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Security

Since security is such a wide-ranging topic, this chapter is delimited in three respects.
First, I do not dwell on issues where work is already taking place. Second, I do not
consider every single security issue in the Pacific; rather, my focus is on measures
where the need can be reasonably anticipated, and that it is appropriate to include
in the Oceania security agreement as part of the single-undertaking treaty. For
example, a high-impact peace enforcement action, should it be required, is most
likely to be handled through UN mechanisms. It is therefore unnecessary (and,
arguably, inappropriate) for the Oceania Community to assume responsibility for
such actions. Third, the focus is on internal disputes, in the belief that these represent
the most likely challenges to Pacific security;1 but there is a brief consideration of
external threats and mutual defence at the conclusion of the chapter.

The Forum and security

As discussed in Chapter Four, the Forum’s approach to security issues has evolved
gradually, culminating in the Aitutaki Declaration of 1997 and the Biketawa
Declaration of 2000.

The Aitutaki Declaration anticipated the development of various preventive
diplomacy initiatives, utilising the Forum Secretary-General’s good offices, the Forum
Regional Security Committee, eminent persons, fact-finding missions and third-party
mediation (South Pacific Forum 1997b: para 11).2 Under the Biketawa Declaration,
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the Forum Secretary-General may consult with Forum Foreign Ministers in the event
of a security crisis, who in turn may

• make a statement
• create a Ministerial Action Group
• establish a fact-finding or similar mission
• convene an Eminent Persons Group
• institute third-party mediation
• support institutions or mechanisms that would assist a resolution
• convene a special meeting of the Forum Regional Security Committee, or of

Forum Ministers
• if the crisis persists, convene a special meeting of Forum Leaders to consider

other options (Pacific Islands Forum 2000a: para 2).
Using the authority of the Biketawa Declaration, the Forum deployed its first Election
Observer Mission to the 2001 Solomon Islands elections (Pacific Islands Forum
2002b: para 15); deployed an Eminent Persons Group to the Solomon Islands in
2002 to consider areas of Forum assistance (Pacific Islands Forum 2002a: para
15); and, in 2003, deployed a regional intervention force to the Solomon Islands.

These are encouraging developments, but the Forum remains limited in terms
of its standing mechanisms.3 For a long time the Solomon Islands government,
encouraged by Australia, looked to the Commonwealth, rather than the United Nations
or the Forum, for assistance to prevent the spread of conflict. This is an indictment
of the Forum: it currently lacks a permanent institution, with dedicated staff, devoted
to preventing or ameliorating conflict. This is crucial, because early detection and
prevention is the most humane, least complex and inexpensive method for managing
conflict (Evans 1996:61).4 As will be discussed below, this is particularly pertinent
when considering the development of conflict in the Solomon Islands.

In response to the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001, Forum Leaders
passed the Nasonini Declaration on Regional Security in 2002. In it, Leaders
expressed their concern about international terrorism and underlined their
commitment to global efforts to combat terrorism (Pacific Islands Forum 2002b:
paras 3, 4). The focus of the Declaration, however, was on national initiatives—
chiefly the implementation of particular national legislation suggested by the Honiara
Declaration in 1992—rather than on the creation of regional mechanisms (Pacific
Islands Forum 2002b: paras 7, 8). The Honiara Declaration itself identifies areas of
‘possible’ cooperation—in intelligence gathering, training and joint exercises for
dealing with serious incidents—but there has been little progress (South Pacific
Forum 1992). This represents a missed opportunity, particularly for Australia, whose
citizens, among Forum members, are the most likely target of a terrorist attack (as
was demonstrated by the two Bali bombings).
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It must be acknowledged, though, that the Forum is already working on three
important security issues: the flow of small arms into the region,5 money laundering,6

and improving police training to address the Pacific’s law enforcement issues.7 My
interest here is to address the need for new mechanisms to promote the goal of
security generally, but particularly to prevent and ameliorate the loss of life from
armed conflict.

To demonstrate why this is so vital, and the potential benefits of a Pacific security
order, I next consider how the region handled, or failed to handle, its two greatest
security challenges in recent years, in Bougainville and Solomon Islands.

Bougainville

In an attempt to arrest the vicious cycle of violence in Bougainville (outlined in
Chapter Two), a peace conference was planned for October 1994 in Arawa. The
conference was a failure—the Bougainville Revolutionary Army (BRA) and Resistance
leadership feared a trap, and did not show up—but there was one historic
development: Australia, New Zealand, Fiji, Vanuatu and Tonga came together to
provide the South Pacific’s first peacekeeping force, which consisted of 400
personnel (Regan 1998; McCarthy 1995). The contributing countries notified the
UN Secretary-General of their initiative (Allen 1995).

Ensuing attempts at peace allowed a moderate BRA /Resistance leadership to
emerge which, though supporting independence, believed ordinary people were
suffering too much because of the fighting and that a peaceful accommodation had
to be reached (Regan 2002, 1997, 1998). In a final effort to end the conflict by
force, however, Papua New Guinea Prime Minister Julius Chan engaged the
mercenaries, Sandline International, ultimately bringing down his own government
and almost precipitating a military coup (Australian Parliament Joint Standing
Committee 1999; Dorney 2000; O’Callaghan 1999; Dinnen 1999; Fry 1999). A
consensus was emerging among many of the parties to the conflict that force alone
could not solve the problem (Regan 1997; Fry 1999).

The Burnham Agreement of 1997 and the Lincoln Agreement of 1998
established a permanent ceasefire, and a framework for Bougainville and the
national government to resolve the outstanding issues of independence, autonomy
and weapons disposal.

The agreements also established the Truce Monitoring Group and its successor,
the Peace Monitoring Group. The Truce Monitoring Group and the Peace Monitoring
Group were to be unarmed, neutral peace monitoring forces, drawn from Australia,
New Zealand, Fiji and Vanuatu, made up largely of military personnel, but with some
police and civilian monitors. Their main goals were to give the Bougainville factions
the political space to conclude an agreement between themselves and the national
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government, and to restore confidence at the grass-roots level (Regan 1999). It was
believed a supranational monitoring group would keep all parties to the agreement
honest (Australian Parliament Joint Standing Committee 1999).

Because of the suspicion with which many Bougainvilleans regarded Australia,
New Zealand took the lead with the Truce Monitoring Group and many of the early
peace initiatives. The Truce Monitoring Group consisted of 120 New Zealanders,
90–110 Australians and 20 Fijians and ni-Vanuatu (Australian Parliament Joint
Standing Committee 1999). Under the Burnham Agreement, the Truce Monitoring
Group’s mandate was to

• monitor and report on compliance with the truce
• instil confidence in the peace process through its presence, good offices and

interaction with the local community
• provide information on the truce and peace process.8

The Truce Monitoring Group was replaced five months later by the Peace
Monitoring Group, established under the Lincoln Agreement. Its mandate was similar
to the Burnham Agreement, but allowed the Peace Monitoring Group to provide
further measures to assist with a democratic resolution, as determined by the parties
to the Lincoln Agreement.9

The Peace Monitoring Group was led by an Australian Commander and an
Australian Chief Negotiator. At its peak, the Peace Monitoring Group consisted of
around 245 Australians, 29 New Zealanders, 15 ni-Vanuatu and 12 Fijians
(Australian Parliament Joint Standing Committee 1999). Papua New Guinea notified
the UN Security Council of developments and sought endorsement for the Peace
Monitoring Group. A two-person UN observer mission was established as a result.

It was envisaged that the Peace Monitoring Group would be in place for only a
short time before a final settlement. But three years of frustration and tension
followed for all parties during the negotiations on independence, the level of
autonomy in the interim, and weapons disposal. Francis Ona, who had initiated the
secessionist struggle, did not participate in the peace process. He remained hidden
within the Panguna no-go zone with his Me’ekamui army, and maintained an
undercurrent of support throughout Bougainville.

By November 2000, discussion between Bougainville and the national
government had deadlocked.10 There was open talk of a return to warfare, and the
return of Francis Ona. In December 2000, Australian Foreign Minister Alexander
Downer proposed that the parties consider a non-binding referendum on
independence for Bougainville in 10–15 years’ time.11 This proposal involved each
side making significant concessions.12

The agreement on a referendum for independence was formalised between the
Minister for Bougainville Affairs, Moi Avei, and the President of the Bougainville
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People’s Congress, Joseph Kabui, on 26 January 2001.13 The referendum agreement
was the catalyst for resolving the other difficult issues that had stalled the negotiations,
leading to an agreement on weapons disposal,14 followed by an agreement on
autonomy.15 These three agreements were then gathered into the Bougainville Peace
Agreement, which was signed on 30 August 2001. The Papua New Guinea parliament
passed the necessary legislation in early 2002 (Regan 2002).

The final undertakings in the Bougainville Peace Agreement were that a
referendum be held 10–15 years after the election of the autonomous Bougainville
Government; that the timing of the referendum would take into account standards
of good governance and the implementation of weapons disposal; that the
referendum would include an option of separate independence for Bougainville;
and that the result would have to be ratified by the national parliament.

As a result of these developments, and a successful start to the weapons disposal
process, the Peace Monitoring Group slimmed down,16 then finally withdrew in June
2003 (Australian Parliamentary Committee 2003).17 A Transition Team, consisting
of 17 civilians from the Peace Monitoring Group contributor countries, remained in
place to support the UN observer mission and ‘further advance the peace process’
(Australian Parliamentary Committee 2003:183–84; Downer 2003f).

