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ABSTRACT 

The 1985 crisis in the ANZUS alliance caused by New Zealand's 
anti-nuclear policy generated concern in the US and elsewhere 
that Australia might follow New Zealand's example. This 
paper argues that certain little-noticed but quite profound 
political, cultural and social differences between the two 
countries mean that it is most unlikely that Australia will 
adopt an anti-nuclear stance like that of its Trans-Tasman 
neighbour. However, the paper concludes by re-examining 
recent shifts in public opinion in Australia which strongly 
favour positions taken by the peace movement. 



Introduction1 

In the wake of the INF agreement there is growing concern in some 
circles in Washington and within some European governments that 
accelerating demands for 'denuclearisation' threaten extended 
deterrence by 'decoupling' European members of NATO from the US. 

Although NATO still lacks a coherent strategy for actually using 
tactical nuclear weapons in a European war, it has long been an 
article of faith that their mere presence in Europe enhances 
deterrence. Tactical nuclear weapons are, it is argued, 
inherently more usable than their strategic counterparts. This is 
in part because they are less devastating in their effects and in 
part (although this is never stressed in polite circles) because 
they would be exploded on the homelands of allies rather than on 
those of the superpowers. Threats to use tactical nuclear weapons 
to 'defend' Europe are thus seen as more credible (or at least 
less incredible) than threats to use strategic weapons. While 
resort to the latter would almost certainly be suicidal (given 
Soviet assured retaliation capabilities) use of the former might 
not be. The fact that such a 'limited' nuclear war might leave 
the US unscathed supposedly makes threats to resort to 'limited 
nuclear options' more plausible. 

According to this logic the more usable nuclear weapons become 
and the more thinkable limited nuclear options are, the greater 
the credibility of extended deterrence - that is deterrence of 
possible Soviet threats to regions which are distant from US 
territory. The US thus need a wide repertoire of limited nuclear 
options - and weapons systems to suit those options. Only in this 
way could the dilemma of 'suicide or surrender', posed by relying 
on strategic weapons alone to provide a nuclear umbrella for 
Europe, be avoided. 

For those concerned about both the fragility and credibility of 
extended deterrence, removing intermediate- and short-range 
nuclear systems from Europe means not only a reduction in the 
number of US strategic options but also the possibility that the 
INF agreement will lead to demands for further 
'denuclearisation'. 

1 Thanks to Eleanor Hodges, David Campbell, Mary-Lou 
Hickey, Andrew Mcclean, Katie Boanas, Jo Crawford and Patricia 
Lewis for helpful comments and criticisms. 
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The phenomenon of 'denuclearisation' is seen by its critics as a 
process involving the contraction of US nuclear options around 
the world. This in turn is seen as undermining deterrence not 
only by 'decoupling' Europe from the US, but also by generating 
intra-alliance discord. The political cohesiveness of NATO is 
seen as an important component of deterrence. An alliance riven 
by dissension, on the other hand, raises the spectre of 
'Finlandisation' and a less far-reaching manifestation 
'Hollanditis'. 

Concern about 'denuclearisation' is not of course confined to 
Europe - although it is in Europe that the US fears its effects 
most. Anti-nuclear sentiment may take root in regions remote from 
direct US interests where it has little or no immediate strategic 
impact, but where its presence may encourage the forces of anti
nuclearism elsewhere - in areas which do matter to the US. 

The belief that 'denuclearisation' both undermines extended 
deterrence and is contagious, explains the intense hostility 
which the US has shown to New Zealand's anti-nuclear stance since 
it was adopted in 1984, and the more recent American refusal to 
sign the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone (SPNFZ) Treaty. It is 
with the implications of the New Zealand case that this paper is 
primarily concerned. 

Background 

Following its election in July 1984, the new Labour government in 
New Zealand banned visits by nuclear-armed and powered warships -

a policy decision which led to a major confrontation with the US 
and to the collapse of ANZUS as a tripartite alliance. 

In February 1985, the Lange government rejected a request from 
Washington for the USS Buchanan to visit New Zealand. The 
Buchanan was theoretically capable of carrying nuclear-armed 
ASROC anti-submarine weapons - although it was widely believed in 
Wellington that it would not in fact be carrying them at the time 
of the proposed visit. But without a public assurance that the 
warship was not carrying nuclear weapons, Labour would not permit 
it to enter. No such assurance could be given because, in 
accordance with long-standing Navy practice, the US refuses to 
confirm or deny the presence of nuclear weapons on its warships. 2 

2 An exception is made for missile-firing submarines. 
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Washington, which apparently believed that the ship would be 
admitted, was furious when its request was rejected. New Zealand 
access to US military intelligence was curtailed, military 
exchange visits were cut, and military exercises between US and 
New Zealand forces were stopped. In June 1986 the US withdrew its 
security commitment to New Zealand. 3 

The US was not concerned about the regional strategic 
implications of New Zealand's refusal to admit the Buchanan 
these were negligible. Althoug~ Washington argued that access for 
its ships to New Zealand ports was 'essential to the continuing 
effectiveness of the alliance', US officials have never provided 
a satisfactory explanation of why this was the case. In fact the 
few us ship visits which did take place (approximately four a 
year) were essentially only courtesy calls. Naval cooperation 
between the alliance partners primarily involved combined 
exercises - most of them remote from New Zealand shores and none 
requiring US access to New Zealand ports. 

The root cause of US concern was fear of the indirect political 
consequences of New Zealand's stance. In reacting so strongly to 
New Zealand, the US was motivated mainly by a desire to prevent 
the 'Kiwi disease' from spreading to countries which were 
strategically important to the US - not least Australia. As one 
State Department official warned at the time of the Buchanan 
incident: 

Unless we hold our allies feet to the fire over ship visits 
and nuclear deployments, one will run away and then the 
next. 4 

The intensity of US irritation over New Zealand's anti-nuclear 
stance was evident in other remarks made by US officials at the 

3 Ironically, if the Nuclear Free Zone bill passed by 
the New Zealand parliament in 1987 had been in effect in February 
1985, the Buchanan could well have been admitted. Under the terms 
of the new legislation those requesting permission for a warship 
visit would not be asked to confirm or deny whether the ship in 
question was carrying nuclear weapons. Instead, the Prime 
Minister would make an independent judgement as to its nuclear 
status - quite how has never been explained. 

4 Cited in the New York Times (14 February 1985). 
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time. US Deputy Assistant Secretary for Defense, James Kelly, 
described New Zealand as ' ... a little piss-ant country south of 
nowheresville'. William Lane, the US Ambassador to Australia, 
declared that 'New Zealand is the bad boy of the alliance and 
must be punished.' 5 Such statements were deeply resented in New 
Zealand. 

Much of the initial US anger arose because US officials thought 
that there was an understanding that the Buchanan would be 
admitted. But at a deeper level ~here were diametrically opposed 
conceptions of what ANZUS meant: 

For New Zealand, ANZUS was a regional, conventional security 
relationship; for the us, ANZUS was one element in a global 
network of alliances based on nuclear deterrence and 
designed to contain the Soviet Union. Wellington's focus was 
regional and Labour saw nuclear weapons as irrelevant to 
regional security; Washington's focus was global and the 
Reagan Administration saw the cohesion of global alliance 
relationships and the effective deterrence of the USSR as 
being indivisible. 6 

In early 1985 the US was particularly concerned that the 'Kiwi 
disease' might infect Australian public opinion. 7 Australia also 
had a relatively new Labor government and it hosted two 
critically important US satellite ground stations which are 
popularly, though not strictly correctly, known as 'US bases'. 

