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investigations are not individually costed, and therefore the estimate requested by the
honourable member does not exist.

POINT OF ORDER—TELECOM'S NAME
Mr R. F. H. MAXWELL (Taranaki): I raise a point of order, Mr Speaker. Question

No. 12 due for reply on 17 February has been answered by the Postmaster-General—and I
am grateful for his early answer. In the latter part of the answer, reference is made to Post
Office Telecom Ltd. In my understanding the new name is to be the Telecom Corporation.
There is some controversy about that, and I wonder whether the Postmaster-General has
had a change of tune.
Mr SPEAKER: That is not a proper point of order. If the member wants to inquire

about details in answers, he should make inquiries of the Minister.
Hon. JONATHAN HUNT (Postmaster-General): I seek leave of the House to reply

briefly to the member.
Mr SPEAKER: Is there any objection to that course being followed? There appears to

be none.

Hon. JONATHAN HUNT (Postmaster-General): I apologise to the member. There
has been a mistake and I will make sure that a correction is made.

INQUIRY INTO NEW ZEALAND AND CHINA
Report of Foreign Affairs and Defence Committee

HELEN CLARK (Mt Albert): I have the honour to present the report of the Foreign
Affairs and Defence Committee on the inquiry into New Zealand and China. I move, That
the report do lie upon the table.

Motion agreed to.

NEW ZEALAND NUCLEAR FREE ZONE, DISARMAMENT, AND
ARMS CONTROL BILL
Second Reading

Rt. Hon. DAVID LANGE (Prime Minister): I move, That this Bill be now read a
second time. The Bill is the most serious and substantial measure of arms control ever
enacted in New Zealand. It reflects the Government's determination to adopt measures of
arms control that are real, not spurious. It will be passed because the greatest threat to New
Zealand's existence is the threat imposed by nuclear weapons. The Government accepts
that it has a duty to the people of New Zealand to reduce that threat by adopting every
serious and responsible measure of arms control that is within its power.
The central measure of arms control in the Bill is the exclusion of nuclear weapons

from New Zealand. It gives the force of law to the exclusion of nuclear weapons from New
Zealand. It enacts the provisions of the arms limitation and control treaty, to which New
Zealand is a party, and includes the provisions of the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone
Treaty. It is a focus for New Zealand's continuing effort in the international process of
disarmament and arms control.

The Bill is before the House because the Government is utterly serious in its
commitment to arms control. If New Zealanders are serious about arms control they do not
pay lip service to it while acquiescing in the nuclear arms race. If we genuinely want to
make a leap forward into a world that is not dominated by nuclear weapons we have to
accept that one day arrangements for a nuclear defence will have to be replaced by
arrangements for a conventional defence. If we really want to be free of nuclear weapons we
will have to come to terms with the irrationality that drives the arms race. The arms race
has happened because its advocates argue that the answer to nuclear weapons lies in more
and better nuclear weapons. They actually argue that it is necessary to build more nuclear
weapons so that one day we can have arms limitation agreements. That banal and bizarre
argument will be the death of all of us. The arms race can end only when real and serious
limits are imposed on the building, testing, and deployment of nuclear weapons.
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The Government has imposed limits on nuclear weapons to the greatest extent of its

power to impose those limits. It is the willingness to impose o
r accept serious limitations

on nuclear weapons—the willingness to accept that nuclear defence can and should be
replaced by conventional defence—that will put an end to the arms race. If we cannot show
that willingness in a country such as New Zealand there is no hope on earth that the planet
will ever put real limits on the spread o

f

nuclear weapons.

New Zealand has already disengaged itself from any nuclear strategy for it
s

own
defence. The Government has already made it certain that New Zealand will take no
further part in the projection o

f

nuclear force. It will never acquiesce in any escalation o
f

the arms race. The exclusion o
f

nuclear weapons from New Zealand has made it plain that
New Zealand does not ask to be defended b

y

nuclear weapons. It does not ask any nuclear
power to threaten the use of nuclear weapons in the defence of New Zealand. We have
accepted that nuclear weapons can provide no real defence for New Zealand. We accept
that their presence in any strategy for the defence o

f

New Zealand is utterly destabilising.
The Bill underpins New Zealand's refusal to rely in any way on nuclear weapons, and

it
s

decision to impose a serious limit on their deployment. The Bill is needed because the
Government is determined that New Zealand's defence will rely not on nuclear weapons
but on the alternative to nuclear weapons, and the Bill provides that assurance.
Whatever arrangements o

r dispositions are made in the future for the defence of New
Zealand, they will be underpinned by the assurance o

f

the law that they play no part in a

nuclear strategy. Whatever ship o
r

aircraft may visit New Zealand in future, there will be

the guarantee o
f

the law that it is not armed with nuclear weapons.

The Bill is an essential element in the arrangements New Zealand is making for it
s

own
defence, and those arrangements will be announced shortly in the defence white paper that
will b

e released by the end o
f

this month. Any planning undertaken with those
arrangements must always b

e

seen to be totally separate from any association with a

nuclear strategy, and the Bill ensures that it will be. Any arrangements for the defence of
New Zealand that do not pass the test imposed by the Bill cannot succeed. They should not
succeed, and the Government will strive to ensure that they have no prospect o

f

success.
Arrangements for the defence o

f

New Zealand that do not pass the test and the criteria
imposed by the Bill are arrangements that by definition involve New Zealand in a nuclear
strategy, and the Government is determined it will have no part o

f them, as are most New
Zealanders.

We will welcome arrangements for defence and for military co-operation that pass the
test imposed by the Bill. In fact, we have a history in some aspects o

f

our international
relationships o

f readily having proper understandings of, and indeed a due respect for, the
sanctity o

f

zones contiguous to New Zealand in which the nations involved with them
absolutely conform to the nuclear free status that has been imposed on them. The Bill is a
real measure o

f

arms control. The exclusion o
f

nuclear weapons from New Zealand is a real
restriction on the deployment o

f

nuclear weapons. Under the Labour Government, nuclear
weapons cannot b

e deployed where they were freely deployed before.
Hon. J. B. Bolger: Such as?
Rt. Hon. DAVID LANGE: New Zealand has a firm assurance from an honourable

person—the Secretary o
f

State o
f

the United States—who has said emphatically that if

countries accept visits from American vessels they will from time to time b
e nuclear

armed. We have the emphatic assertion o
f

the former Minister o
f Foreign Affairs, the

member for Otago. He was forthright in saying that nuclear vessels and weapons had come

to New Zealand from time to time under the previous Administration. The Leader of the
Opposition invited me to record that nuclear weapons came to New Zealand under a

National Government.
David Butcher: And they would again.
Rt. Hon. DAVID LANGE: The Leader o
f

the Opposition has pledged that they will
come to New Zealand again. When the Leader o
f

the Opposition says that the programme
that will be adopted should National ever become the Government is that a National
Government would respect the “neither confirm nor deny” policy o
f

the United States he is

saying most clearly that there will be nuclear weapons in New Zealand. He will weasel his
way through that argument by saying that that would b

e on the basis of “neither confirm
nor deny”. There is a person in the United States Administration whose word has been
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consistent, and he has demonstrated a prolonged integrity in the matter. He has confirmed
that if such vessels come to New Zealand they will from time to time be nuclear armed.
Members opposite talk about Denmark, which has worked out its strategy in line with

what it perceives to be it
s

defence interests, having regard to it
s security obligations. An

interesting phenomenon about Denmark is that no nuclear-propelled vessel has visited that
country since 1963. I invite the Leader of the Opposition—because the member for
Birkenhead is absent abroad o

n urgent private business—to give the House a
n idea o
f

the
American perspective. He might also like to give his idea o

f

the British perspective, because

h
e is shortly to get that straight from the horse's mouth.

Hon. J. B. Bolger: Am I not allowed to go to Britain?
Rt. Hon. DAVID LANGE: The Leader o

f

the Opposition ought to go to Britain. In

fact, he should go on a one-way ticket to save embarrassment.

Hon. J. B. Bolger: I’m not going to Moscow, a
s the member for Wellington Central

did.
Rt. Hon. DAVID LANGE: No, but if the Leader of the Opposition did go to Moscow

h
e would revisit old friends, having been there comparatively recently. I can understand

the desire o
f

the Leader o
f

the Opposition to g
o

to the United Kingdom. If I were the
Leader o

f

the Opposition, below a former Prime Minister, the present Prime Minister, and
the Deputy Prime Minister in the popularity stakes, I would prefer to be in the United
Kingdom. The Leader o

f

the Opposition can bluster as much a
s h
e

likes about neither
confirming nor denying. He can allege that New Zealand is defenceless, but he will pledge
that there will be nuclear weapons in New Zealand under a “neither confirm nor deny”
policy.

The people who propose to bring nuclear-armed and nuclear-powered vessels to New
Zealand do so on the explicit statement made b

y

a
n

honourable person that they will be
nuclear-armed from time to time. Those are the horns of the dilemma on which the Leader

o
f

the Opposition is impaled. No amount o
f

talk about Denmark will overcome that crude
reality for him. The Leader o

f

the Opposition also has to contest the fact that there are
people within his own party who think the Government's policy is a good one. They think

it is appropriate for New Zealand to tackle it
s

conventional defence needs and not to rely

o
n

some minor genuflecting role in someone else's global strategy, no matter which country
that might be. The Leader o

f

the Opposition has to face that.
Under the law a

s it will be passed, and under the Government's policy, the vessels of
friendly navies are still welcome in New Zealand, but they may not come here if they are
armed with nuclear weapons. What political death wish would sustain the Leader o

f
the

Opposition in his prayer to oppose the Bill so that they might come? Is there any other
argument that can b

e

mounted in relation to the Opposition's position, except that it wants

to oppose the Bill so that nuclear weapons might come to New Zealand? That is the basis of
the argument. That is the dilemma with which the Leader o

f

the Opposition is confronted,
and the problem h

e has with the member for Marlborough and the member for Remuera.
The member for Remuera is taking a

n armchair perspective o
f global nuclear

deterrence, and is able to assist from time to time by making rational and useful
observations. I doubt that the explanation o

f

the member for Remuera a
s to the opposition

to the Bill would coincide with that of the Leader of the Opposition. The member for
Remuera knows that George Shultz is an honourable man. When George Shultz says that
from time to time nuclear weapons will be aboard American ships, I know that the member
for Remuera will accept his word. I do not think that the Secretary o

f

State will feel well
defended b

y

having the Leader o
f

the Opposition come into the argument, implying that
the word o

f

the Secretary of State cannot be trusted.
The ships o
f friendly navies can come to New Zealand if they are not nuclear armed.

That amounts to a real limitation on the projection o
f

nuclear force. Let u
s acknowledge

immediately that it is a small limitation. If we examine what the potential in New Zealand

is
,
it is the greatest limitation we have within our power to impose, and it is real. It is a

serious restraint, and if we have observed the relationships between our allies and friends
over the past couple o
f years it will be perceived by them a
s
a serious restraint on the
deployment o

f

nuclear weapons, which they had no need to be worried about during the
term of the previous National Government, because such weapons were welcomed here.
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Any serious restraint on the deployment of nuclear weapons goes to the heart of what
constitutes real arms limitation. No voluntary action by New Zealand will ever provoke
nuclear war. There is no cause here for a nuclear war. That is at the heart of arms control,

and if it is not possible to achieve that in a country like New Zealand it certainly cannot be
achieved anywhere else. Nuclear-free zones are not created so that they can protect their
inhabitants from the consequences of global nuclear war. Those who trumpet that
argument—which the House will undoubtedly hear today—create it for their own reason,
to discredit nuclear-free zones.

The Government has not protested that a nuclear-free zone declared in New Zealand
as a matter of statute or consensual conviction can ever defend this country from the
consequences of nuclear war. To argue that the Government is saying that is extremely
petty and juvenile. Nuclear-free zones reduce the risk of nuclear war by putting limits on
the deployment of nuclear weapons. They put limits on the destablising competition that
itself creates the threat of nuclear war. When nuclear-free zones are established they are a
positive rejection of the destablising process of nuclear escalation.
The irony is that nuclear-free zones are a threat only to those who are committed to the

process of nuclear escalation or to global projection of a military nuclear capacity. A test of
the seriousness of any measure of arms control is whether it places any real restriction on
the ability of the nuclear powers to develop and deploy their weapons and project their
nuclear force. The test applies whether the limit is imposed by other countries or accepted
freely by nuclear powers themselves. So-called arms control is meaningless if all it does is
prevent the nuclear powers from doing what they did not want to do in the first place.

The exclusion of nuclear weapons from New Zealand meets the test of a real measure
of arms control. The South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty also meets the test. The
restrictions it imposes are narrower than those imposed in New Zealand, but they are still
real. When the nuclear powers were invited to adhere to the protocols of the treaty they
were invited to accept real restrictions on their deployment of nuclear weapons. They were
invited to make the act of political will that can put limits on the arms race. They were
asked to have the strength of political will to hold back on the escalation of nuclear
confrontation in the South Pacific.
Nobody will be surprised that France has refused to abide by the protocol. That

country continues to splinter the fragile environment of the South Pacific in arrogant
indifference to the wishes of the people of the South Pacific. It is surprising and
disappointing that the United States has refused to sign the protocols to the treaty. Its
reasons for its refusal are nothing less than a rejection of the argument for arms control.
The United States has refused to sign the protocols because it thinks that the South Pacific
nuclear-free zone will encourage further limitations on it

s ability to project it
s

nuclear
affairs. The United States recognises the existence o

f

the two nuclear-free zones that adjoin
the South Pacific zone—those in Antarctica and South America—but it has turned its back
on the concerns o

f

the people o
f

the South Pacific. By doing that it has handed the
propaganda advantage to the Soviet Union.
Serious arms control involves the placing o

f

real limits on nuclear weapons, however
the limits are imposed. Spurious arms control pays lip service to disarmament, but the
limit it places on nuclear weapons is meaningless. The previous National Prime Minister
claimed that he had told New Zealand allies not to bring nuclear weapons to New Zealand.
The previous National Minister of Foreign Affairs claimed that nuclear weapons had come

to New Zealand. The United States Secretary o
f

State obviously disregarded the previous

National Prime Minister, and has confirmed that from time to time American vessels will
be nuclear armed.

The previous National Government used to proclaim what the Opposition still
proclaims today—that there is no party like the National Party so committed to peace and
disarmament; there is no party so committed to the maintenance o
f alliance; there is no

party in the world prepared to be a doormat to anyone else's nuclear aspirations. The
crunch comes when the Leader of the Opposition has to contend with his weasel words
about accepting a “neither confirm nor deny” policy against the absolute assurance that
provides for nuclear weapons in New Zealand.

I challenge the Leader o
f

the Opposition to come to a point o
f principle—I know that

will be difficult for him. Will he pledge that under a National Government there will be no
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nuclear weapons in New Zealand? Will he stand up in the House today and say that the
Opposition will observe the “neither confirm nor deny” rule? If he opts for a “neither
confirm nor deny” policy he is inviting nuclear weapons into New Zealand. If he disguises
his argument about the need to have a brothers-in-arms approach to such matters and
decisions on principle taken in other places he is inviting nuclear weapons into New
Zealand. If he tries to waver around the defence argument by talking about relative defence
expenditure and how the previous Government could be trusted I invite him to explain
how an ally—Australia—suffered economic advantage so rapidly after a San Francisco
meeting. Does he maintain that it is an imperative economic document?
I challenge him to stand up and make what could be the only clear statement on a

matter of policy that the Opposition has made since the election. I invite him to tell the
House that, while the Opposition is opposed to the Bill, it gives its sincere pledge to the
people that under any future National Administration there will be no nuclear weapons in
New Zealand. I invite him to do that and not to run for cover. The approach of sitting on
the fence or running for cover, and saying that he embraces the “neither confirm nor deny”
policy will not help. I challenge the Leader of the Opposition to accept the reality that New
Zealand is committed to a no-nuclear policy, and to endorse it

.

Hon. J. B. BOLGER (Leader of the Opposition): Opposition members knew that the
Government would put the Bill at the top o

f

the Order Paper and debate the second reading

when it felt it was coming under political pressure. The Bill will go to the Committee o
f

the
whole House between now and the election, and subsequently, close to the election, will
have its third reading. That is the political programme. The Government is using political
manipulation because it has difficulties on both fronts. It will confuse the issues o

f

nuclear
arms and the visits o

f

allies' ships, which are o
f

concern to New Zealand. It is interesting
that the emotion a

t

the base o
f

the Prime Minister's campaign has begun to moderate.
There is not the extravagance o

f

his boyish escapade in Oxford. Instead, he attempted to be
measured and calm–of course, his speech was written by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
The Opposition knows—and it was not denied—that the Government's policy is

hypocritical. The Government says that it will replace its lost support from the United
States with support from Australia, but it knows that the Australian defence capacity is

totally dependent upon the umbrella o
f

the United States. The Government knows that the
Australian Government accepts the arms of the United States on Australian soil. The
Government's great moral policy is

: “If you can’t see them, it is morally justified.” It is all
right if the weapons are in Australia, because New Zealanders cannot protest in Australia.
The Prime Minister made another interesting admission, using the moderate approach. He
admitted that any limitation that the Bill might impose on the deployment o

f

nuclear
weapons would b

e small. That is an interesting admission, because at one time he claimed
that the Bill would save the world from a nuclear holocaust.

It was stated recently in the news media that nuclear arms could reach New Zealand
from the Soviet base in Vietnam. The Government made the predictable promise that the
defence policy would be released soon, but that has been promised for 2% years. I know
that Dr Henderson of the Prime Minister's Department—the well known authority on
defence—is writing it

.
I am sure it will be a wonderful political document, designed to meet

some of the fears of the New Zealand electorate, but it will have little relevance to defence.

It has been said that the nuclear-free zone would render New Zealand safe, but the
Prime Minister knows that that is not true. The zone creates merely another buffer, and
does not change by one iota the mix o

f power o
r

nuclear arms in the world. It is interesting
that the Prime Minister, when h

e visited Washington a
s the Leader of the Opposition in

October 1983, sang an entirely different tune. He was bold enough to say in the arms of the
United States in Washington that he was coming home to New Zealand to change the
Labour Party's policy. Now that the former Labour Prime Minister, Sir Wallace Rowling,

is in Washington it is interesting that he is telling the Government that its nuclear weapons
policy is an anachronism. Labour Party members say one thing in Washington; they have
another policy when they are in Wellington.

The importance o
f

the observation is that it undermines the Government's claim to

have a moral base that is unswerving, fixed, and firm. The Government does not have such

a moral base: its objective is to woo the electorate with a policy that it perceives to be
popular. The Government refuses to confront the fact that the Bill does not live up to its

Laura Schenker
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title and objectives, and does nothing to promote and encourage an active and effective
contribution by New Zealand to disarmament and arms control.

The Bill is a formal act by the Government to contract out of any obligation to or
association with the Western group of nations with which New Zealand has co-operated
and of which it has been an integral part for so long. The Bill is a formal opting out of the
Western-aligned group. The debate is not between one side that is pro-nuclear and another
that is anti-nuclear. All thinking people, everywhere in the world, whether in the East or the
West, are opposed to nuclear war. The debate is not about being pro-nuclear or anti
nuclear; it is about New Zealand and its traditional allies, and about its membership of the
Western alliance. The Bill's only impact is on New Zealand's relationship with its allies,
traditional friends, and the Western alliance. It has to do with the trust that formerly
existed between New Zealand, Australia, and the United States—a trust that has now gone.
The Bill gives formal expression to the Labour Party's official policy—to take New Zealand
out of ANZUS.
The Bill also confirms the Prime Minister's personal failure; on the election trail he

made a commitment night after night that he would keep New Zealand in ANZUS.
Therefore, while the policy of the Labour Party is enshrined and carried out in the
legislation, the Prime Minister's personal commitment is being ignored. He has failed to
honour the solemn commitment he made during the election campaign 2% years ago.

I will set out the position of the National Party: it does not oppose aspects of the Bill
that enshrine previous agreements, such as the United Nations Treaty on the Non
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, which was ratified in 1969 by a former National
Government. The National Party opposes the clauses in the Bill that have rendered
ANZUS inoperable—the clauses that have cut New Zealand adrift from it

s

allies. To
express that opposition, National Opposition members will vote against the second
reading. During the Committee stage we will allow some clauses through, but we will vote
against those clauses that take New Zealand away from its ANZUS allies, and, to some
extent, out o

f

the Western group o
f

nations with which it is so familiar and comfortable.

I further state that the next National Government will work to re-establish the trust
that will enable New Zealand to become again an operative part of the ANZUS alliance.
Opposition members will work to re-establish that trust. It is interesting that the Corner
committee report indicated that that is the wish o

f

the majority o
f

New Zealanders. Those
matters should be placed on record.
During the debate on nuclear issues the Government has had the incredible arrogance

to assume that it alone carries the banner for dismantling the nuclear arms race; the Labour
Party has had the arrogance to suggest that no other country can match it

s

moral purity.

