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am sure they will mean a changed face for the Department of Health. I look forward to that
change and I hope that those involved will be prepared to work through the career ladder.
The Opposition is happy to support the Bill.

Bill read a third time.

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

Debate resumed from 12 February.

Hon. WARREN COOPER (Otago). It is not long since the New Zealand Ambassador
to Washington, the Rt. Hon. Sir Wallace Rowling, sat in the body of the House. He was
involved as a Labour Party activist, and is now involved as a diplomat, in the nuclear
debate as it affects New Zealand, and, more particularly, New Zealand's place in the world.
History chronicles an “under the counter” guarantee that the Labour Government would
deal with the Americans when it was re-elected in 1975. That guarantee was given by the
late Arthur Faulkner, a former Minister of Defence, when the third Labour Government
was having difficulty in 1974–75 with the Americans. The Prime Minister at the time was
New Zealand's present ambassador to Washington. The real activation of the anti-nuclear,
anti-arms race, and the pro-arms control and disarmament in the Pacific Forum countries
took place in 1976 when the National Government was in office.
The years travelled by when the Labour Party was in exile—as it will be after the next

election—until the party, in crummy halls around New Zealand, told people that it would
be the anti-nuclear party. It is strange, because nuclear wepons have been around since
1945—Hiroshima and Nagasaki are testimonies to that—yet, New Zealand can, without a
doubt, be said to have been anti-nuclear and nuclear free in the four decades since that
time. It is incomprehensible that it can be said that some New Zealand politicians intend to
make New Zealand a nuclear country—although it must be said that in 1975 the National
Government dusted off the moves that the Labour Government had made to promote
three of four nuclear-powered stations for the generation of electricity. There was a dialogue
about that issue in early 1976 and the Labour Party denied the clandestine arrangement it
had made with the United States. The United States was careful not to say that the
arrangements had definitely been made. The National Government was fairly honest
compared with the Labour Government in those matters of international priorities in
defence and security.

The Bill was introduced 2 years and 2 months ago. To be realistic, the Bill is being
given a second reading in February 1987—an election year—as a substitute for the
Government's economic policy, which is in tatters. The House is being asked to spend time
considering the Bill, while the public is being asked to say: “OK, if the Government's
economic policy is in tatters maybe we should concentrate on saving people from some
terrible nuclear holocaust.” The member for St. Kilda is looking at me. The people in his
borough are more worried about amalgamation than they are about a nuclear holocaust;
they are more worried about jobs, inflation, and interest rates, than they are about the Bill.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member has so far dealt with the Government’s

economic policy, and amalgamation in a South Island borough, to the exclusion of the Bill.
Speaker's ruling 31/1 states: “On the second reading of a Bill discussion must be confined
to the Bill before the House”—
Hon. WARREN COOPER: I raise a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker. Either you

are deaf, or you are not listening to the debate. I spent 2 minutes—
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The member must withdraw and apologise for that

reflection on the Chair.

Hon. WARREN COOPER: I withdraw and apologise. I recently joined the member
for Eastern Hutt in Hawaii at a meeting of 35 or 40 parliamentarians from the Pacific-rim
countries. The member for Eastern Hutt was asked to tell the assembled people about the
Pacific's security arrangements and aspects of its defence that the Labour Government has
introduced in the 2 years that it has been in office. That member made a 10-minute
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speech—the usual Government rhetoric about the rest of the world being exalted by the
marvellous example set by the Labour Government; about other countries that would fall
into line one by one, and about the world getting to the stage at which, in a marvellously
benign society, everybody would be happy and there would be no nuclear weapons.

Five United States Democrats were present; there were no Republicans. Three
Democrats spoke, and I think that their words will be echoing through the member's mind
as he sits listening. One of them, a strongly anti-nuclear Democrat congressman from the
New York area of the eastern seaboard, said that if being pro-nuclear was worth 10 points
and being anti-nuclear was worth 0 points the member would have scored about 1. He was
opposed to involvement by the United States in Star Wars and to the development of the
MX missile. His voting pattern in Congress would put him on the far left of the New
Zealand Labour Party. He said to the member for Eastern Hutt: “As far as you are
concerned I want to tell you, Mr Young, that your Government's policy goes through me
like a dose of salts.” The United States Democratic Party has a majority in the Senate and
in the House of Representatives; the United States policy will be the same, regardless of
who its leaders are.

The Prime Minister is a
ll tongue and tummy, with n
o depth, and in the past 2% years

h
e

has been doing what h
e

can to put down the Americans. The Wellington bureau editor

o
f

the New Zealand Herald said on 26 March 1983: “The then Leader o
f

the Opposition,

Mr Lange, was going to promote a major change in the Labour Party's defence policy to

allow United States nuclear-propelled warships to visit New Zealand.” The Labour Party
has a strange credibility gap. The Leader o

f

the Opposition, who became the Prime
Minister designate, told the United States Secretary o

f
State that, if the secretary was able

to give him 6 months, he would be able to deal with the warring factions in the new Labour
Party caucus. That did not happen. He was not successful. The left wing pulled his tail
around, and h

e

became part o
f

that group because h
e

was more interested in remaining
Prime Minister.

The New Zealand Ambassador to the United States commented about 6 months ago
that New Zealand's opposition to nuclear propulsion was anachronistic. The person who
appointed him to Washington carpeted him for making the same comments the Prime
Minister had made when h

e was Leader o
f

the Opposition—how strange that is
.

The main reason for the Bill is to obfuscate, and to take people's minds off economic
problems. A

t

the same time the Prime Minister—rebuffed b
y

the Americans and rightly

so—said that he could not imagine any circumstance in which the United States would not
come to New Zealand's aid if New Zealand was threatened. That is deplorable. When
National Opposition members go overseas they hear many people from other countries,
particularly politicians, talk about the Bill as being New Zealand's policy. It is not New
Zealand policy, but Labour Party policy that is supported b

y
a minority o
f people. That

was proved when the Defence Committee o
f Inquiry asked how many people would take

the risk o
f hosting nuclear arms in New Zealand's waters if the alternative was a withdrawal

from o
r

an end to the ANZUS pact. The response showed that a majority would take that
risk. The Bill is saying to the majority, “You are wrong; we are New Zealand.” The Labour
Party is saying that it is New Zealand. It is not New Zealand, and it will be shown that at

the next election.

The American Congressman said that the policy went through him like a dose o
f salts;

it does the same to most New Zealanders. The Bill tells Americans that New Zealand wants
their friendship, but only on New Zealand's terms, and that New Zealand will turn to

Australia if the Americans will not allow New Zealand to be in the ANZUS pact on New
Zealand's terms. It states that the Australians will be a surrogate ally; we will enter a

bilateral relationship with them that will strengthen the security o
f

New Zealand. That is

nonsense, because the Australian Prime Minister—who has not visited New Zealand in the

3 years for which he has been Prime Minister—has said that he will not have a bar of the
New Zealand Prime Minister nor o
f

the policy in relation to ships entry. He is sticking to

the ANZUS pact. It is easier to get the Australian Prime Minister to the other side o
f

the
globe—to Israel—than to Auckland o
r Wellington. The concession fare costs $299;
Government members could not raise enough money to pay the fare if he could not pay it

himself.
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The Bill is about 2 years old, and it has been made into a kind of monster with which
to frighten New Zealanders. Other socialist countries will be offended by the Bill, and as a
result are likely not to co-operate with New Zealand in any international forum. The Greek
Government, while in Opposition, said that it would cut its ties with the United States. It
was elected, and has been re-elected, and has strengthened it

s relationship with the United
States. The first democracy to be elected in Spain for decades took office with one foreign
affairs policy—to get out o

f NATO. What has that Government done? It has been re
elected, and has strengthened its position in NATO and its relations with the United States.
The coalition conservative Government o

f

the Netherlands, although down in the public
opinion polls, tested whether the people o

f

Holland want proper security; they voted
overwhelmingly for the return o

f

that Government. The United Kingdom's Labour Party
leader, Neil Kinnoch, said in the United States that h

e would not host any nuclear
weapons; that a Labour Government would get rid o

f

them and de-nuclearise Britain. The
British people said that that was not their bag and that they would not carry it

;

that the
Labour Party should drop it o

r
it would stay in Opposition. The British Labour Party will

b
e in Opposition on the policy just as the New Zealand Labour Party will be after the 1987

election.
People do not understand the crippling cost o

f

armed neutrality, but Opposition
members know that if New Zealand became the one hundred and second member of the
Non-Aligned Movement it would b

e involved with Iran, Iraq, North Korea, Libya,
Nicaragua, the Palestine Liberation Organisation, the South-west Africa People's
Organisation, Uganda, Vietnam, and Yugoslavia. That is idiotic, and is the kind o

f

thinking o
f

the left wing of the Government.
Membership o

f

the ANZUS pact was New Zealand's contribution to the political and
economic development o

f

the South Pacific, but that contribution will go if the Bill is

passed. The ANZUS pact was its contribution to South-east Asia. All of the Asian countries
that might have said it is a good policy now say emphatically that it is an idealistic policy.

It is nonsense if the security of the Pacific is the aim. The Western alliance has said to New
Zealand—through Australia, the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, and Western
Europe—that New Zealand may b

e a friend but it is no longer an ally. The insidious
approach of those countries to New Zealand's trade problems will come to the fore much
more. When New Zealand negotiates for access for its goods, such a

s butter, meat,
kiwifruit, and apples, their attitude will be more jaundiced.
When Bill Hayden, the Australian Minister o

f Foreign Affairs, came to Wellington for
discussions with the Prime Minister he said that New Zealand would not use Australia. As

a result o
f

the Bill, as much a
s anything, Canberra—the defence establishment, and foreign

affairs—is so closely tied in with the Western alliance that for the Government to spend $1
billion on defence is idiotic, idealistic, and misty-eyed. It is a waste o

f

time. I cannot wait
for the return of a National Government, so that New Zealand can honour the ANZUS
treaty and so that access by allied aircraft and ships to the airfields and ports of ANZUS
pact members will be reaffirmed a

s being essential to the continued effectiveness o
f

the
alliance. The occasional ship may visit—either nuclear-propelled o

r conventionally
propelled vessels, which may o

r may not have a nuclear weapon on board. The visits may
occur 4 o

r
5 times a year in an average period o
f
1
0 o
r

20 years. Is that a huge price to pay?
What about the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty—the Rarotonga treaty? An

old popular song says “Two out o
f

three ain’t bad”. I say that two out o
f

five is lousy. So
far, two out o

f

the five signatories to o
r

ratifiers o
f

the protocol have signed the Rarotongan
treaty. The Pacific has been nuclear free for decades. The French and the British will not
sign, but the Chinese and the USSR will. If the other countries know that only two are
willing to honour the treaty they may think they will be better off if no one keeps within the
rules. It is the most cosmetic treaty the Government will involve New Zealand in for a long
time. It makes no change to the position that has prevailed since 1935, and since the
ANZUS treaty of 1951. The ANZUS pact was made for peace, not for war.
The reason for the Bill is to gather votes. Nothing has happened during the 2 years and

2 months o
f

the Government's administration to give anyone any confidence that the
passage o
f

the Bill will alter international events. The National Government had an arms
control and disarmament record that is as good as—probably better than—the one the
Labour Government has. The Government is all tongue and tummy. It yaps on about
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having a nuclear-free New Zealand, but does not tell the people about the price to be paid.
New Zealand will be seen by the rest of the world to be welshing on the deal when it asks
the Americans to come to its aid when the going gets tough.

JUDY KEALL (Glenfield): I am proud to be speaking in the second reading debate of
the Bill. The member for Otago was speaking as though the Bill lacked popular support.
That is a strange argument, because three of the four parties that contested the 1984
election stood on an anti-nuclear policy. Since that time a group within the National Party
called the Nuclear Free Nationals has grown up to try to push for an anti-nuclear policy
within the National Party.

How can the Bill possibly be unpopular? How can it lack popular support? A poll that
the Defence Committee of Inquiry conducted on popular support of the policy showed that
69 percent of the people opposed visits by nuclear-powered and/or nuclear-armed vessels
while only 28 percent supported such visits. The poll showed that New Zealanders were
concerned about the threat of nuclear war. In response to a question about how New
Zealand could act to prevent nuclear war, 58 percent supported disengagement from
nuclear defence while 38 percent supported involvement in a nuclear defence system. The
poll is a clear rejection of nuclear defence.
The Opposition has a strange way of showing its opposition to the Bill. It has tried to

put up a straw man and to break it down again. It has not done a good job. Previous
speakers decried the Bill, saying that it cannot help with disarmament or with the decrease
of the number of nuclear weapons in the world. They implied that New Zealand is helpless
and totally reliant on the superpowers. The Government has not made such claims, and I
challenge Opposition members to give evidence of the claim that this anti-nuclear
legislation would solve the problems of the existence of nuclear weapons. The Government
has not claimed that declaring a nuclear-free zone would save New Zealand from the effects
of radiation. By introducing the Bill—and, I hope, passing it soon—New Zealand is taking
a stand against nuclear weapons, nuclear-powered ships and the nuclear defence option. By
doing that, New Zealand has distanced itself from the concept of solving conflict by nuclear
war. Make no mistake: a nuclear war does not have to be the result of deliberate action; it
could be caused by human error. There have already been several glaring examples of
nuclear accidents; I have only to mention Chernobyl and Three Mile Island and people will
know of the dangerous possibility we face.
By taking a stand with the Bill, New Zealand is helping people to stop and think. In

particular, we are giving our young people hope for the future. If there is one thing that
makes young people depressed about the future it is the possibility of nuclear war or
accident. The Government is taking a stand, and by so doing is encouraging countries to
consider other options. That must give them hope.
Denis Marshall: Pacifism!

