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UNITED STATES-AUSTRALIAN JOINT MILITARY BASES AND PORT VISITS BY US WARSHIPS, 
BAN 

Amendment to Motion 
Resumed from 29 November on the following motion moved by Hon Giz Watson -  

That this House, noting - 

(a) President Bush’s repudiation of longstanding nuclear missile reduction treaties to which the 
United States is a signatory; 

(b) the likely consequences of the President’s decision will trigger a new nuclear arms race and 
increase Australia’s being attacked because of the strategic importance of the joint facilities 
located in various parts of the country, 

calls upon the Commonwealth Government to bar port visits by United States warships and discontinue 
the use of US-Australian joint facilities for the deployment of nuclear missiles. 

to which the following amendment was moved by Hon E.R.J. Dermer - 

That all words following the word “noting” be deleted and that the following words be substituted - 

(a) George Bush’s intention to press ahead with the deployment of a national missile defence 
system; 

(b) widespread international concern that abandonment of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty 
would fuel a new nuclear arms race; 

(c) the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction - nuclear, chemical and biological weapons - 
is one of the most serious threats to international security and to Australian national security,  

calls upon the Commonwealth Government to take all appropriate steps to advance the progress of 
multilateral nuclear disarmament and counter the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural Region) [4.18 pm]:  After my contribution last week, I made a telephone 
call to my father in the United States.  As I said last week, he was in the United States Navy for 37 years.  I 
mentioned the proposed ban on visiting warships in Australian ports, particularly in Western Australian ports.  
He was horrified.  He said, “That would not happen in the United States; we cleared out all the little commies 
years ago.”  He asked who was proposing the ban.  I said, “The Greens.”  He said, “What’s a green?”  I said, 
“They are Martian-like people, probably similar to commies.”  He said, “What do you suggest we do to them?”  I 
will not mention my response in this Parliament, because it would not be fitting.  The Americans would be 
horrified.   

Nuclear energy is here to stay.  It is an economically reliable and renewable fuel which causes very little 
pollution and which has been used since the 1940s.  Australians should not let the idea of nuclear-powered ships 
docking in our ports affect our international obligations.  The Greens should realise that the Cold War is over.  
The Cold War is described as a state of extreme hostility between superpowers associated with arms races, 
diplomatic conflict, hostile measures and every kind of military action.  The reds under the bed have gone.  
There are no more Russians hiding in the bushes planning to blow up ships in our ports.  If those ships are now 
being targeted by terrorists, the attack on the World Trade Center has scaled up the United States’ intelligence so 
that the potential of terrorists attacking is probably greatly diminished.   

Solar power has stagnated and is cost prohibitive because advances in nuclear power have occurred since the 
1940s.  An article of the World Nuclear Association states - 

The US Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the Nuclear Energy Institute have been addressing 
concerns arising from the World Trade Centre terrorist attack.  While it is clear that US nuclear power 
plants are not designed to withstand that kind of impact and fire unscathed, they are well designed for 
lesser impacts and as with most other aspects of their construction, there is a high degree of over-
engineering. 

That is something we must remember.  The article continues - 

As calculations have been revisited to take account of a multiple impact from a heavy aircraft (ie with 
two or more engines set out from the energy-absorbing fuselage), it appears that many reactors are 
sufficiently robust to survive better than initially feared.  Other security arrangements at nuclear plants 
have been re-examined and found credible. 
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However, no-one has ruled out the possibility of damage within the reactor containment from such a 
suicide attack, though any effects from this are likely to be of less consequence than the aircraft impact 
and fire itself.  In other words it would be futile for terrorists to target a US nuclear reactor because of 
the assumed likelihood of multiplied effects with major radiation release along the lines of some 
Chernobyl scenario.  In fact the containment engineering and the internal design of the vast majority of 
the world’s reactors would preclude that scenario, whatever the damage sustained. 

“The tragic terrorist attacks on the United States were a wake up call to us all,” said Mohamed 
ElBaradei . . .  