Although the Peace Monitoring Group consisted of four Forum members, neither
the Forum collectively, nor its bureaucrats, had a role in the resolution of the
Bougainville crisis.

Solomon Islands

Efforts to bring peace to Solomon Islands had two distinct phases: the smaller,
ultimately unsuccessful International Peace Monitoring Team, which was followed
by the Forum’s comprehensive intervention, the Regional Assistance Mission to
Solomon Islands (RAMSI). Each is considered below.

Phase One: the International Peace Monitoring Team

Ongoing violence forced the Prime Minister of the Solomon Islands, Bartholomew
Ulufa’alu, to submit his resignation on 13 June 2000. He was succeeded on 30
June 2000 by Manasseh Sogavare, who had previously been Opposition Leader.

Australia and New Zealand backed Sogavare’s efforts to broker a peace, with
both providing naval boats to allow the factions to meet, leading to a ceasefire in
August. In October, Australia flew 130 Solomon Islanders to Townsville to facilitate a
comprehensive settlement. The Townsville Agreement was signed on 15 October
2000, with the aim of promoting disarmament, restructuring the police force and
decommissioning militias. 18  The Townsville Agreement also provided for
compensation for individuals and areas affected by violence.19
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The Agreement established an International Peace Monitoring Team (IPMT), to
support the Solomon Islands Peace Monitoring Council. The IMPT was mandated to

• oversee weapons disposals
• conduct regular inspections of the weapons after they were stored
• monitor the implementation of the agreement and report on breaches.20

The IMPT was to submit a fortnightly report to the Peace Monitoring Council on these
issues.

The IPMT was led by Australia and consisted of 49 personnel. These IPMT
personnel were occasionally joined by representatives from the Commonwealth
Secretariat, Tonga and the Cook Islands. Six teamsites were established, in addition
to the IPMT headquarters in Honiara.

New elections were held in December 2001, in which Sir Allan Kemakeza was
elected Prime Minister. Some 90 election monitors attended, including many Forum
representatives, following the Forum’s decision under the Biketawa Declaration
(Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 2003a).21

Unfortunately, the IMPT was only partially successful. Comprehensive
disarmament and weapons disposal did not occur (approximately 2020 weapons
were recovered, but most were homemade); the compensation-for-grievances
process established in Townsville became corrupted; and ethnic conflict ‘evolved
into a broader pattern of criminality’ (Wainwright 2003:488; see also Nicholson
2002). Ex-militias formed criminal gangs, and the police were involved in corruption
and criminal activity. It became impossible to re-establish the rule of law (Wainwright
2003; O’Callaghan 2003d). A former Police Commissioner was assassinated; ten
people were killed in an attempt to arrest the most notorious warlord, Harold Keke,
and a cabinet minister was assassinated (Keke claimed responsibility) (Nicholson
2002; O’Callaghan 2003b, 2003e; Kemakeza and Warner 2003).

The IPMT departed Solomon Islands in June 2002, four months early, following
agreement by Solomon Islands, Australia and New Zealand that it had done all it
could to assist the peace process (Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and
Trade 2003a; Nicholson 2002).

Phase Two: the Regional Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands

In April 2003, Kemakeza wrote to John Howard again seeking assistance to address
the Solomon Islands’ security crisis. Howard arranged for Kemakeza to be flown in
for urgent talks on 5 June (O’Callaghan 2003d). The Australian government
responded by announcing its new policy of ‘cooperative intervention’ (Kelly 2003a).

The Australian government provisionally agreed to an intervention force, provided
such an undertaking had backing from the Pacific Islands Forum, that there was a
formal request from the Solomon Islands, and that the Solomon Islands parliament
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passed enabling legislation (Howard 2003b). The Forum Foreign Ministers endorsed
the proposal on 30 June. On 4 July, the Solomon Islands Governor-General made the
formal request, acting on the advice of the cabinet; on 11 July, the Solomon Islands
Parliament provided its endorsement, passing the necessary legislation on 17 July
(Howard 2003b).

RAMSI commenced on 24 July, and consisted of 2,250 police, military and civilian
personnel, drawn from Australia, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, Tonga and Fiji.
The police component consisted of 325 personnel, and the military component
some 1,800 personnel, which included 450 combat troops, as well as logistics,
engineering and medical personnel (Wainwright 2003; Howard 2003b).

RAMSI’s mission was twofold, incorporating
• a police and military operation to restore law and order by removing weapons

from gangs and militias
• a nation-building program—involving the insertion of foreign advisors into key

positions—to improve economic management, the delivery of essential
services, policing and the administration of the legal system, and to promote
an effective democratic process (Australian Department of Foreign Affairs
and Trade 2003b).

The initial phase of RAMSI has been a success. Over 3,400 weapons, including
670 high-powered guns, were surrendered during a three-week amnesty period,
some of which had been held illegally by police (Australian Department of Foreign
Affairs and Trade 2003c). Six hundred arrests were made and 1,000 charges laid in
the first five months of the operation (Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and
Trade 2003e). Harold Keke also surrendered (Wainwright 2003).

As can be appreciated, the Forum played a far more dynamic role in addressing
the Solomon Islands crisis, with its deployment of election monitors in December
2001, and approval of the intervention force in June 2003. The election monitors
and RAMSI are the most encouraging signs of a nascent Pacific security order, and
Australia’s leadership in the case of RAMSI was commendable. RAMSI was more
successful than the IPMT because it addressed the underlying causes of the Solomon
Islands’ difficulties, not just the manifestations, and the necessary resources and
degree of intervention were better aligned with the nature of the problem.

Yet a key issue is whether earlier intervention by the region could have reduced
tensions, saved lives and prevented the country bankrupting itself. The national
police force was so heavily identified with one ethnic group—70 per cent of the force
was Malaitan—that it could not resolve the conflict (O’Callaghan 2000c). As Amnesty
International noted, ‘there is no one to create order’ (Smellie 2000:58).

For a long time, Australia resisted early intervention (Dobell 2003; Daley 2000c;
Wainwright 2003). Yet leaders of the various militia groups told Australian Foreign
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Minister Alexander Downer in June 2000 that ‘only a neutral force could save the
country from civil war’ (O’Callaghan 2000d:1). As he resigned, Ulufa’alu said

[i]n our Melanesian culture, when two brothers are fighting you need a
third party. And I will keep saying this until Australia and New Zealand
listen. Because two fighting brothers—you cannot ask them to resolve their
problem. You need a third person that is of status, that is of integrity, that
is of repute, to intervene to bring these two to a peaceful solution (Maher
and Dorney 2000:38).

Andrew Miriki, who as late as 1999 had been Francis Ona’s chief of intelligence,
also told me that Australia was regarded as a father figure that occasionally needed
to step in and sort out its children, Papua New Guinea and Bougainville.

In Solomon Islands, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the need for a
supranational, neutral force was apparent, and firm, early action would have saved
lives and the economy, and avoided the need for a greater intervention force later. It
would also have been less of a burden for the intervening states, particularly Australia.22

The Oceania Security Centre

The first step in developing the Oceania security order would be for the Pacific
Islands Forum, or the Oceania Community, to establish an Oceania Security Centre.
Such a centre would focus on preventive diplomacy and conflict resolution, promoting
humanitarian law and combating terrorism.

The centre is modelled in part on the Organisation for Security and Cooperation
in Europe (OSCE 1999).23 The OSCE has 180 staff and is geared to be active ‘in all
phases of the conflict cycle, from early warning and conflict prevention to conflict
management and post-conflict rehabilitation’ (OSCE 1999:2, 33). At any given time,
it will be conducting a number of field missions (OSCE 1999). Like the OSCE, the
Oceania Security Centre should have the capacity to deploy election monitors to
help promote democracy.24

Some activities that Australia is already undertaking—election monitoring,
workshops on small arms and humanitarian law—could be subsumed into the
Oceania Security Centre. This has the advantage for Australia of burden sharing, but
other Forum members may more readily access these services if provided by a
neutral, regional body in the Oceania Community, rather than as a form of bilateral
assistance from Australia.

Preventive diplomacy

Preventive diplomacy has been defined as consensual diplomatic and political action to
• prevent disputes from arising between parties
• prevent disputes escalating into armed confrontation
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• limit the intensity of violence and humanitarian problems resulting from such
conflicts and prevent them from spreading.25

Thus, the key goal of the Oceania Security Centre would be early prevention.
Evans argues that ‘disputes rarely develop into full-blown conflicts overnight, at
least for those who understand the situation and have been following its
development’ (Evans 1996:64). Early prevention, moreover, has a number of
advantages

• parties are more likely to accept assistance while issues are still specific,
before grievances accumulate, issues and parties have multiplied, positions
have hardened and the desire for retribution becomes paramount

• since the goal is resolution rather than containment, it is more likely that the
dispute will be resolved and will not recur

• early prevention is likely to be more cost-effective in both financial and human
terms (Evans 1996).26

Therefore, the Oceania Security Centre would monitor developing situations, generate
risk assessments, examine causes of conflicts, track existing disputes, conduct
fact-finding missions, give early warning to the Oceania Community, and, through
trained negotiators, engage in negotiation, mediation, arbitration, reconciliation and
crisis management.27 As can be appreciated, these activities are consistent with
the goals and proposed activities in the Biketawa Declaration.