JUDY KEALL. It is not an option for pacifism; it is an option against nuclear defence.
I reject the taunts of Opposition members, who say that the Government is not interested
in defence or defence spending. It is amazing that they should make such claims when the
former National Government left the defence forces without enough ammunition to make
even a formal salute. It is amazing that they should talk about leaving New Zealand
defenceless.

Another Opposition argument that has been used time and time again is based on the
fallacy of the importance of the nuclear deterrent. They argue that war can be avoided if
there are enough nuclear weapons. There have been about 1500 arms races throughout
history; 30 have resulted in the economic collapse of the countries involved, and the rest
have resulted in war. For the past 200 years the countries with the strongest military forces
have always used them. The twentieth century has seen the two most destructive wars in
history. Some people believe that Britain's appeasement policy and lack of military
preparedness were a cause ofWorld War II
. If that argument were followed to it
s logical

conclusion America and Russia would not have been attacked b
y Japan and Germany, as

they were heavily armed a
t

that time.

John Banks: I raise a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker. Could you enlighten the
House on whether the Standing Order that relates to the reading o
f

speeches has changed?

The member has read every word of her diatribe?

Laura Schenker
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Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member is out of order. If he were familiar with the
Standing Orders he would know that it is out of order for him to draw the attention of the
Chair to the possibility that any member is reading a speech.
JUDY KEALL. The member for Whangarei obviously feels threatened by the speech.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
JUDY KEALL: I complete my support for the second reading of the Bill by pointing

out once more that it is a positive affirmation of the Government's rejection of nuclear
weapons and nuclear-powered ships, an affirmation of the concept of a nuclear-free Pacific,
and of the setting up of disarmament initiatives. I am proud to be associated with the Bill.
RUTH RICHARDSON (Selwyn): The Bill is a cruel illusion. the non-contribution

made by the member for Glenfield confirms the view I have long held: that the Bill should
be regarded for what it is—a cruel illusion that is being peddled for none other than selfish
domestic political purposes. No case has been made for the Bill. Certainly, no case has been
made by the member for Glenfield. She sought refuge in emotional populism—that is

,
a
t its

kindest, the way in which Opposition members dismiss the contribution made by that
member.

I want to develop the claim I made that no case has been made for the Bill. A great part

o
f
it is devoted to entrenching and enshrining the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty.

That treaty is not in dispute between the parties; therefore there can be no case for the Bill

to entrench that treaty. It does not need to be enshrined in a schedule to the Bill, and it is

the Opposition that can claim the credit for the early initiative. The idea o
f

the treaty was
launched in Rotorua in 1976.

It is important to examine why the South Pacific nuclear-weapons-free zone is not in

dispute. The schedule to the Bill shows that the treaty does not compromise what the
Opposition holds dear—that the country should discharge its defence obligations. I invite
all members to turn to the first schedule of the Bill, and, in particular, to consider the
impact o

f

article 5 o
f

the treaty. For the benefit o
f

the member for Eden, amongst others, I

will read article 5
, paragraph 2: “each Party in the exercise o
f
it
s sovereign rights remains

free to decide for itself whether to allow visits by foreign ships and aircraft to its ports and
airfields, transit o

f

it
s airspace by foreign aircraft, . . .”, and so on. In other words, the

treaty, which is in a schedule to the Bill, supports the Opposition's proposition that this
country, in the exercise o

f

its sovereign rights, should discharge its obligation a
s

an active
member of the ANZUS alliance—part of the obligation being that New Zealand be free to

decide whether it will allow visits by foreign ships. That is the reason the South Pacific
nuclear-weapon-free zone is not in dispute, because article 5 allows New Zealand to

maintain its defence integrity.

I am then forced to ask myself the reason for the remainder of the Bill. I am forced to
the conclusion that it is for none other than crude domestic political reasons. The
Government hopes that it may b

e the vehicle for securing an election victory. It was clear
from the comments made by the Prime Minister and the Minister o

f Defence, who spoke
last week on the second reading debate, and it was clearly confirmed by the member for
Napier, that Government members can agree on little; but there is one proposition on
which they can agree, and that is the policy that lies behind the Bill. In other words, this is

the pacifist brand o
f

cement that holds a disreputable Government together, and the Bill
must be seen for what it is.
The Prime Minister, in making his second reading contribution to the Bill, talked

about crude realities. The crude reality is that the Government has prostituted New
Zealand's international reputation and credibility; it has prostituted New Zealand's defence
capability, and all for crude domestic political purposes.

The Bill is a fraud, and should b
e exposed as such. It is utterly defective in its letter and

intent. Let me turn to the letter of the Bill. I invite members to consider clause 2 and the
definition o

f

internal waters, because, in the operative principles of the Bill that are in

dispute, the definition o
f

internal waters is important. How are internal waters defined?
They are defined b
y

section 4 o
f

the Territorial Sea and Exclusive Economic Zone Act o
f

1977. I translate for listeners who do not have access to the legislation: it means that the so
called protection and safety net offered by the Bill are confined to internal waters—not our
exclusive economic zone boundary o
r

our territorial boundary but the internal waters,
literally land-point to land-point. We begin to see what can b

e described only a
s the

Laura Schenker
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hypocrisy of the measure, because the Government is stating that it is not OK to have a
nuclear-capable ship in Akaroa Harbour or a nuclear-capable ship in Wellington Harbour,
but that it is OK to exercise with nuclear-capable ships 1 cm beyond the harbour heads,
and, what is more, the Government actively wants to do so—or so it reckons. Either
nuclear-capable ships are an immoral proposition or they are not. If they are an immoral
proposition they do not cease to become immoral when they steam 1 cm beyond internal
waters. That is the first basis on which the nonsense of the legislation can be seen, because
the operative provision of the Bill in clause 9 directs itself to banning entry to internal
waters. What a hypocritical proposition!

I turn to the second way in which the Bill is defective, and invite the House to turn its
attention to clause 12, which deals with the savings—the passage through territorial seas
and straits. In other words, the exclusions—limited though they are, as has been
discovered—do not apply in certain circumstances. They do not apply in the case of
innocent passage—not even the Government could defy international law. They do not
apply in the case of transit. However, it is to clause 12(c) that I invite the House to direct its
attention, because on reading that subclause it is found that the Bill, in its entirety, does not
apply to any ship or aircraft in distress. The irony is that, although the Government will not
allow a nuclear-capable ship into New Zealand harbours, if the nuclear reactor on board a
ship is in trouble that ship will be welcomed into New Zealand harbours because it is in
distress.

The Bill is fraudulent, and its final fraudulent part is in clause 9, which gives the Prime
Minister the power to be omnipotent—he will make the decision about whether or not a
ship offends the integrity of the legislation. Even the chairperson of the select committee
had the grace to concede that that was a highly contentious clause. The Prime Minister is to
be the arbiter of whether or not a ship is nuclear capable—in other words, he is to be the
judge and the jury in his own cause. During the past week or so the people have become
used to the Government's style, because Cabinet has been both a court and a confessional;

in addition, the Bill will now enable the Prime Minister to be the judge and jury. That is a
defective proposition, and the Bill ought to be rejected on that count alone.
Having revealed that the Bill is defective in it

s letter, I turn to the defective nature of

its intent. From the Prime Minister's protestations around the world, members know that
the Bill is not staged—so h

e said to influence international opinion. In his classic one-liner
the Prime Minister said that the policy is not exportable. If the Bill has not been staged to

influence international opinion—which I should have thought should b
e the target o
f any

New Zealand non-nuclear endeavours—the question must be asked: for whose benefit is

the Bill staged? If the Bill is not directed to secure a programme of negotiated reduction of
nuclear weapons what is it intended to influence? I am forced to the conclusion that the Bill
has been staged for one purpose only: to secure crude political domestic advantage.

During his second reading speech the Prime Minister had the gall to accuse Opposition
members o

f genuflecting. The real issue in the debate is the exposition o
f

the sentiments to

which the Prime Minister seeks to genuflect. The Prime Minister and Government
members seek to genuflect to unilateralism, isolationism, and pacifism. Opposition
members are determined that the hypocrisy o

f

the Bill needs to be exposed.

Government members have peddled the myth that it is possible in this day and age to

secure a neat divorce between nuclear capability and conventional capability. That divorce
cannot technically be secured, and the Government knows it

. If Government members are
honest when they say that they want no part of the nuclear capability of New Zealand's
allies they should take their logic to its conclusion that New Zealand must exit from
ANZUS. If that were to happen New Zealand would exit from a treaty that is absolutely
vital to the sovereignty and peace o

f

the nation.

It is not sufficient, when considering international treaties, to consider merely the
intent of the letter; it is important to consider the spirit o
f
a treaty. The spirit o
f

the

ANZUS treaty should concern all members, because it is that spirit that the Bill will
sacrifice. The spirit of the ANZUS alliance is that those who honour the same values and
who share the same commitment to freedom and democracy are prepared to group together

in an alliance to defend those values. New Zealand is among a diminishing number of
nations that enjoy those values, and New Zealanders must b

e prepared to shoulder the
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responsibility in support of the spirit and the letter of that treaty. It is that treaty that the
Bill now spurns.
I want to expose the myths that are peddled by those who promote the legislation. One

myth is that New Zealand will become a safer place. In order to debunk that myth I want to
refer to a prime mover in the peace movement, Dr Kevin Clements, who was educated by
his time on the Corner committee. New Zealanders must be indebted to Sir Frank Corner
and the committee for at least giving them some wisdom and the basis upon which to make
an informed scrutiny of the legislation. It is sad that the Government has turned down the
volume on those who might otherwise have made an informed contribution to the debate.
Dr Kevin Clements told the peace movement that if New Zealand sought to exit from
ANZUS: “It might instead have the unintended consequence of producing a more unstable
world. It would certainly be taking the global community into rather uncharted waters.” As
a prime mover in the peace movement, Dr Clements was prepared to accept that New
Zealand would be made less safe if it exited from the ANZUS treaty. The Corner
committee looked critically at the advocacy of people such as the member for Glenfield
and the chairperson of the select committee, and stated: “Whether a consequence of some
of their actions is to bring about this result is

,

however, a matter for legitimate debate.” In

other words, by their advocacy, members such a
s

the member for Glenfield and the
chairperson of the select committee make New Zealand a less safe place.
The Bill is a liability to peace in New Zealand and to its security. It is a liability to New

Zealand's allies and the values that should be enshrined in alliance with those allies. The
Bill is a cruel illusion; it offers the prospect o

f
peace, but it advances the prospect o

f

the
collapse of peace. It offers the prospect that New Zealand might deal with the obscene
escalation o

f

nuclear weaponry, but it removes not one weapon from the world arsenal.
Faced with the choice o

f populism o
r principle, the Government, to its eternal shame,

has turned its back on its most sacred duty—the defence of the realm. Instead, it has opted
for populism. The Government has sacrificed New Zealand's international repute and
credibility for crude domestic political purposes and the populism displayed by the
member for Glenfield and the member for East Cape.
The Bill does not seek to influence the world agenda for negotiated nuclear

disarmament, because the Prime Minister has explicitly stated that the policy is not
exportable. So to whom is the Prime Minister posturing, and what are the conclusions of
that posturing? New Zealand and the international community secure no benefit from his
posturing. The Bill's only consequence is a horrendous detriment to the peace and
sovereignty o

f

New Zealand. It is internationally impotent, but it causes the real damage at

home. It causes damage to our defence capacity, which has been white-anted by

Government policy. The lasting damage is that the Government is prepared, for crude
domestic political purposes, to peddle a myth that rhetoric on nuclear matters can b

e
a

substitute for substantive policy. If the Bill is passed the House will be a party to that myth.
The Opposition is determined to grapple with the issue of principle, and determined to

face the reality that, as a non-nuclear nation, we must shoulder our responsibilities to our
allies. We must shoulder our responsibilities to use that alliance to negotiate peace for the
world, and to secure defence for New Zealand. It is a cruel illusion. The House must not be
party to myths; it must consider realities. I reject the operative parts o

f

the Bill, and the
Opposition will vote against them.
Dr GREGORY (Northern Maori). That was one of the most extraordinary speeches I

have heard from a
n Opposition member. If I had not read the newspaper this morning I

would have called it a gaga speech. It was nothing but emotional adjectives and emotional
populism. The member for Selwyn spoke o

f

the political advantage the Government was
trying to achieve by the Bill. How short is her memory, and the memories o

f
a
ll Opposition

members. Three of the four major parties contested the 1984 election on an anti-nuclear
platform. When the Government took office it had the courage to put it

s policy in place.

The Opposition is scurrying for a
n alternative, and a
s far a
s I can see it is making a

complete ass o
f

itself in the eyes o
f

the New Zealand public.
Opposition members have said that the Government does not represent New Zealand.

The Labour Party came into power on the basis o
f

the policies it espoused during the past

election. It is prepared to carry out those policies. The Opposition is misleading New
Zealanders about the nature o

f
it
s

anti-nuclear policy. The member for Selwyn had the

Laura Schenker




17 February New Zealand Nuclear Free Arms Control Bill 7091

temerity to say that New Zealand was not maintaining its obligations under the ANZUS
treaty. The Leader of the Opposition has been trying to claim that the dispute with the
United States about nuclear weapons has left New Zealand defenceless. What a lot of
claptrap and nonsense that is

.

