar (JORN) can pick up missiles soon after launch.  Although the 1997 trials attracted little 
publicity, they were aimed primarily at helping the US develop what is known as a Theatre Missile 
Defence system.   

The article then alludes to the article in Flight International that reported that we would be providing further 
assistance to establish a training range north of Broome.  That article did not make it clear where that facility 
would be sited, because, as is often the case with information about military operations, people try not to give 
too much information.  However, I understand that since 1995, it has been planned to build a facility north of 
Broome at Oobagooma station.  The Commonwealth has jurisdiction over part of that station to allow for federal 
military manoeuvres in that area.  Toohey states also -  
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While Theatre Missile Defence concentrates on relatively short range ballistic missiles, the NMD 
program is intended to destroy longer range inter-continental ballistic missiles.  According to some 
defence experts, it is possible JORN could be used to provide radar back-up for the NMD program. 

Specialist US publications do not assume Mr Cohen was speaking out of ignorance when contemplating 
a role for Australian radars.  The US journal Space News reported last November that American 
defence officials “maintained that, in the long-term, an Australian high-frequency radar sensor could 
become a component of a much larger US missile detection system”. 

One possibility is that Australia could be asked to host a Super High Frequency (X-band) radar to track 
inter-continental ballistic missiles in flight as part of the future development of the NMD system.  The 
system will rely initially on new X-band radars in Alaska and Britain, but later development plans 
envisage nine sites around the globe.   

There is no doubt the Australian satellite ground station at Pine Gap, near Alice Springs, already detects 
inter-continental ballistic missiles using satellites carrying special infrared sensors.  Instead of using 
radar to bounce signals off a missile in flight, these sensors pick up the heat emitted by rocket fuel used 
in the launch stage.   

In future, Pine Gap will be linked to the new space-based infrared system with signals being relayed to 
the US Air Force space command in Colorado.  Australian specialists at the Colorado base are already 
working on an existing infrared early warning system.   

The article then discusses the controversy that I raised earlier about the risk that the action may trigger a new 
arms race in China and other South East Asian countries.  An article in The Australian of Monday, 24 July 2000, 
entitled “A US rock and a Chinese hard place”, states -  

President Ronald Reagan’s 1980s Star Wars scheme to build an invincible shield against Soviet nuclear 
attack was abandoned as an impossible dream. 

The Son of Star Wars -  

That is another name for the national missile defence system -  

proposal is much less ambitious, but just as controversial.   

Australia has a direct stake in the US NMD system, which aims only to prevent a “small” attack of 
perhaps 10 missiles, from rogue states such as Korea, Iran or Iraq.  NMD might be able to repel China’s 
modest capability of 20 intercontinental ballistic missiles, but it would not provide a defence against 
Russia, the only country aside from the US with a large nuclear-tipped ICBM arsenal.   

US Defence Secretary William Cohen highlighted the potential Australian role in the system last week, 
noting that the US would want to make use of the satellite relay station at Pine Gap, near Alice Springs. 

But Australia faced a serious dilemma over whether to take part in NMD. 

Failure to take part in the system could raise serious questions about the US-Australian military 
alliance.  But taking part could strain relations with China and spark a regional arms race.   

The Chinese fear the NMD - and another US proposal, Theatre Missile Defence, which aims to provide 
a missile defence shield outside the US - would undermine its small nuclear deterrent.  Another concern 
is that NMD would undermine the crucial 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty between the US and 
Russia, which limits each side’s ability to build missile defence schemes for fear it would weaken the 
deterrent role of their nuclear forces.  

In spite of these concerns there are strong pressures for Australia to cooperate with NMD to reinforce 
the alliance with the US.   

What is indicated from what has been printed in the media is that the current federal Government will continue 
to cooperate to facilitate the development of the national missile defence system.  As members are no doubt 
aware, the Australian Greens are at the forefront of opposing not only the joint US-Australian facilities 
throughout Australia but also any connection with the nuclear arms race.  Australian government involvement in 
advocating for nuclear disarmament has a mixed history, but Australian community and non-government 
organisation involvement has an outstanding record of lobbying for complete and permanent nuclear 
disarmament.  Former Senator Jo Vallentine and, after Jo, my colleague and former Senator Dee Margetts were 
strong advocates on behalf of the Greens for nuclear disarmament within the federal arena.   