What nonsense! Once in Government, it claimed that New Zealand was the only country to

b
e taking positive steps to reduce the nuclear arsenals. However, the Government's policies

have not reduced those arsenals by one weapon. The Government has not happened upon
some recent anti-nuclear sentiments in New Zealand society; that sentiment has always

been present—

Dr Cullen: Before the bomb?
-

Hon. J. B. BOLGER: The member for St. Kilda is bright; he will go a long way. It was
present in 1969 when the National Government led by the late Sir Keith Holyoake
moved—many years before the present Prime Minister came into the House—that New
Zealand ratify the United Nations Treaty o

f

Non-Proliferation Weapons. That was when
the sentiment was identified, and it is still present. New Zealand has always been nuclear
free, and as far as the National Party is concerned it always will be. It is worth recording
that it was the Labour Party that sent New Zealand engineers and scientists abroad in the
early 1970s to explore how to build a nuclear power station in New Zealand. The previous
Government under Sir Robert Muldoon brought them back, and stated that no nuclear
power station would b
e built in New Zealand.

The Bill does not change New Zealand's nuclear-free state. It merely plays up to the
Prime Minister's ego and builds on his new morality that has changed so dramatically since
1983. The Bill removes New Zealand from the association it enjoyed with its allies, and
from the mainstream o

f

Western political co-operation. That is its only substantive result.

It does not take away bombs or weapons from New Zealand; it does not bring the world
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any closer to nuclear disarmament. It does, however, take New Zealand out of the alliance
it enjoyed for so long.
The Bill is no more than a contract for isolation in the South-west Pacific. No

Government has the mandate to take such action. It was not policy at the last election to
take New Zealand out of the ANZUS pact—rather the reverse. The Prime Minister made a
personal commitment that New Zealand would remain as an operative member of the
alliance. That is what New Zealanders voted on, and what the Labour Party told them time
and time again.

The Government has displayed an incredible naivety in its statements about the
international benefits of its action. Its policy has led to destabilisation and disharmony in
the South Pacific. It has increased tension between the rival superpowers. They have
become more active—not less—in New Zealand's part of the globe since the Labour
Party's policy was put into effect, and in that sense the Bill has achieved a result exactly the
opposite of what was intended. It has increased tension and disharmony in our part of the
world, and on that ground alone should not proceed in it

s present form. It is a policy that
makes no progress, but that carries grave risks for New Zealand's further isolation.
With all the wishful thinking in the world—and there is much in the Labour

Party—the Bill cannot circumvent the realities of international politics or international
law. The Bill contains nothing that would limit any ship exercising the right o

f

innocent
passage through New Zealand's territorial seas. It does not demand that the captain o

f
a

ship declare whether his vessel is nuclear armed o
r propelled. In practical terms the Bill

contains no power to stop a warship—friendly or otherwise—from sailing through Cook
Strait if it contains nuclear weapons or is propelled by a nuclear reactor. That sums up the
futility of the Prime Minister's action; not one line in the Bill can prevent or override
international law, which allows any country to sail nuclear propelled o

r

armed vesels
through Cook Strait. What a nonsensical position! New Zealand's allies will respect the Bill;
its less friendly neighbours will not.
Mr Braybrooke: Name one.
Hon. J. B. BOLGER: The member for Napier might wish to be closer to Moscow, but

I do not. In terms o
f being a threat to the State, there is no difference between that ship

sailing through Cook Strait and a similar vessel moored in Wellington Harbour—one
nautical mile makes no difference. The Opposition is exposing the nonsense o

f

the moral
plea b

y

the Prime Minister that he has made a grand contribution to nuclear disarmament

in this part o
f

the world—he has not achieved even that.
The Prime Minister earlier referred to the position of the State o

f

Denmark. Denmark,

a country similar to New Zealand, and with a strong anti-nuclear sentiment, is an active
member of the NATO alliance. Denmark has found it possible to accommodate its anti
nuclear sentiments while fulfilling its obligations and responsibilities to its fellow members

o
f

that alliance—something that the Government has been incapable o
f achieving. The

whole of Scandinavia has found ways to accommodate its anti-nuclear sentiments while
remaining active in any existing alliances.
The blundering incompetence o

f

the Prime Minister's international diplomacy has
failed to achieve that end. New Zealand is moving to isolate itself legally from its allies, not

in order to achieve a great goal o
r
to claim a grand victory, but to feed the ego o
f

the Prime
Minister and the radical left wing o

f

the Labour Party. The Prime Minister—a new
convert—and the radical left wing o

f

the Labour Party are dancing for joy, because they
have succeeded in isolating New Zealand from allies such as Australia, Great Britain, and
the United States. The Bill will not make the world safer, or New Zealand more secure. The
way ahead was demonstrated a

t the recent mini-conference in Iceland, a
t

which the
superpowers that control the weapons sat down and negotiated. The world must rely on
such conferences to achieve nuclear disarmament.

Hon. F. D
.

O'FLYNN (Minister of Defence). The applause given the Leader of the
Opposition will be short-lived. He said that the debate was not between anti-nuclear and
pro-nuclear forces. I draw his attention to statements h

e has made publicly, which h
e was

careful to avoid in his speech. On 30 May 1986 h
e was reported in the Evening Post a
s

having stated that a National Government would admit allies' warships without question,
and that those ships might be nuclear armed o
r

nuclear powered. It must be made clear that
the Opposition is a pro-nuclear party. An article that appeared in the Dominion on 30 May

Laura Schenker




12 February New Zealand Nuclear Free Arms Control Bill 6985

stated that the Leader of the Opposition had said that his party would accept the “neither
confirm nor deny” policy of its allies. When asked whether the effect would be to admit
nuclear-armed or nuclear-propelled ships to New Zealand the Leader of the Opposition
replied with commendable gravity: “Could be, because we won’t know”.
Opposition members neither know nor care, and it is no use for the Leader of the

Opposition to say that New Zealand was always nuclear free, when the American Secretary
of State, George Shultz—who I think is the man of greatest principle in the American
Administration—stated plainly that from time to time ships that travelled to New Zealand
under the ANZUS alliance would be nuclear armed. Therefore, it is not true to say—as the
Leader of the Opposition did—that New Zealand has always been nuclear free, just as it is
wrong to say that the Bill does not take away bombs. The Bill will prevent bombs from
entering Wellington Harbour or Auckland Harbour, although a National Government
would allow them in.
The only policy statement that the Leader of the Opposition could be coaxed into

making, despite the earnest pleas of the Prime Minister, was that he would somehow
restore trust between the United States and New Zealand. That is a highly desirable
objective, but the difficulty is that the American Secretary of State, George Shultz, has
made it perfectly clear that it must be achieved on the basis of “Hear no evil, see no evil”,
because nuclear-armed vessels will come into New Zealand from time to time if the
ANZUS pact is operative.
The Bill is important. It could be described as a symbol that gives formal legislative

expression to the Government's clear policy of not allowing nuclear weapons into New
Zealand, even on temporary visits by warships or aircraft. I propose to examine briefly the
justification for that policy, and its limits, but first I shall refer to the Bill's second purpose,
which is almost as important as the first. The Bill makes the South Pacific Nuclear Free
Zone Treaty part of New Zealand law so that it can be enforced if necessary. The Bill makes
similar provisions in relation to several other arms control agreements, and they, too, are
important.

Before I turn to the justification of the Government's policy, it is worth recalling the
origin of the policy, which lies in the long-continued testing of nuclear weapons by France
at Mururoa. That testing has angered all the nations of the South Pacific, but it has had a
particular impact on the conscience of New Zealanders because, although not seeking the
role, New Zealand has been the principal active objector. In common with Fiji and
Australia, New Zealand took France to the International Court of Justice in 1973 and
secured an injunction that required France to suspend its testing of nuclear weapons in the
atmosphere. France gave an undertaking some time later, which the court treated as
binding, that it would cease such tests, and it did. The next step that forced the matter back
into the consciousness of New Zealanders was the action of the Kirk Government in
sending a frigate to Mururoa to watch those tests. Anybody who looked at New Zealand
television screens could see plainly what was to be seen on television screens in France,
Britain, or anywhere else—a profound reminder to the world of what was happening in this
Corner.

It is also plain to see that the Government’s anti-nuclear policy received strong support
at the time of the election. An opinion poll taken shortly after the election proved that the
policy received 76 percent of public support, and a poll taken 6 months later proved that
that support had fallen by only 2 percent, to 74 percent. The support is still strong. The
Leader of the Opposition commented that the policy pleased the left wing of the Labour
Party. I assure him that, whatever differences there might be about certain other policies,

the Labour Party is totally united behind the Government's nuclear-free policy. The Leader
of the Opposition should note that many National Party voters and members also support
the policy.
Two other recent events have increased New Zealand's aversion to all matters nuclear.

The first event was the extraordinary blowing up of the Rainbow Warrior in Auckland
Harbour by secret agents, in order to prevent the innocent Greenpeace vessel from taking
observers to watch tests at Mururoa. The second event was the disastrous explosion at the
nuclear power station at Chernobyl. Like the explosion at Three Mile Island a decade
before, that explosion was another reminder of the inherent dangers of nuclear technology,
and, worse still, the fearsome and unknown consequences of any failure of that technology.
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The dark cloud of radioactivity that drifted over northern and southern Europe was a
gloomy warning of what might occur if that source of energy, and those weapons, are not
controlled. That was the background of the policy, but it has also been carefully thought
out. It rests on incontrovertible and relevant facts.
Denmark has been mentioned. Anyone who has been to Europe knows that the

principal difference between New Zealand and Europe—whether we are talking about
nuclear weapons or anything else—is that Europe is a continent that includes a large
number of relatively small nations with landlocked borders, jammed together. New
Zealand is in the middle of the world's greatest expanse of ocean—a vast area containing
small groups of widely separated islands. Although Australia is part of the Pacific, it is an
island continent that borders the Indian Ocean and is next to South-east Asia. Leaving
Australia aside, the islands of New Zealand are the largest and most populous group in the
Pacific.
New Zealand is the most remote of all the nations of the world from the centres of

tension. Nuclear weapons have never been stationed anywhere in the South Pacific. All five
of the nuclear powers are in the Northern Hemisphere. All nuclear weapon bases—the
obvious potential targets in a nuclear war—are also in the Northern Hemisphere. Despite
what the Leader of the Opposition tries to say, the most important point is that there is no
strategic confrontation, let alone any nuclear confrontation, between the superpowers in the
South Pacific. Those are undeniable facts, upon which the countries of the South Pacific
relied when negotiating their treaty.

The starting-point of the treaty was the non-proliferation treaty of 1970, to which the
Leader of the Opposition referred. Under the non-proliferation treaty the parties recognised
the right of any group of States to conclude regional treaties in order to ensure the total
absence of nuclear weapons in their respective territories. The United States is a party to
that treaty. I am sure that all nations of the South Pacific consider it strange that the United
States, having regard to its commitment under the non-proliferation treaty, found itself
unable to sign the protocols of the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty.
Under the treaty the possession, manufacture, or acquisition of nuclear devices are

given up. Most people are familiar with the contents of the treaty. The United States has
declined to sign, whereas Russia and China have done so, thus gaining an enormous
propaganda advantage. No one expects France to sign the protocols while it continues
testing. The United Kingdom has not shown its hand, as yet. It is still considering the
matter, and I hope that its position, when it is disclosed, will be more enlightened than, as
well as independent of, that of the United States.
The Leader of the Opposition has said several times that the Government's actions

have left New Zealand defenceless. The best way to answer that argument is to ask the
Leader of the Opposition, or some other Opposition member, two direct questions. What
real credible threat or danger is New Zealand defenceless against? What form of defence
against it has it forgone?

Hon. J. B. Bolger: Why will the Government produce a white paper on defence?
Hon. F. D. O'FLYNN: The Leader of the Opposition should let the Government run

its campaign, and he should answer his. Government advisers, its immediate past advisers,

and most strategists have agreed that there is no real threat in the immediate or medium
term future. That is the conclusion that Mr Paul Dibb arrived at in the report he submitted
to the Australian Minister of Defence about a year ago. He said that Australia faces no
identifiable direct military threat, and that there was no conceivable prospect of any power
contemplating invasion. He did refer to various forms of low-level threat, and he said that
they might come quickly and present some difficulty.The answer to the question asked by
the Leader of the Opposition is that it is necessary to be prepared to deal with those
circumstances, and that New Zealand and the South Pacific nations for which it has a
responsibility are prepared to deal with them. Together with Australia, which is ever more
willing to co-operate in that respect, New Zealand is capable of defending the area against
any credible risks that appear.

Mr Dibb said also that the ANZUS pact was a deterrent to what he saw as high-level
threats or actions by what he described as a capable external power—by which one
supposes that he meant Russia. If that is true, he was talking about a nuclear deterrent.
That provides the answer to my second question to the Opposition—what defence has New
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Zealand lost? The answer is that it has lost only a nuclear defence. Amongst others, a
retired United States Admiral—Admiral Turner—has questioned whether that defence
truly existed. The United States said on one occasion that it

s

umbrella would not b
e

available in certain circumstances. As the Prime Minister said, it does not matter much
because New Zealand has neither asked for, nor does it want, a nuclear defence. New
Zealand has not asked anyone to make use o

f

nuclear weapons b
y

way o
f

deterrent for it
s

benefit. The suggestion that New Zealand has been taking the benefit without bearing the
burden is untrue and unfair. Like many others, I doubt very much whether there was ever
any benefit a

t

all. One thing is certain—New Zealand was bound to share in the burden o
f

what might well turn out to be an ultimate disaster.
The effect o

f

what the Government is trying to achieve has also been questioned.

Various expressions are used such as “Not one bomb less”, and “Nuclear weapons cannot
be disinvented.” It is no doubt true that once the genie is let out o

f

the bottle h
e cannot be

put back. The Government continues to believe that nuclear weapons can b
e controlled

and restricted if a proper effort is made, and the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty is

an effort in that direction. The United States is a party to two other adjoining nuclear
weapon-free zone treaties, one in South America and one in Antarctica, which serve as

protection.

Where are the superpowers going? With characteristic clarity the Americans say that
one can negotiate only from a position o

f strength. I have no doubt that the Russians have
the same belief. In addition, each superpower says that it does not know what nuclear arms
the other has. The prescription exists for an endless arms race, as long as each continues to

say that, and as long as each one says that it will negotiate only from a position o
f strength,

and at the same time says that it does not know what arms the other side has. That is the
position; deterrence has become simply the synonym for escalation.

I turn the clock back a little further. During the holidays I read a long and somewhat
prosy life o

f

Clement Attlee, who decided that Britain should build a bomb. I was very
interested in what Winston Churchill said when h

e agreed to that policy: “Safety will be the
sturdy child o

f

terror.” That is a dramatic phrase, well worth thinking about, and I submit
that instead o

f being sturdy the child has turned out to be sickly, requiring more and more
terror to nourish it—terror that merely increases as it is supplied, like the craving for drugs.
That supposedly sturdy child has become not only sickly but a junkie, and there is no
safety, o

r any prospect o
f safety, while that process goes on; there is only the prospect o
f

more and more terror.

I conclude b
y

saying that the Government does not advocate unilateral
disarmament—nuclear o

r conventional—by the United States, Britain, o
r

the Western
World generally. The Government does not claim to be leading the world, o

r giving it a
lesson; it has merely made a decision for New Zealand in New Zealand's strategic
circumstances. I draw attention to the fears that have been voiced from time to time, and
that were implied in the speech made b

y

the Leader o
f

the Opposition—that somehow
New Zealand's policy might spread with disastrous effects. The installation in Belgium and
the Netherlands o

f

nuclear weapons wanted by NATO was in doubt for months after the
Government was elected, but both countries decided in the end to install them. The
continued membership b

y

Spain and Greece o
f

the NATO alliance was also in doubt, but
last year Spain held a referendum and decided to stay in

.

Greece has done the same, and
NATO itself recently reaffirmed its nuclear deterrent policy.
Rt. Hon. Sir ROBERT MULDOON (Tamaki): I do not intend to spend long on the

member who preceded me, but it appeared to me that the case h
e was making just before h
e

sat down was that it is a very good thing that those other countries that h
e

mentioned did
not follow New Zealand's example. I find it rather curious that he should make that kind o

f

case—that nobody else followed New Zealand, and therefore that is good. He referred to

the fact that Clement Attlee headed a Government that had authorised Britain's entry to

the nuclear club. He may well be aware that not long before the end o
f

last year we had a

visit from some British parliamentarians, and that the Labour members o
f

that group told

u
s

that the New Zealand National Party's policy on those matters was almost identical with
that o

f

the British Labour Party a
t present. I do not regard that as a compliment, but
nevertheless it is apparently a fact. The man who told me that in some detail was the
Labour Defence Whip in the House o

f

Commons.

Laura Schenker
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Be that as it may, the Bill is the “ANZUS Pact Destruction Bill”. It finally writes into
law the policy that means the end of the ANZUS pact for New Zealand. The Leader of the
Opposition reminded us that the Prime Minister had promised at election time that a
Labour Government would keep New Zealand in the ANZUS alliance. When the Leader of
the Opposition said that, the Prime Minister said “We have.” I shall not put a label on that
statement; the public can put its own label on it

.

On the Monday after the last election the
Prime Minister—as Prime Minister elect—was told by the American Secretary o

f State,
George Shultz, when he was here for the ANZUS council meeting of 1984: “No ship visits,
no ANZUS!” George Shultz told me that—I was still the Prime Minister—not long after he
had told the Prime Minister elect. I recorded it in my mind. Thereafter, for months and
months the Prime Minister told the people of New Zealand that the policy of no ship visits
was compatible with New Zealand's continued membership o

f

the ANZUS pact—even
though h

e knew that that was not the view o
f

the American Secretary o
f

State and the
American Administration. After the Government refused to accept a visit from a ship
named the Buchanan early the following year, and the American Secretary o

f State, George
Shultz, was seen on New Zealand television saying again, personally, to the people of New
Zealand: “No ship visits, no ANZUS!”, the Prime Minister continued to say to the people
of New Zealand: “We can have no ship visits, and still be in ANZUS.” He was
endeavouring to mislead the public, and now the public knows that what he said was
misleading, because it is a case of “No ship visits, no ANZUS!” The Bill writes that into
law.

The Labour Government has also misled the people about New Zealand's relationship
with Australia. I shall read from the transcript of a statement made by the Australian
Deputy Prime Minister, Mr Hayden.
Hon. F. D. O'Flynn: No, he's not the Deputy Prime Minister!
Rt. Hon. Sir ROBERT MULDOON: Isn't he? He is the Minister of Foreign

Affairs—yes.

Hon. F. D
. O'Flynn: That's right.

Rt. Hon. Sir ROBERT MULDOON: I stand corrected by the Minister of Defence. He
knows more about the inside workings o

f

the Australian Labor Party than I do. I know only
what it states in public.
The Australian Minister o

f Foreign Affairs—perhaps I should say the would-be leader;
that is more accurate—said o

f

the Australian Labor Party: “I can only speak from our point

o
f

view—I speak for no one else—and our view is simply this: this is a maritime part o
f

the
world. The United States deployment in this part of the world is important, and
accordingly their maritime deployment is critically important.” That is a Labor politician
who, before the election in which his party was elected was opposed to ship visits. He
continued: “A very large proportion o

f

their surface combatant ships are nuclear powered.

All o
f

their submarines are nuclear powered. There would be very few, if any, of their
combatant vessels, surface or subsurface, which would not have some form of nuclear
capability. We do not think that we can ask them to have two navies—a conventional one
for this part o

f

the world to visit us, and another navy largely nuclear powered and nuclear
capable for the rest of the world. Accordingly, we do not ask questions about their vessels
which come to Australia. We accept that, recognising that it is quite overtly apparent that
they will be nuclear powered, and quite implicit that most of them are going to have some
sort o

f

nuclear capability. Now your Government will not accept that, and therefore there

is a difference. Your Government can explain to you its position. I’m explaining ours.”
That is a very clear statement from an Australian politician, who said to me at the

same time, because he was here for that ANZUS council meeting: “I changed my attitude
through 180 degrees once I was adequately briefed on the realities o

f

this matter. I went up

to Brisbane and I had my photograph taken on the deck o
f

the USS Texas to show my
friends in the Australian Labor Party that I had changed through 180 degrees”. That was
the action o

f

an honest man—an honest politician—and I give full marks to Bill Hayden
and Bob Hawke for standing up to the left wing o
f

the Australian Labor Party on the issue.
Australia is now defended because the Government stood up to the left wing. This country

is not. That all happened in 1984, but last year when Mr Hayden was in New Zealand he
also made it clear that not only the United States but also Australia could not have two
defence forces—one for its ANZUS relationship with the United States and another for
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some kind of trans-Tasman relationship with New Zealand. That was the story that the
Minister of Defence and the Prime Minister were trying to sell to New Zealand last year.
They said that somehow Australia would have some kind of separate defence arrangement
with New Zealand.

Mr Hayden made his point very clearly when he came to New Zealand and said that
that arrangement would not work; that the reality for New Zealand was that it now had to
start spending money on defence—real money.