The ANZUS treaty does not provide any automatic
guarantee o

f

New Zealand's security. I want to hammer that fact into the heads o
f

Opposition members. One only has to read the treaty to see what it states: it commits New
Zealand, Australia, and the United States to consult together when the security o

f any of
those countries is threatened. I reinforce that fact for the member for Selwyn and all
Opposition members, because they have difficulty in getting that message into their grey
matter.

It is an important Bill. It is important in terms of the major question we must
ultimately all ask ourselves. The Government has done that. When do we say enough is

enough? For how long do we continue building up nuclear stockpiles around the planet and
saying we are safe? When do we put a stop to the madness? The Government has said it

will do it now. The Government believes that there are enough weapons and arsenals
stockpiled around the planet to blow everyone into eternity. That is madness, and by our
actions we are hoping to bring an end to that madness.

In her dissertation the member for Selwyn also discussed the legislation a
s it affects

New Zealand's internal waters. The Government has given a great deal of thought to that
matter, and has arrived a

t

the conclusion that New Zealand also has international
responsibilities. The International Law of the Sea Convention states that we must come to

the aid o
f ships in distress. That responsibility and obligation have been maintained in

many international forums on issues concerning New Zealand.
The New Zealand Nuclear Free Zone, Disarmament, and Arms Control Bill is an

excellent Bill. It gives direction on a local and international scale, expressing New Zealand's
views and fears about the threat of the nuclear holocaust that encircles the globe and
Opposition members. Let me tell Opposition members a story. There was a rather
mischievous character in Maoridom called Maui. In his travels around New Zealand he
found he had a desire to keep warm and a need to acquire fire. He was told to visit the
goddess Mahuika. He visited the goddess and she plucked a finger from each hand, which
then burst into flame. He was given that as the source and origin o

f
fire. Being a

mischievous character, Maui kept putting the flame out, until eventually the goddess of
fire, realising the prank, in her anger cast an enormous barrier o

f

flame a
t

him that almost
destroyed him. I recall telling that story to the French ambassador when the debate on
nuclear testing in Mururoa was at its height. The moral o

f

the story is that when one plays

with fire one is likely to get burnt. That is exactly what the Opposition is doing in relation

to the nuclear issue. New Zealand has a claim to a small part in relation to nuclear
weaponry. Lord Rutherford was the man who first split the atom, leading to the
development of the atomic bomb and nuclear weapons.

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

Dr GREGORY: Before the House rose for the dinner break I touched on the point that
probably one o

f

the most telling impressions people have o
f

the nuclear issue is the
mushroom cloud, and there is probably no one in the House who does not have a picture o

f

the awesome power that was first released when the atomic bomb was exploded in Japan.

We should dwell on that impression and on where we are going today. Government
members have definite views of actions that we believe should be taken to reduce the
awesomeness o

f

such a possibility occurring in New Zealand o
r

near New Zealand. There is

the spectacle o
f Japan, and, even closer to home, o
f Australia, where nuclear testing was

carried out. The issue still exists at present on Mururoa Atoll. The mushroom is o
f

such
size and power that restraints and controls need to be devised, and the Government is

making an attempt to do that. One could compare the mushroom that I have described to

the mushrooms referred to in a maiden speech made by an Opposition member who spoke

o
f

much time being spent working in darkness. That is very much a view I have of
Opposition members and their attitude towards nuclear power. The problem we are

2–Vol. 478
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considering carries with it the prospect of total darkness. One needs to look at the effects of
the Chernobyl disaster—when a reactor went out of control—throughout Europe and even
on this side of the world. I need not, perhaps, paint a picture of the effects of the nuclear
fall-out.
Mr McLean: The Bill makes it worse!
Dr GREGORY: If the member would wake up and consider the nuclear issue I do not

think he would find that the Bill makes it worse. It is an attempt to lessen the impact. If the
member could do that he would get much further. I have no wish to increase the amount of
nuclear power on the planet, but want only to reduce the effects of radiation sickness,
which, as we know, include nausea, diarrhoea, loss of appetite, weight loss, ulceration of the
skin and the mucus membranes of the body, the breakdown of the mechanism of bone
tissue in the body, and ultimately the breakdown of the entire body—effects that I believe
are still present from the disasters in Japan. We certainly do not want that position to
continue. I cannot agree with the member for Tarawera that the Bill encourages that
position.

Mr McLean: That's right—increasing world tension!
Dr GREGORY: The Bill is a genuine and valid attempt to consider issues that have

already been canvassed in relation to nuclear power. The Bill is about nuclear weapons. It
is a complete undertaking that the New Zealand Government and its armed forces will
never possess or control nuclear weapons anywhere in the world. It prohibits nuclear
testing and the dumping of nuclear waste in the Pacific. Those controls are all aspects of the
Bill that we believe will help to diminish the effects, certainly in this part of the globe. The
Prime Minister may approve the entry of foreign vessels or aircraft in to New Zealand only
if he is satisfied that those vessels or aircraft are not carrying any explosive nuclear device.
The member for Selwyn raised the matter of New Zealand's internal waters. The Bill

represents the fulfilment of a decade or more of Labour Party policy. I am sure that
Opposition members will agree that the Labour Party has not deviated from that line of
reasoning or that policy in the past decade. The Bill reflects New Zealand standing tall in
the world with an achievable principle. One can recall when a frigate was sent to Mururoa,
and the effect of that internationally. There was a tremendous response from around the
globe to what New Zealand was trying to achieve in it

s

own little way by doing something

about the problem. The Labour Government has not deviated from that direction today.

I have touched on what I believe are some of the salient and important parts of the
Bill. I shall now mention some of the other aspects that are timely and reinforce what the
Government is trying to achieve in the Bill. The title o

f

the Bill—the New Zealand Nuclear
Free Zone, Disarmament, and Arms Control Bill—is a mouthful. I have to say it slowly so

that the member for Tarawera can absorb it
,

because he seems to be having great difficulty

in absorbing the very simple principles included in any nuclear discussion. I shall try to
recapitulate the important aspects of the Bill. A nuclear build-up does not stop wars or win
wars. One need only consider some of the wars that have taken place recently. Despite the
amount o

f

nuclear weaponry, o
r

the build-up o
f

armaments by the super-powers, that
build-up has not won them major battles. One has only to look at the anomaly of nuclear
warfare. It is true that under a nuclear umbrella New Zealand might get some assistance or
protection, but I am wary, because I am reminded that one's destiny lies ultimately in one's
own hands and not in those o

f anyone else. The reality o
f any future war will be that New

Zealand would be used as the outer perimeter o
r

line of defence for another nation, but
when the pressure came on in that nation's own country New Zealand would be the first to

be discarded. New Zealanders must look at their own protection, and we are doing that by
the directions that the Bill helps us to take. The member for Papakura is busy fidgeting
away like a schoolteacher—a role he has never been able to discard. It is a pity he did not
learn a word or two of Maori; that would have made him a much more rounded New
Zealander than he professes to be.
The Bill is an important measure. It has been covered adequately by Government

members. The Bill has not gone forward without consultation with some o
f

the powers that
are opposed to it—I refer to the United States of America. I understand that two attempts
have been made to reconcile the differences and dangers that country foresaw in the Bill,
but without much success. Consultation has been entered into by New Zealand to satisfy all
of the countries concerned. The Bill is not anti-ANZUS, a

s Opposition members and
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people from other countries have led many people to believe. The Bill is not of that nature.
Government members believe that New Zealand's obligations are still intact within the
confines of the conditions in the ANZUS treaty. The Government does not appear at this
stage to be neglecting those responsibilities. I should like the Opposition to give serious
thought to supporting the Bill, as Government members have done. I wish the Bill a
successful passage through the House.

Mr COX (Manawatu): Opposition members will not support the Bill. I listened to the
member for Northern Maori and wondered whether he was speaking from his heart or
following the party line. I have heard the member for Northern Maori speak from his heart
about the Treaty of Waitangi and demand the widest interpretation of the words and
actions incorporated in that treaty. He has done that, and done it well. He has told the
House tonight that the particular words in the ANZUS treaty should be looked at, and has
said that the treaty states only that the partners are to consult.
Dr Gregory: You haven't read the treaty.
Mr COX: The treaty is quite clear. It states that the partners will consult. The member

for Northern Maori does not seem to understand that when partners to a treaty agree to
consult on such matters they will turn up to defend each other's country. I believe he does
understand that, but in following the party line he loses credibility. This is a divisive and
emotional issue. Every New Zealander is involved in it

,

and the Bill brings those divisive
and emotional issues together. The Government is promoting that division and emotion
through the Bill.
The issue has become confused, and we must examine the results o

f

the polls to realise
just how confused it is

.

The two separate issues o
f

defence and nuclear armament have
been mixed. The Labour Left has taken the emotional high ground o

f

the issue and has said
that nuclear armaments are insane and that therefore defence is insane. The Bill puts that
message into legislative form. The message is confused and divisive. The Government has
failed to sell the message, because New Zealanders agree that nuclear armaments are
insane. I agree that nuclear armaments are insane. The National Party is opposed to

nuclear weapons. Most New Zealanders believe that the country's defence is essential. The
division between the two issues is being used by the Prime Minister, and that is where the
Labour Left comes apart. There is no doubt that the Bill kills the ANZUS treaty. The
Government's arguments persuade nobody that that is not so. It will do irreparable harm

to New Zealand, because the ANZUS treaty is a wide document.
The words in the treaty are quite clear. New Zealand and two o

f

its friends were parties

to that treaty, and all three countries had agreed to defend each other when the time came.
The provisions o

f

the Bill mean that New Zealand is excluded from the terms o
f

the treaty,

and is pushed into the Third World. That is precisely what the Labour Left wants. New
Zealand is now in line with Cuba and Nicaragua and, since India has moved out o

f
the

Third World, is rapidly aligned with countries o
f

that type. I do not want that alignment,

and I do not believe that the average New Zealanders wants it.

New Zealanders are proud o
f

their heritage. They are proud o
f

those whom they fought
alongside, and they are proud of the people with whom they have entered into treaties.
They do not want to be aligned with the Cubas and the Nicaraguas o

f

the world. Such an
alignment suits the Labour Left, and the Prime Minister has been trapped in that web. The
Labour Left has promised to back off “Rogernomics” so long as the Government allows an
association with the Third World. There is a triumvirate o

f

the member for Mount Albert,
who told the House in her maiden speech that it was better to be Red than dead and that
she would sooner have the Russians than the Americans in the Pacific; the member for
Eden who came here on the nuclear armament issue and will be removed by Hiwi Tauroa
over that same issue; and Margaret Wilson, the president o

f

the Labour Party.

The member for Mount Albert and the president o
f

the Labour Party have recently
been tripping around Nicaragua, and have become the toast o
f

Moscow because o
f

the coup
they have pulled off. New Zealanders are caught between the emotional issues whipped up
by the Labour Left and the desire to be defended in times o
f

need. The Prime Minister has
been talked into exploiting that confusion. For about 42 years New Zealanders have not
needed to be defended.

Fran Wilde: Are the Russians coming now?
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Mr COX: The member for Wellington Central should know the answer to that,
because she was in Moscow a few weeks ago. She has a credit card for Aeroflot, and trips
around the world at the expense of the Russians. The member for Wellington Central is one
of those people who have pulled New Zealand into the Third World. When a member of
Parliament can have free access to Radio Moscow, we know that a group in the Labour
Party will be rejoicing when the Government uses its numbers to push the Bill through. A
group in the Labour Left will be rejoicing. The age-old problem is reflected on the
Government front bench. The post-war babies on the front benches do not understand the
fear of being attacked.
Rt. Hon. David Lange: I was born after America came into the war.
Mr COX: The Prime Minister can prattle on. I do not care when he was born. He was a

post-war baby, and does not understand the fear of people aged 50 and over who know the
fear of being attacked by someone 20 miles across the water. The weapon may not be a
nuclear bomb; it could be just a bayonet, a bullet, or a V2.
Government Members: Ha, ha!

Mr COX: Government members do not understand, and I get extremely angry about
their lack of comprehension of the greed in the world that is reflected in a Bill that takes us
into the hands of Moscow. The Minister of Defence is a confirmed pacifist, and it is little
wonder that our defence establishments are lacking in morale—and they know what is
happening in the world. The Bill divides New Zealanders into those aged more than 40 to
45 years, who understand the issues of defence, and those under that age, who have been
exploited by the Prime Minister. It is all very well to go to Oxford University and talk to
the students.

Rt. Hon. David Lange: The member didn't get to Hammersmith Polytech.
Mr COX: I was born in Oxford, and I understand that if one talks to people aged less

than 25 years about nuclear defence and nuclear armaments, and confuses the issues, one
can get them all wound up. Why did the Prime Minister not go into the local pubs in
Oxford and talk to some of the people there who fought for their country, who fought with
New Zealanders, and who defended their shores? He would receive a different message in
the pubs in Turl Street than he would from the students in the university debating
chamber. The confusion that exists in New Zealand is being exploited. New Zealanders
want to be defended—there is nothing clearer—but the Bill and the actions of the Labour
Government have made us defenceless. Our defence force is completely lacking—
Rt. Hon. R. J. Tizard: One day's ammunition in the country!
Mr COX: At that time New Zealand had the ANZUS treaty, and the Americans and

the Australians would have been here rapidly if we needed help. I do not mind how many
armaments were in the country; it had an insurance policy called the ANZUS treaty, which
stated that its friends—the countries that provided the nucleus of New Zealanders—would
come and help us if we were in trouble. New Zealand had that insurance policy, and the
premiums were quite cheap, because those people knew the influence New Zealand had in
the South Pacific.
Will the Bill achieve nuclear disarmament? No! Not one nuclear bomb has been

dismantled, put aside, or taken apart as a result of the Bill. It will not achieve nuclear
disarmament. The Prime Minister said the policy was not for export. It will not help the
defence of New Zealand: it has ruined the defence matrix of the country, and it has ruined
our relationship with the people who would have defended us. It has also ruined trust, and
it has ruined trade.

