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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

David and Goliath in the Ocean of Peace: Case Studies of

"Nuclearism," "Nuclear Allergy" and the "Kiwi Disease"

by

Eleanor N. Hodges
Doctor of Philosophy in Sociology
University of California, San Diego, 1990

Professor Bennett M. Berger, Chair

The dissertation addresses the dialectic between the competing reality systems of
anti-nuclearism and nuclearism, and considers some of the consequences of these polar
responses to the nuclear dilemma through four empirical case studies. The focus is on the
New Zealand/Aotearoa peace movement, the anti-nuclear actions of the Fourth Labour
Government and the so far unique success of peace activism in that country. PART ONE
consists of three short studies, two of them concerned with Pacific Island micro-states.
The first examines nuclear conflicts in the Marshall Islands; the second examines the
struggle in Palau to retain the 1979 Nuclear Free Constitution in entering into a Compact of
Free Association with the United States; the third examines the U.S. Navy as one

manifestation of the doctrine, strategies and practice of offensive nuclear deterrence.

PART TWO tells the story of the birth and grbwth of the N.Z. Peace Squadron in
the 1970's, the battles between 'sea-borne nuclearism' and ‘sea-borne anti-nuclearism,' the
spread of 'nuclear allergy' in the 1980's and the Government's rejection in February 1985
of the U.S. Navy's request for a port call by the nuclear-capable USS Buchanan, the so-
called 'Kiwi disease." PART THREE is an analysis of the N.Z/Aotearoa peace movement

within the paradigm of new social movement theory in which anti-nuclearism is regarded as

xi




a socio-cultural reality system actively engaged in challenging the power/knowledge truth
regime of nuclearism through a process of knowledge/empowerment. The means whereby
the alternative truth of anti-nuclearism/militarism is generated, transmitted and sustained in
the attempt to take control of historicity is explored through examining the networks of the
New Zealand 'peace umbrella, the peace movement semiotic system, the forms of protest,

the problems of peace activism and activists' statements of motivation and belief.

PART FOUR examines the 'post-nuclear’ situation in New Zealand from the
passing of the Nuclear Free Zone legislation on June 4, 1987 to the adoption by the
conservative opposition party on March 8, 1990 of the Government's anti-nuclear policies.
The peace movement's unsuccessful attempt to prevent the strengthening of conventional
military ties with Australia is considered in the context of the general anti-nuclear dilemma
of what comes after the rejection of nuclear deterrence. The final chapter addresses the
Ciuestion of why anti-nuclearism in strong in New Zealand but not in Australia, and why, in
contrast to New Zealand, Australia's major political parties have bi-lateral pro-nuclear
deterrence policies. Underlying the whole of the work is the hermeneutical question of the
meaning of 'the Kiwi disease' and 'nuclear allergy' if they are regarded not as phenomena

to be explained but as texts to be interpreted.
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CHAPTER 1
THE NUCLEAR DILEMMA

..... somewhere in sands of the desert
A shape with lion body and the head of a man,
A gaze blank and pitiless as the sun,
Is moving its slow thighs, while all about it
Reel shadows of the indignant desert birds.
The darkness drops again,; but now I know
That twenty centuries of stony sleep
Were vexed to nightmare by a rocking cradle,
And what rough beast, its hour come round at last,
Slouches towards Bethlehem to be born?
- W. B. Yeats, Second Coming

The Absolute Weapon

The First Coming

The world's first nuclear test, code-name "Trinity," took place just before sunrise
on the morning of July 16, 1945 in the deserts of New Mexico, U.S.A. The message
dispatched from Alamogordo by the scientists who had successfully birthed the bomb
declared "Its a boy!" Had the bomb been a fizzler the message would have read: "It's a
girl." Physicist Robert Oppenheimer, Director of the Los Alamos Laboratory where the
bomb was built, said of the small group of people who witnessed the explosion on that
early summer morn, "Some wept. A few cheered. Most stood silent."! The cradle of
the nuciear-age had been rocking throughout the century but the momentum increased
sharply in the latter half of 1942 with the creation of the U.S. bomb-building Manhattan
Project, "[t]he largest scientific project by far in the history of the world" (York, 1987: 6).

Now the fruit of that effort was manifest; the swinging cradle had overturned.?

1 Unless otherwise indicated quotes of those prcserit at the test site are from Gregg Herken, Counsels of
War (1985: Ch.1).

2 In 1896 French physicist Antoine Henri Becquerel accidentally discovered the phenomenon of
radioactivity, In 1897 English physicist Sir Joseph Thomson working with New Zealand physicist Sir




%

For some of those gathered at Alamogordo the moment was epiphanic. Robert
Oppenheimer's immediate response was "Now I have become Death, the destroyer of
worlds;" a passage from the Bhagavad Gita where Krishna, the source and giver of all life
in the Hindu scriptures, takes on his multi-armed form and reveals his full nature to Prince
Arjuna, the representative human being.3 The physicist in charge of the test, Kenneth
Bainbridge, expressed a similar idea in more secular terms when he turned to the Director
and said, "Well, Oppie, now we're all sons of bitches." Another witness to the explosion
wrote, "It lighted every peak, crevasse and ridge of the near-by mountain range with a
clarity and beauty that cannot be described but must be seen to be imagined .... There was a

feeling in that shelter that those concerned with its nativity should dedicate their lives to the

Ernest Rutherford at ManchesterUniversity discovered the electron and inferred that there were smaller
particles than the atom. At the turn of the century, Becquerel's associates, Marie (who coined the word
'radioactivity')and Pierre Curie, helped overturn the orthodox view that the chemical elements were
immutable and the atom indivisible. Their search for clements displaying the atomic property of
radioactivity led to the discovery of polonium and radium. Rutherford demonstrated Thomson's hypothesis
in 1902, thereby discovering that the nucleus itself was a composite structure. In 1903 he published a
general theory of radioactivity, In 1911 he drew conclusions about the structure of the atom and in 1919,
with Sir James Chadwick, began his 'atom-smashing' activities. In 1922, Danish physicist Niels Bohr, a
student of Rutherford's, published the current model of atomic structure and radiation. In 1932 Chadwick
discovered the neutron. In 1933 a French team headed by Frédéric and Iréne Joliot-Curie discovered artificial
radioactivity. In 1934 Leo Szilard, a Nazi refugee, conceived the idea of a chain reaction and took out two
British patents: one outlining his ideas for what we now call a nuclear reactor and a secret one outlining a
possible way for producing an extremely powerful bomb. In 1938, German physicists Otto Hahn and Fritz
Strassman discovered that a uranium nucleus struck by a neutron split into two, thereby releasing large
amounts of energy and - possibly- a chain reaction. During 1939, scientists in many countries - including
Japan - experimented with refining the fission process and elucidating its potential. In the U.S., Albert
Einstein, at the urging of fellow refugees Leo Szilard, Edward Teller and Eugene Wigner, wrote to President
Roosevelt informing him of the process and its potential.. Secret experiments in Britain and the United
States continued throughout 194041. In 1942 the Los Alamos Laboratory was created specifically for
research into bomb design, U-235 and plutonium while U.C. Berkeley, the Univ, of Chicago and Columbia
Univ. became major centres for their research and production. Enrico Fermi built the first successful
nuclear reactor at the University of Chicago, producing an artificial chain reaction in December 1942,
(Sources: The Harper Encyclopedia of S cience. N.Y Harper & Row (1967) and Herbert F. York, Making
Weapons, Talking Peace. A Physcist's Odyssey from Hiroshima to Geneva. (1987:3-5, 33).

3 The analogy appears apt. The atom was always the origin and shatterer of worlds but only now was

this totality fully revealed.




mission that it always be used for good and never for evil" (quoted Manoff, 1983:19).4

In his report to Washington, Brigadier General Thomas Fawcett, deputy to General Leslie
Groves (the Army's Director of the Manhattan Project) described the explosion as "...
unprecedented, magnificent, beautiful, stupendous and terrifying. It was that beauty that
great poets dream about but describe most poorly." Los Alamos physicist Robert Wilson
recalls speeding with a jeepload of scientists to inspect the crater a few hours after the event
and making "rude Italian gestures" as they passed more cautious colleagues proceeding in a
lead-lined tank. The jeep stopped at what seemed to be the shore of a miniature sea of
green glass - the desert sand fused by the million degree heat of the explosion. Said

Wilson, "I was overwhelmed by that,"

The Second coming
The new-born had no need to slouch towards its Bethlehem. Twenty-one days

after Trinity at 8.15 a.m. Japanese time, 'Little Boy', a 13 kt. uranium (U-235) bomb once
again manifested the awful beauty and power of the absolute weapon - but this time not to a
select few and not in an empty desert. On August 6, President Harry Truman informed the
world that a bomb with more power than 20,000 tons of TNT had been dropped from an
American airplane® onto the Japanese army base of Hiroshima, population 318,000.7

"It is an atomic bomb. It is a harnessing of the basic power of the universe. . The force
from which the sun draws its powers has been loosed against those who brought war to the
Far East ... And the end is not yet."8 Three months earlier, The New York Times

science writer, Ernest Laurence, had been recruited to the Manhattan Project to "EXPLAIN
BOMB'S INTRICACIES TO PUBLIC" as the papér later stated. As a consequence of this

4 Robert Manoff is Co-Dircctor of the Center for War, Peace and the News Media, New York

University.

5 The phenomenon has been noted before. In St. John's vision of the Lamb upon the throne in the Book
of Revelations "... there was a rainbow round about the throne ... and before the throne there was a sea of
glass like unto crystal."

6 The bomb was dropped from the "Enola Gay," a B-29 bomber named after the pilot's mother.

7 Hiroshima contained a number of U.S. Prisoners of War, Those who survived the attack were
immediately tortured and massacred in reprisal for the bombing.

8 The New York Times, Aug. 6, 1945: 1),




secret arrangement the Times received a War Department briefing a few hours in advance
of the attack - "A little edge because we've taken your science man away," as General
Groves put it (quoted Manoff: 1983, p.20). On the morning of August 7 the paper's
headlines declared: "FIRST ATOMIC BOMB DROPPED ON JAPAN .... TRUMAN
WARNS FOE OF A 'RAIN OF RUIN" followed by the sub-headings: "NEW AGE
USHERED" and "Steel Tower 'Vaporized' In Tﬁal of Mighty Bomb." Front page news
included the War Department report of the 'Manhattan Project' ("How three 'hidden cities'
with a total population of 100,000 inhabitants sprang into being"; "the biggest secret of the
war ..."), Truman's report of the triumph over the Reich ("Germany started the
experiments but we finished them") and the triumph of scientists ("We have spent two
billion dollars on the greatest scientific gamble in history - and won"); the report of "terrific
damage" from Osaka Radio,? and Churchill's reference to the part played by His
Majesty's Government ("By God's mercy British and American science outpaced all

German efforts ...").

On August 9, 1945 at 11 a.m, Japanese time, a hole finally opened up in the clouds
over the west coast of Japan and 'Fat Man', a 22 kt. plutonium bomb, dropped onto the
port of l\lag'ensaki.10 On the same day the components of a second Pu-239 bomb left Los
Alamos for final assembly at Tinian. America's "rain of ruin" appeared to be underway,
although in fact the existing world nuclear arsenal had just been consumed. The Times
headlines reported the Soviet declaration of war on Japan and the dropping of the second
atomic bomb, stating that crew members reported "good results.” The editorial declared:
"The fundamental power of the universe, the power manifested in the sunshine that has
been recognized from the remotest ages as the sustaining force of earthly life is at last

entrusted to human hands."

9 No doubt reassuring to the U.S. authorities as a dense black cloud obscured all visibility after the
bomb's impact.

10 Although the explosive force was greater than that of the Hiroshima bomb, damage was less because of
the hilly terrain and the smaller size of the city. -In both Hiroshima and Nagasaki 50 percent of those
within 1,2 k. of the epicenter died on the day of the explosion. Within 5 months, the total number of
deaths was approximately 140,000 out of Hiroshmia's population of 350,000 and 70,000 out of Nagasaki's
population of 270,000.




The Rough Beast

Soon after the bombings, American writer John Hersey went to Hiroshima to talk

with some of the people who had brought war to the Far East. One was a Methodist
missionary who was away from the city when the bomb fell and who immediately returned

to it. Hersey writes:

He was the only person making his way into the city; he met hundreds and hundreds who were
fleeing, and every one of them seemed to be hurt in some way. The eyebrows of some were
burned off and skin hung from their faces and hands. Others, because of pain, held their arms up as
if carrying-something in both hands. Some were vomiting as they walked. Many were naked or :
in shreds of clothing. Almost all had their heads bowed, looked straight ahead, were silent, and
showed no expression whatever, 11 (Hersey, 1946:39-40).

A woman survivor tells a similar story:

It was as if the sun had crashed and exploded. Yellow fireballs were crashing down.
[Afterwards, on the riverbank], there were so many injured people that there was almost no room
to walk. ... People's clothes had been blown off and their bodies burned by the heat rays. They
looked as if they had strips of rags hanging from them. ... I saw people whose intestines were
hanging out of their bodies. Some had lost their eyes. Some had their backs torn open so you

could see their backbones inside. They were all asking for water. (Quoted Dyer, 1985:96).

Whether or not the desert birds of Alamagordo reeled in indigation when "the basic
power of the universe" exploded into their world has not been noted. Had they foreseen
the fate of some of their kind a few years later they may well have experienced another kind
of emotion. A U.S. Army observer of a 1957 British bomb test on Christmas Island said

of the albatrosses in the lagoon:

The birds were the things we could see all the time. They were superb specimens of life - really
quite exquisite - phenomenal creatures. Albatrosses will fly for days skimming a few inches above
the surface of the water... they are just beautiful creatures. Watching them is a wonder. That is
what I didn't expect. We were standing around waiting for this bomb to go off - which we had
been told was a very small one, so no-one was particularly upset. Even though I'd never seen one
I figured, well, these guys know what is going to happen. They know what the dangers are, and

11 People walked with hands outspread because the burns made their fingers rigid.




we've been adequately briefed and we all have radiation metres on ....... No worry .......

Anyway, we were standing around and the count-down came in over the radio. And suddenly I
could see all these birds, I could sec the birds that I'd been watching for days before. They were
now suddenly visible through the opaque visor of my helmet. And they were smoking, Their
feathers were on fire, And they were doing cartwhecels. The light persisted for some time, ...
long enough for me 10 see the birds crash into the water. They were sizzling, smoking. They
weren't vaporized; its just that they were absorbing such intense radiation that they were being
consumed by the heat. They were blinded. ... And so [ar there had been no shock, none of the
blast damage we talk about when we discuss the effccts of nuclear weapons. Instead there were just
these smoking, twisting, hideously contorted birds crashing into things. (Quoted Lifton and
Humphrey, 1984:78-79).

"For an entire generation," writes historian Gregg Hcrken, "the atomic bomb was
the cause of a revelation... Most Americans learned of the bomb from Hiroshima. For the
scientists who had built the weapons, however, Hiroshima was the second coming. They
had been present at the creation" (Herken, 1985:3). With the birth of the absolute weapon,
it seems, the long divorce between science and religion was over, the cherished ideal of the
apolitical pursuit of pure knowledge exploded with the bomb. A moment of apocalyptic
clarity in a desert dawn had revealed physics entwined with metaphysics, scientific
endeavour inseparable from concepts of power and domination, good and evil, love and
hate. To quote the much-quoted statement of Robert Oppenheimer, "In some sort of crude
sense which no vulgarity, no humour, no overstatement can quite extinguish, the physicists

have known sin; and this is a knowledge which they cannot lose (Oppenheimer, 1948:66).

The Time of the stion Mark

Edward Teller, the physicist who became known as the 'Father of the H-Bomb',
was present at the Trinity test and while not particularly moved by it he thought it
significant that the desert winds almost immediately began shaping the mushroom cloud
into a giant question-mark. The perception was prescient. "Little Boy" and "Fat Man" had
been used as part of the general U.S. war strategy for defeating the Japanese as quickly and
economically as possible; what was not considered was the strategy of the future. Once the

extent of the damage became clear and when (in spite of censorship by the occupying



authorities) word began filtering through of apparently uninjured survivors dying of some
mysterious sickness (initially dismissed by Laurence as "Japanese propaganda"),
humankind was confronted with a qualitatively-different kind of weapon and the question

of what to do with it.

While the Cabinet disputed and the President pdndered over the proper course to
pursue two different perspectives on the bombings shared space in the Times. While the
major sentiments expressed at the time of the bombing were of awe, .achievement or
national pride, there were also some expressions of fear, moral condemnation or
humanitarian concern. A staff reporter asked: "What is this terrible new weapon which the
War Department also calls the 'Cosmic Bomb'?" while the paper's military affairs analyst,
Hanson W. Baldwin, wrote: "Americans have become a synonym for destruction. Now
we have been the first to introduce a new weapon of unknowable effects which may bring
us victory quickly but which will sow the seeds of hate more widely than ever. We may

yet reap the whirlwind".

On August 9 there was a statement from the head of ICI in London (who had been
involved in the Manhattan Project) that @ithin measureable time "the Queen Mary would
cross the Atlantic on a teacupful of fuel and all the houses in Britain ... be heated for
virtually nothing as a result of the discovery of the method of releasing nuclear energy," but
there were also reports that a representative from the British Bombing Restriction Coucil
had sent a telegraph to President Truman saying that the bomb's "Unparalleled terrorism
disgraces the United Nations." Letters to the Editor columns in British newspapers were
said to be full of protests at the bombings: "BRITAINS (sic) REVOLTED BY USE OF
ATOM-BOMB" and a message from the Vatican Press declared: "The use of the atomic
bombs in Japan have created an unfavourable impression on the Vatican," noting that
"Leonardo da Vinci had destroyed his plans for the submarine because he feared that man
would apply it to the ruin of civilization." Lord Geoffrey Fisher, Primate of the Church of
England, had a different kind of worry, based apparently on the notion that Satan makes
mischief for idle hands to do. The paper reported that the Archbishop of Canterbury had




"expressed the fear that the real danger of the atomic bomb lay not in endless destruction,

but in the increased leisure it offered mankind."

On August 10 the longest article in the paper was headed "SCIENCE FOR LIFE
OR DEATH' DISCUSSED BY SARNOFF," and inside pages carried a call to the
conscience of the nation by the president of RCA to reject the use of the bomb; an appeal
from the Federal Coucil of Churches of Christ in America (co-signed by John Foster
Dulles) that "use of the bomb be temporarily suspended to give the Japanese time to react;"
a statement by the Catholic World that the use of the bomb was absolutely and utterly
indefensible "and lights up for us all the immorality of the path we have been treading" and
a statement from London by Sir James Chadwick that "some of his colleagues refused to
help work on an atomic bomb for fear they might be creating a planet-destroying monster.
"For weeks," states Robert Manoff, "the paper was awash with British bishops, worried
scientist and earnest educators addressing their consciences and the future of the world"
(Manoff, 1983: 21). |

At the same time, the Times was running a ten-part series by Ernest Laurence
which, to again quote Manoff, "... was an emotional celebration of the science,
engineering and industry behind the bomb, couched in superlatives that left the dilemmas
favored by civil journalism far behind." The beauty of the explosion was equated with the
grand finale of a mighty symphony, the mushroom cloud with the Statue of Liberty. Of a
nuclear reactor Laurence wrote: "One stands before it as though beholding the realization of
a vision such as Michelangelo might have had of a world yet to be, as indescribable as the
Grand Canyon of Arizona, Beethoven's Ninth Symphony ..."" (quoted Manoff, 1983:22),
The series, together with a piece on the Nagasaki bombing, earned for Laurence a War

Department Citation and the Pulitzer Prize from his colleagues.

Meanwhile the world-which-would-be was taking shape. On September 4 the
Times announced: "SOVIET HINTS RACE FOR ATOM BOMB." On September 23 a
long article cited the views of Field Marshal Sir Henry Maitland Wilson, Chief of the
British Joint Staff Mission in Washington, that development of the bomb by the Soviet
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Union, which he predicted within five years, would destroy the existing military parity
between the United States and the U.S.S.R. The next day a presidential statement
appeared on the front page - a response to a Cabinet leak - asserting that Truman alone
would make atomic policy. Two weeks later the announcement came: "U.S. WILL NOT
SHARE ATOM BOMB SECRET." The moment of equivocation had passed and with it
the prominence given to the moral debate. In the decades to come the voice of radical
dissent from the nuclear policies of Western governments would, with one small exception,

be confined to the domains of fringe politics and marginal media.

The stage was set for the Cold War scenario to unfold and waiting in the wings was
the doctrine of deterrence; the eventual official answer to the question of what to do with
nuclear weapons.!2 Henceforth, they would be used not to wage wars but to prevent
them. In the words of Bernard Brodie, the young Yale scholar who was one of the first to
recognize the implications of the bomb and who became known as 'the father of

deterrence';

The writer ... is not for the moment concerned about who will win the next war in which atomic
bombs are used. Thus far the chicf purpose of our military establishment has been (o win wars.
From now on its chief purpose must be (o avert them. It can have almost no other useful purpose
(Brodie, 1946:76).

That 'almost’ however, proved salient. In the next forty-five years of the century
while the world's leaders pursued the dual goal of preventing WW3 and preparing for it if

it occurred the nuclear arsenal would go from zero to around fifty thousand as the unusable

12 This may be overstating the case. Perhaps Edna St. Vincent Millay is closer to describing the
decision-making process of governments when she states:

... we have no sense of direction: impetus

Is all we have, we do not proceed, we only

Roll down the mountain,

Like disbalanced boulders, crushing before us many

Delicate springing things, whose plan it was to grow.

..we decide nothing: the bland Opportunity

Presents itself, and we embrace it ...

(Collected Poems, (ed. Norma Millay) N.Y.: Harpers, 1956; p.427-8
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weapons became a measure of status - the greater the arsenal, the greater the prestige
(though not necessarily the power) - and a tool for maintaining the post-war status quo
without recourse to internecine or major wars. Four of the five victor nations would form
the exclusive 'Nuclear Club' and membership would be denied to the defeated, lesser white
nations and all non-white nations, although the fifth victor, the world's most populous
nation, would successfully storm the barricades. The venerable institutions of war would
continue to survive - indeed thrive - in the permanent war-emergency economies of nuclear
states fighting a paper war, their conventional surrogate wars and endemic conflict between

or within the non-nuclear states.

The birth of the nuclear age is a modern creation story but perhaps its roots lie in the
ancient Judeo/Christian myth. In the Genesis account not one but two taboo trees grow in
Eden: the Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil and the Tree of Life. Adam and Eve
were turned out of the Garden not only because they ate the fruit of the first tree but, says
the narrator, "lest [Adam] put forth his hand, and take also of the tree of life, and eat, and
live forever;" or, in other words, become a god. "So [the Lord God] drove out the man
and ... placed at the east of the garden of Eden cherubims [sic}, and a flaming sword
which turned every way to keep the way of the tree of life" (Gencsig, Ch. 4). In the 20th.
century the fallen progeny appear to be adding a further, perhaps final, installment to the
myth. Clever Adam has created his own flaming sword, invaded the Garden, split the tree
of life asunder, tasted the forbidden fruit - ahead of Eve this time - and bestowed upon
humanity seemingly godlike powers. Whether they will be used to enhance, disfigure or

destroy what remains of Eden is the part of the story yet to be written.

As the Western world nears the century of its coming-of-age the outcome
suddenly appears more hopeful. Change is in the air and the thunderclouds of the Cold
War are dissipating. The weapons, however, are not, and neither is the giant question-
mark. Rather, it has grown larger. 'Now the question is no longer just what to do with
nuclear weapons in a new political climate but also, "What have we done with nuclear

weapons and what might they do, or already be doing, with us?" This dissertation is

AR AN oo s o
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mostly about people who fear the answer to that question and who act on that fear; people
who are convinced that unless the rough beast of nuclearism is rapidly dethroned sooner or
later (and probably sooner) much of life on earth, perhaps all of it, will share the fate of the
Hiroshima-Nagasaki victims and the albatrosses of Christmas Island. To a lesser extent it

is also about people who believe and act quite otherwise.

The Case Studies

The studies presented here are explorations of some of the immediate or long-term
consequences of the nuclear decisions. The linking theme is, as my title suggests, a _
situation of asymmetrical conflict between two opposing forces. The work as a whole
contains four distinct sections, the first mainly providing a context for the remainder. Part
One consists of three short studies. The first two are about the Marshall Islands and Palau,
two micro-states of the Pacific, while the third examines sea-borne nuclearism as one
manifestation - or one 'leg'!3 - of the nuclear Goliath. The focus is on the U.S. Navy and
althou gh the study is mainly-quantitative, it is nevertheless intended as a kind of ‘character

study' of a major protagonist in the events described in the next section.

Part Two is the centrepiece of the dissertation. It tells the story of the emergence of
New Zealand as the world's first officially nuclear free nation, the single exception to the
marginality of anti-nuclearism noted above, and can be read as a four-act drama set within
the time period 1975-1987. In Part Three I turn from dramatic narrative to sociological
analysis, regarding the New Zealand peace movement as both a contemporary social
movement and a Weltanschauung in competition with the dominant reality c‘onstruction.
The final section begins with an 'update’ of events in 'post-nuclear'’ New Zealand between
1987 and 1989. Next I suggest some reasons for the so far unique phenomenon of New
Zealand's anti-nuclear legislation, and, to a limited extent, compare the situation with non-

nuclear free' Australia. In the final chapter I offer some thoughts about what these case

13 The strategic submarines of the U.S. Navy and the long-range bombers and land-based missiles of the
Air Force's Strategic Air Command are collectively known as the Triad of strategic forces. (called by Ret'd.
Admiral Gene La Rocque, "the Holy Trinity"). Gwynne Dyer states, "If the Army had succeeded in keeping
its own ballistic missiles, the Triad would presumably be known as the Rectang-lé (or the Quadruped)”
(1985: p.16).
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studies might be 'saying' if, as the post-modernists say, they are regarded not just as

phenomena to be explained but as texts to be read.

The text as a whole is largely an account of accounts; accounts given by people,
drawn from the media, selected from scholarly works or expert analyses, culled from the
grassroots press and woven together to make, or such was my hope and intention, coherent
stories and a coherent theme. My concern was not with accuracy but with perception, for it
is not the situation per se but the definition of the situation which is pertinent to the
perennial sociological question of why people and social groups are behaving this way and
not that. As Vico argued long ago, how we articulate our world determines how we arrive
at what we call reality. Newspapers, for example, are an important source of data; not
because I believe them to be objective conveyors of information - au contraire - but

because I believe them to be major shapers and indicators of public perceptions.

Data for the Pacific Island studies come exclusively from scholarly sources and
peace movement publications with the focus on the writings or statements of indigeneous
people and regional activists. Main research venues were the Research School of Pacific
Studies, Australian National University and the Center for Pacific Island Studies,
University of Hawaii. Although a good deal has been written or said at both the scholarly
and the grassroots levels about nuclear issues in the Pacific Islands my aim here is to
synthesize the two. Data for the naval study come mainly from scholarly or expert
writings, newspaper reports, publications of the 'Disarm the Seas Campaign.' and
interviews conducted with five active or retired naval officials: the Assistant Chief of the
N.Z. Defence Staff, a retired RAN lieutenant-commander who was responsible for
berthing visiting nuclear submarines in Perth, Australia (and now an anti-nuclear activist), a
retired U.S. admiral, a retired U.S. submarine commander (one-time Commander of USS

Nautilus, the first nuclear submarine) and an ex-member of a U.S. Navy submarine crew.

While all the data sources named above are drawn on for the New Zealand study the
most important is the material from the thirty-five formal interviews (and many informal

conversations) recorded during three months fieldwork in that country. The majority of the
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interviewees are or were active members of the N.Z. peace movement, but the sample - one
of the snowball variety - includes diplomats, politicians, bureaucrats, professionals,
academics, business men, adolescents, trade unionists and one newspaper editor. I also
talked with many people as I travelled around the country. Major cities visited were
Dunedin (where I attended a University of Otago conference on Canada-U.S.-N.Z
relations), Christchurch and Palmerston North in the South Island, and Wellington (the
capital city) and Auckland (the largest city) in the North Island. Library resgarch was done
mainly at Auckland University. The Boanas family house in Christchurch and Peace

House in Wellington were the major venues for peace movement archival research.

My aims in undertaking this project were several. Atone level I simply wished to
tell stories which seemed to me worth telling. At a more theoretical level I aimed to study
reality constructions and power relations and explore Lenin's claim that dialectics is "... the
study of how there can be and are ... identical opposites" (quoted Read, 1947:43). At the
empirical level [ wanted to carry out a sociologically-oriented, mainly-qualitative, in-depth
study of a national peace movement and Peace Movement NZ/Aotearoa seemed the ideal
choice. To my knowledge no such study exists, élthough there are some accounts of
specific anti-nuclear actions such as the European campaigns against nuclear power and the

women's camp at Greenham Common.

Frank Parkin's Middle Class Radicalism (1968), one of the few book-length
studies of the peace movement, is an analysis of the social bases of the British Campaign
for Nuclear Disarmament but is based solely on questionnaire data obtained from
participants in the 1965 Aldermaston Easter March. Stuart McMillan refers briefly to the
role of the N.Z. peace movement in Neither Confirm Nor Dény (1987) and Kevin
Clements devotes a full chapter to New Zealand's history of war resistance and the actions
of peace groups in Back from the Brink: the Creation of a Nuclear-Free New Zealand
(1988). In neither case, however, is the peace movement the focus of the work. It is my
hope that an interview-based study of the kind I Havc undertaken will not only contribute to
the current stock of knowledge about an important contemporary social movement but help

fill an existing gap in the peace-war literature as well. Because I also wish to communicate
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something of the feel, flavour and passion of Peace Movement NZ/Atearoa, the text

includes many verbatim statements of past or present key activists.

At the empirical level I ask the classic what, who, how and why questions of
sociological research: "What was the conflict about?"; "Who was involved?"; "How was
the battle fought?" and "Why this outcome?" In the case of the New Zealand conflict, the
only one involving the peace movement, [ also ask: "What is the anatomy of a peace
movement?"; "Whom does it comprise?"; "How is the Weltanschauung created and
maintained and the political theory expressed?"; "Why did the competing and generally
derogated discourse of anti-nuclearism succeed in its challenge to the dominant discourse of
deterrence (if success is equated with the achievement of major goals) and how much is this
(so far) unique success due to fortuitous circumstances and unique conditions?" At the
semiotic level the question for all three conflict studies is whether these small societies may
be signposts to the future of larger societies, and underlying the whole of the work is the
hermeneutical question of the meaning of 'nuclear allergy' and 'the Kiwi disease’ if they

are regarded not as phenomenon to be explained, but as texts to be read and interpreted.

Joseph Gusfield describes two different perspectives for studying social
movements: 'linearity’ and 'fluidity’ (Gusfield, 1981a). It is not, he states, that one
perspective is better than another but that one does some things the other cannot do and
vice versa. In this study I have attempted to do both, adopting first the perspective of
'linearity' in describing the sequence of events in New Zealand, and then 'fluidity' in
regarding the peace movement as a socio-cultural system. Although I have taken part in
peace groui: actions elsewhere, my method was not participant obsérvation in New
Zealand. Before turning to the subject of the lhcofctical paradigm in which I pursued
answers to my questions it is necessary to define and discuss several terms important to

this work - particularly as some have already made their appearance in the text or the title.

Concepts and Metaphors
T'he Ocean of Peace '

This is, of course, the Pacific Ocean and irony is intended. The region has been a

prime target for imperial expansion and colonial rivalry and was a major battleground of
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WW2. The B 29 bombers carrying 'Little Boy' and 'Fat Man' took off from Saipan in the
Marianas and the Pacific has continued to be an arena for nuclear experimentation. Over
200 devices have been exploded, 63 of them in the atmosphere. Britain and the U.S.
carried out bomb tests in their colonies or newly-acquired territorities until 1962, and
France continues its underground nuclear-testing programme at Mururoa and Fangataufu
atolls in French Polynesia. American unarmed missiles fly from California to Kwajalein
over the Western Test Range, while Soviet missiles fly from western Siberia to the North
Pacific over the East-West Test Range. In Siberia, SS-20 nuclear missiles aim at military
targets throughout the region. U.S. chemical weapons are stored on Johnson Atoll, an
uninhabited island in the Pacific and the chosen site for incinerating those already on the
island and possibly those currently in Europe; a project due to commence in 1990. The
Army inisits that the incerator is safe and is proposing an environmental impact study;
regional critics argue that hazardous chemicals will be released into the environment and the

food chain.

The Pacific is home to the U.S. Seventh Fleet and the scene of regular allied
exercises. Naval vessels carry thousands of nuclear warheads across or under the surface
of the sea, and more are stored around the Rim. Radio-active waste from nuclear reactors
has been dumped in at least 20 ocean sites, mostly by Japan. In the Rim countries, the
U.S. has 350 military bases or installations, Britain 13 and the Soviet Union 10. In the
Pacific Basin, France has 15 and the U.S. 167. Australia is host to 3 U.S. bases, all
elements of the nuclear infrastructure. Ninety-five percent of all micro-electronics are
assembled and tested in the Pacific rimlands and according to a past Commander in Chief
of the U.S. Pacific Fleet (CINCPAC), "[the new technologies] being spawned on the far
side of the Pacific basin .. will form the basis of our next generation of weaponry: the

smart weapons we depend on to make the difference in conflict” (Lyons, 1987:46).

For people everywhere, the words 'Pacific Island' or 'South Pacific' tend to
conjure up romantic images of a tropical paradise complctc'with coconut palms, golden
sands, blue lagoons and simple, happy, friendly inhabitants. For those who are familiar

with the region, however, the words increasingly are evoking very different images and
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emotions from those of the tourist brochure. - The titles of some of the books, articles,
pamphlets and films appearing in the last decade are indicative of this new perception and
also of its cause, as for instance: "Trouble in Paradise"... "Nuclear Playground" ...

"Pacific Paradise in Pain" ... Nuclear Nightmare in the South Pacific" ... "Pacific Alert:

Nuclear Arms and the New Militarism" ... "Islands of Fire" ... "The Dark Side of Paradise:
Hawai'i in a Nuclear World" ... "A Call to a New Exodus; an Anti-Nuclear Primer for
Pacific People" ... "Half Life," "Mururoa mon amour" and so forth.

As the titles also suggest, the changed perception has reulted in the growth of
grassroots' anti-nuclear and anti-colonial groups - for instance, the Fijian Anti-Nuclear
Group (FANG), the Pacific People's Anti-Nuclear Action Committee (PPANAC) based in
New Zealand, the (mainly American and Canadian) Pacific Campaign to Disarm the Seas
(an arm of the North Atlantic Nuclear Free Seas Network) and the regional umbrella
organization, the Nuclear Free and Independent Pacific (NFIP) movement. There are anti-
colonial/liberation struggles in Kanaky (the people's name for New Caledonia) and East
Timor (invaded and occupied by Indonesia three months after gaining independence), and
two small independence parties in French Polynesia, the 'Polynesian Liberation Front' and
'la mana te nunua’ (let the people have the power). The issue of French testing is
particularly important for the countries of the South Pacific and the direct cause of the
South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty of 1985 (SPNFZ or 'Spin-fizz'). Asitis also
highly pertinent to the New Zealand case study it is discussed more fully in that section.
The metaphor that goes with 'The Ocean of Peace' in my title is discussed at the close of

this chapter.

