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AUSTRALIA’S SUPPORT FOR UNITED STATES MILITARY ACTION IN IRAQ 
Motion 

Resumed from 10 December on the following motion moved by Hon Dee Margetts - 

That this House notes - 

(1) The recent comments from the Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs regarding 
Australia’s possible support for US military action in Iraq. 

(2) That these comments were made in the absence of any United Nations resolution or processes. 

(3) The threat to the livelihood of Western Australian agricultural producers and exporters in light 
of the Prime Minister’s indication that any request for Australian assistance would be 
considered against the “national interest test”. 

(4) The statements from Labor Leader Simon Crean that Mr Howard’s and Mr Downer’s 
statements are out of step with other international opinion. 

(5) The likely impact on the civilian population, particularly women and children. 

Therefore, the Legislative Council informs the Federal Government that it does not support Australian 
involvement in military action in Iraq without UN backing. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [3.46 pm]:  When I spoke briefly yesterday I quoted to the House 
comments by representatives of concerned farmers in Western Australia.  I did so not to indicate that trade in 
wheat is the reason we should or should not take action at an international level, but as an indication of the 
implications of Australia’s involvement in any harebrained scheme by the United States to target Saddam 
Hussein.  It is not wheat alone that will be affected.  A range of industries and employment will be impacted, 
especially in those sectors in Australia and Western Australia that are currently hard-pressed.  The ramifications 
are severe.  They have also been severe for the people of Iraq for a long time.  It is clear that the economic 
sanctions against Iraqi have caused enormous stress.  The pressures, which have been clearly documented, have 
led to hundreds of thousands of civilian deaths in Iraq.  The economic sanctions were justified in that Iraq has 
continued to be a threat to the world as we know it.  They were also used as a punishment against that country 
for having weapons of mass destruction. 

Members are well aware that no political party in Australia has been mentioned more often in connection with 
weapons of mass destruction than the Greens.  My colleague Jo Vallentine was the first senator elected to the 
federal Parliament on a ticket of nuclear disarmament.  She worked, and continues to work, very hard on the 
issue, about which she is very passionate.  If the issue is the blameworthiness of Iraq because of the type of 
weaponry it has, many people would be shocked to learn of the extent to which that country was armed by the 
United States.  The United States has already waged war against Iraq, with the assistance of Britain and other 
countries.  More recently, it has enlisted the assistance of Australia in enforcing the oil and arms embargo.  The 
embargo has created enormous consequences socially and in health care for the people of Iraq.   

There is an article on the Internet by Garry Milhollin dated June 1991 headed “Licensing Mass Destruction: U.S. 
Exports to Iraq: 1985-1990”.  Members will recognise that that goes right up to the point of the Gulf War.  The 
document is detailed and has an extensive list of references attached to it.  I am sure that it will keep them busy 
for a considerable length of time.  However, the document outlines in detail all the equipment that was supplied 
by the United States to Iraq during those five years.  I will give members a flavour of that list of equipment.  The 
article states -  

When U.S. planes were sent to destroy Iraq’s strategic sites, much of the equipment they bombed was 
made in the United States.  The report finds that: 

•  The Commerce Department knew that millions of dollars’ worth of sensitive American equipment 
would wind up in Iraq’s missile and other military programs, but approved the licenses anyway. 

•  The Commerce Department failed to refer missile technology export cases to the State Department  
. . .  

•  Front companies for every known nuclear, chemical and missile site in Iraq bought American 
computers, with total American computer exports exceeding $96 million 

•  American machine tools may have helped build SCUD missiles  . . .  

•  American radar components may have helped shoot down U.S. aircraft and develop long-range 
missiles. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 11 December 2002] 

 p4241d-4246a 
Hon Dee Margetts 

 [2] 

Rocket casings, radar and knowledge were also developed, perhaps in violation of procedures.  These matters are 
referred to in absolute detail.  If this article is incorrect I am sure someone will refute it.  However, it has a high 
level of detail which includes end notes and references and I am happy to provide those details to the Parliament 
should members wish to see them. 