It is little wonder that the trade figures are down by $700 million. Who wants to trade
with a country that has renegued on a treaty that has stood for many decades? That is the
damage that the Prime Minister—in his innocence, I would suggest—hooked in by the
Labour Left, has brought about. The National Government had access to the top hierarchy
in the United States. As a back-bencher I spent 20 minutes talking to Mr Shultz.
Rt. Hon. David Lange: The member's just coming off the valium now.
Mr COX: The Prime Minister may make corny remarks, but his ambassador in

Washington has not had 1 minute with Mr Shultz, the Secretary of State. Has the
ambassador been to see Mr Weinberger? Of course he has not. The American
Administration does not want a bar of New Zealand. The largest free country in the world
does not want a bar of us. The policy has ruined our defence agreements, it has ruined our
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security, and it will not reduce the nuclear armaments of the world. It has ruined the
contacts New Zealand had with people who could reduce nuclear armaments. When Sir
Wallace Rowling, after 2% years in Washington, cannot get an interview with Mr Shultz we
know that things are falling apart, because as a back-bencher I could talk through the
subject for 20 minutes with him. I told him that New Zealand did not want nuclear
armaments. That kind of opinion is not getting through, because the Bill has ruined our
relationship. The Government has ruined the best insurance policy New Zealand ever had
for the defence of the country.
The ANZUS treaty has gone because of the Bill. The Opposition will vote against the

Bill, and most New Zealanders do not want it
.
I get emotional about the issue because I see

New Zealand going down the chute, and pulling away from its previous ties and friends. I

see New Zealand moving towards Cuba, Nicaragua, and Russia. That does not make sense,
and I will vote against the Bill. Unfortunately, the Labour Government will push the Bill
through, and tonight the Government will be the toast o

f

Moscow.
JACK ELDER (West Auckland): I must first comment on some of the rubbish spoken

by the member for Manawatu. He began by calling the issue divisive. It is divisive, because
the Opposition cannot pull back from the Red menace scare stories that its members have
been dining out on for years—stories about the so-called threat that the Soviet Union
would march down and take over New Zealand and the whole of South-east asia.
Opposition members made firm friends in all sections of the public, and now that

public opinion has changed they are stuck with the policy. I have no sympathy with them.
They know they cannot move. The member for Rodney knows that if he tried to change the
National Party policy on the issue all the National Party support from the people of
Hobsonville and Whenuapai would evaporate overnight. For that reason Opposition
members have stuck with a policy that they know is unacceptable to the general public. The
member for Manawatu tried to align the Government's policy with the policy o

f

Cuba.
Since when did the Cubans reject nuclear visits? In about 1962 there was a missile crisis
that had something to do with the Cubans wanting nuclear missiles on their territory, and
the Americans were determined to stop it

.

The member for Manawatu also spoke about a

conspiracy.

The problem the Labour Party has—if it can be called a problem—is that by and large

it represents people who live in port cities. They are the people who have to sit in their
homes and think about nuclear ships in the harbours o

f

their cities. The people in cities are
more sensitive on the issue, because they have to live near it and front up to it

.

The
member for Manawatu said that the member for Wellington Central had gone to Moscow
recently and that that is why she is trying to promote the Bill. I understand that the
member for Whangarei visited Moscow a year or so ago. Will he vote for the Bill? What
other members of the Opposition caucus have visited Moscow in recent years? Will they
vote for the Bill? Not on your life! Therefore that is not the reason.
The member for Manawatu said that the Bill will take New Zealand into the arms of

the Russians. Nothing could b
e

further from the truth. The object o
f

the exercise is to

restore a bit o
f sanity to the nuclear debate in the world. But the member went the whole

hog and claimed that the Bill would ruin the country's trade. He should visit Australia,
which recently had the unenviable experience o

f having its possible wheat sales to Russia
destroyed by American sales of wheat. New Zealand has not had its exports affected in that
way. Its exports have increased by about 100 percent since the policy was first introduced

a
t

the time the Government was elected. If that is the kind of retaliation we get because of

our nuclear policy, I say that we want more retaliation, because we can do with the extra
trade.

Hon. J. H. Falloon: If the member isn't careful he'll have a privilege case against him.
He should tell the truth.
JACK ELDER: The truth of the matter is that the Australians suffered for being allies.

No notice was taken of their objection to American sales o
f

wheat to Russia. The
Government's policy has not affected New Zealand's trade one iota—unless, o
f course,
there are countries in the world that are buying more o
f

our materials simply because we
are non-nuclear.
The Bill covers four separate issues. First, it is about nuclear weapons. It is a complete

undertaking that the New Zealand Government and its armed forces will never have
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possession or control of nuclear weapons anywhere in the world. Secondly, it prohibits
testing and the dumping of wastes. Thirdly, it gives the Prime Minister the power to
approve the entry of foreign vessels or aircraft into New Zealand only if he is satisfied that
those vessels or aircraft are not carrying any nuclear explosive devices. The Bill reflects
New Zealand's standing tall in the world with an achievable principle. It is a principle that
we can say we stand for. New Zealand is an independent country. It has the right to decide
what ships come into its ports, and in what shape or form—whether nuclear powered or
not. Fourthly, the Bill is in keeping with the spirit of the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone
Treaty. I was very disappointed when the American Administration decided that it would
not support the treaty. Its refusal to do so indicates a depth of misunderstanding in the
American Administration about the feelings in the South Pacific area on the issue. I think
we can look forward to an improvement in that attitude only when there is a change of
Administration in 1988 at the time the United States has its presidential elections.
Where do Opposition members stand on the issue? They are in the position that they

do not really want to confirm or deny. I have something in my possession that I really
treasure. It is a pamphlet from the Nuclear Free Nationals. I think one of the symbols on it
was intended to be an anti-nuclear sign, but they got it slightly wrong. One of the bars is
missing, and it ends up being the insignia of a Mercedes Benz. That is most appropriate for
the National Party. It really sums up its commitment to the anti-nuclear cause. Opposition
members are armchair liberals on the issue.

The basic argument that was put forward by Opposition members is that the Bill will
not reduce by one weapon the number of nuclear weapons in the world. The Government
has not claimed that it will. Opposition members have fallen into the trap that many so
called expert countries have fallen into in past years. Most of the people who have thought
about the subject have learnt better. The important point about nuclear weapons is not
their number, or even their size, but their delivery systems and, to some extent, their
deployment. The Government does not want New Zealand to become part of the
deployment equation.

Some Opposition members have claimed that the Government's anti-nuclear policy
has increased world tension. What absolute rubbish! If it has done anything it has acted as
an encouragement to the United States to realise that small countries such as New Zealand
have minds of their own and will not be dragged willy-nilly into a nuclear stalemate or a
nuclear confrontation. In the end, the Bill will be one of the levers that encourages the
nuclear superpowers—the United States and the Soviet Union—to come to a workable
agreement on this very important issue.
One of the more enjoyable parts of the job is watching the member for Remuera

squirm on such issues. He is one of those armchair liberals who likes to tell everyone he is
anti-nuclear. However, when the chips are down he fits into the pattern with all the
conservatives, as does the member for Raglan. They are two of a kind. They talk of being
liberal, but when the chips are down they back up their conservative colleagues all the way

down the line. The party rules. The member for Remuera said that in World War II New
Zealand sent men overseas so that they could fight for freedom, or something to that effect.
However, there is an important difference in the Bill. New Zealand has always stood by the
need to fight for freedom, and members might remember that World War II was fought
when a Labour Government was in office—and a very good job it did, too.
Mr McLean: Is the member blaming that Government?
JACK ELDER: No, I think it did an excellent job. In any literature I have read on the

subject, Sir Winston Churchill agrees. However, it is now completely different, because one
of New Zealand's major allies is trying to tell it that it has to go along with that ally willy
nilly, regardless of its own attitudes. The United States is saying that New Zealand has to
back it to the hilt on every issue. That is the kind of thinking that caused World War I, and
we have from Opposition members tonight the same kind of thinking from about the same
era. They believe in following the United States, right or wrong, to the end of the line.
Opposition members have consistently talked about the end of the ANZUS alliance.

One or two points need to be made about that claim. From the point of view of the armed
forces—and I say this as a member who represents many people in the armed forces—the
American part of the ANZUS alliance triad has been removed, and that is regrettable. It
has had an immediate impact on exercises with and equipment for the armed forces, and
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that result is regrettable. However, that state of affairs need not last. With a change of
Administration in the United States there may be a more realistic approach to its loyal
allies such as New Zealand, and previous co-operation might be restored. Government
members look forward to that happening.
Opposition members have stressed the threat to New Zealand. However, the biggest

and most realistic threat to New Zealand at present does not come from the Soviet Union.
The countries that threaten New Zealand are mostly right-wing regimes such as Indonesia.
I certainly regard the present French nuclear testing as a much more immediate threat to
New Zealand than a Soviet invasion or a takeover of the Pacific by the Soviets. As I said,
Opposition members have for years and years dined out on the Red scare, both internally
and externally, and they cannot run away from it now.
Opposition members are interesting when it comes to such matters. When it suits

them, and when they cannot find real evidence, they are inclined to invent it
.

When the
member for Tamaki was the Prime Minister he said that he had had reports o

f

submarines
off the coast. They were probably unconfirmed reports. The member for Tauranga, not to

be outdone, had reports o
f

submarines in Cook Strait, apparently close enough to scrape
the bottom of the Cook Strait ferries. The same member uncovered a so-called scandal over

a foreign loan that did not even take place.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I ask the honourable member to return to the subject of the

debate. A second reading debate is wide, but it does not include reference to past debates in

the House, o
r
to ships’ bottoms and such matters.

JACK ELDER: I was merely trying to point out that the member who tried to produce
the evidence has a habit of producing shabby evidence on all subjects. The ANZUS treaty
was a regional treaty upon its inception, and it still is a regional treaty. Opposition
members should remember that the ANZUS treaty came about because of pressure from
Australia and New Zealand. It was a form of guarantee against a resurgence o

f Japanese
power, because America wanted a bulwark against communism in Asia, and the hardiest
bulwark was a strong Japan. New Zealand and Australia were naturally quite concerned
about that possibility. No nuclear qualifications were built into the ANZUS treaty. That is

an important and salient fact. The Opposition cannot get around that point.
The treaty is not, and has never been, a nuclear treaty. The United States has tried to

change that ball game. It has tried to insist that New Zealand must accept that, from time

to time—as the Americans put it—nuclear weapons will arrive in New Zealand ports on
American ships. That is an attempt by the Americans to change unilaterally the nature of
the ANZUS treaty. That should not be forgotten by Opposition members. New Zealand
stands by the treaty it signed in 1951. The Government will not accept the perversion o

f

the
treaty by the Americans. When the National Government was in office either it was duped
or it conspired to overlook that point, and allowed the treaty to become, in the eyes of the
Americans and other people, a nuclear treaty.
The Labour Government refuses to accept that interpretation. The Government

remains committed to the regional aims and obligations of the ANZUS treaty, and New
Zealand will continue to play its part in hoping that the American Administration—the
present one o

r

the one to be elected in 1988—will understand the sense o
f

that policy. New
Zealand will continue to develop and strengthen its defence relations with Australia. It is

important that New Zealand has a strong defence force—everyone in the House accepts

that if New Zealand is to defend itself it has to be in conjunction with Australia.
Regardless of whether the ANZUS treaty in its written form exists, I should like

Opposition members to answer one important question. Do they believe, in their heart o
f

hearts, that ifNew Zealand were under serious threat of attack the United States would not
defend it? Do they believe that the United States would stand by and watch a free country
like New Zealand go under? It does not matter what is written on paper—moral obligations
are strong. For the same reason, if the United States was ever under threat of unwarranted
attack, I will bet that the New Zealand public would expect the New Zealand Government

to stand up and b
e counted. New Zealand might not be able to do a great deal but I am sure
that the Americans would expect it to do its best to defend democracy. That is what New
Zealand has always done in the past and I am sure that it would do the same in the future.
The New Zealand public wants the legislation. One o

f

the most interesting factors in

the 1984 election was that three o
f

the four major political parties had policies that roughly
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equate with the Bill that the House is considering tonight. That breakdown represented
more than 60 percent of the voters; about 36 percent of the voters voted for the National
Party, which has policies that do not agree with the legislation. Those figures speak
volumes.

The Bill effectively implements the will of the New Zealand public. It represents a
view that is deeply held by many New Zealanders. Many people in my electorate have been
asking when the Bill will be passed. They consider the matter to be important. They want
to know when they can rest easy in their beds. They know that to change the policy a future
National Government—a long time away though it may be—will have to pass legislation to
allow nuclear ships into New Zealand ports. The people of my electorate want to know
when they will have the kind of protection offered by the Bill.
Mr MORRISON (Pakuranga): As the member for East Coast Bays has said, the

Democratic Party supports the Bill. Democratic members will move some amendments,
which I will foreshadow, but the Democratic members will support the Bill whether or not
the amendments are successful. Nuclear defence is no defence—it is a cop-out. It is time
New Zealand started to take responsibility for itself and matured as a nation, accepting the
responsibility that goes with nationhood. Nuclear defence is no defence, because it is a false
defence.