Post-conflict settlement and rebuilding—The Oceania Peace Fund

The Oceania Security Centre would also be the lead regional agency managing post-
conflict settlements. Thus, it would be responsible for activities ‘designed to reduce
the risk of a resumption of conflict, and contribute to creating the conditions most
conducive to reconciliation, reconstruction and recovery’ (Griffin 1999:1).

The Oceania Security Centre should have sufficient funds at its disposal for
when financial aid is a necessary part of any peace settlement.28 One of the biggest
impediments to resolving the Solomon Islands’ conflict was the government’s lack
of funds for a compensation package. Presently, there is an expectation that Australia
will fund peace dividends or compensation packages in the region. Australia, however,
risks being seen to adopt a partisan position depending on how the compensation
is disbursed. It makes Australia, with its theoretically unlimited funds, the potential
creditor for peace any time there is a dissatisfied group within the Pacific that wants
to stir up trouble (‘Solomons compensation package the first step towards ending
its ethnic conflict’, The Canberra Times, 9 July 2000:6).

Further, one ongoing problem during the Bougainville peace process was a
reluctance on the part of the Papua New Guinea government’s Office of Bougainville
Affairs to disburse the funds provided by Australia to further the peace process. This
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tended to damage the national government’s cause unnecessarily, because it only
served to antagonise the Bougainville leaders. In future operations, it would be
better if such funding were disbursed by the Oceania Community. It may speed
negotiations—and would certainly remove a source of antagonism—if a neutral body,
rather than a party to the negotiations, were releasing the funds.

Thus, Forum members should establish an Oceania Peace Fund, which would
be managed by the Oceania Security Centre. Properly invested, the Oceania Peace
Fund would enable the Community to disburse a significant amount of aid in the
event of a negotiated end to future conflicts, for the purposes of compensation,
reconstruction and weapons disposal. This would demonstrate an immediate,
tangible peace dividend to the local population.

Promoting international humanitarian law

One of the Oceania Security Centre’s most important tasks would be to promote greater
regional adherence to the Geneva Conventions.29 These conventions seek to limit the
forms of armed conflict, and to restrain state violence even in situations of emergency.
The conventions amplify the principles of a just war: military necessity, proportionality,
and protection for non-combatants (de Preux 1987).30 The importance of the conventions
was reaffirmed in the Statute of the International Criminal Court 1998.31

Greater adherence to the conventions will contribute to more professional
behaviour by military and paramilitary forces in the Pacific. This is particularly
important in countries such as Papua New Guinea and Fiji, which have large armed
forces, but is just as relevant in many other Forum island countries, given that their
police forces perform quasi-military functions. The Australia Defence Force approach
to the conventions is that they ‘usually reflect best practice and that compliance
with them, where relevant, is the appropriate expectation for force standards’ (Kelly
et al. 2001:114–15).32

The 1977 Protocols to the Geneva Conventions33 extend the protection granted
to civilians in the initial conventions and regulate non-international armed conflict,
with provisions covering non-state actors. Protocol II covers armed conflicts within a
state’s territory ‘between its armed forces and dissident armed forces or other
organised armed groups which, under responsible command, exercise such control
over a part of its territory as to enable them to carry out sustained and concerned
military operations’.34 Non-state actors gain combat status under the Protocols—
and hence prisoner of war status if captured—provided they distinguish themselves
from civilians in the lead-up to, and during, an attack, and provided they are part of
an organised force, subordinate to a command structure.35

The Pacific region unfortunately has one of the lowest ratification rates for the
Geneva Conventions. Yet the behaviour of all parties to the Bougainville conflict
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shows the need for the Oceania Community to promote acceptance of these
conventions (Regan 1999).

The Papua New Guinea Defence Force, for example, prevented medical supplies
reaching civilians in Bougainville, precipitating thousands of deaths. The blockade
was, in part, reinforced with Australian-supplied patrol boats (Australian Parliament
Joint Standing Committee 1999). Under common Article 3 of the four conventions
(which applies to both international and non-international armed conflicts), ‘persons
taking no active part in the hostilities…shall in all circumstances be treated humanely’
and ‘the wounded and sick shall be…cared for’. The blockade’s military goal was to
prevent further weapons reaching Bougainville, but blocking food and medicine as
well was, in the words of Protocol I, ‘excessive in relation to the military advantage
anticipated’. Article 54 of Protocol I bans the starvation of civilians as a method of
warfare. In general, Protocol I provides for the protection of vehicles carrying medical
equipment (extending the provisions of the second Geneva Convention) and Protocol
II affords special protection to the sick and wounded in the context of a civil war.

Bougainvillean forces were equally unprofessional. It was difficult at times to tell
the difference between the BRA, Resistance forces and criminal raskol gangs. Many
fighters were motivated by family or community factors, rather than group ideology
(Regan 1997, 1998, 1999). As a result, many did not belong to any sort of
organisation with a command structure, and failed to distinguish themselves from
the civilian population.36 With command structures so obviously lacking, few groups
had the capacity to implement the provisions of Protocol II, as required in Article 1.

The violent extremists on all sides, particularly those indistinguishable from the
criminal element, did little to observe the spirit or letter of the Geneva Conventions,
given the random murders and rapes that occurred, not to mention the BRA’s targeting
of educated people (Regan 1998, 1999). Thus, few who regarded themselves as
combatants would have qualified for the status of ‘lawful combatant’ as defined in
the conventions, and for the protections of prisoners of war.

In Solomon Islands, the militia groups, even if they had identifiable commanders
or spokesmen, demonstrated little knowledge of, or interest in, the Geneva
Conventions. In one incident, three militiamen killed two members of a rival militia
while the latter were recovering from wounds in their hospital beds (‘Gunmen kill
pair in hospital’, The Sydney Morning Herald, 11 July 2000:8). The Solomon Islands
police force used the Australian-supplied patrol boat to shell civilians on several
occasions (O’Callaghan 2001d, 2001f).

Given the grave transgressions of the law of war that have occurred in the region,
the Oceania Security Centre needs to encourage ratification of the Geneva
Conventions, their protocols, and the Statute for the International Criminal Court,
and to facilitate education about their provisions. The Oceania Security Centre could
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establish training programs for the armed forces, and the police forces. As an example
of how this may work in practice, the Australian Defence Force and an Australian
university have established the Asia Pacific Centre for Military Law, which aims to
‘increase respect for the law of armed conflict throughout Asia and the South Pacific’
(University of Melbourne 2002).37 Further, Australia currently runs workshops in
Papua New Guinea on the need to observe international humanitarian law whilst
using small arms (Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade n.d.).

The Oceania Security Centre has the potential to make a unique contribution to
the promulgation of the Geneva Conventions. As Bougainville demonstrated, the
conventions fall down in the absence of a formal military chain of command,
particularly in the case of ‘an anarchic conflict involving loosely organised clans and
other “units”, which may be parts of a “private army” or perhaps just bands of
plundering, pillaging killers, none of them bound by a professional code’ (Thurer
1999:731).38

New measures are needed in these circumstances, beyond just educating
military and civilian élites. In such cases, the Oceania Security Centre could
disseminate information via radio and relate the conventions to existing cultural
norms (Thurer 1999).

Combating terrorism

The Oceania Security Centre would also be a vehicle for closer cooperation to combat
terrorism. It should be charged with three main areas: generating financial
intelligence, facilitating general intelligence sharing, and developing contingency
plans in the event of a terrorist attack.

Most Forum island countries have an interest in developing greater financial
intelligence, but lack the resources to create effective national-level units. In any
event, it makes more sense to have a regional mechanism to track money laundering,
to develop a broader, and more comprehensive, picture. Thus, the Oceania Security
Centre would also serve as the region’s financial intelligence unit. One option would
be to expand the work of the Australian Transaction Reports and Analysis Centre
(AUSTRAC) so that it becomes a regional mechanism for financial reporting and the
dissemination of information about money laundering.39 AUSTRAC has stated that it
regards the Pacific as a priority area; it has already signed a memorandum of
understanding with Vanuatu, and is developing them with the Cook Islands and the
Marshall Islands (Australian Parliamentary Committee 2003).

The Oceania Security Centre would also be a mechanism for sharing general
intelligence on terrorism-related issues among Community members (Australian
Strategic Policy Institute 2002). This could involve creating facilities to share time-
sensitive information quickly and instituting meetings of representatives from
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Community members’ intelligence and security services, in addition to the current
meetings of law enforcement officials (the Forum did establish a Regional Security
Information Exchange in 1988, but the exchange has not been mentioned in recent
Forum Communiqués in relation to terrorism, and doubts have been expressed
about its efficacy) (Findlay 1992).

Given the likelihood of a terrorist attack against Australian citizens, even on the
Australian mainland, is thought to be high (Australian Strategic Policy Institute 2002),
it is sensible to develop regional contingency plans for dealing with the aftermath of
such an attack (Babbage 2002; Australian Strategic Policy Institute 2002). This is
an area where Australia is likely to be the main beneficiary of regional cooperation,
yet this is entirely appropriate, since the Oceania Community should benefit all
members, not just Forum island countries.