Pine Gap, near Alice Springs in the Northern Territory, is the 
only Eastern Hemisphere ground station for US geostationary 
signals intelligence (SIGINT) satellites which conduct electronic 

5 Both statements are cited in Eleanor Hodges, 'Nuclear
Free New Zealand/Aotearoa: the Pandora of the Pacific?' 
(Unpublished MSS, Institute on Global Conflict and Cooperation, 
University of California, San Diego, 1988). 

6 Andrew Mack, "'Nuclear Allergy": New Zealand's Anti
Nuclear Stance and the South Pacific Nuclear-Free Zone', Working 
Paper No.26 (Peace Research Centre, Australian National 
University, Canberra, 1988) p.5. 

7 For a somewhat uninformed recitation of these concerns 
see Peter Samuel and Colin Rubenstein, 'Australian Next?', The 
National Interest (Fall 1986). 
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surveillance of the Soviet Union and China. Nurrungar, in the 
remote north-west of South Australia, is the ground station for 
the geostationary Eastern Hemisphere Defense Support Program 
(DSP) early warning satellite which provides the earliest warning 
of all Soviet ICBM launches - and some SLBM launches. A third 
'joint facility' (as the Australian and US governments prefer to 
call them) is located at North West Cape in Western Australia. It 
functions as a VLF, HF and satellite communication station. The 
Australian government concedes that these 'joint facilities' may 
be nuclear targets in the event of a superpower nuclear war. 

In 1985, it did not seem implausible that Australia might follow 
New Zealand's example. Both countries were predominantly Anglo
Saxon, shared a common political and cultural heritage and each 
had recently elected social democratic governments. Australia, 
like New Zealand, also had an active peace movement which opposed 
nuclear ship visits, the B-52 training flights routed through 
northern Australia, and the presence of 'US bases' on Australian 
soil. The Left wing of the Australian Labor Party, which strongly 
supported New Zealand's anti-nuclear stance, apparently needed 
only a relatively small increase in support to gain effective 
control over the parliamentary party. 

Moreover, just after the Buchanan crisis Australia had also 
become embroiled in a controversy over US nuclear policy when a 
national newspaper revealed that Prime Minister Bob Hawke had 
secretly agreed that Australia would provide support facilities 
for long-range tests of the MX missile. This revelation drew 
strong criticism not only from the peace movement and the Labor 
Left but also from the party's moderate Centre Left and Right 
factions. A Labor government which had supported the nuclear 
freeze at the UN and had bitterly condemned French nuclear tests 
in the Pacific, was now seen to be collaborating with the US in 
tests of a weapon system widely regarded to be both dangerously 
destabilising and unnecessary. In the face of massive party 
opposition Hawke reneged on his commitment to Washington - a move 
widely condemned by conservatives as appeasing the forces of 
denuclearisation. 

However, notwithstanding the predominantly Anglo-Saxon culture 
and similar colonial history which the two countries share, 
Australia and New Zealand differ in a number of important 
respects. It is these differences which make the prospect of 
Australia following New Zealand's anti-nuclear example most 
unlikely in the foreseeable future. For the sake of analytical 
convenience the factors which determine the differences between 
the two countries are considered separately below. It will, 
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however, be obvious that all are intimately related. 

Party Differences 

Although Australia and New 
political tradition, the 
significantly. 

Zealand both have 
party system in 

a Westminster 
each differs 

The Australian Labor Party, unlike its fraternal counterpart, is 
deeply factionalised. The Left, the Centre Left and the Right 
factions act like parties within a party they caucus 
separately, produce their own factional newspapers and their 
members never vote across factional lines. 

In Australia, individuals in the Centre Left may well share Left 
concerns about particular nuclear issues even though they may 
disagree strongly on economic issues. Some might even agree with 
elements of the Left' s anti-nuclear stance, yet regardless of 
their views, they will be prevented by factional discipline from 
voting with the Left on anti-nuclear questions. With factional 
politics much less institutionalised in the New Zealand Labour 
Party, it was possible for proponents of a tough anti-nuclear 
stance to seek support across factional lines. 

The Centre Left is extremely cautious in dealing with security 
issues and tends to vote with the Right more often than many of 
its members would prefer. It does so for two reasons. First, out 
of fear of the electoral cost of doing anything which could be 
presented as posing a serious challenge to the alliance 
relationship. Second, because the Left's commitment to expressive 
rather than instrumental politics makes it difficult for its 
members to compromise on what are seen as issues of principle. 
Left motions at biennial National Conferences are thus almost 
always too radical for the cautious and pragmatic Centre Left to 
support; similarly Centre Left positions are too conservative for 
the Left. Consequently the Left votes alone and invariably loses, 
while the Right, a much bigger faction than the Centre Left, wins 
by default. 

The Right faction, with which Prime Minister Bob Hawke is closely 
aligned, is the dominant faction both within the Party and the 
government. In its New South Wales stronghold the Right has its 
roots in a right wing Irish Catholic tradition which has always 
been deeply anti-communist - a fact which predisposes the Right 
(and hence the government) to be highly supportive of the ANZUS 
alliance and highly critical of challenges to it from the Left or 
the peace movement. 
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New Zealand, which has had a different pattern of immigration 
from that of Australia, has a much smaller Catholic population 
and no comparably powerful Labour tradition of anti-communist 
Catholicism. Moreover, the leading right wing New Zealand 
Labourites have been concerned more with economic than with 
foreign policy issues. 

The differences in immigration patterns which have characterised 
the two countries have also ffieant that Australia's conservative 
parties have been considerably influenced by highly educated 
anti-communist East European emigres. The leading Australian 
conservative magazine Quadrant (a more right wing and generally 
less serious version of the British magazine Encounter) has long 
provided a forum for their writings. Until recently its editor 
was a Liberal Party federal member of parliament. New Zealand, 
with fewer East European migrants, has not been exposed to the 
same degree of conservative emigre influence. 

In other words, different immigration experiences have tended to 
make both Labor and the conservative parties (Liberal and 
National) in Australia more conservative on foreign policy issues 
than their New Zealand counterparts, and therefore more likely to 
oppose anti-nuclear policies. 

The Right Wing Faction of the Australian Labor Party 

Given the dominant role of the Right in the Hawke government, it 
is important to understand the reasons - which are generally more 
pragmatic than ideological for the faction's strongly pro
American and pro-alliance security policy. 

First, some members of the Right share US concerns about the 
alleged fragility of deterrence and the dangers that anti-nuclear 
policies pose to it. This is an issue which affects all 
Australians since, by hosting key US defence facilities, 
Australia has become deeply enmeshed in America's global 
deterrence policy; New Zealand has never had a similar degree of 
involvement. 

Second, anti-nuclearism is seen as prejudicing an alliance 
relationship which works to Australia's advantage in terms of its 
own defence via access to state-of-the-art US military 
technology and high-level access to US intelligence. Since New 
Zealand has generally been less concerned about its security than 
Australia and perceives the ANZUS alliance differently (see 
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below) this issue has been less salient for New Zealand Labour. 8 

Third, even those who are worried that certain aspects of US 
nuclear policy are destabilising see little point in laying down 
the sort of challenge that stopping nuclear ship visits or 
threatening to close the joint facilities would involve. Such 
actions are seen as futile in that they would be most unlikely to 
cause the US to change the destabilising policies in question. 
Moreover, alienating Washington on security issues could have an 
adverse impact in other areas - particularly Australia's vital 
trade relations with the US. 