Important questions for members to ask, in considering whether they will join me in supporting the 
recommendations in this motion, are: what would be the consequences if Western Australia were to play a more 
direct and active role in the nuclear weapons arena, which is what is proposed with our involvement in the 
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national missile defence system?  What if the North West Cape and the Kimberley region were to become a 
prime target for not only missiles but also the sort of terrorist activities that we have seen in recent times?  We 
know, as I said in my opening comments, that the idea that nuclear weapons somehow provide a deterrent from 
all potential terrorist activities is a nonsense.  Bases and facilities involved in the nuclear arms race will always 
be vulnerable to terrorist attack.  That is more likely to come in the form of activities such as planes being flown 
into facilities.  The events of 11 September and the consequences of the attacks in New York illustrate, as has 
been stated in the media, that if they had been carried out on a nuclear power plant or a nuclear facility they 
would have been not only equally horrendous but also, more than likely, even more catastrophic.  Any incident 
that results in the release of radioactive material has consequences in perpetuity; that is, we suffer the ongoing 
effects of radiation.  One need look only at Chernobyl to see the impact of the detonation of a nuclear reactor or 
a facility with nuclear capability.  It has not as yet been suggested that nuclear weapons will be stored in Western 
Australia.  However, anyone wishing to disrupt the nuclear armaments of the United States or any other country, 
obviously would see the communications network as critical.  In some respects, those facilities are much easier 
targets than the missiles themselves.  

The motion calls on the Commonwealth Government to bar port visits by United States warships and to 
discontinue the use of US-Australian joint facilities for the deployment of nuclear missiles.  I have been asked 
why the motion seeks to bar all United States warships.  When this motion was put on the Notice Paper in May, 
we were not in the middle of a war.  The consequences of the motion are highlighted because we have now been 
drawn into a conflict, not of our making, in Afghanistan.  The motion stands because one of the insidious aspects 
of visits by our allies’ warships, whether it be ships of the United States or France - which have been involved in 
the most recent such visits to Western Australian ports - is that the commanders are not obliged to reveal whether 
their ships are carrying nuclear weapons.  The ongoing policy of neither confirming nor denying the presence of 
nuclear weapons means that any nuclear-capable warship is probably carrying such weapons and therefore 
endangering the ports and countries it visits.  They create a target and present an inherent danger in the event of 
an accident.  Close calls and accidents involving both nuclear-armed and nuclear-powered vessels have occurred 
and continue to occur around the world, despite any assurances that might be offered by the United States 
defence forces.   

I have mentioned the dangers associated with facilitating a missile defence system by providing testing sites and 
communications systems and facilities within Australia.  I urge members to support the motion.   

I will respond to one comment made yesterday by way of interjection.  I was asked whether I was aware of a 
statement made yesterday by the United States.  I was not at the time, but I am now.  A significant initiative has 
been announced by the United States and Russia.  They have agreed to reduce significantly the number of 
warheads each has at its disposal.  Although that is welcome, it was anticipated.  A letter written by the President 
of the Medical Association for Prevention of War, Dr Sue Wareham, to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
Alexander Downer, in July states - 

The recent talks between Presidents Bush and Putin appear to have raised the possibility of linking the 
US missile defence plans with large cuts in both sides’ nuclear arsenals.  While cuts in the numbers of 
nuclear weapons would obviously be a step in the right direction, the true value of this step lies in 
whether it is the first step towards fulfilling the Non-Proliferation Treaty requirement to eliminate 
nuclear weapons, or whether it is more a ploy to distract world opinion from the dangers of NMD.  
Unfortunately the recent suggestions of reducing nuclear weapons numbers are made on the firm 
understanding that the US and Russia will still retain thousand of nuclear warheads between them.  This 
is totally incompatible with their “unequivocal undertaking to eliminate nuclear weapons”, made (with 
the other major nuclear powers) at the 2000 Non-Proliferation Treaty Review.  Indeed, reducing nuclear 
weapons numbers to zero is already a legal requirement of both the US and Russia, and a promise to 
reduce nuclear weapons numbers to a figure far greater than zero can hardly be used as a bargaining 
ploy in abandoning yet another arms control treaty.  

