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

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [3.43 pm]:  I move - 

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. 

When I gave notice of this motion on 13 August, some supporters of the Greens (WA) indicated that they were 
disappointed with its wording, in particular the last section, which states - 

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

I explained that the words in this motion were carefully chosen, so that this Chamber would be able to debate 
and discuss the issue with some reasonable ability to reach majority agreement.  The invasion of Iraq is not 
supported by the Greens (WA) under the current circumstances with or without United Nations sanction because 
it is not justified.  The wording of the motion is such that it will enable this Chamber to debate an absolutely 
important issue which is being debated nationally and which has serious implications for all people, including 
the people of Western Australia.  

Part (1) of the motion refers to “recent” comments by the Prime Minister.  However, there have been a number 
of comments over the months from the Prime Minister and the Minister for Foreign Affairs regarding Australia’s 
possible support for US military action in Iraq.  There have been changes in the nature of those statements over 
time.  However, honourable members will be aware that in most cases, if not all, the wording of that support 
specifically relates to support for the war on terrorism.  A constituent rang me today and pointed out something 
which has been discussed in the media; that is, there is a very good reason for the choice of wording by the 
United States, and perhaps our own Prime Minister and ministers, as “a war on terrorism” rather than a war on 
Afghanistan or on Iraq.  My constituent informs me it would be in breach of our Constitution for any Australian 
Prime Minister to give support or promise of support for a war on Afghanistan or on Iraq, without due 
parliamentary process.  It may be a similar situation in the United States and choosing a target which cannot be 
easily identified circumvents the democratic processes and the checks and balances in relation to war.  That does 
not mean that action in that case would be legal.  Many rules have been set up over time governing what is legal 
or illegal, especially in relation to military action against other countries.  I do not believe that pre-emptive 
military action in the absence of a United Nations sanction fits into the legal category.  The argument of “I will 
invade you in case you think of using weapons against me in the future” would not cut any ice in an international 
court.  It is probably not surprising that in recent times the United States has been shy of being a party to any 
international agreement on war crimes.  One would have to assume that the reason is that, if it were involved in 
any pre-emptive military action in Iraq, perhaps the whole of the US Administration would be guilty of a war 
crime; hence the debate in Australia.  What is Australia’s position if it follows another country into an 
unauthorised and, in the opinion of the Greens, unjustified action?  Australia would be just as guilty if it simply 
followed another country into an unauthorised war.  If that made the United States guilty under international 
laws, Australia would be just as guilty. 

There was and is yet no United Nations resolution or process to justify the invasion of Iraq.  A United States 
parliamentary process to gain support for the President to take action has taken place, and that has disappointed 
many people throughout the world.  In my view and in the view of the Greens (WA), that does not give the 
President of the United States any legal right to invade Iraq.  Whatever the US Congress or Senate says does not 
give the United States any legal exemption from being prosecuted for war crimes.  It does not mean that the 
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United States somehow magically has the approval of the United Nations.  However, even if military action were 
seen to have some approval of the United Nations at this stage, would that make it right? 

Story after story has appeared in the media, both in Australia and internationally, about the enormous pressure 
that has been put on members of the United Nations, in particular members of the United Nations Security 
Council, to bring about a resolution that suits the United States, and in particular the President of the United 
States.  If that process were to force a decision and a resolution that gave the authorisation for military action, or 
the appearance of authorisation for military action, against Iraq if it was in further breach of the United Nations 
resolution, would that make an invasion acceptable?  The Greens (WA) say no, it would not.  The reason is that 
at the moment the United States is saying strongly, “If you don’t play with us, we will do this on our own.” 

