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Vice-Chancellor, Professor Boyce, Associate Professor Newman, Members of the Roby 
Committee, Members of the Institute for Science and Technology Policy, Ladies and 
Gentlemen. 
 
I am very honoured by the invitation to present this 1992 Keith Roby Memorial Lecture. 
From what I have read and been told about him, his work and his vision, I am sure he 
would have taken a lively interest in the Global Summit which has just taken place in the 
beautiful and dramatic city of Rio de Janeiro and in the prospects that this largest ever 
gathering of world leaders offered for the future. 
 
Dr Roby's commitment to "Community Science", to the ideal of science and technology 
directed towards human fulfilment, social well-being and the satisfaction of the 
fundamental needs of mankind, together with his eagerness to examine – and find creative 
ways of resolving - major issues and problems, would have led him, I believe, to recognise 
the significance of the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, to 
see beyond the banner headlines and superficial commentaries which defined the 
Conference for the casual reader or television viewer and perhaps to draw inspiration from 
the vision it offered of a new era of international cooperation. 
 
When I was invited to present this lecture - which honours Dr Roby as a pioneer in the field 
of community science, I was told that the lecture is concerned with highlighting the 
relationships between science, the community and the environment. These elements lie at 
the very heart of the "UNCED process", as it is called. This process is a concentrated-effort 
by the international community to address growing concerns about environmental 
degradation; To define new patterns of behaviour and principles of interaction among 
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peoples, and between nations, which might not only halt the alarming deterioration of 
natural resources and offer ways of dealing with "new" global environmental problems, 
such as global warming, but which offers also a means of tackling the "old" problems of 
poverty, debt, inequality and under-development. 
 
UNCED was not an environment conference, nor was it a development conference. Its 
strength and significance lay in bringing the two together, in its goal of examining 
environment and development as inextricably linked elements in one equation, and in 
re-defining their relationship, through the vital and essentially simple principle of 
sustainable development. 
 
The concept of sustainable development, as many of you no doubt are aware, was 
defined in the seminal report of the World Commission on Environment and 
Development, often simply termed "The Brundtland Report", after the Norwegian 
Prime Minister, Mrs Gro Brundtland, who chaired the Commission which, in 1983, 
was charged by the United Nations to prepare a report on the global environment. 
 
That report was quite radical in a number of its conclusions and recommendations. It 
found that economic development almost everywhere in the world was being carried 
out in an environmentally unsustainable way, and it concluded, much to the dismay of 
many environmentalists, that rather than reduce economic growth and development, 
the world needed to accelerate growth, if the global environment was to have any 
chance of survival. 
 
However, this conclusion was accompanied by a critical proviso: accelerated growth 
had to be of a fundamentally different pattern from that of the past, it had to ensure 
the genuine integration of the environment with economic development - in other 
words the development had to be sustainable. 
 
Mrs Brundtland's rationale for encouraging accelerated economic growth was founded 
on the contention that chronically poor people impose even greater pressures upon 
often badly degraded environments until they eventually collapse, leaving behind a 
trail of starvation, disease, homelessness, desertification or desiccated and polluted 
landscapes and, almost inevitably, social and political problems. The Brundtland 
report saw it as absolutely vital that sustainable growth be secured in the developing 
world in order to achieve equality, justice and security. 
 



3 
 

Considering its radical tenor, it would not have been surprising if at least some of the 
governments to whom the Brundtland Commission's report was presented felt unable 
to endorse it. In fact, it was unanimously endorsed and from it endorsement flowed 
the decision to convene a major international conference to examine the ways in 
which sustainable development could be achieved. The conference, termed the "Earth 
Summit", was designed to set a new, integrated path for environment and 
development into the next century and beyond through the drafting of an action plan, 
"Agenda 21", and a set of principles, originally labelled "The Earth Charter", but 
which eventually emerged as "The Rio Declaration". 
 