The Minister of Defence knows that that is true, and he knows that he will not get the
money. He knows that our defence forces, which have for 35 years been built up as part of
the ANZUS force, will now go down so rapidly that we will in a very short time be
defenceless—indeed, I believe we are defenceless now. Our communication systems,
hardware, training, and tactics have for 35 years been in the context of the ANZUS
alliance. What good are our frigates today? They are quite useless except as part of the fleet
into which they were integrated strategically—the other elements of which were Australian
and American—and I underline the American element. If the American component is
removed we cannot put into a fleet some part of the Australian navy. It will not work. That
is what the Government has done by taking New Zealand out of ANZUS—and we are out
of ANZUS.
I believe that there is a strong element of people in the parliamentary Labour

Party—some of whom have publicly identified themselves, and I give the example of the
member for Mount Albert—who want to see New Zealand formally non-aligned. That
member will not deny that. I do not see the people accepting New Zealand as a member of
the non-aligned movement that, after the death of Indira Gandhi, has as its most
prominent leader Fidel Castro of Cuba. I do not see New Zealand as part of the non-aligned
movement. Ms Wilson, the President of the Labour Party, also publicly wants to see New
Zealand non-aligned. The people of New Zealand do not wish to be non-aligned; they wish
to be aligned with what used to be called the Western alliance for the defence of the free
world, as we have always been. The bodies of thousands of New Zealanders lie in graves
around the world, and their sacrifice will have been for nothing when we pass the Bill and
move out of the Western alliance. That is the reality.
There are members on the other side of the House—and certainly on this side—who

have relatives buried in soldiers' graves around the world, where they died fighting for the
freedom of the free world; yet the Labour Government is taking us out of that alliance, and
our friends around the world are asking what on earth has happened to New Zealand,
which was always at the top of the list of those countries prepared to fight for freedom. I
listen to the Minister of Defence in his sickly statements saying that we are a long way
away, that we are isolated, and therefore it does not matter. “An act of self-indulgence” is
how one prominent European politician described it to me in Europe last year. We can act
in a self-indulgent way and say that we are a long way away, and therefore it is not our fight;
that the defence of the free world means nothing, and we will not be in it

.

That is not the
way my generation felt; it is not the way my father's generation felt; and it is not the way
those thousands of New Zealanders who sacrificed their lives felt. It is not a matter of self
indulgence. We opted into the defensive alliance of the free world. The Bill takes us out of
that alliance, and is an act of self-indulgence.
When I visited foreign countries, particularly last year and late in the year before, our

diplomats—who told me nothing that they were not entitled to say to a member o
f

the
Opposition—were clearly sickened by the fact that night after night on social occasions and

a
t diplomatic cocktail parties they were asked by other diplomats a
t

the same post, and by
politicians o

f

the countries to which they were accredited, about what had gone wrong with
the Government o

f

New Zealand. They were not all members of the Western alliance, but
were from countries who knew the old New Zealand. People asked why Sir Wallace
Rowling, a former leader o
f

the Labour Party, made the statement that he did late last year
that seriously embarrassed his Government and his Prime Minister. I have not the slightest
doubt that he was forced by the pressure o
f

what I have just described to the point at which

h
e finally exploded and made those comments, which, for him, were quite unusual.
At every social occasion h

e attends in Washington h
e will be asked that same question:
“Please explain to me, ambassador, what has gone wrong with the Government o

f

New
Zealand. Why is it no longer part o

f

the Western alliance? Why does it not want to be with
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us in the Western alliance?” One cannot repeat the same lame excuses night after night
when one does not personally believe in them—our diplomats cannot; our ambassador, a
former Prime Minister, cannot; and nobody else can.
I could speak of the trade damage the policy will do to New Zealand. The Japanese

Prime Minister was forced because of the policy to make the only pro-nuclear public
statement made by a Japanese Prime Minister since World War II

,

because in countries
such as that, and in Europe, anti-nuclear people are asking why they cannot do the same as
New Zealand has done. Mr Nakasone was forced to go out and say that. He will not be
happy about New Zealand, and in a different field that unhappiness is likely to show.
Similarly, the German Government has nuclear weapons on its soil. We have had it

made clear to us that they are very angry that the matter has been raised. Germany has an
anti-nuclear party—the Greens—in its Parliament. Germany has been second to Britain a

s

New Zealand's best friend in Europe when it comes to trade. It is not a matter of New
Zealand being isolated, and therefore the issue being o

f

no consequence: it is a matter of
New Zealand deliberately, for Labour Party reasons, opting out o

f

the free world. The
Prime Minister has done that because, unlike Bob Hawke, he could not stand up to the left
wing o

f

the Labour Party. Before h
e was sworn in he had antagonised it with his economic

policies—devaluation, letting interest rates run free—which were anathema to the left wing
of the parliamentary party and the rest of the Labour Party. Since then he has not stood up

to them on any other single issue, including New Zealand's defence. If there is one member
who knows that it is the member for Napier, who is one of the few in Government who is

pro-defence, and I know—whether h
e admits it o
r

not—that h
e is very unhappy with the

way his party is going on defence as a result o
f

the Bill. That is the reality.
Everyone in the House is anti-nuclear. Three o

f

the five anti-nuclear treaties in the
schedules of the Bill were signed under National Governments, and the fourth clearly
would have been a

t

the end of 1972—it was signed just a few days after the change of
Government. The Government has left out the 1976 South Pacific Forum agreement,
which was the first one the incoming National Government was a party to—the forerunner
of the most recent South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty. The Opposition is anti-nuclear.

It believes that there will be a de-escalation of the nuclear conflict when the two
superpowers get together.

The meeting in Iceland was good news because, for the first time, there were positive
proposals on the table to de-escalate the nuclear confrontation. De-escalation will come
from the superpowers; not from this country, to the everlasting shame o

f

the Government,
opting out o

f

the defensive alliance o
f

the free world and heading towards non
alignment—a goal o

f

the left wing o
f

the Labour Party—and betraying the sacrifice made
over the years by thousands of New Zealanders.
HELEN CLARK (Mt Albert): When the member for Tamaki rises to speak in the

House we expect to hear a voice from the past—

Hon. F. D
. O'Flynn: A voice from the graveyard.

HELEN CLARK: —or a voice from the graveyard, as my colleague has interjected. He
has not let u

s

down today. He is out of touch with the views of most New Zealanders on
issues, and h

e
is certainly out o
f

touch with the views o
f many members o
f

his own party.

The Opposition has outlined today what amounts to a “Don’t know, don't care, can't
confirm” policy towards the entry of nuclear weapons into New Zealand.
The Leader of the Opposition said that his party would work to re-establish the trust

that would enable New Zealand to be an active member of the ANZUS alliance. That is a

pure and simple code for the acceptance o
f

the “neither confirm nor deny” policy, which
means acceptance o

f

nuclear weapons coming into New Zealand. Let the House be clear
about that. Members opposite quoted the United States Secretary of State, Mr Shultz. He
may well have said in very clear terms, “No ship visits, no ANZUS!” He has also said very
clearly that if a country accepts ship visits it must expect from time to time to get nuclear
weapons on them. That appears to be acceptable to the Opposition. The Government,
backed I believe by most New Zealanders, has said time and time again that it wants
conventional ship visits and conventional defence within the ANZUS alliance. That is a

valid interpretation of New Zealand's commitments under that treaty. It is not invalidated
simply because the United States does not share the same view.

Laura Schenker
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I take great pleasure in supporting the second reading of the Bill. It has been eagerly
awaited by many New Zealanders, who take pride in seeing the Government act to make
their country nuclear free. The Bill fulfils an important pledge made by the Labour Party
during the last election. The Government has kept faith with that pledge by introducing the
Bill in December 1985 and moving it through its various stages to the second reading
today. The public has had ample opportunity to debate and examine the Bill, and its
general thrust is well supported. It was my privilege to chair the select committee that
examined the Bill. Of the 1236 submissions that were received, 1225—about 99.1
percent—broadly favoured the principles of the Bill. I am prepared to concede that more
than 0.09 percent of the population does not support the Bill, but it is significant that those
persons care so little about the subject that they failed to make any effort to inform
Parliament of their views.

There was a similar pattern with the defence committee of inquiry. For the most part,
the minority that does not share the Government's general view on the issues could stir
itself only to post in a simple newspaper coupon putting its point of view. The public may
well wonder where previously unheard-of groups like the Plains Club suddenly found
enormous amounts of money to place nationwide advertisements in newspapers asking
people to oppose the Government's policies.

The purpose of the Bill is to establish in New Zealand a nuclear-free zone and to
implement in New Zealand a number of disarmament and arms control treaties to which
New Zealand is a party. The treaties are listed in the schedules to the Bill, and have been
mentioned by other members. The one of most concern to members of Parliament is New
Zealand's adherence to the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty.

I take pride, as many others do, in the fact that New Zealand has been in the forefront
of those countries that have signed and promoted arms control treaties. New Zealand
continues to promote a comprehensive test ban treaty. We want to see progress on
chemical weapons conventions. When international agreement on such matters can be
reached I am sure that members would want the Bill amended to include them, and I look
forward to that day.

Enough countries in the South Pacific nuclear-free area have signed the treaty and
ratified it so that it may come into force. New Zealand signed and ratified it late last year.
Inclusion of the treaty in the Bill emphasises New Zealand's commitment to it

,
but I must

join with other colleagues who have expressed concern that the United States has not seen

fi
t
to sign the treaty. The nations o
f

the South Pacific Forum reached a consensus that a

nuclear-free-zone treaty is what they want. They have gone out and asked the world's
acknowledged nuclear weapons States to respect the treaty by signing the protocols. China
signed this week. The Soviet Union signed, although one must record with regret that it
signed with some reservations. Britain has yet to decide, but one hopes that its traditional
friendly relations with the South Pacific will lead it to sign the protocols. France remains
intransigent because o

f
it
s present commitment to nuclear testing in the Pacific. However,

the main disappointment must be the attitude taken by the United States. It is an attitude
that I do not believe is unanimously shared in Washington—and for good reason, because
reasonable people in Washington recognise the very considerable care that was taken in

drafting the treaty to devise a text that the United States could live with.
Many would say that the South Pacific forum countries bent over backwards to devise

a test that was suitable to the United States. The treaty does not prevent the United States
from undertaking any activity that it undertakes a

t present in the South Pacific, so what can
explain its actions? One can only assume that the United States puts a higher priority on its
relationship with France than it does on its relationship with countries in the South Pacific
Forum. By coming out against the treaty the United States is endorsing the continuation of
French testing in the region. Secondly, I believe that the United States continues to see the
proliferation of nuclear-free zones as detrimental to its security interests. That is very hard
for us in New Zealand to understand, because we do not believe that an arms race in the
South Pacific is in the interests o
f any country. It must be in our interests to limit nuclear
conflict. I believe that a region such as the South Pacific, which is friendly to the West but
which puts off limit the nuclear weapons of all nations, can be seen only as a stabilising
force in world affairs. It is as much in the interests o

f

the United States as anybody else to
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support and recognise that nuclear-free status, and I hope that, in time, that will come to be
the point of view adopted in Washington.
The Bill deals mostly with New Zealand becoming a nuclear-free zone. As I have said,

the Bill implements a very important pledge made by the Labour Party at the last election.
The Labour Party has seen ANZUS as a conventional alliance that could accommodate a
State party that was determined to keep its defences conventional. That remains the
Government's view. There is every reason to believe that that view is substantially in line
with public opinion. New Zealanders have a very grave concern about nuclear war, and it
was demonstrated clearly in the opinion survey conducted last year for the committee of
inquiry on defence.
In that survey 48 percent of people polled said that nuclear war was a present worry to

them, and 86 percent agreed with the proposition that New Zealand should actively
promote worldwide nuclear disarmament. I find that a staggeringly high figure. I am glad it
is so high and that so many New Zealanders feel positively about the work their country
undertakes for nuclear disarmament. Let us consider the heart of the concern, which is
where the Bill is focused. How can a State such as New Zealand—a small State isolated in
the South Pacific—actually actively promote nuclear disarmament? It can do so by starting
at home, and that is what the Bill does. By declaring our country a nuclear-free zone we
give ourselves much more credibility in urging those countries that have nuclear weapons
to do something about seriously negotiating their elimination. That remains the key
motivation behind the Bill.

It is interesting to reflect on New Zealanders' response to last year's opinion survey
about their views on the way in which New Zealand should actively promote nuclear
disarmament. People were given a choice of options about how New Zealand should act.
Nine percent of them thought New Zealand should fully support Western allies and their
nuclear capability. That seems to be about the position of the National Party. Twenty-nine
percent thought that New Zealand should go along with the Western allies and their nuclear
capability, but still work for nuclear disarmament. I suppose that represents the position of
Some people in the National Party. Thirty-eight percent favoured rejecting nuclear weapons
for New Zealand's defence but contributing to conventional Western defence and working
for nuclear disarmament. Twenty percent felt so strongly about nuclear weapons that they
wanted New Zealand to dissociate itself entirely from any alliance with countries that have
nuclear weapons. Similar findings can be found throughout the poll. The major thrust of
that opinion survey was that New Zealanders want a nuclear-free future and they want their
country to take a lead on such matters. It is the objective of the Bill to ensure that New
Zealand leads public opinion and that New Zealanders have a nuclear-free future. Details
of the Bill have been raised in previous debates on it in the House.
Clause 5 is a very important clause and makes it an offence for a New Zealander to

manufacture, acquire, possess, or have control over nuclear weapons in the nuclear-free
zone, and an offence to aid and abet anyone else to do such things. It further makes it an
offence for New Zealand citizens who are agents of the State to manufacture, acquire,
possess, or have control over nuclear weapons beyond the New Zealand nuclear-free zone
and to aid and abet others to do so beyond the New Zealand nuclear-free zone. That clause
is important, because it emphasises the Government's determination not to have New
Zealand engage with nuclear defence strategies.

Clauses 9 and 10 deal with the way in which decisions will be made about the entry of
foreign warships into New Zealand's internal waters and with the landing in New Zealand
by aircraft. The clauses have always caused some controversy. Last October I reported to
the House that there had been a good deal of discussion on both clauses at the select
committee and in the submissions made to the committee. Many people felt that the clause
should have been strengthened beyond the simple test that the Prime Minister should be
satisfied that warships and aircraft were not nuclear armed. My view is that in their present
form both clauses will prevent the entry of nuclear weapons into New Zealand, which is

,

after all, the central objective of the Bill.
Clause 1

1 places a total prohibition on the entry into New Zealand o
f nuclear-powered
vessels. That is a totally defensible and desirable safety precaution for New Zealand to take.
As both Three Mile Island and Chernobyl have demonstrated, new technology is far from
fail-safe. I am told that the safety margins for nuclear reactors on vessels are even narrower
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than those for land-based reactors. Many incidents involving nuclear-powered vessels have
been recorded over the years. New Zealand has chosen as a matter of national policy not to
run risks with nuclear power generation. Feeling is running very strongly in the country at
present against even the establishment of irradiation facilities in the Auckland area.
I see no reason why we should tolerate from foreign vessels levels of nuclear risk that

we would not tolerate in the normal course of events in New Zealand, and I fully support
an absolute ban on the entry of such vessels. A strong stand by a nation on nuclear
disarmament does require action at home. The Bill satisfies that condition by declaring
New Zealand a nuclear-free zone. For New Zealand, a strong stand also means action in the
region. Again, the Bill embraces that condition by it

s support for the South Pacific nuclear
free zone. Thirdly, a strong stand demands action at the international level. Again, by
embracing all arms control treaties to which New Zealand is a party the Bill satisfies that
condition. It also provides important structural supports for New Zealand’s work for
disarmament at the international level.

The Bill provides for the appointment o
f
a Minister for Disarmament and Arms

Control, and that cabinet appointment emphasises the importance the Government places
on policy development in this field. It is also relevant to note that the Ministry o

f Foreign
Affairs has recently established a disarmament division that will ensure that resources go
towards seeing that New Zealand has well-researched policy initiatives on disarmament.
There is further support for the establishment—as provided for in the Bill—of a public

advisory committee o
n

disarmament and arms control. The six persons to be appointed to

that committee should have a capacity to advise the Government in an expert way on its
disarmament and arms control policy. The Minister for Disarmament and Arms Control
will chair that committee.

In summary, I believe that the principles and objectives o
f

the Bill are broadly in line
with mainstream public opinion in New Zealand on the issues. Mainstream public opinion
wants New Zealand to disengage from nuclear-weapons strategies. It wants New Zealand to

work actively for nuclear disarmament. It remains a disappointment to many people that
the national Party chooses to remain outside that broad mainstream. I note that recently in

it
s propaganda the National Party has tried to portray itself as a party o
f

peace. The Leader

o
f

the Opposition is on record a
s saying: “I am committed to peace, and the National

Government I lead will direct it
s energies to that cause.” That does not square with the

commitment the Opposition is making to return nuclear weapons to New Zealand, and few
New Zealanders will be fooled by that.
The Leader o

f

the Opposition has also said: “We do not consider the occasional visit

o
f
a nuclear-powered o
r possibly nuclear-armed warship o
f

our allies breaches our
commitment to a non-nuclear New Zealand.” Most New Zealanders think differently from
that. Even within the National Party a few brave souls struggle to put a different light on
National Party policy. I wish the Nuclear Free Nationals well. I have no desire for the
Labour Party, the Democratic Party, and the New Zealand Party to have a permanent
monopoly o

n

the development o
f

nuclear-free policies for New Zealand.

I look forward to the day when the Nuclear Free Nationals are successful in changing
the Neanderthal policy o

f Opposition members. The publicity o
f

the Nuclear Free
Nationals refers to such concern in the party's hierarchy about policy-making in the
defence area that a policy questionnaire in September 1985 asked: “How can we more
actively demonstrate our intentions o

f seeking global disarmament?” The Nuclear Free
Nationals state: “The message is getting through that the official policy is increasingly
unpopular. The recent National Party conference, with it

s abysmal level o
f

debate on the
issue, is recognised a

s not having canvassed the views which are necessary to regain the
middle ground o

n

this issue. Nuclear Free Nationals also recognise that the National Party

contains the segment o
f

the community which is most ignorant o
f

nuclear arms,
proliferation, changing values o
f

the New Zealand population, and the details o
f

alliances.”
For anyone listening to the Opposition today that ignorance was clearly demonstrated. I

strongly support the Bill.
Mr KNAPP (East Coast Bays). The Democratic Party and its members o

f

Parliament
support the Government on the introduction o

f

the Bill. We will support it through al
l

it
s

stages in it
s present form, but we indicated a
t the introduction and the reporting-back o
f

the
Bill that we are not happy with clauses 9 and 10—concerning verification procedures—as
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they are at present drafted. I have said that the Democratic Party members will introduce
amendments. I suggest that the Government should consider the amendments, and
possibly adopt them. Nevertheless, I would not want to fudge the position—the
Democratic Party members support the Bill and seek to strengthen it

.

The public should be
under no illusions. Nothing in the Bill deals with the ANZUS alliance, and nothing seeks to

break any arrangement that New Zealand has with the United States. The Bill seeks to stop
vessels o

r

aircraft that are nuclear-powered o
r

nuclear-armed from entering New Zealand
WaterS.

The decision b
y

the Americans to break links with New Zealand—a longstanding and
respected member of Western society on the planet Earth, with a historically tremendous
commitment to the principles of democracy—because of a decision of the New Zealand
Government is a decision o

f
hawks within the Pentagon. Many Americans in high places

do not agree with the decisions and actions o
f

the present American Administration, and I

know that myself from my visits to that country and from speaking to people in the United
States.

The Leader o
f

the Opposition claimed that there was some kind o
f

moral base to the
Government in relation to the legislation. At least the Bill—if the Americans act according

to their stated position—has released New Zealand from the somewhat tainted morality of
the actions o

f

the Pentagon in recent years that the whole world has witnessed. In

considering the matter o
fmorality the Leader o
f

the Opposition claimed that, because New
Zealand would have stronger defence links with Australia, the Government was
overlooking the fact that Australia is linked to some kind o

f

nuclear defence provided by
the United States. That is not a matter that the New Zealand Government can deal with. It

is a matter to be dealt with b
y

the Australian Government and the Australian people. The
Australians do not need to continue in the way they are, but at this stage that is the position
they have settled on. It is not possible to sheet home to the New Zealand Government any
form o

f immorality for not dealing with what is essentially Australia's problem. Naturally
New Zealand will associate with Australia, and I try to encourage Australian leaders,
politicians, and the public to examine seriously their own policies.
The Government has a clear mandate for the Bill. I am proud that the New Zealand

Democratic Party has had it
s longstanding view reflected in the legislation. The

Democratic Party was somewhat ahead o
f public opinion in many cases, but now public

opinion has moved in a similar direction to the Democratic Party policy position. In no
more powerful a way was that demonstrated than a

t

the 1984 election, when three political
parties that gained an overwhelming mandate amongst them had similar policies on
nuclear matters. There is no question that the Government has a mandate. When the
mandate finally came in 1984 it was established after an exhaustive public debate that
centred on nuclear matters. I agreed with the Minister of Defence when he claimed that the
actions o

f

New Zealanders, and their anger about nuclear matters, have in no small way
been heightened by the activities o

f

France in the South Pacific. It is probably the activities

o
f France, more than anything else, that have resulted in the high profile o
f

nuclear issues
and the level of debate that has occurred in New Zealand.
Ultimately it is the insanity o

f basing international security on the mass production of
nuclear weapons that has had an impact on the people of New Zealand. Access to the
information that has become available in Western countries in the past 1

0 years has
provided a base o

f knowledge for the ordinary people that was horrific in terms o
f

what was
learnt about the effects of nuclear war, nuclear defence and the nuclear holocaust.
Ultimately it was that factor that led to the mandate the Government has.
Rather than reflecting an abrogation o

f

New Zealand's international responsibilities,

the action that the House and the Government is taking can b
e termed parliamentary

action, because two parties are moving in the same direction. That gives a parliamentary
mandate. I believe that in moving in that direction New Zealand is reflecting the kind of
moral leadership o

f

which the world needs a great deal more. I am proud to be part o
f

the
enactment o
f

such historic legislation through a rare event—a true parliamentary decision.
The superpowers cannot g
o

on indefinitely building bigger and better bombs and
missiles. That progress is based on the fear and mutual paranoia o
f

the superpowers, while
the smaller nations stand by, dumb victims sitting in servile silence, waiting for the
inevitable day—if things continue a

s they are now—when it all falls to pieces. That is the
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reality that has ultimately led to the mandate the Government has for the legislation. That
is the reality that has led the New Zealand Democratic Party to support the Government
strongly on the measure and to seek to strengthen it

,
if possible, with amendments that I

shall foreshadow a little later in my speech and that will be dealt with at the appropriate
time in the Committee stage.