Nuclearism and Anti-Nuclearism/Militarism

By this I mean the two polar and competing ideologies in the West which eventually
evolved from the conflicting response to the question of what should be done with the
bomb. On the one hand, people like Albert Einstein and Bertrand Russell believed that as
nuclear weapons would be used in future wars the only way to prevent annihilation was
through disarmament, the immediate and total abolition of the arsenal and world

government; on the other hand was the belief that the history of international politics
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demonstrated the difficulty of achieving disarmament and the latest war had demonstrated
the danger of doing so. World government may be the long term answer to war, but
meanwhile the horror of the bomb must act as a deterrent to its use. As Winston Churchill

put it, lasting peace will be the robust child of terror.

By 'nuclearism' I mean the extreme expression of the latter belief: namely, all that
now supports and furthers a strategy of offensive forward nuclear deterrence and nuclear
war-fighting capability. Although a policy-trend through successive post-war
‘Administrations, it reached a peak during the Reagan years and continues on this impetus.
By 'anti-nuclearism/militarism' I mean the counter policy: not only the abolition of nuclear
weapons but of the institutions of war. The most forceful contemporary expression of this
ideology is found in the beliefs and disparate actions of core members of the Western peace
movement; people who are often called (and often call themselves) the 'peace-niks." (It
must be noted that while opposition to militarism necessarily includes anti-nuclearism, the

reverse need not be the case).

Each of these competing ideologies is a type of socio-cultural system, a
Weltanschauung, which is, or so [ will argue, a mirror image of the other - though vastly
asymmetrical in terms of political power, resources and influence. Both are equally
structured through myth, symbol, discourse, ritual and rhetoric and both have global
institutions and/or networks of communication. Each has charismatic leaders, dedicated
adherents, experts, intellectuals, media, a lexicon and an ever-growing literature. Both
Weltanschauungen have internal logic and rationality but as each contains a root metaphor
based on sha.rply-différing perceptions of the nature of the threat, each regards the other as

irrational. 14

The image within nuclearism is (or has been) of a ruthless, cruel and cunning beast
poised to spring and attack the free democratic societies of the West at the first sign of

weakness or vulnerability. As the nuclear threat is all that is keeping the beast of

14 See Stephen Pepper's World Hypotheses (1942) for an argument about the importance of root
metaphors in belief systems.




18

aggressive world communism at bay, a powerful and superior arsenal is essential. Thus
modernization and testing of nuclear weapons and weapons systems must proceed until
adequate security and/or adequate defence against the threat is achieved. To adherents of
the counter-doctrine the beast which threatens is not so much ruthless, cruel and cunning as
monstrous, stupid and obscene. It is neither communism nor capitalism but nuclearism,
and to defend against it is illusion. If it is loosed in the name of national security or
through madness or mishap on the part of its keepers doom is certain. Thus it is both
rational and urgent to eliminate the means which make the holocaust not only possible but
ultimately inevitable. The fetish of national or bloc security must be replaced by the
concept of global security and human energy redirected towards solving the real dangers

confronting the world.

Each set of protagonists believes its definition of the situation to be true, real and
congruent with the facts, and each views the conflicting interpretation as not only false but
dangerous. Both have as their fundamental raison d'étre the prevention of nuclear war,
but while the survival of life is the supreme value for one, for the other it is the survival of
a way of life. "Peace through (military) strength" is the watchword of nuclearism, and
political negotiations must begin from this posture. To their opponents, arms control is a
tool of the arms race while preparing for war to prevent war simply fosters the conditions
which make it more likely. As nuclear knowledge cannot be eliminated war must be
eliminated, and replaced by strategies of negotiation, compromise, co-operation and, if

necessary, political sanctions or non-violent resistance.

While the mass of people in Western societies stand - if they stand anywhere -
around the mid-point of these two extreme responses to the nuclear dilemma, so far the
clustering has been all on the side of nuclearism. Its adherents describe themselves and are
described by others as 'realists' (those who accept the concepts of real politik concerning
the primary role of power in international relations, who deal with existing givens and aim
at apparently realizable goals) while labelling the proponents of disarmament and non-

violence 'idealists' (those who reject the concepts of real pofs’lrik, engage in so-called
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wishful thinking and aim at seemingly Utopian goals). Anti-nuclearists regard themselves
as realists and nuclearism as a prime example of ‘crackpot realism'!> based neither on
political reality nor the rational pursuit of goals but on irrational wishes, unconscious

desires and the paradox of destroying something in order to save it.

Nevertheless, both theories about the way to prevent a nuclear war remain untested,
although there has been no day free of war in the postwar period and the number of people
who have died in or as a result of them exceeds the total casualties of WW?2. The fact that
there has been no major war in fortress Europe for forty-five years is often advanced as
proof for the truth of nuclearism but, as Karl Popper reminds us, hypotheses can be proved
false but not true and it cannot be demonstrated that without deterrence or with disarmament

a major war would have occurred or will occur in the future.

Nuclear Deterrence

The concept of deterring communist or capitalist aggression by threatening to use
the unusable nuclear weapons takes two forms: deterrence through the threat of retaliation
or 'minimum deterrence’, and 'deterrence through denial,' that is, the denial of victory to
an aggressor through superior war-fighting capability. While both types have common
elements, they are nevertheless mutually exclusive. The first describes the early policies of
the superpowers and it largely remains the policy of the other nuclear states (although both
the U.K. and France are moving toward the second form); the second became the official
policy of the United States and (or was) the unofficial policy of the Soviet Union.
Deterrence began with the policy of 'massive retaliation’ during the U.S. mémopoly of
nuclear weapons, and continued into the 1950's while the Soviet Union possessed few
bombs and a limited ability to deliver them to the North American continent. The policy
was formally enshrined by Secretary of State John Foster Dulles in a speech of January,

1954, in which he announced that the United States would "depend primarily upon a great

15 In the 1950's C. Wright Mills wrote: "In the Amgrican white-collar hierarchies and in the middle level
of the Soviet intelligentsia - in quite differing ways but often with frightening convergence - there is
coming about the rise of the cheerful robot, of the technological idiot, of the crackpot realist, All these
types embody a common ethos; rationality without reason." ("The Complacent Young Men" in Problems,
Politics and People: Collected Essays of C. Wright Mills; ed. LL. Horowitz, N.Y.: Ballantyne; 1963).
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capacity to retaliate, instantly, by means and at places of our own choosing." As Richard
Nixon put it a few weeks later, "Rather than let the Communists nibble us to death all over
the world in little wars we would rely in the future primarily on our massive mobile
retaliatory power which we would-use at our discretion against the major source of

aggression at times and places that we could choose."

When the Russians achieved adequate retaliatory capability, however, the policy
was no longer viable. '"Mutual deterrence' or 'Mutual Assured Destruction' (MAD) took its
place; a strategy which can be summed up, to quote Gwynne Dyer, as "Don't do that, or
I'll kill us both!" (Dyer, 1985:81). Not that the former policy disappeared altogether. In
1957, for instance, General Curtis Le May of Strategic Air Command was flying secret
reconnaissance missions over Soviet territory 24 hours a day and stating: "If I see the
Russians are amassing their planes for an attack, I'm going to knock the shit out of them
before they take off the ground. Idon't care [if it's not national policy]. It's my policy.
That's what I'm 'going to do" (quoted Kaplan, 1983:133-4). Nevertheless, a rough parity
in strategic weapons eventually ushered in the era of détenté and attempts to codify the

policy through agreements like the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.

From 1960 onwards, however, both sides were modernizing conventionally-armed
forces and working out theories for how tactical nuclear weapons might be used to avoid an
all-out nuclear war. The result was the theory of 'flexible response’ - the threat and the
capability for meeting aggression by escalating from conventional weapons to battlefield
nuclear weapons to strategic weapons. It became official NATO strz‘ltegy in 1967 and
although not formally adopted by the Warsaw Pact, the dominant policy of the Soviet
Union.16 While NATO also increased its conventional arsenal, nuclear superiority and the
threat of a first strike was (and is) said to be necessary to counter Warsaw Pact
conventional superiority, although this latter judgement is often challenged by experts.

Nuclear weapons - particularly those with "more bang for the buck" - also help solve the

16 There is no military logic in a losing side initiating nuclear battlefield weapons as their forces would be
locked into defensive positions and thus more vulnerable to nuclear attack than the mobile units of the
attacker, Their use is rather intended to signal that the losing side will escalate to strategic weapons rather
than accept defeat. '
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political problem for Western elites of voters who consistently favour a strong defence
force but will not pay the social and economic costs of maintaining large conventional

forces.

Minimum deterrence or deterrence through threat of punishment requires second-
strike or retaliatory capability, while deterrence by deni;’il requires both first and second-
strike capability and, ideally, protection against what is left of the enemy'’s strategic arsenal
after inflicting a strategic first-strike upon it. Minimum deterrence is a counter-value
strategy, that is, nuclear weapons target what a country presumably values most, its cities.
Thus it is frequently said by proponents of deterrence through denial to be a less moral
policy than one based on counter-force strategy, that is, targeting ndlt people but the
enemy's nuclear arsenal, infrastructure, military bases and war-related facilities and
industries. This requires large numbers of highly accurate long-range weapons, some with
sufficient power to penetrate hardened silos, and achieving or matching technological
innovation through continued testing is a necessity. As most strategic missiles carry an
average of eight warheads (multiple independently-targeted re-entry vehicles or MIRVs) the
opponent who strikes first in principle gains an eight-to-one advantage.

Mutual deterrence, on the other hand, is based on the concept of each side being
equally vulnerable to a nuclear attack but as the second-strike arsenal would remain largely
intact each has the capacity to inflict equal or more damage in return. Thus fear of
retaliation in kind or worse will constrain a rational enemy's tendencies towards
aggression. This policy logically requires only a small number of single warhead strategic
missiles not accurate enough to destroy the second-strike missile force which is on
unprotected platforms; ideally, on submarines somewhere, anywhere at sea. Retribution
may be slow or swift, but it will be sure. As the idea of deliberately leaving a country open
to enemy attack is abhorrent to elites and citizens alike, and an anathema to those charged
with the responsibility of defending the nation (many of whose careers would come to a
sudden end) the continual thrust towards the second form of deterrence is hardly surprising

- particularly in a political climate of mutual fear and distrust. Not séeking protection
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throu gh bigger and better weapons reverses all history and all military training, and is
equally abhorrent to the large segments of the population whose interests are served in

creating or maintaining a national war-fighting capability.

Even without these driving forces, however, the inherent contradiction of minimum
deterrence - threatening to repond to any act of aggression with a weapon whose use would
result in suicide - together with the dynamics of the violent threat system itself, work
inexorably in the direction of weapon proliferation and threat escalation. All threats tend
towards entropy over time and grow weaker with distance from the point of origin. Thus
they must be either demonstrated or continually reinforced and the physical gap between the
parties continually bridged or narrowed. The more effective this process, the more likely
the threatened party will perceive the threat as real and likely and strive to achieve a similar
or superior threat capacity. The threat of punishment is not credible when the aggressor
can retaliate in kind, but the threat of inflicting more damage with more powerful forces is.
Thus the enemy must not be permitted to achieve an equal or superior war capability or
acquire an adequate means of defence. Hence the quest for the technological breakthrough
will continue and the arms race spiral upwards until one party (or both) breaks out of the
threat paradigm. The fact that thus far, with the possible exception of the INF Treaty, all
weapons-control agreements (which have mainly removed unnecessary or obsolete
weapons or systems) have been followed by new waves of modernization resulting in
greater power, usability or accuracy of the arsenal suggests the force of the internal

dynamic, as does the push on both sides towards violation of the ABM Treaty.

The human consequences of this action-reaction process are summed up in a story
told by Jacques-Yves Cousteau, the Director of the Musée Océanographige of Monaco
between 1957 and 1988. The U.S. tested thermonuclear megaton bombs in the atmosphere
at the beginning of the 1950's and soon after the USSR did likewise. Costeau states that in
1965 he invited Professor Zenkevitch, the President of the National Academy of Sciences
of the USSR, to lunch with him at UNESCO.

He was a fine gentleman, fluent in several languages. Four of us had lunch and we spoke about

K
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many things, mainly oceanography. After cheese, we had ice-cream, I couldn't wait anymore and
asked Zenkvitch, "Why did you do those tests? Did the Academy of Sciences make the
govermnment aware of the consequences of those tests?" He looked at his ice-cream and answered,
"Yes, the government asked the opinion of the Academy of Sciences. We worked on the project
and warned the Russian government that it would probably cost the lives of 50,000 children in the
USSR alone., The government answered that if they did not make the tests, it would possibly cost
many more lives." And then he wept, and I saw and still see his tears falling in his ice cream.!”

Physicist Herbert York has described the arms race as the "race to oblivion" (York:
1970), while British socialist historian and peace activist Edward Thompson calls
deterrence "the logic of exterminism.” In a much quoted passage from dn essay on the

Cold War Thompson writes:

... [[Jncreasingly, what is being produced by both the United States and the USSR is the
means of war, just as, increasingly, what is being exported, with competitive rivalry, by both
powers Lo the Third World are war materials and attendant militarist systems, infrastructures and
technologies.

There is an internal dynamic and recipricol logic here which requires a new calegory for its
analysis. If 'the hand-mill gives you socicty with the feudal lord; the sicam-mill society with the
industrial capitalist' what are we given by those Satanic mills which are now at work, grinding out
the means of human extermination? I have reached this point of thought more than once before,
but have turncd my head away in despair. Now, when I look at it directly, I know that the
category which we need is that of 'exterminism' (Thompson, 1982:189-90).

| Nevertheless, the "Satanic mills" have their own problems and paradoxes, not the
least being that the more they produce in the name of national security, the more they
engender a sense of national and global insecurity. Undoubtedly the greatest problem for
deterrence through denial, however, is the immense and escalating cost of modern war
technology along with changes in the political environment which make the sacrifices
entailed in meeting these costs appear unnecessary. The latter are due in large part to the
arbitrary determination of value (as the use-value of nuclear weapons cannot be tested) in a

situation of a single consumer demand and increasing corporate or condominium -

17 Extract from a speech given by Costeau at the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation; Santa Barbara,
California when presented with the Foundation's 1989 Distinguished Peace Leadership Award, April, 1989,




24

monopolies on supply. While removal from the normal workings of the free market has
permitted the emergence of a military leviathan and provided some control over capitalism's
runaway tendencies, the éystcm it purports to protect is beginning to crack under its
weight. This is even more the case in the Soviet Union where the free market is missing
altogether (or was), although competition with the Western superpower likewise has
supplied a missing ingredient in the economic s}stem. There are indications that the edifice
can no longer stand the strain, and that the communist bloc both needs and wishes to
withdraw from the threat paradigm (although according to the CIA, research and
modernization of Soviet strategic weapons is continuing). What impact this would have
upon both superpowers, their allies and the rest of the world remains to be seen, as do the
consequences of the communist domino-in-reverse phenonienon already underway in

Eastern Europe.

Nuclear Allergy
The term, 'nuclear weapons allergy' is first thought to have been used about the

Japanese people by Secretary of State Dean Rusk in private correspondence during the
early 1950's. The metaphor seems to have made its first known public appearance in an
article by the Washington correspondent for the Asahi Shimbun (evening edition) of
August 29, 1964; the time of the uproar in Japan about the Government's decision to
permit the port call of a U.S. Nautilus-class nuclear-powered submarine able to carry

nuclear depth-charges. The correspondent writes:

... As the American government is fully aware of the extreme sensitivity of the Japanese
people to the expression 'nuclear weapons,' it adopted a prudent attitude towards this problem
throughout, taking great pains not to give the impression of having, in a word, 'put pressure’ on
the Japanese government. ... [T}he State Department would only comment that 'we have heard
nothing about Subroc'. In the background seems to be the American government's desire for the
Japanese Lo put greater trust in them expecting that, if enough time goes by, Japan's 'nuclear
weapons allergy' will be eliminated (quoted Hook, 1986:68).

'Nuclear-weapons allergy' however, was not eliminated and the term eventually

entered the peace-war lexicon in its abbreviated form as denoting grassroots opposition in
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alliance countries to some or all elements of nuclear-deterrence strategy, particularly port
calls of nuclear-capable naval vessels. As the term was invented by the supporters of
deterrence, the connotation was negative: acceptance of nuclear weapons or their carriers
was the normal and healthy reaction, opposition was pathological. As in the case of
physical allergies, the cure was a process of de-sensitization to the allergen, that is,
gradually increasing the military presence until it ceases to cause a reaction (in the military
jargon, 'Psych Ops' or psychological operations). While to those who make or support
nuclear policy or have the task of carrying it out nuclear allergy is regrettable and can be
irritating - as, for instance, if naval vessels are harrassed by peace fleets or women block
gateways at Greenham Common - it nevertheless affects only a small number of citizens

and is easily controlled by the domestic political elites.

If, however, antipathy to nuclear weapons should spread and infect the decision-
makers as well, the condition becomes an illness threatening the health of_ the whole body.
While nuclear allergy is a nuisance, 'Kiwi disease’, the disease of governments, is
dangerous. Decisive and possibly painful treatment administered immediately by the
superpower itself is necessary if the disease is to be prevented from spreading-and infecting
other members of the alliance. Such a response is both rational'and reasonable within the
paradigm of nuclearism. Deterrence is at base a psychological concept depending'for its
effectiveness on the perception that the nuclear threat is both credible and possible. Hence
anything which undermines the impression of alliance solidarity and firmness of purpose
makes aggression and thus nuclear war more, not less, likely to occur. Medical metaphors
evoke strong emotional responses and hence make excellent political weapons (see, for
instance, Hook 1986). This one, however, unlike the TB and cancer metaphors Susan
Sontag discusses in her seminal work on the subject (Sontag, 1977), permits some
ambiguity of intelprelation;'an allergic reaction can be a healthy reaction if the allergen itself
is pathological. The result has been a struggle for ownership of the term between those
who coined it and the groups at whom it was aimed. The peace groups appear to be
winning. 'SPREAD NUCLEAR ALLERGY' and 'SPREAD KIWI DISEASE' now

appear on banners around the world.
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Nuclear-Free Zones

It has been said that "The official person contemplates nuclear danger in front of a
map of the world, but a private person tends to experience it locally."!8 One of the most
common expressions of nuclear allergy is the creation of local nuclear-free zones and
occasionally some do end up on a map. Proposals for nuclear-free zones (NFZs) or
nuclear-weapon free zones (NWFZs) began being submitted to the United Nations in the
early 1950's (the first being a proposal for Central Europe). So far five have been
formalized while many others remain as regional initiatives and/or resolutions before the
U.N. There have been intermittent efforts (particularly from Finland) to formalize the de
facto five-states Nordic Nuclear Free Zone!? and some moves at state level towards
declaring the Mediterranean and South East Asia NFZs, and the Indian Ocean a "Zone of
Peace' (whether this is more or less than a NFZ is unclear). The Upper House of the
Phillipines parliament voted to declare a national NFZ in 1988, but the motion did not pass

in the Lower House.

Proclamations occur at five levels: citizen (homes, churches, schools, streets, the
1987 People's Charter for a Nuclear-Free and Independent Pacific, etc.), semi-official .
(towns, cities, districts, local councils, ports, harbours, etc.), national (New Zealand 1987,

Vanuatu 1982, Fiji 1971-1983), regional and international.20 Of thése, only those at the

18 Editorial, "The Talk of the Town," The New Yorker, March 20, 1989,
19 Sweden and Finland have prohibitions on nuclear weapons in peacetime and wartime; NATO countries
Denmark, Norway and Iceland prohibit nuclear weapons in peacetime but retain the option of revising the
- policy in a time of war or crisis. '
20 The Antarctica Treaty of 1959 prohibits the deployment or testing of nuclear weapons and disposal of
nuclear waste on the Antarctic continent (signed by the U.S, the S.U. and 19 states); the 1967 Treaty on
Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space prohibits
emplacement of nuclear weapons in ouler space, the moon and other celestial bodies; the 1971 Seabed
Treaty prohibits the emplacement of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction on the seabed
and ocean floor, The1967 Treaty of Tlateloco for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America was
signed by most Central and South American nations and guaranteed by the nuclear states. The South
Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (SPFNZ or Spin-fizz) or Treaty of Raratonga came into being at the
South Pacific Forum meeting on August 6 (Hiroshima Day), 1985. The Soviet Union and China signed
the relevant protocols in 1986; the United States, the U.K. and France refused (o sign. The-Bush
Administration announced in December, 1989 that the U.S. would withdraw its opposition at the coming
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international, regional or national level are enforceable, although this does not mean they
are necessarily recognized as legitimate or that they are necessarily effective. Nor does it
mean, as will be seen in the New Zealand study, that grassroots or semi-official zones
cannot have real consequences. What ends up on a map often began life as a small sticker.
While all nuclear-free zones are political measures aimed at preventing or limiting the
presence or proliferation of nuclear weapons in certain areas, all those which concern the
habitable areas of the earth are also to a greater or lesser degree symbolic gestures. If
WW3 should occur it is unlikely that the zones would be observed and in any case
radioactivity recognizes no boundaries. They are, at base, messages to the nuclear states or
to a national government conveying feelings about nuclear-related policies or actions

ranging from discomfort to detestation (see Appendix 1),

NWFZs or NFZs at the international level result from initiatives taken by the
nuclear states and all three existing treaties concern the extremities of space or climate:
Antarctica, outer space and celestial bodies, the sea bed and the ocean floor; areas not easily
claimed, penetrated or policed and not - or not yet - perceived by either superpower as a
necessary area of activity. Nor has it been in the interests of either to initiate new and
costly areas of competition, By contrast, regional or national zones result from actions
taken by non-nuclear states, and thus are another matter, While the Soviet Union is above
all a conventional power and a land power and so not only supports such zones but actively
encourages them, the United States is above all a nuclear power and a maritime power and
thus views (or has viewed) with alarm anything that might upset the so-called strategic
balance, or impede the free movement of forces within its much larger sphere of activity.
The earliest such treaty was accepted, but those making an appearance during the era of

offensive forward deterrence have not been so fortunate.

Nuclear-free zones raise the interesting question of what exactly constitutes a
nuclear weapon. Is it the warhead, the warhead plus the delivery vehicle, both plus the
system which makes the launch possible, or all of these plus the nuclear infrastructure?

The answers have changed over time as the following extracts show:

U.N. session. (See Appendix 1 for details and a comparison of these two treaties).
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The Treaty of Tlatelolco 1967
) Article 5
For the purposes of this Treaty, a nuclear weapon is any device which is capable of releasing
nuclear energy in an uncontrolled manner and which has a group of characteristics that are
appropriate for use for warlike purposes. An instrument that may be used for the transport or
propulsion of the device is not included in this definition if it is separable from the device and not
an indivisible part thercof. '

Treaty of Raratonga 1985 - ¥
Article 1
(c) "Nuclear explosive device" means any nuclear weapon or other explosive device capable of
releasing nuclear energy, irrespective of the purpose for which it could be used. The term includes
such a weapon or device in unassembled and partly assembled forms, but does not include the
means of transport or delivery of such weapon or device if separable from and not an indivisible
part of it.

New Zealand Nuclear Free Zone, Disammament, and Arms Control Act 1986
Article 2: 35
(As for the Treaty of Raratonga).

Philippines Nuclear Free State Act 1988
Section 4: 1
(1) The following terms are herein defined for purposes of this Act:

"Nuclear weapon" is any device or weapon, or any of its nuclear parts or components, which uses
the fission or fusion process, or a combination of both, to cause an explosion, including, but not

limiled to the carriers thereof, the nuclcar weapon delivery systems, platforms such as the nuclear

launching system, and the nuclear infrastructure which is an integral part of the command, control
and communications system [or nuclear weapons. '

Thus the major difference between the existing regional or national treaties is that
the Treaty of Tlatelolco allows for peaceful uses of nuclear energy while the SPNFZ Treaty
and the N.Z. Act do not. All three, however, exclude delivery systems from the
prohibition. The Latin American Treaty permits the transit of nuclear-capable ships and
aircraft, while the SPNFZ Treaty leﬁves the decision in the hands of the signatories. The
Philippines' Act is by far the strongest of the four but as it has been passéd only in the

Senate it does not, or not yet, exist and a successful passage seems unlikely - at least in the
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near future. Nevertheless, the appearance of the legislation must have confirmed

Washington's worst fears about the pernicious domino-effect of nuclear-allergy.

" The Nuclear Dilemma

By this I mean the seeming impossibility of living permanently with or without
nuclear weapons, a notion explored more fully in the final section of this work. The
paradox stems from the Janus face of the absolute weapon which seems to offer, on the
one hand, the blessing of finally ending humankind's history of genocide, and, on the
other, the curse of species extermination or untold suffering. Some people see more of one
side, others more of the other, but all of us know we ride a tiger whose destination is
unknown and frightening. Yet if we dismount, other tigers await us. Furthermore, it
seems impossible to dismount. To shift the metaphor, the nuclear genie cannot be put back
in the bottle. Innocence once lost is lost forever, even if it was the terrible innocence of the

pre-atomic age.

The Theoretical Perspective

Social movement theory has as its great divide the late 1960's eruptions occurring
throughout the West. The predomidant model in American sociology until this time was
the classical or collective behaviour model based on pluralist theories of povﬁrer and
emerging from the functionalist view of society. Social movements were regarded as
aberrations resulting from temporary structural strains within a normally stable society,
affecting alienated individuals or marginal groups (see, for instance, Hoffer, 1951). As the-
political arena was assumed to be open to all, the model drew a sharp distinction between
the rational pursuit of goals by interest groups or organizations, and the irrational, extra-
institutional behaviour of frustrated individuals in social movements (see, for instance,
Smelzer, 1963). The focus of analysis was on the causes of social pathology or alienation
and the decline of a movement was explained in terms of the disappearance of the problem.
In Europe, the orthodox Marxist model dominated. Given the assumption of class
struggle as the motor of change, protest activity in capitaliSt societies was regarded either as
the expression of the proletariat/bourgeois struggle or as a reformist movement, and

deciding to which category a given struggle belonged was the central preoccupation of the
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analysis. Conflicts engaging other classes or those not directly concerned with the relations

of production were not only unexplained but unexplainable within the model.

The sixties' upheavals brought about paradigmatic shifts in both continents'
theoretical assumptions. In the United States, concepts of relative deprivation or
psychological maladjustment were clearly inadequate explanations for the new movements
(particularly as many academics had themselves been involved) and furthermore, it was
argued, social movement formation could not be explained in terms of intermittent strain as
social discontents were constant. The major theory to emerge was that of resource
mobilization, based not on concepts of pluralism but on elite political theory. What turns
social discontent into a social movement is a sudden influx of resources as a result of
political or economic shifts. Participants are regarded as rational actors rationally pursuing
their own interests, and success or failure is defined in terms of resource management and

organizational skills (see, for instance, Oberschall, 1973 and Tilly, 1974).

Although the perspective is social and political rather than psychological, the
‘assumption that powerful external groups are the crucial catalyst for organized social
protest focuses the analysis not on the movement but on changes in the socio-political
context. The emphasis on leadership and organization, too, obscures the mass base. The
model also assumes (wrongly I believe) that powerless groups have no resources of their
own, and fails to differentiate between politically excluded groups and groups with access
to institutional power. The political process model of Douglas McAdam is an attempt to
amend some of these defects and to bridge the macro/micro-levels of analysis: rather than
elites shifting resources around some disruption of the status quo makes the §ystem
vulnerable to assaults by excluded groups. Two further necessary ingredients for social
movement formation he cites are the existence of indigeneous resources - members, a
structure of incentives, a communication network, leaders - and a consciousness of political

opportunity (McAdam, 1982).

The major post-sixties paradigm to emerge in Western Europe was the so-called

new social movement theory stimulated not only by the events of May, 1968, but, even




31

more, by movements like feminism and anti-nuclear protest. Based on a post-Marxist,
post-modern theory of power, new social movement theory posits the creation of a "new
middle class" or "new working class" not primarily involved in commodity production but
in the growing services sector and the information industry. The post-war restructuring of
liberal-democratic societies involving the increasing penetration of the state into once
private areas and changes in the forces of production has shifted, it is argued, the locus of

protest away from the workplace to areas central to the functioning and control of the state.

Claus Offe describes this type of political protest activity as "non-institutionalized
politics" and argues that it is occuring in the newly-opened up space "between ... private
pursuits and concerns on the one hand, and institutionalized state-sanctioned modes of
politics on the other; .... a space not provided for in the doctrines and practices of liberal
democracy and the welfare state which assumes that all citizen's actions can be categorized
as private or public" (Offe, 1985:820). Forms of non-institutionalized action can be
recognized as legitimate (e.g. peaceful protest) or illegitimate (e.g. terrorist activities) and
objectives can be limited to the interests of the group, which Offe labels socio-cultural
movements, or aim at binding the total society (or the global society) which he labels socio-
political movements. Offe identifies four major socio-political forms of struggle in Western
societies: environmental/ecological, human rights (identity, dignity, equality with respect to

gender, age, race, sex, ethnicity, disability, etc.), peace/anti-nuclear and communitarian.

Alain Touraine (reputedly the inventor of the term 'post-modern') argues that
modern societies are undergoing another great transformation as they shift from industrial
societies based on the organization of work to post-industrial or "programmed societies"
where the major investments are no longer at the level of the factory floor but of
management and data-processing, and the major social struggles are not between capitalist
and worker, but between the managers of the great apparatuses which shape and control
social and cultural life and groups resisting domination. Hence the decline in older types of

class relations and conflicts and the emergence of a new generation of social movements.
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Touraine defines a society as "a system of action, that is, of actors defined by
cultural orientations and social relations" and. regards all social relations as relations of
power. Individuals are always "inside power", never outside it. Societies have only two
fundamental components: "historicity, that is, a society's capacity to produce the models by
which it functions, and the class relations through which these orientations become social
practices, still marked by a form of social domination." (By 'class' Touraine appears to
mean not unequal relations to the means of production but unequal access to the production
of historicity). In his view, any given societial type has only one central pair of opponents
no matter how diverse the manifestations (holders of economic or political power being
also defined as a social movement). In this respect, his model resembles orthodox )
Marxism, but it stresses the separation between the State and civil society, and the central

conflict is not class struggle but the various attempts of "soéiety" to liberate itself from
"power" (Touraine, 1983:2-33).21

Touraine rejects all economic, evolutionist, structuralist, naturalistic and
functionalist conceptions of society which, he argues, has "neither nature nor foundation; it
is neither a machine nor an organization; it is action and social relations”. While earlier
societies felt themselves to be bound by some metasocial principle - divine rule, natural
law, historical evolution - in our time "we feel that our capacity for self-production, self-
transformation and self-destruction is boundless" (Touraine, 1985:778). Thus social
movements extend to all fields of social and cultural life. They are not exceptional and
dramatic events but lie permanently at the heart of social life, the outward sign of the
production of society by itself. To quote the opening lines of The Voice and the Eye,
"Men make their own history; social life is produced by cultural achievements and social

conflicts, and at the heart of society burns the fire of social movements."

Social movements are defined as: "the collective organized action through which a
class actor battles for the social control of historicity in a given and identifiable context”
and are said to be now, more than ever before, the principal agents of social

transformation. They emerge only when one social group defines its opponent, and

21 Touraine delibérately uses here the exact words by which Solidarity defined its action against the party-
state in Poland. '
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antagonists enter into conflict only because they share the same cultural field and have the
same cultural models. Rather than analyzing the social system as transformations of
cultural patterns into sets of institutional norms and forms of social and cultural
organization, says Touraine, the task of sociology today is to "... strip society bare, expose
its turbulent life, and learn to understand how society produces itself, materially and

morally, through its conflicts and normative orientations" (Touraine, 1983: 27-39).

Alberto Melucci is perhaps the most influential of the European new social
movement theorists. He emphasises the distinction between conflict-based collective action
and a social movement, the first being defined as: the ensemble of the various types of
conflict-based behaviour in a social system. A collective action Imﬁ!fes the existence of a
struggle between two actors for the appropriation and orientation of social values and
resources, each of the actors being characterized by a specific solidarity. A social
movement requires a further condition of collective action, namely: ... behaviour which
transgresses the norms that have been institutionalized in social roles , which go ?Jeyond
the rules of the political system andlor which attack the structure of a society's class
relations (Melucci, 1980:202). In other words, the type of non-institutionalized politics
described by Offe. Melucci also aims to transcend the macro-micro gap in new social
movement theory by including in the analytic field the notion of collective identity (defined
as "the shared definition of the field of opportunities and constraints offered to collective
action" (Meluccie, 1985:793)), and by attempts to analyze the meanings produced by

organizational forms rather than treating them as formal or instrumental phenomena

While all the post-sixties models contain elements relevant to understanding the
social movement known as the peace movement, I find the European theories most useful.
The loose coalition of groups which comprise the movement - environmental/ecological,
feminist, anti-nuclear/war, anarchist/communitarian - do define the "managers of the great
apparatuses of social production” as the opponent, and the struggle is indeed over the
contested production of "historicity." While the distribution and redistribution of wealth

and resources is a concern, it is not the major focus. The objective is not the overthrow of
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the state (although a few individuals may have this goal) but its transformation. While
members are conscious of class (and recognize the movement as primarily middle-class)
they are not acting on behalf of a class. While the broad coalition includes all classes and
virtually all status groups, the categories least represented are male owners/managers and
unionized workers (although, as will be seen, this is less the case in New Zealand). Thus
far from being a proletariat-capitalist struggle, the principal antagonists of the Marxist

model have a common interest in maintaining the status quo of a war economy.

The least useful is the classical model, although it is the most relevant for
understanding the actions of the movement's opponents. While protestors can certainly be
said to be acting out of psychological stress or frustration they cannot be labelled deprived,
alienated individuals or members of marginal or excluded groups. The backbone of the
movement everywhere is middle-class women - many of them non-waged - and while they
comprise a group largely.excluded from the decision-making process, as individuals most

‘enjoy the rewards and benefits of mainstream society. Rather, the peace movement is an -
excluded politics. Historically, the agenda of disarmament and non-violence has been
organized out of every country's political system, pluralist or otherwise, and thus action
must necessarily occur outside the realm of institutionalized politics.2? (This does not
mean that peace groups do not also use conventional methods in attefnpting to penetrate the

system).

Joseph Gustield is an American social movement theorist who shares many of the
views of the European school, and, like Touraine, emphasises the modernity of social
" movement formation whibh requires, among other things, "... the development of society
as an object of change - an object understood as a source of chaﬁge and an object to be
thought about, changed, or cherished" (Gusfield, 1979:292). In discussing the culture of
public problems, Gusfield introduces into social movement analysis the concept of
"ownership" defined as "the ability {o create and influence the public definition of a

problem" (Gusfield, 1981b:10). The structure of ﬁublic problems is described as:

22 This is hardly remarkable as the fundamental raison d'etre for the state is the contract for national
.security and the fundamental characteristic monopoly of the means of violence.
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... an arena of conflict in which a set of groups and institutions compete and struggle over
ownership and disownership, the acceplance of causal theories, and the fixation of responsibility.
1t is here that knowledge and politics come into contact, Knowledge is part of the process. ...
Whatever its source, the appeal to a basis in "fact" has implications for the practical solutions
sought to public problems (Guslicld, 1981b:15).