Fourth, there is the fear, shared by the more moderate Centre 
Left faction, that any sign of opposition to the alliance would 
be politically risky, given an electorate traditionally worried 
about security and highly supportive of the ANZUS alliance, and 
given conservative eagerness to exploit anti-ANZUS sentiments 
within the Labor Party. 

Conservatives in Australia equate opposition to 'US bases', 
nuclear ship visits etc. with support for the Soviet Union's 
geopolitical ambitions. In Australian party politics, to be anti
nuclearist is to risk being labelled anti-American or pro-Soviet 
- postures long perceived as likely to lose the votes of a fairly 
conservative electorate. 9 It is largely for this reason that the 
Labor government sometimes sounds even more supportive of US 
global strategy than it really is. 10 

8 This is not to deny that there have been quite serious 
military costs arising from the rupture in the alliance 
relationship, but these seem to have bothered the New Zealand 
armed services far more than the government. 

9 Of course what counts in elections are not the views 
of all of the voters, but rather how salient particular views are 
and whether or not the voter will be influenced by them. For 
party campaigners it is primarily the swinging voters in marginal 
seats who count. 

10 In fact Labor disagrees strongly with the US position 
on the SDI, on the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone, and on a 
comprehensive test ban treaty. There is also considerable 
opposition within the party to the Reagan Administration's 
Central American policy and to various provocative elements of 
the US Maritime Strategy. 
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In New Zealand, by contrast, it has been more difficult for the 
major conservative party, the National Party, to 'kick the 
communist can' on the anti-nuclear issue, primarily because there 
are two small right wing parties in New Zealand11 which also have 
an anti-nuclear platform. 

Party Policy Versus Government Policy 

The relationship between party policy and government policy also 
differs significantly between the two countries. In Australia, 
party policy is laid down in a platform, the contents of which 
are subject to intense negotiation between the factions before 
being voted on at a biennial conference. Theoretically the 
platform is binding on the parliamentary party and government. 
Although this principle has been eroded somewhat during Bob 
Hawke's tenure in office it remains extremely important. It has 
had the practical consequence that the Left' s anti-nuclearist 
arguments have been vigorously contested within the party and at 
national conferences. 

The New Zealand Labour Party is not only generally less 
conservative on foreign policy issues than its Australian 
counterpart, but its decision-making structure is also different. 
In New Zealand, party policy is not binding on a Labour 
government. This has meant that those in the parliamentary 
leadership who would have preferred an anti-nuclear policy which 
was less confrontationalist12 never really argued their case 

These are the Social Credit (now Democratic) Party and 
the New Zealand Party. Bob Jones, leader of the New Zealand 

\ 

11 

Party, believes that for New Zealand to have any armed forces is 
a waste of money. Katie Boanas of the New Zealand Foundation for 
Peace Studies points out, however, that there have been attempts 
by right wing groups like the Plains Club to suggest that the 
peace movement is somehow Soviet/communist inspired. These have 
not been very successful. 

12 One obvious possibility would have been for New 
Zealand to have adopted the Japanese/Danish approach to this 
issue. Both Denmark and Japan have policies which prohibit the 
entry of ships carrying nuclear weapons, but neither country asks 
if visiting warships are in fact carrying nuclear weapons, nor 
makes any effort to find out. In June 1988, a senior US 
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within grassroots party forums. Without a tradition in New 
Zealand of conservative/moderate leaders of the parliamentary 
party contesting foreign policy issues with the rank and file 
membership - as is the case in Australia - the strongly anti
nuclear sentiments which prevailed at the party's grassroots went 
essentially unchallenged. 

Public Opinion 

Understanding popular attitudes on security issues in New 
Zealand provides a rich insight into how the major goals of an 
energetic, united and creative peace movement could be translated 
into government policy. The best, though by no means perfect, 
guide we have to public attitudes is public opinion poll data. 
Fortuitously, public opinion poll surveys which relate to 
Australian and New Zealand attitudes on security issues have been 
collated and analysed by David Campbell of the Australian 
National University (ANU) and have been published in two Working 
Papers by the ANU' s Peace Research Centre. 13 Unless otherwise 
indicated all the poll data cited below come from these Working 
Papers. 

The first and perhaps most important difference between 

spokesperson suggested that adoption of the Danish approach by 
Wellington might lead to a resolution of the ANZUS impasse. Since 
it is widely believed in New Zealand that the Japanese and Danish 
policies do not in fact prevent the entry of nuclear weapons into 
the ports of these two countries it seems unlikely that the 
government could accept such a position without provoking a major 
internal crisis. 

13 See David Campbell, 'Australian Public Opinion on 
National Security Issues', Working Paper No. 1 (Peace Research 
Centre, Australian National University, April 1986) and 'The 
Domestic Sources of New Zealand Security Policy in Comparative 
Perspective', Working Paper No. 16 (Peace Research Centre, 
Australian National University, February 1987). Both papers 
provide a collation of relevant polls plus an analysis of their 
implications. David Campbell is currently completing a Monograph 
for the Peace Research Centre which combines the data and 
analysis from the two Working Papers, adds poll data released 
since the Working Papers were originally published and includes 
an extensive discussion of the implications these data have for 
the security policies of both countries. 
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Australian and New Zealand security attitudes is that New 
Zealanders seem to feel less threatened than do Australians. 
However, notwithstanding this difference, and despite the ANZUS 
imbroglio, they remain just as supportive of the alliance as 
Australians are. 

New Zealanders' views on security issues might seem inconsistent 
- particularly on the question of ANZUS. On the one hand less 
than 40% of the population believed (in 1985) that New Zealand 
was ever likely to be attacked; on the other hand 82% believed in 
1986 that New Zealand should form alliances with one or more 
other countries. (It is, of course, possible that the public felt 
that New Zealand was unlikely to be attacked precisely because of 
its alliance relationship with the US.) 

In other words, New Zealanders seem to feel both relatively 
unthreatened and at the same time strongly supportive of an 
alliance designed to protect them against a threat which most do 
not believe exists. But this is not as inconsistent as it may 
seem. ANZUS is not perceived simply as a military alliance but as 
a symbol of the political ties which exist between the parties to 
it - it may thus be supported even by those who fear no threat to 
New Zealand's security for the foreseeable future. 

Moreover, even those New Zealanders who do not perceive a threat 
now may well believe that a threat could emerge at some time in 
the future. Given this possibility, the question of defending New 
Zealand remains salient and the continued relevance of the 
alliance may well seem obvious to many citizens. 14 

Although the level of New Zealand support for ANZUS (which ranged 
between 66% and 78% between 1984 and 1986) is very similar to 
that of Australia (71% to 77%), the content of that support is 
rather different. In 1986, for example, 68% of New Zealanders 
felt it was important for their country to have an alliance 
relationship with Australia, but only 52% thought it important 

14 That many New Zealanders did rely on ANZUS to defend 
New Zealand is evident in the change in levels of support for 
increases in defence expenditure before and after the ANZUS 
split. In 1978 and 1984 the level of support for increases in 
defence expenditure was 16.9% and 15.5% respectively. In 1986, 
after the rupture with the US, the support for increased defence 
expenditure had jumped to 44.6% - a remarkable increase. See the 
discussion below for a comparison of New Zealand attitudes on 
this issue with those of Australians. 
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that the US be an ally. 