The National Party Opposition has focused, as usual, as merchants of fear, on the
claims that the Bill leaves New Zealand defenceless. My question to the Opposition is

,

defenceless from whom? Who is the enemy the Opposition claims is rushing down upon
New Zealand? That is an argument o

f

fear and does not stand up to the close examination
of the House.

Sitting suspended from 5.30 p.m. to 7.30 p.m.

Mr KNAPP: I had outlined the support of the Democratic Party members for the
measure. I was about to move on to the comments made in the response o

f

the National
Party Opposition in the debate. Its opposition is focused on the isolation of New Zealand's
armed forces from the United States defence assistance and structure.
Mr W. R. Austin: And Australia.
Mr KNAPP: Australia is a different matter. The National Party Opposition's idea of

attempting to focus attention on the isolation of New Zealand's armed forces is centred on
its understanding o

f

the basic insecurity that all people have—that fear that New Zealand
now stands undefended. That approach was shown again in the debate by a former Leader

o
f

the Opposition, who knows better but focuses on the prejudices and fears o
f people that

because New Zealand is taking this measure—which has nothing to do with ANZUS, the
Pentagon's decision strips New Zealand o

f any defence. The National Party Opposition
members are merchants o

f

fear. It is shameful that they should continue to press that kind
of argument. Their arguments are drawn from their inherent sense of conservativism and a

tendency to live in the past. They are yesterday's men; that is the problem, and they are not
facing up to the realities of the effect of high technology on warfare and on the world.
The supposed enemies are those that New Zealand has to get on with. New Zealand

has to learn to live with everyone on the planet. It is no longer possible to consider the
options o

f obliterating the opposition, wiping it away, and wiping it off the face o
f

the earth.
East and West are coming to that reality, but are locked into a tragic arms escalation, and
no one is sure how to get off that escalator. The National Opposition's arguments are
entrenched in its inherent conservatism and do not owe anything to logical intellectual
evaluation of the issues that are at stake.

If one dwelt on the effect that the measure before the House would have on the armed
forces, and looked back to the effect that the ANZUS alliance has had on the armed forces,
one would find an interesting parallel with the arguments being made by the National
Opposition. It claims that the measure is leading to the destruction of the armed forces and

is stripping them bare. The National Opposition had been the Government o
f

New
Zealand for the past 30 to 40 years. It is responsible for the condition in which the present

Government found the armed forces in 1984. The armed forces were in a shockingly
parlous state. The Army had enough ammunition for only 2 days. The Navy had old
frigates, most o

f

which were in dry dock. The Air Force was equipped with a few aircraft,
most o

f

which were o
f suspect airworthiness. That is the reality o
f

the armed forces that
were inherited after years of a National Administration.
The state o
f

the armed forces—not only the physical state but attitudes—is not high. I

am not talking about the individual officers o
r

the units that are operating, but the attitude

o
f people pursuing a career in the armed forces. I believe that problem has come about as a

result of the ANZUS alliance. The poor attitude of young people to the armed forces, and
the lack o
f

commitment that New Zealand shows to the armed forces—which are necessary
for the security of the country—exist because New Zealand has based its defence strategy
on the cornerstone of the ANZUS alliance—the idea that America will defend us, will
provide the equipment, the nuclear umbrella, and the collective security needs o

f

New
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Zealand should they be needed. It has been claimed that that approach has worked in the
paSt.

I am a young member in the House, but I have sat at the feet of my grandfather, I have
listened to my own father, and I have read the books written some time after the wars. I
learnt that those charged with the responsibility of ensuring that the armed forces were
ready for conflict and to defend our sovereignty made a very poor job of it. The reality is

that they were not ready. Soldiers trained with broomsticks—there were no bullets in those
days; there was no proper equipment. New Zealand soldiers spilt blood all over the world

in what was obviously, when one looks back, a just cause. They started off in the first 2 o
r
3

years badly led and badly organised. When the soldiers o
f

the past 20 years want to organise

for the next 20 years, others cling to the old ideas.
The ANZUS pact was put together when one could count all the real nuclear weapons

on one hand, and when the threat to peace was very different. It related to a threat from
communism o

r any other “ism”. The threat today is whether the human race can feed the
starving and come to terms with issues o

f

that kind. There is always the possibility o
f

war
and the need to use the armed forces to secure sovereign territory. It is time to put aside the
issues o

f

the ANZUS alliance; they do not provide that security. It is time that New
Zealand addressed itself to a commitment to the armed forces, and to providing sufficient
taxpayers' money to provide armed forces that can cope with the real need for security in

the South Pacific.
Mr W. R. Austin: Cloud-cuckoo-land.
Mr KNAPP: Members believe that is Cloud-cuckoo-land, but I believe that it is the

direction o
f
a world that is shrinking and a world that realises that trade, and understanding

one’s fellows, is the future—not trying to obliterate people with “high tech” atomic bombs.

I am traditionally conservative, and I believe in the armed forces. Everyone should make a

commitment to the armed forces, and I believe in the principles o
f conscription. Members

do not believe in that, but I do. I do not buy nuclear bombs, because they do not buy
security and do not buy peace in the long term. It is nonsense for the National
Opposition—particularly a former Prime Minister, and the Leader o

f
the Opposition, who

aspires to be a Prime Minister—not to examine the reality o
f
a changing world, the effect of

technology on warfare, and the need for a small country such as New Zealand to address
itself to those issues. New Zealand must play a role in this part of the world by fulfilling a

defence role to protect it
s sovereignty and to deal with its friends such a
s Australia, its near

neighbours, and America, if it will—
Mr W. R. Austin: America doesn't want to know us.
Mr KNAPP: America will have to come to terms with the New Zealand Government

having a mandate to oppose the entry of nuclear weapons and nuclear energy to its shores.

If America wants to bury its head in the sand about progress, so be it. I am sure that that
will not be the position of all American Administrations. The present Administration has a

finite life, if my judgment of politics is anything to go by. It will not b
e long before

Washington reflects a different view. From communications with politicians in the United
States the Opposition's view is not necessarily one that is shared by all United States
politicians—certainly not by the ones I have spoken to.
While I support the legislation I believe it should be strengthened. In the Committee

stage the Democratic Party members will move an amendment to deal with those clauses.
Before that, though, I address this comment to the Government. It has been unwise not to

tackle front on the argument about the ANZUS alliance. It is an argument that the public is

ready to listen to. If the matter is confronted front on it will not be the issue that the
National Opposition thinks it will be for it at the next election. The time has come to

expose the fallacy for what it is
,

and I invite the Government to do that. The debate
tonight, the Committee stage, and the third reading o

f

the Bill provide a
s good an

opportunity a
s any to do that.

Clauses 9 and 1
0 transfer the “neither confirm nor deny” policy from the Pentagon to

the Prime Minister. The Bill does not provide sufficient accountability, because the Prime
Minister is not required to provide confirmation o
r

evidence that ships o
r

aircraft allowed
into New Zealand are nuclear free. The Bill is not much better than the blind-eye anti
nuclear stance o
f Japan and, might I say—because it has been brought up by other
members—Denmark, which has a policy o

f closing it
s eyes and seeing nothing. If the clause
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is not strengthened New Zealand is in danger of doing that. The New Zealand stance
outlined in the Bill is not as bad as the stance of Japan and Denmark, but it is not as good
as it should be.

All members will receive in their Bill boxes tonight a copy of the supplementary order
paper that outlines what I believe should happen. I want to alter the tests from the Prime
Minister being “satisfied” that the vessel is not nuclear armed or nuclear powered to “has
verification to be produced to the select committee of the House with responsibility for
considering any Bill, petition, or other matters relating to foreign affairs at the request of
any member of the House”. The Prime Minister may satisfy himself and announce his
satisfaction. If there is cause for concern any member of the Foreign Affairs and Defence
Committee can ask the Prime Minister to provide evidence why he is satisfied. That
verification would provide a parliamentary decision and an Executive decision that would
make this legislation measure one of the most far-reaching on the matter in the world.
Hon. JONATHAN HUNT (Minister of Broadcasting): The member for East Coast

Bays spoke strongly in favour of the Bill, and I thank him and the leader of the Democratic
Party for their support. The Bill represents an important watershed for New Zealand, and is
an opportunity for the country to stand out once again as a leader in the fight for world
disarmament.
Thirty years ago I joined the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament when it was only a

fledgling organisation in New Zealand. I was a young university student at the time and was
moved when I attended a large meeting in the Auckland Town Hall and realised for the
first time that the threat of nuclear annihilation was one of the key concerns of all time. The
Bill represents to me an emotional time, because I have always supported the concept of
nuclear disarmament and have always tried to ensure that the issue is not put to the
background in place of, and overtaken by, less important issues. There can be no more
important issue in the world than that of nuclear disarmament. When humanity possesses
the ability to destroy the world by a foolish act it is time that every person in the
world—even those who come from a country as small as New Zealand—should take the
initiative. It is important that the issue is one that New Zealanders can call their own, and
one on which they are not afraid to take an initiative.
The Bill relates to nuclear weapons. It is a complete undertaking that the Government

and its armed forces will not have possession or control of nuclear weapons anywhere in
the world. It prohibits nuclear testing and the dumping of nuclear waste. The Prime
Minister may approve the entry of foreign vessels or aircraft to New Zealand only if he or
she is satisfied that the vessels or aircraft are not carrying nuclear explosive devices.
The Bill represents the fulfilment of more than a decade of Labour Party policy. That

policy was carried from the third Labour Government to the fourth Labour Government. I
shall quote briefly from the New Zealand Labour Party's submission to the defence
committee of inquiry: “Our examination of the development of New Zealand Labour Party
thinking on defence and security issues has shown that a number of themes have been
constant in it

.

Those themes are: (a) a desire for greater independence in New Zealand's
policies; (b) a commitment to disarmament and to peaceful resolution o

f

international
disputes; (c) a recognition that New Zealand's security must be guaranteed by economic
and social development in the Asia-Pacific region; (d) since 1945 a desire for a stronger
United Nations which can guarantee the security o

f

its members; and (e) since the mid
1960s a recognition that New Zealand's security is not guaranteed by its allies and that
greater self-reliance in defence is inevitable.” Those five principles, for which every
member would probably have a measure o

f acceptance, have led me to believe that what
the House is putting through tonight in the Bill is a logical extension.
As the Prime Minister said when he opened the debate, the central measure o
f

arms
control in the Bill is the exclusion of nuclear weapons from New Zealand. He said: “The
arms race can end only when real and serious limits are imposed on the building, testing,
and deployment o
f

nuclear weapons. The Government has imposed limits on nuclear
weapons to the greatest extent o
f

its power to impose those limits. It is the willingness to

impose o
r accept serious limitations on nuclear weapons—the willingness to accept that
nuclear defences can and should be replaced by conventional defences—that will put an
end to the arms race. If we cannot show that willingness in a country such as New Zealand
there is no hope on earth that the planet will ever put real limits on the spread o

f

nuclear
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weapons.” I echo also the Prime Minister's comment that no voluntary action by New
Zealand will ever precipitate or provoke a nuclear war.
There is no cause here for a nuclear war. That is the heart of arms control, and if it

cannot be achieved in a country such as New Zealand it cannot be achieved anywhere.
Nuclear-free zones are not created to protect their inhabitants from the consequences of
global nuclear war, and the only people who say that that is why they are created are the
ones who for their own reasons want to discredit nuclear-free zones. Such zones reduce the

risk of nuclear war by placing limits on the deployment of nuclear weapons. They put limits
on the destabilising competition that creates the threat of nuclear war. They are a positive
rejection of the destabilising process of nuclear escalation. I fear not only for the countries
that have nuclear weapons but for those that could easily have them in the future. Several
of those countries are much less responsible than a few of the countries that posses nuclear
weapons today. One day one of those countries could easily cause a nuclear war, unless
meaningful steps are taken towards nuclear test bans and nuclear weapons bans.
I congratulate the member for Mount Albert on her speech. It was a considerable

speech that pointed out that the National Opposition's policy towards nuclear weapons is
one of “don’t know, don't care, can’t confirm”. The member is correct. I understand that
the member for Remuera will be the next Opposition speaker in the debate. I respect his
opinions and his contributions to the House. I ask him one question: was the Leader of the
Opposition correctly quoted when he said that nuclear arms would come to New Zealand?
An answer to that question would indicate the National Party's policy a little more clearly.
If the policy is one of “neither confirm nor deny” there is no doubt at all that the bomb will
come to New Zealand. The cheap mutterings of the member for Franklin will do him no
good. He has absolutely no conception of the importance of the issue. I had hoped that the
debate would be conducted in an interjection-free atmosphere, because it is a serious issue.
The member for East Coast Bays talked about the ANZUS treaty. That treaty was, and

is
,
a regional defence arrangement, and nuclear qualifications are not built into it
. Anyone

who has read the ANZUS treaty, as I have, will know that it contains no mention of nuclear
weaponry. The United States, by insisting that New Zealanders must accept that from time

to time nuclear weapons will come into New Zealand ports on American ships, is

unilaterally trying to change the nature o
f

the treaty. Whether the previous Government
was duped, o

r

whether it took part in a shameless piece o
f duplicity, is a matter for debate.

However, it is clear that the National Party has tied itself to the American attempt to

convert the ANZUS treaty into a nuclear alliance. The Government utterly rejects that
policy, and remains committed to the regional aims and obligations o

f

the ANZUS treaty.
New Zealand will continue to play its part in sustaining the security and stability o

f
the

South Pacific, and to develop and strengthen its defence relations with Australia. I believe
that in time the United States will come to acknowledge the value, and indeed the
overriding importance, o

f maintaining a regional defence co-operation that has always

taken the form o
f

conventional military co-operation. Full co-operation under the ANZUS
treaty will be resumed once that acknowledgment is made, and the New Zealand
Government will continue to work towards that goal.
The Bill before the House is the culmination o

f
a lot o
f

effort on the part of hundreds

o
f

thousands o
f

New Zealanders. People will be listening to the debate who have been
involved in peace groups throughout New Zealand—a few with only 1

5 to 20 people, and
others very much bigger—and those people have put an enormous amount o

f

effort into
promoting the idea o

f
a nuclear-free New Zealand. I once told an official from the

American embassy not to accept what the politicians said but to go to Auckland and read
the “nuclear free New Zealand” stickers on the back windows of thousands of cars
belonging to ordinary Aucklanders.
Mr Gerbic: They're all members of the Labour Party.
Hon. JONATHAN HUNT: Many of them are members of the Labour Party, but

others are undoubtedly members of other parties. About 75 percent of New Zealanders
favour a nuclear-free New Zealand, and many o
f

those people must have voted National in

the last election—possibly for the last time. I shall quote from “A note from the hill” dated

1
4 July 1986, which stated: “We do not consider the occasional visit o
f
a nuclear-powered

o
r possibly nuclear-armed warship of our allies breaches our commitment to a non-nuclear
New Zealand.”
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Hon. Ann Hercus: Who said that?

Hon. JONATHAN HUNT: That was in a circular sent out by Opposition members to
their constituents. They are entitled to do that, but they must face the consequences of that
statement. As far as I know, it has not been contradicted. I wonder whether the member for
Remuera agrees with that sentence.
Mr Graham: I do.
Hon. JONATHAN HUNT: What would come to New Zealand? Would it be little

bombs, or would it be just the outside casing without the actual weapons inside?
Hon. W. F. Birch: Can they come through Cook Strait?
Hon. JONATHAN HUNT: The member for Franklin is in favour of nuclear bombs

coming to New Zealand. I wonder whether the member for Selwyn would be happy to
Snuggle up to the bomb. In her electorate is an organisation called Nuclear Free Nationals,
and I congratulate the members of that organisation on their bravery. Mr John K. Gibson,
the chairman of Nuclear Free Nationals, has been quoted as saying that the National party
is becoming decidedly unliberal and in many ways is alienating large sections of the
population, especially young people, thereby losing the vital continuity of membership. Mr
Gibson believes that National Party members must stand up and be counted on their
opinions on the nuclear issue, or the many urban people and returning New Zealand party
converts will simply skulk back into the party with their tails between their legs. He
believed that there needed to be an onrush of liberalism to make the National Party wake
up to the need for change. Such a task was in front of the Young Nationals, but he believed
that their ideas would prevail in the long run.
I congratulate the Young Nationals in the Selwyn electorate, and wonder whether the

member for Selwyn holds the same opinion. How will she vote at the end of the debate? I
congratulate the Prime Minister on his speech, and I also congratulate the members of the
Defence and Foreign Affairs Committee, chaired by the member for Mount Albert, on the
work they have done in preparing the Bill, which accurately reflects the ideas of most New
Zealanders. I am very happy to vote in favour of the second reading of the Bill, and I invite
those Opposition members who believe in a nuclear-free world to vote with me.
Mr GRAHAM (Remuera): No sane man would consider with any equanimity the

arsenals that exist in the world at present, and their awesome destructive power; nor would
he gain solace from the continued conflict occurring in almost every part of the world.
Since 1945 there have been more than 100 major wars, involving millions of fatalities. The
horror of Afghanistan, the prolonged war between Iran and Iraq, the horrors of the Middle
East and Beirut, the problems in Nicaragua, South Africa, and northern Africa—and, closer
to home, the uprisings and problems occurring almost daily in the Philippines and New
Caledonia—concern every right-thinking person. New Zealand cannot influence the events
in Afghanistan, it has no control over the events in Iran, yet those events on the other side
of the world do have and will have an impact on New Zealand.
Despite all of the problems that the world has experienced since the second world war,

and despite the superpower rivalry and the involvement of the Soviet Union in
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Afghanistan, and the involvement of the United States in Korea
and Vietnam, and one might say in Nicaragua, there has been no armed conflict between
the superpowers since the end of the second world war, nor have nuclear weapons been
used with the awesome capability that they possess. That position has prevailed for 40
years.

The task of mankind is to ensure that there is never any major conflict between the
Superpowers. I put aside for the moment the matter of the weapons, and talk first about
peace, because even a non-nuclear conflict of the major powers could cause utter
devastation to almost the whole world. If there were ever a nuclear war, Armageddon—so
chillingly described in the Revelation of St. John the Divine—almost certainly would
come: “And there were voices, and thunders, and lightnings; and there was a great
earthquake, such as was not since men were upon the earth, ... and the cities of the nations
fell”.

The first task ofmankind is to maintain and preserve peace. It is impossible to prevent
Small wars arising from time to time in trouble-spots throughout the world, but major

conflict can be, and must be, avoided at all costs. The nuclear-weapon States and their laws
have relied on deterrence since the end of the second world war. In Europe, Belgium, West
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Germany, France, the United Kingdom, Greece, and so on, make up one side: the NATO
countries; and on the other side is the Eastern bloc—the Soviet Union and its
satellites—which belong to the Warsaw Pact. It is an armed camp in which the boundaries
of interference are known; countries know how far they can go, and there is
stability—albeit uneasy—despite the present involvement of one or other of the major
powers in Afghanistan or Nicaragua. Therefore, it is not just the United States or the Soviet
Union, but other countries in Europe and the Soviet bloc that rely on deterrence, and they
do so accepting the risks that go with it

.

That is the reality o
f

the world; that is how it is
.