In the nuclear/anti-nuclear field of conflict within the United States, for instance, the
Pentagon owns the problem of resisting or containing world communism, while the
Administration owns the problem of supplying the resources, interpreting the political
scenario, maintaining the public will, managing political relations and suppressing nuclear
allergy.23 The global peace movement has claimed ownership of the problem of
militarism and/or nuclearism as well as the problem of finding the resources, reinterpreting
the scenario, changing the public will and transforming political relations. Hence the
importance for both sides of legitimation through the production of knowledge and truth
based on "facts." Hence too, as Gusfield argues, the importance for the analyst of
regarding public acts as cultural forms and dramatic performances, for "[acts] are the raw
data of existence ... which we, as human beings, cast into types in order to think about
them" (Gusfield, 1981b:17). °

Michel Foucault's concept of 'truth regimes' and the battle 'for' or 'about’ truth is

an important one for this work. He writes:

1

... by truth I do not mean 'the enscmble of truths which are to be discovered and given acceptance'

- but rather ‘the ensemble of rules according to which true and false are scparated and specific effects
attached to the true' ... [it is] not a question of a battle 'in favor' of truth, but of a battle about the
status of truth and the economic/political role which it plays (Foucault, 1979:46).

Foucault argues that in western societies the 'political economy' of truth is characterized by

23 The situation is similar in alliance countries where, to quote N.Z. MP Helen Clark (now Deputy
Prime Minister) "There seems to be a tacit expectation on the part of the United States that when a new
allied government takes office it will 'talk down' its peace movement." (Speech at Denver University,
Colerado, Nov. 23, 1986). Clark was Chair of the Select Committee responsible for drawing up the 1987
nuclear-free legislation. '
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five historically important traits: (1) "it is centred on the form of scientific discourse and the
institutions which produce it"; (2) "it is subject to constant economic and political incitation,
as much for economic production as for political power"; (3) "it is the object of an immense
diffusion and consumption"; (4) "it is produced and transmitted under the control,
dominant if not exclusive, of a few great political or economic apparatuses (university,
army, writing, media, etc.)"; and (5) it is the stake of a whole political debate and social

confrontation ("ideological struggles")" (Foucault, 1979:47).

Foucault inverts Clausewitz's famous aphorism when he asserts that politics is war
continued by other means. The history of peace and its institutions "is always the history

of this war." In any society,

... manifold relations of power .. pecrmeate, characterize and constitute the social body, and these
relations of power cannot themselves be established, consolidated nor implemented without the
production, accumulation, circulation and [unctioning of a discourse which operates through and on
the basis of this association. We are subjected to the production of truth through power, and we

cannot exercise power except through the production of truth (Foucault, 1980:93).

Whereas for Max Weber power is the ability of an individual to enforce his/her will
against the will of others, and for Talcott Parsons it is a property possessed not by the
individual but by the group, Foucault insists that power is not something which can be
possessed, exchanged, transferred, abused etc. (the juridical concept), nor is it to be
conceived of primarily in terms of the role it plays in the maintenace of the relations of

production and of class domination (the Marxist view). Rather,

... power must be analyzed as something which circulates, ... something which only functions in
the form of a chain. Itis never localized here or there, never in anybody's hands, never
appropriated as a commaodity or picce of wealth. Power is employed and exercised through a net-

“like organization, Not only do individuals circulate between its theads; they are always in the
position of simultaneously undergoing and exercising this power (Foucault, 1980:98).

Thus in studying power the analyst does not start from its centre and aim at discovering the

extent to which it permeates into the base and reproduces itself “to the most molecular
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elements of society." Rather, says Foucault,

One must ... conduct an ascending analysis of power, starting ... from its infinitesimal
mechanisms, which each have their own history, their own trajectory, their own techniques and
tactics, and then see how these mechanisms of power have been - and continue to be - invested,
colonized, utilized, involuted, transformed, displaced, extended elc., by ever more general
mechanisms and by forms of global domination" (Fouclault, 1980:93).

British social theorist Anthony Giddens similarly argues that power is always and
inevitably present in every social relation. Itis not a type of act; it is instantiated in action.
Neither is power itself a resource. Resources are the media through which power is
exercised and structures of domination produced or reproduced. Normative sanctions are a
generic type of resource drawn upon in power relations but norms have at every moment to
be sustained and reproduced in the flow of social encounters. In Giddens' theory of
'structuration’ rules and resources are structural properties (and in his view social structure
exists only as a set of virtual properties) drawn upon by actors in the production of social
life (and, I would add, of the self) which are at the same time reconstituted through action
(see Giddens, 1979 and 1982). All of which seems particularly pertinent to the case
studies i:nresented below.

The Nature of the Dialectic

In a chapter entitled "Nation-states and Violence" Anthony Giddens writes:

Marx thought he discerned a real movement of change - the labour movement - that would
provide history's solution to the anarchy of the capitalist movement and the degradation of worl:c.
But where is the dialectic process that will transcend the political anarchy that threatens us all with
imminent destruction? So far as [ can see, there is none in view., Every existing form of world
organization at the moment scems impotent in the face of the monopoly of violence in the hands
of the nation-states. .... After half a million years of human history, we are the first human beings
whose individual lifespans might terminate with that of the whole of humankind. Has the cunning
of reason here deserted us? (Giddens, 1987:182). |

E. P. Thompson similarly argues in that the logic of the Cold War is a non-dialectical
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contradiction; a state of absolute antagonism in which both powers grow through
confrontation. "Exterminism simply confronts itself, it does not exploit a victim: it

confronts an equal” (Thompson, 1982:20).

The basic thesis of this work is that a Cold War dialectic does exist and that it does
involve what Lenin calls "identical opposites" but it is largely unrecognized or devalued
because it is occuring not at the level of institutionalized politics or in the halls of Geneva
but in the derogated realm of grassroots politics. While the anti-war movement is, as it has
always been, small, flawed, vulnerable and frequently exhausted, it is also fluid, flexible,
persistent and, for the first time in history, widespread. It is radical in the sense that it is
directed against the political practices of the nuclear state, and aims at systemic changes in
the political structure and in social relations. Rather than taking over the state, the goal of
the 'revolution' is transformation at all political levels: "think globally; act locally!" (and
some add to this "be spiritually"). Militarism and capitalism have already established the
outlines of a global culture; the loose coalitions within the peace movement aim at a very

different production of ‘'historicity.'

One last thing remains to be said before turnihg to the case studies, The first
metaphor of my title, 'David and Goliath' is the dominant metaphor ih Western societies for
describing not only unequal struggle but the triumph of right over might. Thus in choosing
to use it I could be accused of ranging myself on the side of the peace movement in a
manner unacceptable to scholarly research. The first assumption is correct; I am on the side
of the peace movement. I count myself as one of its members and have taken part in
protest actions in the United States, Australia and, briefly, Japan. Let me declare myself. I
- detest violence, and believe that all violent actions lead sooner or later to more violent
actions. I believe that when a government declares war on its enemy in the era of total war
it is also declaring war on its own people, for, unless the contest is very unequal, they will
suffer just as much, perhaps more, death and destruction. Thus I would gladly see every
army disbanded and all institutions of war abolished - particularly as armies today are
increasingly being used not for defence but as instruments of political Opbression. Let me

add, however, that my antagonism to militarism does not extend to the people who support
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it or are part of it - most of whom I respect as people of honour and integrity. Moreover,
my personal belief system does not permit me the luxury of hating the doer as well as the
deed.

Nevertheless, given the above declaration, the charge of bias is highly-relevant and
must be answered. While I am not one who believes in.the possibility of value-free science
I do believe that scientific research should be as objective and dispassionate as possible. I
regard all polemical writings as forms of psychological violence, and particularly dislike
those presented under the cloak of academia. While recognition of one's values and
prejudices can help prevent seduction, the will is at best a dubious policeman and the forces
of the unconscious are powerful. Hence I have built into my writing two structural
mechanisms aimed at keeping my biases in check. One is the avoidance of what Michel
Foucault calls "the politics of inverted commas."?* This means using them only where
grammatically correct (that is, where words are used in an abnormal context or are
themselves the focus of meaning). The second is to eschew the use of adjectives except
where they seem (relatively) neutral or necessary for the sense of the noun for, to again
quote Foucault, "adjectives are always violent", subtly or not-so-subtly coercing the reader
into adopting the perspective or judgement of the writer. This proved more difficult.
Emotive adjectives, like biases, tend to slip in unawares - as my readers will no doubt

discover for themselves.

24 Foucault uses as an example the tendencey of left intellectuals to put quote marks around 'socialism' in
the Soviet Union, thereby implying that there is some ideal state of socialism of which this is a travesty.

For Foucault, what you see is what you have. Social scientists similarly tend to put quote marks around
such words as 'truth’ or 'reality’', thereby implying either that there is no such Lhiﬁg - a Godlike judgement
indeed - or that there is, but the people in question don't know it. '







PART ONE

NUCLEARISM

The bomb was first of all our weapon; then it became our diplomacy; then it
became our economy. Now it has become our culture. We are the people of the
bomb.

- E. L. Doctorow, 1988

There is nothing in Man's industrial machinery but his greed and sloth: his
heart is in his weapons. ’

-‘George Bernard Shaw

The Trident 11 is an extraordinarily capable missile whose maturity and role

as a guarantor of world peace is imminent.
- Adm, Carlisle A. Trost, 1989
(Chief of U.S. Naval Operations)
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CHAPTER 2
THE NUCLEAR FAMILY

The group of irradiated Marshallese people offer a most valuable source of data
on human beings who have sustained injury from all possible modes of exposure
... It is possibly the best available source for evaluating the transfer of plutonium
across the gut wall after being incorporated into biological systems.

-Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory Study Report, 1977

The history of the Marshall Islands during the three decades of American rule
has been the saddest history we can remember. History will show that it was we
Marshallese who had the ‘trust’ while America had the 'territory.’

- Hon. Ataji Balos, Micronesian Congress, 1976

The US.T.T.P.I. and the C.F.A.

The group of islands Western people call Micronesia lie just north of the equator in
3 million square miles of the western Pacific. The territory has a long history of
colonization. A Spanish possession from 1520 to 1898, the United States took control of
Guam after the Spanish-American War and Germany purchased the rest. In 1914 Germany
lost control of the territory to Japan and the Japanese occupation continued under a League
of Nations mandate. By the mid-1930's, the islands were the Strategic Command Centre
for Japan's Pacific empire and home to thousands of soldiers and civilians. When the
United States invaded Japanese Mironesia in 1944, approximately 7,000 Americans were
killed and 25,000 wounded, while the number of Japanese casualties was much higher,
When the battle ended in victory for the invaders, the territory was placed under U.S. Navy
Administration.

While there was general agreement in Washington after the war that the islands

must remain under American control, there were conflicting views about just how to

achieve this. The Departments of the U.S. Navy and War (later Defense) and the Joint
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Chiefs of Staff wanted exclusive control for an indefinite period. In the view of Secretary
~ of War Henry Stimson this did not represent "an attempt at colonialization or exploitation”;
it was "merely the acquisition by the U.S. of the necessary bases for the defense of the
security of the Pacific for the future world. To serve such a purpose they must belong to
the United States with absolute power to rule and fortify them. They are not colonies; they
are outposts" (quoted Dorrance, 1975:37). Most civilian officials, however, argued that
the United States could hardly preach anti-colonialism to the rest of the world while
annexing Micronesia for milﬁary purposes. Like the other new trust territories, it should

come under the trusteeship system embodied in the new United Nations Charter.

The clash of opinion led to a compromise. President Truman announced that the
territory would be part of the trusteeship system and be administered by the Department of
the Interior but the Pentagon would participate in drawing up the agreement. Thus was
born in 1947 the United States' Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands (USTTPI), the
world's first and so far only strategic trust territory; a unique form of trusteeship permitting
the United States to close off areas of the territory for security reasons. While the ten other

_ trust territories were placed under the jurisdiction of the U.N. General Assembly (which
approved the original agreements and would pass resolutions to end them at the point of
independence), the USTTPI was placed under the jurisdiction of the U.N. Security
Council. This ensured a double veto on any attempts in the U.N . to change or end the
strategic trusteeship; one through the U.S. vote in the Security Council and the other
through Article 15 of the agreement which states that it may not be "altered, amended or
terminated without the consent of the Administering Authority". Nevenheléss, the United

States was obligated, like other trust holders, to ....

... foster the development of such political institutions as are suited to the trust territory and ..,
promote the development of the inhabitants of the trust territory toward self-government or
independence, as may be appropriate to the particular circumstances of the trust territory and its
peoples ... to promote the social advancement of the inhabitants, and ... to promote the educational
advancement of the inhabitants.! '

1 Article 6 of the Trusteeship Agreement (quoted Kiste, 1986:127). The major scholarly data for this and
the following chapter come from interviews with and/or the writings of Dr. Robert Kiste, Director of the
Center for Pacific and Asian Studies at the University of Hawai'i; Dr. Stewart Firth, School of History,
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Robert Kiste states that three themes run through all the various stages of the U.S.
administration: the dominance of strategic interests, the imposition of American values and
assumptiohs and the lack of any integrated plan in the actions taken. From the end of the
war to the early 1960's, military activities dominated. The islands were cordoned off and a
security clearance was needed to enter the area. “The Northern Marianas reverted to Navy
rule, Kwajalein Atoll was developed as a Navy base, atomic bomb tests were conducted -
between 1946 and 1956 at Bikini and Enewetak Atolls, and the CIA trained Nationalist

" Chinese troops in Saipan. The civil budget was meagre. War-devastated areas were left
untouched, and programs in health and education were modest. The six districts
established by the Japanese were retained and legislatures with limited powers created, but

no steps were taken towards promoting political independence.

The 1960's brought change. In 1961 President Kennedy gave the opening address
at the U.N. General Assembly and condemmed all forms of colonialism. A few months
later a U.N. Mission visited the USTTPI for the first time and was critical of almost every
facet of U.S. administration. In 1962, the Kennedy Administration launched the first of a
series of federal programmes and large budget increases for the territory, and ordered an
investigation of conditions. The resulting Solomon Report criticized the lack of progress
and development, stating that if the U.S. wanted to keep its trust territory within its sphere
of influence improvements must be made to ensure that the people would opt for a
permanent association at the time of independence. The Johnson Administration appeared
to assﬁrne that increased expenditure would automatically bring progress and improvement
to the Islands. By the late 1970's, 166 separate and uncordinated programs had been
undertaken at an annual cost of $30 million. Many of these were crash programs yielding
little tangible results, and new plants and projects frequently fell into disrepair through lack
of maintenance or parts. Welfare-type programs designed for America's poor such as

large-scale food subsidy schemes (with a subsistence economy most Micronesians were

Philosophy and Politics, Macquarie University, Sydney and Dr. David Hegarty, Research Sechool of Pacific
Studies, Australian National University, Canberra. Major sources of data for grassroots organizations and
actions are Pacific Women Speak (1987); Pacific News Bulletin and Pacific Issues (see Bibliography).
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below the U.S. poverty line) mostly had the effect of encouraging the islanders to cease
farming and fishing and move to the towns where the money was raining in. A large and
elaborate bureaucracy came into being, due in part to increased government activity and in

part to the influx of aid money - the so-called 'Dutch disease’' syndrome.?

The increased availability of employment, an expanding civil service and greater
educational opportunities continued to draw large numbers of islanders away from rural
areas to the urban centres, and rapid urbanization has created the usual problems of
unemployment, housing shortages, overcrowding, shanty towns, inadequate recreation and
sanitation facilites and water supplies. By the end of the 1980's, states Kiste, ".. problems
of social control, nutrition and alcohol abuse are being experienced on a scale greater than
ever before. The education effort, while massive, has generally been poor in quality. It
has produced a plethora of liberal arts majors, but few individuals with the skills to

maintain public services" (Kiste,1986:130-31).

The Journev Towards Self-Government

Micronesia is a political entity only as a consequence of its colonial history. Its

approximately 150,000 people of mainly Polynesian-Malaysian descent are divided among

\

2 The term refers to the experience of the Netherlands in the 1960's petroleum export boom as the inflow

of aid money is analogous to a rise in exports. The progress of 'Dutch disease' is as follows. An increase
in income from aid leads to an increase in domestic demand which in turn leads to a change in relative prices
between 'tradeables’ and 'non-tradeables’. Prices for tradeables (exports and import-competing goods)
generally do not rise because they are.determined by international markets but prices of non-tradeable goods
(which include the government sector) rise because of the increased demand. At the same time, rises in the
costs of factors of production (wages, rents ctc.) in the government sector move resources towards the non-
tradeable sector (especially government). The traded goods sector is squeezed, leading to a further downward
pressure on exports and the import-competing sector. The balance of payments and government revenue
become even more dependent on aid, and the relative size of the government sector increases.

By 1980, the number of Micronesian government employees was about half the total labour force and
government salaries accounted for two-thirds of the budget. Low economic growth combined with high
population growth has produced a negative GNP per capita in almost all Pacific Island countries over the
last decade - in spite of large injections of foreign aid. ( "Australia's Relations with the South Pacific";
Australian Development Assistance Bureau (ADAB). Submission to Parl. Joint Committee on Foreign
Affairs and Defence; March 1987, Canberra.
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six cultures and speak nine or more different 'languages. Districts are separated by
ethnocentrism and mutual suspicion and there is a long history of combativeness and
competition. Nevertheless, during the 1950's, heads of the six district legislatures
participated in inter-district conferences designed to advise the High Commissioner, and in
1958 decided to call themselves the 'Interdistrict Advisory Committee to the High
Commissioner." Three years later they reconsti%'tuted themselves as the 'Council of
Micronesia' with the goal of creating a territory-wide legislature. In 1965, the Congress of
Micronesia (COM) was born and its leaders petitioned President J ofmson to establish a
commission to determine the future status of the territory. When this produced no respohse

the COM established its own 'Micronesian Political Status Commission.'

Four options for the future were possible: (1) full sovereignty, (2) self-government
in free association with the former trustee along the lines of the recent New Zealand
arrangement with the Cook Islands and Nuie, (3) integration with a sovereign nation or (4)
continuing as a trust territory.  In 1969 the Commission recommended that the territory
become a self-governing state and negotiate for a status of free association with the United
States; a status ...."indissolubly linked to our desire for ...a democratic, representative
constitutional government brought to us by America and which we have come to know as
an essentially American System" (quoted Kiste, 1986:131). Once the Compact negotiations
began, however, interest groups within the Congress began pursuing their own goals. By
the mid-1970's, Micronesia had split into four political entities: the Northern Marianas, the
Republic of Palau (also known as Belau) in the west, the Republic of the Marshall Islands
in the east and between them the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM). The Northern
Marianas accepted the offer of U.S. citizenship and Commonwealth status, but the other
three continued to opt for free association and each drew up a constitution in preparation for
self-government. While the United States attempted to negotiate a single draft of the
Compact of Free Association (CFA) with all three political entities, each eventually

requested separate negotiations.

The Compact of Free Association (CFA)

The United States was obliged by the original U.N. agreement to terminate its

trusteeship as soon as the territory was capable of independence. The Pentagon, however,
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had no wish to surrender strategic control of the millions of square miles encompassed by
the USTTPL3 Thus from 1969 onwards the Defense Department and the Office of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff once again participated in the discussions over Micronesia's future
political status. In the words of Admiral William Crowe, Commander of U.S. forces in .the
Pacific in the early 1980's, "the security aspects of the Compact are of great importance to
our posture in the Pacific" (quoted Firth, 1986b). As in the initial trust territory decisions,
the participation of the military shaped the form of the agreement. In the final draft of the
Compact, the three Micronesian states grant the United States a number of strategic -
concesssions in exchange for financial subsidie$ and certain services and access to the
United States. The concessions are: (‘1) permanent denial of the islands to military use by
any other country; (2) unhindered transit by American military forces through Micronesia
with whatever weapons they might be carrying; (3) the right to establish military bases in
the islands in the future, either in areas already determined or elsewhere after consultation,

and (4) unhampered use for the next 30 years of the Kwajalein Missile Range.

Under the agreement, the U.S. decides what constitutes a defence matter and has
the right to invite the armed forces of other countries to use military areas and facilities.
While the Compact can be terminated by any one of the three Micronesian states or the
United States with six months notice, this would probably (though not necessarily) mean
the end of U.S. support. Along with the continuing military presence, the services and
subsidies to be rendered by the United States will ensure continuing American influence.
All services must be contracted through U.S. federal agencies, relatively free from the
control of the governments, and the latter are required to report annually to the U.S.
President on the expenditure of funds. Although the terms of the Compact clearly lir‘nit the
sovereignty of the Micronesian states, the large financial subsidies and the support services
the Compact provides will ensure a standard of living far above that of the other
independent states of the region. Micronesians are now among the most educated and

urbanized of Pacific people. Their raised aspirations and higher living standards can only

3 Then U.S. Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, is said to have remarked at the beginning of the -
negotiations: "There's only 90,000 people out there, who gives a damn?" (Quoted Donald McHenry,
Micronesia: Trust Betrayed. New York: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1975:98).
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be sustained through the money attaching to the Compact agreement. The natural resources
of most islands are meagre, the economic base has largely disappeared and many people

have become alienated from rural subsistence life.

Nevertheless, in contrast to the ten other U.N. trust territories, termination of this
one strategic trust territory has been a long time coming. Separate Compact agreements
with the Marshall Islands and the Federated States of Micronesia did not come into force
until 1986 - seventeen years after the Status Commission recommended the relationship of
free association - while the future of the Palau-U.S. Compact remains undecided at this
time (April, 1990). One reason for the long delay in terminating the trusteeship has been
the problem for the U.S. of fulfilling its obligation to grant independence while retaining
strategic control of the territory; another is various nuclear-related conflicts. Those in the
Marshall Islands are the subject of the rest of this chapter; those in Palau the subject of the

next.

Nuclear Nomads

At the end of WW?2, the forward march of aggressive communism appeared to
allied leaders as a distinct possiblity. Their trump card was the atomic bomb, but what
would an atomic war be like ? It seemed necessary to find out. By tile end of 1945, the
U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff had plans for a test aimed at discovering the effect of atomic
explosions on ships at sea. The specifications called for, among other things, a protected
anchorage in a warm climate either uninhabited or with a small population which could be
evacuated. The vast and thiniy populated Pacific Basin was the obvious choice, and the
site chosen by the commander of Joint Task Force One, the joint military orgénization
established for the tests, was Bikini atoll in the northern Marshalls. On January 10, 1946
President Truman gave approval for the tests to proceed. "We should not under any
circumstances throw away our gun until we are sure the rest of the world can't arm against

us.

The military governor of the Marshall Islands came to Bikini in February 1946.

He compared the Bikinians to the children of Israel whom God had led into the Promised
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Land, and told Chief Juda that the tests were "for the good of all mankind and to end all
world wars." Chief Juda reportedly replied: "If the U.S. Government and the scientists of
the world want to use our island and atoll for furthering development, which with God's
blessing will result in kindness and benefit to all mankind, my people will be pleased to go
elsewhere." The people were moved to a new settlement on Rongerik Island described by
the Navy (who had partly built it) as a model village. A Navy press release informed the
world that "...the natives are delighted;. enthusiastic about the atomic bomb which has

already brought them prosperity and a new promising future" (quotéd Firth, 1987: 27-8).

Two 21 kt. bombs were exploded during 'Operation Crossroads': one an airdrop
on July 1, (Pacific time), the other an underwater explosion on July 25. While later tests
have been held under conditions of comparative secrecy, this first test of the post-war age
was a military, scientific and political bonanza which the world was invited to hear and
observe. Forty-two thousand people came to Bikini, almost all of them men. The
contingent included Navy and other military personnel, scientists, Congressmen, civil
officials, international observers, the press, camera crews, film-makers, a few women,
animals for éXperimental purposes and one pet dog. It also included a number of obsolete
U.S. Navy vessels on whose decks the goats were seéured in order to measure

\

scientifically the effect of the explosion on living creatures.

In 1987, Darlene Keju-Johnson, a Marshallese woman social worker, said of these

events:

One important date that I never forget was in the year 1946, In that year, the navy official
from the U.S. Government came to Bikini Island. He came and told the chief Juda ..."We are
testing these bombs for the good of mankind, and to end all world wars." In 1946 very few of us
Marshallese spoke English, or even understood it. The chief could not understand what it all
meant, but there was one word that stuck in his mind, and that was 'mankind’. The only reason
why he knew the word 'mankind' is becausc it is in the bible. So he looked at the man... and he
says, "If it is in the name of God, I am willing to let my people go.”

When the navy official came it was too late. There were already thousands of soldiers and

scientists on the atoll, and hundreds of airplanes and ships in the lagoon. They were ready to
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conduct the tests. The Bikinians had no choice but to leave their islands, and they have never
returned. The navy official did not tell the chief that the Bikinians would not see their home again..
The Bikinians were promised that the United States only wanted their islands for a short time. The
chief thought maybe a short time is next week, maybe next month. So they moved to

Rongerik.#

In 1988 Kilon Bauno, the present chief'of the Bikinians, said in a television
documentary, "It is difficult for me to say how sad I was when I looked back and saw our
houses burning. They burned everything, even the outriggers we left behind. A great
sadness came over us all. We were silent; no one talked or ate anything." Later he said:
"There is nothing in the world I want more than to go back to my island; to die there.">
Rongerik was an uninhabited sandbar island with few natural resources. By mid-1947
food shortages were becoming a problem. When anthropologist Leonard Mason visited the
Island in January 1948 he found a community in crisis. A U.S. medical officer arrived
soon after to check conditions and reported malnourishment and near-starvation. The
people were removed and settled temporarily in a tent village at Kwajalein military base.
The Bikinians have now been relocated three times. By the late 1980's, most had
dispersed onto the reefless island of Kili, Kwajalein Atoll or Majuro, the urban center of
the Marshall islands. To again quote Kej.u-Johnson, "You cannot imagine the

psychological problems that people have to go through because of relocation."

Soon after the Bikini tests the new Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) approved
the setting-up of the Pacific Proving Ground' for further bomb testing. Enewetak, an atoll
350 kilometres west of Bikini, was the chosen site and three secret tests were conducted
there in April and May of 1948. The people of Enewetak were moved to Ujelang, the most
western of the Marshall islands, but have since been relocated. In 1950, work began on
turning Enewetak into a permanent test site and creating an American-style town for the
hundreds of U.S. engineers, construction workers, scientists and military personnel living

on the atoll. In 1951, testing began at the Nevada test site in mainland U.S.A. and

4 Darlene Keju-Johnson, Pacific Women Speak (1987.6). .
5 "Radio Bikini"; television documentary in "The American Experience"” series. PBS. San Diego,
October 11, 1988.
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continued at both sites until November 1, 1958 when President Eisenhower announced a
unilateral moratorium on the tests with the understanding that the Soviet Union would do
likewise. When the latter broke the moratorium in September 1961, British and American
tests resumed at Nevada and remained there. A total of 106 nuclear devices had been
exploded in the Pacific between July 1946 and August 18, 1958, the date of the last test on
Enewetak (see Appendix 2 for details of Pacific tests). The reason for the permanent move
to Nevada is said to have been partly due to the difficulty of carrying out island tests and

partly because of the close proximity of China and the Soviet Union to the Pacific sites.0

In 1968, Department of Energy (DoE) scientists declared that it was safe to return to
Bikini and a small community was established there. In 1978, however, U.S. medical
examinations of the islanders revealed "significant body burdens" of cesium 137, a
radioactive substance which finds its way in concentrated amounts into growing plants.’
Once more Bikini was evacuated. In 1974, the Enewetakese requested that they return to
their island and U.S. authorities agreed to make it fit for habitation. Soldiers and civilians
wearing protective-clothing removed thousands of cubic meters of the radioactive topsoil,
scrap metal, concrete and other materials. Some of this went into the ocean but most was
dumped in a nuclear crater on Runit Island, capped with an 18 inch-thick concrete dome
and declared off-limits. A news release by a U.S. Army press officer described the Runit
dome as "a monument to America's concern for humanity" (quoted Firth, 1987:212). The
clean-up operation lasted from 1977 to 1980 and cost $100 million. In 1981 about 500
Enewetakese returned to the three out of the forty atolls declared safe, although about a fifth
fetumed almost immediately to Ujelang. Food-gathering and visits to other islands
continue to be restricted, and the people are mainly dependent on food supplied unde; a

U.S. Government programme.

The Bikinians agitated for a similar clean-up of their homeland, and the U.S.

6 From a personal interview with Dr. Gerald Johnson, director of the carly Pacific tests.
7 Although there is as much radioactive strontium-90 in the soil of the atoll as there is cesium-137; only
negligible amounts get into plants because it remains locked in the calcium-carbonate matrix. In the clay

soils of continents the problem is reversed,
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Congress set up the Bikini Atoll Rehabilitation Committee to investigate the feasibility and
cost of cleaning and resettlement. In the early 1980's, Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory (operated by the University of California for the Department of Energy) began a
series of decontamination tests to discover how best to cleanse the atoll of radioactive
hazards. Three different possible solutions to the problem have been suggested.8 The
most effective, although also most drastic, is the removal of 16 inches of the island's
topsoil at a cost of $96 million: the method used at Enewetak. While this would remove 99
percent of the cesium, it would also remove all the nutrients dnd water-retention materials.
Even with regular irrigation and the massive use of fertilizers, say the researchers, "it could
take fifteen years or more to raise a healthy stand of fruit-bearing trees and to begin
building a rich soil base."? There is also the problem of disposing-of the contaminated

topsoil.

"Two less expensive and less drastic - although possibly less effective - methods are
the drenching of the land with sea water (as sodium particles block the passage of cesium
into plants), or the addition of large amounts of potassium to the soil (in the potassium-
deficient soil of coral islands plants' consume cesium as a substitute). The scientists favour
the last option, but say further experiments are needed to determine the effectiveness of

both treatments. Most Bikinians arein favor of removing the topsoil. To quote their

representative in the Marshall Islands legislature:

Excavation is the only method we'd go for., We are laymen and that's the only thing that
gives us peace of mind. We don't want in the future to be guinea pigs in some conlinuing
experiments, It's better to stay away a longer time than to come back when it's not absolutely
safe,10 ‘ »

In late 1987, the President of the Marshall Islands, Amatu Kabua, suggested

another alternative: Bikini, Runit Island and another uninhabited atoll should be studied as

8 John N. Wilford, "Destiny of Bikini is Agaiﬁ at the Mercy of Technology". The New York Times,
April 19, 1988; p.23.

9 Dr. Robinson, American scientist from the research team. [bid.

10 Senator Henchi Balos. 1bid.
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possible sites for storing high-level radioactive wastes from nuclear power plants in the
United States and elsewhere.!! Japanese businessmen had informal talks with President
Kabua on the issue, and the U.S. Congress passed legislation in late December instructing
the Reagan Administration to consider the islands as a nuclear- waste dump. The search
for storage sites is becoming urgent in the United States where around 15,000 tons of
highly radioactive but unusable spent uranium fuel has accumulated and present storage
sites are expected to reach their capacity in the next decade. (The favored site among those
being studied in the United States is Yucca Mountain in Nevada, but-most people in the
state oppose its establishment). Payment for nuclear-waste storage could add as much as
$100 million a year to Marshall island finances, now almost entirely dependent on income
from the Kwajalein missile site. Some opposition members challenged the President's
suggestion, arguing that if all the states of the United States are opposed to storing the
waste it is not something the Marshall Islands should be entertaining. The mayor of the
Bikinians said: ..."The. people of Bikini don't really like that idea," while the editorial
article in the Pacific Daily News, Dec. 22, 1987 declared:

...All of the Pacific Islanders should protest, strongly and loudly, any further contamination of
the Pacific through nuclear dumping. ...The United States made the waste and profited from it.
Now when it comes time for storage let them keep it on the mainland instead of trying to foist it
off on ecologically sensitive atolls.

The Parliament (Nitjela) of the Republic of the Marshall Islands voted in favour of the plan,
but later withdrew support.

Other kinds of waste, however, may soon be on the way. In March 1989, the
Nitjela authorised President Kabua to negotiate a land-fill deal, pending feasibility studies,
with Admiralty Pacific Inc., a Seattle-based company. The company is proposing to pay
$58 million a year to dump millions of tons of non-toxic household waste from California
West Coast cities into low-lying atolls. Opponents of the project claim that household
garbage is known to contain toxic components aﬁd that landfill sites on atolls have been

shown to be a source of contamination for groundwater and can leach into the ocean. The

11w Bikini, Atom Waste Could Be Worth Money". The New York Times, April 14, p.4.
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company has stated that it will monitor for seepage and the escape of methane gas, use
huge magnets to remove metals and hire teams of people to "walk through the waste and
remove unwanted items."!? Critics say that if the company does succeed in rendering
garbage non-toxic it will be a breakthrough in landfill technology, and there should be no

trouble in finding space in the United States at much less expense.

The feasibility study is to be carried out by Admiralty Pacific, although President
Kabua has said that independent scientists could be brought in to conduct the study.
Shipments are due to begin in June, 1990, but the study has not yet commenced and the
status of the proposal is unclear. The President of Admiralty Pacific Inc. told a reporter
that the project was "going fine" while the former Vice-President told him it was "a dead
issue." The latter resigned in July 1989, reportedly over the lack of safeguards in the plan
and his discovery of a secret proposal to include nuclear waste. The President said the
Vice-President was fired for spreading false reports, and declared that "a super project was

underway. egional grassroots' opposition to the plan continues.
d y"13Rg lg ts' opposition to the pl t

A new problem has surfaced (literally) with respect to Enewetak which may have
wider application. An article in the December 1989 issue of the (U.S.)) Medical Tribune
called "'Hot' Shrimp Stalk Sea; Ghosts of Nuke Tests" states that a research team of
biologists and radiation specialists from the University of California at Davis have spent the
decade of the 1980's studying callianassids or 'ghost shrimp' in the lagoon of Enewetak
Atoll. Marine ecologist Thomas Suchanek is an expert on these organisms which spend
their lives hidden in long elaborate tunnels dﬁ g into the shallow, sandy sea-floor as far as 6
feet below the surface. After the Army clean-up, Livermore Laboratory scientists had
measured radioactivity in the lagoon near Runit to a depth of 10 inches and found it
minimal; essentially safe. At the depths where the shrimps live, however, the U.C. Davis
research team discovered through core sampling that the sand is extremely hot, with
radiation levels up to 300 times higher than on nearby land surfaces. The buried

radioactive material includes slowly decaying radionuclides, among them americanum-241

12 pacific News Bulletin. May, 1989:14: June 1989:15.
13 "Paradise Lost: Now It's a Dump." Los Angeles Times, January 11, 1990 Al, 8,9.
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and plutonium-239 which have half lives of about 25,000 years. 14

Dr. Suchanek states that no-one knows why the radioactive sands are somewhat
buried. They could have been forced down by the bomb-blasts, by natural sedimentation
processes or the actions of tides and currents. They could be unburied in an instant in a
typhoon. Furthermore, in digging and maintaining their burrows, these small crustaceans
throw the buried hot sand up onto the lagoon floor. Readings of 10 times background level
were recorded in the shrimp's sa.nd mounds. Even as they feed, ghost shrimps pollute.
The research team collected outflow water and sedimeht from their burrows and found it
three times hotter when pumped out than when sucked in seconds before. The scientists
have suggested that the lagoon area may not be safe either for people or animals, and may

remain unsafe for thousands of years.15

Atomic Legacy
On the morning of March 1,1954 (Pacific time) U.S. scientists exploded a 15-

megaton hydrogen bomb, code-name Bravo over Bikini atoll. The bomb was a thousand
“times more powerful than the bomb dropped on Hiroshima, and the largest ever exploded
by the Western states. No particular precautioné were taken beforehand as the first so-
called 'experimental thermonuclear device' exploded at Enewetak two years earlier, a 10.4
megaton bomb named Mike, had yielded less effects than expected. Thus people living on
nearby islands were neither informed of the impending test nor moved away. After the
explosion a mushroom cloud slowly drifted east, depositing white radioactive ash on the
ships of the Americah Task Force, a U.S. meteorological team on Rongerik Atoll, a
Japanese Fishing boat, the Fukuryu Maru (Lucky Dragon) and the people of Rongelap,
Utirik and other atolls in the area. On March 11, the Atomic Energy Commission anounced
that two hundred and thirty-six natives had been unexpectedly exposed to radiation due to

an unexpected and unpredicted wind change in the upper atmosphere.