The House has heard many times in the debate that under the previous Government
the New Zealand Army had only 1 or 2 days' supply of ammunition left with which to
defend the country. Defence was a mockery. One Opposition member told the House that
nuclear defence is an insurance policy; it is the kind of insurance policy that I–and, I am
sure, every young person in New Zealand—would rather do without. Nuclear defence is no
insurance policy—it is a confidence job. Would America risk starting a nuclear war if New
Zealand were invaded? Would America put its own population at risk?
Mr Graham: No.
Mr MORRISON: Of course it would not; it would be ludicrous to do so. Did the

Americans declare war on North Korea when that country shot down an American airliner
with the loss of 250 lives? The old days of World War I are gone for good, when the world
was plunged into war over the assassination of one person. Numerous lives were lost in
those times. If New Zealand were invaded and there were no threat to the American
mainland the Americans would not use or even consider using nuclear weapons in the
defence of this country. New Zealand would not want America to drop a bomb on its
enemies if the enemies were close at hand, in order to protect it from any would-be
aggression.

Nuclear defence is not an insurance policy, but a facade that continues to be brought
up. It is the 1987 version of the yellow peril—the “nasties” from the north are coming
down to get us. The fear keeps on being whipped up; it is good, emotional ammunition.
The fear of the yellow peril is latent in New Zealand and we are supposed to need a lot of
defence to stop it

.

Nuclear armaments and nuclear disarmament is an interesting subject. A year ago a

close member o
f my family spent 5 weeks going across America, staying in the homes of

ordinary American people. Not one dissenting voice was heard from those people when the
nuclear issue was raised. My relation did not raise the issue, but as soon a

s it occurred to

them the Americans said: “Good on you New Zealand, stick with it.” Those homes were
owned by soldiers who had served in the Pacific, and whom my parents had befriended
when the soldiers visited New Zealand for rest and recreation during the Second World
War. They were veterans who had been through the Second World War,and they said
“Stick with it

,

because somebody has to make a stand.” If it came down to tin tacks and a

survey were done to find out how many American people would support the concept o
f

there being 50 000 nuclear weapons in the world, the attitude o
f

the grass-roots American
people and veterans o

f

the Second World War would be revealed.
The nuclear issue carries on the old First World War belief in the Maginot line and the

old Second World War belief that the Britain of 1939 would save the South Pacific with
beautiful big battleships. All the same old bogies are wheeled out; this is a slightly more
high-technology version that would also quickly be proved wrong. Nuclear arms are no
defence.
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One of my motivating factors in the debate is the many young people in New
Zealand—the young people I know, the good young people who would like to make a
contribution to the country and to their own future—who find the subject so depressing
they do not want to talk about it

.

That is the kind o
f

world we are building for our children;
it is a sad legacy for any country to leave to its children. I should like to do my best to leave

them some hope and some vision for the future, not one of a scarred shambles.
In the debate in the House last week the National Opposition spokesman on defence

compared nuclear weapons with conventional weapons. It was stressed that some of the
new, conventional weapons are good weapons, but they are horrific, horrendous—and all
the “h” words that one would like to use. I have trouble in comprehending the intelligence
of people who put forward such an argument. We are not talking about destroying people;
we are talking about destroying the globe for the next 100 000 years. That is a different
concept, and I cannot understand who would venture to raise that argument and date to

have the gall to claim that it is a rational argument. It is not a matter o
f annihilating people,

but o
f poisoning the world we live in. We are talking about destroying the spaceship we are

locked on to.

It is a simple debate. It is a nonsensical argument. Russian people were quoted in the
newspaper last week a

s commenting that the Chernobyl disaster caused them immense
problems because they could not cope—with a little disaster such a

s that. There will be
quite a few deaths in the Soviet Union. That dictatorial nation could not cope with that
disaster. It was not geared up for it

,

and did not have the organisational structure to cope
with it

, yet—I speak in all seriousness—it was a small nuclear disaster in comparison with
anything that might happen if nuclear weapons were exploded around the globe.
Senator Ed Muskie made interesting comments during our 2-hour discussion with him

in America last year. He was open and said that a solution to the problem must be found.
He did not go on with political rhetoric. He said that there was a tremendous problem, for
which a solution had to be found. New Zealand's anti-nuclear stand may not reduce the
number o

f

bombs in the world, but its moral stand could lead to a significant effort being

made to bring pressure to bear on all nuclear nations to start disarming, and to bring
rationale to a world of madness.

It has often been said in the debate that the Government has a mandate. It probably
has one of the few mandates the country has given in the past 50 to 60 years. Sixty percent
of the voting public voted overwhelmingly and knowingly in the 1984 election for an anti
nuclear policy. Opposition members, who sit blindly on their side and think they will win
the support to get back to the Treasury benches by appealing to the Returned Services
Association set, are wrong. New Zealand has a new generation o

f

rational young people

who want rationality, sense, hope, and a vision for the future.

It is often said that those who are against nuclear bombs are left-wingers or people who
do not believe in war. I am not a left-winger by any stretch of the imagination. I believe
that New Zealand needs a strong defence force, and that it is time it started to pay for such

a force. New Zealand has made a tremendous contribution to the defence of freedom this
century, and should continue to do that.

If New Zealand rejects the nuclear option, and it should do that, the responsibility is

on it to provide more defence resources. No one can misinterpret that argument as being
left wing o

r “peacenik”; it is common sense that New Zealand needs a good defence force.

It needs to be more self-sufficient because in the end, if New Zealand gets into trouble, I

would like to know that it had the resources to look after itself without having to go cap in

hand to beg for defence that history has proved has been slow in coming. I would rather
rely on New Zealand's own resources. It has a tremendous bank of knowledge and
resources on which to build its defence forces. Afghanistan has been able to provide a

defence against a mighty nation such as the USSR, which has been trying to occupy that
country. Afghanistan's primitive people are giving the Russians so much trouble that now

it wants to withdraw.

It has been argued that trade embargoes will be placed against New Zealand as a result
of its nuclear stance. New Zealand's anti-nuclear stance could be a big selling point for its
produce, which earns more than 50 percent o

f

its overseas income. Experts have been
quoted in the newspapers as saying that a Chernobyl type o

f

accident can b
e expected on

average every 5 years. If that is so New Zealand is sitting pretty in the South Pacific,
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promoting a good clean country that produces clean food and exports food that does not
poison its consumers. New Zealand may well find that a strong anti-nuclear stand could be
the salvation of its overseas trade in the years to come. For that reason, and for no other,
New Zealand should strenuously keep to the policy that has been adopted.
Democratic Party members have foreshadowed two amendments; we are not happy

with the Bill and would like it to be tightened up. Whether or not the amendments are
successful, we will continue to support the Bill. As the Bill stands, it shifts the decision from
Washington to Wellington. Democratic Party members would like that decision to be
brought closer to the democratic foundations of the House, and to the select committee on
defence and disarmament. Our amendments call for that, and it is what most people who
have given thought and research to the issue want—that the Bill should have more teeth to
give it more impact. They have reservations that the final decision for verification will rest
solely on the shoulders of the Prime Minister—not necessarily the present one, but future
Prime Ministers—
Hon. Richard Prebble: Not for years!
Mr MORRISON: Perhaps that is so, but Democratic Party members believe that the

public, especially the anti-nuclear supporters who have put much thought and research into
the matter, would like the Bill to be tightened up, with the possibility of any one or more
members of the select committee seeking to verify whether a ship has nuclear weapons.
I stress nuclear weapons, because there has been loose talk about nuclear propulsion

and nuclear power-stations. I accept that many European countries cannot go back from
nuclear power and the nuclear energy that they use; those sustain their standard of living. It
would be unreasonable to expect them to shut down their nuclear reactors, because to do so
would halve their standard of living overnight.
New Zealand should make a moral stand on the nuclear issue; that is the policy New

Zealanders want, and 60 percent of New Zealanders voted at the last election knowing that
was the policy. I will stand by the supporters and people in my region who voted for it.

Whether o
r

not the amendment is passed, Democratic Party members will support the Bill
all the way. We believe that it is a good Bill, on a policy that the public expects the
Government and the House to deliver.

Mr ANDERTON (Sydenham). Government members welcome the support for the
legislation o

f

our Democratic Party parliamentary colleagues. Their voice is a voice of
reason on the issue in the House from the Government's political Opposition. However, if

the Labour Left has captured the Government on this o
r

on any other policy I must have
been the last person to be informed about it

.
It would certainly come as a surprise to many

that this is a left-wing Government captive to this o
r any other policy. The nuclear-free

policy has long been held by the whole Labour Party, and has been non-negotiable a
s a

matter both o
f principle and o
f

idealism.
The member for Manawatu advocated what must be one o

f

the most morally bankrupt

defence policies I have heard. He said that New Zealand should be totally dependent on
nuclear powers. He was not concerned that on its election the Government found that it

had 1 day's ammunition to fight the enemy that was supposed to be closest to it
.

That did
not bother him; he said that the Americans would arrive when New Zealand let it be
known that it needed help. In other words, New Zealand was a nation State that would
whimper in a corner like a colonial wretch for mother, father, o

r Big Brother to bail it out in

the event o
f

some defence need. It would have no sense o
f independence, o
f being self

sufficient, o
r o
f having the means to defend itself in any way. There would simply b
e

total
dependence. An independent nation State does not want to find itself in such a position. I

am amazed that a National Party, with a name such as that, could advocate such a policy.

I shall comment also on the arguments advanced by the member for Selwyn, because
she has some claim to having developed logical analyses on the issues that she debates.
However, I found no logic in her espousal of nuclear alliances and nuclear deterrents. She
said correctly that one of the fundamental responsibilities of any Government is the
protection of its citizens. I ask the member for Selwyn and the Opposition how nuclear
weapons will be used to defend us.
Will New Zealand be defended by encouraging nuclear weapons? For what purpose

will it encourage their proliferation o
r

the deterrence they are supposed to promote? How
can New Zealand b
e defended by nuclear weapons? Will it encourage its allies to use those
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weapons against the overwhelming number of nations that do not have them? Will it
suggest that nuclear weapons should be used against a non-nuclear State? Most nations are
non-nuclear. To advocate such a policy is to advocate something immoral, and New
Zealand must therefore have to advocate that nuclear weapons should be used against the
few States that already have them. That seems to be mass suicide.
Is that how a nation's citizens will be protected—will a country with nuclear weapons

be invited to destroy them? That is supposed to be the way New Zealand will defend the
lives of its citizens. If that is a logical argument I invite an Opposition member to explain
how firing nuclear weapons at a country is a good means of defending it and its citizens. If

New Zealand is not against the proliferation of nuclear weapons surely it is acquiescing in

their proliferation. The logic of the member for Selwyn states that nuclear weapons have
deterred nations from war. It would come as a surprise to the 2

1 000 000 people killed since
nuclear weapons were first dropped in Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945 that nuclear
deterrence has worked and has stopped wars.

It is peculiar logic to suggest that because the world now has 50 000 nuclear warheads,
and because that position equates with the fact that there has not been a nuclear war, there
will not be a nuclear war. That can be likened to someone who, falling from an 80-storey
building and half-way down passing someone looking out o

f

the fortieth storey, says, “It’s
all right so far.” It may be all right so far, but hundreds of thousands o

f people throughout
the world say that it will not be all right in the long run—it is a long run that is shortening
in time for the world. The world's luck will not last for ever.
Last year I was invited to an international symposium on nuclear disarmament hosted

by the Canadian city o
f

Vancouver. The eminent United States disarmament negotiator,
Paul Warnke, was one of the speakers. He said that in his considered opinion one of the
reasons the United States had pursued its policy on nuclear proliferation was the pressure it

had constantly been under from its allies and friends to develop and deploy its nuclear
arms technology.

John Banks: Don’t be silly!
Mr ANDERTON: The member for Whangarei is likely to be entrusted a

s the arms
negotiator for the United States o

f America, and I am certain h
e could aspire to that

eminent position in foreign affairs—it is about as likely as the National Party winning the
next election! If there is any veracity in the comments made by Paul Warnke—and I have
no reason to doubt his sincerity—the superpowers must take steps to reinforce the arms
race negatively, rather than positively. If the claim made by the United States ofAmerica is

true—that its friends and allies have been pushing it into adopting a more dangerous level
and deployment o

f

nuclear armaments—it is time that some nations friendly to the United
States o

f

America started to put some negative reinforcement into that viewpoint.