Countries have made a decision a
s rationally a
s they could, weighing up the alternatives of

whether it is better to run the risk of being overrun by vastly superior forces, with the
devastation that would occur as a result; o

r

whether it is better to run the risk o
f having a

potential nuclear conflict, large o
r

small.
The stakes are the highest they could possibly be, but to pretend that the countries did

not know the stakes is belittling in the extreme. They are, after all, the countries that are
most affected by the decisions they have made. They have decided—rightly or
wrongly—that that is how matters will remain. That is why negotiations for disarmament
and arms control measures are so slow and ponderous, and so frustrating for those of
us—including all members o

f

the House—who would like quicker progress to be made.
That is the reason why, when the President o

f
the United States and the General Secretary

of the Soviet Union met in Iceland recently and almost reached agreement, many European
countries were terrified that a reduction o

f

the nuclear arsenals might lead to a position of
instability, and there would b

e conflict that had been avoided for so long.
Many people do not agree with the decisions reached by the European countries and

the European Governments acting for their people. Some people would say that
disarmament must occur even if conflict follows as a result, because the effect of a nuclear
exchange would b

e that o
f

the holocaust. Others say that a conventional third world war
might be almost a

s

bad a
s
a small nuclear exchange, if not worse. Either way, devastation

would occur in large measure. So I repeat that the first task of mankind is to preserve the
peace; how is it to be done, and what can New Zealand do? Clearly it can try to learn from
history. It is common ground that there have been spheres o

f

interest for many decades,
and that stability comes when nations know those spheres o

f

interest—how far they can go,

and where they cannot go. That stability must be maintained to minimise the tension and
the potential for conflict that can so easily arise. New Zealand must, and should, contribute

to the maintenance of that stability.
To move away from that accepted position, and New Zealand's accepted position a

s
a

part o
f

the Western World can cause, and has caused, tension and instability, and creates
the potential for problems. It creates a vacuum that will be filled, and is being filled.
However, that is precisely what New Zealand has done. In an attempt to voice genuine
concern about the nuclear threat, New Zealand has destabilised the South Pacific region; it

has been removed from the ANZUS pact—described by the Prime Minister earlier as the
cornerstone o

f

New Zealand's defences—and it has put at risk, in an unstable position, the
island States of the South Pacific.

It is not a matter of whether there is a threat to New Zealand, and whether someone is

on the horizon about to land on New Zealand beaches. Even if there were no threat to
Australia and New Zealand, o

r

even to Poland o
r Czechoslovakia, the warning bells sound

if there is a change in position, and the major countries must adopt their own attitudes
towards it

.

So in the South Pacific the vacuum created by New Zealand policies over the
past 2 years is now being filled.

It is interesting to read statistics about what is happening: the Soviet Pacific fleet has
820 tactical aircraft, 3

1 strategic submarines, 9
1 attack submarines, 225 minor surface

combatants, and 134 000 personnel; there are 820 tactical aircraft in the Soviet Far East Air
Force, and 150 000 personnel. The United States has three strategic submarines, 105
principal surface combatants, and 259 000 personnel; and the Pacific Air Force has 279
fighter attack aircraft. So it continues. Can there b
e

the slightest doubt that the two
opposing superpowers are making their manoeuvres now in the South Pacific? It cannot be
denied.

In the past 2 years New Zealand has become closer than ever to the nuclear weapons
that it so honestly detests, and there are more of them now—or it is certainly likely there
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are more of them now—than there were before. Clearly, New Zealand has not contributed
to peace by its policies. What then of its attempt to shift world opinion towards
disarmament and arms control? Obviously, and sadly, the answer is that it has not been
able to achieve anything. Even the Prime Minister, when asked what had been brought
about, replied: “It has not caused the arsenal of weapons with nuclear ability to be reduced
by one.” That is the irony of it all.
Anne Fraser. He didn't say that.
Mr GRAHAM: The member says that that was not the intention, and it was not

said—never mind. If New Zealand has been unable to encourage the countries with nuclear
weapons to disarm or enter into nuclear-arms control measures what have its policies
achieved? Will the banning of allied shipping from New Zealand ports on an average of 2
or 3 days once every 2 years convince Belgium that it should refuse to deploy nuclear
weapons? Will New Zealand be able to persuade East Germany that it should remove the
nuclear weapons from its soil? Of course it will not. Most of those countries—if they know
where New Zealand is at all—will not take the slightest interest.
Therefore, how can the ban be justified on the grounds that it will aid nuclear

disarmament and encourage arms control measures? There is no proof of that happening,
but there is adequate proof that it is not having that effect. The Government's policy has
created unwanted tension, and it may have made achieving disarmament and arms control
measures even more difficult because it has created the potential for conflict and change in
superpower politics.

It is said that there is no threat to New Zealand, at present, and that is obviously true.
However, is any member prepared to say that there will never be a threat to New Zealand?
I am not prepared to say that, and I doubt that any other member would be. The
Government admits that it needs the armed forces, and people might ask why it needs
them if there will never be a threat. The Government realises that it would be imprudent
politically, as well as from a security point of view, not to have any armed forces.
It cannot be denied that New Zealand today is much less capable in self defence than it

was. It may be able to put down an uprising in the Cook Islands and it may have sufficient
troops to patrol the fisheries, but New Zealand forms part of the wide world and what
happens on the other side of the world affects New Zealand. Whilst it is singularly unlikely
that New Zealand troops will be deployed in Europe again, the Government must
remember that New Zealanders must be prepared to give their moral support to the free
world, and they must give that support, particularly if it preserves the freedoms to which
they adhere and that they hold so dear.
When I look around the Chamber and I see the signs on the walls that remind us of

Greece, the Pacific, the Battle of Britain, Passchendaele, and so on, I think of the New
Zealanders who went overseas knowing that they might not return. Considering the
difficult choices that are faced by New Zealanders today, I wonder whether they would say:
“We’ll drop out of the world; we don’t want a bar of it. It’s too difficult; I’m frightened;
please let me go.” I am not prepared to do that. Doing that is not in the interests of New
Zealand and the South Pacific, and neither is it in the interests o

f

world peace for New
Zealand to become non-aligned and allow superpower rivalry to develop with renewed and
ever-increasing severity.

New Zealand can promote peace and bring about disarmament and arms control. It

can remain non-nuclear. It will not allow the deployment o
f

nuclear weapons—it has not
been asked to, and it will never do so. New Zealand should remain an honourable member

o
f

the Western alliance. It must restore contact with the United Kingdom, the United
States of America, and Australia. It must—and could—have an influence on the directions
those countries will follow. It must support the United Nations. It must make certain that
poor countries receive their fair share of the world's wealth so that conflict will not arise,
and it must encourage some form of global security and the new organisations that are
needed to achieve that goal.

It was Albert Einstein, in his message to intellectuals in 1948, who pointed out the
problems that still exist today when h

e said: “No doubt the antagonism o
f

economic
interests within and among nations is largely responsible to a great extent for the dangerous
and threatening condition in the world today. Man has not succeeded in developing
political and economic forms o

f organisation which would guarantee the peaceful co
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existence of the nations of the world.” How right he was! That is the challenge for mankind,
and it will not be achieved by dropping out of the world.
There must be treaties in the South Pacific and New Zealand should fully support the

Rarotonga treaty, but Opposition members draw attention to it
s

limitations. It is positive,
and Opposition members raise no objection to it

,

but neither will they fool the public into
believing that it is something it is not. The Bill is important. Not only will it affect New
Zealanders; it will have a worldwide effect. The anti-dumping and anti-testing provisions in

the Bill are supported by Opposition members, who believe that it is unnecessary and
extravagant to ban nuclear-powered ships.

The Opposition does not support the banning o
f

visits of Allied ships to New Zealand.

If the Auckland law lecturer is correct, clause 5(1)(B) contains an incredible provision. It

appears that the Bill could prevent any person from debating the issue if he or she were
trying to encourage nuclear weapons into the zone. New Zealanders need some confidence

in their ability to solve the real problems faced by the world, and that will not be achieved

b
y

it
s becoming insular and introverted. It will be accomplished if New Zealand remains

part of the world scene.

It is easy to ride the popularity of the emotion, but fear can b
e the worst passion if

reason and judgment are to prevail. New Zealand must do what is right, and I have every
confidence in mankind’s ability to overcome the problems. I conclude my speech by
quoting a passage from Bronowski's Ascent o

f

Man: “We are all afraid, for our confidence,
for the future, for the world. That is the nature of human imagination. Yet every man,
every civilisation, has gone forward because o

f

its engagement with what it has set itself to

do. The personal commitment o
f
a man to his skill, the intellectual commitment, and the

emotional commitment working together as one has made the ascent of man.” I do not
believe that the Bill will add to that ascent, but I am confident that if people use reason and
judgment to join the world yet again the ascent o

f

man will continue.
Mr BRAYBROOKE (Napier): I support the Bill. I have listened carefully to the debate

and have been deeply interested in the points o
f

view put foward. There is obviously a

distinct difference between the polices of the two parties in the Chamber, and I welcome
the support from the Democratic Party.
Nobody could doubt the sincerity o

f

the speech made by the member for Remuera, but

I want to comment on one or two points he made. He said that New Zealanders should
learn from history, and that is true. However, if he is sincere in wanting to learn from
history h

e should read the speech made by the great Englishman, Lord Mountbatten. Lord
Mountbatten was not a “left-wing trendy”—far from it

.

He was conservative, and he
served his nation well. He said in a speech made just before he was so brutally murdered
that the world stood on the edge o

f
a final abyss. That distinguished serviceman was

referring to the proliferation o
f

nuclear weapons, and he tried to warn the world just before
his death.

I agree with the member for Remuera that people should learn from history. It is

obvious that New Zealand is divided on the issue, and it is also obvious that it will be an
election issue. I think that most New Zealanders will object if the legislation is overturned
by any future Government. The Bill has been introduced because most New Zealanders
want it

. People have grown up since the 1940s and the 1950s. Nuclear weapons are
abhorrent to all of us. The member for Tamaki spoke correctly about the attitudes of some
members o

f

the public who served in World War II
,

and I respect the sentiments he
expressed. I have heard them many times from some of my constituents in the Returned
Services Association and a

t

other places in New Zealand. Those sentiments are dearly held
by some.
That member should go and speak to the emerging generations, the young people in

secondary schools, and should listen to what they have to say. He will be amazed to find
out that they have a different perception of the future. There is a growing fear that the
continued proliferation o

f

nuclear weapons will eventually destroy us all. A student at one
school I visited said to me that the Bill was idealistic. Another pupil said that it is idealistic
for us to believe that we can carry on for another 50 o
r

100 years with armed nations being
free to attack one another a
t any time. How true that is
.

The Bill can b
e described in a conservative sense a
s being the first step on a long and
difficult journey. Someone has to try to make the rest o

f

the world realise that not every
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nation will blindly follow the superpowers as they rearm. New Zealand would suffer if there
were a nuclear war, because no nation would escape such a war. The lessons of history must
be learnt. New Zealand is a vassal to no other State. It is a free and sovereign State; it has
been so for many years, and it will remain so.
I am utterly dismayed at the attitude of New Zealand's American allies. When the Bill

was first spoken about I was the chairman of a committee that now no longer exists.
Amercian Government officials were spiteful and silly in cancelling a trip to Hawaii by the
select committee on defence. That action shows the attitude of some of our American
allies. I am also dismayed that they have refused to sign and acknowledge the South Pacific
Nuclear Free Zone Treaty. I am dismayed that they should be so childish. A former United
States Ambassador, Mrs Martindell, was reported in the Evening Post this evening as
saying that she is dismayed at her Government's failure to sign the South Pacific Nuclear
Free Zone Treaty.

Mr McClay: But the member is happy with Moscow.
Mr BRAYBROOKE: Of course I am happy if anyone signs the treaty. I want the

United States to recognise it
,

a
s China and Russia have done. I sincerely hope that the

United Kingdom will do so, but I have little hope that France will, because it has shown by
its attitude to the rest of the world that it does not care about the South Pacific. France will
continue to explode nuclear devices in the South Pacific, well away from its own shores.
The South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty has been signed by 1

5 nations. Do those
nations intend to renegue on the treaty, o

r will they support it?
Mr McClay: Why doesn’t the member do some research?
Mr BRAYBROOKE: The member for Waikaremoana is chirping away like Christmas

Past, asking why I do not do some research. Some o
f

the National Party research notes we
managed to get our hands on are completely contradictory. They depend upon which
faction of the National Party the research has been done for. I can give that member some
examples, because I have notes here from the Nuclear Free Nationals. My colleague read
from some o

f

those notes, but he left out some gems. The aim o
f
Nuclear Free Nationals is

to raise the level of debate within the National Party on the nuclear issue. I agree that that
should b

e done; it is long overdue. My spies tell me, a
s well a
s

some o
f my

constituents—some o
f

whom did not vote for me—that they have been appalled at the way

in which nuclear isssues have been regularly ignored by National Party conferences.
The second aim o

f

the Nuclear Free Nationals is to work for a National Party policy of
prohibiting nuclear, weapons in New Zealand territorial waters and airspace, and
developing a defence and foreign policy appropriate to that stance. I go along with that, if

they manage to achieve it
.

The third aim, which I agree with, is to seek practical ways o
f

implementing the National Party's commitment to world peace. The fourth aim is to

ensure that a National Government works for the legal establishment of a New Zealand
and South Pacific nuclear-free zone, as well as for nuclear-free zones in other parts of the
world. It would be difficult for a National Government to support the nuclear-free zone
concept if it did not support having a nuclear-free zone within New Zealand.
What does the Bill do? It tells the rest of the world that New Zealand will prohibit

nuclear-powered ships and nuclear weapons from coming within its jurisdiction.
Ruth Richardson: It’s not jurisdiction; it’s “internal waters”.
Mr BRAYBROOKE: I am sorry Miss Pernickety.
Ruth Richardson: Look at the Bill—it's “internal waters”.
Mr BRAYBROOKE: The member reminds me ofmy friend's mother-in-law. He hates

her, too. The Bill prohibits nuclear-powered ships and nuclear weapons from coming into
New Zealand. New Zealand is not the first nation to introduce such legislation. Japan is

another nation that has it.

Anne Fraser: Did the Russians take over Japan?
Mr BRAYBROOKE: I have not heard of that lately. It is more likely to be the other

way round. Unfortunately, the Japanese have a “wink, wink, nod, nod” approach, whereby
nuclear weapons can go in and out o
f

that country. It is deplorable, and Japan is becoming

a vassal to other nations. Denmark was mentioned by some members. The Prime Minister
of Denmark has said that Denmark has legislation similar to New Zealand. It does not
allow nuclear-powered ships o

r

nuclear weapons into Danish waters, and has not done so

for about 1
6 years.
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The United States has not at any time attempted to have Denmark withdrawn from
NATO, nor has it attempted to strong-arm that democratic country in any way. The United
States has lived peacefully with Denmark's resolution and desire to be nuclear free. I am
surprised that the United States has become so upset at New Zealand's decision to become
nuclear-weapon free. The ANZUS arrangement has also been mentioned, and I have been
harassed many times in the House about it

.

Let me place the comment on record in

Hansard, so that the researchers, God bless them, can freely gather it up. I am one of those

in the Labour Party who supports the ANZUS treaty. I have never made any mystery about
that. I support the ANZUS pact as it was originally signed, not as it has become mutilated.
Katherine O’Regan: Cop out!
Ruth Richardson: A free-loader ANZUS member.
Mr BRAYBROOKE: Good manners prevent me from answering that little lady. To

think that she is a mother—it gives motherhood a bad name. The ANZUS treaty has been
discussed a

t Labour Party conferences for many years. At those conferences I have
supported the treaty a

s
it was originally written and intended. It is a good treaty, but it has

become an excuse for the Opposition to cop out on defence and hide behind an imaginary

line. Ifanything goes wrong the seventh cavalry will come riding over the hill to the rescue.
The original treaty was signed by a Labour Government, probably before the member for
Selwyn was born—although good manners prevent me from trying to guess her age.

That treaty does not contain any all-weather automatic commitment by the United
States to the defence o

f

New Zealand; far too much has been read into the agreement by
politicians who wanted to do that. The treaty states that the other two parties—Australia
and New Zealand—will consult when the security o

f
either is threatened. They have a

commitment to consult one another—nothing more. Not one single line in the ANZUS
treaty states anything about allowing nuclear weapons o

r

nuclear ships into New Zealand.
Ruth Richardson: What about the spirit of the treaty?
Mr BRAYBROOKE: The member is worse than the tom-cat next door. For God's

sake be quiet! The ANZUS question has become a political football, and that is the tragedy

o
f

ANZUS. It has become an excuse—as the member for East Coast Bays said—for
allowing the conventional forces o

f

New Zealand to be run down. I was horrified when, as a

member o
f

the Government, I found out that the army had only 2 days' ammunition left.
Rt. Hon. Sir Robert Muldoon: No bolts for the crossbows!
Mr BRAYBROOKE: No, none, although I must admit that, if I saw the right

honourable gentleman with an apple on his head I could well be tempted. What did the
Government inherit? There were three old frigates. At the time I called them rust-buckets,
and so they were. God knows how many millions the Government spent on trying to patch
them up with Kiwi ingenuity to make them presentable, at least.
New Zealand bought second-hand aircraft from the Australians—aircraft that had

been jumping up and down on the carrier Melbourne for God knows how long. The
Government had to spend millions to upgrade them. I could go on and on. There was a

medical unit, o
f

which I had been a member many years ago. When we saw it
,

my colleague

the member for Northern Maori freely admitted that the equipment of that medical
unit—which was supposed to be a top-line unit—was deplorable. His own surgery in which
he practised a

s
a general practitioner had better equipment. Opposition members bleat

about the National Party's love o
f

the armed forces, but the previous Government used the
ANZUS pact to neglect conventional forces, and that is not to be applauded.
The other allegation that has been made is that, in some way o

r other, the Bill is a plot
of the left wing of the Labour Party. National Party members have tried to paint

Government members as if we were half-way to Moscow—although the right honourable
gentleman would love to be the third corporal to march to Moscow. That much is obvious.
The allegation has been made that it is a dastardly plot by those on the left. I tell the House
that it is a dastardly plot of the Labour right, the Labour centre, and the Labour left. It is

the one policy on which we all agree. It is the one policy that other people—such a
s many

doctors around the world who have come to applaud the Bill—are trying to be smeared
with. Many o
f

the world's church leaders have also come to support it
.

Do not let us think
they are also victims of the extreme left, because they are not. They are sensible, fair
minded, peace-loving people.
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The member for Remuera quoted from the Bible; I shall quote a little of it to him. I am
sure he will accept the quotation in the same way as I accepted his. It comes from the
sermon on the mount, and is the sixth beatitude: “Blessed are the peacemakers: for they
shall be called the children of God.”
The Bill is a first step towards peace. It may be only a small step, and the National

Opposition may ridicule it
,

scoff and jeer at it
,

and give smart answers, but it is a sincere
and honest attempt towards world peace. It is that very first step o

f

which I spoke at the
beginning o

fmy speech. Every journey starts with that first step. Ifwe are wrong and have
made a mistake the National Opposition may b

e right in that the country should now be
preparing for war and the resources o

f

the nation should b
e turned towards gearing for war.

After the next war there will be no more placards on the walls honouring those who have
gone before, because it will really b

e the war to end all wars. It will be devastating.
Finally, I say: “Hands up those members opposite who want to have nuclear weapons

in New Zealand.” If they really want that they should vote against the Bill. If they are not to

b
e hypocrites—like the member for Selwyn, who keeps chirping away like Christmas Past

and reminds me o
f
a cuckoo-they should put up their hands now and vote against the Bill.

If that member is not to become a political hypocrite let her support the Bill and go with
the majority of New Zealanders who want New Zealand to be nuclear free.

I congratulate the movers of the Bill and the Prime Minister on having the courage to

present the Bill in world arenas. I congratulate my colleagues on standing up to be counted.

I sincerely hope that National Party members who may be listening will succeed, especially
the young Nationals who want to support the Bill and to have nuclear items discussed at

their next conference. I hope that the National Party will finally grow up and realise that
the world has changed since the 1940s. Warfare has changed dramatically and terribly since
then. The Bill is a good Bill, and I support it.

Mr LUXTON (Matamata): The New Zealand Nuclear Free Zone, Disarmament, and
Arms Control Bill should not be read a second time. The Bill takes New Zealand out of the
ANZUS agreement. Under the “neither confirm nor deny” policy the Bill will stop visits of
Royal Navy vessels—visits that have been made for a century.

I admire the way the member for Napier has supported defence at many Labour
conferences, but I understand—I hope he will correct me if I am wrong—that he has been

so strong in that stand that he said he would leave the party if a Labour Government took
New Zealand out o

f

the ANZUS pact. I am glad that he will join me as a retiring member

in September, o
r

whenever the election is held this year. The member for Napier was very
critical o

f

the country's preparedness for defence when Labour took office, but the minutes
of every Labour Party conference that I have read show that that party wants less to be
spent on the defence of the country, rather than more. Indeed, many of those who came to
the select committee also wanted that.

The member for Napier mentioned the Danish policy, and said New Zealand's policy
was similar to the one that operates in Demnark. The New Zealand policy on port access
differs substantially from Denmark's policy. Denmark allows ship visits and New Zealand
does not. The United States schedule of port visits to Denmark for 1985 shows that there
were 13, and 5 different Danish ports were involved—there was a total o

f

62 ship-days
during 1985.
Anne Fraser: They were cargo boats!
Mr LUXTON: No, they were not.
Anne Fraser: Were they nuclear-powered?