Lijon Eknilang, a woman born on Rongelap, states:

14 'Half life' is half the length of time it takes for a radio-active substance to decay, -
15 Thursday, December 14, 1989; pp.19-20.
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I was seven years old at the time of the Bravo test on Bikini. I remember that it was very
early in the morning that T woke up with a bright light in my eyes. Iran outside to see what had
happened. I thought someone was burning the house. ... the ground started to sway and sink. The
loud noise hurt our ears....We were very afraid because we didn't know what it was. Some people
thought that the war had started again. A little later in the morning we saw a big cloud moving to
our islands. It covered the sky. About ten o'clock we started to feel itchy in our eyes - it felt like
we had sand in our eyes. Then came the fallout. It was white and ..us kids.. thought it was white
soap powder. The kids were playing in the powder and having fun ... Late in the afternoon
everyone became very sick....our eyes itched terribly, and our skin began to burn. The next day
the problems got worse. The big burns began spreading all over our legs, arms and feet. ...We had

very high fevers and were vomiting. 16

U.S. Navy vessels evacuated the people of Rongelap and Ultirik to the army base at

Kwajalien. Another woman says of these events:

... Some American soldiers came and said "Get ready. Jump in the ocean and get on the boat. ...
Don't bring any belongings. Just go in the water"... There was no boat to get the pcople, not
even the children and the old pcople, to the ship. People had to swim. When they got to
Kwajalein they were given soap and were told to wash in the lagoon. The soap and salt water was
supposed to wash off the radiation. They were not told what had happened, why it had happened,
what was wrong with them. Their hair was falling out, fingernails were falling off, but they were
never told why.17 ‘

Immediately after the Bravo test, a U.S. serviceman in the task force wrote a letter
to a Cincinatti newspaper . The Atomic Energy Commission issued an official statement in’

IESpONSE:

During the course of a routine atomic test in thé Marshall Islands, 28 United States personnel
and 236 residents were transported from neighbouring atolls to Kwajalein Island according to a plan
as a precautionary measure. These individuals were unexpectedly exposed to some radioactivity,
There were no burns. All were reported well (quoted Firth, 1987:18).

The following month a group of Marshallese sent a petition to the U.N. Trusteeship

16 Lijon Eknilang, Pacific Women Speak (1987:15).
17 Darlene Keju-Johnson, Ibid. p.6.
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Council asking that U.S. bomb tests "be immediately ceased" and informing the Council of
radiation injuries resulting from Bravo. American representatives said that while some
people had been hurt they had made a complete recovery and there was no reason to expect
any permanent after-effects. It was not the Marshallese, however, but events in Japan
which brought the incident to world attention. When the Lucky Dragon returned to the
mainland, doctors recognized the symptoms of radiation exposure in the men and the fish.
There was an immediate uproar, and thousands of demonstrators took to the streets. The
Government demanded an inquiry into the incident, and many small traders went bankrupt
as people stopped buying fish for fear of radioactive poisoning. A year later one of the
fishermen died from the effects of radiation. The affair and its aftermath marked the

beginning of the Japanese peace movement.

In 1977 John Anjain, a chief magistrate on Rongelap, travelled to Washington to
testify before the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee Hearing on the effects
of the Bravo explosion. His written statement was placed in the record as there was no
opportunity for him to speak during the fifteen minutes allotted to the delegation. The

following is an excerpt from Anjain's statement:

... In the morning the sun rose in the east, and- then something very strange happenéd. It looked
like a second sun was rising in the west. We heard a noise like thunder, We saw some strange .
clouds on the horizon. In the afternoon, something began falling from the sky upon our island. It
looked like ash from a fire. It fell on me, it fell on my wife, it fell on my son, It fell on the
trees, and on the roofs of our houses, It fell on the reefs, and into the lagoon. ... We were very
curious about this ash falling from the sky. Some people put it in their mouths and tasted it.
People walked on it, and children played with it. , )

Later on, in the early evening, it rained. ... The water mixed with the ash which fell into our
water catchments. [We] drank the water. The next day some Americans came. They had a
machine with them. They went around the island. ... They told us we must not drink the water,
They left. They did not explain anything. On the second day, ships came., Americans explained
that we were in great danger because of the asﬁ....if we did not leave we would die. Some people
were taken away to Kwajalein by airplane, the rest of us by boat. ...We were very afraid.

Three years passed very slowly. The American doctors came to examine us from time to time.
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..Many women said they had miscarriages, and the babies did not look like human beings. Some
babies were born dead. The doctors said they did not know why. Now it is twenty-three years after
the bomb. I know that money cannot bring back my thyroid. It cannot bring back my son.18 It
cannot give me back three years of my life. It cannot take the poison from the coconut crabs. It

cannot make us stop being afraid. !9

The islanders stayed on Kwajalein for three months to receive medical treatment and
observation, and then were taken to Majuro. The Utirik people, almost 300 miles to the
east of Bikini, received a much lower radiation exposur.e than those on Rongelap, only 100
miles to the east. Three years later, the Atomic Energy Commission pronounéed it safe for
all the islanders to return home. It was in the early sixties, says Lijon Eknilang, that the
people of Rongelap began to experience "all of the illnesses. we are having now .....thyroid
tumours, stillbirths, eye problems, liver and stomach cancers and leukaemia". She |

continues:

My grandmother ...died in the 1960's because of thyroid cancer and stomach cancer. My father
... had already died on June 30, 1954 because he was somewhere around the area when they were
testing the bomb. My cousin died of tumor cancer in 1960, In 1972, 1 had another cousin die of
leukaemia. Two of rriy sisters... had thyroid surgery in 1981. In 1978 I went to Cleveland, Ohio, to
have my thyroid tumour removed. Now I have to take medicine every day of my life. .And I have
had seven miscarriages and stillbirths. . Altogether there are eight other women on the island who
have given birth to babies that look like blobs of jelly ...no legs, no arms, no head, no nothing.
Other children are born who will never recognize this world or their own parents. They just lie there

with crooked arms and legs and never speak. Already we have had seven such children.20

18 Three out of four children who were under ten when exposed to the Bravo fallout developed thyroid
cancer. Lekoj Amjain was a baby at the time of the blast. Fourteen years later his thyroid was removed by
surgeons at the N.Y. Brookhaven National Laboratory and he died in 1972 of leukaemia. His death was the
first U.S.- acknowledged Marshallese death from radioactive fallout.

19 "The South Pacific Setting." Bulletin of Concerned Asian Scholars.Vol. 18, No. 2, p.18.

20 Lijon Eknilang, Pacific Women Speak. (1987:16-17). This is 'soft data’ as to my knowledge there are
no official studies on birth defects in the Marshall Islands. A USSR press report cited in a (name unknown)
U.S. newspaper does provide some support for, these assertions. It states that in the year following
Chernobyl, the Petrovisky Animal Farm - which is outside the 30-mile evacuation zone - reported 37 pigs
and 27 calves born with gross abonormalities (without heads, limbs, eyes, ribs, etc.). Up till then, only 3
deformed animals had been born on the Farm. A report from TheNuclear Monitor (U.S) quoted in Pacific
News Bulletin May, 1990 states that at Cherkassy, within the Chernobyl zone, one in five babies is born
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Four years after the Bravo explosion, the rate of stillbirths and miscarriages among
Rongelap women had risen to more than twice the rate of unexposed Marshallese women
for the first 4 years following exposure to radiation. Between 1954 and 198'5 thyroid
nodules developed in approximately 33 percent of the Rongelapese, including 63 percent of
the children less than 10 years old at the time of exposd’re and in 10 percent of the Utirik
population (Lessard et. al., 1954). In 1976, the cancer and thyroid rate on Utirik rocketed
and there was an increased incidence of cataracts. An American doctor femafked after a

visit to the Marshall Islands in 1980:

There was a general complaint of dimming vision some five or six years ago on Utirik. ...I was
told that two boxes of eyeglasses were shipped to the island.. and the people were to come in and
choose which ever eyeglasses seemed to help them. And this was the sum of investigation and
treatment of the eye problems - of what I think is a unique epidemic of cataracts. American
citizens would not likely tolerate such handling. At least my paticnts wouldn't 2}

In 1978 a Department of Energy report revealed that in addition to Bikini,
Enewetak, Rongelap and Utirik, the four atolls whose contamination by fall-out was
known, "a further ten atolls or single islands received intermediate range fallput from one
of more of the megaton range tests. A number of these atolls are presently inhabited while
others are used for food collection."?2 In the early 1980's, DOE scientists conducted
research on Rongelap and recommended that people not eat fish or food grown in the
northern parts of the island. Alarmed by the report, the Rongalese petitioned the U.S.
Government for help in leaving the Island, saying their own government was unable to
financially assist them. The U.S. Congress recommended further investigation. In Ei
petition presented to the U.N. Subcommittee on Small Territories in March, 1985, a
landowner on Rongelap Atoll said: "We do not believe we can wait another year or two for

the U.S. congress to appropriate the money and for the survey to be completed. We are

with deformities (limbs, eyes and ears missing) and in the Mogilev area the number of babies born with
deformities was 5 in 1985, 21 in 1986, 39 in 1987, 84 in 1988 and 50 in 1989. .

21 Quoted in "Bikini: a Way of Life Lost." Bulletin of Concerned Asian Scholars Vol. 18, No.2, p.19.
22 U.S. Dept. of Energy, Radiological Survey Plan for the Northern Marshall Islands. August 22, 1978.
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convinced that we must move now to avoid additional radiation exposure. Therefore, we

have asked help from other sources,"23

In May 1985, the Greenpeace vessel Rainbow Warrior,(shortly to be dynamited in
Auckland harbour by French secret agents) removed some 300 people along with their
belongings and pieces of dismantled houses to Mejato, a mile-long, uninhabited, mainly
sand and coral island given to the Rongalapese by the landowners of Kwajalein Atoll. The
evacuation coincided with the statement of the U.S. ambassador at the U.N. Trusteeship
Council that radiation levels at Rongelap were less than those recorded at Denver,
Colorado, and that the Islanders had been "victimized by outside forces" (quoted Firth,
1986a:209) The leader of the Rongelap group, Jeton Anjain, denied that the evacuation

was instigated by outsiders.

We don't need the most brilliant scicntists to come and tell us we are not sick. We know we
have had health problems on Rongelap from the beginning - we are having them today angi we will
have them for the indefinite future. If the U.S. thinks that my people are okay why should they
come twice a year to use them as guinea pigs? [The evacuation] is not something we wanted to
do, but we care deeply about the future of our children and unborn generations. ... We have been
suffering since 1954 and we are used (o hardships. Our land is our most sacred possession, but our
children are more important than the land itself (quoted Firth, 1986a:209).

In 1982, the U.S. Nuclear Defense Agency officially declared that "Bravo was
without question the worst single incident of fallout exposure in all the U.S. atmospheric
testing program." The release of large quantities of radioactive subétanoes had "resulted in
the contamination and exposure of some individuals either stationed or residing on distant
atolls or aboard various vessels. Acute radiation effects were observed among some of
these people." The American personnel on Rongerik were removed by the U.S. Navy one
day after the explosion, the Ron gelaﬁ people stayed on their island for two days and those
on Utirik were taken to Kwajalein on the third day. Some Marshallese believe the delay
was intentional; that the U.S. military neéded information about radiation effects on human

beings. The perception has been fueled by scientific reports like the one (iuoted at the

23 Julian Riklon, quoted in Bulletin of Concerned Asian Scholars Vol. 18, No.2, p.20.
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beginning of this chapter, and in the mid-1980's the Australian film maker Dennis
O'Rourke spent two years investigating the incidents surrounding Bravo. He recorded the
results in a documentary called Half Life which won the Grand Prix for Best Film at
Florence in 1985, has been shown at film festivals around the world. He has said of his

research:

I never believed when I started the research that the Americans set out with a deliberate policy
1o expose the Marshallese to radiation, although I met a lot of people who asserted that they did.
But at the end of the project I can say that they certainly allowed the exposui‘e to happen, and they
have used the victims ever since as guinea pigs to study the long-term effects of radiation on

human beings who have to live in a contaminated environment. ...

In a sense, the Marshallese are the [irst victims of World War I11.. Théy are the first culture in
the history of our race which has been effectively destroyed by radiation. ... In the name of national
security, the U.S. has irreversibly destroyed the fragile world of the Marshall islanders for
countless generations to come. ... There are no villains as such, just scientists, soldiers,
politicians and bureaucrats who belicve that they were and are doing the right thing, and who

unleashed this monster on the world. ’fhe Marshallese are the evidence for all the world to see.24

U.S. officals have strongly repudiated the film, stating that naval officers had waited to

receive firm information about the fallout before evacuating the islanders.

Between 1983 and 1985, a team of independent medical researchers from the
University of Washington in Seattle examined the prevalence of thyroid nodules among
people on 14 of the 24 inhabited atolls of the Marshall Islands. In earlier studies, people in
islands not exposed to the Bravo fallout had been used as a control group for the exposed
populations, and the prevalence of thyroid nodules among the unexposed islanders was
found to be 6.3 percent. The new study found a strong linear relationship between the
probability of thyroid nodules developing in Marshall islanders, and the distance of their
1954 home atoll from the Bikini test site. "The probability of a nodule decreases threefold
for every 100 miles farther from Bikini, and twofold for every 10 degrees going east to
west in a clockwise direction. ... [T]hese findings suggest that the geographic extent of

radioactive exposure from the Bravo test was much broader than previously assumed".

24 Quoted in Robert Milliken, “Half Life." National Times, (Sydney) 21-27 June, 1985.
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The researchers conclude that "2.45 percent [the mean rate of prevalence in the most distant
atolls] is probably a conservative estimate for the ...background rate of ...thyroid nodules
in the Marshall Islands" (Hamilton et. al., 1987).

While "the people dislocated and irradiated by atomic bomb tests in the 1950's are
clearly innocent victims", states Stewart Firth, "'...it is a mistake to depict the situation of
the Marshallese people solely in terms of their 'plight’, as liberal commentators in the U.S.
are apt to do" (Firth, 1986a:209-210). Although 'innocent' they are not 'simple'.
Traditional Marshallese culture involved endless disputes o.ver land, and chiefs and their
advisers mastered complex genealogical arguments in advancing their causes. The
Marshallese were using the German legal system in decidin’g their land cases 80 years ago.
Since the 1978 study, thousands of people in the northern Marshalls have filed lawsuits
against the U.S. Government claiming compensation for personal injury, and the northern
atolls have employed an independent scientist to make a comprehensive study of radiation
levels. As Julian Riklon said in the U.N. Statement: "The people of Rongelap distrust the
studies that have been conducted by the U.S. Department of Energy, Brookhaven National

| Laboratory and Lawrence Livermore laboratory. We ail know the parable about the fox

guarding the henhouse." .

The Marshallese have been effective in presenting their case to the World Council
of Churches, the U.S. Congress and the U.N. Trusteeship Council, and have become
adept in the litigation and politics of nuclear compensation. Before the passing of the
Compact, all four irradiated atolls - Bikini, Enewetak, Rongelap and Utirik - had large
injury lawsuits before U.S. courts and claims againsf the U.S. government totalling more
than $5 billion; The money so far paid or offered being regarded as inadequate
compensation for loss of land, damage to property and personal injury. These payments
were all ex gratia; while acknowledging a moral responsibility for the consequences of the
tests the United States so far has avoided admitting any legal liability. The early payments
in the 1950's to the Bikinians ($325,000) and the Enewetakese ($175,000) were lease
moneys. Congress voted $950,000 to the people of Rongeldp in 1964, and since 1977
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residents of Rongelap and Utirik who develop 'a defined radiation-related malignancy' (not
easy to prove) have been eligible to receive $25,000 each. Prior to the Compact, the

Bikinians had trust funds worth $28 million, including money earmarked for resettlement.

The possibility of successtful Marshallese radiation-damage suits against the U.S.
Government was negated by the acceptance of the Compact, as its terms specify a financial
settlement whereby all existing Marshall Islands' lawsuits will be cancelled and no new
ones permitted. A U.S. trust fund generating $270 million over the first 15 years is
designed to split three ways: $33 million to the Government for health care and monitoring
of radiation levels; $185.75 million to the approximately 3,000 people in the four atolls
directly affected by the tests and $53.25 million to an Island tribunal for compensation to
individual Marshallese. Acceptance of the Compact is tantamount to acceptance of these

payments as a "full settlement of all claims, past, present and future” (Weisgall, 1985:50).

Pacific Apartheid

Kwajalein Missile Range (KMR) in the western chain of the Marshall Islands is the
United States' most important range for the testing of intercontinental ballistic missiles and
anti-ballistic missile systems. Approximately once a month an unarmed missile fired from
Vandenburg Air Force Base in California splashes down into the lagoon at around 17,000
miles per hour. The MX missile was tested here, and SDI research at the base cdvers all
three phases in the tracking and destroying of nuclear warheads. Kwajalein Atoll is the
world's largest; its boomerang-shaped necklace of 93 islands and islets enclose a lagoon of
some 900‘square miles. The main island served as a support base during the early tests,
and when they ceased the Navy chose the lagoon as a missile-testing site. People in the
impact zone were moved to Ebeye, a 78 acre island one mile-long and 600 feet wide close

to the main island.

Over the next few years more islanders were resettled on Ebeye. The first lease
agreement between the U.S. and the approximately 5,600 displaced Kwajalein landowners
was signed in 1964. It provided a lump sum payment of $750,000 for 99 years use of the

Island as a missile-testing range. In 1964, the Army took over from the Navy and
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designated the central two-thirds of the Mid-Corridor Atoll as the new impact zone. The
several hundred people living on islands in the area and using other islands for food-
gathering were provided with cement block housing units on Ebeye and $25 a month as
compensation for the "inconvenience."%> As missile-testing activities increased,
Micronesians from outside Kwajalein attracted by the prospect of employment at the base
moved to Ebeye. To quote the Pacific Island News, August 1982, "the construction of
the Kwajalein Missile Range created a cash economy that has been a magnet drawing
relatives and others from throughout the Pacific lo.oking for jobs". At the beginning of -
1990, almost 9,000 people - one in four of all Marshallese - live on Ebéye in the densest

concentration of population in the Pacific.

Home on the Missile Range

Approximately 3,000 Americans, most of them contract workers, live on the main
island of Kwajalein. Indigeneous people are not permitted to live at the base; if an
American and Marshallese marry (and wish to live togethér) they must move to Ebeye. The
contrast between conditions on Kwajalein and Ebeye - known in the region as "the slum of
the Pacific" - was described by Representative John Seiberling during a 1984
Congressional Hearing, '

\

In January 1982, I personally visited both Kwajalein Island and Ebeye Island. The contrast
couldn't be greater or more dramatic. Kwajalein is like Fort Lauderdale or one of our Miama resort
areas, with palm-tree lined beaches, swimming pools, a golf course, people bicycling everywhere,
a first-class hospital and a school; and Ebeye, on the other hand, is an island slum, overpopulated,
treeless, filthy lagoon, littered beaches, a dilapidated hospital, a contaminated water supply, and so
forth (quoted Firth, 1986b:18).

In 1983, two U.S. journalists made similar observations:

...There now are over eight thousand people crammed into this hell hole of 66 acres [12 of
Ebeye's 78 acres are occupied by a defunct Coast Guard station]. There is no grass, few trees.

25 Stanford Research Institute, Environmental Impact Assessment of Kwajalein Missile Range
Operations (prepared for Ballistic Missile Defense Systems Command, Huntsville, Alabama), August
1975, p.17.
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Roads are unpaved. There are no drains and the grey, muddy sand is covered with raw garbage and
sewage. The drinking water must be imported weekly to a dock, and carried from there to homes
and offices. ...The shacks which serve as homes are so crowded that children sleep in shifts.
..Three quarters of a million cans of beer per year play their part in anesthetizing the inhabitants -
half of whom are under 14 years of age - from their misery. ... Kwajalein by coﬁtrast is a pleasant
place, with well-manicured beaches, snack bars, a country club called the Kwaj Lodge, another
called the Yukway Yuk, and a PX known as Macy's East (Cogkburn and Ridgeway, 1983:157-8).

"In sum", say the writers, "the situation is virtual apartheid."

Although the majorit;/ of Ebeye's population is under eighteen years of age there is
no high school on the island, and Kwajalein High School is for American children only.
Up until the last years of the 1980's, water was brought to the island by boat and raw
sewage drained directly into Ebeye lagoon. Pollution levels were at times 25,000 times
higher than the level of safety set by the World Health Organization. In early 1990, a
Canadian store owner described Ebeye as "an overcrowded slum’ with "shacks wall-to-
wall, wave-to-wave."20 The average occupancy-rate of houses is thirteen. Alcoholism,
suicide, teen-age pregnancy, drugs and gang violence are said to be major problems as is
the junk-food' diet of many islanders. According to a U.S. doctor at Majura hospital, one
child a month dies of malnutrition, Epidemics occur regularly, and there were 700 cases of
syphilus in 1989.27 Up to the mid-eighties, ihe Marshallese could use the Kwajalein
Army hospital only in situations of extreme emergency. William Vitarelli, the U.S. High

Commisioner's representative on Ebeye from 1967-1969, recalls one such occasion:

We were having a gastroenteritis epidemic ... The Ebeye hospital ran out of intraveneous
fluids needed to sustain the lives of the Marshallese children severely dehydrated from profuse
vomiting and diarrhoea. I took one Maarshallese child who was very ill ... on a skiff and motored
... to Kwajalein, I wanted to take her to the Kwajalein hospital for treatment. ... We were stopped
at the beach by an American guard who would not let the child enter the island. ... The Marshallese
nurse pleaded with the guard that the child was dyivng, and she could not receive appropriate therapy
on Ebeye. The guard did not permit the child onto the island. She died on her way back to Ebeye.
...Five children died during that epidemic (Johnson, 1986:35).

33 "Paradise Lost: Now It's a Dump." Los Angeles Times, January 11, 1990: A2.
34 Ibid. A8.
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Marshallese KMR employees travel to work each day across the three-mile stretch
of water and risk arrest if found on the base at night. They are not permitted to shop at the
Kwajalein subsidized food store and may be subject to random searches and seizure of
goods. (A 1976 study found that, on average, food prices on Ebeye were 100 percent
higher than on Kwajalein). As two-thirds of the lagoon and the Mid-Corridor islands are
off-limits for fishing and food-growing, the people on Ebeye depend almost entirely on
wages earned at the base and the compensation paid to the landowners. Most have
maintenance or service jobs, and many complain of workplace discrimination. In 1976,
anthropologist William Alexander told a U.S. House Subcommittee: "Approximately 75
percent of the workers were able to provide the names of specific non-Micronesians who
do the exact same job, but who receive significantly higher pay for their work".28 A
former Acting High Commissioner of the Trust Territory said: "While some of the
Micronesian workers at Ebeye have the technical ability to warrant promotion, they do not
have the ability to be in charge, to supervise people, particularly Americans". An official of
Global Associates (the company operating the base) told an interviewer: "We don't have
too many U.S. hires working for $2.40 an hour. We do everything we can to reserve
those jobs, what we call beginning jobs, for our Micronesian friends" (quoted Johnson,
1986:35). |

The 'Sail-ins'

From the late 1960's onwards, the landowners of Kwajalein have used direct
action tactics in seeking increased lease money, better living conditions on Ebeye and
greater access to the islands of the atoll when missile tests are not in progres:s. In 1968,
when compensation was increased from $25 to $40 a month, the displaced people
petitioned the Congress of Micronesia "to right a grave injustice", pointing out that "electric
bills and house rentals exceed $40 a month, and already some of us have been threatened
with eviction" (Keju, 1982:24). Furthermore, they said, anyone born since the relocation

was not eligible for compensation. When the petition was ignored by the Marshallese

28 “Current Problems in the Marshall Islands." Hbuse Subcommittee on Territorial and Insular Affairs,
July 14, 1976, pp.24-27.
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authorities the Kwajalein landowners declared they would resettle their islands. In 1969,
the first 'sail-in' took place. Occupation of the off-limits islands ended one week later
when U.S. officials agreed to negotiate the protestors' demands. The Defense Department
and the then 1,470 Mid-Corridor landowners reached a 5-year agreement providing
$420,000 a year for the lease of the land (about $285 annual per capita compensation). In
July 1979, about 500 landowners organized another protest sail-in. After two weeks, U.S.
authorities agreed to.negotiate new agreements and compensation was increased to $9

million a year, $5 million going directly to the landowners.

In 1982, American and Marshall Islands negotiators signed the Compact of Free
Association granting the United States a 50-year lease of the base.. Under the terms of the
agreement, the annual level of direct compensation to thevlandowners was reduced to $1.9
million. The result was "Operation Homecoming." This time, about 1,000 people
occupied some of the off-limits islands. Marshallese police arrested 13 traditional and
political leaders (including ali three Senators from Kwajalein) but the occupation continued.
"I don't care about missiles or danger," said one landowner, "[ only care about my land.
Leaving it is just like moving away from a loved one" (quoted Johnson, 1986:37). Chief
Kotak Loeak said: |

Our people are happy living as they now are, especially in islands where there are no military
facilities nor armed guards to keep them in restricted areas. ... After years on crowded Ebeye Island
where we were forced to live by the United States we have discovered the joys of natural living,
especially the freedom to move around, fish, plant and build living structures from the surrounding
elements. I cannot begin to tell you how good the people feel ... For the older people, the return

brings tears of joy. For the children, it is an all new experience (quoted Firth, 1986b:20).

The United States refused to negotiate under pressure; in the words of Defense
Department official, Noel C. Koch: "The Department of Defense desires a reasonable and
fair relationship with the government and people of the Marshall islands. However, we are
not prepared to acquiesce in disruptive actions against the Kwajalein Missile Range, or to

negotiate while they continue."?? The Army suspended 200 Marshallese emplojees and

29 New York Times, September 13, 1982.
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the Defense Department announced that all bénking services for Marshallese on Kwajalein
would terminate from September 30 1982, out of concern, said Koch,‘ for the islanders'’
"potential dependency upon U.S. sources, and the resultant negative effect upon
independent development of Marshallese capabilities” (quoted Johnson, 1986:28). The
islanders stayed on. A missile test scheduled for August 3, 1982 was reportedly postponed
because people camped in its path refused to take cover. John Sieberling told a

Congressional Committee:

[ think the actions of the military out there are hardly.becoming of a nation that is a great
power, Here we have a bunch of pcope who are our wards ... We're occupying their land and we're
denying them the right to peacefully assemble and petition for redress of grievances that our
Constitution guarantees to our own citizens. And yet we're in their country. I think it's a pretty
sad spectacle (quoted JOhnsons, 1986:28).

After four months, the Defense Department agreed to negotiate with the protestors.
The result was a new short-term, three-year lease agreement, the return of six islands for
housing and food gathering, the creation of a ten million dollar capital works fund for
development projects on Ebeye and a reductién in the long-term lease from 50 years to 30
years when the Compact came into force. Demands relating to changes in the treatment of
Marshallese by the KMR Command were not successful. Nor was the goal of successive
renegotiable short-term leases under the Compact achieved. The landowners have nothing
to gain from a fixed lease over a period of fifteen years with a U.S. option on a further
fifteen years, particularly as the annual compensation remains the same for 15 years. Thus
when the Compact was voted on in September 1983, Kwajalein Atoll was three to one

against it, although the Marshall Islands as a whole voted 58 percent in its favor.

When the three-year lease ran out in 1985 and the Compact was still delayed
because of events in Palau, the landowners - now organized as the Kwajalein Atoll
Corporation and represented by U.S. lawyers - took the opportunity to negotiate for more
compensation. They rejected the U.S. request to extend the lease for 60 days, would not

accept $487,000 rent for October, refused to recognize the CFA and delivered a series of
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demands with respect to the future lease of KMR. These included the rehiring of maids
fired during Operation Homecoming, the opening of Kwajalein High School to Marshallese
until a school could be built on Ebeye, the right of Marshallese to eat at the Kwajalein snack
bar when transiting the island (which contains the airport) and a one-time payment of $6
million. The Army agreed to some of the demands but rejected the lump-sum payment

demand.

Repeating the tactics of 1982, small groups of landowners set up camps at the base
and in the missile impact area, stating that as no lease existed they were within their rights
as landowners to resettle their lands. In March 1986, four months after the occupation
began, the Marshall Islands Government signed a new short-term lease with the United
States. The landowners declared it was not in their interests, and refused to leave. In late
April, through an unprecedented 'eminent domain' court order, the Government took
possession of all Kwajalein lands and U.S. Army sentries removed the protestors to an
island north of Ebeye. At low-tide they walked back across the reefs to Ebeye. A picket
line formed on the wharf to keep all KMR transport boats away from the dock, thus
preventing several hundred Marshallese crossing to the base each day for work. The action
broke up early in May, 1986 after the U.S. base commander was said to have given orders

\

that sentries "shoot to wound" those taking part in the blockade.30

Conditions on Ebeye began improving in the late 1980's. A municipal council was
elected in 1983 and immediately drew up a 15-year development plan for sqhools, new and
impfoved housing, recreational facilities and a causeway to link Ebeye to other islands.
The new mayor initiated a public clean-up of the beaches and the lagoon, and compensation
money was used to repair the sewerage system - which no longer back-flushes into sinks.
From 1985 onwards, a less strict referral policy to the base hospital has been in force
(aithou gh the Army complains that the Marshallese often abuse this privilege while the
Marshallese complain that the procedures are difficult and arbitary, and they are made to
feel like second-class citizens). In 1988, as part of the development plan, Ebeye got its

first sidewalks, paved roads, water desalination plant and electric generator. In the summer

30 Sydney Morning Herald, May 8, 1986.




69

of the same year a storm destroyed many of the houses, thus accelerating the replacement

process. The causeway has been built, and it has relieved population congestion.

Nevertheless, the people of Ebeye continue to be "the people of the bomb." Asa
spokesman for the Kwajalein Atoll Corporation told a Congressional Hearing in 1984, "We
live in a community in which the military intrusion on our lives not only dominates but
controls totally. Our future economic and social development will be within the parameters
of what derives from military activity at Kw.ajalein."31 Although Kwajalein remains the
prime test site for U.S. long-range intercontinental ballistic missiles and anti-missile
defence systems, U.S. and Marshall Islands Government officials signed leases in mid-
June, 1989 for U.S. Army use of four new defence sites in-preparation for the first series
of Strategic Defence Initiative ('Star Wars') tests. The lease of small parcels of land on the
atolls of Likkiep, Enewetak, Wotho and Allinglaplap marks the Army's first expansion

outside the Kwajalein Atoll missile testing range facility.

A Family Farewell
On May 16, 1986 the United States formally asked the U.N. Trusteeship Council

"to honour the wishes of the people of Micronesia, and act to end the Trust Territory of the

Pacific Islands administered by the United States since 1947."32 Thé four active members
of the Trusteeship Council are the Soviet Union, the United States, Britain and France
(China, takes no part in its proceedings). Three months earlier, the Soviet Union had
accused the United States of planning to annex Micronesia to expand its network of military
bases in the Pacific region. The official statement charged that Washin gton was engaged in
a "neo-colonial" exercise, and under its agreements with Micronesian govem}nents would

appropriate "an exclusive right of control over questions of external relations, defense and

44 Ataji Balos, 'House Subcommittee on Public Lands and National Parks,' March 1, 1984 in House
Hearings on Compact. August 7-9; p, 34, In mid-June 1989, U.S. and Marshall Islands Government
officials signed leases for U.S. Army use of four new defence sites in the Marshall Islands in preparation for
the first series of Strategic Defence Initiative ('Star Wars') tests. The lease of small parcels of land on the
atolls of Likkiep, Enewetak, Wotho and Allinglaplap marks the Army's first expansion outside the
Kwajalein Atoll missile testing range facility. '

32 International Herald Tribune, May 29, 1986.
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finance of Micronesian territories."33 Nevertheless, in September, 1986, the Trusteeship
Council approved by 3 votes to 1 the Franco-British Resolution for trust termination,
noting the self-determination process which had taken place in the four political entities of

the Federated States of Micronesia, the Marshall islands, the Northern Marianas and Palgu.

The USSR voted against the motion on the grounds that under the terms of the
original agreement only the Security Council could decide on termination of the Trusteeship
Agreement. Soviet representatives declared that the United States had resorted to a policy
for the Pacific Islands of "divide and rule", artificially slowing down economic and political
development in the terriotory and turning it into a military staging area that was a threat to the
countries of Asia and the Pacific.34 After the signing of the Compact, a taped message of
farewell from President Reagan to the Islanders closed with the statement; "You'll always
be family to us".3> On July 1, 1987 the ceremonial departure of the U.S. High
Commissioner from Micronesia marked the final dissolution of the last of the world's
eleven U.N. trusteeships. High Commissioner Janet McCoy (a former campaign worker
for President Reagan appointed in 1981) told flower-bedecked Marshallese dignitaries in
Kolonia, capital of the Federated States of Micronesia, "We've done it guys! You're on
your own."30 Nevértheless, both the decolonization celebrations and President Reagan's

speech of farewell were premature in the case of the nascent Republic of Palau.

33 Ibid.

34 Marshall Islands Journal, September 18, 1987. '

35 As the title of this chapter suggests, President Reagan's words give new meaning to the term 'nuclear
family',

36 Ibid. August 17, 1987.




CHAPTER 3
ODYSSEY OF A WOULD-BE NUCLEAR-FREE NATION, 1979-90

We see that the Compact says military rights may end in fifty years if mutually
agreed. This means, we understand, that if the United States wishes to continue
its control of our land it need only say so, and this will go on forever. This is
unacceptable.

- Gabriela Ngirmang (Palauan Woman Elder), Washington, 1988

The Constitution and the Compact

Context and Background

Palau (or Belau) is a chain of islands 125 miles long and 25 miles wide lying 8,000
miles west of the United States and 500 miles from the nearest landfall of the Philippines.
With an indigeneous population of around 15,000 people, Palau is among the smallest of
the world's aspiring new nations - and in this case small does mean Beautiful. Spectacular
coral reefs, turquoise-blﬁe waters and lush rain forests make Palau a diver's and a nature-
lover's delight. It is also a marine biologist's and naturalist's delight. The western barrier
reef running almost the full length of the island cluster has some 700 known species of
coral and 1,500 species of fish. The famous Rock Islands of the lagoon are a maze of low
green islands unique in the Pacific. They contain species of birds and plants found in few
other places in the world, and in the twelve marine lakes are creatures which have followed
separate evolutionary paths over the course of millennia. Huge treeé festooned with vines,
ferns and orchids grow out of the jagged coral of the islands. The ecology of'the forest and
the reef is similar; in both cases the layer of stored-up nutrients is thin and plants and
animals live directly off each other, recycling each other almost completely. The great
variety of life forms and the intensity of their competition gives stability to the otherwise

fragile ecosystems of land and sea.