That is the role New Zealand has been playing and will continue to play by means o
f

the Bill before the House. The Bill is not an end in itself, but it is the beginning o
f
a new

era. To pass the Bill would not be the impotent act that the member for Selwyn would have
members believe; it is an essential step in a new direction. If the Bill is as impotent a

s she
said it was, why has it created so much fuss around the world? That proves that it is

important. The torch to rally the world against nuclear weapons must now b
e carried by the

small nations of the world. It is an unfortunate but not unexpected development that New
Zealand's decision to do just that has upset the Administration of the United States of
America, with which New Zealand had and still has friendly relations. It proves that it does
make a difference that New Zealand has set out on its present course a

s
a matter of

principle, and that it is prepared to pay any price necessary because o
f

that principle,
expecting that the advantages o

f

the stand will far outweigh the disadvantages.
Any member who has travelled around the world to many friendly countries

understands the depth o
f feeling and support for New Zealand's position, and knows that

much good is resulting from the New Zealand's strong stand, both in terms o
f friendly

relations with nations such as Canada, and in trade terms. It is now necessary for friendly
nations to give negative reinforcement in order to ensure the non-proliferation and
eventual elimination of nuclear arms.
Many Opposition members have questioned the amount o

f support in New Zealand
for the Government's Bill, and for its general policy on nuclear arms. The defence review
committee—which can hardly b

e

said in general terms to be in majority support for the
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Government’s position carried out its own poll, an analysis of which revealed that 60
percent of New Zealanders believed that visits by nuclear-powered vessels and/or nuclear
armed vessels should be banned. Of that 60 percent, 44 percent were in favour of New
Zealand's being in a non-nuclear ANZUS pact, and 16 percent favoured its being out of the
ANZUS pact altogether. Only 37 percent favoured New Zealand's remaining in the
ANZUS pact and allowing nuclear ship visits—the policy adopted by the National
Opposition. That is only 1 percent support more than the National Party received at the
1984 election, so the poll must be reasonably accurate.
Through the legislation at present before the House, formal endorsement is given to

the United Nations disarmament findings of 1979, which stated: “Enduring international
peace and security could not be built on the accumulation of weaponry by military
alliances, nor be sustained by a precarious balance of doctrines of strategic superiority.”
Therefore it is not enough for New Zealand to condemn nuclear weapons; the structure,
organisation, and ideas that underpin them must be attacked as well.
The Government's attitude to the opposition it has received from the American

Administration has become relaxed. It awaits a more rational Administration, which must
surely be on its way. The Government is confident that a new American Administration
will re-establish New Zealand's friendly defence relationship with America on the basis of
mutual respect for convictions that are independently and sincerely held. That relationship
would not have been placed under threat if the attitude towards democratic process and the
right of independent nation States to make their own decisions had been thoroughly
respected.

New Zealand's role in the Pacific is not to try to achieve peace through strength,

because that strategy has not served the world particularly well in the past. Strength will be
achieved through peace. The Government aims to develop a more self-reliant defence
capability, and to foster co-operation and stability in the South Pacific region with
particular reference to closer links with Australia. The previous Government totally
ignored that independent, self-reliant defence capability throughout its tenure. The
Government's aim is to have an identifiable New Zealand defence policy that reflects its
national character and that will capitalise on New Zealand's existing military proficiency as
well as meeting its security needs, while not being dependent on nuclear weapons and the
military capability of the superpowers.
In conclusion, I suggest that the existence of a stable, co-operative, and independent

South Pacific will always be New Zealand's best defence against outside aggression. The
defence policy needs to be part of a foreign policy that uses aid, fair immigration policies,
and trade in order to promote economic and social justice in the South Pacific. Those are
much more effective tools for achieving regional security than any military power will ever
be. The establishment of a nuclear-free zone in the South Pacific is a positive step forward,
as is the Bill. In the end, the real test will not be the strength of New Zealand or Australian
defence forces, but the positive presence and good will that are generated in the region.
New Zealand must have a policy of economic enhancement for smaller Island nations,

and it must support their legitimate aspirations as independent nation States, which the
presence of larger entities such as Australia and New Zealand should be seen to nurture, not
threaten. That is New Zealand's crucial role—one that its social and political history has
prepared it to play. New Zealand, in a new period of maturity and of independent nation
Statehood, is about to embark on a course of action that will stake it out as being the kind
of new Pacific nation that will add a quality of peace and security to the world that no
military alliance could ever do.
Mr UPTON (Raglan): The House does not often have the opportunity to debate what

is effectively a foreign affairs issue, as is apparent from the arguments some members have
raised. The Bill inevitably raises serious questions about New Zealand's future in the
world, its foreign relations, and its defence policy.

The speakers the Government has put up in the debate have given the people a unique
insight into the driving force behind the Government's foreign policy. I wonder whether
listeners to the debate realise that they have heard from Government members who
seldom, if ever, speak. This is the one issue on which a divided party—the Labour
Party—can allow its members a larrup, while being basically safe in the knowledge that
they will all fire on the same target. Members have heard from both the left and right in the
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Labour Party, and I can only conclude that that is the flagship of its policy. They will wave
it as a flag for party unity to make up for all the economic policies that have created
disagreement.

It is incredible that people on both sides of the debate—in America and in New
Zealand—are wallowing in misinformation. I respect the contribution made by the
member for Sydenham; he spoke with more candour than many Government members
did. He made two interesting statements. One was that he had been overseas and upon
returning he had the feeling that New Zealand could hope for a more favourable
Administration in Washington. Government members are waiting for that change, and
have made the point many times. It is staggering that they can delude themselves that the
clection of a different President and Congress will create a different policy.
In the brief time I spent in America I took the trouble to explore that point. I can tell

the member for Sydenham that I know of no persons in the American Administration or
the former Administration who would change the policy. They might tone the rhetoric
down. Mr Reagan might be regarded as extreme by some, but the policy will not change. If
the Bill is being introduced in the belief that it will be acceptable to a future
Administration, that belief is wrong.
The second matter raised by the member for Sydenham was that people in America,

with whom I suspect the member is associated, believe that the Government, rather like
West Germany, the United Kingdom, or France, has made a bold blow. When it is
explained to them that New Zealand had only a tiny contact with America, which was the
brief amount of time for which our people exercised with theirs, they are amazed. No one
on the far left or deep in the peace movement in the United Kingdom or West Germany, or
anywhere else, would advocate a policy that severed the country's only link with NATO.
Mr Kinnoch is going around England saying that the Labour Party will stay in NATO and
retain the conventional sites, but does not want the military bases. He is not suggesting that
the whole lot be abandoned. No one on the far left of the Social Democratic Party in
Germany has suggested that, yet the New Zealand Labour Party has introduced a policy
that goes further than the policies of any other centre-left parties in the world.
The titular head of the left, the member for Sydenham, had much to say about

morality tonight. Morality is not conferred on an argument by the invention of opposing
points of view that have never been expressed. The Opposition has never claimed the need
of nuclear defence; it has never claimed that there is a need to spread, encourage, and
proliferate nuclear weapons, as the member for Sydenham said it had. It is part of a subtle
campaign of misinformation for him to suggest that the National Party believes that
nuclear weapons and nuclear matters can offer any hope. He talked of a need for negative
reinforcement. He is right about that.
The litmus test for the Bill is whether it will achieve the objects it claims as it

s
aims. I

congratulate the member for Sydenham on his degree o
f honesty. He made it clear that it is

a Bill for export. By way o
f negative reinforcement h
e

does want to influence the United
States. The Prime Minister has told Parliament that there is no such intention. However,
the member for Sydenham has told the truth tonight—that the Government does hope to

influence other countries and Governments. That is the real position o
f

the “broad left”, of
which the member for Sydenham is chairman.

It is having precisely the opposite effect. There is now evidence that New Zealand's
defence policies in the south-west Pacific are causing an increase in superpower rivalry, and
starting to create something o

f
a vacuum—and I go no further than that. New Zealand has

been in the Western camp in the past but not blatantly at the forefront. It is a small power
looking after it

s

little piece o
f

the region. New Zealand was considered to be part o
f

the

Western alliance; no one knows where it is now. If anyone wants to get in now is the time to

try, because the waters are uncertain. The natural response by the American Adminstration

to New Zealand's present policy is to say that if a superpower cannot be there behind the
scenes and if the Western alliance cannot have a local member installed, New Zealand will
have to front up physically.
Nothing in the Bill, o

r
in any treaty, will stop American ships from being in south-west
Pacific waters. Nothing will stop the building up o
f strategic weapons in this part o
f

the

world. That development must be confronted. It is not a matter o
f feeling good about the
policy, o

f

whether it is idealistic, o
r o
f

New Zealand striking a blow for reason, and so on.
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The one litmus test is whether it is working. The evidence is probably that the number of
ships and submarines of both sides is increasing in this part of the world.
I shall tackle a couple of the myths that have been advanced many times during the

debate. Will the policy of the Bill achieve a more peaceful, less nuclear world, as has been
claimed? The first conundrum is that the Government says on the one hand that it wants a
nuclear-weapon-free world, and also says that it wants to be part of the free world. On the
other hand, it wants security. Unfortunately, the Government has decided that the two are
incompatible. It cannot have one or the other. To be a member of an alliance with the West
is to link oneself to nuclear weapons; therefore New Zealand cannot be part of that and
must split away. I wonder whether the argument is being advanced on the other side—for
example, that Bulgaria's being part of Comecon, and not the Warsaw Pact, links it with
Russia, so it is therefore not going to be part of it.

That is nonsense. Whether one is going to be part o
f
a nuclear alliance o
r not, the

nuclear reality exists. Government members have tried to say that they would prefer to be

Red, not dead. Opposition members have said they preferred to be dead not Red. As a

young New Zealander I do not want to be dead or Red. That is the only realistic aim for
any New Zealand Administration. The Government has put about the myth that leaving
alliances will secure New Zealand's position and world peace. There is no evidence that
that will follow.
The Government desperately wants to do what thousands o

f

New Zealanders want to

do—take some action. The problem is so awful and the nuclear issue is so terrible; let u
s

just do something. The desire to do something is al
l

the same, whether one is a lemming
rushing over a cliff o

r

the Labour Party walking out o
f

alliances. We are told that doing
something is more important than thinking about it

.
That is understandable, but

ineffective. As Opposition members have said many times, there is no evidence that the
Bill will bring about a safer New Zealand o

r
a nuclear-free world. Would that that were not

so; would that the Bill would achieve what it has set out to achieve—but it will not. New
Zealand cannot uncouple itself from the alliance and believe that it has separated itself
from matters nuclear.

I have read all the books, as I am sure Government members have. They include The
Fate o

f

the Earth b
y

Jonathan Schell. They al
l

tell u
s

that it is dreadful, that the nuclear
plague is upon us, and that we cannot survive. I do not disagree. I have read all the
newsletters from physicians against nuclear war, scientists against nuclear war, and anyone

else against nuclear war. I do not need to read another menu of horrible details to be

convinced that nuclear weaponry and exchanges are impossible. What is more, nuclear
weapons have probably been one o

f

the most corrosive influences on populations in both
the East and the West. They have the ability to destabilise the faith o

f populations in the
ability o

f

their governments to defend them.
The Star Wars proposal seems to be an extraordinary extension o

f

the principle that
the creation o

f
a Maginot Line in space will somehow make us all safe under the umbrella.

Nothing can b
e defended b
y

using weapons—the defence must b
e through ideas that

matter. Ultimately, no weapon will save the system. Equally, no one can walk away from
the undoubted reality o

f

nuclear weapons as they exist today. They do exist, unfortunately.

What is more, matters nuclear exist. We are told that stepping out of the alliance will
somehow create a cordon sanitaire around u

s to protect us. Did anybody in Western
Europe find that to be so when radiation from Chernobyl swept across the continent? Was
having a nuclear-free zone in an English village any protection against the milk picking up
radiation?
Judy Keall: Nobody ever said it would be.
Mr UPTON: No, it was not. The member for Glenfield agrees with me, and one must

ask whether the gesture achieves anything.
Judy Keall: It's just a straw man.
Mr UPTON: The member's argument that it makes the world safe is a straw-man

argument. The member for Glenfield has only one justification left—that it is a moral
gesture. The member for Pakuranga and the member for Sydenham said that. That is what
the policy comes back to—a moral gesture—and they claim that that justifies everything. I

do not think that the policy is any more moral than any other position that has been taken
by any other Government in the world. The member for Selwyn pointed out that it wasOK
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over the horizon; New Zealand wants to be in the ANZUS pact but does not want to have
the ships in its harbours. It is OK to have the ships out where they cannot be seen, but it is
wrong to bring them into the harbours.
If Government members were truly against nuclear weapons they would say that being

in an alliance with a country that possesses them taints the alliance. I should have thought
that was honest. Even being allied to Australia, which is allied to America, would be too
much. That would be the honest policy—if the Government held to that its case would
have much more credibility. Even under clause 12 of the Bill it is OK for ships to pass
through territorial waters—through Cook Strait. That cannot be stopped, so it is nothing
but a moral gesture.
I suggest to Government members and to the member for Sydenham and those in his

section of the party that they should consider leaving ANZUS formally. They should say:
“Our abhorrence ofAmerica and of anything to do with it

,

including its nuclear weapons, is

such that we will not have any part o
f
it and will step away from it.” That at least would be

credible, but it does not add up, for them to say: “We are happy to be in the alliance but we
do not want to see what it has got in our harbours”—and that is all we are talking about.
Worse still, the Bill is a shocking compromise for anti-nuclear campaigners. Why does

the Bill not say that no armed ship from any o
f

the five nuclear-weapon nations, o
r any

other nation believed to have nuclear weapons, is banned? Why should that be left for the
Prime Minister to decide? Why should it be the Prime Minister? Why is it not the
Minister? The Prime Minister is not even responsible for the matter. He has the right to

decide—all power is given to one person to make a decision. He can say to the public: “Oh,

I have decided that this ship is not carrying a nuclear device, so I shall let it in.” I should
not be surprised if the member for Sydenham is right, that should an American
Administration that is more to the liking o

f

the Labour Government come to office the
Government will decide under clause 1

0 that a ship can come in. It would happen on the
Prime Minister's say-so. It is a “trust me” policy. The Government would outlaw all such
ships if it really meant what it said. That would b

e logical. The Government has stated that

it does not mean that New Zealand steps away from defence; that the Government believes

in strong defence. The member for Sydenham believes in self-reliance and having a credible
defence force. The member for West Auckland was silly enough to mention Sweden in the
course of the debate.
Jack Elder: I did not!
Mr UPTON: It must have been another member. Sweden has been mentioned several

times—certainly by the member for Pakuranga. Sweden has the largest strike air force in

Europe; it can mobilise 750 000 people in 24 hours. It spends billions of dollars on a

defence force that it knows is ultimately underpinned by the strategic balance in Europe.
Sweden does not like that; it does not say so, but that is the fact. If members wish to
advocate Swedish-style spending they should say so, but no Government member is doing

that. Government members are not prepared to label the kind of spending that would b
e

involved. The country could never afford that. That is why people decided in 1945 and
afterwards that collective defence was the most sensible course.