Mr LUXTON: Denmark does not ban nuclear-powered warships, as present New
Zealand policy and the Bill do. Because of the lack of operational need and the ready
availability of alternative ports in the area United States nuclear-powered warships have
not visited Danish ports for many years, but nuclear-capable vessels have been in those
ports and no questions have been asked under the “neither confirm nor deny” policy.
The member for East Coast Bays asked what enemy was likely to descend on New

Zealand, and why there was the great need for the ANZUS agreement. I am a little older
than h
e is
,

and my memory goes back further than his. There were the same circumstances

in the 1930s, and the same talk o
f co-operation took place. Neville Chamberlain, Anthony
Eden, and others, considered that that was the course that should be taken. As a result,
Britain went into the second world war virtually unprepared. Winston Churchill stated in
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his History of the Second World War: “It would be wrong, in judging the policy of the
British Government, not to remember the passionate desire for peace which animated the
uninformed, misinformed majority of the British people, and seemed to threaten with
political extinction any party or politican who dared to take any other line. This, of course,
is no excuse for political leaders who fall short of their duty. It is much better for parties or
politicians to be turned out of office than to imperil the life of the nation.” I know that that
was the case in Britain in the 1930s.

I was 16 years old in August 1939, and the second world war began a fortnight later. As
teenagers, we felt that there was no threat to this country, but I was required to go to the
area between Paeroa and Waihi to build trenches and dug-outs in case the Japanese or
some other foe landed on the beaches. New Zealand was absolutely unprepared. Although
we do not see a need we must be prepared. [Interruption.]

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I am sorry to interrupt the honourable member, but
there is a lot of chipping going on from the back benches. There is a convention in the
House that members seated in the cross-benches do not interject on one another. I ask
members in the corner to observe that convention.

Mr LUXTON: Thank you. My voice is loud enough to carry over the odd interjection.
The Bill ends the ANZUS agreement, and the member for Mount Albert said words to the
effect that we could not urge nations to practise nuclear disarmament if we did not start by
doing it at home. Many people in New Zealand believe that by being full members of the
ANZUS pact we can have a greater influence on the superpowers—especially the United
States—to make sure that there is a de-escalation of nuclear weapons and of armed
preparedness.

The Minister of Broadcasting maintained that the National Government encouraged
nuclear weaponry to enter New Zealand. It was a National Government that advanced the
de-escalation of nuclear weaponry at every stage over the years. It was a Labour
Government that investigated using nuclear power in New Zealand. The 1975 National
Party policy stated that a National Government would not allow nuclear power to be used
in this country. My memory takes me back to 1978 when the present Minister of
Transport—then the member for Auckland Central—introduced the first nuclear free zone
Bill. He reintroduced it in 1982, and I believe that the Social Credit Party brought it back to
the House in 1983. It was debated in 1984, on the day before the snap election was called.
The Government of the day won the vote by a majority of one. It is nothing new for
members to debate the issue in the House—it has happened many times over the years.
Trevor Mallard: The member learnt nothing!
Mr LUXTON: The member for Hamilton West has learnt nothing. He is so young and

inexperienced that I can forgive him for some of his remarks and for not knowing of the
preparedness New Zealand should have.
The 1984 election enabled the Labour Government to follow its policy of legislating to

make New Zealand and its territorial waters nuclear free, to ban visits by nuclear-armed
ships and aircraft, and to ensure that the United States guaranteed that visiting ships and
aircraft would not be nuclear armed. That guarantee was not forthcoming, and the
Government is proceeding with the legislation. Many remits were passed at the Labour
Party conference in September 1984, requiring New Zealand's withdrawal from all military
exercises and from all alliances that involved nuclear power, withdrawal of its infantry
battalion from Singapore, and a reduction of the amount ofmoney it spent on defence. The
Prime Minister was so embarrassed at those efforts by the conference that he said that for
several years the Labour Party conference had passed remits calling for withdrawal from
the ANZUS treaty, but the party's policy of remaining in the alliance had not been changed.
As we all know, it has been changed, and there is no longer a possibility of New

Zealand's being a full member of the ANZUS pact if the Bill is passed in its present form.
The passing of the Bill will end any visits by the Royal Navy as they occurred under the
“neither confirm nor deny” policy. Those visits have been made for many generations and
it seems a pity that they should end. I could quote from many editorials and comments
from the United Kingdom that show how disappointed Britain is with New Zealand's
Stance.

The Speech from the Throne at the opening of the second session of the forty-first
Parliament charged members of Parliament with a responsibility: “The New Zealand
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Nuclear Free Zone Disarmament and Arms Control Bill was introduced into Parliament
last year. The Bill is not intended in any way to weaken New Zealand's security alliance
with the United States of America or with Australia.” The alliance has been weakened, and
if the Bill is passed New Zealand's strong ties with the United States will no longer exist.
For that reason the Bill should not proceed.

Parliament should not proceed if members are to carry out the intention of the
Queen's speech and the task Parliament was set to do during this term. I believe that New
Zealand is letting down its Pacific partners—people who expect a certain amount of
defence support from this country. The King of Tonga has welcomed visits from the
United States Navy as a way of making it plain that Tonga is not a puppet of New Zealand.
Sir Tom Davis, Premier of the Cook Islands, has remarked that the Labour Government's
anti-nuclear policy has left his country quite defenceless. The Prime Minster of Western
Samoa has affirmed publicly that the ANZUS alliance was beneficial to Pacific Island
countries. All Pacific countries are concerned.
The Australians will have an increased defence requirement. Australia knows that it

cannot defend itself without the alliance. Mr Hayden, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, said
clearly in December last year that Australia would remain a full member of the ANZUS
pact, and was not happy with the increased costs that would be involved if it had to have
military exercises with New Zealand.
There are parts of the Bill the Opposition cannot object to, and I remind the House

that the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and
Under Water, dated 5 August 1963, was signed on 10 October, and that the Prime Minister
at the time was the Rt. Hon. Sir Keith Holyoake. The Opposition is fully in favour of
ratification of that treaty, in legislation if that be necessary.
Similarly, the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons dated 1 July 1968

was also signed by the Rt. Hon. Sir Keith Holyoake as Prime Minister. The treaty banning
the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea
bed, in turn, was signed while Sir Keith Holyoake was Prime Minister. The convention
prohibiting the development, production, and stockpiling of biological and toxic weapons
and so on was also agreed to, but because of a change of Government it was not signed until
Dcember 1972, by the Kirk Administration. However, it certainly had the full support of
the National Party. The National Government initiated discussions on the South Pacific
nuclear-free zone and what could be done about that, and that treaty has recently been
ratified by the Lange Administration.
There is no doubt that the National Party has had a policy of peace and security. Its

policy states that under a National Government New Zealand will resume active
participation in the Western alliance and in the ANZUS pact in the cause of peace and
security. The National Government had a proud record of working for disarmament and a
nuclear-free Pacific. It was a National Government that declared New Zealand a nuclear
free nation in 1960. It was a National Government that decided in 1970 not to construct
nuclear power-stations. New Zealand will remain nuclear free, and the National Party will
continue to work for nuclear disarmament and peace. That has been the National Party's
policy, and it will continue to be.
The member for Mount Albert said that there were about 1240 submissions, and that

99 percent of them were in favour of the Bill. I have no doubt that a great deal of organised
work went into ensuring that people came to the select committee and made their
submissions. Clause 9 states that the Prime Minister has to be satisfied. Believe it or not,
669 submissions wanted that clause to be strengthened to require that he must be satisfied
beyond reasonable doubt. If that is not an organised approach to a Bill I will eat my hat.
There is no doubt that it came from Labour Party branches around New Zealand, and it is
absolutely incorrect to say that 99 percent of the submissions supported the Bill. It was an
organised approach, because I know the party affiliations of those individuals from my own
electorate and other electorates who made written submissions. Too much weight can be
given to the type of evidence that was brought before the committee.
The Bill has 25 clauses, and a good deal of National Party policy is covered in it.

However, those are unacceptable clauses—for example, clause 9
,

which relates to entry into
the internal waters of New Zealand. There is a very narrow issue in that clause that
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National members are not happy with. The RSA made a very good submission on the
Bill—no one can speak more eloquently on the subject than those who have fought in wars.
Hon. F. D. O'Flynn: That was 45 years ago.
Mr LUXTON: The Minister of Defence can easily remember 45 years ago.
Hon. F. D. O'Flynn: I've learnt a lot since.
Mr LUXTON: I hope the Minister will continue to learn. Many of those who made

submissions to the select committee were critical that they did not have the report of the
Corner committee before the Bill was proceeded with. The RSA was very supportive of the
concept of collective security, and noted that successive Australian and New Zealand
Governments had considered the ANZUS pact to be the only viable means of defence for
the two countries. The RSA believed that New Zealand could not stand alone for its
security, and stated that it was vital in the interests of the Pacific that the Bill should not be
passed. The RSA pointed out that New Zealand was the only country that had imposed a
ban that was not supported by the majority of the parties to the 1985 South Pacific Nuclear
Free Zone Treaty. The RSA also pointed out that none of the nuclear treaties referred to in
the Bill requires the parties to it to impose a ban on nuclear-powered or nuclear-armed
warships.

RICHARD NORTHEY (Eden): I am proud to speak in support of the second reading
of the New Zealand Nuclear Free Zone, Disarmament, and Arms Control Bill. It adopts a
policy on the environment, and on peace and foreign policy that is moral, in the interests of
the country as a sovereign independent State, and genuinely directed in a practical way
towards providing for the security and survival of it

s people. As the long title o
f

the Bill
states, it provides for the establishment o

f
a nuclear-free zone throughout New Zealand. It

implements arms control treaties, and, in particular, it implements the South Pacific
Nuclear Free Zone Treaty. Of all treaties that one covers the largest area o

f

the world's
surface, and is a very important arms control and security measure.
The member for Matamata asked who initiated that treaty, and h

e seemed to imply
that the National Government deserved some credit. The treaty was initiated by the Kirk
Government, which succeeded in gaining the agreement to it o

f

the South Pacific Forum
countries in 1975. It was then supported at the United Nations General Assembly at the
end of 1975 by a vote o

f

more than 110 to nil. The Kirk Government then lost office, and

a
t

the South Pacific Forum meeting held in Rotorua the National Government sabotaged
any further progress on that treaty by stopping any initiatives that any South Pacific
country might have wanted to take from that time in support o

f

that treaty.

I was at the South Pacific Forum meeting in Kiribati in 1982, and it was clear to me
from discussions with the forum leaders there that they recognised that their views to
promote the idea could not b

e pursued in the absence o
f

New Zealand and Australian
support. Even the view o

f

the leader o
f

the Cook Islands, who wanted some form o
f

ban on
the dumping o

f

nuclear waste, was opposed by New Zealand's Prime Minister at the time.
Now that New Zealand's Government has changed it has been able to restore that
initiative, and, with the full support of the Pacific Island Governments, has established a

very important agreement that the Bill implements.
The Bill seeks to promote and encourage an active and effective contribution b

y

New
Zealand to the essential process of disarmament and arms control. Once again, that clear
aim a

s

stated in the Bill is one that it achieves. Apart from the important nuclear test ban,
which has been supported by Governments o

f

all political colours in New Zealand, the
promotion and encouragement o

f

an effective contribution by New Zealand to a process of
disarmament and arms control was almost non-existent under previous National
Governments. That is because the National Party accepts the so-called nuclear umbrella
and security provided by nuclear weapons, and it therefore has no moral basis from which

to advocate an independent and effective means of nuclear disarmament and arms control.
The Bill, by banning from New Zealand nuclear explosive devices in any form, and also
biological weapons, will give New Zealand the moral and security bases on which to work
effectively for arms control and disarmament.
The Bill provides for a public advisory committee on disarmament and arms control

to be set up to involve the public in the process in a more effective way, and it makes it an
offence to dump radioactive waste in New Zealand waters. The member for Matamata
suggested that the more than 1000 submissions that were made to the select committee
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were not representative of public opinion—that they were an orchestrated jack-up. If that is
so it was an effective jack-up. The submissions represented people's getting together to
exchange views because they had the same concern. Select committees are lucky to receive
10 submissions on most Bills. The submissions received represent the strong feelings held
by the people of New Zealand.
It is unfortunate that the National Party has not yet responded to that strength of

feeling by developing a policy that responds to the need, and that restores a bipartisan
approach to an effective means of achieving disarmament. The member for Remuera and
the member for Matamata argued that the Bill threatens New Zealand's security rather
than safeguarding it

. I know that some people believe that, but it is important to consider
world reality, and the danger o

f

New Zealand's being invaded. New Zealand's location in

the world and the world state o
f

affairs mean that there is no present threat of invasion.
The only threat to which New Zealand could be exposed in the foreseeable future would
come about if it were morally implicated in planning for nuclear war and so became a

nuclear target, o
r if a nuclear war were to occur in the Northern Hemisphere and New

Zealand suffered from its delayed consequences.

The effects o
f
a nuclear war are becoming all too apparent: 1000 years o
f disease,

misery, and suffering, if not the destruction of human life altogether. The members of the
National Party will eventually recognise—as most New Zealanders have realised
already—that the real threat to the survival of New Zealand is from nuclear war—not from
the idea that people in junks o

r

submarines will land, jump out, and take us over.
The world is facing an increasing proliferation o

f

nuclear weapons: weapons from
more countries, weapons that can be launched with a decreased lead time, and a greater risk
that that will happen. We face the risk o

f miscalculation, o
fmadness, misunderstandings,

muddle, and mechanical mistake. The risks are increasing all the time, and a nuclear war is

inevitable unless the trend is reversed. There is also the risk that somebody will take
advantage o

f

the disarmament process unless there is sufficient verification. However, that

is a smaller risk, and it is up to New Zealand to ensure major and balanced disarmament if

it is to secure its survival.
Opposition members talked about the risk of destabilisation because of the

Government's policy changing from a loyal, perhaps even servile, Western ally, to one
taking a somewhat independent stance, might destabilise attitudes to the development of
the arms race. I believe that the world needs that kind of destabilisation, and at the
moment it is heading steadily and inexorably towards nuclear war, and that some lateral
thinking is needed about the real means to achieve some security and peace.

If people, not only those in western European countries but also those in eastern
European countries, started to rethink their slavish adherence to a nuclear pact—and there
have been some signs of that—the world would achieve some progress. I believe that New
Zealand should try to destabilise the inexorable change, and to bring about a change in
attitudes. What kind of world do we live in? It is a world in which might is right, in which
the most important place to put resources is into weaponry; in which the minds of the
cream of people—the scientists, engineers, and creative thinkers—are used to produce
more and more terrible weapons o

f

war.
That is the kind o

f

world some members consider to be stable and healthy. It is an evil
world, which the Government seeks to change into one in which resources and creative
minds co-operate in combating disease.
Opposition Members: Ohhhhhh!
RICHARD NORTHEY: The Opposition is scared o

f

those thoughts. The world's
resources should be put into combating disease and disharmony, and into promoting

education and development. That is the kind of world the Government seeks to

create—one in which people can look forward to the future. It will be a world in which the
common values favour creating goods that last rather than weapons that destroy. It will be

a world of trust and love between nations, instead of hatred and fear. Attitudes like those
cannot survive in a world dominated by the arms race. New Zealand has to do what it can
do to redirect that kind o
f thinking. That is the kind of world the House can play some part

in creating.
The South Pacific nuclear-free zone was the idea of the Kirk Government. It followed

from a well-spring o
f

Labour Party thinking that goes back to the party's formation. It
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emphasised creating peace and security. By the creation of the South Pacific nuclear-free
zone the countries of the Pacific have said they want to have nothing to do with nuclear
weapons, nuclear waste, and nuclear testing. They want to create a zone of harmony and
co-operation. That is how the countries of the South Pacific will contribute to regional and
world security. Those countries are non-aligned, but are friendly and supportive to Western
values and interests.

If the legislation does not proceed the opportunity and the danger exist of an arms race
between the nuclear powers. Pacific peace and co-operation will be replaced by the
tensions, rivalries and fears that exist in Europe. That is not the contribution New Zealand
can make to peace in the region and to peace generally.

A nuclear-free New Zealand would not run the risk of being a target, and would not be
associated with the danger and immorality of being involved in nuclear strategy and a
possible nuclear war. The idea of preserving peace by holding nuclear weapons is
unrealistic, dangerous, and immoral in the modern world. It would be a world in which
values were twisted and New Zealand's security and long-term future were not protected.

New Zealand has taken the stand of not associating with the dangers or theoretical benefits
of nuclear security, and it can press with boldness and a belief in itself for disarmament and
arms control.

The member for Remuera said he was afraid that the treaty clauses could be
interpreted to mean that people who advocated a change in the law to allow nuclear
warships into New Zealand would be offending against the Bill. That is incorrect. Clause
5(2)(b) refers to aiding, assisting, or abetting any person to manufacture, acquire, possess,

or have control over any nuclear explosive device. The provision is typical of those
contained in industrial relations or immigration legislation. People cannot suggest that
other people should break the law of the land, but it has not been interpreted in the other
legislation as meaning that a person may not advocate change to the law. The Opposition
will be able to advocate it

s policy o
f restoring an involvement by New Zealand with nuclear

weapons, and o
f allowing visits by nuclear-powered vessels or aircraft.

The Opposition is not proud o
f

it
s policy. On 22 May, after the Opposition's 3-day

conference to develop party policy, the Leader o
f

the Opposition was asked whether
nuclear ships would be admitted under a National Government. He replied: “You are
trying to write the National Party policy, and I thank you for the help, but I am just telling
you what we will do and you will just have to wait for the detail. You will find out more
when we are debating the Bill—the Government's anti-nuclear legislation—in the House.”
The Opposition has not come clean on that. Later, the Leader o

f

the Opposition again
declined to be specific about the ship visit issue: “I have said we accept the international
approach o

f

the neither confirm nor deny policy. We intend to remain members o
f

the
ANZUS pact, and you can draw your own conclusions.”
The conclusion must be drawn that the Opposition has not been prepared to rethink its

policy in view o
f

the realities o
f

the modern world and the threats the world faces today.
Opposition members are not prepared to rethink their policy in view o

f

the moral issues
and attitudes that they, their children, and their grandchildren, have to live under. They
want to carry on with the old policy o

f allowing nuclear weapons in New Zealand. Their
protestations and concern about the threat to human survival have no credibility. I am sure
they are sincere in their belief, but they are not prepared to face up to the measures New
Zealand can implement to do something about the threat.

The Government is not being insular and introverted, a
s

the member for Remuera
claimed; it is the Opposition that is insular and introverted. It listens only to itself, and
does not respond to the clear-sighted international imperatives to achieve change that the
world is facing today. The Opposition's policy is to allow nuclear weapons to come to New
Zealand, and to return to slavishly following one of the superpowers—one of the two
countries that is threatening human survival—in the hope that everything will be all right

in the end. That is a dangerous and immoral policy. It is not a practical and realistic policy
by which to achieve change.

The Bill entirely divests New Zealand o
f
a relationship with nuclear weapons and
nuclear waste. The Government is establishing an active disarmament division in the
Ministry o

f Foreign Affairs to pursue actively the disarmament initiatives that concern the
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Government. A Minister will be appointed, and an arms control advisory committee will
be established.

The Government is establishing peace education and conflict resolution in the
education system to enable young people to think about peaceful and co-operative ways of
dealing with many disputes, both at the community level and internationally. The set of
values in which might is right, the strong press on the weak, and people continue to be
oppressed have existed for too long. That system needs to be changed by peaceful and
assertive means. That is the change our children can achieve in our schools and in our
community.

The Government has responded to initiatives taken by individual communities to
establish nuclear-free zones. The legislation will create a nuclear-free New Zealand, and the
Government will continue, with the energy and commitment with which it has been
empowered by the people, to act independently, creatively, and with energy and morality to
help eventually to create a nuclear-free world.
Mr KIDD (Marlborough): If we were to wake up tomorrow morning and find all

nuclear weapons gone from this planet, what would be the most significant fact
determining military power, strength, and capabilities in the Pacific? The answer is nuclear
propulsion.