The timing is interesting, but it comes as no surprise to me and others involved in lobbying for nuclear 
disarmament.  This is part of the game plan by the United States to sweeten the proposal for a national missile 
defence scheme.  As much as we welcome any reduction in the number of nuclear warheads held by any country, 
this is a highly cynical move.  Russia and the United States have everything to gain by agreeing to this 
arrangement and looking as though they have made a significant gesture.  However, if the pay-off is support for 
the national missile defence scheme, it is a case of one step forward and two steps backward.   

I reiterate that Australia’s association with and involvement in facilitating this national missile defence scheme 
will breach the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.  Although the ABM treaty is insufficient in itself as an arms 
control measure, it nevertheless prevents the development of defensive measures that would render a nuclear 
first strike and subsequent retaliatory strikes more likely.  Thus, the ABM treaty remains an essential brake on 
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the escalation of nuclear weapons policies to further levels of destabilisation.  It is therefore alarming that Bush 
Administration officials stated in July that an accelerated test schedule for components of the antimissile scheme 
will come into conflict with the ABM treaty in months, not years.  A White House cable to United States 
embassies around the world states that the decision to abrogate the treaty has been made and instructs American 
diplomats to undertake a public campaign to garner international support for missile defences.  The implication 
of abandoning the ABM treaty goes further than merely removing a brake on destabilising nuclear weapons 
developments.  It presents a dangerous precedent that important international treaties can be abandoned in the 
perceived interests of one nation.  The letter from Dr Wareham states also - 

The world does not need Missile Defence.  What the world does need is for the nuclear weapons powers 
to take seriously their legal obligations to achieve the total and unequivocal elimination of nuclear 
weapons. 

Therefore, I ask members in this Chamber to support this motion and to send a clear message to the 
Commonwealth Government that this House wants visits to ports by United States warships to be discontinued, 
and wants the use of United States and Australian joint facilities for the deployment and the testing of nuclear 
missiles to be abandoned. 

HON E.R.J. DERMER (North Metropolitan) [10.30 am]:  It is interesting when contemplating this motion to 
consider the relative role of State and federal Governments within the Australian constitutional structure.  Some 
of the recent adjournment debates have been such that if I had shut my eyes I would have thought I was listening 
to a debate in Canberra or perhaps even the United Nations General Assembly.  We have a constitutional 
arrangement that evolved in the late nineteenth century leading up to Federation in 1901.  The self-governing 
British colonies that went through the evolutionary process to Federation in many ways handed to the 
Commonwealth Government the residual powers that until 1901 had resided in the colonial office in London.  
International trade, foreign affairs and defence are clearly commonwealth responsibilities.  The question we 
should ask is whether it is appropriate for a State Parliament to debate issues that are clearly commonwealth 
responsibilities, such as defence and foreign affairs, to which this motion relates.  In my view, it is reasonable for 
the Western Australian Parliament to raise, by way of a motion, issues that concern Western Australians.  It is 
entirely reasonable for us to make it clear to all who will listen that Western Australians are concerned about the 
proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction.  However, I do not believe it is the role of the 
Western Australian Parliament to prescribe detailed policy solutions to achieve the very worthy goal of 
countering the proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. 

Our Constitution is very clear: foreign affairs and defence are commonwealth responsibilities.  It is the 
responsibility of the Commonwealth Government and, indeed, every member of the Commonwealth Parliament 
to provide policies and solutions that will lead to international disarmament, which by its nature would need to 
be multilateral, and to counter the proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction.  The 
appropriate role for the Western Australian Parliament is to articulate the concerns of Western Australians about 
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and to ask the Commonwealth Government and the 
Commonwealth Parliament to take steps to achieve disarmament and counter the proliferation of these weapons.  
We should not attempt to prescribe solutions to achieve the very worthy aim of countering the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction. 