A National Government, which, as I have said, would want to see a world in which the
risk of nuclear war was reduced and nuclear weapons were set aside, would also want a

sensible defence capability and would return to an association with Australia and the
United States. That relationship will not be the same. The debate in New Zealand and
abroad has changed everything. Certainly ours will never again b

e quite a
s passive a

relationship as it might have been, but if any Government member believes that stepping
outside the treaty has given New Zealand extra influence with it

s

allies—
Judy Keall: That was never said.
Mr UPTON: It is what was said. The member's colleague, the member for Sydenham,

advocated negative reinforcement. He said that by stepping out and taking an independent
stand New Zealand would somehow influence America. Government members should

think again. New Zealand does not matter in the scheme o
f things. It can be done without.
Its allies would rather not do without it
,

but if they must they will.
Every New Zealander must decide whether it is better to sit here in New Zealand,

frustrated that our allies and those with whom they negotiate are slow in reaching
agreement; but a

t

least knowing that we have some influence and also that we have a



7106 New Zealand Nuclear Free Arms Control Bill 17 February

credible defence capability, or whether we should si
t

here toasting our moral purity and
standing up for moral gestures that, when examined, have no credibility. I should like a

Government member to explain why it is a
ll right to be in an alliance with a country that

has nuclear weapons, but not acceptable for ships that may or may not carry those nuclear
weapons to come into New Zealand harbours. That is the moral problem faced by
Government members.

The real position o
f

the member for Sydenham and others, which I respect because it is

intellectually credible, is that New Zealand should not be a partner to the ANZUS treaty at

all. That would b
e
a reason for passing the Bill. Opposition members could not accuse the

Government o
f

moral bankruptcy if it were prepared to say that.
Mr GERBIC (Onehunga): I move, That the question b

e now put.

Mr LEE (Hauraki): It has been very noticeable that Government members have not
spoken with any substance about the ANZUS treaty. That is understandable, because they
know that the Bill will be known a

s
the Bill that killed the ANZUS pact. In September 1951

New Zealand, recognising the need for a strong ally, affirmed the ANZUS treaty that has
served the country for the past 3

5 years. Clauses 6
, 9
,

10, and 1
1 render the treaty

inoperable, and I must ask if that is what New Zealanders want.
Mr Gerbic: Yes.
Mr LEE: No, they do not want that. In a National Research Bureau poll taken in

December 1984, 60 percent of the people surveyed said that New Zealand should remain a

partner in the ANZUS treaty. In a National Research Bureau poll taken in August 1985
that figure had increased to 71 percent. A survey undertaken by the Corner defence inquiry
showed that 78 percent o

f

New Zealanders wanted New Zealand to remain a partner. If a

poll were taken now the support would be about 85 percent. That assumption is based on
the simple premise that, as time has gone on, New Zealanders have had to address the
importance and relevance of the ANZUS treaty, and are more convinced than ever of the
importance o

f remaining a partner.

One o
f

the major conclusions o
f

the Corner report is
:

“The committee began with a

premise based on Lange's statements that the Government's policy was to be nuclear free
within the ANZUS alliance. We have not achieved this policy goal. The nuclear-free policy
remains in place, but an operative trilateral ANZUS alliance no longer exists.”
The Prime Minister made a predictably scurrilous and cynical attack on the

recommendations made in that report, but his attack could not diminish the conclusion
reached by the inquiry—that most New Zealanders wanted the country to remain in the
ANZUS alliance. The report said that more than 52 percent of New Zealanders favoured a
return to an operational ANZUS alliance, including the acceptance of visits by ships that
might o

r might not be nuclear armed o
r

nuclear powered. It has been interesting to hear
Government speakers quote the one result that was different.

The Government believed that it would b
e able to stay within the alliance, and that

belief was part o
f
it
s

election manifesto. However, it has had to change it
s

stand on that
matter. How has the public been duped by the Government, and how has the Government
successfully brought off a coup o

f deception and duplicity? The record is quite clear.
Just 2 days after the July 1984 election United States Secretary o

fState, Mr Shultz, told
the Prime Minister categorically that if there were no ship visits to our ports there would b

e

no ANZUS treaty. The Prime Minister thought h
e knew better. He thought that the

Government's daring policy plan and strategy could pull off a “no visits” policy while
keeping the ANZUS alliance intact. New Zealanders were fed the misinformation that
there was no danger o

f

New Zealand being removed from the ANZUS commitment. When
the proposed visit o

f

the USS Buchanan was declined by the Government Mr Shultz, the
Secretary o

f State, once again confirmed in the clearest possible terms that there could be
no ANZUS pact based on the emerging policy and hardening stance o

f

the Government.

The response o
f

the Prime Minister in February 1985 was to pack his bags, place the
policy in his pouch, and head off for the world. It was not unexpected that he got the vote

o
f

the liberal left in Oxford. It was not unexpected that he would get the nod in such an

environment; it was a predictable outcome. He was hailed a
s some kind of modern
messiah—a peace hero—by some o
f

the Third World nations. Even while h
e was galloping

Laura Schenker
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around the world the misinformation was still coming back to New Zealand that the
ANZUS alliance would survive.
Some months later the retired generals—will a sense of complete frustration—issued

an apolitical statement. Those 17 retired leaders of the armed services—men of
considerable distinction who had served present and past Governments well—said
categorically and irrefutably that the ANZUS alliance was so important that the
Government should recognise just how far it had taken the nation towards the breakdown
of that important treaty. The result was predictable; the Prime Minister swept on to the
scene, and it is recorded that he said in a scurrilous manner that the statement was nothing
more than a statement made by a group of geriatric generals.
On 12 October Mr Hayden, the Australian Minister of Foreign Affairs, and Mr Shultz,

the American Secretary of State, made it clear to the world at a truncated ANZUS alliance
meeting that ship visits were imperative if the treaty was to continue. On that same day we
were told, to our shame and embarrassment, that the United States was suspending its
security obligations to New Zealand forthwith. The Evening Post headline read: “We’re on
our own”. Let that statement be graphically inscribed in the annals of parliamentary
history. We are on our own, and will be as long as the Government remains in power.
The public has now come to understand the duplicity of the Labour Government.

Government members cannot be trusted; they said New Zealand would not lose the
alliance, but it has lost it

.

Who was to blame? Did the Government blame itself for the final
shameful result? No, it decided to blame the Americans in a strategy that was carefully
thought out. The Prime Minister started by making an outrageous attack on the treaty,
saying that it contained only a perception o

f
a United States alliance. He said that the treaty

was the ultimate cop-out, and did not represent any guarantee o
f protection.

The Deputy Prime Minister took up the catchcry and said that the United States had
breached the treaty, and that members could not be thrown out o

f

the alliance; they could
only withdraw. The Minister of Defence made several absolutely deplorable comments,
stating that the United States had precipitated the result because it had broken the treaty.
He meant that the United States had failed to come up with a compromise that would have
allowed the Government to retain the treaty a

t

the expense of the United States. Other
Government members talked about such matters a

s

the bullying tactics of the American
Government. As a member of Parliament, I am outraged at the deplorable, scurrilous
attacks that have ensued over the months, blaming the United States for what is clearly a

New Zealand responsibility.
We have been taken out o

f

the ANZUS alliance by the premeditated actions o
f

the

Labour Government. As a country we are defenceless; we are on our own at a time when
the Soviet Union is building arms at an unprecedented rate. I remind the House o

f
the

following: “Two anti-submarine aircraft carriers; 83 other major surface combatants; more
than 130 nuclear and conventionally powered submarines, make up the Pacific fleet—one
of the Soviet Navy's largest flotillas in the world. In Vietnam's Cam Ranh Bay, the Soviet's
base, . . . about 25 ships, and 1

6 Badger supersonic strike bombers capable of carrying
nuclear weapons throughout the whole South Pacific”.
We know full well that the Soviets have recently negotiated fishing agreements and

port access with Vanuatu. I have stated the truth about the Soviet arms build-up, and the
Government has renegued on its first and principal responsibility—to defend the realm
and safeguard the security o

f

the dominion.
To say that New Zealand is not a target is unbelievable. It is crass ignorance of the

worst degree. Many Government speakers have said that New Zealand is not a target, and
that therefore we can continue with the incredibly soft policy, which is a cop-out from the
real, modern nuclear world. We are a target and always will be, because, notwithstanding
the severe straining o

f

the relationship, we are part o
f

the Western alliance. The mechanics
of the Bill allow the passage o

f

vessels through Cook Strait, and that passage alone makes us

a target.
When I came into the House as a member of Parliament I took an oath to serve the

country. The Government has tilted our nation towards the Eastern Bloc by its handling of
the matter and by its attitude to the American people. It has sold out the serenity o
f

our
nation. As a parliamentarian who has taken that oath, I take extreme exception to what the
Government has done on behalf of Parliament and of the New Zealand nation.
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What has been the result to our allies and to the nations that support us? Australia has
shown total intolerance. Indeed, in December 1986 the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr
Hayden, made it very clear that Australia cannot realistically be expected to be a substitute
for the United States as a security partner for New Zealand. The Australians have made it
abundantly clear that New Zealand's actions have brought them to the end of their
tether—that a price will be paid for anything we want from Australia, and that no longer do
we enjoy the confidence we had. Our Government is continuously propagating the
misinformation that Australia and New Zealand can continue with a bilateral arrangement

and alliance that will adequately make up the gap. That is incorrect, and a mistruth.
The Prime Minister of Singapore, Lee Kuan Yew, has told us that the ANZUS alliance

must remain for South-east Asia. When I was in Japan, senior parliamentarians told our
group that they were amazed by the New Zealand Government's handling of the ANZUS
issue. The Canadian Prime Minister, Mr Mulroney, made it clear that it would not be
Canada's foreign policy. One shameful fact that seems to have been lost sight of in the
debate is that by its policy the Government has had the temerity to block British ships

from our ports—the ships of the very nation that has been such a close partner in our life
and development. What a shameful Government it is

.

I am pleased to express my indignation in this very important debate, and it is with a

great sense o
f

shame that the nation and Parliament should record the fact that the
Government has not relented, in spite o

f
a clear direction it has been given by the public

not to pursue its present course. The Government will reap the inevitable consequence of
its actions by losing the election. New Zealanders will say to the Government that they did
not want to go out o

f

the ANZUS pact, and that they will not go on as a defenceless nation.
The Government will pay the inevitable price for it

s
actions by being voted out o

f office,
and it deserves to be.

Hon. Dr MICHAEL BASSETT (Minister of Health): I move, That the question be
now put.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: It is appropriate to review the debate so far. Members have
spent 9 hours on the second reading, and 25 members have taken part. The arguments are
starting to become repetitive. I am strongly tempted to accept the closure soon, but I shall
hear from the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who is seeking the call.
Hon. G. F. GAIR (Deputy Leader o

f

the Opposition): Government members have
exhausted their argument, and now desire to close off the debate. They have exhausted
their argument because it was a very thin, very tenuous, and very tedious argument.
Tonight and last week we have been lectured about the pious nonsense o

f

the Labour Party.

The argument o
f

Government members has not only been tedious; it has also been
deceptive. It is most important that New Zealanders appreciate that aspect of the
Government's case. Not one Government speaker answered positively the question asked
by Opposition members, which was whether the passage o

f

the Bill would reduce the
world's nuclear arsenal by one bomb. The answer is that it would not.
Judy Keall: I said it wouldn't.
Hon. G. F. GAIR: The honourable member said it would.
Judy Keall: I said it was never intended to do that.
Hon. G. F. GAIR: In other words, she agrees that the Bill will not reduce the size of the

hazard. In fact, it will increase the size o
f

the hazard because it will introduce an element of
instability and destabilisation.
Judy Keall: Where?
Hon. G. F. GAIR: The Bill will not make the world a safer place, and the member

acknowledges that fact. The Bill's essential purpose, as the member for Selwyn correctly
pointed out earlier today, is to buy the peace o

f

Labour's Left while the Government's
economic policies are busy screwing its traditional supporters. That is the essential purpose
of the Bill, and its justification. It has nothing to do with the high-minded principles that
are claimed for it by its advocates. If it had, Government members would be able to answer
positively: “Yes, the Bill will reduce the world's nuclear arsenals.”
The Government hopes that the Bill will buy it votes, but it is wrong. The Bill should

be renamed “The Labour Party's Re-election Bid Through Undermining New Zealand's
Defence and Rejecting New Zealand's Friends and Allies Bill”. The Bill undermines the
security New Zealand has traditionally found b

y

working in concert with like-minded

Laura Schenker
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allies. Internationally, New Zealand is seen to be rejecting its friends and allies. The Bill is
an act to impose a farce upon New Zealand by promoting and encouraging the belief that
the country can have its cake and eat it

,

too. That aspect o
f

the Bill has a mischievous effect
upon many well-meaning and well-intentioned people. It seeks to persuade people that they
can have their cake and eat it

,

too, but it is not possible to do that in life.
The Bill suggests that New Zealand does not need allies, yet that is not what the people

of New Zealand say. The survey of New Zealand opinion for the Corner commission of
inquiry showed that a majority o

f

New Zealanders still earnestly believe that New Zealand
needs allies. The Bill seeks to promote the idea that it is morally virtuous to turn our backs
on our allies; indeed, to do more than that—to chastise them for carrying our burdens as

well as theirs. The Bill suggests that defence is pointless and unnecessary, because at the
end o

f

the day our friends will come to save us if we are in trouble. That is the other side of

the coin– the Government wants New Zealand to have its cake and eat it
,

too. With the
Bill, the country is being trapped by its own selfishness. The Bill promotes a new New
Zealand anthem called “Let’s Put Our Heads in the Sand” or “Let’s Stop the World—I
Want to Get Off”.