The Oceania security agreement should develop the law enforcement cooperation
provisions in the Honiara Declaration and the Nasonini Declaration. Thus, police
from Australia (or another Community member that has been attacked) should be
able to participate in any investigations that need to occur in other Community
members following an attack (as the Australian Federal Police worked in cooperation
with the Indonesian authorities following the Bali bombing). By this, I do not mean to
suggest such an attack would have been executed by Forum island country citizens,
but it is certainly possible that one of the Pacific’s offshore banks may have assisted
in financing an attack, and that the perpetrators may have lived in, or travelled
through, another Community member.

The Oceania Security Centre should also be charged with developing plans for
regional assistance following a terrorist attack. For example, if a terrorist attack
occurred in Australia, military personnel from New Zealand, Fiji and Papua New
Guinea may be able to assist in managing the aftermath. It may be that Australian
interests overseas are targeted, in which case there should be plans for the rapid
deployment of medical personnel to assist local authorities (Australian Strategic
Policy Institute 2002).

The Oceania Peace Monitoring Group

To complement the Oceania Security Centre, the Oceania Community should also
establish a standing Peace Monitoring Group. The Oceania Peace Monitoring Group
would be permanently available when the efforts of the Oceania Security Centre
alone are not enough, when a substantial supranational presence is needed to
prevent the escalation of conflict and promote its resolution.

The Oceania Peace Monitoring Group should have the ability to deploy rapidly. As
the OSCE has found, ‘the decisive point for the effectiveness of any conflict
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management is how to move smoothly and judiciously from early warning to early
action’.40 Early intervention may speed resolution and build confidence in a peaceful
outcome. Conflicts stand the greatest chance of being resolved at their inception—
before positions harden and the main players demonise their opposites—or in their
later stages, when combatants are exhausted or killed, rather than in the middle
when violence is most rampant (Evans 1993). A standing peace monitoring group,
immediately available, may limit the spread of violence, saving lives and avoiding
the need for a peacekeeping or enforcement operation.

Lessons learned from previous operations

Other regions do not provide an obvious model for the Oceania Peace Monitoring
Group.41 The ad hoc Bougainville Peace Monitoring Group provides the best precedent,
and it is worth considering the factors that combined to make it a successful operation.

First, Bougainville was a ‘mature’ conflict. The general population and many
combatants were sick of the violence. They were ready to negotiate a peace, realising
that continued armed conflict would, at best, result in a pyrrhic victory (Regan 1999).
The Bougainville Truce Monitoring Group/Peace Monitoring Group was the
culmination of attempted peace initiatives over preceding years (Australian
Parliament Joint Standing Committee 1999; Regan 1998). Thus, parties to a conflict
have to be ready to deal.

Second, the Bougainville peace process benefited from sustained Australian
interest. Australia provided substantial funding, for the Peace Monitoring Group
itself and for AusAID projects, so that Bougainvilleans saw an immediate peace
dividend.42 Australia was also patient, allowing the parties the space to negotiate
the issues themselves, only intervening when other options had been exhausted
(Regan 1999; Regan 2002). Likewise, New Zealand remained actively engaged
throughout, having initiated the peace process when many combatants were still
dubious about Australia. New Zealand led the initial Truce Monitoring Group, and
cooperated closely with Australia through the Peace Monitoring Group.

Third, the Peace Monitoring Group’s neutrality was vital. The key to winning the
trust of the Bougainvillean factions and the national government was to convince
them that the Peace Monitoring Group was not taking sides. Thus, the Peace
Monitoring Group was an observer rather than a participant in negotiations. By
contrast, in the Solomon Islands, the IPMT was criticised for supposedly breaching
the terms of its mandate under the Townsville Agreement. It was claimed that the
IPMT had opened up its own discussions with some military forces over weapons
disposal, and planned to ‘allow the coup-makers continued access to hundreds of
high-powered weapons’ (O’Callaghan 2001c:11; O’Callaghan 2001e:14). There
was a perception, right or wrong, that the IPMT was not neutral.
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One factor in promoting the neutrality of the ad hoc peace monitoring groups
was their limited mandates. The Burnham and Lincoln Agreements for Bougainville
and the Townsville Agreement for the Solomon Islands specified that the groups
were to monitor the peace through building confidence, facilitating weapons disposal
and reporting on ceasefire violations. The ad hoc Peace Monitoring Groups did not
get involved in aid delivery, for instance, because ensuring aid reached one area
may have been misinterpreted as favouring one faction (Australian Parliament Joint
Standing Committee 1999). Limited mandates also help to avoid the problem of
mission creep.

Fourth, the contribution of Fiji and Vanuatu to the Bougainville Peace Monitoring
Group, particularly at the teamsites, was critical. The ni-Vanuatu members of the
teamsites served as translators, and the Fijians and ni-Vanuatu were a point of
Melanesian identification for the local people. Bougainvilleans felt they could open
up to the Fijians and ni-Vanuatu, and receive a sympathetic understanding of their
issues. Liaison Team Buka, arguably the most important of the five teamsites, was
always headed by a Fijian commanding officer.

Fifth, the Bougainville Peace Monitoring Group was unarmed, subduing tensions
and encouraging Bougainvilleans to go about their business unarmed. The presence
of civilians at each teamsite also contributed to the atmosphere of normality. These
civilians liaised with the local community and investigated ceasefire violations.
Civilian presence indicated that the Peace Monitoring Group contributing countries
regarded the situation as safe for their own civilians, giving the Bougainvilleans
further confidence.

Even though Peace Monitoring Group personnel were unarmed, no Peace
Monitoring Group member was attacked. The parties to the peace process
understood that the Peace Monitoring Group would be evacuated immediately if
targeted in any way. As Foreign Minister Alexander Downer said when shots were
fired in the direction of two IPMT members in the Solomon Islands, ‘[t]he IPMT’s
mandate was agreed by the parties, who at the same time provided guarantees of
the safety of IPMT personnel…The IPMT will stay in the Solomon Islands only as long
as it is welcome and its neutrality is respected’ (Polglaze 2001).43

Sixth, the Peace Monitoring Group went to considerable effort to win over the
local population and restore confidence. It provided medical assistance in emergency
situations, and made the fleet of Peace Monitoring Group Iriquois helicopters available
for medical emergencies. It established a small publishing industry, publicising
progress in the peace process and various community events (Australian Parliament
Joint Standing Committee 1999). Particularly in the early stages, Peace Monitoring
Group personnel facilitated and attended reconciliations, a key factor in restoring
peace at the community level.
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It must be acknowledged that there was an element of good luck in the success
of the Bougainville Peace Monitoring Group—it is important to remain realistic about
the prospects for success in future operations, as the failure of the Solomon Islands
IPMT’s efforts to secure a permanent peace demonstrate. The key advocates for
peace amongst the Bougainville political leaders managed to carry on, despite poor
health. Though violence did occur after the peace accords, it was quickly contained.
Alexander Downer’s intervention in December 2000 occurred at precisely the right
time; Australia did not intervene any earlier, although no doubt it would have been
tempting to do so. Moi Avei was a very able Minister for Bougainville Affairs,
determined to solve the problem and sell the hard decisions (Regan 2002).44

Thus, good management and good luck combined to produce a successful
outcome in the Bougainville peace process. Nonetheless, there are areas where
improvements could have been made. More work could have gone into disarmament,
by developing a process for weapons disposal prior to a final settlement. The UN
observer mission undertook some efforts in this regard, but made little progress
(Australian Parliament Joint Standing Committee 1999). The IPMT also struggled to
secure comprehensive weapons disposal (Wainwright 2003). It may be that full
weapons destruction cannot take place until a final settlement is negotiated, but
this should not prevent efforts at weapons containment. The effort is as important
for its symbolism—encouraging non-combatants to believe that life is returning to
normal and that they can go peacefully about their business—as for its substance.

Further, the Peace Monitoring Group exit strategy could have been clearer. Many
Bougainvillean leaders assumed that the Peace Monitoring Group commitment
was open-ended, or that the group would maintain its initial high numbers. A defined
exit strategy may have provided further impetus to the negotiations.

In sum, the Bougainville Peace Monitoring Group was successful because of
parties who were ready to deal, sustained Australian interest, its neutrality and its
limited mandate, Forum island country involvement, its unarmed nature, and its
efforts to win over the local population. These factors should be replicated in the
creation and deployment of the Oceania Peace Monitoring Group to the extent
possible.

Features of the Oceania Peace Monitoring Group

The Oceania security agreement could not spell out the numbers, composition and
resources that would be required in any given operation. At its peak, the Bougainville
Peace Monitoring Group involved around 300 personnel; the Solomon Islands IPMT
involved 49; and RAMSI involved 325 police and 1,800 supporting peacekeepers.
Similarly, the composition will depend on the circumstances. The Oceania Security
Centre could request election monitoring, which would most appropriately comprise
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civilian monitors from all Community members, together with officials from the
Australian Electoral Commission. If there were a high likelihood of violence in a
particular situation, it would be appropriate to utilise defence personnel and federal
police, even if they are unarmed.45 Thus, it would be inappropriate and impossible
to detail the composition and nature of future operations.

Instead, the Oceania security agreement should spell out a minimum
commitment of personnel that would be permanently available for deployment as
part of the Oceania Peace Monitoring Group. The Community should be able to field
a Peace Monitoring Group of at least one hundred in any given operation. In the first
phase of the Oceania Community, the breakdown could be as shown in Table 8.1.