Scattered around Palau are remnants of WW 2. rusting hulks of tanks near the

airport, artillery pieces in caves at the entrances to harbours and the intact body of a Zero

71




72

fighter-plane in the shallows of a reef. Palau's one first-class resort hotel, built in Koror
in the mid-1980's by a Japanese corporation, rests partly on the remains of an asphalt
landing-strip for seaplanes. While Palau, once known as 'the Japanese Riviera', attracts
divers from all over the world, the hotel depends principally on the waves of Japanese
tourists now fanning out over their former empire. Thf: hotel is one of the few large
revenue-producing enterprises in Palau. When the Japénese occupation ended so too did
‘most efforts ateconomic development. The only industry apart from tourism to develop
during the years of American administration has beeﬁ the productioﬁ of carved wooden
story-boards depicting ancient legends and folk tales. As most of these are made by
prisoners (with the guards receiving ten percent of the profits), the town jail has become a

premier tourist stop.

Like the rest of Micronesia, Palau is a welfare economy heavily-dependent on
American aid. Almost nothing is produced for export (with the exception of about 300
pounds of marijuana shipbed illegally each week) and very little for domestic consumption.
Under the Japanese occupation rice was a major crop, but is now imported fro‘m California.
When aid money began pouring in from the 1960's onwards most Palauans simply stopped
what they were-doing - which was mainly fishing and growing taro - and moved to the
towns. By 1981, Palau had a total of 34 farmers and 1,127 government employees. Beer
is the second largest import item after oil (both in cost and volume) and Palau shares the
severe social problems of the other Micronesian states. It also has the "Dutch Disease":
government workers make up about half the labour force, while the other half is mostly
made up of tradespeople, office workers and professionals. Most manual labor is done by

Filipinos.

Nevertheless, Palau has big plans for the future. A glass case in Malakai, the major
town, has buttons that light up to identify the National Government Building, the industrial
area, the amusement center, the sewage treatment plant and the residence of the paramount
High Chief. Only the two-storey Government building containing the display so far exists.

Malakai consists of a few small stores, a couple of churches, about fifty houses and
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(although there are few vehicles on the island) a two-mile paved road which begins
nowhere and goes nowhere. A reporter from the Los Angeles Times visiting Palau in
1987 wrote:

The islanders seem to think that {inancing the future will be no problem. Asked about it
recently, a resident of the town of Malakai who was sitting outside the state building took a
moment from his marijuana and his science fiction novel and explained his optimism: "Credit,

man. You Americans will pay for it - just like always."!

Culture, Society, Politics .

Before the arrival of the Europeans, the basic social unit was a mother and her
descendants (ongelak) combined into families (blai), clans (kebliil) and finally a clan
confederation (klebliil). Clan chiefs formed the village council which was normally split
into two equal groups. Decisions, at least ideally, were made by consultation between
leaders and their factions, and by consensus within the council. The split of ‘bitang ma
bitang’ (this half and that half) ran throughout the village, clan and family systems as a
form of moiety-opposition used, or so anthropologists believe, to stimulate competition and
balance power between the two rival clan confederations led by chiefs of the two head
villages, Koror and Melekeok. At the time of the first si gnificant contact with Europeans in
the late 18th. century, the island group was divided geographically into two major rival clan

confederations led by the chiefs of the two head villages of Koror and Melekeok.

The introduction of firearms upset the traditional balance of power and the village of
Koror became dominant. While the Spanish and German colonialist's had dealt with the
traditional chiefs, the Japanese - mainly civilians - established an infrastructure and ran the
islands by and for themselves. Japanese immigrants far outnumbered the islanders, who
were expected to adopt Japanese ways. The introduction of a money economy first eroded
the authority of the chiefs, and the introduction of American aid and styles of leadership
furthered the process. In 1981, Palau's first national leaders were elected through a systerh
of universal suffrage to a proto-typical Afnerican form of government. As few traditional

leaders run for elected office, the governing elite consists mainly of business-men, trust-

1 "palau - Big Dreams Hide Big Problems". Mark Fineman, Los Angeles Times June 29,1987.
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trained bureaucrats and professionals. The influence of traditional chiefs remains strong at

the grassroots level, however, as does the tradition of split political allegiances.

While there are little visible signs of traditional Palauan culture (apart from two
restored men's meeting-houses, one war-canoe and the storyboards) it survives in a
kinship system based upon families and clans connected by matrilineage, patrilineage,
adoptions and customary land rights. Although exceedingly complex, it has been said that
"any Palauan can trace his or her relationship to any other as easily as if reading a map."2
Men provide both the traditional and political leadership, but the society is by no means

patriarchal - or at least it is not perceived as such by women. According to one:

In Palau women play an important role in issues of policy ... Women traditionally own and
divide land. We control the clan money. We traditionally select our chiefs; women place and
remove them. Having observed our upbringing closely, we are able to decide which men have the
talent to represent our interests. From birth, Palauan women are responsible for men. When the

men marry, the women arrange for the settlement and when the men die, the women bury them.3

Palauan nationalism is rooted in a strong ethnic identity born of centuries of relative
isolation and self-reliance but the desire for cultural preservation tends to conflict with the
equally strong desire for political, social and economic development. A mafor controversy
in the late 1970's centred around the construction by a Japanese corporation of a superport
for the transhipment of crude oil. The project would have involved dredging of the reefs,

- land-filling and extensive on-shore construction. While most businessmen and political
leaders favoured the proposal, many islanders - particularly traditional chiefs and villagers -
opposed it on the grounds of environmental damage and the threat posed to Palauan culture
by a large influx of foreign workers. The opposition won and the proposal was dropped.
The desire for independence similarly conflicts with the almost total dependence on U.S.

financial and technical aid. In the 1978 vote over whether Palau would remain part of a

2 Frances Fitzgerald, "The tides of paradise: an account of a glorious holiday and global politics in
Palau." Islands, Nov./Dec., 1987. _

3 Excerpt from the testimony of Gabriela Ngirmang at a 1988 U.S. Senate Hearing of the Energy and
Natural Resources Committee on the Compact of Free Association.
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pan-Micronesian political system or become a separate political identity with its own
Constitution and the right to conduct its own status negotiations, the vote was 45 percent
for union and 55 percent for separatism. The decision in combination with the country's
financial dependence, was destined to bring the tradition of factionalism to its apotheosis in

the next decade.

The Constitution

At least four constitutions were written by the Palauan Congress (the OEK) in the
mid-1970's in preparation for the 1975 Micronesian Constitutional Convention. Between
January 28 and April 2, 1979 the 38 members of the Palauan Constituional Convention (the
Con-Con) met to draw up the final document. Discussions were also held at the grassroots
level and many older people were determined that never again would their island become a
battleground for warring foreign powers. Out of this sentiment was born the world's first,

and so far only, Nuclear Free Constitution. Article X111, Section 6 states:

Harm(ul substances such as nuclear, chemical, gas or biological weapons intended for use in
warfare, nuclear power plants, and waste materials therefrom, shall not be used, tested, stored or
disposed of within the territorial jurisdiction of Palau without the express approval of not less than

three-fourths (3/4) of the votes cast in a referendum submitted on this specific question.

\

Also written into the Constitution was the requirement that any changes to it must receive at
least 75 percent of votes in a national referendum.

On April 30, 1979, the U.S. Chief negotiator for the Compact of Free Association,
then three years into negotiations, went to Palau and advised the leadership of the Con-
Con, the legislature and the Political Status Commission that there were a number of
potential problems with the draft; the major ones being the prohibition on the introduction
of nuclear weapons and other types of hazardous substances into Palauan territory, and the
rejection of the right of the Palauan Government to acquire land by eminent domain for the
benefit of a foreign entity - a term which could include the United States. The U.S.
negotiator pointed out that these infringed upon the defence authority which the United

States would continue to exercise under free association, and could be a continuing source
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of friction between the United States and Palau. Wﬁile the people of Palau, he said, have
the right to declare their land, air and sea space nuclear-free, they cannot exercise this right
and simultaneously opt for a relationship of free association with the United States. He
assured the Palauan officials that the United States had no intention of seeking the use of

any land beyond that which was absolutely necessary for defence.

Factionalism had been pfesent from the beginning in planning for the Constitution.
Now two powerful oppositional groups emerged: one that dominated in the Senate and the
Con-Con and wanted to keep the Constitution intact; one that dominated in the Legislature
and wanted to amend it to meet U.S. concerns. Both groups nevertheless desired the
relationship of free association with the United States. The Con-Con made some changes
in the draft but the anti-nuclear and land provisions remained intact. In a referendum on
“July 9, 1979 the existing Constitution was approved by 92 percent of Palauan voters. It
was immediately voided by the Legislature on the grounds that it was fundamentally
inconsistent with the Principles of Free Association signed in Hilo, Hawai'i in April 1978.
A revised constitution was put together by a Drafting Commission to meet the U.S.
objections; but this was overwhelmingly rejected in an October referendum. An election
followed, and this time leading members of the grassroots 'People's Committee for the
Constitution' took control of the legislaturc.’ The original Constitution was revived and
again received overwhelming approval in a referendum held on July 9, 1980 - exactly one
year after the first referendum. On the basis of this document, Palau gained a form of self-

government in 1981 and Haruo Remeliik was installed as the first president of Palau.

Drama and Melodrama
The next step in the Constitution drama occurred in February, 1983 with the holding
of a referendum on the Compact of Free Association. In 1980, changes to the Compact
had been made in an effort to overcome the problems posed by the anti-nuclear clauses of
the Constitution. Section 314 of the Compact still prohibited the use of Palau for testing
nuclear weapons and for the storage of toxic and radioactive materials, but a subsection

permitted the transit or overflight of nuclear weapons in times of emergency declared by the
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U.S. President or a state of war declared by the U.S. Congress. The conflict between the
Constitution and this subsection meant that the latter needed to be approved by three-
quarters of the voters, not, as was the case with the rest of the Compact, by a simple
majority. The Compact passed by 62.1 percent, but Section 314 received only 52.9
percent of the votes. Nevertheless, the Palauan Congress declared the Compact approved.
Pro-Constitution forces led by a traditional chief and mayor of Koror, Ibedul Yutaka
Gibbons, challenged the interpretation in a laws"uit. In August 1983, Judge Hefner of the
Supreme Court of Palau ruled that the entire Compact was defeated because Section 314

had not received the required voter approval.

The Revised Compact

Once again negotiations commenced. Talks between U.S. Ambassador Fred M.
Zeder and Palauan Ambassador Lazarus E. Salii, a strong Compact supporter, resulted in
the the production in May 1984 of a document named the 'Revised Compact." Rather than
restricting American military action and control, however, the new draft actually increased

it* A summary of the section headed 'Security and Defense Relations' is as follows:

- Palau's territory is closed to militaries of all nations except the U.S. and any national
military invited by the U.S. The U.S has full authority and responsibility for security and defense,
and Palau shall refrain (rom any action the U.S. determines incompatible with its authority for

security.

- The U.S. may designate, establish and use defense sites in Palau land and water areas at any
time during the 50 years of the Compact, and areas may be designated for exclusive, joint or non-
exclusive use. In exclusive use arcas the U.S. has unrestricted control over land and sea, including
control of exit and entry. Military and space equipment may be installed and maintained. The
U.S. has unrestricted control over areas of joint use in times of emergency. At other times Palau
may use such an area unless its use is incompatible with the ability of the U.S. to carry out its
military mission. Non-exclusive use is defined as the use of land and sea areas on a temporary
basis, that is, for military exercises of several weeks duration, after 90 days notice. In times of use
the U.S. may control all movements. The U.S, will try, but is not required, to clean up any site

after use or return it to its former state,

4 From the Summary of the Compact of Free Association: a Study Papef prepared by the Micronesia
Coalition, Nov. 6, 1986. The paper gives a title by title summary of the 400 page Compact.
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- When the U.S. designates a land or water site, Palau may suggest an alternate site. The U.S.
can choose either site, and Palau must make it available in 60 days from the orignal designation.

- U.S. personnel committing offenses against Palauans are immune from Palau courts if the

offense was committed while on duty or by personnel attached to transiting vessels or aircraft.

- The U.S. may operate nuclear-capable and powered craft in the air and water and lands of
Palau, Palau cannot ask the U.S. to verify the presence of hazardous materials in Palau. The U.S.
agrees not to use, test, store or dispose of nuclear materials in Palau, (The Palau Supreme Court
ruled that this provision gives permission for the US. to "operate", which includes permission for
the U.S. to use and store nuclear materials in Palau. For this reason, the Compact needs 75

percent voter approval).
- The U.S. will determine which international security and delense treaties apply to Palau,

- The Compact may be amended only by mutual agreement of the Governments of the United
States and Palau through their constitutional processes.

- The Compact may be partially terminated by mutual agreement. If so, economic assistance
by the U.S. continues if mutually agrced. The mililary provisions of the Compact stay in effect
and cannot be terminated for 50 years.

The U.S. ﬁilitary has designated exclusive use of about 3,000 acres for a jungle-training
camp, and non-exclusive use of stretches of the northern beaches, reefs and shorelands for
amphibious assault training. The three main airfields, Malakai Harbour and adjacent waters
are designated as joint use sites. (The deepwater channels of Palau's Rock Islands are ideal
for sheltering submarines). In return for these rights, Palau will receive about $} billion
over the 50-year term of the agreement. In all, the U.S. military w.illihave options oh
approximately 33,000 acres, about one-third of Palau."

Ambasador Salii and other Compact supporters warned that Palau could not afford

to reject the Compact because of the Government's severe financial problems,> and a

5 The Government had a $4 million deficit for the fiscal year 1982-83 as a result of increasing
government costs (striking public employees received a $1 million salary increase after strikers bombed the

office of the President in 1981) and declining tax revenues, due mainly to the closing of a tuna catching
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plebescite on the Revised Compact was set for September 1984. Pro-constitution groups
formed a coalition under the title of Osobel Palau (Save Palau) to fight against the
Compact's acceptance. This time the referendum received 66.9 voter approval; still less
than the required 75 percent needed to overrule the Constitution. Asked whether he
intended to submit the Compact to a further plebescite, President Remelink (who had
chaired the Con Con during the drafting of the original Constitution) replied "No, two is

enough. The people have declared their will,"6

The Power Plant Scandal

In the early 1980's, the U.S. Department of Defense announced it was withdrawing
the aging WW?2 generator which supplied Palau with electricity. President Remelink
contracted with the British consortium IPSECO (International Power Systems Company) to
build a 16-megawatt power plant in Palau. The $32 million cost of the plant was twice the
amount of Palau's total annual budget, and its power capacity many times larger than
necessary for the existing population. While Palauan law requires competitive bidding for
large projects, the OEK enacted special legislation exempting IPSECO from all Palauan
laws. U.S. Trust Territory Administrators advised against the project, stating that the
proposed facility was "in excess of Palau's needs", that there had not been "full and free
competition" and that the Government had not negotiated with the company "for the best
possible price” or the "most desirable financial arrangements”. The Inspector General of
the U.S. Department of the Interior warned the Government that it "could not meet debt

service requirements” of the loans that had been negotiated.”

Nevertheless, with the assistance of Ambassador Fred Zeder a loan was transacted
with a London multinational banking consortium and the deal was sealed. There were
rumours that the Pentagon was involved in the purchase of the larger-than-necessary

generator, or that the U.S. Administration was seeking to make it impossible for Palau to

operation and a copra processing plant. The U.S. had not provided aid supplements to cover the deficits.
6 Quoted in film documentary, "Trouble in Paradise”, in Frontline series, PBS Television San Diego,
June, 1988. ' ’

7 Quoted in briefing paper for U.S. Congress prepared by the American Civil Liberties Union, Sept. 1,
1986.
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survive financially without the Compact. Palauan 1aWyer Carlos Salii, brother of Lazarus
Salii and then speaker of the House of Delegates, acted for [IPSECO. A soon as the
contract was signed, High Chief Yutaka Gibbons brought a suit against the President,
claiming that the power plant contract was illegal and procured by bribery. Gibbon's
lawyer, Patrick Smith, alleged that had the plant been subjected to competitive bidding it

would have cost no more than $15 million. Soon after the filing of the suit the lawyer's

house was firebombed. Smith left the island with his family, and the lawsuit was dropped.

Lacking the $141 million the Compact would have supplied in the first year of its
operation the Government defaulted on the first IPSECO interest payment in the Spring of
1985 - jﬁst as the Inspector General had warned. President Remelink announced that he
would make an important statement on national television and radio. It was widely-
believed that he intended to "come clean" on the power-plant deal, hoping that by revealing
the fact of bribery and fraud he would be able to repudiate the loans, establish a legal
defense and save the Palauan ecoﬁomy. The night before the scheduled speech, however,
the President was shot three times through the head as he stepped from his car into the
driveway of his house. Three weeks later four young Palauan men were arrested and
charged with his assassination. They included the son and the nephew of Governor
Roman Tmetuchl, a strong Constitution supporter who had run second to Remelink in the
presidential elections, and was the leading candidate for the next election scheduled for
August, 1985.

Governor Tmetuchl withdrew from the election, leaving as candidates only Vice-
president Alphonse Oiterong and Ambassador Lazarus Salii, both strong Compact

supporters. The latter won easily, and was duly installed as President. The FBI had

assisted local police with investigating the murder and it now assisted with the prosecution.

The four suspects were tried without a jury before Chief Judge Hefner, a judge from the
Commonwealth of the Marianas, and two ldy judges appointed by President Salii to sit on
homicide cases (the usual Palauan practice). The case was dropped initially because of

insufficient evidence, but later reopened. In December, 1985, the London bank
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responsible for the Government loan sued Palau for $35 million, and IPSECO declared

bankruptcy.

In the midst of growing political and financial crisis another version of the Compact -
this time called the Tmproved Compact' - was signed by negotiators in Washington on
January 10, 1986. In it, the U.S. agreed not to test, store or dispose of nuclear weapons in
Palau, but left open the possibility of transit rights. Other aspects of the 'Defense and
Security Relationship' section remained unchanged. At a plebescite held on February 21,
1986, 72 percent of Palau's voters voted in favour of the revised Compact. President Salii
declared it approved and the U.S. Congress began the ratification process. Ambassador
Zeder said his country was "honored at this solid and unequivocal statement by the Palau
people." The President of the Palauan House of Delegates, however; notified the U.N.
Trusteeship Council that the Compact of Free Association was not approved because it
received only 72 percent support in the referendum, less than the required 75 percent. In
May, High Chief Ibedul Yutaka Gibbons filed a suit in the Supreme Court of Palau,
charging that the Compact approval was not valid because it did not receive the approval of
three-quarters of the population, because several parts of the agreement were
unconstitutional, and because the referendum prbcess was defective.

In March, 1986 three of the four youths charged with the assassination of President
Remelink were convicted of first degree murder and sentenced to 25 years
imprisonment.8 On July 10, 1986 Justice Robert Warren Gibson found in favour of the
High Chief's legal chéllenge, and invalidated the Compact approval on the 75 percent |
issue. President Sallii immediétely challenged the ruling. On September 17, a three-judge |
panel of the Appellate Division of the Supreme Court of Palau declared unanimously that
the Constitution invalidated the current version of the CFA as it failed to receive 75 percent
approval, and the U.S. policy of neither confirming nor denying the presence of nuclear
weapons was insufficient guarantee that the Constitution would not be violated. The Court

also ruled that the CFA's provisions on eminent domain seizure of Palauan land for U.S.

8 The verdict was overturned in Septermber, 1988 after the Palauan Court of Appeals found the evidence
against the prisoners "inherently incredible", The murder remains unsolved
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military use were unconstitutional, but that the CFA could not be invalidated on this basis

until an actual seizure was attempted.

Country in Crisis
Palau's financial situation was now desperate. Another plebescite on the same
version of the Compact, this time called the 'New Improved Compact', was set for
December 2, 1986. In a letter to the U.S. Assistant Secretary for Territorial and
International Affairs dated October 22, 1986, President Salii said that the Government was
preparing its.educational program and election materials for the plebescite, and requested

$400,000 to defray expenses. The following is the reply of the Assistant Secretary:

Dear Mr. President,

Thank you for your letter of October 22, 1986 ... I am very pleased that the U.S. Congress enacted
the Compact before adjournment. That action removes a major obstacle to full implementation of
the Compact. I hope that your planncd plebescite will remove Lhe last obstacle.,

The Department of the Interior does not have available discretionary {unding to pay for political
education and other election costs associated with the plebescite. The best and most expeditious
help that we can oflcr is to advance opcrations funding through the Trust Territory Government,
We are willing to advance up to $250,000 in addition to the normal November allotment for
govemnment operations.

If the plebescite is successful, there would be no significant adverse impact on Palau since
believe we could safely assume that the Compact would be implemented during fiscal year 1987,
If for some reason the plebescite is not successful and the Compact cannot be implemented, Palau
would still have nearly ten months remaining in the {iscal year to reduce government expenditures
or obtain additional revenues to cover any operational shortfall, (

I sincerely hope that the referendum is successful and Palau can move forward towards its new
political status.?

Of the money obtained, $275,000 was slated for voter education and $100,000 for
the conduct of the election. President Salii sent the following memo, headed "Approval of

Compact as Priority Program", to all Government departments:

9 Letter signed by Richard T. Montoya, Assistant Secretary Territorial and International Affairs,. uU.Ss.
. Department of the Interior. Copy sent Dec. 23, 1986 to Prof. Roger Clark (Rutgers University, School of
Law, Camden, N.J.) in response to freedom of information request.
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Since the approval of the Compact of Free Association with United States of America is the top
priority program of the Executive Branch of our National Government, it is expected of all
personnel to vigorously campaign for the Compact in order that 75 percent approval on the
December 2 referendum be obtained. Any personnel ... who chooses to campaign otherwise shall
be reported to me at once. If any such personnel uses materials, equipments, or the likes that are
properties of the National Government to campaign against the Compact, I request that the matter
be brought to my attention immediately. It is no loﬁger tolerable for civil service employees to
oppose the system while remaining in it and enjoying all benefits due dedicated employees. ....

The education campaign began. A memo to the Office of Education directed that all
schools be closed and that "all public school teachers shall go on administration leave to
campaign for the Compact of Free Association with the United States." Students were
directed "to wear their school uniform" and attend a Government rally. A similar rally was
held for public-service employees. Two high-school bands were flown to Hawai'i to take
part in 'yes' rallies there. The Government funded parties, transportation and campaign
expenses in Palau's 16 states, and officials visited Guam, Saipan, Yap, Ponape, the
Marshall Islands, Hawai'i and the United States to conviﬁce Palau's absentee voters to
support the Cbmpact. The pro-Constitution groups also embarked on an education
campaign, using their own funds and donations from anti-nuclear groups in Australia, New
Zealand, Canada, the United States and the United Kingdom. A letter from the 'People's
Committee for Belau Constitution and Compact Improvements' signed by High Chief
Ibedul Yutaka M. Gibbons, Rebes [Rep.] Alfonso Oiterong, Senator Isidoro Rudimch and

the Speaker of the House, Santos Olikong, was sent to government employees. It stated:

We know that many of you are afraid to voice your opinion or question regarding the upcoming
referendum on the Compact of Free Association. We are also aware that there are many reasons for
your fear and reluctance to publicly express your concerns, We are in complete sympathy with all
of you and offer our sympathy and asistance in the struggle to rid our government of this unethical
and unhealtﬁy atmosphere.

President Salii had not requested a U.N. observation team, and the United States
was calling the plebescite "an internal Palauan matter”. There were rumors, too, that

despite the lack of official U.N. approval the trusteeship had been terminated by President
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Reagan's November 3 proclamation and that the Trusteeship Council no longer existed. As
the date of the plebescite drew near, Constitution supporters organized an international team
of independent observers to come to Palau and scrutinize the referendum process. The
team included a Danish member of the European Parliament, a law professor and two
lawyers from the United States, a Canadian Q.C.10 and the Executive Director of the
Australian Minority Rights' Group. The team arrived four days before voting day and
immediately began reviewing the referendum process. Two days before the plebescite, in
response to a last-minute request from the Palauan Senate, the U.N. Trusteeship Council
sent a team of observers comprised of representatives from France (the Chair), Fiji, Papua
New Guinea (PNG), the U.K., four U.N. staff people and three U.S. Escort Officers. In
the limited time available, the delegation organized a public hearing on the campaign
process and then with the independent observers scrutinized the polling process and the

counting procedures.

The following question, printed in both English and Palauan, appeared on the ballot

form:

DO YOU APPROVE FREE ASOCIATION WITH THE UNITED STATES AS SET FORTH IN
THE COMPACT OF FREE ASSOCIATION SIGNED ON JANUARY 10, 1986, INCLUSIVE
OF ITS SUBSIDIARY AGREEMENTS AND AS SUBSEQUENTLY ENACTED BY THE
UNITED STATES CONGRESS EXPRESSLY APPROVING THE PROVISIONS OF THE
COMPACT INCLUDING ITS SECTION 324 WHEREBY THE GOVERNMENT OF THE
UNITED STATES IN CARRYING OUT ITS SECURITY AND DEFENSE
RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER THE COMPACT OF FREE ASSOCIATION HAS THE RIGHT
TO OPERATE NUCLEAR CAPABLE AND NUCLEAR PROPELLED VESSELS AND
AIRCRAFT WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF PALAU? ‘

The result of the poll was 66.7 percent approval for the Compact; once again less than the

required 75 percent (and less than the February vote).

President Salii broadcast a radio and television message acknowledging the non-

approval of the Compact, and warning of the grave economic consequences for Palau of

10 'Queen's Counsel' (or King's Counsel), a status in the British legal system between barrister and judge.
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this decision. Before leaving Palau, the team of independent observers communicated to
the Government and the U.N. delegation a list of concerns about the conduct of the
plebescite. They cited such things as improper pressure on government employees and
unfair use of resources in the pre-referendum period, missing, damaged or unsecured ballot
boxes on polling day, lack of security arrangements for the transport of ballot boxes from
the U.S. to Palau and sudden arbitary changes in the counting procedures. President Salii
charged the international observers with interference in the internal affairs of the state, and

threatened the two members still in Palau with expulsion, 11 °

Shortly afterwards, a letter signed by 69 Members of the European Parliament went
to the U.N. Security Council. The letter stated that the Parliament had been informed of the
numerous forms of coercion and the many irregularities which had taken place during the

referendum process. "It did not escape our notice" said the signatories,

... that enormous cconomic pressure was put on the people of Palau to make them accept the
Compact. One instance of this was the publication by the United States Administration, two days
before the referendum, of information to the effect that if the people of Palau failed to approve the
Compact there would be no renegotiation., This was presented to the people as a serious economic
threat, creating a "take it or leave it" situation in which Palau either accepted an unsatisfactory
Compact or lost the billion dollars in the Compact.

The letter urged the U.N. Security Council to take its oversight responsibilities seriously,
to investigate the matter of the U.S. referendum-expense money and to delay the
termination of the Trusteeship for the whole territory to avoid pressure being put on Palau.
The letter also requested the Council "to take responsibility for ensuring that negotiations
are carried out leading to a satisfactory Compact;" one which would be in accordance both
with the Palauan Constitution and the U.N., standards and resolutions on decolonization,
including "the right unilaterally to terminate the Freely Associated Status (FAS)" and "to -

establish a 200-mile exclusive econgmic zone and archipelagic base-lines."

11 pregs statement transmitted from Palau, Dec. 5, 1986 by David Wright, Q.C. of Toronto on behalf of
Wright and Else Hammerich, a Danish member of the European Parliament,
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The Referendum and Amendments of 1987-88
By 1987, Palau was deeply in debt. As well as the now $40-plus million IPSECO

debt, the President had borrowed $400 million from two New York financiers, using as
collateral the anticipated Compact funds. President Salii announced that the failure of the
referendum meant there were insufficient funds to run the country. Officials in some of
Palau's 16 states filed lawsuits against the Salii Administration, charging corruption and
misuse or mismanagement of funds. The Reagan Administration informed the Palauan
Government that the terms of the Compact would not be renegotiated. Overiding the
objections of the House of Delegates, the President - who is responsible for the treasury,
media, police, power and communications - issued an Executive Order for another

referendum on the same Compact to be held in mid-1987.

In the months leading up to the plebescite the water supply was limited to four
hours a day, electrical power was cut off at night, social services were cut and constraints
placed on political discussio:ns on radio and television. Public service employees were laid
off, and the President asked government workers to voluntarily work one day a week
without pay. Those consenting to the scheme would be compensated for the unpaid hours
when funds became available. On June 27, he prepared emergency legislation for the
sacking of 900 of the 1,300 government employees; about half the work-force of Palau. In
response to a request from the House of Delegates, Women Elders and Chiefs an
international delegation again came to monitor the referendum process. On June 30th, the
same question was put to the people. Once again, it failed to gain the approval of three-

quarters of Palau's voters.

President Salii signed the emergency legislation. The Government, he said, was
"going broke". On July 7, sacked government workers set up camp outside the Congress,
claiming that those opposing the Compact were responsible for the financial crisis. Some
members of the Cabinet joined the protestors, who were threatening to "turn Palau into
hell" unless funding was found. Violence eruptéd. Tyres were slashed, houses of anti-
Compact activists were threatened with fire-bombings, death-notes circulated and weapons

appeared in the streets. In Washington, the Congressional Sub-committee on Insular and
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International Affairs convened an urgent meeting to hear testimony on the events in Palau.
The Inspector-General of the Department of the Interior revealed that the Accounting Office
had found 87 instances of financial mismanagement by the Salii Government, and that
investigations were underway concerning commissions and kick-backs received by Carlos
Salii in the IPSECO and loan deals. The Chair of the Sub-Committee, Rep. Ron DeL.ugo,
accused the Department of the Interior of having "given up on correcting the problems."

In Palau, President Salii announced his intention of holding yet another referendum;
this time not on the Compact but on an amendment to the 75 percent majority clause in the
Constitution. If the change to a simple majority received approval in three-quarters of
Palau's 16 states, a referendum on the Compact would follow immediately. Nine of the 16
Congressional members voted for the legislation, two voted against it and five were absent.
On August 4, 73 percent of Palauan voters declared in favour of the amendment. High
Chief Ibedul Gibbons immediately filed a challenge to its validity, alleging that the required
75 percent vote on the legislation in the Lower House had not been met (9-2 in favour and
5 absent), and that the Constitution requires that any change to the nuclear-free clauses
rﬁust take place in a referendum at the time of a general election (then scheduled for
November, 1988).

The Palauan Supreme Court placed an injunction on the Compact referendum until
the challenge to the August 4 amendment was decided, but the day before the scheduled
referendum Chief Justice Nakamura reversed the decision, stating that it was in everyone's
interests for the matter to be resolved quickly. On August 21, 73 percent of Palauns voted
to approve the Compact. While supporters and opponents waited for the Court's decision
on the amendment (which if upheld would have rendered the Compact's approval invalid)
the case was settled out of court on the understanding that President Salii would not allow
the ceding of any lands to the United States without the approval of the Council of Chiefs.
It seemed that the long battle between supporters of the Constitution and the Compact was

finally over.
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Not so. Compact opponents argued that the agreement between President Salii and
Chief Gibbons was merely a private undertaking betWeen two individuals, and could be
overturned at any time with no possibility of legal action. On August 31, fifty Palauan
Women Elders (one of them the sister of the High Chief) walked through the streets of
Koror to the Court to refile the Gibbons' suit. "We must protect our Constitution and our
land," they said. "It is the only place on earth we can express our 'Palau-ness'. We are
not concerned with elections and political parties; we have nothing to lose but Palau."!2
Citing threats to himself and his family, Chief Justice Nakamura excused himself from
judging the lawsuit and was replaced by the Chief Justice of the Marianas, Judge Robert

Hefner.

The suit was scheduled for hearing on September 8, 1987 and there were public and
private warnings of violence if it was not withdrawn. Roman Bedor, a U.S. trained lawyer
and a prominent Constitution activist, received death-threats to himself and his family and
threats to fire-bomb his office, a major venue for pro-Constitution meetings. The house of
Gabriela Ngirmang, one of the Women Elders, was fire-bombed and the local men's club,

Bai Ramtal, burnt down the same night. On the night before the hearing, the father of
Roman Bedor visited his son's office to check the security. A car drove by and under
cover of the blackout shots were fired at the figure inside the building. Bins.Bedor died the
next morning. The women withdrew the laWsuit. Judge Hefner accepted the withdrawal
but wrote .."in light of the circumstances of this case, the Court would be remiss if it did
not add a footnote to the matter." The footnote stated that there were indications that the
dismissal was brought about by intimidation through violence, and that should any of the
plaintiffs later wish to have the action reinstated they might file the appropriate

proceedings.13

In mid-December, the President and Chief Ibedul Gibbons went to Washington to
inform Congress that all the necessary requirements for the Compact had been met.

President Salii urged early approval, stating that Palau would run out of money by April if

12 Pacific News Bulletin, Pacific Concerns Resource Centre (PCRC), Australia. Vol. 2, No. 4, Sept.-
Oct. 1987, p.2.

13 pacific Campaign to Disarm the Seas. Status Report, February, 1988, pp.33-34,
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implementation of the agreement were delayed. At the same time, a delegation of Palauan
women went to Washington to testify at a Senate Hearing on the Compact. Of the 19
senators on the Committee, one came to receive their presentation. Gabriela Ngirmang

wrote the testimony which began with the following statement:

We came here because the women fecl that our interests are not being satisfactorily protected,
and out of concern for the Palauan citizens. ... Despite much public relations and efforts to sell the
Compact, we clearly understand that the implementation of the Compact gives the United States
the right to conduct military operations on as much as one-third of our land - forever. We see that
the Compact says military rights may end in fifty years if mutually agreed. This means, we
understand, that if the United States wishes to continue its control of our land it need only say so,

and this will go on forever. This is unacceptable.14

Despite the inauspicious beginning, the women's presentation and presence did
succeed in gaining assurances from the U.S. Congress and the Palauan Government of
police protection in the event of taking legal action. On March 31, 1988 the women refiled
their lawsuit in Palau. Acting for the women, Attor'ney Anne Simon of the New York
Center for Constitutional Rights claimed that the August 4 referendum was not conducted
in accordance with the Constitution. President Salii's lawyers argued that the case had
already been dealt with when the case of Merep vs. Salii was dismissed after an out-of-
court settlement, and that an inconsistency between the Constitution and the Compact
created the grounds for the August referenda. On April 23, Judge Robert Hefner found in
favor of the plaintiffs. He ruled that the procedures for the August 4 vote were not
constitutionally valid as the legislation to set up the referendum had t(o be ratified by a three-
quarter vote in both Houses of the Palauan Congress. Thus both the referenda votes of
August, 1987 were rendered "null, void and of no effect." The Government immediately

lodged an appeal with the Palauan Supreme Court against Judge Hefner's ruling.