The Prime Minister was asked to make a judgment about the position he should take as a political leader on a 
harebrained concept that somehow a year or more after the events of September 11 Australia should shift 
direction, having failed to end the so-called war on terrorism, and find another target, when at the same time 
there was clear evidence that one of the countries most involved in arming Iraq in the first place was the United 
States.  This is not a conspiracy theory; this is documented evidence.  Many millions of dollars were spent on 
armaments, equipment, radar technology, rocket casings and technology that could have been used in the 
development of a range of weapons.  Long range weapons depend on the technology with which they are armed.  
In most cases weapons technology can be used for any kind of missile. 

Apart from the specific trade and social implications - which could be enormous - the domino effect of a mass 
violent response to Iraq on Australia’s region, its trading partners and other countries that may be embroiled in 
that response would be enormous.  As Hon Giz Watson has said, there are considerable documented models of 
the potential health and environmental costs of yet another war on Iraq.  We must remember that when we are 
talking about a war we are not simply talking about the same kind of action that has been taking place since 
1990.   

There has been endless, systematic bombing of specific targets by the United States.  This kind of bombing has 
continued and military action in Iraq has not ceased.  If there were an act of war, we would not be talking about 
the same specific targets; we would be talking about some kind of major military response.  How far can we take 
that kind of precedent - the response to a perceived breach of United Nations weapons inspection guidelines - for 
the kinds of actions that have taken place in other parts of the world?  Members should think of all the times that 
Australia, the United States, Britain and other countries have tried to stop two countries that are on the brink of 
war.  For example, Israel and Palestine have ongoing tensions and clear threats and violence between them.  We 
should think of the various efforts by the international community to reduce those tensions and yet we have the 
horrifying situation of the United States officials trawling through a 12 000-plus word, multi-tome document 
trying to find errors that would justify a military invasion potentially costing thousands and thousands more 
lives.  The irony and the hypocrisy is blatant.   

It is not difficult to see why many people in the United States have had the courage to speak out on this issue.  A 
document is circulating on the Internet from a former marine sergeant, Chris White, expressing his level of 
horror at what is going on.  He states - 

I oppose this war as a U.S. citizen, a veteran, and a doctoral student in history.  While my military 
experience is what first made me sceptical about our government’s motives in the developing world, it 
wasn’t until I went to college and began reading hundreds of books and thousands of articles that I was 
able to truly grasp the profundity of our leadership’s contempt for the freedoms they claim to protect.  
As a rule, we have worked hard to prevent the rise of democracy in the developing world, all the while 
claiming legitimacy as “the world’s police force” because of our so-called “democratic values”. 

An open letter from over 30 000 academics - and this has already been mentioned in the debate - has been 
circulated by the Evatt Foundation.  That letter was originally written by faculty members at the University of 
Minnesota, and it was subsequently distributed to other universities and was placed on the worldwide web by the 
faculty at the Melbourne Institute of Technology.  On 13 November - over a month ago - over 30 000 academics 
stated in the first headline point in their letter that an invasion to replace the Hussein regime is not in the best 
interests of the United States, the region, or the world.  The next three headline points are that key US allies do 
not support an invasion of Iraq; the US Government is not unified in support of invasion; and the Iraq threat is 
not credible.  The last point is worth speaking about in more detail.  The letter states under that headline point -  

The opposition to an invasion among senior US government and military leaders as well as most US 
allies in the Middle East suggests that the Iraqi threat is not credible.  The Bush Administration has 
presented no credible evidence of Iraqi progress toward making nuclear weapons.  If they have such 
evidence, they should have presented it by now in the face of mounting international and domestic 
opposition to an invasion of Iraq.   

That is important, because in recent times the Secretary General of the United Nations, Kofi Annan, has stated 
clearly - and, as I read his words, in a quite frustrated way - in the international media that if the United States 
regime has credible evidence of what can or should be able to be found in Iraq by the weapons inspectors, it 
should provide it.  The United States requested the weapons inspections; it then held them back until it could get 
a stronger wording on the United Nations motion.  However, unless something has happened today, at the time 
those media reports were being circulated the Secretary General of the United Nations was indicating clearly that 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 11 December 2002] 

 p4241d-4246a 
Hon Dee Margetts 

 [3] 

that material had not been made available to the United Nations weapons inspectors.  Of course, a very large and 
detailed document has now been circulated with regard to the declaration from Iraq.  Unless a country, whatever 
that country may be, believes that it has the right to thumb its nose at international law and to use the United 
Nations when it suits it and to abuse or ignore the United Nations when it does not suit it, then it stands to reason 
that if the United States believes that the breaching of a United Nations motion is so important, the Secretary 
General of the United Nations should be given the utmost cooperation by that country to make sure that any 
threats can be dealt with. 