Members could contribute more to a given operation, and circumstances may
require it. Forum island countries would share responsibility for such regional
operations—all Oceania members should be prepared to contribute to an operation,
even if smaller countries’ contribution is limited to only one or two police personnel
or civilian monitors.

The circumstances of an operation might suggest likely participants—it would
have been inappropriate, for instance, for the Papua New Guinea Defence Force to
have participated in the Bougainville Peace Monitoring Group—but it would be
advisable for the Oceania Peace Monitoring Group to draw on personnel from at
least one country in the same sub-region as the country experiencing the security
crisis. In Bougainville, for example, it was useful for the Bougainville Peace Monitoring
Group to have representatives from Vanuatu, a fellow Melanesian country. Ensuring
this occurs in future would help the local populations to identify and communicate
with the Oceania Peace Monitoring Group.

The Oceania Peace Monitoring Group should be neutral, to win the trust of all
parties and the safety of the group itself. It should be unarmed, and it should be

Table 8.1 Proposed minimum commitments for the Oceania Peace
Monitoring Group

Minimum commitment
(persons)

Australia 40
New Zealand 15
Papua New Guinea 15
Fiji 15
Vanuatu 10
Other   5

Total 100
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made clear to the parties to a conflict that the Oceania Peace Monitoring Group
would withdraw if attacked. The Oceania Peace Monitoring Group should serve a
limited, defined purpose. For example, it could supervise Bougainville’s referendum
on independence in 10 years’ time, but it would be inappropriate for it to oversee
nation-building efforts if Bougainville elects to become independent.

Any Oceania operation needs a defined exit strategy, to maintain the pressure on
the parties to negotiate a settlement. Obviously, leaving a conflict zone within six
months, when the parties are still negotiating major issues, would be an abrogation
of responsibility. The Oceania Peace Monitoring Group could be committed for an
initial two-year period (subject to the safety of its personnel and ongoing weapons
disposal). At the end of the initial two-year period, the Oceania Community could
review progress, and elect to keep the Oceania Peace Monitoring Group in place for
a further two-year period, but at a reduced size. At the end of the four-year period,
the Oceania Community may elect to leave the Oceania Peace Monitoring Group in
place for a fifth and final year, but, again, at a much reduced size. Thus, parties to a
dispute would have five years to resolve their key differences.46

The ongoing presence of the Oceania Peace Monitoring Group would be tied to
ongoing weapons disposal. Some of the peace dividend—the development
assistance from aid agencies—could also be tied to weapons disposal. Disposal
need not mean destruction. The emphasis could be on confidence-building measures
like placing weapons in containers.

The UN Security Council should be informed any time the Oceania Peace
Monitoring Group is deployed, as required by Article 54 of the UN Charter, and the
Council would be regularly updated on progress.47 It would be appropriate for a
small UN observer mission to operate alongside any Oceania Peace Monitoring
Group deployment, to highlight to the conflicting parties the regional and global
interest in ensuring a peaceful outcome.

Deployment

Defined mechanisms in the Oceania security agreement would allow the Oceania
Peace Monitoring Group to be deployed; for example, on the recommendation of
the Oceania Security Centre or Community foreign ministers. Before the Oceania
Peace Monitoring Group is deployed, all, or almost all, significant players in the
conflict should express their commitment to a peace process. The relevant
government should agree to the deployment. If a player in a conflict refuses to
participate in a peace process, their absence should not represent a significant
threat to the process. The fact that Francis Ona did not participate in the Bougainville
peace process did not prevent the deployment of the Peace Monitoring Group or the
successful outcome there. The IPMT went ahead even though Harold Keke did not
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support it (Roberts 2001a). This is a matter of judgment in each case, but the
presumption should be in favour of deployment. The idea is to ensure that the
Oceania Peace Monitoring Group faces minimal risk, but zero risk would be unrealistic.

Limitations

The Oceania Peace Monitoring Group would not be a cure for all possible security
issues. For example, if the Oceania Peace Monitoring Group had existed at the time
of any of the three coups in Fiji, it would not have been called into operation. Although
the democratically elected government may have requested assistance, the Oceania
Peace Monitoring Group would not have enjoyed the consent of all parties to the
dispute. Of course, non-involvement would not have been an option if there had
been massive, systematic human rights violations—if, for instance, the Fijian army
had started to kill Indo-Fijians rather than ejecting them from government—but such
extreme circumstances would (theoretically) have been handled through a UN peace
enforcement operation.

Peacekeeping

Papua New Guinea Prime Minister Julius Chan first suggested a Pacific peacekeeping
force in 1980. This followed the ‘coconut war’ in Vanuatu, when Australia and Papua
New Guinea provided logistical support to the government to put down a separatist
rebellion (Smith 1996). Chan found no support from fellow Forum members at the
time (Fry 1990). Chan tried again in 1988, arguing, ‘[t]he initiative must come from
the developed nations, because they will be expected to follow it with their cheque
books, and it must be something bolder and entail firmer commitments than just
simply handing out aid or patrol boats’ (Warner 1988:36). During a subsequent
term as Prime Minister, Chan felt so constrained by his options that he sought to hire
mercenaries to resolve the Bougainville crisis. Perhaps the Sandline debacle may
not have occurred if a regional mechanism had been available.

Chan seemed to envisage a regional peacekeeping force that would supplement
domestic military or paramilitary forces—it differs from the UN peacekeeping model.
In a prescient 1990 article, Australian academic Greg Fry examined the issues
involved in establishing such a force (Fry 1990). He correctly predicted that ad hoc
forces were more likely than a standing peacekeeping force, that an intervention
would be designed to assist in the resolution of an internal security problem, and
that Australia and New Zealand would seek Forum endorsement for an intervention
(Fry 1990). Yet he feared such a force could be misused, for example, to aid a
government to suppress internal dissent (Fry 1990). As he envisaged it,

[a] South Pacific force would be involved in…a ‘police action’ despite the
use of soldiers to carry it out. Coercive action would be involved and the
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force would not be neutral. This is not peacekeeping as it is generally known…
The essence of international peacekeeping is that the peacekeeping force
should be neutral; that it should not be making the peace between conflicting
parties but rather should be assisting in the implementation of agreements
between them; and that the force should not be involved in coercive action...Its
weapons are only for self-defence (Fry 1990:119).

Fry (1990) did not reject the possibility of a worthwhile Pacific peacekeeping force,
but his concerns certainly raise issues about the standing of any Pacific peacekeeping
force, and the appropriate circumstances for its deployment.

Apart from the brief use of a Pacific peacekeeping force at the 1994 Bougainville
peace conference, the Solomon Islands intervention in 2003 represents the first
major Pacific regional peacekeeping operation. Any future peacekeeping initiative is
likely to have many of the features of RAMSI. It will be an ad hoc operation designed
to provide an overwhelming presence at the start of a peace effort, to ensure an
immediate sense of security and encourage adherence to the law and/or the terms of
a peace agreement.48 It will most likely be a short-term operation, given the resources
involved, giving way to a core, longer-term peace monitoring or police operation.49

Even though RAMSI provides a worthwhile precedent, I believe it is unrealistic to
attempt to negotiate standing peacekeeping resources as part of the Oceania security
agreement. Individual states are unlikely to surrender their discretion when it comes
to peacekeeping commitments, since the commitment of forces to peacekeeping
missions requires greater deliberation on the part of national governments. Lives
may be lost and such operations may require a larger commitment of resources.
Individual states may also fear compromising their national security by over-
committing resources to a regional operation. In contrast, Oceania Community
members are more likely to commit to a Peace Monitoring Group in advance, because
fewer resources are involved and personnel are at less risk.

Instead, the Oceania security agreement should focus on measures that will assist
in the creation of ad hoc peacekeeping missions as required. Such measures could aim
to increase inter-operability between members’ defence forces, through common planning
doctrines, standardised communications and command and control procedures (Ryan
2000). The Community could also facilitate joint training among members.

The Oceania security agreement, addressing the concerns raised by Fry, also needs
to develop a framework for when ad hoc peacekeeping operations will be deployed.

As discussed, the Australian government’s three prerequisites prior to its
intervention in Solomon Islands were

1. a formal invitation from the relevant government, and enabling legislation
2. Forum approval
3. implicitly, general support from the population of the relevant state.50



181

Security

Although the Solomon Islands intervention was welcome, this is an inadequate
framework for future reference. If, hypothetically, Papua New Guinea had requested
a peacekeeping force in the past to blockade Bougainville and hunt down
Bougainvillean criminals, the request would most likely have met these three criteria.
Papua New Guinea would obviously have provided the formal invitation; and the
initiative would probably have enjoyed general support from the rest of Papua New
Guinea’s population, and would most likely have won Forum approval (recall that in
these exact circumstances, Australia provided Papua New Guinea with defence
training, patrol boats and Iriquois helicopters, which were used to perpetrate
breaches of human rights and humanitarian law) (Fry 1991:25; Bergin 1994). To
avoid this situation, UN authority and observers should be additional features of any
framework for Oceania Community intervention. Importantly, any intervention should
uphold the five goals of regional order, which include upholding the rule of law and
avoiding human rights violations.

Opinions differed as to whether Australia and other contributing nations should
have sought UN Security Council approval for RAMSI prior to its deployment (the
Security Council was notified after the operation had commenced) (Wainwright
2003).51 Kelly argued that the legal authority for the operation flowed from the
consent of the Solomon Islands government and the legislation it passed (Kelly
2003b). Griffin suggests that ‘legally, consensual, non-offensive peace operations
can be undertaken on an ad hoc, collective basis, by a regional organisation or
indeed by an individual state without authorisation by the Security Council’
(1999:21).