In mid-April, members of the International Commission of Jurists, an organization
"primarily concerned with the establishment of Rule of Law coupled with an independent

judiciary as an indispensible ingredient in the cause of human freedom" released a 60-page

14 Quoted in Pacific News Bulletin. Vol. 3, No. 2, April/May 1988, p.3.
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document based on their mission to PalauinJ anuary,' 1988. The jurists claimed that "there
existed a virtual breakdown of the Rule of Law" in Palau from July to September, 1987
and pointed to "the plainly criminal acts" which led to "a climate of fear and intimidation
originating from certain segments of Palauan society" which in turn "inhibited and in some
instances prohibited citizen's rights to legal redress." The report accused the Government
of complicity. The OEK Session of July was said to ha;'/e been "held in a climate of near
hysteria", and the Palauan Bar Association (headed by Carlos Salii) "failed in its duty to

maintain the Rule of Law when it khew, or should have known, that judges, lawyers and

. . . . . W15
litigants were being threatened in their professional capacity.

During the May 1988 meeting of the U.N. Trusteeship Council, several Palauans
(including the Speaker of the House of Delegates) and representatives from support groups
in other countries gave public testimony. Witnesses urged the Council to take its oversight
responsibilities in Palau seriously, and asked that the Trusteeship not be terminated until
Palau is i)rovided with more options for its future political status than the "Compact or
nothing" choice so far presented. The Trusteeship Council, however, proceeded to
approve the Compact, although the Soviet Union voted against the motion. Any points of
- contention, declared the Council, should be 'ironed out' between the United States and
Palau. In late April, the U.S. Senate unaniniously approved the Compact as part of a larger
piece of legislation. The Sub-committee on House Foreign Affairs Asia/Pacific
Subcommittee approved it, and passed it on to the full Foreign Affairs Committee for final
approval. (Sub-committee Chair, Rep. Stephen Solarz, did not note Judge Hefner's ruling
the previous week against the validity of the August referendum). Nevertheless, the House
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, chaired by Rep. Ron DeLugo, refused to act on the
Compact until it had been constitutionally approved in Palau and requested the Department
of Interior to fund an additional $3.5 million for Palau in the coming year to avoid lay-offs
of government workers. The Committee also asked the Department to study allegations of

bribery, corruption, drug abuse, drug trafficking and counterfeiting in Palau.

15 Quoted in Pacific Campaign to Disarm the Seas. Honolulu, Hawai'i, August, 1988, p. 11.
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In mid-June, 1988, Rep. Ron DeLugo drafted an enabling Bill to deal with these
concerns. It was accepted by President Salii (although he later changed his mind) and the
Compact negotiators in Hawai'i, and introduced to the U.S. Congress on June 23. The
Bill increased funding by some $24 million for capital expenditure and for drug abuse and
education programs, as well as authorizing a loan from the U.S. Federal Financing Bank to
pay off the now $43 million IPSECO debt. The Bill did not address the issue of land
rights, eminent domain and nuclear-free policies, but required that the Compact must be
approved constitutionally in Palau, either with a 75 percent vote or after the passing of a

Constitutional amendment.

On August 20, 1988 Lazarus Salii committed suicide at his home and Vice President
Thomas Remengesau was sworn in as President until the November 1988 elections. One
week later, the Supreme Court gave its long-awaited decision on the Government's appeal.
The panel of three judges upheld Judge Hefner's ruling on the invalidity of the legislation
providing for Constitutional amendment, thereby nullifying the approval of the Compact in
the subsequent referendum and preventing the termination of the U.S. trusteeship in Palau
(though not in the Federated States of Micronesia or the Republic of the Marshall Islands).
Seven candidates stood for the office of president; approximately half being for and half
against approval of the Compact in its present form. Victory went to' Compact supporter
Ngiratkel] Etpison, who defeated a pro-Constitution candidate by 39 votes. The latter called

for a recount on the grounds of improper procedures, but the request was not upheld.

Nevertheless, the electoral reshuffle and the prospect of the DéLugo Bill had
strengthened the pro-Constitution platform. In January, 1989 the newly-formed Congress
created a 20-member Political Status Commission to explore options for Palau's future and
renegotiate the Compact, informing them that "any proposal to accommodate changes by
effecting amendments to the Palau Constitution will not be considered." The following
month U.S. representatives met with Palauan representatives in Guam, and agreed to add
some financial subsidiaries to the Compaét. No changes were made to the military
provisions. Under the new agreement, the United States will pay $5.5 million for military

access to the land (about 2 cents per square meter compared to the local rate of $165) and a
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total 15-year payment of around $500 million (which critics say will leave the country

bankrupt a few years after payment ceases).

On June 27, the U.S. Congress passed all the necessary legislation for approval of
the Compact. The Palauan House of Delegates passed legislation for a July referendum on
the 'Guam Compact', and the date was set for Februar)} 6, 1990. It would be Palau's
seventh referendum on the Compact. Ta Belau, a new political party comprised mainly of
furloughed government workers, began circulating a petition to amend the Constitutional
requirement for Compact approval to a simple majority. After a three-day meeting of
Palau's political leaders in January 1990, however, it was announced that no amendment to
the Constitution would be considered at this time. It was also announced that, "In the
unlikely event that the Compact fails to obtain the 75 percent approval in the February 6
referendum, it is the declared intention of this conference of Joint Leadership to consider
ammendment of the Palaun Coﬁstitution to allow Compact approval by a simple majority

vote."10 The campaign was dropped.

On February 6, 65.7 of Palau's voters - less than on previous occasions - went to
the polls. The result was 'Yes' 59.8 percent, the lowest yet recorded, and 'No', 40.2
percent, the highest. President Etpison issued a press release stating that "th<\3 voters of
Palau clearly indicated that the 75 percent vote requirement for the approval of the Compact
was not possible at this time." The statement also said: "It became very clear in this
referendum, as was also the case in the six previous referendums, that the majority of the
people of Palau still favour and support the status of free association with the United
States." The President requested the OEK to convene in February "to assess the situation
and to come up with the necessary legislation to resolve Palau's future status."17 By
March, President Etpison had secured the vote of 12 of Palau’s 16 members of the House
of Delegates for a motion to change the Constitution requirement from 75 percent to a
simple majority. While this, if successful, would almost certainly assure the Compact's

acceptance, the amendment must first be approved by a 75 percent majority in the Senate

16 pacific News Bulletin. Vol. 5, No. 2, February, 1990, p.3.
17 Ibid.
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and by a majority of the voters in Palau's 16 states.

The Chair of the Palauan Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs has claimed that 75
percent of the current senators will not vote in favour of the amendment, and a citizens'
group called 'Citizens for Belau Integrity' has formed and launched a campaign calling for
a three-year moratorium on efforts to resolve the future political status of Palau. Members
of the group ( many of them traditional women leaders who carried out house-to house
visiting before the las.t plebescite) have begun collecting signatures for a petition to the
Palauan and U.S. Governments, and the U'.N. Trusteeship Council. The petition states
that "the time has come for the governments of Belau, the United States and the Trusteeship
Council to put the political status issue to rest for a time while we attempt to address the
problems that are crippling the credibility and capability of our government.... Belauans
need an opportunity to rationally consider the alternatives in a relaxed and non-coercive

manner."18

In a Radio Australia interview in March, 1990 the pro-Constitution lawyer Roman
Bedor called on Australia and New Zealand to mount a fact-finding mission to Palau. He
said that as a member of the Political Status Commission he was involved in the
negotiations which led to the Guam Compact, and when the Palauan negotiating team
objected to some of the Compact provisions, the United States had pushed the enabling
legislation through Congress, thus closing off any opportunities for further negotiation and
amendment. Bedor described the Compact as a modern-day annexation, and said the
United States had failed to live up to its obligation to see that Palauans had a free choice in

deciding their future. It was now up to other Pacific nations to take action on the issue.

And at this point of the story it becomes necessary to bring to an end this long
though still incomplete odyssey of a would-be nuclear free nation, and bid farewell and

bon voyage to the beautiful land of Palau.

18 Quoted in Pacific News Bulletin, Vol. 5 No. 3, March, 1990, p.5.
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Analysis and Conclusions
If the "what? who? how? why? questions described in the opening chapter are asked
about the conflicts and struggles described in the Marshall Islands and Palau, what might

the answers be like? My suggestions are below.

What are the Conflicts/Struggles About?

While the conflicts in the Marshall Islands are nuclear-related, they are not anti-
nuclear. Neither is Palau's struggle to save the nuclear-free clauses of its Constitution at
base an anti-nuclear struggle; rather, it is a struggle for political autonomy and control over
territory. If the criteria of what constitutes a social movement listed in Chapter One are
folowed the actions of the Marshall Islanders come into the category of ‘conflict-based
collective actions' while the pro-Constitution battle in Palau must be defined as a 'social
movement.! The Marshallese were seeking increased compensation and better conditions
and treatment within a prescribed political and economic structure; they were not
challenging the structure as such, nor competing with a rival group for the same goal. Only
when the Kwajalein landowners re-occupied their islands could this be said to be the case,
and at these times they did engage in "behaviour which trangresses the norms that have
been institutionalized in social roles;" one of Alberto Manuchi's criteria for a social

\

movement.

The battles, however, were not over land-use but over the value of the land to the
users. The 'sail-ins' were not attempts to take permanent control of the occupied islands
but symbolic acts aimed at focusing attention on the issue, applying pressure on the military
for increased compensation by getting in the way of testing activities, and perhaps relieving
feelings of frustration or powerlessness. By contrast, the battle for sovereignty and ¢ontrol
in Palau symbolized by the nuclear-free clauses of the Constitution is in every sense a
social movement. A dominated and relatively powerless group is resisting the managers of
"the great apparatuses of social production” and competing for control of the "production of
historicity." The antagonists have entered into conflict "because they share the same
cultural field, .... have the same cultural models" and are competing for the same prize, that

is, control of territory. The pro-Compact activists of Palau are engaging in conflict-based
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collective actions against those whom they perceive as obstructing their interests or creating
financial hardship through refusing to accept the political and economic realities of Palau's

situation.

Who is Involved?

The drama being played out in Palau and""the Marshall Islands is happening on a
world stage with a world-wide cast of players drawn from all levels of power and
influence; truly a phenomenon of the new global culture. The actors and institutions
involved include the indigeneous people and their governments, the U.S. and Micronesian
legal systems, the U.S. Administration and civil and military Departments, the U.S.
Congress and its committees and sub-committees, the U.N. and its committees, the
European Parliament,19 the International Commission of Jurists, scientists, professionals,
academics and activists from several countries in the Pacific region and beyond. Palau has
become a cause celebre for the global peace movement; a symbol of the whole David and
Goliath anti-nuclear struggle par excellence (although perhaps the more apt image is of a
gnat and a rhinoceros). All around the world there are people watching and commenting
on the struggle of some Palauans to retain the nuclear-free clauses of the Constitution. The
Nuclear Free and Independent Pacific movement, for instance, carrie\s a regular column
headed "Belauan Update" in its monthly newletter, as does Ports Watch,a publication of

the Norwegiaon branch of the North Atlantic Network of the Disarm the Seas Campaign .

How is/was the battle fought? :

In both the Marshall Islands and Palau, the groups resisting 'Goliath' h‘ave operated
almost entirely within the domestic and international political and legal institutions in
fighting their battles. With the exception of the»'sail-in‘ periods at Kwajalein, there have
been no demonstrations, no violations of the law. While Micronesians have a certain

sophistication in legal matters - one result of their long history of Western colonialism - the

19 The European Parliament seems to lean towards the left. It has been noted that voters seem much more
inclined to elect radical or reformist candidates to this Parliament than to their own national parliaments.
The Green Party in the U.K., for instance, received 16 percent of the vote at the 1989 European

parliamentary election, but only 2 percent of the vote at a national election.
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large number of lawsuits and appeals initiated by the Islanders suggests a considerable
amount of professional assistance and financial support from overseas. U.S. and Canadian
lawyers and citizens appear to have been particularly active in this respect. Apart from
recourse to law and rules of political procedure, bringing domestic and international
pressure on U.S. law-makers by raising public awareness and sympathy for their cause is
virtually the only weapon the pro-Constitution movement has in seeking renegotiation of
the Compact. Nevertheless, while the situation in Palau features prominently in peace
movement publications, Western supporters have had little success in capturing the interest
of the mainstream media in any country. This may be changing. Two long articles on
events in Micronesia, for instance, have appeared in the Los Angeles Times in the first two
months of this decade. One, already noted, is mainly about the garbage issue but it is also
a critical account of the history of American trusteeship and the current situation in the
islands. The second, "Island Women Succeed in Thwarting America's Residual Cold War
Plans," is a report on the February 6 referendum in Palau by the editor of the Nation and is

highly critical of U.S. past and present actions,20

Why This Qutcome?

Ih both the Marshall Islands and Palau the outcome of the struggles seems inevitable.

The Kwajalein Missile Range is defined as "vital" to U.S. security interests and the SDI
program has now expanded to other islands of the atoll. Palau is part of the Pentagon's |
planned fall-back position if the bases in the Philippines should become unavailable - not a
remote possibility given the degree of anti-nuclear/anti-U.S. sentiment in that country, and
the nuclear-free zone actions in the Senate, The winding-down of the Cold War in Europe,
too, is likely to increase rather than lessen U.S. military activities in the Pacific-Asia’
region. Armies and Navies must go somewhere and do something if they are to be
maintained. Given the dominance of security issues and strategic interests in all U.S.
foreign policy, it is not surprising that the trustee is attempting, as Stewart Firth puts it, to
stay on in Micronesia while giving the appearance of leaving (Firth, 1986b). It is ironic
that the Soviet Union, the only Trusteeship Council member to voice a protest against the

happenings in Palau, was in the paradoxical position of having to register this protest by

20 1.os Angeles Times, February 25, 1990, p.M2.
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voting against the process of decolonization.

With respect to conditions on Ebeye, Stewart Firth argues that, "[h]ad the people not
taken the initiative, little would have been done. The history of the U.S. Army at
Kwajalein suggests that it responds only to direct political pressure applied in Washington"
(Firth, 1986b: 21). While this may or may not be the case, one could hardly expect
otherwise. As an Army Command officer told a U.S. resident physician at the KMR base
hospital, "the sole purpose of the Army at Kwajalein is to test missile systems. ... [Ebeye]
is not of any importancerto their [sic] being at Kwajalein."21 Ebeye, it seems, has fallen
between two political stools. While properly the responsibility of the Department of the
Interior the close association with KMR has meant that civil officials regard Ebeye as the
responsibility of the Army, and the Defense Department has been the chief negotiator with
the Kwajalein landowners. Neither is it surprising that the Administration has taken steps
to abort the possibility of successful litigation by Marshallese radiation victims as this
would have opened even further the Pandora's Box of compensation to U.S. veterans and
other claimants. The settlement which puts an end to all past, present and future claims by
Marshall Islandets does not extend to those born after the bomb-tests, or to islanders living
outside the affected zone. Yet studies by independent scientists are revealing that the
impact of Bravo was far more widespread than hitherto recognized. éo far the Department
of Energy has monitored only the northern islands, but the Marshall Island's Government
has recently commissioned an independent radiological survey of the entire territory in
order to advise the Claims tribunal and the Government on radiation matters and the

compensation claims of individuals.

Johan Galtung (Galtung, 1980) argues that the interests of elites in former colonies
or Third World countries are linked with the elites of the metropole or the developed
countries, rather than with their own people or the governments of other Third World
countries. This seems to be the case in Micronesia, although less so in the case of Palau,

where opposition to the military terms of the Compact has included political leaders. The

21 Statement by Dr, Konrad Kotrady during a 1976 U.S. Congrcssionzﬂ Committee Investigation of
conditions on Ebeye. '
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major resistance, however, has come from traditional leaders who are outside or marginal
to the dominant power structures, and women seem to be taking over the battle from men.
Nevertheless, there are limits to resistance. The Government is deeply in debt and
dependent on the United States for approximately 90 percent of its annual budget. The
infrastructure is fragile or decaying, and services are at a minimum. Although relatively
rich in resources compared to other Pacific states, Palad lacks a productive sector. A net
exporter of food under the Japanese occupation, the country is now a net importer. In

short, there seems no way Palau can 'go it alone'.

For a time it seemed to pro-Constitution Palauans and their supporters that Rep.
Ron DeLugo was on their side, but while his Bill has given the Palauans a breathing space
and some cash in the coffers it does nothing to change the military terms of the agreement.
Both he and his Committee appear committed to U.S. strategic interests and to the rapid
implementation of the Compact. With very little pressure being applied in Washington or
the United Natioas, the Administration and the Pentagon will almost certainly maintain the
'take it or leave it' posture and simply wait it out. Palau is in the Catch-22 position of
being unable to put its case directly to the United Nations until it is an independent state,
but obtaining independence means accepting the terms of the Compact which its opponents
see as virtually ending autonomy. Until such time as the trusteeship is termilnated, Palau
must work only through the Trusteeship Council which so far has ignored the possibility of
any option for Palau's future other than acceptance of the existing Compact. While the
United States has given assurances that it will not exercise more of its military rights than
necessary, this does not seem to have reassured the pro-Constitution supporters who are

N

calling for a full review of alternatives for self-determination.

Given U.S. intransigence and Palau's economic and social problems, there seems to
be no option for the Palauan Government other than acceptance of the Guam Agreement. It
is unlikely that another country will offer an alternative form of relationship. The Soviet
Union is on the side of Palau, but the Pacific is still the American Lake and this is no time
for confrontation. Neither would this relationship be desired by Palauans. China is both

indifferent and poor. New Zealand is also poor and while sympathetic, its obligations are
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to its own freely-associated territories in the South Pacific. Japan would not risk offending
its major ally and any action that resembles a move in the direction of rebuilding the empire
would cause alarm throughout the region, something Japan is anxious to avoid. Even if
sympathetic (and silence has reigned), Australia perceives its interests as aligned with those
of the United States. The Radio Australia appeal of Roman Bedor is unlikely to gain an
official response. There is one new factor which may work to Palau's advantage in
resisting military use of the land and water. In August 1989, Palau's offshore reef
ecosystem was selected as one of the Seven Underwater Wonders of the World by a panel
of judges under the auspices of the Conservation Education Diving Archaeology Museums.
The award referred to Palau's unique biological diversity and variety of habitat including
coral reefs, marine lakes and caves, mangrove swamps, sea-grass beds and sand flats. In
Malakia Harbour alone, biologists have identified 153 hard coral species, more than twice
the number found in the entire Caribbean region. Whether this development will have an

impact on the situation remains to be seen.

A Palauan Congressman stated in 1989:

... We need a moratorium on the Compact so that we can have the chance to work to unite
people and restore internal peace which has been destroyed because of the isstie of Compact
implementation, Palau should be given a chance to reconcile and think of its future destiny
without being influenced by outside actions or the promise of more money; a chance to decide our
future status with dignity and preserve our cultural integrity as a truly free people.

‘

That chance is unlikely; the end of the world's first Nuclear Free Constituﬁiqn seems at
hand. What is surprising is how long the resistance has lasted. The image of the villain
Waiting in the wings and twirling his moustaches is irresistable, but no-one is on the way to
rescue the beautiful maiden. If melodrama has an unhappy ending does it then become

tragedy? And does this one fit the Aristotelian definition of a good man gone wrong?




CHAPTER 4
SEA-BORNE NUCLEARISM

If our peacetime presence and crisis response tasks are done well deterrence is
less likely to fail. Deterrence can fail, however, and we must consider how the
Navy would be used in a global war against the Soviets.

- Admiral James Watkins (Retd.), 1985

[T]here are good reasons for believing that the first use of nuclear weapons
could take place at sea, and for concern that the escalation dynamics of nuclear
warfare in this theatre are far less constrained than those which would attend
nuclear operations on land. |

- Desmond Ball, Nuclear War at Sea, 1985

It will be U.S. Policy that a nuclear war beginning with Soviet nuclear attacks
at sea will not necessarily remain limited to the sea.
Department of Defense Guidance, FY 1987-88

Nuclear Navies
At sea there are no boundaries. In the words of Admiral Carlisle Trost, U.S. Chief

of Naval Operations, "... the Navy operates in international waters where no government's
permission to base and fly aircraft is required and where U.S. ships, in a perfectly legal
way, can signal menace to any potential troublemaker” (quoted Greenpeace, 1987: 2).
Satellites, surveillance stations, ships and aircraft continuously monitor weather conditions
and the activities of the enemy, linked by an infrastructure of command, control and -
communications systems and intelligence activities ( C3I). Supply depots, weapons
stations, testing ranges, port facilities and naval exercises prepare the global naval forces
for combat, and warships call at ports throughout the world for replenishment, R&R or
demonstrations of alliance solidarity. Out of the world arsenal of around 50,000 nuclear
warheads, approximately one-third are for deployment at sea. Four nuclear states store and
deploy over 10,000 nuclear weapons beyond their immediate boundaries and opefate

military facilities in 65 foreign countries and territories (the US in41, the S.U.in 11,

100
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Britain in 12 and France in 9). Outside of central Europe, most of these weapons and
facilities are for naval purposes. Seaborne nuclearism is not confined to weapons: almost
one-third of the world's nuclear-power reactors are used to propel the navies of the nuclear

states across or under the seas (see Appendix 3:3)

The naval arms race reached its peak in 1986. At the end of 1987, the U.S. Navy
possessed approximately 55 percent of the total naval nuclear arsenal, the Soviet Navy
approximately 36 percent and the naval arsenals of the other riuclear states had the rest (see
Appendix 3:1). Over 1,100 ships and submarines and nearly 3,200 naval aircraft were
equipped to deliver or transport nuclear weapons and just under half of the sea-based
platforms were submarines - ballistic missile , cruise-missile and attack. The remainder are
surface ships: cruisers, destroyers, frigates and patrol combatants. Virtually all of the
Soviet Union's principal warships and about 70 percent of U.S. Navy vessels were
nuclear-capable at this time (see Appendix 3:2).1 The weapons varied from short-range
torpedoes and depth-bombs to long-range missiles, with explosive yields varying from one

to 1,000 kilotons (or one megaton).2

Until the late 1980's (when the proportion increased) about 60 percent of all naval
nuclear weapons were strategic weapons: the submarine-launched intércontinental ballistic
missiles (SLBMs) designed to penetrate into the home-land of the enerﬁy. The remainder
comprised non-strategic or tactical (short-range) weapons designed for ocean combat or for
striking land targets from sea. Except for about 100 aircraft bombs, all naval tactical
Aweapons are in the arsenals of the superpowers. Both navies have deployed several
different types of dual-capable systems (weapons that-can be armed with either nuclear or
conventional warheads), and most sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCMs) are dual-capable.

These small, pilotless, single-warhead guided missiles fly at subsonic speeds within the

1 A ship designated as nuclear-capable is fitted with special launching systems but most surface ships are
capable of carrying a small nuclear bomb. .

2 Major data sources for the above are: Joshua Handler and William M. Arkin, "U.S. Nuclear Stockpile
1980-1987." Nuclear Warships and Naval Nuclear Weapons: a Complete Inventory. Néptune Papers 2,
May, 1988 (Institute for Policy Studies, Washington, D.C.) and "Nuclear Weapons Databook Working
Paper 87-2." Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, June, 1987.
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atmosphere and can be used for both ocean combat and for striking targets on land. Their
small size and ability to hug the terrain makes detection by radar difficult and because
distinguishing between nuclear and conventional warheads requires intrusive methods of

verification SLCMs pose a particular problem for arms controllers.

Naval Arms Control

While naval nuclear weapons constitute a third of the world arsenal and have been
the fastest growing sector, the only naval weapons so far covered by arms control
agreements (in SALT 1 and SALT 11) are submarine-launched ballistic missiles and these
provisions which set a ceiling on numbers have now been abandoned.3 Until the late
1980's, no other catgegory of naval weapons had ever featured in afrms control
discussions. Verification problems with respect to dual-capable systems has been and
continues to be the major reason given for the exclusion of all non-strategic naval nuclear
weapons from arms control considerations, but the secrecy surrounding weapons on ships
and public ignorance of or indifference to the arms race at sea is a contributing factor. As
the little rhyme says, "Put the weapons out to sea; Far, far away from me." Out of sight
means - or so it would seem - out of mind, although nuclear-ships and naval weaponé are a

central issue for many anti-nuclear activists.

The silence surrounding tactical naval nuclear weapons at the conference tables of
Geneva was broken in the late 1980's when Soviet delegates began offering proposals for
bilateral and multilateral naval cutbacks - including the joint dismantling of the naval facility
at Cam Ranh Bay and the U.S. Navy base at Subic Bay in the Philippines. With respect to
the thorny issue of dual-capable SLCMs, the proposal is that inspectors from each country
observe the final assembly of all the missiles and place témper-proof seals on the warhead
compartment of those armed with conventional explosives. In challenge inspections at a

later date the seals would be checked to ensure that none of the conventionally-armed

3 Although the nuclear-tipped, ground-launched cruise missile in Europe is banned by the INF Treaty, it
is still permitted on aircraft, submarine and ships. The Navy is currently considering ways to more than
double the cruise missile's range and improve its accuracy as a conventional weapon. See, for instance,
"After INF, the next new arms race". U.S. News and World Report, May 9, 1988; pp.26-31.
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missiles had been refitted with nuclear tips. Scientists at the University of California, San

Diego outlined a similar plan at the end of 1989.

A much more radical suggestion for resolving the problem of dual-capable weapons
systems came from within the Reagan Administration itself in early 1988. Paul Nitze, a
White House arms control adviser, suggested that the Soviet Union and the United States
agree to eliminate sea-launched cruise missiles armed with nuclear warheads, nuclear-
armed depth-charges and torpedoes with nuclear warheads. Nuclear bombs carried by
ships on carriers may also be eliminated. The plan, say its supporters, would resolve "the
nettlesome issue of nuclear-armed SLCM's, ...the major stumbling block in the [arms
control] talks". As it would also do away with virtually all of the Navy's non-strategic
nuclear force it is hardly surprising that the suggestion was said to have encountered
"strong opposition from some members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff" and that many
Administration officials "do not believe that the United States will ever put forth the idea as
a formal arms control proposal".4 The continuing SLCM debate and unilateral actions in
naval arms reduction by both superpowers in the late 1980's and early 1990's will be

discussed in a later section.

The Superpower Navies

The United States is above all a maritime power. Its vessels are deployed in every
ocean of the world and its supply and communication infrastructure covers almost every
part of the globe. The amount of time the U.S. Navy spends at sea now exceeds time spent
during WW2 and the tempo of naval operations exceeds that of the Vietnam War. U.S.
Navy vessels are organized into the Atlantic Fleet, homeported on the east and Gulf coasts,
and the Pacific Fleet, homeported on the west coast, Hawai'i and Japan. Naval weapons
are stored in ten U.S. states (Alaska, California, Florida, Georgia, Hawai'i, Maine, New
Jersey, South Carolina, Virginia and Washington) and at three overseas locations (Guam,
Italy and the U.K.). Several classes, of support and logistic ships also store, maintain or
transport naval nuclear weapons. About 43 percent’ of America's strategic nuclear arsenal

is on ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) and the remainder of the nuclear-capable force

4 The New York Times, April 6, 1988; p.3.
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is made up of aircraft carriers, battleships, cruisers, destroyers, frigates and amphibious
warfare ships. The aircraft carriers of the U.S. Navy are huge, mobile, floating airfields
whose planes can attack targets up to 1,000 nautical miles away. The 12 carriers with their
escort and supply ships form 12 battle groups (CVBGs). The Navy operates
approximately 170 nuclear reactors in its ships and submarines (all submarines have at least

one, cruisers have two, one aircraft carrier has eight) and 8 land-based proptype reactors.

Two types of submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) are currently
deployed at sea: the Poseidon/C3 missile on Poseidon submarines and the Trident 1/C4 on
converted Poseidons and the new Ohio class Trident submarines. All U.S. SLBMs have
multiple-independently-targetable-re-entry vehicles (MIRVs) to permit a variety of targeting
options. Poseidon missiles became operational in 1971 and have a range of between 2,200
and 2,300 nautical miles. Each can be armed with 6 to 14 warheads, and each warhead has
an explosive force of 40 kilotons (for arms control purposes Poseidon is counted as
carrying 8 warheads). Poseidon's power, targeting ability and accuracy permit an attack on
'soft’ targets such as military airfields, bases and communication facilities (‘hard' targets
are missile silos). The first Poseidon ballistic missile submarine )SSBN) fitted with
Trident 1 missiles became operational in 1979, and the last of the 474 missiles was
delivered to the Navy in 1983. Trident 1 has a range of at least 42,00 nauticz;l miles and
each of its 8 warheads has an explosive force of 100 kilotons permitting an attack on
'moderately hard' targets such as bomber bases or heavy industry. The first test firing of
the new Trident 11 took place in January 1989 and was expected to begin replacing Trident

1 missiles towards the end of 1989 - of which more later,

The Soviet Union is above all a land power, with few year-round, ice-free ports.
Not until the early 1970's did it develop an ocean-going, blue-water Navy organized into
four fleets: the Northern (Atlantic Ocean), the Pacific, the Baltic and the Black Sea.
Although the world's largest navy in terms of numbers of vessels, two-thirds are incapable
of open ocean operations. The submarine force is the bi ggést in the world and the heart of
theSoviet Navy. More than half of the naval nuclear warheads are thought to be on

submarine launched ballistic missiles, with the remainder forming the non-strategic force.
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In 1987 the Soviet Navy had six aircraft carriers, all much smaller than those of the United
States, and two large-deck carriers under construction. Land-based naval aircraft possess a
significant portion of the cruise missiles of the Soviet Union, and are the Navy's major
strike force. Approximately 350 nuclear reactors propel Soviet ships and submarines
around the world, although a limited network of foreign bases and support facilities means
that Soviet vessels operate less frequently in distant waters than do those of the U.S. Navy.
During the 1980's, the pace and scope of the naval arms race escalated sharply,
with Soviet development exceeding that of the United States. Both countries made
substantial additions to their nuclear naval forces and both deployed new generations of
versatile, powerful and highly-accurate strategic and nuclear weapons at sea. Both
extended their scale and range of operations. In October 1986, for instance, the Soviet
Navy carried out the first large-scale exercise with North Korea in the Sea of Japan and the
first co-ordinated anti-carrier warfare exercise in the South China Sea. The rapid expansion
of sea-borne nuclearism during the first half of the 1980's had much to do with changes
taking place in the U.S. Navy in the early years of the Reagan Administration; a process

described below.

The New Maritime Strategy of the U.S. Navy

Between 1961 and 1976, a period described by one American analyst as a time of
"malaise and turmoil for U.S. national security interests and organizations" (West, 1985:;
. 5), the U.S. Navy dwindled in size from 689 combat vessels to 443. The principal tasks
of the Navy at this time were to ferry ground forces across the Atlantic in the event of war
in Europe, engage in defensive sea control against Soviet submarines and move fleet
reinforcements from one part of the world to another as required - the so-called 'swing
strategy.' In 1978 a top official of the Office of Management and Budget warned the Navy
that it needed to find a more convincing rationale for its funding requests at a time when the
ground defence of Europe was a priority (Ross, 1989-90: 95). The Navy rose to the
challenge, and the result was the 'New Maritime Stfategy;’ a w'ar—ﬁghtingvplan for the
employment of naval forces developed successively by Admirals Thomas Hayward and

James Watkins. The plan does not encompass (although it recognizes the possibility of)




106

the use of nuclear weapons nor deal with specific war-fighting tactics. Rather, it provides
an overall framework for the employment of forces and methods on the presumption of a

prolonged conventional conflict.

Then Navy Secretary John Lehman officially announced the new strategy in early
1983. He spoke of "going for the jugular," and the neéd for the U.S. Navy to "seize the
initiative" and "attack and destroy, rather than stay on the defense" (quoted Arkin and
Fieldhouse, 1985: 122). According to the Maritime Strategy, a NATO war would be
global in nature due to the worldwide interests and alliances of both superpowers, and thus
the Navy should play an offensive, not a defensive role. In the event of a war in Central
Europe, the U.S and allied navies would have three major tasks: to destroy Soviet
submarines in Soviet home waters before they surge to the open oceans; to pin down
Soviet ground and tactical air forces around the world, escalating the conflict horizontally
(geographically); to destroy as many Soviet ballistic missile submarines as possible.
Suggested goals were a 600-ship Navy (to eliminate the swing strétegy) centered around 15
carrier battle groups, an emphasis on attack submarines, the introduction of phased-array
radar AAW (anti-air warfare) cruisers into the carrier battle groups, and equipment for
enhanced electronic warfare. \

Admiral James Watkins was not only a founder of the new strategy but also one of
its foremost explicators and apologists. To understand its worth and scope, he wrote in
1986, "we must fecognizc the chief characteristic of the modern era - a permanent state of
what I call violent peace" (13).6 The successive stages of the strategy as outlined by‘
Watkins are: -

(1) crisis response (ensuring that U.S. naval forces have the range.and capabilities
required for credible deterrence at any level of conflict through forward deployment of

forces, combat readiness and adequate logistical support);

5 Congress eventually set the figure at 584 vessels;’ a decision which prompted the resignation of Navy
Secretary, James Webb, who succeeded John Lehman,

6 Admiral James Watkins (Retd.) is now Director of the Department of Energy in the Bush
Administration.
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(2) transition to war if deterrence fails (the rapid forward movement of anti-
submarine warfare forces, maritime troops and sea-based air power to protect northern
allies, force the Soviets to retreat into defensive bastions to guard their ballistic missile
submarines and prevent early attempts to interdict allied sea lines of communication);

(3) seizing the initiative if war breaks out (U.S. naval forces "will destroy Soviet
forces in the Mediterranean, Indian Ocean, and other forward areas, neutralize Soviet
clients if required, and fight our way towards Soviet home waters" (Watkins, 1986:11).
As the land-based battle groups move forward, an aggressive naval campaign involving
maritime air and anti-submarine warfare unit and mining operations will be waged against
all Soviet submarines, including ballistic missile submarines);

(4) carrying the fight to the enemy (completing the destruction of all the Soviet
fleets while the United States and its allies carry the war to the Soviets);

(5) war termination on terms favorable to the United States and its allies ("through
measures such as threatening direct attack against the homeland or changing the nuclear

correlation of forces") (Watkins, 1986: 14).

While the Soviets place great weight on the nuclear correlation of forces, states
Watkins, maritime forces can influence that correlation by destroying Soviet ballistic
missile submarines and improving the U.S. nuclear posture by deploying carriers and

Tomahawk platforms around the periphery of the Soviet Union.

Some argue that such steps will lead to immediate escalation, but escalation solely as a result
of actions at sea seems improbable, given the Soviet land operation. Escalation in response to
maritime pressure serves no useful purpose for the Soviets, since their reserve forces would be
degraded and the United States' retaliatory posture would be enhanced. Neither we nor the Soviets
can rule out the possibility that escalation will occur, but aggressive use of maritime power can
make escalation a less attractive option to the Soviets with the passing of every day. The real
issue, however, is not how the Maritime Strategy is influenced by nuclear weapons, but ...how
maritime power can alter the nuclear equation... Our strategy is not without risk. The strategy
depends on early reaction to crisis and the political will to make difficult decisions early. It will
require flexibility to meet the inevitable changes in Soviet strategy. To some ..., altering the
nuclear balance may seem dangerous. But the risks exist for both sides; that is the nature of
deterrence (Watkins, 1986:14).
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Admiral Watkins concludes by expressing his confidence that the goals of the New
Maritime Strategy can be achieved through the war-fightirig capabilities of the Navy in
conjunction with "the pride and professionalism of American sailors”. Testing the strategy
in exercises, war games and real-life scenarios has affirmed his belief that "should
deterrence fail, maritime forces will have the skill, capability, and experience to prevail”
(Watkins, 1986:15). The new strategy meshed well with the evil empire rhetoric of the day
and, it seemed, found favour. Between 1980 and 1985 the Navy's share of the military
budget increased by 63 percent; more than the Pentagon's overall increase of 53 percent

during this period.