The Conference was set to take place in Brazil in June 1992, on the 20th anniversary 
of the first, 1972 Stockholm Conference on the Human Environment. That 
Conference had not achieved a general global improvement in the environmental 
health of the world. The Rio Conference, two decades later, was asked to review the 
Stockholm Conference and to broaden the international debate to ensure that the twin 
goals of environment and development were given equal standing. 
 
Although the Brundtland report laid the foundation of the Conference and defined its 
philosophical basis, there were many other factors which brought governments to Rio, 
which shaped its reality and determined its significance. 
 
It was the largest high-level inter-governmental conference ever held, drawing over 100 
Heads of State and Government to its Summit segment and over 170 countries to the 
full meeting. Those same governments invested inordinate effort in preparations for the 
conference, through the development of national reports and strategies, and some 2.5 
years of preparatory meetings, negotiating the content and character of the two core 
documents - "Agenda 21" and the "Earth Charter". 
 
Throughout the world, conferences, workshops, seminars were held; regional 
organisations developed strategies; political groupings, like the Non-Aligned 
Movement, the G77, The OAU met to define joint approaches; governments convened 
ministerial conferences - in Beijing, Tokyo and Kuala Lumpur; the business community 
formed interest groups, including the high-level Business Council for Sustainable 
Development and NGO's and community groups formed networks and lobbied to have 
their particular concerns taken up - and forward - in the UNCED process. 
 
At Rio itself, a parallel NGO Forum was held, involving thousands of organisations and 
interest groups from all over the world, including, of course many from Australia. The 
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"Global Forum" was described by the Secretary-General of the UN Conference, 
Maurice Strong, as "the People's Summit" that "complemented and interacted" with the 
inter-governmental meeting. And the media was there in full force, again to quote 
Maurice Strong: 
 
"More media than ever watched and reported on any world conference, not just as 
bystanders and reporters but ... as participants in this process ... (Who) have permitted 
hundreds of millions of people across the world to engage in the process also". 
 
Why did UNCED command this interest and attention, spawn such frenetic activity 
across the world? Why did governments and world leaders invest such time and effort 
and such political capital in this mega-event? 
 
There were many different driving forces, for individuals and governments, but let me 
single out some, emphasising of course that these are very much my personal views and 
judgements, based on my observation and engagement in this process over the past two 
years. 
 
Firstly, UNCED grew from a shared sense of urgency linked to an ever-sharpening 
awareness of the seriousness of the environmental and development problems 
confronting all governments, individually and collectively. Many world leaders, in their 
addresses to the Summit, reflected this sense of urgency, or crisis: 
 
Mrs Brundtland herself proclaimed: 
 
"There is no turning back from realising that we are heading toward a crisis of 
uncontrollable dimensions unless we change course." 
 
Maurice Strong spoke of: 
 
"The civilisational crisis that this Earth Summit is designed to address." 
 
Prime Minister Miyazawa of Japan said what was at stake was survival, echoing a 
similar view put by former Prime Minister Takeshita who, in a speech to UNCED 
on 4 June, said bluntly that: 
 
"The future of humankind is at risk ... before an irrevocable catastrophe occurs, a 
global environmental ethic based on a new understanding needs to be urgently 



5 
 

established: bold and decisive measures are necessary to prevent catastrophe. 
Indeed, we are now at a watershed between survival and ruin." 
 
The second force driving governments was the recognition that collective action was 
essential. Many of the problems confronting governments and on the UNCED 
agenda are of such magnitude and complexity that they are beyond the capacity of 
individual countries, or even groups of countries, to solve. Problems such as global 
warming, depletion of the ozone layer, acid rain and trans-boundary pollution have 
no regard for sovereignty, national borders or exclusive economic zones. They 
threaten and affect rich and poor, large and small, industrialised and developing 
countries alike. They are truly global in character, requiring global solutions, global 
approaches. 
 