Consideration of the relevant provisions of the UN Charter, however, suggests a
more ambiguous situation. The UN Charter encourages regional arrangements, going
so far as to state that regional institutions should ‘make every effort to achieve
pacific settlement of local disputes…before referring them to the Security Council’
(UN Charter, Chapter 8). But Article 53 states that ‘no enforcement action shall be
taken under regional arrangements or by regional agencies without the authorisation
of the Security Council’ (italics added).

A prima facie argument could be made that RAMSI had at least some of the
features of a peace enforcement operation: it involved an external intervention
force, whose personnel were given the authority to use lethal force in the discharge
of their duties.52 Further, Australia committed naval assets to interdiction, to prevent
weapons entering Bougainville from the Solomon Islands (RAMSI 2003). This differs
from traditional peacekeeping operations, where the emphasis is on neutrality and
impartiality, as outlined by Fry (1990). The United Nations has defined peacekeeping
operations as those ‘involving military personnel, but without enforcement
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powers…based on consent and cooperation. While they involve the use of military
personnel, they achieve their objectives not by force of arms, thus contrasting them
with the “enforcement action” of the UN under Article 42’ (United Nations 1990:4–
5). In contrast, peace enforcement operations have been defined as ‘coercive in
nature…undertaken under UN chapter VII when the consent of any of the major
parties is uncertain. They are designed to maintain and re-establish peace or enforce
the terms specified in the mandate’ (Rikhye 2000:69). RAMSI is arguably closer to
an East Timor-style enforcement operation, where the intervention force was granted
Security Council authority to ‘take all necessary measures’ to restore peace and
security.53

UN involvement was certainly contemplated as part of the Solomon Islands
operation,54 but was complicated politically by the Solomon Islands’ diplomatic
recognition of Taiwan rather than China.55 Some suggested that Australia and others
did not seek a Security Council resolution for fear of a Chinese veto (Kelly 2003b),
but the conservative Australian government’s scepticism about multilateral
institutions (Wesley 2002; Flitton 2003; Howard 2003a ) may also have played a
part. These are difficult issues and it is important to be pragmatic—Australia, and
the people of the Solomon Islands, would have been placed in an invidious situation
if China had indeed vetoed a Security Council resolution prior to deployment (when
faced with a Russian Security Council veto, NATO members argued that the need for
humanitarian intervention justified the use of force in Kosovo, but the existence of
a principle of humanitarian intervention in international law is disputed) (Wheeler
2001; Thomas 1999; O’Connell 2000).

There should, however, be a presumption in favour of UN approval and
involvement in future operations. This would provide a more secure legal basis for
an intervention, but is also important for political reasons.

RAMSI involved a large external security force, authorised to use lethal force, as
well as foreign personnel assuming responsibility for key parts of the Solomon Islands
government apparatus: finance and economic management, the judicial and prison
system, and law enforcement (Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade
2003a; Forum Foreign Affairs Ministers Meeting  2003b). This represents a surrender
of a considerable part of the Solomon Islands’ sovereignty. The Australian Strategic
Policy Institute has argued that in such instances a higher degree of intervention
and a deeper long-term commitment is necessary because of the depth of the
institutional decline in failed states.56 Operations involving such a high degree of
intervention have typically been conducted under UN auspices, such as the United
Nations Transition Assistance Group (UNTAG) in Namibia, the United Nations
Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC) and the UN Transitional Administration
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in East Timor (UNTAET). Although Solomon Islands was not surrendering its sovereignty
as completely as occurred in these earlier UN operations, there are advantages for
Community members, particularly Australia, in sharing the burden and responsibility
for future high-level interventions with the United Nations. McCarthy argues that
regional organisations generally ‘lack the experience, mandate and neutrality’ to
undertake higher-level interventions (McCarthy 1995:25).

The addition of UN impartiality, credibility and standing to any regional operation
assists Australia (and, indeed, any other Community member which has a substantial
role in future interventions) politically.57 Wainwright has argued, for example, that
the Solomon Islands mission is ‘vulnerable to the fluctuations of political alignment
in Honiara…this remains a delicate basis for such an operation, and might present
problems in the longer term’ (Wainwright 2003:493). In future operations, if
resentment builds over the loss of sovereignty, it will not be directed solely at one
Community member if the United Nations is involved. Further, burden-sharing avoids
one Community member being blamed when setbacks occur.

It is worth re-considering, too, Australia’s first prerequisite for RAMSI’s
deployment—an invitation from the Solomons Islands government, and enabling
legislation. Given that the reason for the deployment was that Solomon Islands was
a failing state, Australia was fortunate that there was a government with sufficient
authority to make these arrangements .58 In the future, though, there may be a need
for an intervention in a failed state where the government is incapable of commanding
sufficient legitimacy to make such an invitation. When a state is failing or failed it
may be increasingly difficult, too, to determine the general will of the population. In
such a case, Australia would surely be wise to call on the authority of the United
Nations, as well as regional institutions. This would be even more compelling in the
case of Papua New Guinea, where Australia would be intervening as the former
colonial power.

In anticipation of the need for high-level interventions in the future, and to avoid
an inappropriate Security Council veto over an individual operation, the Oceania
Community should establish a framework agreement with the United Nations.59

The Oceania security agreement should state that the Oceania Community is a
regional organisation within the definition of Chapter Eight of the UN Charter, as the
treaties establishing the Organisation of American States and the OSCE do (OSCE
1999). The framework agreement between the United Nations and the Oceania
Community would then delineate the Community’s areas of responsibility, specifying
those instances where the Community would act, the type of action, the notification
and reporting requirements, and the degree of assistance that could be expected
from the United Nations in any future intervention (the UN observer mission in
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Bougainville was small, but it usefully reinforced to the parties that the ‘eyes of the
world’ were watching). The Community could then seek Security Council approval
for this framework.

Thus, in addition to an invitation from a democratic government, general support
from the population and Forum approval, I suggest a fourth consideration for any
Oceania peacekeeping/ enforcement intervention should be included in the Oceania
security agreement

4. UN authority from a standing framework agreement, recognising the Oceania
Community as a regional body with the sovereignty to manage Pacific disputes,
in accordance with Chapter Eight of the UN Charter.

As a final fail-safe, a fifth general consideration could be added
5. the intervention will promote human rights and be in accordance with

humanitarian law.
These added protections would increase the authority and neutrality of any future

regional intervention force, and would avoid the dangers identified by Fry (1990,
1991). For example, Oceania peacekeepers would not be involved in a Bougainville-
style situation should it arise in the future, with a national government requesting
assistance to blockade a wayward province. Such an action would be unlikely to win
UN approval, and would clearly not promote human rights, nor would it be in
accordance with humanitarian law.

Peace enforcement

It can be appreciated that there is a continuum of security initiatives, ranging from
those, such as the Oceania Security Centre, which may involve a mild degree of
intervention, to those, such as RAMSI, which involve a high degree of intervention. I
have expressed caution about solely regional initiatives, such as RAMSI, which seem
to rest on the borderline between peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations,
and suggested that it is more appropriate for the region to act in concert with the
United Nations when a high degree of intervention is involved. McCarthy argues, for
example, that regional organisations face ‘numerous legal, operational and political
barriers which will generally render them unwilling and unable to undertake effective
enforcement measures’ (McCarthy 1995:24).

It may be that, unfortunately, there is a need for an explicit peace enforcement
action in the Pacific at some future point, where an external fighting force is needed
to intervene between warring parties, or to prevent mass killings. This obviously
involves the highest possible degree of intervention, and I believe in such a case the
United Nations, rather than the Oceania Community, should manage the response.
Such an intervention would require an explicit Security Council mandate, and a UN
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rather than a regional force. Representatives from Oceania members could form
part of a UN operation, but the Oceania force would not be operating in its own right.
Thus, such high-level peace enforcement goes beyond what should be considered
in the Oceania security agreement.

Mutual defence

This chapter has focused on internal security issues, in the belief that these represent
the most likely threats to Pacific security, and the risk of external aggressors is low
(Commonwealth of Australia 2000). This has clearly been the more recent pattern.
It would be appropriate, however, for the Oceania security agreement to include
provisions on mutual defence arrangements for handling other issues.

Australia has made explicit and implicit commitments for the mutual defence of
all Forum island countries. According to the 2000 Defence White Paper, Australia
would want to be in a position to help Forum island countries defend themselves
against unprovoked armed aggression, and would be very likely to provide substantial
support to any Southwest Pacific country in these circumstances (Commonwealth
of Australia 2000). Forum island countries may be concerned at times about
Australian interference in their internal sovereignty, but they look to Australia (with
New Zealand) to guarantee their external security. Whilst I was in Bougainville,
senior Fijian members of the Peace Monitoring Group were very interested in the
Defence White Paper, because, as one officer said, ‘[w]e would look to Australia if
ever we were in trouble’ (personal communication).