These sentiments reflect a broader pattern. In 1984, when asked 
which country they had 'most in common with', 79% of New 
Zealanders polled named Australia and only 14% named the USA. 
When Australians were asked with which country they had most in 
common, the results were strikingly different - 62% named the USA 
while only 37% named New Zealand. 15 

' This is highly significant. It 
perceive themselves as having 
friend - the US - New Zealanders 
ANZUS split) as having two - the 

means that whereas Australians 
only one 'great and powerful' 
see themselves (or did until the 
US and Australia. 

If Australia were to break with the US there would be no other 
'great and powerful friend' for it to turn to. When New Zealand 
challenged the US, however, it did so knowing that even if ANZUS 
ceased to be a tripartite alliance, New Zealand still had a 
(relatively) powerful ally in Australia. If one bears in mind the 
fact that New Zealanders are less concerned than Australians 
about external threats in the first place then one can see 
another reason why adopting an anti-nuclear policy which 
threatened ANZUS may have been easier for New Zealanders to 
contemplate than for their trans-Tasman neighbours. 

It is difficult to say exactly why New Zealanders should be less 
worried about national security than Australians especially 
since their country is militarily considerably weaker. But New 
Zealand's extraordinary geographical remoteness is surely of some 
significance. Australia, by contrast, is separated by a 
relatively narrow band of water from some 160 million 
Indonesians. In the late 1980s Australians see Indonesia as a 
greater threat than they do any other country. 16 

15 In 1986, 81% of New Zealanders thought that a 'great 
deal' of effort should be made to be on good terms with Australia 
compared with 63% for the US. 

16 Australian fears of Indonesia have almost no basis in 
reality. Notwithstanding the fact that the Indonesian population 
is nearly 10 times that of Australia, Australia's military 
capability is far superior in the critical area of maritime 
defence. Australia will soon have deployed its full complement of 
75 FA-18 tactical fighters; Indonesia will have less than a dozen 
F-16s and no plans to purchase more. 

12 



; 

It is also worth noting that Australia was physically attacked in 
World War II - a fact which made Australians acutely aware of 
their country's apparent vulnerability and the need for a 
powerful ally. As David Campbell observes: 

It is significant that it was Australia and not New Zealand 
that experienced Japanese bombing raids on urban areas in 
the Second World War (and that many Australians regard the 
Americans as having 'saved' Australia from a Japanese 
invasion) . 17 

New Zealand is not only more remote from potential enemies than 
Australia, it also has less to offer invaders. Its physical 
location is of far less strategic importance ('a dagger pointing 
at the heart of Antarctica') and, unlike Australia, it has no 
rich deposits of valuable minerals. 

surprising that on almost all security 
societies have been polled, Australians 

concerned about security than New 

Thus it is perhaps not 
issues on which the two 
emerge as being more 
Zealanders. Some of the more important of these issues are 
discussed briefly below. 

Threat Perceptions 

Asked in 1985 if they thought an armed invasion of New 
Zealand was likely in the next 15 years, only 19% of New 
Zealanders answered in the affirmative. 24% of Australians, 
however, believed that an 'attack' on Australia was likely 
within 10 years. 

Only twice between 1968 and 1983 did less than 50% of 
Australians believe that there were some countries 'that are 
a threat to Australia's security'. Yet in 1984, only 33% of 
New Zealanders believed that any country was 'likely to 
threaten New Zealand'. 

In 1986, 14% of New Zealanders thought the US could pose a 
'military threat' to their country 'in the next fifteen 
years', whereas in 1983 only 5% of Australians saw the us as 
a 'threat to Australia's security'. 

17 Campbell, 
Security Policy', p.27. 

'The Domestic Sources of New Zealand 
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Level of Support for Increased Defence Expenditure 

Support for increased defence expenditure is a useful guide 
to how secure - or insecure - citizens feel. The differences 
between Australia and New Zealand are again instructive. Not 
only does New Zealand spend proportionately less on defence 
than Australia (around 2% of GNP compared with nearly 3% for 
Australia), but New Zealanders also want to cut current 
defence expenditures while Australians want to spend more. 

In 1978, 58% of Australians thought too little was be~ng 
spent by their government on defence; in 1980 76% wanted 
more spent on defence and in 1983, 74%. In New Zealand, by 
contrast, only 17% wanted defence expenditure increased in 
1978; 15% in 1984. Indeed it was not until 1985, when New 
Zealand had broken with its 'great and powerful friend', 
that any significant degree of support for an expansion of 
the country's 'armed forces and defence systems' emerged. 
Even then only 45% were in favour of more being spent on 
defence. So even without the US to defend them, New 
Zealanders were still much less willing to increase defence 
spending than were Australians, who not only maintained 
their alliance relationship with the US, but also trusted 
the US as an ally. 18 

Level of Support for a National Nuclear Weapons Capability 

To many Australians - particularly in the peace movement -
one of the most surprising results to emerge from the 
Australian poll data in the past has been the high level of 
public support for nuclear weapons to be included in 
Australia's own defence arsenal. Only once between 1957 and 
1980 did less than 60% of Australians want their country to 
have its own nuclear weapons capability. In 1980, the figure 
was 64%. 

Pollsters have not asked exactly the same question in New 
Zealand as in Australia so some caution is necessary. In 
1984, respondents were asked if they favoured 'banning 
nuclear weapons from New Zealand' - 72% said yes. In 1986, 
92% were opposed to the stationing on land of nuclear 

18 In 1984, only 22% of Australians did not trust the US 
to come to Australia's defence if the country were threatened. 
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weapons. 

At the governmental level, there has long been a contrast in 
the two countries' attitudes to nuclear weapons. There was, 
for example, serious discussion in the 1950s over whether or 
not Australia should have its own independent nuclear 
capability, and it was a concern not to close off the 
nuclear option which caused the Australian government's 
delay in signing the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) until 
1970. New Zealand's conservative Prime Minister had, in 
1963, disavowed any New Zealand intentions to buy nuclear 
weapons, and New Zealand was among the first countries to 
sign and ratify the NPT. 1 9 

It is noteworthy that public attitudes on security issues in 
Australia are not shared by either the government or the 
mainstream defence community. The government does not 
believe that Australia confronts any high level threats for 
the foreseeable future (10 15 years) and does not, 
therefore, seek major increases in defence expenditure. It 
certainly does not want Australia to have its own nuclear 
weapons capability. Moreover, few in the defence community 
believe that the US should be counted on to come to 
Australia's assistance with troops if the nation were 
attacked by a regional power. Ironically, on these issues, 
the government and the defence 
community's views are closer to those of the peace movement 
than to the majority of Australians. 

Peace Movements 

Why has the peace movement in New Zealand been so much more 
successful than its Australian counterpart in promoting the anti
nuclear cause within the popular community? There is no simple 
answer. I have already suggested that the movement in New Zealand 
had an advantage in that, for a variety of reasons, it confronted 
an electorate that was less worried about security than that in 
Australia. But the two movements differed in a number of 
important respects, as did their operating milieux and 
strategies. 

The Australian movement probably succeeded in making Australians 
think - and worry - more about some of the key security issues. 

19 See Campbell, 'The Domestic Sources of New Zealand 
Security Policy' for a more detailed discussion of this issue. 
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Yet in attacking the symbols of the alliance ( 'US bases' etc.) 
the movement was almost certainly perceived by the public as 
attacking the alliance itself an alliance to which most 
movement activists were in fact opposed. For Australians, most 
of whom believed that their country was both threatened and 
incapable of defending itself, an attack on the alliance was an 
attack on an institution which they believed was essential to 
their security. 