This "global" outlook and imperative, underpinned many presentations to the 
conference, with call after call nude for a new approach to international cooperation: 
Miyazawa urged: 
 
"The world is at a major turning point. We are now searching for a new international 
order ... We should aim at constructing anew era in which we all live as global 
citizens... The question is whether we can act globally now." 
 
Canadian Prime Minister Mulroney said to his fellow Summit participants: 
 
"As political leaders, our job is to force the pace and stretch out the limits of 
international cooperation." 
 
Many linked this cooperation - not only the need for change, but the possibility of 
achieving it - to the wider new world order, brought about by the end of the cold 
war. They saw UNCED as dealing in a fundamental way with security, with threats 
of an order different from, but comparable in scale to, the military threats of the cold 
war era. 
 
President Bush, in his keynote address to the Summit, recalled that twenty years 
ago, at the Stockholm Conference, "A chief concern was the horrible threat of 
nuclear war - the ultimate pollutant". Describing UNCED as an historical gathering, 
President Bush spoke of the new threats facing the resources that sustain us all - the 
atmosphere and ocean, stratosphere and biosphere and expressed optimism about the 
possibility of addressing those threats: 
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"Some find the challenges ahead overwhelming. I believe that their pessimism is 
unfounded .... Today, an unprecedented era of peace, freedom and stability makes 
concerted action on the environment possible as never before." 
UNCED then, needs to be understood as part of a much broader international 
movement, a key element in establishing the new world order and setting new 
directions. 
 
Against this background, a third force driving governments to Rio was the sense of 
history, of opportunity. It was a common theme, that UNCED represented a turning point: 
and that its essential purpose was to change direction and to set new courses. 
 
UNCED was about direction-setting: it was seen by many, if not all participants, as really 
only the beginning of a process. 
 
Brundtland: 
 
"When we arrive at our final consensus here in Rio, we will have taken neither a small 
step, nor a giant leap. But the direction of where we are heading will have been set." 
 
That direction-setting turned not only on recognising the link between environment and 
development and finding practical means of securing sustainable development, not only 
on the awareness and acceptance of the need for collective action, but on confronting the 
other major dynamic and tension in world affairs - of relations between North and South. 
 
This was the fourth driving force. The collapse of East-West confrontation has re-
focussed attention on the gap between developed and developing countries. The latter 
were driven to Rio by a search for justice and equity. For them, UNCED offered an 
unprecedented opportunity to change the balance. Some expressed this in very forceful 
terms: 
 
Dr Mahathir of Malaysia acknowledged that all countries had to work together, but 
castigated the developed, rich countries for their lifestyles, polluting behaviour and failure 
to accept responsibility. He voiced the concern of many developing countries that efforts 
to clean up the environment might impose restrictions on the growth of developing 
countries. 
 
"For the right answers there must be a modicum of sincerity and honesty on the part of 
everyone. We talk a lot about a new world order, human rights, democracy and justice. 
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Let there be evidence of these when we try to identify causes and to resolve the problems 
of sustainable development ... 
 
If we are to achieve sustainable development then we all must be prepared to make the 
necessary adjustments... 
 
If our life-style is sacred and not for negotiation, then it would be meaningless to talk of 
development and environment... 
Is it right that the poor should be forced to clean up the mess created by the rich? ... 
 
25% of the world’s population who are rich consume 85% of its wealth and produce 90% 
of its waste ... 
 
It is what the rich do that counts, not what the poor do, however much they do it ... 
 
The poor are not asking for charity. When the rich chopped down their own forests, built. 
their poison-belching factories and scoured the world for cheap resources, the poor said 
nothing... now the rich claim a right to regulate the development of the poor countries." 
 
Forgive me for quoting at such length but I think you will agree that the sense of 
grievance, of injustice its palpable - a dramatic expression of what was perhaps the central 
tension in the whole process, which dominated the preparatory conference, the debates 
over funding, technology transfer, the "push" and "pull" over conditionality, over the 
obligations that countries were prepared to accept. 
 