Nuclear Weapons and the U.S. Navy

Strategies and Doctrines

It has been said that there are three ways of doing something: "the right way, the
wrong way and the Navy way". Operating far from home and with little public scrutiny,
navies have over the centuries built up a tradition of independence and are often accused,
rightly or wrongly, of 'arrogance'.” Certainly, the silent service has managed to
maintain a greater degree of control over the use of strategic nuclear weapons than have the
other services. Whereas Army and Air Force nuclear weapons can only be fired after an
authorization code from the President and Secretary of Defense electronically releases locks
on the weapons (a safety device known as 'permissive action links' or PALS) the
thousands of SLBMs and SLCMs deployed on submarines are exempt from these controls.
The reason given for the exemption is the possibility of not being able to comrhunicate an

authorizing code to a submarine deep under water.

Although the Navy emphasises the procedural barriers to launching nuclear
weapons without explicit NCA command, there is no physical barrier to so doing, and the
requirement for specific authorization does not apply in the case of certain so-called

defensive or extraordinary situations. The Navy argues that ballistic missile submarines

7 See, for instance, William M. Arkin, "Anchors Awry: Our Arrogant Navy." Washington Post, Dec.
3, 1989; p.C2 .




109

must be able to attack the Soviet Union in wartime if the U.S. Government has been
destroyed or is unable to communicate with nuclear forces. It is asserted that the ability of
SSBN commanders to launch their missiles means that the chance of successful
'decapitation’ (loss of a country's leaders) is reduced arid deterrence is enhanced. The
Navy further justifies its resistance to technical controls by emphasising the rigorous
launching procedures. A co-ordinated launch séquence involves at least fifteen individuals,
and four officers in different parts of the submarine must turn keys or throw switches. If
one officer fails or refuses to do his part the missile cannot be fired. Careful personnel
selection, traiping and discipline are said to be strong guarantees against any unauthorized
launch. Nevertheless, the lack of an external release mechanism at least permits this

possibility.

While the U.S. Army and Air Force have detailed, comprehensive and officially
endorsed doctrines for the employment of tactical nuclear weapons in wartime, the Navy

has no such doctrine. A Captain who has served with the submarine force writes:

.. [U.S. Navy planners] have consistently failed to consider a factor which might radically alter
the character of a future war - the existence of tactical nuclear weapons. Despite repeated
declarations in the Chief of Naval Operations' annual posture statments that it "is essential that the
U.S. Navy maintain a capability to use tactical nuclear weapons if the Uniteél states is to be able
to fight and win at sea", we have given litle serious thought to the naval implications of tactical
nuclear war (quoted Ball, 1985:29).8

A retired Admiral whom I interviewed remarked that the Navy's lack of a tactical nuclear
weapons doctrine was a very good thing .... "It means they will never be uéed" - a non
sequitur perhaps more optimistic than logical. Asked why, if this was the case, so many
non-strategic nuclear weapons were at sea he replied, "Well, of course you have to have
them; the Soviet Union dominates on land; we have to dominate at sea". Nevertheless, a
retired U.S. Navy submarine commander told me that "the Navy hates nuclear weapons.
They don't know what to do with them".” In his opinion, new naval nuclear weapons were

often the result of pork-barrel politics in Congress. "We don't want them; they are forced

8 Captain Linton F. Brooks, "Tactical Nuclear Weapons: the Forgotten Facet of Naval Warfare", U.S.
Naval Institute Proceedings January, 1980. (Quoted Ball, 1985:29).
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upon us".” He added, "All we really need for deterrence is a few ballistic missile
submarines, but there's no glamour in that, Aircraft carriers are what everyone wants,

even though the life of a carrier in any large-scale war today would be about four minutes."

Perhaps it is because the Navy does not "know what to do" with nuclear weapons
that the new naval strategy is based on the assumption that conflict with the Soviet Union
would probably remain conventional. Some experts, however, take an opposite view.
Desmond Ball argues in a seminal 1985 paper on the subject of nuclear war at sea that
major Soviet surface combatants are generally quite inferior to U.S. counterparts, are far
less capable of engaging in any external conventional operations and due to force design
and general methods of deployment, "the possibility of destroying U.S. carriers in

matched-fleet battles is not a real option for them." He concludes:

In these éircumstance, the Soviet Navy must be expected to resort to the use of nuclear
weapons at a fairly early stage in any major engagement at sea, particularly when it is called upon ‘
to destroy U.S. carrier task forces - and particularly if it is believed that the use of nuclear weapons
could be confined to the sea (Ball,1985:32).

Ball goes on to argue that if a nuclear war is going to begin anywhere it is most
likely to begin at sea. To support this hypothesis he lists a number of proble\matic areas:

- accidents at sea due to the close physical proximity of Soviet and American
vessels; 10

- the attractiveness of ships as nuclear targets;

- the launch autonomy of naval commanders;

- dual-capable systems and platforms which raise tensions in a conflict and ‘
encourage pre-emption; ’

- U.S. anti-submarine warfare strategy which fails to distinguish between attack

9 Support for this assertion comes from the June 1988 enquiry into corruption in the Pentagon and in
Congress, where certain representatives are said to have forced trucks that "were not needed or wanted" upon’
the army. ,

10 Desmond Ball states that accidents have accompanied four types of naval activities in particuiar: )
covert submarine operations; (2) routine monitoring activities; (3) games of "chiéken" by submarine
commanders; (4) harassment for tactical military purposes. '
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submarines and SSBNS;
- the vulnerability of the C3I structures and the incentives for pre-emption deriving
from this;
- U.S. Navy doctrine for conduct of offensive operations in forward areas;
- U.S. Navy doctrine for employment of tactical nuclear weapons;
- Soviet doctrine for war at sea; |
. - the lack of U.S. contingency planning concerning the escalation dynamics of

naval conflict and the resistance to such planning (B‘all, 1985:2).

Exercises and Operations
In'speaking of "real-life scenarios" in formulating the maritime strategy Admiral

Watkins was probably referring to the fact that the two superpower navies operate so
closely together that they use each other as targets. Obstructive activities provide
information on the likely responses of the enemy in actual naval conflict. The Admiral told
Congress in 1984 that "our orange forces, as we call them, ... provide very effective
exercise services to our forces because we can really see what we are up against".
Submarines also operate routinely within the coastal waters of each country. For the past
20 years, for instance, a Soviet Yankee-class nuclear-armed ballistic-missile submarine has
been stationed a few miles off the coast of Washington state and Oregon and attack
submarines watched the entrances of U.S. submarine bases in San Diego. The Soviet
Union announced at the end of 1989, however, that it had withdrawn these submarines
from the Pacific.!1

A primary assignment of the U.S. nuclear-poWered attack submarine (SSN) force
is the conduct of offensive operations in forward areas, including enemy-controlled waters.
Navy officers have testified that the SSN is the only platform "that can operate where the
enemy controls the air and the surface"”, and "often puts itself in and operates in areas

which are very contiguous with the home-bases of an adversary" (quoted Ball, 1985: 21).

11 .S military officials have said that the withdrawal will have little or no impact on the nuclear balance,
as the increased range of newer Soviet missiles allows submarines to remain closer to Soviet home waters
while still being able to reach U.S. targets.
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During most of the decade both superpower navies 'upped the ante' with respect to
exercises, operations and war games and engaged in provocative activities. U.S. naval
exercises involving penetration into Soviet waters increased in number and boldness as the
Navy tested its ability "to go for the jugular”. In the words of Admiral Watkins... "We can
get inside their knickers before they can find us, and they don't like it."12 Such activities
have taken place during the U.S. Navy's annual "Team’Y'Spirit” exercises with South Korea,
and the biennial RIMPAC exercises with the U.K., Japan, Canada and Australia. These
exercises are held off the coast of California and Hawai'i and among other things involve
bombardment of the island of Kaho'olawe which the Navy has controlled since the 1950's.
As the island contains a number of sacred or historic sites and is regarded by many
Hawaiians as a cultural jewel, an indigeneous 'Save Kaho'olawe' movement has formed
with grassroots support throughout the region. Japan, Australia and the U.K. have agreed

to refrain from this aspect of the exercise, but the Canadian and U.S. Navies have not.

PACEX 89

The Cold War may be winding down in Europe but during August, September and
October 1989, the U.S. Pacific Command conducted the largest military exercise in the
Pacific since WW2. As a Seattle newspaper put it: "From Southern California to the Gulf
of Alaska, the Aleutians and Sea of Japan, the Pacific is wracked by war - in practice."13
PACEX 89 was under the personal command of Admiral Huntington Hardisty of Pacific
Command, the first occasion on which a U.S. Commander-in-Chief has led an exercise in
peacetime. According to a senior U.S. Navy officer, the purpose of PACEX was to test
"basic warfare missions" within a geographical combat zone which "extends from the west
coast of the United States to the east coast of Africa, and from the North to the South‘
Pole."14 The Office of the U.S. Assistant Secretary of Defense confirmed that U.S.
military participation involved 80,000 personnel from all five services - Navy, Marines, Air
Force, Army and Coast Guard. All the U.S. allies of the Asia-Pacific region were invited

to participate in the war-game and through press reports and government announcements it

12 Quoted in The Greenpeace Campaign for Nuclear Free Seas. Greenpeace, 1987, p.2.
13 Seattle Post-Intelligencer, October 31, 1989,
14 Quoted in Pacific Campaign to Disarm the Seas. Briefing Paper, "PACEX 89", December, 1989; p.1.
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is known that Thailand, Singapore, Japan, Squth Korea, Canada, Australia and the
Philippines took part either in an official or unofficial capacity. A report in the Japanese
press stated that PACEX 89 would be "premised on an all-out confrontation between the
United States and the Soviet Union involving practice of: (1) disabling Soviet forces on the
Kamchatka Peninsula; (2) occupying the Aleutian and Kurile islands; (3) controlling the
Sea of Okhutsk and the Sea of Japan; (4) protecgin g sea-lanes of communication, and (5)
attacking the coastal areas of the Soviet Union."1> The New Maritime Strategy, it seems,

is alive and well in the Pacific.

PACEX marks the first joint exercise with Pacific allies conducted on the premise
of a major U.S.-Soviet confrontation, previous exercises having been based on the concept
of limited conflict, not all-out war. According to the U.S. Pécific Fleet Commander at
Pear] Harbour, "... one day we had 147 units operating in the Pacific. That constitutes
nearly 60 percent of the entire fleet; double the number of ships normally operating in
peace-time."1® Operations included a defence of Japan (involving 2 aircraft carriers, 2
battleships, approximately 60 other U.S. warships and 230 aircraft), simulated attacks on
the Northern territories, Sakhalin Island and the maritime territory of the Soviet Union,
amphibious landing exercises on Hokkaido and the east coast of South Korea, 'mined'
ports, carrier and battleship operations, Arctic operations and logistic drills. In spite of the
size and scope of PACEX, however, and in contrast to earlier Pacific exercises U.S. Navy
aircraft carriers and battleships did not enter the Sea of Japan nor the Sea of Okhutsk, and

Admiral Hardisty has said that PACEX 89 was not a provocative exercise.

Apart from a 4-sentence press release in August, the U.S. Navy has said little about
the operation, and has released little information in response to Freedom of Information
requests. The information gathered and circulated by the Disarm the Seas' movement has
come mainly from the Japanese press. In contrast to the secrecy surrounding PACEX, the
Soviet Union extended an invitation to all Asia-Pacific nations to observe its July 1989

Soviet Pacific Fleet naval exercise. India, Vietnam, Malaysia and Indonesia sent formal

15 Ibid., p.3. A
16 Quoted in "Pacific War Games," Spotlight, American Friends Service Committee, Pacific Southwest
Region, Spring, 1990; p.1. '
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observers but all allied nations declined the invitation, mostly on the grounds that
witnessing a 5-hour exercise would not add to the security of the region. The Australian
Government spokesman added that the invitation had also been refused "out of

consideration for Australia's friends and allies in the North Pacific."1”

'Neither Confirm nor Deny'

The Western nuclear states united policy of neither confirming nor denying the
presence of nuclear weapons on land or on ships began in the early 1950's with the U.S.
deployment of nuclear weapons overseas. 18 The U.S. policy falls within the category of '
'vital for national security interests' and so far remains inviolate and seemingly
inviolable.lg Morton Halperin, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense in the Nixon
administration, gave his version of its origins while testifying at a 1974 Congressional

Hearing on U.S. nuclear weapons, strategies and policies. In Halperin's view:

This American policy is based in large part on the fear of senior naval officers that the ability
of the U.S. Navy to call on ports in various foreign countries will be greatly inhibited if the
United States needed to confirm or deny the presence of nuclear weapons on any individual ship,
The Navy has argued for an absolute policy of never confirming or denying the presence of nuclear
weapons anywhere overscas. In some countries it is well understood that any confinnlation of the

presence of nuclear weapons would lead to a domestic public outcry in that country ....

I think [the policy] developed initially in a period in which nuclear weapons were looked on
with a kind of mysticism as something very different, ... and in which we were not going to talk
about where these weapons are. ... It was a subject which when I was at the Pentagon was not

17 pacific Campaign to Disarm the Seas, Information Update, No. 14, Oct. 1989.

18 The Soviet Union has had a similarly ambiguous policy to that of the western states with respecg to

the presence of weapons on ships, namely: "When at sea, all Soviet vessels carry what is necessary for their
operations." In March 1987, however, the Soviet Embassy in Norway informed a Norwegian anti-nuclear
group that the Soviet Union would be willing to give assurances to the Norwegian Government that a ship
requesting permission to enter the country's harbours was not carrying nuclear weapons, The Norwegian
Government (which has a policy prohibiting the entry of nuclear-weapons in peacetime) has not responded
to the offer,

19 France and the U K. have the same non-disclosure policy, although their ships carry strategié, not
tactical weapons. This suggests that their strict adherence to the policy is a symBolic affirmation of status

and/or an expression of solidarity with the superpower,
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susceptible to review. It was one of those subjects about which it was well understood that the
feelings of the military services was [sic] such that one opened this subject at one's peril, and

without any success in changing it.20

Halperin concluded by stating that "we should not be storing nuclear weapons in
countries where there will be domestic opposition if we admit we are storing. ... We do
have ships with nuclear weapons calling on ports of such countries, and as long as that is
the case the military will resist confirming or-denying the presence of nuclear weapons
anywhere. I would urge the Congress to require that the executive branch make this
- information public." The Sub-Committee agreed. Its Chairman Stuart Symington
described the policy as "ob{/iously absurd" and stated in the report to Congress that non-
disclosure "is used to cover up questionable policy and praciice; is unconstitutional; and is
against the best interests of the United States." It would appear that the Committee's

findings and recommendation did not find a receptive audience.

Both the policy and the justification for it have been articulated in a number of court
cases in which U.S. citizens have attempted (without success) to force the Navy to disclose
information about the presence or otherwise of nuclear weapons in American harbours. In
one such case before a New York district court in 1985 (Hudson River Sloop Clearwater
Inc. vs. United States Department of the Navy et. al) the Head of the Ocean Policy
Branch at the Pentagon made a clear policy distinction between strategic and tactical
weapons. With respect to strategic missiles, said Captain William D. Hahn, "the United
States has made a deliberate national security judgement to declassify and publicize a
limited amount of information about these systems so as to discourage enemy.attack." By
contrast, the purpose of tactical weapons "is cnhanced by the element of surprise." Thus
"every effort must be made to safeguard information as to location, distribution, type,

number and deployment patterns of nuclear weapons. "1

20 Hearings before the Subcommittee on U.S. Security Agreements and Commitments Abroad and the
Subcommittee on Arms Control, Imernalio’nal Law and Organization of the Committee on Foreign
Relations United States Senate, Ninety-third Congress, Second Session on U.S. Nuclear Weapons in
Europe and U.S.-U.S.S.R. Strategic Doctrine and Policies, March 7, 14 and April 4, 1974, p. 18.

21 Affadavit supplied by Center for Defense Information (CDI), Washington D.C., Director: Rear Adm.
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Justification for the non-disclosure policy appears to rest on two separate, but
related arguments, namely: that information on the nature and location of nuclear weapons
is of operational value to a potential enemy and so must not be made public, and that the
especially dangerous qualities of nuclear weaponry make it imperative that their location be
kept secret in order to guard against interference, theft or terrorism. Navy Secretary John
Lehman emphasised the latter reasons in responding to a letter signed by eleven members
of Congress in August 1984 urging him to reconsider the policy in light of the proposed
homeporting of the USS Jowa and support vessels in Staten Island harbour. Sec.
Lehman assured them that the Navy goes to "extraordinary lengths" to ensure the safety
and security of its nuclear weapons and reiterated that "... the Navy, policy neither to
confirm nor deny the presence of nuclear weapons is an absolute security requirement."

He concluded:

... Ina world increasingly exposed to state-sponsored and [ringe group terrorism we cannot
risk public advertisement of the specific location of these sensitive weapons. To do so would only
substitute a real threat in place of the totally unsubstantiated danger you purport to alleviate by

such disclosure.

\

The response to these arguments by critics of the policy can be summed up as

follows:

(1) the security of nuclear weapons does not depend on keeping their location
secret but on the type of arrangements made to protect them;

(2) the unacknowledged presence of nuclear weapons on ships in port creates
unnecessary dangers for a population and witholding this information violates
the democratic rights of citizens; |

(3) the policy works against the goal of naval arms control;

(4) the presence of tactical weapons on surface ships does not enhance deterrence
but makes nuclear war-fighting more likely;

(4) the chief purpose of the policy is not confusion of the enemy, but the .

obfuscation and confusion of the citizenry. Although originally intended to preclude

Gene La Rocque (Retd.), August, 1985,
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political debate in countries abroad where nuclear weapons are located, the policy
increasingly has become "a Department of Defense tool to undermine U.S.

domestic debate."?2

The non-disclosure policy provides a substantive focus for anti-nuclear opposition
in countries which prohibit the introduction or storage of nuclear weapons, and thus the
_entry of nuclear-armed warships. Although there are approximately fifteen countries?3
which have such policies only two, the micro-states of Vanuatu and the Solomon Islands,
extend the ban to nuclear-capable ships and these countries receive no visits (Hodges and
Fry, 1987). Until the New Zealand Government's action in 1985, all such countries where
port calls are made had adhered to the policy of trusting the state in question to respect their
nuclear-free policy and assumed that if permission for port entry of a nuclear-capable ship
is requested it cannot be carrying nuclear weapons.?4 As some citizens assume quite
otherwise, governments of these countries are accused by anti-nuclear groups of deception
and of 'turning a blind eye." This is particularly the case in Japan, where a number of
incidents over the years have contributed to a widespread belief that nuclear weapons
regularly come in and out of Japanese ports on vessels of the Seventh Fleet. The latest in
this long line of incidents is the report (released by Greenpeace researchers) that an aircraft
carrying a hydrogen bomb rolled off the Ticonderoga near Okinawa i\n February 1965 and
that the ship entered the port of Yokosuka a few days later.

Opposition to nuclear-capable ship visits grew throughout the 1980's. Three
months after the New Zealand action the Icelandic Government declared a similar policy.
As Iceland, unlike New Zealand, is strategically valuable to NATO, the countfy remained

in the alliance but nuclear-capable vessels no longer call. In April 1988 the Danish

22 williaom Arkin, "Contingency Overscas Deployment of Nuclear Weapons: a Report.” Institute for
Policy Studies, Washington, D.C. 1985, and (Arkin, 1985:4-5).

23 'Approximate' because governments come and go and policies can change overnight.

24 The New Zealand policy does not prohibit the éntry of nuclear-capable warships or require verification
that ships are not carrying weapons, but makes the prime minister responsible for determining whether a
ship requesting port entry has nuclear weapons on board. (See Appendix 4 for the terms of the N.Z.
Nuclear Free Zone Act),
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Government fell when the parliament moved to enforce a 10-year old policy banning all
nuclear weapons, including those on ships. The result was a new centre-right coalition
Government and agreement by a former opposition party to modify its position on the ban
in return for participétion in government. While confrontation with NATO was averted the
issue is now a sensitive one for the Danish public. Large demonstrations occurred
throughout Australia during the 1988 bi-centennial celebrations when the country was
visited by fifty warship from fourteen nations. All warships were met by protests, and at
eleven ports encountered Peace Fleets. In Melbourne a combination of bad weather and
union bans on tugboats prevented the berthing of the British aircraft carrier HMS Ark
Royal and its auxiliary ship. Five months earlier the carrier had been denied a berth in

Malta, when port workers blockaded Valetta Harbour to prevent the ship's entry.

Several hundred Japanese citizens came to the port of Nagaski on September 15,
1989 to protest the first visit of a U.S. Navy vessel since 1974. The Rodney M. Davis,
an Oliver Hazard Perry-class frigate homeported in Yokosuka, was on a goodwill visit to
the city but after the usual 'neither confirm nor deny' reply was given to the question of
whether nuclear weapons were on board the Mayor refused to grant permission for the ship
to enter the harbour. The prefectural government overuled the decision, the ship docked
and a delegation of sailors went to the Peace' Memorial Park to lay a wreath. lThe mayor
refused to attend the ceremony and the protestors, some of whom carried photographs of
family members killed in the bombing, would not allow the delegation to approach the
memorial statue. The wreath was placed some 100 feet away, and was immediately
overturned and stamped on by protestors. A report of the incident in The Bulletin of
Atomic Scientists (Nov. 1989) noted that, "The U.S. Navy could have saved itself ‘
embarrassment by acknowledging that this class of frigate is not nuclear-capable and thus

does not carry nuclear weapons."

"Changing the Nuclear Game"

Modernizing the missiles

Early in 1984, the U.S. Navy introduced the Tomahawk; a long-range, highly-

accurate, dual-capable SLCM which can be launched from both submerged submarines and
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surface vessels. As Admiral Stephen Hostettler, then head of the cruise missile program,
said in congressional testimony in 1983, the Tomahawk allows "virtually all Navy
combatants, not just the carrier battle groups, to go on the offensive whenever necessary
and from any corner of the globe" (Ross, 1989-90:96). The unit cost of the missile in
1988 was around $3 million, and the official goal is to have approximately 200
Tomahawk-capable ships and submarines and 4,000 missiles by 1995. Of these, around
750 will be the nuclear-armed version for land-attack and the remainder will be
conventionally-armed, ocean combat weapons. Both variants look exactly alike. The
Soviet counterpart to Tomahawk, the SS-N-21 Sampson, was launched at the end of 1987.
So far only the nuclear-armed version has been introduced, and has been deployed only on

" submarines.

Tomahawk has a top speed of 550 miles per hour, a range of 1,350 nautical miles -
far greater than any existing SLCM - and target accuracy to within 90 feet, more accurate
than any existing SLBM. The single nuclear warhead has an explosive force of up to 150
kiloton, ten times the power of the bomb dropped on Hiroshima. Because of its long-range
capabilities, power and accuracy Tomahawk not only makes the distinction between
conventional and nuclear warheads ambiguous - a characteristic of all dual-capable systems
- but blurs the distinction between strategic and tactical weapons. Unlike the existing
SLBMs which have range but not hard-target (or counter-force) accuracy (and are therefore
retaliatory weapons), and unlike other SLCMSs which have accuracy but not range,
Tomahawk's capabilities enable distant land targets to be attacked from ships and
submarines. Hence this multi-purpose weapon can be used as a short-range war-fighting

weapon, as part of the second-strike reserve or as a first-strike strategic weapén.

The new Trident 11 will also possess first-strike capability and will be the most
accurate and powerful submarine-launched weapon in any naval arsenal. When
introduced, the missile was said to have a range of 4,000 to 6,000 nautical miles and the
ability to carry 8 nuclear warheads, each with an explosive force of 474 kilotons. This will
double the range and more than quadruple the explosive power of the Trident 1 force. The

Soviet Union is (or perhaps was) developing a similar missile. The U.S. Navy claims that
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Trident 11 will greatly improve the sea-based strategic force's deterrent capability as the DS
(the Pentagon's name for it) gives the United States "the capability to hold at risk the full
spectrum of Soviet targets, including those ... which the Soviets value most" (quoted
Handler and Arkin, 1987:4); in other words, cities. The combined range, accuracy and
power of these new generations of strategic weapons mean that submarine-launched
ballistic missiles can destroy hard targets in the enemy‘é heartland, a capability previously
reserved for land-based missiles and bomber attacks, while the submarine force remains in

home waters.

The giant Trident (Ohio class) submarines which will carry the Trident 11/D5
missiles are the length of the Washington Monument but their major characteristic is stealth.
Powered by a quiet nuclear-reactor, and with dozens of 'sound-whiting' devices to muffle
the usual ship noises, the ship is designed to lurk in enemy waters undetected by the sonar
devices of tracking submarines. (Submarines are normally called 'boats' but due to
Trident's size it is a 'ship’). When the small attack submarines search for the larger
ballistic-missile submarines during Navy war-games, Tridents always escape detection
unless they deliberately provide clues to their positions. The Trident submarine has been
described as "silent, elusive and deadly .... a black hole in the ocean", and in conjunction
with its weapon system is said to be "changing the nuclear ga.me".?5 The S;)viet Union,
which introduced its largest submarine, the Typhoon, in 1983 is said to be "pouring funds

into researching nonacoustic means of tracking submarines" 26

The declared intention of the U.S. Navy is to arm the ninth Trident submarine and
each new one built with 24 Tﬁdent 11 missiles and modify the existing eight Tridenté in
service to carry them as well. The goal is to have 21 Trident submarines and about 900
missiles by the end of the century at an estimated cost of approximately $155 billion, twice
the cost of thé' B2 Stealth bomber, This makes the Trident/D5 missile system the most
expensive as well as the most destructive weapon ever to be produced. The Royal Navy

plans to deploy Trident 11 missiles in the mid-1990's, thus increasing the British strategic

25 Tim Carrington and John J. Fialka, "Quiet Threat." The Wall Street Journal, 28 July, 1986; p.1.
26 Ibid.
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arsenal from 64 to 512 warheads. France is s.imilarly preparing to deploy a new generation
ballistic missile submarine by 1994 and arm it with the new multiple warhead M5 missile.

This will increase the French strategic force eightfold.

Nevertheless, the Trident 11 has had a troubled history. At the first sea test in
March 1989 the $26.5 missile was fired from a éubmerged submarine but pinwheeled and
exploded within seconds. The next test in late July was cancelled after Greenpeace
protestors in vessels flying Swedish and Dutch flags entered 'the restricted zone 50 miles
off the coast of Florida as part of the organization's Nuclear Free Seas Campaign. The
launching was cancelled, said a Navy spokesman, "because of intentional interference from
foreign flag ships in a designated hazardous operating area."?” At the third test in early
December the missile was fired successfully from the deck of a submarine but only after
two Navy tugs had rammed a Greenpeace flagship, damaging it and leaving a three-foot
hole in the side. The Navy initially denied the ramming, but after photographs were
published Vice Adm. Roger Bacon officially stated that the activists had ignoréd repeated

instructions to leave the danger zone, and that the Navy had "used the minimum force

| necesary to clear the area."?8 A Greenpeace spokesman replied: "No nation has the right
to cordon off large areas of international waters to exclude other vessels.. ... Under no
circumstances does the U.S. Navy héve the right to use force against an unarmed merchant
vessel engaged in a peaceful protest on the high seas."?? Another said. "We do expect to
mix it up with the Navy; that's the point of protesting. But we had never expected this kind
of force, this kind of maliciousness.”3 The next test on March 9, 1990 was met with a
land protest, but the missile was fired successfully from a submérged submarine. The
Navy has said it will proceed with deployment as planned. The missile must be carried by
train from Florida to the Trident submarine base in Seattle, and peace activists are |

organizing railside vigils along the way.

27 The New York Times, July 29, 1989.
28 Los Angeles Times, Dec. 5, 1989,
2% Navy Times, January 8, 1990,

30 The New York Times, Dec. 6, 1989,
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In August and September 1989, The New York Times recorded an exchange on
the subject of Trident 11 between Michael Ross, a research analyst with Greenpeace, and
Admiral Carlisle Trost, U.S. Chief of Naval Operations. In an article headed "Trident
Doesn't Fly," Ross noted the problems associated with the tests and declared that "we will
all be better off if it never flies at all." He went on to state that the weapon was sold to
Congress in the early 1980's as a missile that carried more warheads and had more range
and greater accuracy than its predecessor. New agreements with the Soviet Union,
however, had resulted in reductions in its range and warhead capacity so that it was now
almost identical with Trident 1. The only major difference left was the greater explosive
power of some of the warheads which, together with the missile's range and accuracy,
gave it a first-strike, hard-target capability. The idea of increasing national security through
a disabling first strike, said Ross, "reflects a cold war notion that is being increasingly
discredited in the Gorbachev era." He concludes: "Trident 11 [is] a cold war relic of
unprecedented cost, absurd destructive force, and no use in making our country more

secure."31

Admiral Trost argued in reply that "the capacity of the Trident 11 missile to attack
targets the Soviets value highly, combined with the invulnerability of our balllistic missile
force, will increase strategic stability, and improve our deterrence.” The new missile had
"increased lethality and survivability" compared to the Trident 1, and while changes in the

Soviet Union suggest that ...

the intellectual framework supporting Soviet national security and nuclear deterrence may be
evolving, how that transformation will manifest itself is unclear. Yet the Soviets are still
improving their strategic nuclear capabilities. They are hardening facilities, making many of their
forces mobile, have plans to disperse their military forces in time of crisis and continue to maintain

the world's only recently upgraded antiballistic missile system,

The Admiral noted that Ross's reference to the $155 billion cost of the program failed to
mention that it referred to a 50-year program life-cycle which would include many related

costs. "For a 50-year program that helps guarantee world peace, $155 billion should not

31 The New York Times,August 25, 1989.
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be viewed as extravagant." The letter concluded: "The Trident 11 is an extraordinarily

capable missile whose maturity and role as a guarantor of world peace is imminent."32

Perestroika and Peace Dividends

Weapon modernization may be "changing the nuclear game", but there are more
ways than one of doing so. In 1985 Mikhail Gorbachev became Executive Secretary of the
Communist Party and one of his first acts was to retire Fleet Admiral Sergei Gorshkov who
had commanded the Soviet Navy for 30 years. In 1986 Gorbachev began making drastic
cuts in the Navy's budget and the U.S. military budget began its decline from the $99
billion all-time high of 1985. By fiscal year 1989 the Pentagon's allocation had dropped
- 10.9 percent and the Navy's share had been cut by 13.7 percent. Between 1987 and the
end of 1989, the U.S. Navy reduced its arsenal of non-strategic nuclear warheads on board
surface ships by one-third (from 3,650 to 2,500) and its nuclear-capable surface ships by
three-quarters (from 187 to 49); the smallest number of surface ships since the 1950's. No
reductions were made in strategic nuclear weapons on submarines, or in sea-launched
cruise missiles. In the same period, the Soviet Navy reduced its non-strategic naval nuclear
weapons (from 3,200 to 2,960) and its nuclear-capable surface ships (from 294 to 264).
For the first time, the Soviet Union has more non-strategic nuclear weapons at sea than has
the United States (Appendix 2: 4). |

Naval arms control, it seems, is proceeding unilaterally without benefit of Geneva.
If something has to go in the face of a shrinking budget and a Cold War thaw, then let it be .
tactical nuclear weapons and their carriers - or so it would appear. Whereas Navy officials
once insisted that the capability to use these weaponé was essential if the United States
were to be able to fight and win a war at sea, they apparently now accept the argument that
introducing nuclear weapons into a naval war could only help the Soviet Navy as in any
conventional conflict Soviet forces Would be outmatched by U.S. forces (hence Desmond
Ball's argument for the early resort of the Soviet Navy to nuclear weapons). In contrast to
bi-lateral actions like the removal of INF missiles from Europe, however, these reductions

and the shift in strategy have received no publicity. The information was released through

32 The New York Times, September 16, 1989.
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the Freedom of Information Act at the request of Greenpeace researchers and published in
late December 1989. The Navy has refused to comment on their report, citing its policy of
refusing to confirm or deny whether particular surface vessels carry nuclear weapons.

William Arkin, director of the Greenpeace Nuclear Information Unit, states:

It is ironic that we have to release this information, in essence doing the Navy's job. The
Navy is so afraid of even giving a hint that they are engaged in anything remotely associated with
naval arms control they [sic] prefer to have this significant unilateral step go unnoticed rather than
have it prompt calls for a process to achieve naval nuclear disarmament.33

Admiral William J. Crowe who retired as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
September, 1989 has been reported as saying that it is in the interests of the United States
to eliminate tactical nuclear weapons, but his opinion was said to run counter to that of the

Bush administration. The newspaper report stated:

During the Malta summit mecting Mikhail Gorbachev proposed specific negotations to
eliminate tactical nuclear weapons from all U.S. and Soviet surface vessels and argued generally
that naval arms should not be exempted from the overall military reductions in strategic, chemical
and conventional forces now being contemplated by the superpowers. "President Bush told
Gorbachev that he opposed negotiations on naval arms on the grounds that the current U.S.

‘

advantage is needed to support far-flung commitments to U.S. allies."

The article went on to quote Admiral Carlisle Trost's statement that: "Even entertaining
such ideas would serve to undermine the fundamental and simple premise of freedom of the

¢

seas for all nations."34

NATO's official negotiating stance at both the current Vienna conference on
Confidence and Security Building Measures and the talks on conventional forces for
Europe excludes naval activities not directly linked to land operations. Supreme
Commander, Gen. John Galvin, has explained NATO's reticence on the subject as

stemming from the alliance's unique reliance on sea lanes for trade and defence.

33 "Navy has cut nuclear arsenal, U.S. study shows." The Boston Globe, Dec. 18, 1989.
34 *Crowe Suggests New Approach on Cutting Naval Nuclear Weapons." The Washington Post,

January 8, 1990, N
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Nevertheless, Mikhail Gorbacheyv is persisting with his efforts to achieve naval arms
control, and is urging an 'open seas' agreement to match the new 'open skies' agreement.
The Bush Administration is so far continuing to reject the idea of placing limits on naval
weapons, stating that the U.S."... needs a large navy to support its global interests and
keep open the Atlantic sea-lanes in time of crisi§."35 Arguing that compliance could not be
verified, the Administration has proposed rather that each side simply inform the other of
how many sea-launched cruise missiles it plans to deploy on its vessels. Soviet delegates
have thus far insisted that verification is essential, but now are said to be indicating "a
willingness to consider the American approach" and to be "no longer emphasising
inspections on ships, which are anathema to the U.S. Navy."36 According to the writer
of this report, some American officials have suggested that "Moscow is an gling for a
compromise in which the U.S. Navy would be permitted to deploy its planned force of

[4,000] sea-launched cruise missiles, but not greatly expand it,"37

The conseﬁuences for the Navy of Mikhail Gorbachev's apparent intention of
"changing the nuclear game" and the growing demand in the United States for the 'peace
dividend' remains to be seen. Service officials say they have drawn up plans to cut the
active-duty military by 10 percent to comply with the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit
reduction law and one "worst-case scenario” sees the Navy's active force being reduced by
74,000 enlisted men and 3,500 officers. The Pentagon states that Defense Secretary
Cheney is studying suggestions for "revolutionary changes" in the U.S. military which
would include getting rid of 100 naval ships. Of the four battleships refurbished during the
Reagan Administration two are to be decommissioned, and the goal of 15 airgraft carriers is
unlikely to be achieved. Whether or not the Navy will rethink its neither confirm nor deny
policy now that tactical weapons are disappearing from surface ships remains to be seen. It
is clear that the policy and the ship-visits have assumed symbolic importance for both the

Navy and the anti-nuclear ship activists; on the one hand, as a test of a host country's

35 "Moscow Urges Sharing of Naval Data.” The New York Times, Feb. 13, 1990; p.A6.