Hon George Cash:  Do you agree with the banning of United States warships in Australian ports? 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  If Hon George Cash is patient for a little longer, I will explain that position.  I intend to 
move an amendment. 

Hon George Cash:  Do you agree with discontinuing the United States-Australian joint facilities? 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  If I were a member of the House of Representatives or the Senate, I would be very happy 
to put on the record my view on that matter; however, I am not.  As I have been explaining, and as Hon George 
Cash understands, it is fair and reasonable for this House to express the aspiration of Western Australians to live 
in a safer world in which the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction is effectively contained, so that, 
hopefully, in the future these weapons are not part of the continuous international power play.  However, as a 
member of the State Parliament, I believe it is constitutionally inappropriate for me to suggest specific policies 
or steps that may be taken to counter the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  I expect that is now very 
clear to Hon George Cash. 

Amendment to Motion 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  In that spirit, I move - 

That all words following the word “noting” be deleted and that the following words be substituted - 
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(a) George Bush’s intention to press ahead with the deployment of a national missile 
defence system; 

(b) widespread international concern that abandonment of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty would fuel a new nuclear arms race; 

(c) the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction - nuclear, chemical and biological 
weapons - is one of the most serious threats to international security and to Australian 
national security,  

calls upon the Commonwealth Government to take all appropriate steps to advance the progress of 
multilateral nuclear disarmament and counter the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. 

I have not put in the amendment the words “and also for Western Australians and their security”.  The motion in 
its amended form is, in my view, an appropriate articulation of the aspiration of Western Australians to live in a 
more secure world.  It is appropriate for us to note that the President of the United States has articulated his 
intention to develop a national missile defence system.  As a member of a State Parliament, I understand that is 
an appropriate term by which to describe it; I understand Hon Giz Watson has suggested that a more recent title 
be applied to that program.  However, we know what we are talking about.  We note the widespread 
international concern that such a national missile defence system may be incompatible with the 1972 Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty.  These matters of fact are in the media and are the subject of public and international 
debate, and for many Western Australians they have added to their feeling of disquiet that, as a result, they may 
live in a less secure world.  Right-minded people are concerned that the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction, nuclear or otherwise, makes for a less secure world.  Therefore, it is appropriate that this Parliament 
articulate the aspiration of Western Australians for a more secure world.  However, it is not appropriate for us to 
pretend to be the national Government; our responsibilities as a State Parliament and a State Government do not 
extend to foreign affairs and defence issues.  For that reason, it is entirely appropriate that this Parliament 
support my amendment.  It makes clear to the Commonwealth Government, and, by extension, the 
Commonwealth Parliament, our concerns and aspirations, and requests them to take the appropriate steps to 
advance the progress of multilateral nuclear disarmament and counter the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction.  

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [10.40 am]:  Some members on this side of the House have been 
waiting for some time for this motion to be brought on because it is important, not that the community 
understand the views of members on this side of the House but that we be given an opportunity to understand the 
Government’s view; that is, whether it supports the motion in its original form.  I have been handed an 
amendment to the original motion.  The original motion calls on the Commonwealth Government to bar port 
visits by United States warships and to discontinue the use of the United States-Australian joint facilities for the 
deployment of nuclear missiles.  If carried, the motion would have far-reaching effects on the Australian-United 
States defence alliance, which has been in place for more than 50 years.  It is interesting that notice of the motion 
was originally given on 3 May 2001.  I refer to that timing because it is important to understand the context of 
the motion.  On 1 May 2001, President George Bush announced that the United States would develop a new 
missile defence system.  In the Washington File on the same date, President Bush was quoted as stating that 
today’s world requires new concepts of deterrents that rely on both offensive and defensive forces and that we 
need a new framework that allows us to build missile defence to counter the different threats of today’s world.  