The "North", the industrialised world, understood very well that this was a conference to 
address North-South relations. 
 
The President of the Commission of the European Communities, Jacques Delor, 
encapsulated this in his address, saying: 
 
"It is a rebirth in a new form of the North-South dialogue which brings us to the Rio 
Conference. It was absolutely necessary and urgent. The gap between the North and the 
South has continually grown wider ... excessive consumption in the North and poverty in 
the South have as their consequence, pollution and the exhaustion of natural resources. 
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"Our fates are thus linked. By the necessary joining of the themes of the struggle against 
poverty and for the protection of the environment, the whole international community 
shares a joint and essential objective, that of promoting ... sustainable development." 
 
As you can see, I have come full circle. I began with sustainable development and have 
now returned to it. In the course of analysing some of the forces that lay behind the 
meeting I have tried to give you a better idea of what UNCED meant to the participants, 
of what governments looked to achieve. I think you will agree that it represented an 
ambitious agenda and a complex mix of interests and issues. 
 
These complexities notwithstanding, the conference produced tangible outcomes. It 
reached agreement on: 
 
The Rio Declaration 

On Agenda 21- a massive document of some 500 pages and 40 chapters covering an 
extensive range of subjects, including financial resources, technology transfer, 
institutional questions, international trade (in which the importance of liberal trade is 
emphasised), atmosphere, agriculture, forests, desertification, biological diversity, 
biotechnology, oceans, freshwater, toxic chemicals, wastes, the integration of 
environment and development in decision making (a standard-setting chapter for many 
countries), the role of certain groups (such as indigenous people, business), legal 
instruments and mechanisms, health, poverty, consumption and population. 
 
Although the negotiating process obviously involved trade-offs and compromises, 
Agenda 21 has been hailed as the most comprehensive, far-reaching and, if implemented, 
the most effective program of international action ever sanctioned by the international 
community. It was recognised as not final or complete, but as an evolving program. 
 
Equally important- perhaps even more so, in the minds of many - was the agreement 
reached on two new international conventions - one, on Climate Change, the other on 
Biodiversity. These were negotiated in separate, parallel processes - in the case of 
biodiversity, over four years, and for climate change, a short fifteen months of tough, 
difficult and complicated negotiations. (I speak from direct experience, as I had the 
privilege of leading the Australian delegation to the Climate Change Convention 
Inter-Governmental Negotiating Committee). 
 
The two Conventions were seen as centrepieces of the UNCED process. They were of 
a different order from those of Agenda 21 and the Rio Declaration. In that these were 
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international treaties, documents which impose legally binding obligations on those 
governments which choose to sign and ratify them. Governments thus approached the 
negotiating process with even greater care and caution - than that applied to Agenda 
21 or the Rio Declaration. 
 
There was a recognition that conclusion of the Conventions was of paramount 
importance. The subject matter was complex, the issues went to the heart of the 
national interests of all governments, dealing with patterns of consumption and 
production, economic activity, growth, energy, the use of resources, lifestyles. In the 
case of climate change, there were manifest uncertainties, about the science of climate 
change, the level of risk involved, the impacts of climate change and of the response 
measures devised to deal with it. There were no precedents on which to draw, no basis 
of well-developed rules of customary international law, to serve as a guide. 
 
The target date of Rio in June 1992, when the Conventions were to be presented for 
signature by Heads of Government, was a powerful incentive. The Conventions 
assumed a high symbolic importance. In addition to the substance of finding ways of 
dealing with the risk of climate change and loss of biodiversity, they were seen as a 
tangible signal of the willingness of governments to act - to forego or at least step 
back from, narrow self-interest in the interests of a common good. It was well 
understood that agreement would involve acceptance of many, if not all, of the factors 
I have described as propelling the UNCED process as a whole: unprecedented 
cooperation, changed patterns of behaviour, different attitudes to development and 
growth and to North-South relations. 
 