He was the Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency general conference and he said that on 
21 September.  The article continues - 

“People with evil intent can do great harm to civilization and the targets reach across all areas of 
modern society.  We can’t build fortresses or become police States.  Nuclear [power], like any other 
technology we benefit from, has its vulnerabilities and no absolute guarantees exist.  But we should not 
lose sight that nuclear power plants are among the most secure and robust industrial facilities in the 
world.” 

The United States has a right to have a forward defence force and for its navy vessels to have a right to travel 
through international waters and dock temporarily at friendly ports so that the men on board can have shore 
leave.  That is its right, as its naval forces are travelling the world and protecting it.  Goodwill between us and 
the United States is a two-way street.  If we need to feel secure, we must have a strong and powerful ally that 
will be there in our hour of need.  Refuelling at sea is not always possible for vessels that spend months at sea, 
particularly nuclear powered ships that do not have such a refuelling facility.  If Australia wants to integrate on a 
global scale, it must realise that it cannot do so just a little bit.  If Australia wants to be a global player, it must 
have as much at stake as other global players.  We cannot isolate Australia; we cannot put a barbed wire fence 
around it. 

The nuclear technology of fossil fuel, as used by US ships, is sound, economically feasible and relatively 
pollution free.  Nuclear energy is the most abundant and least polluting of all energy sources.  There is ample 
energy in the ground today, to a degree almost unimaginable 25 years ago.  Coal, uranium and thorium are 
widely available and unlikely to be depleted this century.  Uranium can even be recovered from seawater at a 
cost that would have little impact on electricity prices.  Moreover, existing uranium resources can be extended up 
to 100 times through the use of fast neutron reactors - a technology that our post-war forebears assumed would 
be necessary by now.  Nuclear reactors have long core lives and can live up to 50 years on carriers and between 
30 and 40 years on submarines.  Problems arise with nuclear reactors only when they are not properly 
maintained, as happened at Chernobyl.  The United States Navy has 10 nuclear powered aircraft carriers and 
both the USA and Russia have nuclear powered cruisers.  The USA has accumulated more than 5 400 reactor 
years of accident-free experience and operates more than 80 nuclear powered ships. 

Hon J.A. Scott interjected. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  The Greens (WA) want these ships excluded from our shores.  They probably do not 
understand nuclear power; therefore, for the benefit of the parrots, I shall read another World Nuclear 
Association article about it and hope they repeat it at a later date.  The article states - 

In a nuclear reactor the uranium fuel is assembled in such a way that a controlled fission chain reaction 
can be achieved.  The heat created by splitting the U-235 atoms is then used to make steam which spins 
a turbine to drive a generator, producing electricity. 

This is an educational tour for the Greens.  The article continues - 

Nuclear power stations and fossil-fuelled power stations of similar capacity have many features in 
common.  Both require heat to produce steam to drive turbines and generators.  In a nuclear power 
station, however, the fissioning of uranium atoms replaces the burning of coal or gas. 

It does not involve greenhouse gases.  The article continues - 

The chain reaction that takes place in the core of a nuclear reactor is controlled by rods which absorb 
neutrons and which can be inserted or withdrawn to set the reactor at the required power level. 

The fuel elements are surrounded by a substance called a moderator to slow the speed of the emitted 
neutrons and thus enable the chain reaction to continue.  Water, graphite and heavy water are used as 
moderators in different types of reactors. 

Because of the kind of fuel used (ie the concentration of U-235 . . . ), if there is a major uncorrected 
malfunction in a reactor the fuel may melt, but it cannot explode like a bomb. 
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A typical 1000 megawatt . . . reactor can provide enough electricity for a modern city of close to one 
million people.  About 35 such nuclear reactors could provide Australia’s total present electricity needs. 

