[image: image1.png]



MINISTER FOR DEFENCE

LEADER OF THE GOVERNMENT IN THE SENATE

SENATOR THE HON. ROBERT HILL

6
6

Thursday, 28 November 2002
MIN 693/02

TRANSCRIPT

Doorstop interview

Defence Science and Technology Organisation
Edinburgh South Australia

Thursday, 28 November 2002

_____________________________________________________

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

It’s an opportunity today for DSTO, our Defence Science and Technology Organisation and its industry partners to demonstrate their world leading technologies in mine detection.  This, of course, has major ramifications in terms of tactical capabilities for our Defence Forces and also ultimately major benefits from a humanitarian perspective obviously both anti-personnel and anti-vehicle mines, are particularly difficult obstacles for our defence forces in operations and as we all know, particularly of the anti-personnel mines they’ve had catastrophic consequences across the world in humanitarian terms and I still think there are about 20,000 lives that are lost a year as a result of that.  The process of mine detection originally was painstakingly slow.  Basically soldiers, or specialists on their hands and knees almost literally with a fork one step at a time probing for mines.  Through bodies such as DSTO they’ve been able to lead the world in terms of hand held detection devices.  They are continuing to develop and obviously are in operation around the world.  This is a quantum leap forward because what it’s doing is taking a range of different technologies and integrating those technologies onto a vehicle.  Technologies that include the latest ground piercing radars, the latest metal detection, infrared cameras that you would have seen on the front of the vehicle together with orthodox cameras that can pick up any disturbance in the soils and then through use of very sophisticated integrating capabilities drawing all of this information together and presenting a picture for the operator which will basically show that the system is passing over a mine.  What DSTO are now doing are entering into a twelve month demonstration phase where this will be tested because obviously it has to be got up to 100% reliability with all types of mines, all different types of terrain, varied to different depths and the like and from that twelve months already it’s been shown to be extraordinarily successful and they have great hopes for it.  After that twelve months we would look to deploying it in terms of our own Defence Force and in support of our friends and allies and ultimately these technologies will then be integrated into equipment that can be used for humanitarian objectives across the world.  So the advantages – the big advantages are speed and reliability and that is, as I said, a quantum leap forward in terms of mine detection in a global perspective, not just an Australian perspective.  So it’s an opportunity for me to congratulate our partners involved in this process, DSTO, the scientists, the industry partners, Minelab Tenix and others, our military for their contribution to developing this program, all others who have been involved.  It’s obviously a very good initiative, very important in terms of our security and as I said with great humanitarian benefits in the future. 

JOURNALIST:

So it’s unlikely to be going to Afghanistan?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

It’s – well as I said, we’re talking in operational purposes in twelve months time.  But the longer-term task into mine clearing in Afghanistan will continue for decades so these technologies may well have a place in Afghanistan in the future.  It may not be with our troops in a tactical situation but in terms of ridding Afghanistan – they estimate there’s at least 10 million mines laid in Afghanistan and ultimately ridding that country of that scourge then these technologies are particularly important.

JOURNALIST:

What’s the connection between terrorism and the use of land mines?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

Well I haven’t come across circumstance of terrorists using land mines.  They seem to be much more overt in their tactics at the moment of bombs, high jacking of aircraft.

JOURNALIST:

I think they were saying in a ministerial release saying that terrorists are using….

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

Well we’ve got to – I don’t know of that particular instance but terrorists may use them in the future.  

JOURNALIST:

Can I ask you something on another issue?  

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

Does that cover the subject?  OK.

JOURNALIST:

The Australian Strategic Policy Institute has put out a report on Defence saying that it believes that there’s little or no evidence linking Iraq with terrorists and that it’s not the most likely country to give weapons of mass destruction to terrorists.  Moreover that Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction are only likely to get in to hands of terrorists in the event of chaos following a US invasion.  Is that the government’s own think tank contradicting the government?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

We provide base funding for ASPI because we permit them to put an independent point of view and we think that that’s important because a range of strategic assessment obviously is useful and if that’s the view they wish to put so be it.  We don’t necessarily agree with it.