Clause l l of the Bill prohibits nuclear-propelled ships from entering the internal
waters of New Zealand. When the Bill was being drawn up the Prime Minister made
speeches and held discussions, and the Deputy Prime Minister went to Washington, and
everywhere. The word spoken to New Zealand's allies and to others who were interested
was that nuclear propulsion was not an issue. The Deputy Prime Minister was interviewed
on the streets of Washington, and he repeated that claim on television. New Zealand's
friends and allies in the Western World have been irritated because the Government's word
cannot be trusted. I venture to suggest that, unless there is some extraordinary
breakthrough in price and some dramatic change in policy, New Zealand's naval ships will
not be nuclear propelled during the life of any member in the House.
New Zealand is situated in a vast ocean, and it is an elementary concept that the

country that controls that ocean controls the island masses within it and the people who
live on those islands. That concept of oceanic strategy cannot be ignored in even a non
nuclear world. The ability to dictate a country's foreign policy and to control it even
without invading it is in the hands of those who control that sea. The instrument, above all
others, for effective control of the vast Pacific Ocean is nuclear power.
Therein lies the Government's problem. It cannot now or for ever, even in a nuclear

weapon-free world, have any military alliance with the United States, Great Britain, or
even France. The Government's talk about wanting to be an active member of a non
nuclear ANZUS alliance is unsound and sheer hypocrisy, because it cannot realistically
contemplate that there will be no nuclear-propelled warships in the Pacific—be they
surface ships or submarines.
The Government has departed from reality with its intention that New Zealand should

for ever be a non-participant and a bystander in the events that take place in the Pacific
Ocean—which has often been described as the ocean of the future. New Zealand will be
irrelevant, isolated, and in fantasy land. The legislation is about dream-time and unreality,
both tomorrow and for ever.
Judy Keall: It's what two-thirds of New Zealanders want.
Mr KIDD: Even if all New Zealanders want it the reality is that in the lifetime of the

member for Glenfield, and of her children and grandchildren, the United States and the
Soviet Union will be contending for influence in the Pacific Ocean, and nuclear propulsion
will be the key item in the struggle for that influence.
Hon. F. D. O'Flynn: So what?
Mr KIDD: The issue is that if that struggle develops the Government's options may

very well be determined and constrained by it
.

New Zealand will in effect be a servile State,
subject to the whim of the country that wins the struggle. For as long as clause l l stays in

the Bill, New Zealand will be totally committed by the Government to a policy o
f

the most
complete dream-time and isolationism—[Interruption.] The Minister o

f

Defence is trying

to suggest that New Zealand is happy to be associated with navies that are nuclear
propelled, as long a

s their ships do not come into our ports. The matter is not one o
f
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principle at all; it is sheer expediency, and hypocrisy, and of existing in a dream-time. The
Government cannot get away from the realities of clause l l in relation to nuclear
propulsion, although—

Judy Keall: New Zealand wants to get away from the reality of nuclear war.
Mr KIDD: What will happen if the leaders of the Soviet Union and the United States

decide to get rid of their nuclear weapons—Reykjavik goes mad and there will be a
beautiful world tomorrow? Future security in the Pacific will be determined essentially by
the nuclear propulsion possessed by the superpowers. The member must face reality.
Judy Keall: I don't want to be part of that reality.
Mr KIDD: The member does not want to face that reality, and therein speaks for them

all. The essential point is that conventional threats will be magnified and optimised by
nuclear propulsion. That is the way the conventional struggle will be determined and
developed, and how it will achieve new prominence when nuclear weapons are gone.

Hon. F. D. O'Flynn: Do you mean the Russians are coming—is that it?
Mr KIDD: No, I am not talking about that. I can say with some confidence that the

present Minister of Defence will reach his grave without experiencing another war, and in
all charity I wish him a long life. I have put the issue of nuclear propulsion before the
House, and I would be interested to hear a Government member respond to it and show
how it will be possible for New Zealand to belong to the ANZUS pact while that provision
is contained in the Bill, even if there were no nuclear weapons in the world. There is no lack
of desire for a nuclear-weapon-free world—it is the goal ofmany people. The problem is in
reaching that goal from the present reality.

It was interesting that when it seemed that the discussions in Iceland between
President Reagan and Premier Gorbachev might progress towards a dramatic reduction in
the number of nuclear weapons the chancelleries of Europe experienced a sudden chill and
a great fear that they would be left exposed. That was not because they love nuclear
weapons; they know that they would be on the receiving end of them. It was because the
fact that their conventional defences were not adequate was suddenly exposed, and they
would have to equip to resist being overrun, which would become a real possibility and
threat. They were considering that dramatic progress in nuclear disarmament would trigger
a dramatic conventional arms race.

I have taken some trouble to learn what modern conventional weapons can do. Some
members in the House have taken that trouble, but most have not. Modern conventional
weapons have a dimension of horror and capability of death that was never dreamt of by
those who fought in conventional wars. A world locked in a modern conventional arms
race using high technology would be no improvement, because that would be as frightfully
dangerous and lethal as any nuclear arms race. Make no mistake; conventional war is not a
happy substitute for nuclear war, and that is an abomination. The realities cannot be
escaped. There must be continuity, and greater efforts to move away from the nuclear
reality, but that will not be accomplished by unilateral action.
That is what was so reprehensible about the proposal made by the Labour Party in

Britain to commit itself unilaterally in the European environment to that disarmament,

and to create serious instability that would not advance the issue but would tend to
provoke those who felt threatened, so that they resisted progress. There is not much doubt
about that. New Zealand must ensure mutual stability, and it must do that by bringing
influence to bear on those who have the weapons, because they alone will make the change.
Judy Keall: How?
Mr KIDD: The one certain way to make no progress is to take action that leads to the

closure of the doors that give access to those who must be influenced. New Zealand had
access; it had a place at the table. Not much was accomplished as the climate was not good,
and more might have been able to be accomplished, but the past cannot be replayed. I was
not a part of that, so I cannot be a fair judge of it. However, it is much better to be inside
the door talking and pressuring than to be outside the closed door for ever, deliberately
ignored. In a changing climate, and with opinion changing strongly in favour of
disarmament everywhere, New Zealand should have used its influence a
t

the council tables
of the West. It should not have thrown away its seat and opted off the planet. John Donne
said, “No man is an Island, entire of itself”. People cannot opt out, even if they all want to.
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Security is different from defence, and that point has escaped most members. Security
has many dimensions, one of which is economic and involves trade. If there were a nuclear
war in the Northern Hemisphere—and I believe that to be highly improbable—one of its
main impacts would be economic. From that day there would be no point in New
Zealanders’ going to work. I was forced to smile about the submission made by the fishing
industry in relation to preparing for the aftermath of nuclear war. That industry, which is
largely devoted to the export trade, would find that most of its customers had gone, so its
preparation would be to stay at home and allow everybody else to have plenty of
recreational fishing.
Security means maintaining stability and environments that avoid nasty surprises.

Security requires ongoing action, and defence is a significant component of it
.

New
Zealand's ability to contribute to stability in the region has gone. It cannot b

e self-reliant
when it does not have a miliitary industrial base, and it will never have one because the
Government is hell-bent on destroying the industries New Zealand once had. In the
absence o

f
a military industrial base it must maintain a link with a major munitions

supplier, so that it can maintain its capabilities and, depending on the circumstances that
may develop, have options o

f taking appropriate action in the region. That is the great
problem that will be exposed when the defence review is released shortly. With the best will

in the world, New Zealand can no longer have any credibility because it has no basis for
assured resupply. It is no use for the Governmenrt to say, “We’ll spend a few more million
on a few more days' supply o

f

ammunition.” Hostilities have never been organised to the
limit of the supply of ammunition, and there is no reason to believe that it will be any
different in the future. Therefore the Government's policy will be: “Bang, bang! Stop! We
can’t go on.”
The foreign and defence policies of the Government are in the hands of the people of

the non-aligned Left, whose object is to neutralise the armed forces. Those people go
through the motions o

f talking about self-reliance, but they ensure that air forces neutered
and they cannot be committed in New Zealand's interests. That is the deliberate goal of the
left wing of the Labour Party, which it has almost completely achieved.
The Bill is one o

f

its key instruments. With the exception of 14 lines I can subscribe to

every other word that is contained in the Bill, but those 1
4 lines ensure that New Zealand's

foreign policy will cease to have any credibility. No amount o
f reciting the word “self

reliant” will persuade anyone beyond the shores of New Zealand to believe otherwise. The
Government can voice noble sentiments until it is worn out; there could be a competition
about rhetoric for peace, but crying “Peace” has never brought peace, and it will not do so.
Hard work is what is needed. No one is entitled to instant gratification, and it will not be
received by unilateral action such as is contained in the Bill.
CLIVE MATTHEWSON (Dunedin West): One debilitating feature of discussion on

the Bill has been the amount o
f

weasel words spoken by Opposition members—particularly
the member for Marlborough, who talked about such attitudes a

s being “inside the door
talking out” o

r

“outside the door talking in". He talked about secure environments a
s being

ones in which people did not receive nasty surprises, and said much like that. I should like

to hear a little more emotion such as was introduced by the member for Eden, who told the
House about the real position the world is in today. That member said that 500 000
engineers and scientists were currently engaged in military research. The world has the
equivalent of 12 000 megatonnes ofTNT—all of the weapons exploded in the second world
war totalled 3 o

r
4 megatonnes, and 1
2 000 megatonnes o
f TNT would represent the

equivalent o
f

one Hiroshima bomb being exploded every second for 1 1/2 days. The world
spends $4,000 million a day on explosives and at the same time 40 000 children die as a

result of malnutrition o
r

disease. Such is the scale of the problem that the price of one
nuclear missile submarine could pay for 450 000 homes. We have to listen to weasel words

in the House when that is what is happening in the world today. The problem cannot be
escaped by the kind o
f

talk the Opposition has been producing. If such weapons are used
New Zealand cannot avoid being involved. Even if they are used only in the Northern
Hemisphere, recent studies show that the nuclear winter scenario is likely. New Zealand
will suffer temperature drops, loss o

f sunlight, and other factors that will cause crops to stop
growing, as well as affecting communications.
Hon. A. P

.

D. Friedlander: How does the Bill stop that?

Laura Schenker
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CLIVE MATTHEWSON: I will come to that later. Whether we like it or not, New
Zealand will be involved if the weapons are used. A massive and obscene misallocation of
resources goes into armaments while at the same time people suffer hunger, poverty, and
injustice. That is the world as it is

,

and it cannot be escaped. The National Party says it is

anti-nuclear. However, for 30 years the search for disarmament by the methods of the
National Party has failed, because today there are 30 times as many armaments a

s there
were 30 years ago. We need to do something real, rather than talking weasel words.
The Bill does do something. I dismiss the argument that it is an anti-ANZUS Bill, as it

has been categorised tonight. That is not true, because the Bill could b
e accommodated

under the terms o
f

the ANZUS agreement. The Bill does, however, express New Zealand's
desire to be more assertive and independent in its international relations. The 1984 election
policy o

f

the Labour Party stated that the next Labour Government would renegotiate the
terms of New Zealand's association with Australia and the United States to ensure the
economic, social, and political stability o

f

the South-east Asia and Pacific region.
The basic requirements o

f

an updated agreement would be four. The first would be
New Zealand's unconditional anti-nuclear stance. Is the National Party saying that it does
not agree with that proviso? Is the Opposition pro-nuclear? The answer has not been clear,
but the Opposition's actions show that it is

.
The second requirement would be the active

promotion o
f
a nuclear-weapon-free South Pacific, which is what the Bill advocates. Does

the National Party support the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty?
The third requirement would be the acceptance of absolutely equal partnership on all

issues handled within the terms o
f

the agreement, and unanimous agreement on all
decisions made under those terms. Does the National Party agree with the idea of equal
partnership, o

r

does it want to be a client State of a bigger power?
The fourth requirement is a similar one—for an absolute guarantee of the complete

integrity o
f

New Zealand sovereignty. Does the National Party want a sovereign New
Zealand o

r

not? I believe that the National Party wants New Zealand to be a client State.
When New Zealand's defence forces were reviewed soon after the Government took office,

it was discovered that 2 days’ worth o
f

armaments were left, and a memorandum was
found that said that the United States would supply New Zealand with armaments. We
would have had 2 days in which to fight on the beaches—digging trenches, a

s
the previous

member mentioned—and then we would have to invoke a memorandum.

The National Party wants to allow ship visits but does not want to know whether the
ships are nuclear armed. That is hardly an independent and sovereign attitude to take.
Something that occurred recently seems to support the view that the National Party does
not want New Zealand to be an independent and sovereign State. I want the Leader of the
Opposition to tell the House what the United States ambassador meant when he said to
him: “We gave it to you on a platter, and you blew it.” Did that indicate New Zealand's
consideration a

s

an independent and sovereign State? The Leader of the Opposition said
that the Bill was not between anti-nuclear and pro-nuclear ideas, but it is in all but the
words the National Party uses. It is certainly the difference between being anti-nuclear and
being wimpish.

The Opposition's statement that the Government's policy has not caused there to be
one weapon less in the world is true, but it misses the point. The point is that we cannot
end the existence of weapons we do not have, but we can say “No thanks; we do not want

to be involved.” It is like voting. A constituent in my electorate could tell someone not to

bother to vote for the member for Dunedin West because h
e won by a majority of 601 1

votes. If that person did not bother to vote the member would win by 6010 votes. That is a

negative approach that does not consider voting to be an action that people combine to do.
The positive approach is to take the opportunity to vote, to reject the surrender to the
hopelessness o

f being small, and to join up with what history is made o
f

which is the
changes that occur when all those votes are combined. Our policy is not dissimilar to that
idea. Just as one voter can say to another, “Your vote does not count”, so can National
Opposition members say in the House that not one weapon has been scrapped. That
response is defeatist, negative, and barren. How different it is from the behaviour of the
Labour Government, which sees a problem, sees that something can be done, sees that it

can stand up and b
e counted and vote for a more sane and idealistic world. There is

nothing wrong with that.
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The yesterday's men on the Opposition benches say that New Zealand is exposing
itself to threat by the measure, yet the greatest threat is the nuclear threat itself. Mistakes
can be made and will be made if the arms race goes on for long enough, even if intentional
war does not break out. The realistic defence posture is to stop relying as a client on those
weapons and to take all the other necessary realistic steps, as the Government is doing.

The Bill gives effect to the policy expressed by the Labour Party at the last election,
which was widely supported then and is even more widely supported now. The Labour
Government is legislating to keep nuclear weapons out of New Zealand—that is the
policy’s central feature—and nuclear power, also, because that is dangerous. The former
National Government dealt with that problem by negotiating an indemnity if a nuclear
explosion occurred. What can an indemnity mean in relation to a nuclear explosion? That
weasel-word position was adopted by the former National Government.
The Bill also enshrines the concept of the South Pacific nuclear-free zone, and I add

my disappointment to that of other speakers that the United States has not ratified the
protocols of that treaty. It was written to help that country, and does not require it to make
any change, yet it has not been ratified. That is a matter for deep regret. I was even more
disappointed at the reason given, which was that it would not protect the global interests of
the United States. In the early days of nuclear weaponry the reason given for nuclear
weapons was a moral one—to protect the free world—but now the reason given is that it
would not protect the global interests of the United States.
The first point about the Bill is that it takes a stand—an honourable and realistic

stand—on a world problem that is appalling in it
s size, its danger, and its misallocation o
f

resources. The second point is that the Bill takes a stand for New Zealand to be more
independent, to stand up for what it

s people think, and to be prepared to grow a
s
a nation,

and to show some maturity by cutting the apron-strings and moving out from under the
cover o

f

another country. I should like the next Opposition speaker to ask the Leader o
f

the
Opposition what the United States ambassador meant when h

e said: “We handed it to you
on a platter, and you blew it.”
The Bill has no precedent, as far as I am aware, in the form that it takes. The truth is

that the National Opposition—which I am very disappointed to hear is to oppose the
Bill—is too winnpish to take real action and to take a stand.
Ruth Richardson: What's real about the Bill apart from crude political gain?

CLIVE MATTHEWSON: The member says that the Bill's aim is crude political gain.

It is true that it is popularly supported. New Zealanders' support for the Bill is something to

b
e proud of. It is something to be proud o
f

that the Government takes a stand backed by
enlightened New Zealand public opinion and does not do what the National Opposition
does: try to have a bit each way and to say that it is anti-nuclear while not doing anything
about it.

The Bill is uplifting. Its real importance is that it is a New Zealand Bill, a Bill that
recognises where New Zealand stands and recognises New Zealand's nationhood a

s well as

the reality o
f

the world. It meets the aspirations o
f

New Zealanders, ahead o
f

those o
f

the
big powers. The Bill has been described b

y

several o
fmy colleagues as being a good Bill. It

is better than that—it is a historic Bill. Those who vote against it will not be able to use
weasel words to escape from having voted in favour o

f

the weapons of mass death.
Mr McKINNON (Rodney): I raise a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker. The previous

speaker made a comment that was o
f
a great interest to members on this side o
f

the House.

It related to a statement made b
y

the American ambassador. It would b
e most useful to the

Opposition and to the debate if the information could b
e conveyed in some way—either b
y

laying it on the table o
r by verbal delivery—concerning when that statement was made, by

whom, and in what context. That information would be most useful for the debate.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T
.
J. Young): The request has been made, but I do not

think there is anything more that I can do about it
.

CLIVE MATTHEWSON (Dunedin West): I can supply the information. The
comment was made at a reception—at the Korean Embassy, I think—by the United States
ambassador, and it was made to the New Zealand Leader of the Opposition. It can be
authenticated, but I suggest that the member for Rodney ask the Leader o

f

the Opposition
about it and what it meant.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T. J. Young): I do not think there is much I can do
about the matter on a point of order.
Mr McKINNON (Rodney): With the indulgence of the House, may I further clarify

the matter? Is the member talking about the present Leader of the Opposition?
[Interruption.]

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T. J. Young): Order! Order!
Mr McKINNON: Again, with the indulgence of the House, I ask whether it was the

most recent Korean Day celebration that the member was referring to.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T. J. Young): Order!
Trevor Mallard: Well done, Don!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T. J. Young): Order! If there are any more interruptions

while we are discussing a point of order the member concerned will be sent from the
Chamber. That is my last warning. The procedure on the point of order has been unusual,
and it is certainly not covered by any Standing Order. However, the matter does affect the
Leader of the Opposition, and I trust that he is seeking the call to make a personal
explanation.

Hon. J. B. BOLGER (Leader of the Opposition): I was listening to the debate in my
office, and heard the allegation that was made by the member for Dunedin West. The
allegation is completely without foundation as it relates to the debate. I had a discussion
with the American ambassador—in a group that included the member for Yaldhurst, who
was the tell-tale—[Interruption.] The matter related to the allegation made on television
that the Central Intelligence Agency had somehow been involved with the Maori loan
scandal. The truth of the matter is that the ambassador was complimenting the Deputy
Prime Minister on his forthright rejection, and was suggesting that the Opposition should
have been equally forthright in rejecting it

.

That is the true statement, and I am absolutely
certain that it will be confirmed by the American ambassador. It is an absolute and
complete distortion for the member for Dunedin West to impute to it a meaning that is

wrong and completely untrue. His statement was designed to mislead and confuse.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T

.
J. Young): The member is now exceeding the

Standing Orders. An explanation has been made, and that is the end o
f
it
.

Mr McKinnon: He was just a liar.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T

. J. Young): Order! That interjection is out of order,
however the member might feel, and it must be withdrawn.
Mr McKinnon: I withdraw.
Hon. M. L. WELLINGTON: (Papakura): I raise a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker.

In view o
f

the statement made by the Leader o
f

the Opposition I wonder if the member for
Dunedin West would be prepared to withdraw the comment he has quite falsely made. Is
he a man o

f principle?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T. J. Young). Order! I cannot require that of any

member in these circumstances. It would be quite in order if the member wished to

withdraw the remarks, but he does not have to.
CLIVE MATTHEWSON (Dunedin West): I repeated what had been overheard.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T. J. Young): Order!
CLIVE MATTHEWSON: I do not intend to withdraw. I asked a question. I asked

what it meant, and I do not intend to withdraw.
Mr JONES (Invercargill): I particularly want to speak on the Bill, because I want to

explain to the House that there is a great difference between nuclear power and the nuclear
bomb. I am a living, breathing testimony to the House o

f

the benefits o
f

nuclear medicine
and cobalt therapy—and if Government members do not see the distinction, I wonder who

it is who needs a CAT scan to see if the brain is working. I know that my brain is working,
and I wonder if some Government members need to find out if their brains are working to

the same extent.

The Bill is hypocritical, because it gives many New Zealanders a false sense o
f security

in that they believe that when the Bill is passed New Zealand will be nuclear free. New
Zealand is not nuclear free, and there is no likelihood that it will be. The Bill means the end
of the ANZUS agreement. It does not mean that the arsenals of the superpowers have been
reduced b
y
a single missile, and the Government knows that. If one studies history one
finds that nuclear war began and died, and lies buried for ever a

t Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

Laura Schenker




12 February New Zealand Nuclear Free Arms Control Bill 701.7

There is no question in my mind about that. The obscenity of the atomic bomb is that now
the nuclear superpowers have so many larger and more powerful weapons in their arsenals
that each and every one of them knows that if any of them ever use those weapons it will
mean mutual annihilation. They are not stupid, and they know that. The weapon has
become its own deterrent, and because of that we have had 43 years of relative peace, and
no third world war.
I have a 21-year-old son and a 35-year-old son who have not had to go to war because

of the obscenity of the nuclear bomb being its own deterrent, but that has not stopped
countries from ravaging each other in the past 43 years. People are amazed and
disbelieving when I tell them that since the end ofWorld War II in 1945 there have been
165 major wars. It is not so unbelievable when that figure averages out at only 5 wars a year
since World War II

.
I could name seven wars that are going on at present—in Afghanistan,

Somalia, Iran, Iraq, Kampuchea, Nicaragua, E
l Salvador, Angola, and Mozambique. Those

165 wars have included 85 countries, and have caused 27 000 000 casualities, and nobody
gives a damn that those people have died because o

f

conventional war in the past 43 years.