The President of the United States went on to say that to do so we must move beyond the constraints of the 30-
year-old Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.  He also raised a number of other important issues.  One of the areas that 
clearly has an effect on Australia is the response from South Asia following President Bush’s announcement.  
Clearly, Australia and the United Kingdom gave their immediate support to the President’s view.  Surprisingly, 
given its previous opposition to any missile defence system that breached the ABM treaty, India was an 
important player; indeed, the western world looked very closely at the response that would come from South 
Asia following President Bush’s announcement on 1 May.  India, Pakistan, and China all have nuclear 
capability.  Pakistan is reasonably close to China.  India and Pakistan have been at war for some time in parts of 
their respective countries, especially on the border region.  There has always been a question about whether one 
of those countries would use nuclear devices to resolve their individual problems.  However, the good news is 
that India responded immediately to the President of the United States.  On 2 May, the day after the President 
made his announcement, the Ministry of External Affairs in India released a statement that reads - 

India, particularly, welcomes the announcement of unilateral reductions by the US of nuclear forces . . .   
India believes that there is a strategic and technological inevitability in stepping away from a world that 
is held hostage by the doctrine of MAD to a cooperative defence transition . . .  that is underpinned by 
further cuts and a de-alert of nuclear forces . . .    
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India also lauds the desire expressed by the US President to make a ‘clean break from the past’ and, 
especially from the ‘adversarial legacy of the Cold War’.   

India very much supported the United States’ decision to develop a new missile defence system.   

In the days immediately following the president’s announcement Pakistan was not as happy as India.  However, 
at the time a very senior Chinese representative was visiting the country.  Pakistan was reluctant to support the 
President of the United States’ decision because of the Pakistan-China links.  However, within a few days, 
Pakistan clarified its position and, although it did not support the US Government’s decision, it certainly 
appeared to be convinced of the goodwill intended by the US.  China has yet to be convinced of the United 
States’ position. 

Members will be aware that although notice of this motion was given on 3 May this year, many other things have 
happened in the meantime.  I will talk about the Australian-US alliance, the events of 11 September, and the fact 
that, with other nations, Australia has joined the US in moving troops into Afghanistan to try to resolve conflict 
in that area.  However, more than that, I will discuss the effect that this motion would have, if it were carried, on 
the Australian-US defence alliance and Australian-US trade alliances.  

From Australia’s perspective, the continuing proliferation of ballistic missiles, especially as delivery platforms 
for weapons of mass destruction, is a significant and serious threat to regional and international security.  That is 
the basis from which Australia comes.  Members are probably aware that in December last year the federal 
Government released a white paper called “Defence 2000”, which referred to the future of the Australian defence 
forces for the next 10 years or so.  Interestingly, the leader of the federal opposition, Mr Beazley, also spoke on 
that issue and generally supported the thrust of the defence white paper.  Clearly, as a former minister for 
defence, Mr Beazley has his own views in some areas.  However, as far as the Australian-United States defence 
alliance goes, Mr Beazley and Mr Howard are standing shoulder to shoulder.  It is a bit like the situation in 
recent days when they stood shoulder to shoulder in supporting the deployment of Australian troops overseas to 
Afghanistan.  Mr Howard, Mr Beazley and others in the Australian Parliament have made it clear that the 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction threatens the strategic stability of the world, especially in South 
Asia, the Korean peninsula, the Taiwan Strait and clearly in the Middle East.  For that reason, Australia - when I 
talk about Australia, I mean the coalition and the federal Australian Labor Party as a unit - has expressed its 
understanding of the US plans to develop a limited missile defence system to defend against potential threats 
from States of concern and against the possibility of an accidental or unauthorised missile launch from another 
nuclear weapons State.   

Australia recognises that the strategic circumstances in the world have changed since the signing of the Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty in 1972, with the end of the Cold War and with nations developing nuclear and missile 
capabilities.  The scene has changed over the past 30 years, and it is important, from a strategic defence position, 
to recognise those changes and to plan for the future.  Therefore, clearly, the Australian Government welcomed 
the recent commitments of both signatories to the treaty - that is, the US and Russia - to consult closely on the 
development of any missile defence system and the inherent implications for the ABM treaty.  There are 
linkages between the missile defence systems and the initiatives in arms control, non-proliferation and the 
reduction of nuclear weapons.   