JOURNALIST:

So you do disagree with their research then?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

Well what part in particular?  You know I think the issue of weapons of mass destruction is an issue that obviously goes beyond Iraq but it’s an issue in relation to Iraq in terms, sorry, in terms of state abuses of such weapons.  Saddam Hussein has used them on his own people.  In relation to terrorism whilst Iraq is in possession of weapons of mass destruction there is always the risk that they can fall into the hands of third parties and thus the scourge of the weapons of mass destruction would be extended through that means.

JOURNALIST:

The Prime Minister’s made it clear that a worst case scenario is that weapons of mass destruction might fall into the hands of terrorists and yet this report suggests that a policy of invading Iraq which Australia has given, I suppose in principle support to, may in fact contribute to that scenario.

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

No.  Australia’s position on Iraq is we want to rid it of weapons of mass destruction.  We want to see an end to the weapons program that’s further developing chemical, biological and we believe ultimately nuclear weapons and we want to see those weapons that are currently in existence in Iraq destroyed.  And we would like to see it achieved through peaceful means.  If we’re successful in that goal then neither will Sadam Hussein be able to use such weapons on his own people or potentially neighbours but there will be no chance of them falling into the hands of terrorists.

JOURNALIST:

Have you heard how successful day one has been?  Nothing much has really come out of that day one search over there?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

No I have only seen the public reports but it’s day one of a long process.  They’re still building up the numbers of inspectors.  I am pleased that they’re there. I’m pleased that the Security Council finally passed an appropriate resolution.  It’s a step towards peacefully achieving our goal of an end to weapons of mass destruction in the hands of Sadam Hussein.  So it’s positive in that regard.  The next big test I think will be in his statement, his infantry statement which he has to put down within thirty days and I think it’s due on about the 8th of December and then there’s a report due from the weapons inspectors to the Security Council I think in 45 days.  So it will be an ongoing process but to be successful it’s got to – Sadam Hussein has actually got to abandon his program.  The purpose of the weapons inspectors is to give us confidence that he has done so and it’s that attitudinal change that we really need to see on his part.

JOURNALIST:

If you’re so confident that he has these weapons and the technology, the technology of today.  Why couldn’t those searching for it go straight to it on day one?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

Well you should ask the inspectors that I guess.  I don’t know how they’ve chosen their targets.  I can think of all sorts of ways in which they might do that including ways of perhaps lulling Sadam Hussein’s people into a false sense of security.  You may not go to the most obvious target on the first day.  That’s their business, they’re specialists in this area, they have a wealth of knowledge that’s been built up over the last few years that is their base information but we also, because of the covert nature of the program, we also suspect there’s a great deal that we don’t know about this weapons program and we hope that they will be able to find it.

JOURNALIST:

Just on the issue of UN resolutions.  What is the Government’s view on whether a new resolution is needed for any action to be taken against Iraq while remaining under the auspices of the UN?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

Well it’s a step by step process.  The last resolution doesn’t specifically refer to a subsequent resolution but as I said it refers to reports back to the Security Council.  The Security Council obviously will itself address any allegation of material breach.  It’ll address the substance of the reports that – it’ll address the substance of the infantry that Sadam Hussein must lodge and it’ll address the reports that are made from time to time by the inspectors.  So as I said, it is a step by step process.  Each step is not laid out in advance.  Their concentration at the moment is to get the responses from the inspectors.

JOURNALIST:

Would you prefer a new resolution to be passed before any UN backed action is taken?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

Well that’s really premature.  What we want to do – what we want is to see an end to the weapons program.  We want to see an end to weapons of mass destruction in Iraq and we would like to see that achieved through peaceful means and we think the best chance of being achieved through peaceful means is the collective action of the international community under the auspices of the United Nations and that’s the path that we are on. 