Given the low risk of external aggression, Australia should formalise a mutual
defence commitment with other Forum island countries as part of the Oceania
security agreement, as it has done bilaterally with Papua New Guinea. This would
further engender a regional perspective on security issues. Australia’s commitment
to the Pacific Patrol Boat program could also be formalised in the Oceania security
agreement,60 as could its commitment to assist Forum island countries in the
aftermath of natural disasters.61

Such commitments would further encourage Forum island countries’ adherence
to the regional security order, and could be used by Australia and New Zealand as
leverage to ensure greater Forum island country commitment to, for example, the
principles of humanitarian law in their military and paramilitary training.

Conclusion

The Pacific has faced a number of security challenges in recent years, with internal
conflicts in Fiji, Papua New Guinea and Solomon Islands, as well as the supranational
threat of terrorism. Australia’s intervention in Solomon Islands was predicated on



186

Pacific Regional Order

the assumption that Solomon Islands risked becoming a failed state, and that such
interventions might be required in other Pacific states in the future.

Addressing these conflicts requires a multi-faceted approach. Clearly the
promotion of sustainable economic development, the rule of law and democracy
are part of this approach, in terms of addressing their origins and developing a
climate that eschews internal conflict. Yet promoting these goals will not be enough.
For example, Bougainville will conduct its referendum on independence by 2020,
which will probably lead to a new state. Yet many in Bougainville will resist
independence, preferring autonomy within Papua New Guinea. Given Bougainville’s
past violence, the referendum and its aftermath will need supervision, to avoid
risking all that has been achieved so far.62

Thus, promoting the goal of security necessarily involves improving the Pacific’s
security architecture. The key new institution would be the Oceania Security Centre.
The Centre would engage in preventive diplomacy initiatives, assist in post-conflict
resolution through the administration of a peace fund, promote cooperation to
combat terrorism, and ensure greater adherence to the Geneva Conventions to lift
the professionalism of the region’s military and paramilitary forces.

This chapter proposed a standing Oceania Peace Monitoring Group, consisting
of 100 personnel drawn from all Community members. A permanent mechanism
available for rapid deployment might contain disputes, and obviate a larger
commitment later. This would have been true in the Solomon Islands, and possibly
in Bougainville. I have also suggested that the Oceania security agreement should
include measures to improve interoperability between the region’s military and
paramilitary forces, in anticipation of the need for ad hoc peacekeeping operations.
Finally, to win Forum island countries’ adherence to the Oceania single undertaking
treaty, it is suggested that Australia should formalise its arrangements for mutual
defence, the Pacific Patrol Boat program and disaster relief.

A distinction is drawn between initiatives requiring a mild level of intervention,
such as election monitoring, and those requiring a high level of intervention, such as
peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations. The higher the level of
intervention, the greater the need for UN authority and involvement. Thus, in the
case of peacekeeping operations, there would be shared authority between the
United Nations and the Oceania Community, whereas peace enforcement operations
would be within the purview of the United Nations alone.

Preventing and limiting conflict will continue to be a difficult undertaking, and
failures will most likely still occur. Yet an improved Pacific security architecture would
help realise one of the key goals of regional order, and its successes could potentially
save many lives.
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The next chapter proposes a regional human rights commission. Such a
commission could also assist in addressing some of the underlying causes of conflict
in the region, by promoting better local adherence to the supranational rule of law.

Notes
1 The Australian parliamentary inquiry concluded that ‘It is likely that Pacific island

countries, particularly in Melanesia, will continue to suffer political, ethnic and social
tension intensified by continuing economic decline and poor governance’ (Australian
Parliamentary Committee 2003:xxviii).

2 The Forum Regional Security Committee consists of representatives from Forum
members’ law enforcement agencies, including police, customs and immigration
officials.

3 Forum Foreign Ministers meet annually (but not Defence Ministers, nor Attorneys-
General); the Forum Regional Security Committee meets twice a year; and the Forum
Secretary-General may use his or her good offices in an effort to address a conflict.

4 The Aitutaki Declaration recognises that ‘it is best to avert the causes of conflict’, so
‘the Forum is committed to reducing, containing and resolving all conflicts by peaceful
means’ (South Pacific Forum 1997b: para 10).

5 Australia has hosted workshops on the small arms problem, and all Pacific Islands
Forum members are adopting the same legislation to control the use of such arms.
Further, a comprehensive study has been undertaken into the flow of arms in the
Pacific. The South Pacific Police Chiefs Conference and the Oceania Customs
Organisation have examined ways to control the flow of weapons. See Pacific Islands
Forum (2000a: para 60). See also Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade
(n.d., 2001b, 1999d); Roberts 2001b; Australian Parliamentary Committee (2003).

6 The United Nations, World Bank, OECD and Commonwealth are all working with the
Forum and individual members to tackle the problem of money laundering (see OECD
1998; Cornell 2000; Randall 1999).

7 Australian Prime Minister John Howard has proposed that a regional police training
centre be created in Fiji, involving Australia training 200 regional police a year; this
would be a noteworthy addition to the region’s current security architecture. Through
the Enhanced Cooperation Program, officers of the Australian Federal Police began
assuming in-line positions in Papua New Guinea to assist in addressing that country’s
law and order difficulties, but the program later foundered. Perhaps eventually a pool of
officers from Australia and New Zealand will be available to assist other Forum island
countries as needed. Encouragingly, a regional transnational crime team has been
established following a workshop in Tonga in 2002 (Australian Parliamentary Committee
2003; Lewis and Harvey 2003).

8 See Article 5, Agreement between Australia, Papua New Guinea, Fiji, New Zealand and
Vanuatu concerning the Neutral Truce Monitoring Group for Bougainville. Available at
http://www.austlii.edu.au [accessed 27 August 2003].

9 See Protocol concerning the Peace Monitoring Group made pursuant to [and amending]
the Agreement between Australia, Papua New Guinea, Fiji, New Zealand and Vanuatu
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concerning the Neutral Truce Monitoring Group for Bougainville. Available at http://
www.austlii.edu.au [accessed 27 August 2003].

10 This followed the collapse of the ninth round of negotiations in eleven months.
11 This represented a considerable change from Australia’s previous policy which was

that such matters ‘were entirely for the Papua New Guinea government to decide, in
conjunction with the Bougainvillean leaders’ (Australian Parliament Joint Standing
Committee 1999:59).

12 The national government was formalising a process that may lead to independence for
Bougainville, which it had previously resisted; and Bougainville was deferring the
referendum on independence, which many Bougainvilleans wanted immediately, and
accepting that the result of the referendum would not be binding.

13 Agreed Principles on Deferred Conditional Referendum on Independence, initialled at
Kokopo on 26 January 2001.

14 Australia facilitated a meeting in Townsville in February 2001 between Bougainville
leaders and the Papua New Guinea government to negotiate the deal on weapons
disposal. Formal agreement was reached on 9 May, and the Townsville meeting allowed
Bougainvilleans to agree on a plan for weapons disposal between themselves, and to
hold reconciliation ceremonies between various combatants. See Regan (2002:122–
24) for details of the final agreement on weapons disposal.

15 An agreement on the level of autonomy that Bougainville would enjoy prior to the
referendum on independence proved difficult. The national government feared the
precedent it would set for other provinces, but for some Bougainville factions autonomy
was more important than the referendum on independence. Agreement was reached in
June 2001. Again Australia facilitated agreement by holding workshops demonstrating,
for instance, that it was possible to have federal and state police forces. See Regan
(2002:120–22) for details of the final agreement on autonomy.

16 Peace Monitoring Group numbers had fallen to 75 personnel by December 2001, and
the number of teamsites had been reduced to two.

17 1,700 weapons had been placed in containers by mid 2003 (Australian Department of
Foreign Affairs and Trade 2003c).

18 Part 2, Townsville Peace Agreement Available at http://www.vanuatu.usp.ac.fj/
pactreaties/Treaties_etc/Townsville_Peace_Agt.html [accessed 27 August 2003].

19 Part 3, Townsville Peace Agreement Available at http://www.vanuatu.usp.ac.fj/
pactreaties/Treaties_etc/Townsville_Peace_Agt.html [accessed 27 August 2003].

20 Annex II Townsville Peace Agreement Available at http://www.vanuatu.usp.ac.fj/
pactreaties/Treaties_etc/Townsville_Peace_Agt.html [accessed 27 August 2003].

21 Australia and other donors fully funded these elections (Australian Strategic Policy
Institute 2003).

22 Wainwright usefully illustrates the financial implications of early intervention, from
Britain’s role in the former Yugoslavia: ‘Britain became involved in Bosnia after several
years of civil war; Britain spent at least £1.5 billion on this involvement. Kosovo, which
saw a quicker British response, cost Britain in the order of £200 million. The preventive
action taken in Macedonia, however, meant that Britain spent just £14 million’
(Wainwright 2003:487). In the Solomon Islands context, the IPMT cost around A$8
million, and Australia spent A$22 million in total on the peace process during the IMPT
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phase. RAMSI, however, will cost A$200–300 million a year for 10 years (Australian
Strategic Policy Institute 2003; Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade
2003a; Nicholson 2002).

23 The idea for an Oceania Security Centre also draws on earlier Australian and New
Zealand proposals for regional conflict prevention mechanisms. Gareth Evans proposed
that the United Nations should establish Regional Peace and Security Resource Centres.
In 1995, Australia proposed that the ASEAN Regional Forum create a ‘regional centre
for conflict prevention’, to be known as the ‘Regional Risk Reduction Centre’, which
would gather and analyse information, monitor and report on specific issues and
provide an early warning function; the proposal was not taken up. New Zealand has
previously proposed a Pacific conflict resolution and mediation service. The list of
proposed activities also draws on Article 33 of the UN Charter (Evans 1999; McCarthy
1995; Ball 1999; Findlay 1992).