The Australian peace movement w2.s very successful in the early 
and mid-1980s in mobilising people, in getting tens of thousands 
out onto the streets for Palm Sunday rallies, in helping to 
catalyse various anti-nuclear professionals (doctors, lawyers, 
scientists) to create their own organisations, and in helping to 
create a climate of concern about the nuclear issue in which 
peace studies began to flourish in schools and universities. 

Despite these successes, however, support for the ANZUS alliance 
remained high. Indeed between 1984 and 1985 - a period of intense 
peace movement activity - the number of people who did not want 
Australia to quit the alliance actually increased from 71% to 
77 %. 

How do we e xplain the paradox of a movement, which is apparently 
increasingly successful in mobilising support, with the picture 
revealed by the poll data? 

In the peace movement, one response was to disbelieve the polls. 
But while there is no doubt that 'loaded' questions can distort 
poll results (and have often done so in the past) such questions 
are much less common today than they once were. 

Perhaps the most important indicator of the polls' accuracy is 
the consistency of answers to differently phrased questions on 
the same issue. This is clearly evident in the responses to 
questions asked about the ANZUS alliance: no matter how the 
question is expressed the answers consistently indicate a high 
level of support for the alliance. 

There is, however, a more satisfactory explanation for the 
failure of the upsurge in peace movement activity to be reflected 
in increased support for the movement in the opinion polls. The 
evidence suggests that the movement had succeeded in mobilising 
individuals who had always been sympathetic while having little 
apparent impact on those who were not sympathetic. A closer 
examination of the polls suggests that what might be called the 
movement's 'natural constituency' comprises less than 20% of the 
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population. The activists, the marchers, the 'concerned 
professionals' etc. who became active in the 1980s were all drawn 
from this constituency. 20% is a rough estimate. It is derived 
from the poll data figures indicating the support for typical 
peace movement views and preferred policy positions. 

Levels of support for various movement views/preferred policies 
in Australia were as follows: 

US a threat to Australia 

Too much spent on defence 

Should spend less on defence 

Believe treaties with US are of 'little value' 

Alliance with US will increase risk of attack 
on Australia over next ten years 

ANZUS no longer essential for Australian 
security or never was essential 

Australia should pull out of ANZUS 

Alliance with US not very or not at all 
important for Australian security 

Not much or no faith in US coming to aid of 
Australia if we are threatened 

Disagree with need for alliance with US 

Oppose mutual defence alliance with US 

Agree that Australia should support New 
Zealand anti-nuclear stance and try to 
influence US to change its position 

Oppose bases connected with nuclear defence 

Oppose US Navy base for Cockburn Sound 

Don't favour US 'communication bases' in 
Australia 
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5% (1983) 

12% (1976) 
13% (1978) 

7% (1983) 

13% (1970) 
15% (1983) 

32% (1981) 
24% (1985) 

10% (1982) 

16% (1984) 
15% (1985) 

17% (1984) 

22% (1984) 

17% (1985) 

17% (1985) 

22% (1985) 

38% (1973) 

27% (1976) 

22% (1981) 



Agree that US bases with direct or indirect 
military uses be closed down 

Disapprove of Australia having its own nuclear 
weapons systems 

36% (1984) 

30% (1971) 
49% (1975) 
27% (1980) 

What is interesting about these data is that they suggest that 
there has not been any marked increase in support for peace 
movement positions since the anti-nuclear weapons movement became 
really active in 1982-4. Indeed public views were closest to 
peace movement views in the detente period of the early and 
mid-1970s - when the peace movement in Australia had a far lower 
profile. 

Since it was often assumed that during the early and mid-1980s 
the New Zealand public was more predisposed to accept peace 
movement views than was the case in Australia, it is interesting 
to examine the actual level of support for movement positions 
which the New Zealand poll data reveal. Some of these data are 
shown below. 

No country likely to threaten New Zealand 

New Zealand never likely to be attacked 

Nuclear war likely or very likely within 
15 years 

USA a military threat to New Zealand 

New Zealand should not form alliances with 
any other country 

Armed neutrality as best defence alternative 
for New Zealand 

Unarmed neutrality as best defence alternative 
for New Zealand 

Cease participation in ANZUS 

Don't wish New Zealand to stay in ANZUS 
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3% (1984) 

38% (1985) 

44% (1986) 

14% (1986) 

14% (1986) 

8% (1986) 

4% (1986) 

11% (1978) 

22% (1984) 
14% (1985) 



Oppose or strongly oppose New Zealand 
being member of ANZUS 

Overall New Zealand safer out of ANZUS 

Prefer New Zealand out of ANZUS and no nuclear 
ships visits 

Favour removing and prohibiting all foreign 
bases 

Decrease current defence expenditure 

Approve of banning nuclear weapons 
from New Zealand 

13% (1986) 

17% (1986) 

16% (1986) 

29% (1978) 

28% (1978) 
47% (1984) 

72% (1984) 

These data suggest that with the important exception of the 
questions which relate to perceptions of external threat and to 
nuclear weapons, most of the preferred policies of New Zealand 
peace movement activists were no more popular with the electorate 
than were those of their Australian counterparts. 

One other critically important exception is public attitudes to 
nuclear-armed ship visits in New Zealand. What the poll data 
suggest on this issue is that the movement in New Zealand was 
extremely effective in helping to change public opinion. 

In 1978, two years after the protests against ship visits had 
begun, a poll revealed that 62% of the New Zealand public 
believed that their government should admit nuclear-armed US 
ships. By 1982, the figure was 49%; 46% by 1983, and 23% by 1984. 
This is an extraordinarily large shift in public attitudes over a 
relatively short period of time. 

In Australia, there was also an ongoing campaign against nuclear 
ship visits. Here, however, the poll data show a rather different 
response - although the poll questions are somewhat different. In 
1982, 47% of Australians supported the visit of 'US warships ... 
carrying nuclear weapons'; 44% were opposed. Another 1982 poll 
asked whether visiting US warships should be admitted with 
nuclear weapons on board - 58% answered in the affirmative. In 
1985, a different question was asked: 'In the light of US policy 
not to disclose whether its ships are carrying nuclear weapons 
should ship visits be allowed or should the ships be excluded?' 
65% wanted ship visits; only 27% were opposed. Such figures 
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indicate that during this period there had been no major shift in 
Australian popular opinion against ship visits comparable to that 
which had occurred in New Zealand. 
Two additional factors are of particular importance in 
understand-ing why the Zealand peace movement should apparently 
have been so much more successful than its Australian counterpart 
in its anti-nuclear ships campaign. 

Under Hawke's leadership the Australian Labor Party had stressed 
that ship visits were part of Australia's ANZUS obligations; the 
Zealand Labour Party, on the other hand, had supported a ban on 
nuclear ship visits and party leader David Lange had assured the 
electors (incorrectly as it turned out) that they could reject 
nuclear ship visits and stay in ANZUS. 