The effort - whilst at times painful - succeeded. Texts were agreed and the two 
Conventions signed at Rio by over 150 governments. 
 
At the ceremony held in Rio to mark the opening for signature of the UN Framework 
Convention on Climate Change, the Secretary-General of the United Nations, Dr 
Boutros Boutros-Ghali, welcomed the Convention as: 
"A building block of a world order in which all countries and all people will have 
equitable access to opportunities for sustainable development." 
 
He underlined the significance of its achievement, saying that the global character of 
climate change, the multitude and complexity of the interactions that make up the 
phenomenon and the interlocking interests at play, both ecological and economic, 
"illustrated better than any other subject on its agenda, the challenges of UNCED" 
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Many criticised both Conventions, asserting they had fallen short of expectations, 
did not have enough "teeth" or "bite". In fact, they are satisfactory outcomes. They 
set the course and provide the basis, the framework for further action. They are 
workable instruments whose strength lies in the consensus support they drew (for 
Climate Change, true consensus, for Biodiversity, consensus minus the United 
States). They were pragmatic outcomes, reflecting political and economic realities. 
Again, as with UNCED as a whole, they were widely understood to be a point of 
departure, not a final product. 
 
Other outcomes of Rio were: agreement to negotiate a third major environmental 
treaty, on desertification (By mid 1994), on a non-legally binding statement on 
forests, defining principles for their sustainable management and keeping open the 
prospect of the eventual negotiation of a full convention on forests. Agreement was 
reached also to hold several specialised international conferences on the sustainable 
development of islands, on coastal zone management and on high seas fishing. 
Critically important was the agreement to establish a new body within the UN 
system, a Sustainable Development Commission which will have a vital role to play 
in monitoring the implementation of Agenda 21 and the translation of UNCED 
rhetoric into practical reality. 
 
There was much that UNCED did not address or did not address with sufficient 
thoroughness. Many observers remarked on the failure to deal vigorously with 
population and consumption issues. Others, including ourselves, underlined the need 
for more work to be done to address the linkages between environment and trade 
policy making. UNCED deliberately did not attempt to compete with work now 
underway on this topic in the OECD and the GATT, but there is clearly a great deal 
of effort needed in this area, on macro-economic policy, on the use of economic 
instruments. Some see these, and the area of environmental regulation, as the 
emerging "number one" trade issue of the 1990s.  
 
These are highly complex areas of fundamental importance to Australia as a trading 
nation, preoccupied with restructuring our economy and efforts to enhance our 
competitiveness. The importance of energy in the overall equation cannot be 
overlooked or underestimated - again, an area of critical importance to Australia 
because of our energy resources, our role as an exporter of fossil fuels and the 
increasing significance of energy-intensive industries to our economy. 
 
The US chief negotiator for the Climate Change Convention, Reinstein, commented: 
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"We are approaching a point where environment, trade, energy and overall 
economic policy are becoming increasingly inter-dependent with one another, so 
that no major proposal can be adequately considered in one of these areas unless 
each of the other aspects are inter-connecting." 
 
Where did - where do - Australia's interests lie in this vast UNCED process, which 
of course included the two Conventions? What role did we play? 
 
As you would expect, our interests were many and multi-dimensional and led us to 
play a very active role. We judged that we had important strategic, political, 
environmental, economic, and commercial interest at stake - in the case of the 
Conventions, possibly more than any other industrialised country. We judged it as 
very much in Australia's interest to participate constructively in the negotiations 
and, like all countries, worked to position ourselves to influence the outcomes 
consistent with those overall interests. 
 
Infusing Australia's overall approach was our very strong commitment to 
multilateralism and international cooperation. 
 