Military technology is cutting-edge technology that later trickles down into other fields of endeavour.  It is not 
unusual to think - this may thrill the Greens - that we may even have nuclear powered motor cars in years to 
come.  Therefore, the chance of our riding around on push bikes, which the Greens want us to do, would be 
obviated.  For example, nuclear propulsion has proved to be technologically and economically feasible in the 
Soviet arctic.  The power levels and energy required for icebreaking, coupled with refuelling difficulties for 
other types of vessels, are significant factors in the use of nuclear propulsion.  The icebreaker Lenin was the first 
nuclear powered surface vessel and remained in service for 30 years, although new reactors were fitted to it in 
1970.  It led to a series of larger icebreakers, such as the 23 500 tonne Arktika class of vessel launched in 1975.  
That class of vessel has two reactors, is used in deep arctic waters and was the first surface vessel to reach the 
North Pole.  As at September 2001 Russia had eight nuclear icebreakers either in service or being built. 

Hon Giz Watson interjected.  

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  To the parrot group I say that there is another important aspect.  It should bear in mind 
that figures sourced from the United States of America Consulate General revealed that the annual spending of 
Americans who came to Western Australia in US Navy ships in the 1999-2000 financial year was around 
$12.4 million.  The figure for Western Australia - not nationally - in 1998-99 was around $15 million.  
Americans visiting Western Australian ports take the duty of care.  Technology for nuclear power has improved 
over the period, and we have now had nuclear power for 40 to 50 years.  There have been one or two accidents.  
However, if America’s ships have 5 400 accident-free reactor years, the chance of any accidents occurring in 
Australia, particularly in Western Australia, would be equivalent to a person’s chances in a lottery draw.  I 
totally and utterly oppose the motion.  

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.30 pm]:  I do not wish to talk about the 
details of this motion, because they have been well covered by all speakers in the past few weeks.  However, I 
will take the House back to when this whole business began; that is, a motion was moved by the Greens (WA) 
on 3 May.  In that motion the Greens noted President Bush’s repudiation of longstanding nuclear missile 
reduction treaties to which the United States is a signatory.  It also referred to the likely consequence of the 
President’s decision to trigger a new nuclear arms race and “increase Australia’s being attacked because of the 
strategic importance of the joint facilities in various parts of the country”.  The motion proposes that we call 
upon the Commonwealth Government to bar port visits by United States warships and discontinue the use of US-
Australian joint facilities for the deployment of nuclear missiles.   

The two issues in the last part of the motion are very serious.  They relate to, first, US warships visiting 
Australian ports and, secondly, the location of joint facilities within Australia, which might assist the United 
States in deploying nuclear missiles.  The Greens’ motion asks the House to take a position on two very 
fundamental and significant issues; namely, the port visits and the joint facilities within Western Australia.  That 
is the sort of motion we should debate in this place, because it gives us a chance to put on the record our position 
on these matters.  The Opposition did a lot of work on this issue.  Hon George Cash, who led for the Opposition, 
provided a very reasoned argument on the motion and argued that we should vote against it.  A number of other 
members have done the same.  As a consequence, I was looking forward to the Government arguing its position 
on these two matters.  I was disappointed and surprised to see Hon Ed Dermer - not a minister, but the 
Government Whip - rise to his feet and, on behalf of the Government, move an amendment to the original 
motion.   

The amendment asks us to note George Bush’s intention to press ahead with his national missile defence system 
and to note the widespread international concern that abandonment of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty 
would have.  The amendment also asks us to note that the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction is a 
serious threat, and to call upon the Commonwealth Government to take all appropriate steps to advance the 
progress of multilateral nuclear disarmament and counter the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  The 
amendment to the motion, which was described by one speaker as a parenthood statement - I was going to call it 
a motherhood statement, but obviously I am out of fashion - is simply that.  However, it leaves out two things.  It 
leaves out the part about ordinary US warships visiting Australian ports, as well as the continuation of US-
Australian joint bases within Australia.  I do not know whether the Labor Party was deliberately trying to avoid a 
decision on those two matters.   

Hon J.A. Scott:  Don’t you? 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I do not go to its caucus meetings, but I read somewhere that there was some difference of 
opinion on this motion in its Caucus.  I do not know.  I do not always believe what I read in the newspapers, Mr 
President, and I am sure you do not either, because they often get it wrong.  It is important that we know where 
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the Labor Party stands on these two issues.  The Liberal Party opposes the motion to bar port visits and to get rid 
of joint facilities.   

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