But this is not to detract from the importance of the role played 
by the peace movement itself in New Zealand - especially since 
the movement was not without influence in determining Labour 
policy. Some of the leading movement activists - Helen Clark and 
Fran Wilde, for example - were also key figures in the party and 
both women are now ministers in the Lange government. 2 0 

To understand the success of the New Zealand movement's anti
nuclear ships campaign the following factors should be taken into 
account. 

the 
and 
for 

Single Versus Multi-Issue Campaigns 

In New Zealand's two major cities, Auck~and and Wellington, 
most of the movement's energies until the 1984 election were 
focused on the single issue of stopping nuclear ship visits. 
In Australia, there were more issues on which to fight -
issues which simply did not exist in New Zealand politics -
such as opposition to the mining and export of uranium and 
the presence of US military facilities on Australian soil 
which were directly linked to US global nuclear strategy. 
Movement energies were spread over different campaigns and 
there was constant disagreement both between and within the 
major peace groups as to which issue should be given 

20 Women have long played a critically important role in 
New Zealand peace movement. See articles by Christine Dann 
Vivienne Shakespeare in the New Zealand journal Broadsheet 
April 1981 and December 1988 respectively. 
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priority. 21 

The move in Australia to include increasingly diverse 
groups, in addition to the peace groups, into a progressive 
coalition increased the difficulty in gaining consensus both 
on a common program and on the priority which should be 
accorded different elements within that program. There were 
also, of course, disagreements within the New Zealand peace 
movement about particular goals and tactics, but these do 
not seem to have had a similarly debilitating effect. 

Geography 

The facts of geography have also helped New Zealand's peace 
movement more than Australia's. New Zealand is a very 
compact country where it is easier and cheaper to travel 
between the major population centres than in Australia. This 
reduces the expense of networking, facilitates the tasks of 
campaign coordination and so forth. In Australia, the 
expense and time involved in travelling between major 
population centres is very considerable. The West Australian 
city of Perth, which is most frequently visited by US 
warships, is some five hours' flying time from Sydney; the 
return air fare is A$800. 

The frequency of US 'rest and recreation' ship visits to 
Perth (Fremantle is the actual port) and the money these 
visits inject into the local economy has created a 
significant element of support for the visits within the 
local community. Support for ship visits in Perth is higher 
than anywhere else in Australia. The infrequent nature of 
ship visits to New Zealand precluded this sort of support 
constituency emerging in major New Zealand ports. 

Wellington, New Zealand's capital, is also the country's 
second largest city and one of the major centres of peace 
movement activity including ship protests. This fact, 
together with the small size of the New Zealand population 
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Zealand: 
directly 
example. 
generate 

There were also other movement campaign issues in New 
against French nuclear testing and facilities connected 

or indirectly with US military programs, for 
But the presence of different issues did not seem to 
the same discord in New Zealand as it did in Australia. 
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and consequent accessibility of politicians (many of whom 
were already in the movement), helped encourage a sense of 
citizen 'empowerment'. 
Australia's population is not only five times that of New 
Zealand, but it is also spread over an area the size of the 
continental US (less Alaska) . Canberra, the national 
capital, is remote from the major centres of peace movement 
activity. Direct access to the Federal parliament is thus 
more difficult than in New Zealand. Moreover, a combination 
of factors has meant that the peace movement has never had 
even a part-time lobbyist working in Canberra. The 
conservative pro-alliance Returned Services League, by 
contrast, has its national headquarters in Canberra and its 
top officials have ready access to Cabinet. These factors, 
which have implications far beyond the peace movement's 
failure to establish a national lobbying office in Canberra, 
include: 

* the absence of an effective and representative 
national peace movement organisation itself a 
partial function of the inability of the movement 
to agree on which goals should be the primary 
focus of action and how they should be pursued. 

* a movement ideology (not shared by all activists) 
which has stressed the importance of grassroots 
activity and has been suspicious of traditional 
attempts to bring influence to bear directly on 
the parliamentary system. A parallel suspicion of 
'leaders' and 'experts' has reinforced this 
tendency. Similar antipathy towards 'leaders' and 
'experts' existed in sections of the New Zealand 
peace movement but does not seem to have created 
the same obstacles. 

* a marked tendency towards expressive rather than 
instrumental politics. Within the movement moral 
imperatives provide the primary impetus for 
political action. The importance of a particular 
action tends to be evaluated in terms of those 
imperatives rather than in terms of their likely 
effect in bringing about desired changes. 

Tactics 

The tactics 
anti-nuclear 

employed by the New 
ships campaign were 
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Zealand movement 
highly effective. 
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poll data demonstrate there was a clear correlation between 
the growing size of the protests and the shift in public 
opinion. The focal point of direct action was the Peace 
Squadron Campaign: 

1976 saw the first visit of a US warship - the USS Truxton 
- following Labour's electoral defeat by the National Party 
in 1975. As noted earlier, when in office from 1972-75, the 
Labour government had maintained a ban on nuclear-powered 
ships instituted by the previous National government in 
1969. 22 

The Truxton was met by a small flotilla of boats seeking to 
obstruct its passage into Wellington harbour. The attempt 
failed but a strike by sympathetic waterside workers 
prevented the ship from berthing. 

Initial attempts to stop warship visits were condemned in 
the media as the acts of a 'lunatic' fringe. But the actions 
of the Peace Squadrons were both conveniently located for 
media coverage (in New Zealand's two biggest cities) and 
were irresistibly spectacular. 

when the nuclear-powered USS Pintado visited 
Auckland in December 1977, helicopters joined the 
police boats in clearing its way. Boats were 
overturned, masts were smashed and many demonstrators 
finished up in the water. 23 

What many New Zealanders saw as police overreaction helped 
to swell the ranks of the protestors. It also helped to 
create a 'David versus Goliath' image for the protest fleet 
in the media and increasingly with the general public. 

22 This ban had been instituted because the National 
government had discovered that the US had no legislation which 
provided for the compensation of victims of accidents associated 
with the nuclear power plants of US Navy ships when they were in 
foreign ports. The issue was resolved in 1974, but the new Labour 
government, despite considerable US pressure, maintained the ban. 

23 Eleanor Hodges, 'Odyssey of a Nuclear-Free Nation: 
From "Gurkhas of the Pacific" to "Moral Leader of the World 11

' 

(Unpublished MSS, Institute on Global Cooperation and Conflict, 
University of California, San Diego, March 1988) p.7. 
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The widespread concern about nuclear war, which by the early 
1980s had become pervasive in New Zealand as well as in 
Europe and the US, increased public receptiveness to the 
protestors' message. 

While the activities of the Peace Squadron gained the 
attention of the media and helped raise awareness of the 
nuclear issue, an ongoing public education campaign was 
being conducted by the movement throughout the country. This 
campaign focused on the creation of nuclear-free zones in 
city and county councils. Since the creation of these zones 
was an essentially symbolic act of no practical consequence, 
no great effort was made by conservatives to oppose the 
campaign. Without much effective opposition the well-briefed 
and highly motivated anti-nuclear lobby usually won the day: 

Activists presented councillors with petitions that 
were in many cases signed by more than 50% of local 
residents. Although considered conservative bodies in 
New Zealand, local councils representing 59% of New 
Zealand's constituents declared their districts 
nuclear-free before the 1984 election. Labour 
politicians drew attention to this figure to help 
justify their anti-nuclear position during the campaign 

24 

Anti-nuclearism was becoming the dominant security discourse. 

During the early 1980s the pace of protest grew rapidly in New 
Zealand as it did elsewhere. So too did support for the anti
nuclear ship campaign: 

In May 1982, the USS Truxton was opposed by several 
dozen Peace Squadron boats and 1000 marchers when it 
arrived in Auckland. When the USS Texas arrived in 
August 1983, 120 Peace Squadron boats launched a direct 
confrontation, and 6000 Aucklanders took to the streets 
in their lunch hour. Back in 1982, only 250 Aucklanders 
had commemorated Hiroshima Day. In August 1983, 
incensed by the presence of the USS Texas in Waitemata 
Harbour, 40,000 marched up Queen St to commemorate the 

24 Jason Salzman, 'The Genesis of New Zealand's 
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (July/August 1987) p.47. 