36 "Soviets Softening on Limits for Missiles at Sea, U.S. Says." The New York Times, Dec, 19, 1989:
p.A10. '

37 Ibid.
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loyalty and commitment to the superpower and the task of protecting democracy; on the

other, as the physical embodiment of nuclearism.

While many naval officials appear to be striving to retain the status quo,there is at
least one retired officer who believes that the writing is on the wall and revolutionary
thinking is required. The April 1989 edition of the Nayy journal Proceedings (U.S. Navy
Institute) carried an article by Captain Gerald O'Rourke (Retd.) called "Our Peaceful
Navy." In it the writer declared that "it seems apparent that tomorrow's international
conflicts will be vastly different from those of the past. Economic, political and even
religious competition is definitely in; military competition is out. This new era, already
well under way, portends dramatic national upheavals in diplomacy, philosbphies of
government, economic policies, security and navies." If Gorbachev's 1988 "Declaration of

Peace" can be taken literally, said O'Rourke,

this U.S. Navy has suddenly become redundant. Without the Soviet threat, our national needs for
naval preparedness are dramatically different and far less pressing than at any time since the early
1920's. The Peaceful Navy could stay much closer to home, deployed on call rather than on
schedule. ... Forty year mind-sets and community-itis no(withsmndir{g, the U.S. naval service is in
for some soul-wrenching upheavals. For people whose entire professional careers have been
permeated by preparedness, it seems ironic and foolhardy not to prepare for our Peaceful Navy of
the future (O'Rourke, 1989:79-83).

Conclusions

The U.S. Navy is the greatest Navy the world has ever seen; in size, scope,
resources, organization, capability and scale of operations it is in every sense a superpower
navy. Like all huge organisms, however, it lacks flexibility and rapid changes of direction
are virtually impossible - though they appear less so from a retirement armchair it seems.
The leviathan has come into being because those charged with the responsibility for
carrying out its assigned task have been convinced that in an era of "violent peace," as
Admiral Watkins puts it, superior nuclear war-fighting capability is the right course to
pursue. The words used by Admiral Trost in his defence of the Trident 11/D5 missile and
quoted at the beginning of Part One also indicate a trust in the so-called 'technological fix'

for political problems. Alas that the world has no person or organization of whom this
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statement can be made with such conviction.

Then too, as long as the great majority of American voters desire their country to be
the greatest military power in the world and to 'stand tall', dependence on nuclear weapons
as the least manpower-intensive means of achieving this goal will almost certainly continue.
However critical one may be of naval strategies and actions, the people who conceive them
and carry them out are doing to the best of their ability the often stressful38 and sometimes
dangerous work required by a society. The U.S. Navy is not a power-hungry organization
composed of hawks; rather the people who actually fight wars are usually those most
anxious to avoid them. Nevertheless, no matter how dedicated or disinterested the
individual serviceman, officer or official may be, the Navy as a social institution is not
exempt from the iron law of organizations: namely, that once an organization comes into

being its first duty is to itself and its own survival.

Much of the recent post-Cold War activity of the Navy seems explainable in terms
of this hypothesis. Critics of PACEX 89 and TEAM SPIRIT, for instance, have
condemned these operations as stupid and senseless - out of step with the new political
climate, serving only to heighten tensions in the Asia-Pacific region and likely to lend
support to the hardliners in the Soviet Union who are opposing the closure of the naval
base at Vladivostock - but if the goal is to maintain the financial health of the Navy,
however, such actions are entirely rational. If 'ideological work' is required to fit Cold
War policies and actions to the new political paradigm this is not difficult in a time of
uncertainty about the immediate future.3® As Rear Admiral Thomas Brooks, director of

Naval Intelligence told the House Armed Services Committee in February 1989:

The bear has not become a pussy-cat - he remains a bear, Any analysis of the Soviet Navy
today yields the conclusions that they are more capable now than when Gorbachev came to power,
even if some obsolescent units have been removed from the fleet. The decline in [Soviet
operating tempo] has also increased the number of ships in port ready to respond to an enemy

38 For instance, recent studies show that pilots landing at night on an aircraft carrier experience greater
stress than when actually engaged in combat. ‘
39 See (Berger, 1981:Ch.1) for an exposition of this concept.
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attack, thus improving the ability of the Soviet Navy to transition rapidly to war (quoted Ross,
1989-90:105-6).

It can be argued, too, that the strategies of peace through strength have produced the new

political climate and will be needed to maintain it 40

The apparent reluctance of the Navy to abandon the evil empire concept of the
Soviet Union also is understandable; no other possible enemy, for instance, has the kind of
technology which requires the sophisticated evasive technology of Trident submarines, the
jewel in the crown of the Navy's weapon-systems. In spite of its immense cost, the
program has thus far managed to sail through the budget wars unscathed and is beginning
to appear irreversible. Its sophistication can also work to its benefit. For instance, an
editorial in the March 10 issue of The Economist titled "The New Nuclear Age" argues
~ that the end of the cold war opens the way for a much lower nuclear balance between the
superpowers while still preserving "the blessings of the 1949-90 nucleér era - deterrence of
nuclear war, deterrence of huge conventional war" (p.11). Although land-based missiles
have posed the problem of being "sitting ducks for the enemy's targeters," says the writer,
until now they have been the only missiles accurate enough to knock out Russian missile
silos. This year, however, "America's Trident submarines are being equippéd to do the
job. By pushing the Russians to accept a vastly lower ceiling on warheads and then putting
all its missiles out to sea, the United States would reap a rich harvest. Deterrence, both

nuclear and conventional, would be as convincing as ever."

Such statements are typical of the confusion between deterrence by retaliation'and
deterrence through first-strike capability. The accuracy, range, power and multiple
warhead capability of Trident missiles make Trident not only a retaliatory force but also a
first-strike weapon system. Unless the Soviet Union is prepared to leave its second-strike

arsenal vulnerable to the possibility of a devestating pre-emptive attack from the sea, the

40 The first part of this argument is true in one sense at least; the economic failure which appears to have
precipitated the 'people revolutions' in Eastern Europe has much to do with the degree of military spending
required for keeping up with the enemy. As the grim joke currently doing the rounds in Moscow says, "We
have achieved parity with the Americans and the results are on the shop shelves."
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action-reaction process of attaining a similar threat capability must continue. If the Soviet
Union is prepared to do so (or its economic situation leaves it no choice in the matter) then
a U.S. first-strike weapon is redundant, as the opponent cannot Be contemplating
aggression. Like deterrence by retaliation and deterrence by denial, first-strike weapons
and the confidence-building measures required.for 'the new nuclear age' are incompatible.
Hence, for instance, Admiral Hardisty's insistence that while Soviet naval forces have
adopted "more of a defensive posture ... you have to look at Soviet capabilities, which
have improved in the Pacific since Gorbachev's 1986 Vladivostok speech. ... They're
removing older, obsolete ships, but the ships that are replacing them have "three times the

capability of those being retired."

Even if it does prove possible for the U.S. Navy to retain a superpower enemy in

the new political climate there still remains the Damoclean sword of the Soviet initiatives for

- naval arms control. To again quote Admiral Trost:

Despite the seeming sincerity, love of peace, and desire for {riendshp radiating from these
Soviet initiatives for naval arms control, the real motive is to reduce an area of disadvantage at
little cost to themselves, .... If the Sovicts accomplish even one of the goals of their present
campaign, our diplomacy will have suffcred disaster (quoted Ross, 1989-90:i05-6).

An article in the September edition of the U.S. Naval Institute journal Proceedings is even
more explicit. The writer states: "From the bridges of U.S. Navy squarines and surface
ships, the view of SLCMs is clear - they are effecﬁve weapons. The challenge for U.s.
arms negotiators is to keep the weapoﬁs off the bargainin g table and in the combatant's

weapon magazines."

Nevertheless, if the bedr insists on turning into a pussy-cat the business of
maintaining the naval status quo will not be easy. The first response to the crisis of
emasculation is likely to be the search for a new enemy and a new arena of conflict - such
as the Asia-Pacific region, although unless Japan moves towards massive rearmament no

nation there seems a candidate for the position. If a suitable enemy cannot be found there is
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always the possibility of involvement in a different kind of war. According to an article in
the Navy Times (October 9, 1989) when Vice Admiral William Smith, Chief of the Navy
budget, was asked about the Navy's future he replied "... naval forces expect to be
assigned é role in President Bush's new war on drugs." This war, however, does not
require Trident submarines, Trident 11 missiles and Tomahawks. What is more likely (at
least in the immediate future) is an increased emphasis“by the Navy on its uniquely global
role of patrolling the world - particularly with respect to Third World intervention - and
coml')attihg terrrorism; a role it already fills. According to Congressional testimony given
by then Navy Under Secretary Lawrence Garnett 111 in 1988, there have been 153 cases
since 1955 in which "the Navy has been called upon to respond to crises involving
international conflict, tension or terrorist activity or to protect U.S. assets or citizens
abroad." He points out that this is roughly 80 percent of the instances where American
troops have been employed, and that sea-based forces "are often the only forces available
to react immediately in defense of national interests" (quoted Ross, 1989-90:105-6).
Perhaps this is what Admiral Trost had in mind when he said that naval arms control would

be "a disaster” for U.S. (gunboat?) diplomacy.

All this is not to say that the Navy bears the full or even the major re\sponsibility for
the arms race at sea. As the submarine commander whom I interviewed said when
asserting that the Navy hates nuclear weapons, pork barrel politics in Congress is a major
factor in these acquisitions. So, too, is the pressure emanating from the so-called 'military-
industrial-scientific-complex." Admiral Gene LaRocque (Retd.) has remarked that when he
joined the force in the 1950's the Navy made everything it needed and almost. nothing came
from commercial sources. "Now, some forty years later, we make almost nothing. ‘
Everything is made by commercial enterprises. Théy come ... [to the Pentagon] and say,
"Look, we've got a new black box which is better than your green box, and it'll only cost
you $100,000 per box, and its marginally better than what you had" (quoted Dyer,
1985:216). Nevertheless, interservice rivalry for a larger slice of the budget and the most
glamourous weapon is a major factor driving the arms race (see, for instance, York, 1970).

To again quote LaRocque:




131

When I was in the Pentagon I had as many as fifty contracts under my supervision to think
tanks around Washington to give us advice on strategy and tactics and even how to deploy various
weapons systems. If they didn't answer the mail in the sense of providing reasons for our weapons
systems, I wouldn't renew the contract. ... One day I met a young man from one of the most
prestigious of the think tanks, and he said he was doing a study for the Navy on aircraft carriers. I
said, "Why in the world are you doing a study for the Navy? The Navy is the world's expert on
aircraft carriers.” He said, "Well, I don't know, but,we've got a $50,000 contract from the Navy,
and all we did was to tell them that we thought we cyould show that the Navy needed eighteen
carriers rather than fifteen (quoted Dyer, 1985:218).

I have said that my intention in presenting this study of sea-borne nuclearism in
general and the U.S. Navy in particular was twofold: first, to examine the concept of
deterrence through denial as one manifestation of traditional thinking about national
security in the nuclear age, and second, to introduce one of the chief protagonists in the
drama to be outlined in the next section; a drama mostly played out during the years when
the Navy was engaging in its major build-up. Before moving to the far South Pacific,
however, I take a short theoretical detour to consider the U.S. Navy in the light of Michel

Foucault's model of power.

A Power/Knowledge Truth Regime

Contrary to the popular or religious myth, states Foucault, truth is not the reward of
free spirits or of those who succeed in liberating themselves from worldly things; rather
truth is a thing of this world, "produced only by virtue of multiple forms of constraint"
and inducing "regular effects of power." Truth is never "outside power." Rather, truth is
the result of a battle about the status of truth and the economic and political role it plays;
truth is "an ensemble of rules" in which the true and the false are separated and specific
effects of power attached to the true. "Isn't power," he asks, "simply a form of warlike
domination? Shouldn't one therefore conceive all problems of power in terms of relations
of war? Peace then would be a form of war, and the state a means of waging it" (Foucault,
1985:72-3). Hence Foucault's inversion of Clauswitz's famous formula, namely: "politics
is the continuation of war by other means” (Foucault, 1985:65-6).

Each society is said to have its "regime of truth" and its "general politics of truth"
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... that is, the types of dicourse which it accepts and makes function as true; the mechanisms
and instances which enable one to distinguish true and false statements, the means by which each
is sanctioned; the techniques and procedures accorded value in the acquisition of truth; the status of
those who are charged with saying what counts as true (1985:72-3).

The doctrine of nuclear deterrence is one such 'regime.of truth,’ possessing all five of the
important traits which Foucault says characterize 'the political economy’ of truth and which
are listed above (see p. 36). In the pyramid of power mechanisms attaching to this truth
regime, the U.S. Navy, itself a pyramid of power, is near the top; one of .the "few great
political and economic apparatuses” by which the truth of the militarized state is "produced
and transmitted" Foucault, 1985:73). Hegemonic control of knowledge is one aim of truth
regimes, something difficult to achieve in democratic states. Secrecy is one way of doing
so, and when the supreme social value of national security is invoked certain information
can legitimately be kept from the public. Certain actions, too, can be exempt from the
requirement of public accountability. As being accountable for one's actions is a basic
social obligation and the giving of accounts a fundamental human activity, the degree of
exemption from this normative constraint is indicative either of the power/authority of
individuals or groups, or of their marginality - and the Navy is not a marginal organization.
The esoteric language of militarism - particularly nuclearism - also works to exclude the

uninitiated and enhance the role of the expert.

The Navy and its policies are also "the issue of a whole political debate and social
confrontation" and of "ideological struggles" over what counts as true or false.41

The favoured strategy of power/knowledge regimes in dealing with counter-discourse is to

41 The major organized opposition to nuclear navies comes from the ‘Disarm the Seas' movement which
formed in the early 1980's and, since 1987, the Greenpeace 'Nuclear Free Seas Campaign.' Greenpeace, the
"North Atlantic Network' and the Pacific Campaign to Disarm the Scas' (the two arms of the 'Disarm the
Seas' movement) closely monitor the activities of all the nuclear navies and regularly dispatch their findings
to networks of subscribers throughout the world. Ports Watch is a North Atlantic Network newsletter, and
is produced in English in Norway. [nformation Update is the newsletter of the Pacific Campaign to

Disarm the Seas and comes from Nanoose Bay in Canada. As well as this focused opposition, however,
there is also ad hoc local grassroots anti-nuclear opposition to the entry of ships'in countries with nuclear-
free policies, and pressure on governments to refuse to accept the non-disclosure policy.
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ignore it. Oppositional groups, on the other hand, strive for some reaction; negative if not
positive. Thus the Greenpeace protestors were quick to point out that cancellation of the
second Trident 11 test as the result of their demonstration was the first such occasion. The
Navy's response when asked to confirm this statement was that it kept no records on this
subject. If social movements cannot be ignored, the next most favoured strategy is to turn
public problems into private ones by reducing tfiem to psychological, preferably
pathological, phenomena. Defining anti-nuclearism as "nuclear allergy" is one such attempt
by authorities, as is labelling demonstrators "the lunatic fringe." The early models of
collective behaviour did likewise; hence their usefulness for understanding the actions of

the group under challenge, if not of the challengers.

Challenging groups also produce truth, but as they are not attached to "the forms of
hegemony, social, economic and cultural within which [the system of power] operates"
(Foucault, 1985:75) they are not truth regimes. Nevertheless, they are not powerless. As
with truth regimes, the power of a truth system is "exercised througAh a netlike
organization" in which individuals not only "circulate between its threads" but "are always
in the position of simultaneously undergoing and exercising this power." Like truth
regimes, a truth system requires an ascending analysis of power starting from "its
infinitesimal mechanisms which each have their own history, their own trajectory, their
own techniques and tactics" in order to "see how these mechanisms of power have been ...
invested, colonized, utilized, involuted, transformed, displaced, extended, etc. by ever
more general mechanisms" (Foucualt, 1980:98). When truth regimes talk of 'the domino

effect’, for instance, it is exactly this kind of process to which they refer.

I have not conducted an ascending analyvsis of the power mechanisms of the truth
regime of sea-borne nuclearism and the U.S. Navy, but I do attempt to do just that with
respect to the New Zealand peace movement. The 'Goliath’ of the dialectic has been
sketchily (and given my biases perhaps unfairly) traced and largely left unanalysed. The
antithesis is more fully explored; first by means of narrative and then through the tools of
sociological analysis. One final comment is necessary. In referring to the 'dialectic' I am

aware of and agree with the criticisms levelled by Foucault at this concept and at forms of
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semiotic analysis (which I also undertake). He writes:

... History has no "meaning," though this is not to say that it is absurd or incoherent. On the
contrary, it is intelligible and should be susceptible to analysis down to the smallest detail - but
this in accordance with the intelligibility of struggles, of strategies and tactics. Neither the
dialectic, as logic of contradictions, nor scmiotics, as the structure of communications, can account
for the intrinsic intelligibility of conflicts. "Dialectic” is a Way of evading the always open and
hazardous reality of conlflict by reducing it to a Hegelian skeleton, and "semiology" is a way of
avoiding its violent, bloody and lethal character by reducing it to the calm Platonic form of
language and dialogue (Foucault, 1985:57).

By focusing upon the actual struggles of the peace movement in challenging the truth
regime of nuclearism and the ruling political discourse in New Zealand, I hope to avoid

both these reductions.




PART TWO

ODYSSEY OF A NUCLEAR FREE NATION
1975-1987

oooooooo

How did we get caught up fighting this forest fire.
we, who were only looking for a still place in the woods?

How frail we are, and yet, dispersed, always returning,
the barnacles they keep scraping from the warship's hull.
- Adrienne Rich
(from " Ghazals; Homage to Ghalib")

The people made New Zealand nuclear-free - worked for it, donated for it -
and empowered our Government fo put it into law. Thisis a great
accomplishment in a nuclear-mad world, with the U.S., the UK., Australia
and France all against us.

- Larry Ross, N.Z. peace activist, 1987
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CHAPTER 5
THE PEACE SQUADRON

We will act to prevent any ship carrying nuclear weapons or nuclear-powered
ship by filling channel entrances with small craft so that the responsible captain or
pilot of such a ship will not proceed.

- Policy Statement, New Zealand Peace Squadron, 1976

In October 1975, the New Zealand Peace Squadron was born. Although there had
been previous instances of vessels engaging in peace missions or anti-nuclear protest and
peace fleets soon appeared elsewhere, New Zealand citizens were the first to organize a
fleet of small craft to oppose the entry of ships of the nuclear navies into their country's
harbours. In this section I trace the origins and development of this then unique social and
poltical phenomenon until such time as the actions of the Fourth Labour Government in
1985 rendered the Squadron redundant. I also trace the concommitant growth of the New
Zealand peace movement up to the passing of the New Zealand Nuclear-Free Zone,
Disarmament and Arms Control Act, 1986 on June 4, 1987. (Readers who are unfamiliar

with New Zealand will find a brief account of the country and its history in Appendix 4).

With the successful passage through Parliament of the nuclear-free legislation, this
small éoumry of approximately 3.3 million people and 67 million sheép - once described by
Mark Twain as the "last, loneliest, loveliest, most loyal" of Britain's far-ﬂuné colonies -
became the first western country to formally cohdemn and reject the concept and strategies
of nuclear deterrence. By presenting a chronological account of the events leading up to
this happening I aim to answer the 'what?, who?, how?' questions of the research: namely,
"What was the conflict about?"; "Who was involved and whose interests were at stake?";
"How was the battle fought and to what end?" The 'why' question will be addressed in the

final chapter of the work. Before bringing on stage the players in the first act of the Peace
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Squadron drama, however, it is necessary to provide a backdrop and set the scene. Every
event occurs within a seamless context of place and time, and deciding what parts of that
infinite and infinitely complex tapestry are most pertinent to the phenomenon under
investigation is not easy and, to some degree at least, always an arbitrary choice. The
difficulty is compounded when the phenomenon is not part of the researcher's lived
experience. Ihave drawn extensively and gratefully upon the ideas and writings of those
for whom it is,! and what follows is my decision about which parts of the tapestry
should be highlighted. As the French tests in the Pacific were without doubt the major
factor in the growth of anti-nuclear sentiment in New Zealand in the 1970's, I take this as

my starting point in composing the backdrop and stage.

Setting and Scene

The Centre d'Expérimentation du Pacifigue

When France lost its nuclear test site in the Sahara after the 1962 Algerian war of
independence the experiments moved to the Pacific colony of French Polynesia and the
small atolls of Moruroa (or Mururoa) and Fangataufa. The first bomb was exploded on a
barge in Moruroa lagoon on July 2, 1966 - in spite of the Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963 -
and 26 more exploded in the atmosphere during the next six years to the accompaniment of
growing concern and anger in all the neighbouring countries.? New Zealand's
monitoring stations showed that each explosion deposited significant fallout in the southern
- hemisphere while Australian scientists found strontium-90 and increased concentrations of
iodine-131 in milk. The two countries called for an end to the testing but their diplomatic
notes went unanswered. The situation was a delicate one for the N.Z. conservative
- Government as the country's economy was heavily dependent on the European market and
by the 1970's the EEC was insisting that future access arrangements would require

unanimous agreement between the Common Market countries.

1 Major sources of unpublished data for this section are: John Boanas, The Auckland Peace Squadron
1975-79. ML.A. essay, 1980; Owen Wilkes, "History of Nuclear Ship Visits to New Zealand;" draft paper
(around 1983); George Goddard, "A Thirty Year Fight for Life;" undated article circulated to the Wellington
Amalgamated Watersider's Industrial Union of Workers (around 1985); conference papers and other writings
by the Rev. Dr, George Armstrong. ,
2 Data on French bomb tests from the N.Z. Seismological Laboratory (cited in Clements,

1988: Appendix 3). "




Citizens, however, can afford to ignore the constraints of real politik and during

1972 and 1973 public protest against the testing intensified. Demonstrators took to the

| streets in Australia and New Zealand, and French airline offices in several Australian cities
were attacked. The Government of the newly independent state of Fiji placed a ban on all
French military or naval aircraft and the use of facilities by French shipping. The
Australian Trade Union Council banned the movement of French goods through Australian
ports, and blocked all mail to and from France. Both South Pacific countries jointly
approached the U.N. Committee on Disarmament asking that the fests be stopped. At the
end of 1972, Labour Governments were elected in both Australia and New Zealand and
both new Prime Ministers immediately initiated talks with the French Government to insist
that the tests must cease. When France declared that they would continue, P.M. Gough
Whitlam of Australia and P.M. Norman Kirk of New Zealand took their case to the
International Court of Justice in the Hague seeking an order to end the tests. France
refused to send a representative, stating that the nuclear explosions in the Pacific were
harmless and that France had a legal right to conduct them in order to safeguard French
independence and security. In June 1973, the Court ordered a moratorium on testing until

the dispute was decided. The French ignored the order.

During this period, a number of protest boats manned (and womanned) by New
Zealand citizens sailed into the testing zone to publicise the issue and arouse world opinion.
The contingent included the Peace Media vessel Fri, the yachts Carmen, Blue Nose and
the Spirit of Peace and the Canadian vessel Greenpeace III During the election campaign
Norman Kirk had promised that, if elected, a Labour Government would send a Navy
frigate to the testing zone as a gesture of protest and to publicize the issue. The promise

was kept. In farewelling the HMNZS Otago in late June, 1973 the Prime Minister said:

...We are a small nation, but we will not abjectly surrender to injustice. We have worked
against the development of nuclear weapons. We have opposed their testing anywhere and
everywhere. We believe the proliferation of these weapons must be stopped. ... We are a small
nation but in the interests of justice we claim the world's attention. We shall do our utmost to
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ensure that the eyes of the world are riveted on Mururoa. ... Feeling this threat of worldwide
. destruction, fearing the pollution of this green and peaceful land we have a duty to act, and act we
will,

... Today the Otago leaves on an honourable mission. She leaves not in anger but as a silent
accusing witness with the power to bring alive the conscience of the world. We believe by this
endeavour we shall contribute not only to our own concern, but make a contribution to the
continuing quest for peace and disarmament (quoted Clements, 1988:80).

On July 5, President Pompidou announced that the tests would continue as
planned. Norman Kirk announced that orders to the Otago had been amended and the ship
would now enter the 120-mile wide test zone. On July 8§, the French Government
announced that the Admiral of the Fleet had been empowered to také all necessary steps to
keep any vessel from approaching within 60 nautical miles of Moruroa. Some of the
private vessels were towed out of the zone, but the Otago, under orders not to engage in
provocation, remained just inside the perimeter. Back in New Zealand, the Prime Minister
kept releasing reports of messages of support received from around the world and invited
world television crews to witness the refuelling of the Otago by the Australian oil-tanker,
HMAS Supply. The confrontation between New Zealand and France - so far the only
occasion when a Government has engaged in direct action anti-nuclear protest - did attract
worldwide publicity and the David and Goliath image pushed by the media aroused
considerable sympathy for the South Pacific nations' cause. The Government's action also

made a large impact in New Zealand itself.

On July 21, French scientists and engi}neers exploded a small 5.5 kt. bomb and a
second explosion followed a week later. The Otago stayed ai the site until August 6 and
then sailed for home. The tests aroused opposition in Polynesia itself, with thousands of -
people taking part in street demonstrations. Most Latin American countries registered their
disapproval and Peru broke off diplomatic relétions with France. New Zealand decided to
persist with its case at the International Court, presenting new scientific evidence in 1974.
France also persisted. Between July 21, 1973 and September 15, 1974 twelve

atmospheric tests of low or unknown (probably low) yield were conducted. At the end of
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1974, however, the new French President Giscard d'Estaing announced that in future all
tests at Mbruroa Atoll would be underground. The International Court of Justice voted by
9 votes to 6 to drop the case as "the claim of New Zealand no longer has any object and the
court is therefore not called upon to give a decision." Altogether, 41 explosions had
occurred in the atmosphere. With their cessation, objections to the tests subsided - in New

Zealand as elsewhere.

The ANZUS Treaty

From their earliest beginnings as remote outposts of the British Empire in what was

perceived as an alien and potentially hostile environment both Australia and New Zealand
have felt it imperative to have, to quote one of Australia's WW2 prime ministers, "a great
and powerful friend." Strong bonds of sentiment and trade prompted both countries to join
in Britain's wars, but it was also a way of ensuring - or attempting to ensure - the mother
country's protection against the dreaded descent of the 'Asian hordes'; an insurance policy
to be paid for with blood and sacrifice. After the fall of Singaporé in WW?2 the United
States took over the role of protector, but anxiety in both South Pacific countries about the
possible consequences of a 'soft’ peace treaty with Japan led to the concommitant signing
in 1951 of the U.S.-Japan Treaty of Friendship and Mutual Co-operation and ANZUS, the
mutual security treaty between Australia, New Zealand and the Unitéd States. The shift in
dependence was greeted with enthusiasm in Australia but with some reluctance in New

Zealand, where pro-British sentiment and loyalty was and continues to be much stronger.

Labour's Anti-nuclear Stance

~ When the Third Labour Government took ovcrv from the conservative National
Party Government in 1972 there were four main political parties in New Zealand: National,
Labour, Values and Social Credit. (see Appendix 3). National was firmly committed to the
ANZUS relationship and any nuclear-related obligations it might entail, both small parties
were anti-nuclear and anti-ANZUS while Labour was simultaneously proclaiming anti-
nuclear policies and insisting that such a stance was compatible with the tri-partite treaty.
The speeches of the new Prime Minister not only fitted the national myth i "Let us have a

sense of pride in being New Zealanders. Let us recognize the value of the unique way of
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life we have here - a humane, non-violent society, free from the social and economic
injustices that plague so many societies" - but also contained a strong moral element. The
Prime Minister was also Minister of Foreign Affairs and in his introduction to the 1973

annual report of the Ministry to Parliament, Kirk stated:

The Government which I lead is determined to find and hold to a firm moral basis for its
foreign policy. It may be said that the only basis for a sound foreign policy is the national
interest, I see no contradiction. I believe that to base our foreign policies on moral principles is
the most edlightened form of self-interest. What is morally right is likely to be politically right.
What appears in the short term to be the path of expediency is all too likely to lead into a blind
alley (quoted McMillan, 1987:20).

The Report declared that the proceedings instituted against France arose not only because of
the fact that pollution from nuclear fallout presented a risk to the health of mankind, but
also because of a belief that world peace and security depended on nuclear weapons being
limited and eventually eliminated. The continued development of these weapons increases

tension and the risk of nuclear war.

Strains in the ANZUS Relation

Under the Third Labour Government, and for the first time in its hisiory, New
Zealand began to show signs of moving towards a more independent, more-Pacific-
oriented foreign policy stance. In the early days of his leadership, the Prime Minister made
such statements as, "We aim to accelerate New Zealand's journey towards qat@onhood" and
“All too often we have heard Americah policy announced in Wellington w{th a New
Zealand accent” (quoted McMillz.m,l 1987: 20). “Norman Kirk died in 1973 at the age’of 50,
and Wallace (Bill) Rowling became Party Leader. He promoted the concept of a South
Pacific nuclear free zone at the 1975 South Pacific Forum, and the proposal won
endorsement. Together with Fiji and Papua-New Guinea (PNG), New Zealand sponsored
a 1975 U.N. resolution advocating its establishment. The Resolution passed by 110 votes
to 0, with 20 abstentions. Although Australia voted for the Resolution, the Govemment
had refused to act as co-sponsor and it was later revealed that Prime Minister Gough

Whitlam wrote to Rowling warning him that, "Even the limited initial proposal could stir up
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controversy with the United States and raise questions about the ANZUS relationship ...
this is causing difficulty to your friends" (quoted McMillan, 1987: 23). A memorandum
from New Zealand's Defence Chief and Secretary of Defence similarly warned the Prime
Minister against promoting the concept of the zone, saying that officials in the partner
countries believed it "unwise to test the ANZUS relationship in the manner in which we

appear to be doing" (quoted McMillan, 1987:23).

The Vietnam 'Mobes'

The mutual security pact along with the insurance policy mentality meant that both
South Pacific countries sent troops to fight in America's Asian wars. Although only a
small volunteer army went from New Zealand to Vietnam (unlike Australia which
introduced the draft) the country's participation in the war produced quite as profound a
crisis of conscience, loyalty and state-people relations in New Zealand as in Australia and
the United States. Citizens who had always assumed that New Zealand was on the right
side and fighting a just war suddenly found themselves in doubt or no longer believing this
to be the case. The Vietnam policy of the Government and Labour Party, still at that time
largely dominated by people whose thinking had been shaped by WW2, was increasingly
coming under challenge from members of their own families, the large anti-war

demonstrations - known as '"Mobes' - and younger members of the Party.

In 1966, Labour's statement on foreign policy declared that a peaceful solution to
the situation in Vietnam was the world's most urgent need. Although still supporting the
people of South Vietnam in their struggle, New Zealand's 150 artillery troops would be
withdrawn and replaced by various forms of economic and humanitarian aid. According to
John Boanas, a number of priests and clergy, most of them involved in urban or
specialized ministries, were radicalized during the Vietnam war, and this group along with
a network of liberal-left bureaucrats in the Protestant mainstream churches, was able to
maintain clergy - though not laity - support for motions within synods and conferences

relating to nuclear free zone issues.
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Militarism, Pacifism and Anti-Nuclearism

New Zealand has a strong military tradition. New Zealanders have been called the
'Gurkhas' or 'Prussians’ of the Pacific because of their fighting skills, the wars with the
Maoris, the new colony's aspirations to be the arm of British imperialism in the Pacific and
the readiness of both governments and people to join in the far-off wars of the Mother
country. Nor was bellicosity a mid-19th. century European import to Aotearoa.3
"Traditional Maori society ... institutionalized ritual and inter-tribal violence as a means of
maintaining social order [and] indigeneous conflicts were exacerbated after ... the
introduction of muskets, European expropriation of land and introduction of market
competition” (Clements, 1988: 88). Such was New Zealand's extreme sense of
vulnerability in the early days of settlement, that in 1909 the Government legislated for
compulsory military training for all boys between the ages of 12 and 15. Boys who
defaulted were fined and sometimes imprisoned, while those who aided and abetted them

could be deprived of citizenship rights for up to ten years.

The moment war was declared in 1914, New Zealand seized German Samoa,
thereby becoming (due to the time difference) the first belligerent. Conscription was
introduced in 1916. Out of a total population of one million, around 120,000 men - 45
percent of all males of military age - served in the armed forces and more than half were
killed or wounded; the highest number of casualties in proportion to population of any
allied country. Nevertheless, the warrior tradition continued. When the announcement
came in 1922 that England was preparing for possible military action against Turkey, the
Massey Government offered immediate and unconditional help. The next déy 12,000 New
Zealanders volunteered to go fight the Turks. Conscientious objectors - known as
'shirkers' - received brutal treatment during WW 1, and in WW?2 were still treated more
harshly than in any other allied country, receiving indefinite prison sentences with no

option of alternative service.

In spite of - or perhaps because of - this warlike tradition, pacifism, non-violence

and anti-militarist sentiment is also a significant part of New Zealand history. The mainly

3 "Land of the long white cloud', the Polynesian name for the country.
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union-led 1909-1913 Passive Resisters' Union (PRU), for instance, managed to persuade
some 7,000 boys (known as the 'We Wonts') to default on attendance at parade-ground
drills and training camps, despite the harsh penalties for both defaulters and supporters.
Probably the world's first instance of organized non-violent action occurred in New
Zealand during the Maori wars of the late 19th. Century, when Chief Te-Whiti-o-
Rongomai of Parihaka decided to meet Pakeha (white European, 'stranger’) intrusion on to
tribal land with passive resistance. On November 5, 1881 an unarmed community of men,
women and children met 2,000 armed soldiers with a 'sit-in.'! Although the resistance was
unsuccessful the chiefs who resorted to warfare were no mqre successful, and public
sympathy was aroused by the novel nature of the resistance. The community leaders were
released after a short prison term and immediately initiated new campaigns of non-violent

resistance to publicise and attempt to resolve their grievances (Clements, 1988: 88-90).

Women have been particularly important in New Zealand's anti-war movements.
Princess Te Paua led the opposition to the conscription of Maori men in 1916 and as early
as 1897 the newly-formed National Council of Women was calling for an end to war
"between nations calling themselves Christian" and condemning the continuous growth and
cost of armaments "as a crushing burden on all people” (Hanly et. al. 1986:17-18). The
Women's International League of Peace and Freedom (WILPF) was born at a conference in
the Hague in 1915,