The final headline point in the letter is that an invasion of Iraq would be illegal under the charter of the United 
Nations, to which the US is a signatory.  Extraordinary statements have been made in recent times by the federal 
Minister for Defence, Senator Robert Hill, backed up by the Prime Minister, about support for pre-emptive 
military action.  The very fact that those statements were coupled with a request that the United Nations consider 
redoing its charter to allow for such things indicates that there is indeed a recognition, backhanded though that 
may be within the Australian administration, that pre-emptive military action is not legal under the United 
Nations charter.  The academics in the United States share that view and state in their letter-  

According to the Charter, only the Security Council has legal authority to start wars, with the single 
exception of national self-defense against armed attack.  

That says nothing about a pre-emptive strike on the basis that someone may have breached a technicality in a 
weapons inspection report.  

It goes on to say -  

If the US is indeed a land of laws, then our government should adhere to the basic principles of the 
Charter, which are intended to govern the relationships between nations for the collective security of all 
people.  

I am pleased to say that some within the American parliamentary system have been prepared to speak out.  One 
such person is Congressman Dennis Kucinich from Ohio.  I will quote from an Internet article, which purports to 
be a transcript of his speech.  It states -  

Unilateral military action by the United States against Iraq is unjustified, unwarranted, and illegal.   

The Administration has failed to make the case that Iraq poses an imminent threat to the United States.  
There is no credible evidence linking Iraq to 9/11.  There is no credible evidence linking Iraq to Al 
Qaeda.  Nor is there any credible evidence that Iraq possesses deliverable weapons of mass destruction, 
or that it intends to deliver them against the United States.  

If there were warheads -  

Hon John Fischer:  What are you quoting from? 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  That was an article by US Congressman Dennis Kucinich from Ohio.  

Hon John Fischer interjected.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I am happy to table this document.  It is an article titled “The Bloodstained Path” from 
an Internet site.   

Hon John Fischer interjected. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  No, it is not actually.  The article was supplied by the Western Australian branch of the 
Medical Association for Prevention of War.  It keeps an eye on the information that is available here and 
overseas and circulates it to those people who wish to learn and find out what is going on and what the range of 
views are in the United States and elsewhere.  The last three documents from which I have quoted were from 
people in the United States.  For those people who are saying that what the Greens (WA) are saying is anti-US, I 
am trying to point out that many groups and individuals and at least 30 000 academics in the United States are 
prepared to sign a very strong document. 

Hon Frank Hough:  What about the other 400 congressmen?  What did they say?   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  There is no doubt that considerable pressure was put on the US Congress and Senate 
and that a range of views were expressed.  It is probably true that when the time came for the vote - 

Hon Frank Hough:  He was by himself. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  No, he was not by himself.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  Did all these academics go to universities and pay fees to the guilds, which then spent all 
this money on left-wing propaganda?   
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The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  Members are referring to another motion on the Notice Paper.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  It is dreadful for some members to think that some people in the United States may 
have the integrity and courage to speak out about things that are happening in their country.   

Over the weekend I spent two and a half days on an island off Esperance.  I welcomed some exchange students 
from the United States.  I said to them that I was happy to see them here, but that I did not agree with the 
position their President was taking on Iraq. 
Hon Frank Hough:  What does this have to do with Esperance? 
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Nothing.  The students said that they would like to distance themselves too because 
they did not agree with that policy either.  I point out that it is not an issue of whether a person is from the United 
States or whether the Greens are anti-US.  If decisions that occur in any part of the world impact on the future of 
world peace - I do not think that is over-stretching the mark - the welfare of many billions of people throughout 
the world will be impacted on by those decisions.  It is not a matter of saying that we should speak out - we must 
speak out.  Earlier in this session I spoke very clearly about a direct connection between the United States and 
this State Government.  Unfortunately the State Government was naive enough to send a delegation to the 
United States military forces seeking the United States’ agreement to undertake a sea-swap exercise off the coast 
of Western Australia, which, clearly, the United States sees as support for its action in the Middle East.  In terms 
of trade and economic and social aspects, Western Australia is involved.   
Some other Legislatures have had the guts to not only debate these issues but also make decisions on them.  On 
14 November the Australian Capital Territory Legislative Assembly passed a motion opposing the US war in 
Iraq.  It reads - 