Ban', 
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bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 25 

Between 1982 and 1984 public support for ship visits fell by half 
to only 23%. 

The movement's basic message was simple: nuclear-armed ships in 
New Zealand harbours would become nuclear targets in the event of 
a superpower war. This claim was almost certainly false 26 but was 
accorded wide credence at the time. 

Those who opposed ship visits but supported the ANZUS alliance 
were able to counter claims that the visits were 'essential' for 
the effective operation of the alliance by noting that there had 
been no visits between 1969 and 1976 without apparent diminution 
of the effectiveness of the alliance. 

The movement was insistent that New Zealand was not threatened 
and certainly did not need to be 'defended' by nuclear weapons -
a message which was later reiterated forcefully by Prime Minister 
David Lange: 

Prospects 

New Zealanders want no part of nuclear weapons. We do 
not ask, we do not expect, the United States to come to 
New Zealand's assistance with nuclear weapons or to 
present nuclear weapons as a deterrent to an attacker. 
We do not wish to have nuclear weapons on New Zealand 
soil or in our harbours. 27 

In both Australia and New Zealand, anti-nuclear movements are in 
a state of relative decline. The turnout at Palm Sunday rallies 
in Australia has shrunk considerably, much of the media interest 
in movement issues has dissipated, and many movement activists 
have become 'burned out' or shifted the focus of their interests 

25 Katherine Mangnall 
Nuclear-Free Nation', pp.8-9. 

cited in Hodges, 'Odyssey of a 

26 It is most unlikely that any US ship would be in a New 
Zealand harbour in a crisis. If it were, it would not be a 
sufficiently important target to warrant a Soviet nuclear attack. 

27 Cited in Hodges, 'Nuclear-Free New Zealand/Aotearoa', 
p.i. 
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to other, non-nuclear campaigns. The drop in public interest in 
nuclear/disarmament issues between the 1984 election, when they 
were high on the political agenda, and that of 1987, when they 
barely figured at all, was dramatic. 

While this decline is in part a response to the sharp reduction 
in popular concern about the nuclear policies of the superpowers 
in both countries, there are also causal factors at work which 
are unique to each. In Australia, for example, an important 
factor in the movement's relative decline has been its apparent 
inability to make any impact on either public opinion or the 
government (the contrast with the situation in New Zealand is 
evident) . Without positive feedback it is difficult to sustain 
support for a cause which does not appear to have a direct 
material impact on people's lives. 

r Public attitudes can, however, change over time and there are a 
number of reasons for believing that the irrational fearfulness 
about security which has characterised Australian public opinion 

1 for so long, and which has been a determinant of much of the 
hawkishness in Australian public attitudes, is undergoing a 
rather far-reaching change. 

L-

In the late 1980s, with the peace movement still in a state of 
decline, support for a number of its preferred policy positions 
- in particular the anti-nuclear ones - has grown significantly. 

Just how large a shift has taken place is clear when one compares 
the poll data from the early 1980s, with the results from a set 
of 'Defencetrac' polls produced by Frank Small and Associates of 
Sydney during 1987 and 1988. 28 

Consider the extent of the changes with respect to nuclear 
issues: 

In 1980, 64% of Australians wanted Australia to have its own 
nuclear weapons capability - a figure which shocked most 
peace movement activists. By 1988 only 22% thought this a 
good idea. 

28 Frank Small and Associates Press Releases: September 
1987; 1 February 1988; 1 June 1988; 2 June 1988; 21 July 1988 and 
communication with the author in August 1988 on the results of a 
poll taken in July. All recent data cited in this section are 
from these polls unless otherwise indicated. 
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In 1980, 60% of Australians supported the presence on 
Australian soil of 'US communication bases' . In February 
this year the figure was only 49% (38% opposed); by July the 
figure had shrunk to 39% (51% opposed). 

In 1982, 47% of Australians supported visits by 
nuclear-armed ships to Australian ports ( 44% opposed) In 
February 1988, a 'Defencetrac' poll found only 24% were 
supportive (50% were opposed and 26% were not sure) . 29 

On other issues attitude changes were significant but not as 
dramatic: 

In 1980, 76 % of the electorate wanted defence expenditure 
increased; by 1988 only 50% felt the same way. ~ 

In 1980, 66% wanted compulsory military service reintroduced 
for young men; by 1988 the figure had fallen to 53%. 

The most significant of the 'Defencetrac' findings are those 
which reveal the dramatic recent drop in support for hosting 'US 
bases' and nuclear-armed ship v i sits, both of which are part of 
Australia's ANZUS obligations according to successive Australian 
governments. 

But do the shifts in opinion represent temporary aberrations or a 
long-term trend? Great care must always be taken in generalising 
from opinion polls and some polls - especially those produced by 
amateurs can be positively misleading. But the Defencetrac 
polls were based on large samples (1300), were undertaken by a 
reputable polling organisation and avoided leading questions. 

Two reasons suggest themselves for the shift in public attitudes: 

Declining Threat Perceptions 

There seems to be a clear inverse correlation between perceptions 
of external threat and support for nuclear-related elements in 
the alliance relationship. As threat perceptions decline 
anti-nuclearist sentiments appear to increase. This was evident 

2 9 Another category, of 'don't know' responses, has 
increased significantly in a number of the recent polls. This 
suggests that the shift away from high levels of support for the 
alliance relationship reflects increased indifference as much as 
increased opposition. 
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during the detente period of the early and mid-1970s and is even 
more evident in the late 1980s. 

From 1968 to 1983 the number of Australians perceiving an 
(unspecified) external threat to their country varied between 43% 
and 63%. The lowest level of perceived threat came during the 
detente period, the highest in 1980 just after the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan. But by July 1988 the figure was only 
33%. 

When voters are worried about external threats they may be quite 
willing to pay the alliance 'insurance premiums' - which include 
accepting the risk of being a nuclear target. But when perceived 
dangers recede there will be a greater readiness to question the 
necessity of certain alliance obligations. 

Australian threat perceptions particularly the threat from 
communist countries - have changed remarkably. In the 1960s, when 
China was perceived as a major threat by around 30% of 
Australians, concern about the Soviet Union was relatively low 
(11-15%). Concern over the Soviets stayed relatively low (12% and 
20 %) during the detente period of the 1970s, but increased 
dramatically (to 40 %) in 1980, after the invasion of 
Afghanistan. In 1983, the figure was still 37%, but by September 
1987 it had dropped to 21%. In July 1988, however, the figure was 
down to an unprecedented low of 6%, while fear of China had 
fallen to an equally unprecedented 2%. In other words, by 
mid-1988 Australian concern about the communist threat - whether 
from China or the USSR - had virtually vanished. 

A similar shift in opinion seems to have taken place in 
Europe. Whereas in the 1950s and 1960s clear majorities of 
Europeans saw the USSR as posing a military threat to Western 
Europe, today that figure is around 10%. 

The recent sharp drop in Australian concern with the Soviet 
threat correlates neatly with the rise in opposition to the 
presence of US 'bases' in Australia (up from 38% to 51% between 

~~ February and July 1988). 

The Generational Effect 

Although the dramatic improvement in superpower relations can 
explain much of the change in public mood in Australia, there is 
also a powerful demographic effect at work. To put it simply 
young people are far more critical of the alliance, tne hosting 
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of US 'bases' and nuclear-armed ship visits than are older 
generations. 