With rare exceptions, the major powers have not been directly involved. An exception
would be the involvement of the United States in Korea, Cuba, Vietnam, and Granada; the
French involvement in Indo-China; Russia's involvement in Afghanistan; Communist
China's involvement in Vietnam; the British and French involvement in Suez against
Nasser, and the British involvement in the Falklands. But most of those 165 wars in the
past 43 years have been between Third World countries, and one must ask what that
signifies. It signifies that the five nuclear powers—Russia, the United States, Britain,
China, and France—have so perfected the technique o

f waging wars by proxy that they do
not need to fight wars among themselves. And why the hell should they when Third World
countries are providing the battlefields and the cannon fodder, wittingly o

r unwittingly, on
behalf o

f

the major power patrons?

One thing people can believe is that in, around, behind, and about every proxy war,

one will find either a Western o
r

Eastern bloc interest; and certainly in a
ll o
f

those wars one
will find a communist influence. My philosophy on defence and foreign affairs is pretty
simple. New Zealand is aligned with the Western bloc countries—and we are aligned with
the communists.

We heard a lot o
f

talk from the Prime Minister about the Opposition's snuggling up to

the bomb. I do not know whether it is worse to snuggle up to the bomb o
r snuggle up to

communist bombers. That is what he is doing—led by the member for Mount Albert and
the member for Eden, who have been the toast o

f

Moscow because of their policy. It will
not fool anybody.

Let u
s

examine the wars that are going on right now: The Middle East strife between
Iran and Iraq; the guerrilla wars in Central America, the banana republics o

f

Costa Rica, E
l

Salvador, Nicaragua; the strife between Angola and South Africa; the strife in Northern
Africa, Morocco, Somalia, Ethiopia, and central Asia between Kampuchea and Vietnam,
and in Mozambique. All of those wars are ripe potentially for conversion into another
major power war by the Western o

r

Eastern superpowers.

The tragedy o
f
it a
ll
is that those developing Third World nations—the African, Asian,

Arabic, Central American and Latin American countries—are spending billions o
f

dollars
on armaments while the great masses o

f

their people are desperately poor and starving.
What about that?

More than 100 Third World countries are among the 156 nations comprising the
United Nations, and according to United Nations statistics half o

f

those 100 Third World
countries spend more than one-quarter o

f

their total budgets on armaments, and some up

to 6
0 percent. New Zealand's defence spending o
f

$1.59 billion this year is 3.94 percent o
f

the total Budget, and people such as those in the New Zealand Party, and others, are saying
that New Zealand should be neutral, like Switzerland and Sweden. If we go neutral like
Switzerland and Sweden we will go bankrupt, because both those countries spend 1
8

percent o
f

their total Budget on armaments.
Since World War II we have all been living in an age when those Third World

countries have embarked on a phase o
f

continuous racial, religious, cultural, and national
warfare, each against their neighbours. Religious annd ethnic groups living in the same
country are tearing each other apart. The television news cameras in Somalia and
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Mozambique show desert camps and starving people, but if one turned the televison
cameras around 180 degrees one would see other Somalis pointing Russian, Cuban, and
Chinese machine-guns at them to make damned sure they do starve. So we have all those
Marxist States that are getting the only help they are getting from their communist
colleagues in the way of armaments. In the ongoing war between a communist Kampuchea
and a communist Vietnam, and the civil war in Indo-China, those fighting and those
helping them are all communists fighting each other. Even the communists are sticking
their bayonets into each other's bellies, and so are the black Africans and so are the Arabs.
And what are communist Vietnamese doing to the communist Indo-Chinese in their
country? They are slaughtering them or pushing them out into the Indo-China Sea in
leaking boats in their hundreds of thousands to drown—for no other reason than that they
are ethnic Chinese and Vietnamese, and the communist Vietnamese do not want them and
want to get rid of them.
There have been 27 000 000 war casualties since World War II

,

yet the New Zealand
Government is declaring a nuclear-free zone because that will protect us in the event of a

nuclear war, and we will all be safe! It is nonsense. People, particularly young people, know
that it is nonsense. They may have been conned into it at the last election, but I do not
believe it will be an election issue this year. The people have become sick and tired of the
issue being used. It is similar nonsense, and will not fool anyone, that local authorities are

so naively moving that their areas will be nuclear free.

In the developing countries millions o
f people have been slaughtered because of the

alignment of those countries with the communist bloc countries. Of those 100 countries, 75
have been a

t

each other's throat on some pretext o
r

another in the past 38 years, and the
combined quality of the killing has become so commonplace that because it has not
touched u

s
in New Zealand we do not even think about it
.

We are all preoccupied with the
so-called nuclear issue. We will need nuclear power at some time to take us to the stars. We
will need it to control pestilence and plague and famine, and perhaps we will need it to

survive ice ages. We have to use it
.

We cannot disinvent it
.

To confuse nuclear power with the nuclear bomb is a contrick, and most people are
intelligent enough to understand that. The Government believes that it will gain some
political advantage from the Bill. I do not believe it will, because most people realise that
nuclear power cannot be disinvented. There is a vast difference between nuclear power and
the nuclear bomb. A previous Labour Government considered nuclear power when it was
deciding on the hydro-electric schemes. Because o

f

the freezing cold winter on the
Continent many people are dying in their homes, but if it were not for nuclear power
thousands more would have died. We need nuclear power and we will use it

.

We would be
silly not to. The difference between nuclear power and the nuclear bomb is well known to

most people. In the past 43 years 165 wars have been switched on o
r

off more o
r

less a
t will

b
y

either o
f

the major powers. All the major powers have to do is cut off the supply of
armaments, and the Third World countries dance to their tune.

The leaders o
f

the military juntas in those Third World developing countries have
aligned themselves and their unfortunate peoples either with the Western bloc o

r

the
communist bloc. They try to liberate themselves from one bondage, but find themselves in

a worse bondage. If they are aligned to the communist bloc it does not stop there, because
we now find that the Third World countries inside the communist bloc are being induced
by their new communist masters to operate on an intercontinental basis. There are Cuban
communist troops in Yemen and in Aden, as well as in Central Africa. North Korean and
Chinese communists are in Africa. Cubans, Russians, and East Germans are in Angola and
southern Africa. It would not surprise me if the Russian communist influence does not
extend to the republics of South America and Central America, and also into Iran when the

ill and ageing Ayatollah either gets the bullet or dies of his ailments.
Since World War II there has not been peace, but the major powers have not been at

each others’ throats. It is the nuclear deterrent that has kept the major powers from each
others’ throats. That is the obscenity o
f it
,

but it is the truth o
f
it
.

Nuclear war was born and
died, and lies for ever buried a
t Hiroshima. The arsenals of the superpowers are so great
that each of them knows it is mutual annihilation for us all if it is ever used. That in itself is

the deterrent.
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People ask where the enemy is
.
I have heard people talk about the common enemy.

For me, the common enemy o
f

mankind is commmunism. Communists are infiltrating
everywhere. They were even invited into the debating chamber and asked to participate
during the much-vaunted consensus summit. I said at the time that the consensus would
last about as long as it took them all to get back to the boardrooms o

f

their respective trade
unions. The Government has sold its soul to the Joneses, the Brierleys, and the Renoufs,
and forgotten its trade union roots. It has also forgotten what it is supposed to be doing to

keep the peace in New Zealand—that is
,

to spend some money on defence. It will have to

spend much more money, because we do not have any defence. That is not on.
As a soldier I knew a little about pain and suffering, and I know that the communists

have enough conventional weapons to bury u
s if it were not for the nuclear deterrent. The

nuclear deterrent has helped keep the peace. I have sons aged 2
1 and 33, and I have

grandchildren, but they have not been called upon every 20 years to go to war, because we
have aligned ourselves with the Western bloc and have been going along with the
superpowers. If the Bill will do anything a

t all it will give people a false sense of security
and con them into thinking that because we are nuclear free we will remain nuclear free in

the event. Well, in the event we will not be nuclear free, and everyone here knows that. In

the event the only thing that can stop nuclear war is the decision o
f

the superpowers to stop
it.

I am not a praying man, but when I was told that I had a malignant and inoperable
brain tumour I stopped worrying about my bank overdraft and creditors and other such
things, and started thinking about different things. I should like to thank Parliament and
those parliamentarians on both sides of the House—in particular, those who visited me.
There are a lot o

f caring, concerned people around, and many people were praying for me.
While I am not a praying man, I thought : “So what! What have I got to lose? I will do a

little bit on my own account. When I was clamped down on to that machine and heard it

buzzing away, I said to the Lord: “I am in your hands. I think it is a bit hypocritical o
fme,

and a bit dishonest, to ignore you up until now and then to ask for your help.” The Lord
said: “Never mind Jones—we help everybody.” I believe that. He has put me back on the
waiting-list. I am going to be around for a while. I should like to thank Parliament for the
kind wishes that were sent to me. They helped.
What happened to me could happen to anybody. I am grateful for nuclear medicine.

Thank goodness it is to continue. We will need it some time. Many people prayed for me. I

want to thank them. Some people made special trips down from Auckland. One o
f

the
radiologists in charge told me that there was such a massive reduction in the size o

f

the
tumour that sometimes it could only b

e accounted for by divine intervention. I am sure
that in my case that happened. I do not know whether I was hallucinating, but one night I
felt as if I were being transported up by the Lord and taken on a trip to have a look at where

I was. I was lying in the desert a couple of times wondering if I was going to breathe my last.

I have been there before, and had a look a
t

the other side, and did not like it
.
I kept

thinking positively. When I was clamped to the machine I was not smelling burning flesh,

o
r anything like that. I thought: “What the hell! I may as well have a little prayer on my

own account.” I put myself in the hands of the Lord. I was not even able to stand up and
control myself. I was pretty ill.

I felt I was being transported away up. I had a good look and I could see the present
and the future. I could see that we were not going to blow ourselves off this planet. I believe
the Lord will probably intervene if we ever do. I think there was some kind o

f

intervention
like that at Chernobyl. The Lord will kick our backsides good and hard before we start
destroying ourselves. Although I am not a praying man, it comes to al

l

o
f
u
s eventually. It

helps. I should like to acknowledge that I am here because of the power of prayer and the
more than 1000 people who wrote to me. I am not about to knock it

. I even had the
Catholic bishop in, saying that I was not a bad kind o
f

bloke. I said: “You’ve got it wrong
Father. I’m a sinner and a reprobate.” He said: “Well, you're not a bad bloke Norman.
Would you mind if I said a prayer for you?” I said: “Have you got a direct line up there? Go
for your life!”

I want to talk about something else. Where is the enemy? I have an article that tells me
that over the past 6 years there have been a

t

least 27 firings o
f

missiles into the Pacific
Ocean by China, the United States, and the Soviet Union. Since July 1981 the Soviet
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Union has used the Pacific Ocean 14 times to test weapons. Four times they splashed down
in the general vicinity of Midday Island. We have heard all the talk about the nuclear-free
zone and its being the toast of Moscow. There have been all kinds of missile tests in the
Pacific. The Soviet Union has a 30 000 tonne Typhoon submarine, the largest that has ever
been built in the world. It carries 20 SSN20 lonson tubes mounted forward of its conning
tower. The submarine can operate in any ocean in the world and still have it

s

main targets
within range. The Soviet Union even fires the SSN missiles—the latest, most advanced of
the Soviet naval fleet nuclear arsenal. Each missile cone carries multiple warheads,
independentaly manoeuvrable, and able to be directed to targets hundreds o

f

kilometres
apart. The SSN20 and its apocalyptic sister, the SSN 18, has also splashed down in the
Pacific Ocean during tests. The SSN 18 entered service in 1977. It is active over 8000 km to

within 1400 m o
f
it
s target. Each missile cone carries either 1 warhead o
f

450 kilotons o
r up

to 7 warheads of 2000 kilotons.
The system can also fi

t

the Soviet Union's 1
4 Delta 3 submarines, which each carry 16

missiles and also operate in the Pacific Ocean. At the same time, the Americans and the
Chinese have fired missiles into the Pacific Ocean. During 1980 the crew o

f

HMNZS
Monowai watched the first Chinese intercontinental missile plunge into the blue waters of
the Pacific Ocean just north o

f Fiji. The crew monitored it
. Why are we talking about a

nuclear-free Pacific when over the past 8 years the Soviet Union has put 1
4 missiles into

the Pacific, and there have been about 21 missile firings by China, the United States of
America, o

r

the Soviet Union into the Pacific Ocean. The Bill will not stop that, and it will
not stop the Typhoon o

r

Delta submarine floating around the Pacific and zooming in on
New Zealand. That is why the Bill is a proper con job for young people, who feel that
declaring themselves nuclear free does not mean a damn. It will have meaning only if

Gorbachev, Reagan, o
r

the leaders o
f

the French people say to each other that they will not
use nuclear weapons because they would kill each other off and annihilate the world, so
they should do away with them.
However, if nuclear weapons are done away with the world is in deep trouble because

the Soviet bloc's conventional weaponry is enough to bury the Western World, as anyone
knows. If anything, the threat is in communists getting into New Zealand's trade unions
and way o

f life, our Western bloc and our peace movements, and leading the orchestra.
Snuggling up to a bomb is one matter, but snuggling up to the communist bomb is even
worse. The superpowers have to make the decisions, and unless we can influence them I do
not believe that the Bill will have any effect on them. It will not stop them from firing their
missiles into the Pacific. It will not do away with a single missile. The Bill is nonsense, and

I will not be supporting it.

ANNE FRASER (East Cape): I am pleased to be able to follow the member for
Invercargill, and I congratulate him o

n

his determination in the past few months in making
sure he came back to the House. If the Bill tried to do away with medical nuclear reactors I

would certainly not support it after seeing the recovery he has made. I thought for a while
that the previous speaker was on the Government's side. He took a long time to list in

considerable detail the wars that have been fought since the advent o
f

nuclear weapons. He
blew to bits the myth o

f

the nuclear deterrent theory.

For years people have been told that the justification for nuclear weapons and for
spending millions o

f

dollars on manufacturing them is that if both sides have the weapons
they will not use them, and the world will then be peaceful. I congratulate the member on
detailing the evidence to blow that myth. I think that the world should have learnt
something from the Chernobyl disaster; it is not just nuclear weapons that can kill. The
nuclear disaster a

t Chernobyl certainly put me off any thought o
f supporting the use o
f

nuclear power.
Opposition members’ arguments line themselves up clearly against the communist

philosophy. The communist philosophy supports nuclear power; the socialist philosophy
does not. There is a big difference between the communist and the socialist anti-nuclear
movements. The Russians and communists believe that nuclear power is important to keep

u
p

with capitalist society. I believe that nuclear power is sometimes more devastating than
nuclear weapons. Nuclear power station accidents occur a
ll

the time. In Britain the regular
average accident rate is one a week. That puts me off the idea of nuclear power, and I do
not want nuclear-powered ships to visit New Zealand again.

Laura Schenker
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The Bill is not complicated. The Opposition's arguments this evening contained
highfalutin intellectual theories about what would happen if we woke up one morning and
found that al

l

nuclear weapons had disappeared. The debate does not have to go into great
intellectual detail. It is a simple Bill that states that if people do not like nuclear weapons
they do not need to have them in their country. The Bill is simple. Members will vote for it

if they do not like nuclear weapons; they will not vote for it if they do support the idea of

nuclear weapons. It is all very well for the Opposition to set up high-flying arguments that it

claims the Government has raised, and then to try to discredit them. That is the old straw
man tactic: set up the argument that one claims is espoused by the opposition and shoot it

down.
Labour Party candidates did not claim that the Bill would solve the problems o

f

the
arms race, that it would remove nuclear weapons from the world, that it would remove
world tension, o

r

that a nuclear holocaust was no longer a threat. The Bill gives hope for the
future to people all over the world. People will lose hope while nuclear weapons threaten
them. Thousands and thousands o

f
teenagers all over the world—particularly in Europe,

where there are nuclear weapons—have no hope for the future. They have no thought of
marrying and having children because o

f
the high chance that they will be blotted out by a

nuclear bomb. Government members do not claim that the existence of nuclear-free zones
protects their inhabitants from the consequences o

f global nuclear war. We know that
radiation does not need a passport. We saw the effect o

f

the Chernobyl disaster on other
countries, which were not involved in the manufacture of nuclear power.
The Bill makes New Zealand a nuclear-free zone. The existence of such zones reduces

the risk of nuclear war by putting a limit on the deployment of nuclear weapons. The
Government will not add to the risk of nuclear war, but it will not permit nuclear weapons

to be brought here. The Bill is a clear statement that the Government rejects the nuclear
arms race. The Government wants no part of the build-up o

f
the already overfull nuclear

arsenals of the world. Opposition members have talked about the Bill, and have said it

would not have a
n

effect and would not solve the problems o
f

the world. The Bill may not
do that, but a

t

least the Government is trying to do something. It is not just sitting on its
hands and doing nothing.
Any New Zealander who has travelled overseas since New Zealand became a nuclear

free zone must realise that New Zealand's stand has made a difference. People look to New
Zealand for hope. They see New Zealand a

s a country that listens to its people. People in

New Zealand do not want nuclear weapons, and their Government has ensured that they

will not have them. People in West Germany, and most people throughout the world, do
not want nuclear weapons but their Governments are not prepared to act accordingly.

Those Governments are scared to listen to people because they think that if they get
rid o

f

nuclear weapons they will be attacked by somebody else. I remember hearing
Opposition members claim on television before the election that the Russians would come
here. How many days is it since a nuclear ship visited New Zealand? The Russians have
still not come. What will happen if they do not come? There have been claims since
1850—long before Russia became communist—that the Russians were coming, yet they
are still not here.
More than $

1 million a minute is spent on manufacturing nuclear arms, and that
money would be much better spent on feeding the hungry and educating the illiterate. Such
ideas are labelled as left-wing and trendy, but I see nothing wrong in wanting to feed people
and teach them to read, as well as building shelter for those without houses.
There is no argument that nuclear weapons pose a catastrophic threat to the global

environment and the future of the human race. Not one Opposition member has tried to

argue against that. Everyone knows that New Zealand cannot expect to escape the effects of

a nuclear exchange in the Northern Hemisphere. New Zealand's trade would be disrupted,

it
s agriculture production would be severely affected, and people would b
e cold, hungry,

and without their usual medicines. For those reasons the Labour Government refuses to
rely on nuclear weapons in any way.

Nuclear weapons have no use as defensive weapons, because nobody can win a nuclear
war. No one in New Zealand believes that America would leap in and fire its nuclear
weapons a

t Moscow if New Zealand were attacked. Everyone knows what would happen. If

the Americans dropped a bomb on Moscow for our sake they would receive another bomb
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right back. No nuclear weapons were used in Vietnam, and the existence of nuclear
weapons did not stop that war from happening. If nuclear weapons are no use in stopping a
war, and no defence, what is the point of having them? If New Zealand has them it has
more chance of being hurt; it becomes a target and it risks having an accident close to its
shores.
Opposition members have claimed that the Bill is a cop-out, or a policy of burying

one’s head in the sand; it is exactly the reverse. The Government is responsible; it is facing
up to the possibility of a nuclear war. Last August the Prime Minister said: “Despite our
anti-nuclear policies and our support for the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty, the
Government does not imagine that those limited actions will, by themselves, halt the arms
race or prevent nuclear war”. New Zealand is not burying its head in the sand.
The Government has committed $125,000 to be spent on New Zealand's first detailed

study into the effects that a nuclear winter would have on the country. It is appropriate that
that money is coming from the money that France paid to New Zealand in compensation
for the bombing of the Rainbow Warrior. People do not believe that France was actually
attacking New Zealand when it bombed the Rainbow Warrior, it

s

actions were directed
against Greenpeace. However, many people wonder if the nuclear policy had anything to
do with the site that was chosen to bomb that ship.
The nuclear winter analysis will involve a 6-month preliminary study to examine the

impact a major nuclear war in the Northern Hemisphere would have on the environment,
the economy, and the society o

f

New Zealand. New Zealand might b
e nuclear free, but it

could not escape a global nuclear winter. The social and economic consequences of nuclear
war are the ones most likely to have the greatest impact on New Zealand and other South
Pacific countries. Jobs, manufacturing, agricultural production, and health services are all
tied to the global economic systems. It is important to know how such services as energy
supplies, transport systems, communications, food distribution, and medical services
would be affected.

The Opposition claimed that the Government is not allowing nuclear weapons into
New Zealand because it is afraid o

f

them. Of course that is correct; any person in his or her
right mind would b

e afraid o
f

them. However, the Government is not afraid in the way the
Opposition is afraid. The Government is not afraid to say to its friends: “Don’t bring your
nuclear weapons here; don't bring your nuclear-powered ships here; don't bring your
Chernobyl disasters here.” It takes courage to say no to friends, and the Bill gives a

categorical “No”. It says no to condoning nuclear power and nuclear weapons.

Debate interrupted.

The House adjourned at 10.30 p.m.
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