It is wrong to argue that the US is not committed to long-term nuclear missile reduction.  A series of meetings 
have been held between the US President and the Russian President, Vladimir Putin.  Those meetings have 
ranged over a period of months in recent times.  Indeed, if not today, certainly yesterday and the day before, the 
Russian President was in Washington talking to the United States President about continuing to work towards a 
negotiated outcome on these issues.   

Hon B.K. Donaldson:  According to a press announcement, the US will reduce its nuclear missile capacity by 
two-thirds. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  As Hon Bruce Donaldson has just advised me, there has been a press announcement in 
the past few days that the US intends to reduce its nuclear missile capacity.  That is just one of the things that 
both the US and Russian Presidents are talking about right now.   

Hon B.K. Donaldson:  The interesting thing is that the US President said that he did not need to sign a piece of 
paper on the agreement.  He said the US would do this, end of story. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Right.  That is important, because it shows the US commitment to the reduction of the 
nuclear stockpile around the world.  However, Australia has not been left out of these negotiations.  As members 
know, it has an alliance known as the Australian-US defence alliance.  The federal Government, through its 
Minister for Defence and other senior ministers, has met on a regular basis with the Bush Administration and 
previous US Government Administrations on these matters.  In fact, the former Minister for Defence, Peter 
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Reith, was in Washington earlier this year, soon after the President of the United States made his announcement, 
and the US Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs visited Australia to continue 
discussions in May of this year.   

As members may be aware, there is a ministerial council known as AUSMIN, which conducts the Australia-
United States joint ministerial talks.  They allow Australian and United States defence personnel and the political 
parties to talk about issues related to the US and Australia.  AUSMIN talks were held in Canberra on 31 July this 
year, and they were attended by the Secretary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld, and the Secretary of State, Colin 
Powell.  Both the United States and Australia take the President of the United States’ statements and intentions 
very seriously.  In the various consultations that have taken place - I rely on advice from the Minister for 
Defence’s office in Canberra - the Australian Government stressed the importance of carefully managing the 
deployment of any missile defence system.  The Australian and other Governments were clear in suggesting that 
they had to look forward to opportunities to discuss with the US the wide and varied issues that will flow from 
the United States’ decision on missile defence. 

Australia has a strong defence alliance with the United States, and that, in particular, has been based on the 
Australian and US facilities and the partnership that exists on the ballistic missile early warning systems that 
have been running now for over 30 years.  The joint defence facility at Nurrungar, to which Hon Giz Watson has 
referred, made an essential contribution to stable nuclear deterrence and global security over that period.  It has 
now been replaced by a relay ground station, which is collocated at the joint defence facility at Pine Gap.  Its 
early warning mission will remain important to stability so long as the nuclear deterrent relationship exists.   

With regard to the early warning systems, I note that part of the motion suggests that the Commonwealth 
Government should discontinue the use of US-Australian joint facilities for the deployment of nuclear missiles.  
It is my understanding that the Australian-US joint facilities in Australia do not have the capacity to deploy 
nuclear missiles. 

Hon Giz Watson:  They are part of a system. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  They are part of an intelligence and communications system that monitors actions 
around the world. 

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  When the intelligence is fed back to various sources, the deployment of missiles may be 
required.  However, the joint defence facilities in Australia are not physically capable of deploying defence 
missiles.  In fact, they detect missile launches, make assessments of the trajectory of an attacking missile and 
provide that information to the relevant source.  I am told that the data cannot guide a missile or theatre missile 
defence interceptors to their targets, and there would be no role for the relay ground stations in any missile 
defence system, beyond contributing to early warning of a ballistic missile attack.  It is the federal coalition 
Government’s view that Australia will continue to contribute to this role whether or not the missile defence 
system, as discussed by the President of the United States, proceeds.  