24 The Australian Electoral Commission, through the Pacific Islands, Australia and NZ
Electoral Administrators’ Network (PIANZEA) already regularly provides election monitors
to the region; this could be subsumed into the Oceania Security Centre. See http://
www.aec.gov.au/_content/how/international/index.htm [accessed 27 September
2005].

25 This definition draws on Boutros-Ghali (1992) and Ball (1999b).
26 McCarthy also believes early prevention can be successful because ‘the tactics used

to persuade the other party are still largely rhetorical and do not yet involve large-scale
violence with its attendant changes in motivation and perceptions. Communication is
usually still possible and relations between the parties may be ongoing in a broad
range of other areas’ (McCarthy 1995:18).

27 The list of proposed activities draws on Article 33 of the UN Charter (see Ball 1999b;
Acharya 1999; Evans 1999).

28 In 1998, the Forum Secretariat proposed a special fund be created to support the
development of preventive diplomacy mechanisms, but the proposal was not taken up
at that time.

29 First Geneva Convention for the Amelioration of the Condition of the Wounded and Sick
in Armed Forces in the Field; Second Geneva Convention for the Amelioration of the
Condition of the Wounded, Sick and Shipwrecked Members of Armed Forces at Sea;
Third Geneva Convention relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War; Fourth Geneva
Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in War. Available at http://
www.austlii.edu.au [accessed 27 August 2003].

30 Under the Conventions, parties in armed conflict can only attack military personnel
and targets. The First and Second Conventions protect sick and wounded troops on
land and sea, as well as medical personnel and medical establishments during armed
conflict. The Third Convention protects prisoners of war, and the Fourth Convention
protects civilians in war.

31 Article 8 of the Statute covers war crimes, and defines war crimes as grave breaches of
the Geneva Conventions. Article 8 then summarises some of the Conventions’ key
provisions. The Conventions provide more detail on appropriate conduct (although
some sections are outdated), so they remain useful standards for the Oceania
Community to promote.
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32 An important element of INTERFET’s success in East Timor, and the reputation of
Australia’s soldiers, was the Australian Defence Force’s strong commitment to acting
within the bounds of the Geneva Conventions (Kelly et al. 2001).

33 Protocol I Additional to the Geneva Conventions, and relating to the Protection of
Victims of International Armed Conflicts; Protocol II Additional to the Geneva Conventions,
and relating to the Protection of Victims of Non-International Armed Conflicts. Available
at http://www.austlii.edu.au Accessed 27 August 2003.

34 Para 1(1), Protocol II.
35 An individual cannot kill people, and then claim prisoner of war status when captured

because of a notional association with a guerrilla force.
36 Regan notes that the BRA ‘high command’ did not have much control over BRA fighters.

He also notes that the Papua New Guinea Defence Force had ‘poor command and
control systems and often idiosyncratic officers’ (Regan 1998:280).

37 The Centre has organised presentations around the region on topics such as rules of
engagement, peacekeeping and civil–military cooperation. The Centre also runs one to
two week courses on military operations law for commanders, legal advisers and training
managers. The latter is specifically designed to aid the interoperability of regional
forces.

38 In such circumstances, crimes against humanity could apply, even when the situation
in relation to war crimes is unclear—see Article 7 of the Statute of the International
Court of Justice.

39 AUSTRAC is Australia’s specialist financial intelligence unit, and anti-money laundering
regulator. See Australian Parliamentary Committee (2003).

40 Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (1999).
41 Other regions seemingly have under-developed security mechanisms, or focus on

peacekeeping rather than peace monitoring (again, the OSCE’s field operations come
closest). The European Union is yet to develop a clear role for its defence body, because
of uncertainties between European Union members about priorities, and its relationship
to NATO. The OAS has occasionally been involved in peacekeeping activities, but more
to support US interests. The Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS)
has occasionally taken on peacekeeping/enforcement action. The Organisation of
African Unity attempted a peacekeeping mission, in Chad, with little success. The
Organisation of East Caribbean States’ standing regional force supported the United
States in Grenada (Fry 1990; Dobson 1999; Ofuatey-Kodjoe 1994; Gordon 2000).

42 Amongst other activities, Australian aid funded an 84 bed hospital in Buka, 50 first aid
posts and 70 classrooms in remote areas; trained 100 community police workers;
employed 4,000 Bougainvilleans; and reconstructed Radio Bougainville, an important
tool in the peace process. In total, Australia committed A$100 million in aid in the first
five years of the reconstruction effort (Nugent 2000; Australian Parliament Joint
Standing Committee 1999).

43 Likewise, factional leaders guaranteed the safety of Peace Monitoring Group personnel
from the outset of the Group’s operations (Australian Parliament Joint Standing
Committee 1999).

44 I was able to see Avei’s effectiveness for myself, at the informal talks on Buka on 5
January 2001, and at the Kokopo talks on 26 January 2001.
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45 Particularly in the early stages of the Bougainville Peace Monitoring Group there were
many representatives from the Australian special forces, albeit unarmed. Their numbers
dwindled as the dangers lessened.

46 This would avoid the situation that has occurred in Cyprus, where the UN peacekeeping
force has been in place since 1964. An Australian conference on peacekeeping noted
the problem of open-ended commitments, and suggested ‘mandates could include
sunset clauses or signpost a process of transition’ (Clements and Wilson 1994:5).

47 Article 54 states that ‘[t]he Security Council shall at all times be kept fully informed of
activities undertaken or in contemplation under regional arrangements or by regional
agencies for the maintenance of international peace and security’. This article
reinforces the complementary link between the global and regional systems, and was
why the Security Council was informed of the initial 1994 Pacific peacekeeping operation
for the Bougainville peace conference, and the later Peace Monitoring Group (McCarthy
1995).

48 In the Solomon Islands context, Wainwright argued that the ‘size and nature of the
intervention force convinced Solomon Islanders that it “meant business”…[it] served
to pierce the climate of violence and impunity that had existed, by making it clear that
the circumstances had profoundly changed’  (2003:493).

49 The number of military personnel involved in RAMSI, for example, fell from 1,500 to
600 within six months (Shanahan 2003).

50 Australian Foreign Minister Alexander Downer referred to ‘broad community support’
and ‘wholehearted support in the Solomon Islands for an intervention’. Australian
Prime Minister John Howard referred to ‘overwhelming support from the people of the
Solomon Islands’ (Downer 2003e, Downer 2003d; Howard 2003b; Wainwright 2003).

51 Both the UN Security Council and Secretary-General expressed support for the initiative.
52 The Australian Defence Minister, Robert Hill, said that he had permitted the use of

lethal force under the rules of engagement. This was confirmed by Australian Prime
Minister John Howard (Karvelas 2003; Howard 2003c).

53 UN Security Council resolution 1264/99.
54 The Solomon Islands Governor-General anticipated that intervention may be under the

‘umbrella’ of the United Nations, in case there was a need for ‘the UN to take charge of
the administration of the country for a short time’; and the Australian Strategic Policy
Institute, whose report provided impetus and a blueprint for the intervention, suggested
the intervention ‘should be endorsed by the UN Security Council…It is in Australia’s
long-term interests for the UN to become increasingly engaged in the South Pacific,
and it should be encouraged to play such a role’ (Australian Strategic Policy Institute
2003:36).

55 Solomon Islands receives grants from Taiwan in return for its diplomatic recognition of
Taiwan (Australian Strategic Policy Institute 2003).

56 The Institute believes the following elements are required in such an intervention:
‘restoration of security, the creation of a rule of law, the construction of robust and
durable institutions, economic reform and development, and reconciliation after any
conflict’ (Australian Strategic Policy Institute 2003:30).

57 For example, in the Bougainville context, Regan argued that ‘the involvement of the UN
undoubtedly helps to create confidence in the process on the part of the groups with
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the highest level of suspicion of Australia, and which might therefore have been concerned
by the “dominant” Australian role in the PMG’  (Regan 1999:30).

58 In 2002, for example, the Australian Strategic Policy Institute noted that the
governments of Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu are ‘weak, transient
and hard to deal with’ (Australian Strategic Policy Institute 2002:29).

59 The Organisation of American States, the Organisation of African Unity, the Organisation
of the Islamic Conference and the Arab League have such framework agreements with
the United Nations (Evans 1996).

60 As also discussed in Chapter Four, Australia underwrites a significant element of
Forum island country defence capabilities, their Pacific Patrol Boats, meeting the cost
of the vessels, as well as the cost of ongoing maintenance, logistics, Australian advisors,
and in some cases, fuel (Australian Department of Defence 2002).

61 See Australian Parliamentary Committee (2003) for a discussion of the disaster
management activities that Australia already undertakes for Forum island countries.
There is also a formal arrangement between Australia, New Zealand and France on
coordination in the event of a natural disaster in the Pacific (the FRANZ Joint Statement
on Disaster Relief Cooperation in the South Pacific 1992). Australia and New Zealand
have also worked on an ad hoc basis to assist Forum island countries suffering droughts
and cyclones.

62 The Bougainville Peace Agreement already anticipates international observers being
invited to the referendum process (Regan 2002).