That the Chief Minister write to the Prime Minister informing him that this Assembly: 

1. opposes a war on Iraq not sanctioned by the United Nations and opposes any involvement by 
Australia in such a war; and 

2. affirms the role of the United Nations as the vehicle for seeking a non-violent resolution of the 
issues and urges the Federal Government to exhaust all diplomatic efforts towards peaceful 
resolution of the crisis, noting the United Nations’ continuing ethical duty to seek peace for the 
people of Iraq;  

3. and further urges him to commit Australia to work towards a universal program for the 
elimination of weapons of mass destruction that involves all nuclear powers.  

That shows an extraordinary amount of clear thinking from the ACT Assembly members of Parliament.  They 
sent that letter to the Prime Minister.  Apparently, we, in this Parliament, do not have the courage to speak out on 
this issue in case something may happen.  In case of what?  Is it in case it puts us out of favour with the United 
States?  That is an extraordinarily weak position.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You don’t want to do anything in case you get out of favour with South East Asian 
countries.  We say we should assert Australia’s sovereignty and our national interest. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Given the sovereignty we have given away under the World Trade Organisation, I do 
not think that Hon Simon O’Brien knows the meaning of the word. 

I will conclude with the words of a song based on black humour that illustrates the level of disgust and derision 
of the United States’ stance, and - given it has been circulated so widely - its alliance with Australia.  It 
symbolises the seriousness and at the same time the ludicrousness of the situation.  The song is called Bomb Iraq 
and it is sung to the tune of If You’re Happy and You Know it Clap Your Hands.  The words are as follows - 

If we cannot find Osama, bomb Iraq. 
If the markets hurt your Mama, bomb Iraq. 
If the terrorists are Saudi 
And the bank takes back your Audi 
And the TV shows are bawdy, 
Bomb Iraq. 

If the corporate scandal’s growin’, bomb Iraq. 
And your ties to them are showin’, bomb Iraq. 
If the smoking gun ain’t smokin’ 
We don’t care, and we’re not jokin’. 
That Saddam will soon be croakin’, 
Bomb Iraq. 
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Even if we have no allies, bomb Iraq. 
From the sand dunes to the valleys, bomb Iraq. 
So to hell with the inspections; 
Let’s look tough for the elections, 
Close your mind and take directions, 
Bomb Iraq. 

While the globe is slowly warming, bomb Iraq. 
Yay! the clouds of war are storming, bomb Iraq. 
If the ozone hole is growing, 
Some things we prefer not knowing. 
(Though our ignorance is showing), 
Bomb Iraq. 

So here’s one for dear old daddy, bomb Iraq, 
From his favorite little laddy, bomb Iraq. 
Saying no would look like treason. 
It’s the Hussein hunting season. 
Even if we have no reason, 
Bomb Iraq. 

I commend the motion to the Legislative Council.  We have done our best to indicate why this is one of the most 
important motions and why we should send a strong message.  The Labor Party at a federal level has been 
disappointing, but better than the federal Government, the Prime Minister, the Minister for Foreign Affairs and 
the Minister for Defence.  Let us have cool heads.  If we want to deal with terrorism, let us put together an 
international commission on terrorism and properly consider the question.  What are we doing?  We are 
proposing to bomb Iraq.  I condemn the action and I commend this motion to the Legislative Council. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (4) 

Hon Robin Chapple  Hon Dee Margetts  Hon Giz Watson  Hon Jim Scott (Teller) 

Noes (25) 

Hon George Cash Hon Adele Farina Hon Barry House Hon Bill Stretch 
Hon Kim Chance Hon John Fischer Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Jon Ford Hon Norman Moore Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Bruce Donaldson Hon Graham Giffard Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Louise Pratt  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ray Halligan Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Frank Hough Hon Barbara Scott  

            

Pair 

 Hon Peter Foss Hon Christine Sharp 

Question thus negatived.  
 