Australia's size, location, cultural heritage, natural resources and economic structure 
have determined our commitment to cooperative internationalism. For small and 
medium countries like Australia, the UN has always been an important instrument 
for promoting and protecting our interests across a range of issues: security and 
disarmament, human rights, social and economic. This commitment has earned 
Australia respect among countries as a constructive and hard-working member of 
the international community in many fields of cooperative action, from efforts to 
eliminate the use of chemical weapons to fostering peaceful resolution of regional 
conflicts and promoting a more liberalised world trading environment. Our ability to 
pursue our interests in the UN has been enhanced by our reputation as a 
constructive, pragmatic contributor, with a capacity - as a developed country located 
in the Asia-Pacific region, with good relations and lines of communication to many 
developing countries - to facilitate understanding between different groups, to play a 
"bridge building" role between North and South. This was certainly the case in the 
UNCED process. 
 
Beyond our broad commitment to the UN and multilateralism, Australia's approach 
was determined also by our role and reputation as a "progressive" and forward-
thinking country in the areas which were the focus of UNCED. 
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In the twin areas of environment and development, Australia has over many years 
now, established a reputation as a progressive country, committed to practical 
efforts to address problems. Although only a modest aid donor, we have carefully 
targeted assistance programs, focussed particularly in the Asia-Pacific region. In 
recent years we have re-directed our aid programs to ensure they incorporate the 
principles of sustainable development. 
 
Our progressive reputation on the environment has grown from our actions in our 
own region, in Antarctica (our actions to prevent mining and oil-drilling, our strong 
advocacy of the Antarctic Treaty and the Madrid Protocol), in multilateral 
negotiations (Montreal Protocol, etc) and in our domestic policies. 
 
That reputation served us well in Rio and its associated negotiations - as did our 
standing in the field of science. Australia is seen as having much to offer the world 
in this area, drawing on the quality of our research, our experience in so many of the 
problem areas on the global environmental agenda - in climate science, marine 
research, tropical and coastal zone ecosystems, coral reefs, landcare, drought and 
desertification, desalination and a host of other areas. 
 
The importance of ongoing effort in this area, to develop our capacities in 
environmental science and environmental technologies - and to make these known to 
the international community - should not be underestimated. It is an important vehicle 
for advancing Australian interest,, and an important means of proclaiming - and 
fulfilling - our declared commitment to collective efforts to deal with environmental 
problems. 
 
Throughout UNCED we sought to incorporate language in the documents and 
Conventions that accorded appropriate recognition to science, to ongoing research, to 
ensuring that the difficult decisions governments face on the environment are based 
on the best available scientific knowledge. 
 
Like others, with an eye on commercial opportunity, we also sought to draw attention 
to our areas of expertise - the international preoccupation with the environment will 
have multi-million dollar spin-offs in new technologies, training, consultancies, 
development assistance programs. We need to identify and market our skills and 
knowledge, to tune in to the opportunities. The government has estimated that the 
world market in environment management and technology could be worth between 
US$300-400 billion by the year 2000 and that much of that demand will be in the 
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Asia-Pacific region. Austrade judges that Australia could export up to $500 million 
worth of environmental products and services by the year 2000. 
 
This commercial angle was not on the UNCED agenda - but it is certainly on the 
agenda of governments with a keen eye for new markets - and for competition. 
 
Returning to UNCED and the interests that shaped Australia's role and approach, 
another major factor was our recognition that environment problems have a link to 
security. Theses are now being written on this subject - perhaps even at this very 
university and I have little time to explore this theme - but the linkage is certainly 
recognised by the government. In his recent book on "Australia's Foreign Relations", 
in a chapter on "The New Internationalist Agenda", Australian Foreign Minister 
Gareth Evans wrote: 
 
"For Australia, the imperative to help resolve global and regional environmental 
problems goes well beyond their implications for our own national environment. 
Environmental problems, if unchecked, could threaten our security. They could 
weaken our economic infrastructure and trade prospects. Climate Change, for 
example, has potential implications for our energy exports, especially coal, and for 
our agricultural productivity. The increased costs incurred by some industries through 
environmental taxes and regulations may result in pressure on governments to protect 
these industries through trade restrictions, with flow-on effects for Australia's 
multilateral trading interests. These are all potential costs which need to be kept under 
close review.  
 