Members will be aware that the defence facility at Pine Gap is a jointly managed and operated facility.  The joint 
operation is designed to ensure that the Government of Australia has full knowledge of and concurs with 
everything that is done at the facility.  It is fair to say that all Australian Governments, whether they be coalition 
or ALP, have taken very seriously the need and the continuance of those joint defence facilities and also the 
protection of Australia’s sovereignty.   

As far as research and development on missile defence is concerned, it might interest members to know that it 
was the former federal Labor Government under Paul Keating that began Australia’s R&D cooperation on 
missile defence.  In fact, paragraph 12.33 on page 133 of the Keating Government’s 1994 white paper, titled 
“Defending Australia”, states in part that another area with potential for international scientific cooperation, 
especially with the United States, concerns defence against ballistic missiles; and such work would reflect the 
Government’s policy of opposing the proliferation of such weapons.   

Arrangements are also in place for cooperation between Australia’s Defence Science and Technology 
Organisation and the United States’ Ballistic Missile Defence Organisation.  There was an exchange of letters in 
1995 between the US and Australia to establish the ground rules on which that cooperation would exist.  In 
general terms, it can be summed up by saying that the arrangements are built on a long and continuing history of 
close scientific cooperation between the DSTO and the US defence science community.   

As far as history goes, the DSTO and BMDO conducted the first joint research project in late 1995.  That project 
involved the exercise of advanced sensor, tracking and communications technologies for ballistic missile 
defence-related research.  It also took advantage of the National Aeronautic and Space Administration’s program 
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of sounding rocket firings at Woomera.  With NASA’s permission, the DSTO and the BMDO researchers 
observed the flight of a series of NASA test rockets that were deployed in a separate, independent activity 
carried out in conjunction with the Australian Space Office.  The then Director of the BMDO in 1995, 
Lieutenant General O’Neill, visited Australia to observe the trial and to inspect a number of DSTO and other 
defence-related facilities.  The advice provided to me indicates that the general was impressed by DSTO’s 
capabilities and indicated that there was scope to develop further the DSTO and BMDO relationship.  In fact, in 
August 1995, a DSTO scientist was placed with the BMDO.  That lady was attached to the applied physics 
laboratory at Johns Hopkins University to work on data fusion from electro-optical sensors.   

Since it came to office in 1996, the Howard Government has increased funding for DSTO’s research into 
defence against theatre ballistic missiles.  This indicates the cooperative research approach between Australian 
defence interests and some international areas.  To this date, Australia’s defence and security relationship with 
the United States remains strong and dynamic; in fact, it plays a key role in our defence policy.  If members read 
the “Defence 2000” white paper, they will find that it is intended that that continue.  In fact, that white paper 
affirms that the alliance between Australia and the US is a critical enabler of Australia’s capacity, first, to 
provide for its own defence; secondly, to operate in defence of its own regional interests and to shape the 
security environment in South East Asia; and, thirdly, to make an appropriate contribution to global security 
issues.  That last point has been well demonstrated by Australia’s recent commitment to provide troops, along 
with US and other international troops, for the ground-air war in Afghanistan.   

The seriousness of this motion is such that if it is carried, it has the potential to affect the Australia-US defence 
alliance.  That alliance has been operating for more than 50 years; in fact, we have recently celebrated the fiftieth 
anniversary of the ANZUS Treaty.  That treaty was signed in San Francisco on 1 September 1951.  Fifty years 
later, on 1 September this year, there were significant celebrations of that treaty.  Both the US and Australia 
confirmed their commitment to each other.  The treaty came into force on 29 April 1952.  I have a copy of the 
treaty, which I intend to read into Hansard, because it comprises only 11 articles; it is a very simple treaty.  It 
binds the signatories to recognise that an armed attack in the Pacific area on any of them - at that stage of the 
game there were three signatories to the treaty: the United States, Australia and New Zealand -  

Hon Dee Margetts interjected. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is exactly the reason it was called ANZUS; the member is quite right.  I do not see 
that as a laughing matter.  I do not see New Zealand’s withdrawal as a laughing matter.  However, members are 
entitled to laugh if they want to.  I happen to believe that this is a very serious matter.  This motion has 
significant implications for Australia.   

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