JOURNALIST:

The ASPI report also talks about mis-management of the Defence budget.  It suggests, or questions whether the Federal Government should be pumping more money into Defence until it shows greater budgetary discipline.  Do you agree with that assessment?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

I think that there is continuing need to improve the finances within Defence.  I acknowledge part of that.  We have programs to do that.  The systems are being significantly upgraded.  The systems for personnel, for acquisitions and for financial management.  They were outmoded, they are being updated, they are starting to provide better data which will assist the managers of producing more reliable financial outcomes.  We are some way down that path but we’ve still got a way to go.  I agree with that.

JOURNALIST:

Do you agree with the ASPI assessment that Australia’s defence priority should overwhelmingly be domestic defence rather then foreign  incursions for example?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

Well defence of Australia and Australians is our challenge and the issue is whether you can isolate Australia in doing that successfully.  You can do it through isolating Australia from the rest of the world.  I see more then ever the challenge of security in a globalised sense.  Basically we learnt about the planned attack on Australian High Commission in Singapore from data we obtained in Afghanistan.  I think there’s great danger in believing that you can isolate and somehow domestically protect Australia from what is a global security challenge.

JOURNALIST:

You’ll be making a legal argument I believe tonight concerning the need for greater flexibility in this time of terrorism giving countries powers for possible pre-emptive strikes.  Can you explain what do you mean by that?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

There are two legitimate ways in which to – in which a military force can be implemented.  One under an authority of the United Nations and the second is in self-defence.  And there has been – and the doctrine of self-defence under the United Nations section 51 of the charter was developed in an environment of conventional conflict where there are long lead times, there was transparency.  Basically the time that enabled negotiations and the like to take place in an effort to avoid an attack.  In these days of unconventional conflict, global terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, the definition of self defence I think needs to be looked at again in terms of that reality rather then the reality that existed some fifty years ago when the charter was drawn. 

JOURNALIST:

How would you like to see that changed?  To what?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

Well it’s been – it’s always been accepted but it’s got to be interpreted to the background of the contemporary circumstance.  So it may not require a drafting change in effect.  It may be a question of interpretation.  But an interpretation that recognises that in tackling the scourge of terrorism you don’t have the foreknowledge, you don’t have the lead times that existed in the past.

JOURNALIST:

Is this an attempt to soften up the Australian public for any possible engagement in Iraq involving Australian troops?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

That’s got nothing to do with it at all.  It’s a look at the challenges that are facing the international community under law of principles that were developed in an entirely different strategic environment.

JOURNALIST:

So could Iraq then launch a pre-emptive strike on the United States under that argument in the belief that it’s going to be attacked?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

Our problem with Iraq is that it has weapons of mass destruction that it’s used on it’s own people before.  It has continued – it’s invaded its neighbours, it continues to have regional aspirations, it lies in one of the most strategically important parts of the world.  It is a threat.  We believe that if we can rid Iraq of those weapons of mass destruction and see an end to the program of their further development then that would be a significant step in the right direction in terms of global security. 

JOURNALIST:

That proposition though does seem to be a logical extension of the argument you’re putting up though isn’t it? 

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

Well I don’t understand that.  I don’t understand that argument.  Self defence is always allowed you to respond before you feel the full brunt of the attack otherwise you know what’s the point?  If you get wiped out by a weapon of mass destruction, what’s the point to have a capability of self-defence.  You can’t implement it.  So it’s always allowed anticipatory action.  The issue is how you define reasonable rules and norms for the utilisation of that defence in this new strategic environment of unconventional warfare, weapons of mass destruction and global terrorism.  (inaudible re: Philippines).  Disclose our sources because that would be a mistake in preventing a threat, providing – if you give the information we know on sources then we may not be taking the right step in terms of safe guarding our interests in the future.  But we take seriously all intelligence that’s been provided to us and in the case of Manila there was a flow of intelligence that led the Prime Minister to take the decision to close the Embassy on a temporary basis.  It’s important that we do respond to this intelligence and we always would.  

JOURNALIST:

Are the staff being flown home?

SENATOR ROBERT HILL: 

I don’t - you need to follow that up with Mr Downer the detail of the implementation of it.  

ENDS
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