On the other side of the ledger, greater international sensitivity to the causes of 
climate change could open up new trade opportunities for Australia in -such areas as 
organically grown foodstuffs, alternative power sources and anti-pollution 
technologies. More importantly, the potential economic social and security costs of 
not acting to avert environmental threats are massive. Even if it were possible for the 
Australian continent itself to be insulated from environmental degradation, we would 
still face grave consequences from environmental threats in our region and beyond. A 
rise in sea levels, to take just one example, would have a devastating effect on the 
small island countries of the South Pacific. It would destabilise a region of primary 
strategic interest to Australia. It would create in its wake scores of thousands of 
'environmental refugees' who would look mainly to Australia for resettlement. It 
would place heavy additional demands on our aid program. In short, quite apart from 
the cost in human misery and dislocation to the island communities, which of course 
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are ample reasons in themselves for our concern, it would jeopardise vital Australian 
national interests." 
The emphasis in those comments on the Asia Pacific region focus attention on another 
interest that shaped Australia's approach and role in UNCED - the wish to see a 
regional perspective fully injected into the discussions - and the decisions - to come 
from UNCED. 
 
Environment issues have long been an element in the forging of regional cooperation 
in the South Pacific - nuclear waste dumping has been a longstanding regional 
concern, the destruction of chemical weapons at Johnston Atoll a more recent one. 
Opposition to nuclear testing in the South Pacific has been driven largely by worries 
on the part of island countries that testing would contaminate their own environment. 
With its vast expanse of ocean, low-lying atolls and dependence on agricultural 
exports and tourism, the South Pacific has a particular and obvious concern about 
climate change and rising sea levels. UNCED focussed new attention on Pacific 
island concerns and vulnerabilities. It also forged a new sense of unity, drive and 
purpose among Pacific nations and led them - in the climate change negotiations in 
particular - to form new and productive alliances with other groups of countries which 
share their sense of vulnerability. The Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) 
became an important force, driving others to a greater awareness of the need for 
effective action. 
 
Another interest Australia pursued vigorously throughout the negotiations was our 
wish to see more attention paid to the links between trade and environment, between 
sustainable development and a liberal trading environment. We worked actively in the 
conventions and in negotiation of the relevant Chapter on Agenda 21 to secure 
language and commitments that would support that goal. 
 
Our concerns about indigenous peoples, about women, health and social issues led us 
to play an active role in developing the chapters and segments on those. Our interest 
and contributions in this area and in some other key chapters eg. oceans, were 
acknowledged and recognised. 
 
I can only touch lightly on a few areas - the point is to underline that our role in Rio, 
the level of activity we maintained, stemmed from a multiplicity of interests. Like 
most governments, we wanted to protect and advance our national interests, but the 
UNCED process, perhaps more than any other comparable effort of multilateral 
diplomacy, moved governments more in the direction of enlightened self-interest. 
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The spirit of Rio, which UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali believed 
emerged from UNCED, was one of goodwill and compromise. I do not believe that 
Rio left a "legacy of bitterness" or that it evidenced the North-South divide. There 
was evident a new understanding of the critical need for shared efforts, to think and 
act creatively and collectively, to reach common goals. 
 
It was something that I believe Dr Roby would have welcomed and worked to promote, 
as very much consistent with his ideal of community science. 
 
I hope it might continue to find a place in your community and help Australia in turn to 
shape and find its place in the new world order which was the essential purpose and 
promise of Rio and of UNCED and which we need to secure firmly in the interests of this 
generation and of those to follow. 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen 
 
I hope that I have done justice not only to UNCED, to Rio and to Australia's interests in 
it, but of greater importance on this occasion, to the memory of your colleague, Dr Keith 
Roby. 
 

 