The August 1988 'Defencetrac' poll shows only 23% of those aged 
16-24 years support the presence of US 'bases', compared with 52% 
of the 55+ age group. Another poll released in June 1988 showed 
that only 14% of the 16-24. age group supported the idea of US 
nuclear weapons being stationed on Australian soil compared with 
39% of the 55+ group. An earlier Defencetrac poll released in 
July 1987 showed that, while :5% of the 55+ age group supported 
the ANZUS alliance, only 50 % of the 16-24 year-olds did so. 

This anti-nuclearist trend is also evident among the young in 
northern Europe. 

Since people tend to maintain their opinions on these sorts of 
issues as they get older, we can surmise that the shift measured 
by the polls is a function of generational change as well as 
changes in the international political climate. 

The clear implication of this generational factor is that we 
should expect popular support for denuclearisation to grow over 
time providing that perceptions of external threat do not 
change radically. 

It is here that the peace movement would seem to have made an 
important impact. It is an impact which has been felt on youth 
culture generally and on popular music in particular. The 
teaching of peace studies courses in schools and tertiary 
institutions has also surely had some effect on young people's 
attitudes. Even in those many schools where peace studies courses 
are not taught, the nuclear issue is invariably raised and 
discussed. Conservatives are probably correct when they argue 
that what might be called the 'peace through strength' 
perspective gets far less attention in schools and many tertiary 
institutions than do peace studies courses. 

The net effect of this generational change is that new cohorts of 
voters critical of Australia's alliance relationship with the US 
are replacing the far more conservative older voters with the 
passage of time. If this trend continues both the government and 
the opposition will find themselves increasingly at odds with the 
electorate on many critical security issues - as will also be the 
case in NATO Europe. 

Support for ANZUS itself 
Australians believed it to be 

remains high, however. 63% of 
'essential' or 'worthwhile but not 
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essential' in July this year. In February, 67% were in favour of 
the 'defence relationship with the USA' . But although pro-ANZUS 
sentiment remains strong it is 5-10% lower than the average for 
the early and mid-1980s. The July 1988 figure of 63% support is 
the lowest ever recorded. 
The new poll data reveal that, as in NATO Europe, support for the 
alliance is now increasingly qualified among the young. In 
Australia's case this is most clearly evident in the declining 
support for hosting US 'bases' and nuclear-armed ship visits. But 
other aspects of the alliance relationship are also being 
increasingly questioned. The September 1987 'Defencetrac' poll 
found that 36 % of the electorate wanted an alliance relationship 
which did not rely on nuclear weapons (compared with 38% who 
wanted an alliance based on nuclear as well as conventional 
weapons, and 22 % who wanted no alliance at all). 

In other words, 58 % of Australians want either the sort of 
alliance relationship that New Zealand insisted on, and which led 
to the end of ANZUS as a tripartite alliance, or they want no 
alliance at all. 

The one item of comfort that the government may derive from the 
polls is that defence is not a highly salient political issue 
with the electorate at the moment and that the youngest (and most 
critical) voters are least interested of all. 

Conclusion 

This paper has attempted to show that anti-nuclearism the 
'nuclear allergy' is a complex phenomenon which manifests 
itself very differently in different countries even in 
countries as apparently similar as Australia and New Zealand. It 
has suggested that the conditions of high perceived threat which 
give rise to anti-nuclear peace movements in the first place are 
often antithetical to the achievement of such movements' 
goals. Ironically, the conditions of low perceived threat, which 
are largely responsible for the decline in movement activism, are 
conducive to public acceptance of many anti-nuclear positions. 

There is little that governments can do to change this state of 
affairs; still less they can do to counter the anti-nuclearist 
effects of generational change. The political implications of 
these changes for the longterm future of Western nuclear policies 
are difficult to predict but, potentially at least, could be 
highly significant. 
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The political implications of the thesis advanced here are 
unlikely to be welcomed by either the US or allied governments 
since they suggest that popular support for 'denuclearisation' is 
likely to grow. 

As I argued at the beginning of this paper, the pessimistic view 
within national security communities in the US and Europe (and in 
Australia and New Zealand) is that popular opposition to various 
manifestations of western nuclear strategy will undermine western 
security. Such anti-nuclearist sentiments are thought to 
demonstrate a naive view of the Soviet Union and to place 
unwarranted confidence in arms control as an approach to 
enhanci ng security. Worse still they threaten the credibility of 
extended deterrence. 

But the pessimists assume what has yet to be demonstrated 
namely that deterrence is fragile and needs to be enhanced. Yet 
the evidence simply does not support this contention. With the 
attainment of assured destruction capabilities by both 
superpowers, unprovoked aggression by the Soviets against the US 

or vice versa ceased to have any conceivable rational 
purpose. Under such conditions deterrence is extremely robust 
and thus insensitive to modest changes in nuclear arsenals like 
those achieved by the INF Treaty. This is why worries that the 
INF treaty will lead to the 'decoupling' of Europe from the US, 
and hence to an undermining of extended deterrence, are 
misplaced. 

There is, of course, nothing new about the reality of nuclear 
mutual assured destruction. What is different in the current 
situation is Mr Gorbachev's willingness to make a range of major 
concessions on arms control issues particularly in the 
contentious area of arms control treaty verification. Of even 
greater longterm significance may be the current Soviet proposals 
that the strategies and force structures of the Warsaw Pact 
countries be restructured from their current highly offensive 
orientation to a far more defensive one. 

These Soviet moves should be seen less as evidence for a newly 
benign foreign policy than as a rational response to a number of 
increasingly serious domestic problems. The current leadership is 
clearly seized with the urgent need to restructure the ailing 
Soviet economy; it is aware that continuing to allocate 12-15% of 
GNP to defence (more than twice the share of GNP which the US 
allocates to defence) is an obstacle to achieving that goal. It 
understands the need to expand investment by, and trade with, the 
West, and that an improved relationship with the US is virtually 
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a precondition for achieving such an expansion in its economy. 

The fact that the risk of unprovoked aggression by one superpower 
against the other (or its allies) is nearly zero is not to say 
that war is impossible. Insofar as there is a risk of war it 
would most probably arise from an unintended slide into 
confrontation in a crisis which got out of control . Thus the most 
instructive lesson of history for the nuclear age is not that of 
Hitler and World War II, but Sarajevo and the outbreak of World 
War I. 

Strategies designed to strengthen deterrent postures which do not 
need strengthening by enhancing war-fighting capabilities and by 
making nuclear weapons more usable and nuclear war more 
thinkable, will tend to increase suspicion, tension and 
incentives to pre-empt in crises. In other words policies aimed 
at enhancing deterrence may increase the risk of war by 
inadvertence. 

Reducing the risk of 
~mphasis on policies 
:onfidence-building. 

war 
of 

by inadvertence requires a stronger 
arms control, tension-reduction and 

3uch policies might include the creation of nuclear weapon-free 
rnnes, nuclear disengagement zones, nuclear arms reductions, a 
:reeze on nuclear modernisation, the abolition of tactical 
mclear weapons, the adoption of 'no first-use' postures, the 
1bolition of nuclear testing and restrictions upon provocative 
1aval and air exercises by nuclear-capable ships and 
1ircraft. All of these are examples of 'denuclearisation'. 

[nsofar as this thesis is correct it suggests that 
'denuclearisation' may not, as its critics suggest, be part of 
:he problem of Western security but part of the solution to that 
)roblem. 
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