It is a cruel mistake to persuade people to believe that there is a soft option in

international affairs, any more than that there is a soft option in solving the problems in the
economy. There is no soft option in solving the world's peace and war problems. It is not
necessarily easy to oppose the Bill politically, because people can be misunderstood in

doing so. However, I believe that thoughtful New Zealanders will consider that to be in the
responsible path. The Opposition will concede nothing to the Government in terms o

f

earnestness in seeking peace and finding a solution to the world's problems, including
nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons. Disarmament must be carried out in a

responsible way.

Government members should ask themselves whether the Bill will help the defence of
New Zealand. The answer is no. Will the Bill strengthen the position o

f

those countries that
share New Zealand's appreciation o

f

such values as freedom, democracy, justice, and fair
play? Again the answer is no, because the Bill is founded on the false premise that the
Government hates the prospect o

f

nuclear war more than the Opposition o
r

its political
opponents do. That is not so. The Government wants to gain some moralistic Brownie
points, instead of tackling the issue.

I should like to consider some of the specifics o
f

the Bill. I assure you, Mr Speaker, that

I am not covering ground that has been covered before. I have been the member of
Parliament for North Shore—where the Navy is based—for more than 20 years. In that
time I have realised that the nuclear issue is one that will not conveinetly run away. Ity
must b

e tackled responsibly. Therefore I have made a point of going aboard—seeking
perrmission to do so—every nuclear-powered vessel that has visited New Zealand during
my time a

s
a member o
f

Parliament. I have made a point of discussing war and peace with
the young commanders o

f

the vessels. I find them a
s committed to the task o
f achieving a

peaceful world a
s anybody in the House—

Judy Keall: Yes.
Hon. G. F. GAIR: —including the member for Glenfield. Clause l l is not the only

clause that is a nonsense, but it well serves to show how hollow the Government's intention
is. Even the present Prime Minister—as the Leader of the Opposition, shortly before he
became the Prime Minister—pleaded with his party, and talked in Washington in terms of
there not being a case for banning nuclear-powered ships.

When I was the Minister of Health for 3 years, and later the Minister of Transport for
nearly 3 years, I served on a Cabinet committee responsible for supervising code AEC500,
which is the code New Zealand set up to insist on appropriate safety standards for visits by
nuclear-powered vessels. The officials who served the committee conscientiously sought to

check, by the best means available, whether there was the slightest sign o
f any danger o
f
a

nuclear leak. Since I have been in Opposition I have asked the Minister of Defence about
the result o
f

the inquiries into the visits that were made. In no case has any measurable
increase in radiation ever been established. Mussels have been checked, and other
interesting biological experiments have been used to try to detect the slightest sign o
f
a

hazard through radiation. It is not there.

-
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I do not suggest that it is not a subject that must cause us the gravest concern. It
properly does, but it should not be misused and contrived to buy votes for the Labour
Government, instead of being treated as a subject that requires objective, fair-minded, and
even-handed study. We should be guided by the Corner commission's findings and
considerations. It is a cruel irony that the chairman of the commission appointed by the
Government to study the matter and to advise the Government on defence matters should
be publicly abused and ridiculed by the Prime Minister when he tried to tell the truth after
the publication of the commission's report. That is an indication of the Government's
deviousness on the matter.

The Government's position on the issue has changed many times in the past 3 years.
About 3 years ago the present Prime Minister, then the Leader of the Opposition, made it
clear in Washington that he saw no reason to ban visits by nuclear-powered vessels. That
statement was in order. The Labour Party in Britain has a policy along those lines. Blunder
after blunder on the issue has resulted in the Government's being trapped down a one-way

street that inevitably leads to Third World isolation on the international scene.
In the first 12 months of his prime ministership, the Prime Minister argued on several

occasions, and is on record as saying, that the Goverment's policy on the issue would not
be pressed to the point that it would threaten New Zealand's place in the ANZUS alliance.
That was a clear and unequivocal assurance to our allies and to the people, but the
Government has welshed on that part of the deal. In the first 12 months solemn assurances
were made by the Prime Minister, in his role as Minister of Foreign Affairs, that there
would be no question of pushing the nuclear ship ban policy to the point that it threatened
New Zealand's place in the ANZUS alliance. However, the Government kept on doing
that. It pressed on regardless. The Government has annoyed our Australian friends,
insulted our American friends, and pushed New Zealand further into isolation.
The Government has been irresponsible in the way it has sought to conduct that aspect

of New Zealand's affairs. It has been irresponsible because it has had the wrong motives. It
has sought to win votes, and if ever a speech proved that point it was the speech made by
the member for Glenfield this afternoon. The Government has sought to buy votes with the
issue, instead of placing the facts squarely before the people and leading the country
through a difficult problem in a responsible way that would preserve our good relationship
with traditional allies.

It is not necessary to snuggle up to the bomb, or to do any of the other silly things the
Prime Minister talks about. The Prime Minister is so wont to reduce a serious subject to a
slick phrase that he dismissed the advice of leading military advisers as being that of
“geriatric generals”. If that is the way he wants to handle matters he may do so, but he
should not do it as our Prime Minister. He does the status of the position no good by
behaving in that manner. We have heard him many times, answering questions in the
House and running away at the mouth, saying whatever occurs to him, to the point that he
is hardly taken seriously except by minor members of his caucus.
The public opinion poll on defence and security that was published as an annex to the

report of the Defence Committee of Inquiry shows that New Zealanders value the alliances
that the Bill, if passed, will destroy. Time will not allow me to repeat the interesting results.
The poll asked: “Should New Zealand form alliances with other countries?” More than
two-thirds responded with a categorical yes to having an alliance with Australia, and more
than half responded yes to an alliance with America. That is important. In response to the
question “Is it safer for New Zealand to be in or out of ANZUS?”—and we know what
ANZUS means—70 percent responded that it was safer to be in ANZUS and only 17
percent wanted to stay out of ANZUS. Most of the 17 percent would be the people who
attend Labour Party regional conferences. They do not speak for New Zealanders; they
speak for themselves and their twisted left-wing ideology. That is not good enough for New
Zealand.
They were asked whether they would want armed support from the United States if

New Zealand was attacked. Those who said “never” accounted for only 4 percent; those
who said “in all circumstaces” for one-third; and “in most circumstances” for 36 percent. It
is obvious that those who believe that most New Zealanders swallow the provisions of the
Bill, and all that they mean, hook, line, and sinker are wrong. That could happen only if the
people did not understand what the Bill contains. It is important that the offending clauses
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that push New Zealand into an isolated position in the Third World, and that render
asunder its links with its traditional Western alliance friends be corrected. That is what it
will be doing.
Judy Keall: Where does the Bill state that?
Hon. G. F. GAIR: If the member understood clauses 9, 10, and 11 she would

appreciate that self-respecting allies could not continue with New Zealand's traditional
understandings with that kind of point in the law. As the position of the Labour Party has
changed so much on the issue in 3 years, I suggest that the Government would be wise to let
the item sit at the bottom of the Order Paper and not to proceed further with it

,

because its
policy will change further in a few months. It is a conveniently evolving policy that changes
according to Government members’ perception o

f political Brownie points. They are not
really concerned with tackling the issue in a serious and responsible way—if they were they
would have someone other than the Prime Minister speaking for them. They would have
someone speaking for them who at least could be consistent from one month to the next.

I have been most concerned that the assurances the Prime Minister gave me in answer

to questions 2 years ago have not been honoured. They were that the Government's
approach to nuclear matters would not be handled by legislation o

r pressed so that New
Zealand's relationships with its allies would b

e ruptured. Those assurances were given then,

and they are worth little when they are studied, like so many other assurances given by

Labour Ministers and the Prime Minister. If ever there was a Bill that required responsible
debate instead of short, sharpened proposals to end the debate, this is it. Let the next
Government member answer the questions I have asked.
Dr CULLEN (St. Kilda): I move, That the question b

e now put.

Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Although some fresh material was raised during the last
member's speech, the issues have been well and truly canvassed.
Hon. J. H. FALLOON (Pahiatua): I raise a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: I hope there will not be any challenge to my ruling.
Mr GRAY (Clutha): I raise a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker. I make the point that

tonight the House is debating one o
f

the most important Bills to be passed in this session. I

have before me a long list o
f Opposition members who still want to speak. I ask you to

reconsider your decision, Mr Deputy Speaker.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The member is out of order in raising the matter at

all.
Hon. J. H. Falloon: This is the first chance that I have had to speak in the debate, and

you're muzzling me, Mr Deputy Speaker.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The member is raising the issue in a way that is out

of order. The issues that members have been speaking about for the past 2 hours have been
dealt with previously in the debate. I have no power to let the debate continue ad
infinitum. There are questions o

f relevance, and I believe that the issues have now all been
covered.

The House divided on the question, That the question be now put.

Ayes 46
Anderton; Austin, M. E.; Bassett; Batchelor; Boorman; Braybrooke; Burke; Butcher;
Caygill; Colman; Dillon; Douglas; Dunne; Gerbic; Goff, Gregory; Hercus; Hunt; Isbey;
Jeffries; Keall; King; Knapp, Marshall, C

. R.; Matthewson; Maxwell, R
. K.; Morrison;

Moyle; Neilson; Northey; Palmer, Prebble; Rodger; Scott; Shields; Sutton, J. R.; Tapsell;
Tirikatene-Sullivan; Tizard; Wallbank; Wetere; Wilde; Woollaston; Young, T

. J.

Tellers: Cullen; Elder.

Noes 30

Austin, H
. N.; Austin, W. R.; Banks; Birch; Bolger, Burdon; Cooper; Cox; East; Falloon;

Friedlander, Gair, Gerard; Graham; Kidd; Lee; Luxton; McClay; McLean; McTigue;
Maxwell, R
.
F. H.; Muldoon; O'Regan; Richardson; Storey; Talbot; Upton; Wellington.
Tellers: Gray; Marshall, D

.

W. A
.

Majority for; 16
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Motion agreed to.

The House divided on the question, That this Bill be now read a second time.

Ayes 46
Anderton; Austin, M. E.; Bassett; Batchelor, Boorman; Braybrooke; Burke; Butcher;
Caygill; Colman; Dillon; Douglas; Dunne; Gerbic: Goff, Gregory; Hercus; Hunt: Isbey,
Jeffries; Keall; King, Knapp, Marshall, C. R.; Matthewson; Maxwell, R. K.; Morrison;
Moyle; Neilson; Northey; Palmer, Prebble; Rodger, Scott; Shields; Sutton, J. R.; Tapsell;
Tirikatene-Sullivan; Tizard; Wallbank; Wetere; Wilde; Woollaston; Young, T. J.
Tellers: Cullen; Elder.

Noes 31

Austin, H. N.; Austin, W. R.; Banks; Birch; Bolger, Burdon; Cooper, Cox; East; Falloon;
Friedlander: Gair, Gerard; Graham; Kidd; Lee; Luxton; McClay; McLean; McTigue;
Maxwell, R. F. H.; Muldoon; O'Regan; Peters; Richardson; Storey; Talbot; Upton;
Wellington.

Tellers: Gray; Marshall, D. W. A.

Majority for 15

Bill read a second time.

NEW ZEALAND PLANNING AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Hon. DAVID CAYGILL (Minister of Trade and Industry): I move, That this Bill be
now read a second time. The Bill provides for several changes in the stucture and function
of the New Zealand Planning Council. It increases the membership of the council; it
specifically includes environmental issues in the council's list of functions; and it gives the
council greater autonomy by allowing it more flexibility to arrange it

s

administration and
its financial and staffing needs. It will also clarify and extend the accountability provisions
contained in the Act. There were no submissions on the Bill, apart from supportive
comments made by the Planning Council; accordingly, the Planning and Development
Committee made no changes to it

.

The Bill will help improve the council's effectiveness
and efficiency. It will strengthen the council's independence from political influence. I
commend the Bill to the House.
Mr McLEAN (Tarawera). On the surface, the Bill is an innocuous machinery Bill. It is

another example o
f

total confusion within the Government. The Minister did not say
whether the Government now intends the Planning Council to carry on with its tasks.
Hon. David Caygill: Why would the Bill be here if it doesn't?
Mr McLEAN: The Government does intend that?
Hon. David Caygill: Yes.
Mr McLEAN. It has reviewed the Planning Council?
Hon. David Caygill: Yes. I said that months ago.
Mr McLEAN: The Minister did not say that in his speech tonight. Once again, he did

not tell the House his innermost thoughts. The Government has now decided to carry on
with the Planning Council, and reviews being carried out by the Minister of Finance will
not abolish it

.

The Minister nods. Some of those facts could have been included in his
second reading speech.

The Bill is an example o
f

the confusion in the minds of Government members. The
Planning Council has a wide range o

f

roles. The Government has set up another new
body—the Economic Development Commission, headed by Bernie Galvin—with tasks
that overlap those o
f

the Planning Council. It does not know what that body will do—how

it will mesh in with the Planning Council and other bodies.
Hon. David Caygill: They've been talking amicably to each other and have settled the

matter.
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