I believe that the vast majority of people in the world do not wish the United States to take unilateral action.  I 
also believe that the vast majority of people in the world, if polled, would indicate that they do not believe 
military action against Iraq is justified.  If, however, there was perhaps a no-win resolution in relation to Iraq, 
which would make it impossible or difficult for it to comply properly - it is easy to see how that might happen - 
that is not much better than unilateral action.  I have explained to this Chamber the reason for that on a previous 
occasion.  I will quote from The Australian, which published a large review piece by Brian Victoria entitled 
“Time for a restraining order on US might”.  It states - 

In the international relations arena, there is one bedrock feature of the US which it shares with the most 
“roguish” of the world’s nations - its actions are fundamentally driven by what its leaders consider to be 
the “national interest”, a thinly disguised way of expressing national self-centredness, if not selfishness. 

Further on it states - 

Further, in the face of Iraq’s invasion of the oil-rich nation of Kuwait, the US intervened without 
hesitation, while in the case of the mass genocide in resource-poor Cambodia and Rwanda, the US was 
nowhere to be found.  What kind of policeman, let alone police force, first asks, “What’s in it for me?” 
before pursuing the bad guys? 

Quite a lot of information has been in the public arena in recent times that indicates that, on any reasonable basis, 
the reasons for invading Iraq are, to say the least, suspect.  I have pointed out before in this place that if it was on 
the basis of the ownership, or potential ownership, of weapons of mass destruction, a number of countries in the 
world fall into that category, not all of which are officially members of the nuclear club.  If it was on the basis of 
Iraq having a despotic leader, I indicate that there are many such leaders in the world, many of whom have been 
propped up in the past by the United States, including Saddam Hussein.  If it was on the basis of Iraq breaking 
United Nations resolutions, a range of examples have been cited in recent years that relate to countries such as 
Israel, which has also breached United Nations resolutions on the “land for peace” orders, for instance.  
Therefore, on all reasonable counts, there is no clear argument for the United States having the right to invade 
Iraq. 

To use the terms of CNNNN: Chaser Non-Stop News Network, what appears to have annoyed the United States 
in recent times was an outbreak of compliance; that is, the offer of entry to weapons inspectors.  One must 
wonder whether the goalposts will continue to be shifted to make it extremely difficult, now and in the future, for 
Iraq to comply with a United Nations resolution.  At the moment, the weapons inspectors who are ready to go 
into Iraq - Iraq has said that it is willing to let in these inspectors on the basis of the previous resolution - have 
been withheld from doing so.  Frankly, I have been concerned about the role played by Richard Butler, the 
previous chief weapons inspector.  Given the fact that there had already been a war on Iraq, it was of concern 
that Mr Butler insisted at a delicate moment that US weapons inspectors should carry out inspections in Iraq.  
The role of a weapons inspector is to act according to a resolution on the detection and dismantling of weapons 
of mass destruction.  People want to get maximum cooperation to reach the best possible conclusion.  There was 
a war in which many people lost their lives and engaged in drastic actions, including imposing a sanction.  If 
people wanted to make sure that weapons of mass destruction were found and dismantled, would they add fuel to 
the fire, after that kind of war, by insisting that people from the country that had been dropping the fire bombs on 
retreating troops, as we have been told, should be in that other country checking its armaments?  Which weapons 
inspectors have ever been allowed to look at United States weapons programs?  The answer is none.  For some 
reason the United States believes that whatever weapons of mass destruction it has, be they chemical, biological 
or whatever, those weapons should not be subject to scrutiny.  With the Cassini spacecraft flight, the United 
States put into orbit a potential nuclear disaster.  If the spacecraft had blown up, it could have literally threatened 
life as we know it.  The United States did not admit to anybody that it was taking action that could have 
threatened life on earth, and still could do if Cassini comes back into the atmosphere and has a dreadful accident.  

What puts one country in a position where it makes up the rules?  America makes up the rules for free trade and 
then breaks them, and then insists that everybody else must abide by the rules.  A cosy nuclear club, which calls 
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itself the Security Council, has made up the rules and then says everybody else must disarm.  None of the 
countries in that club admits weapons inspectors of any sort.   

Hon Peter Foss:  That is nonsense - the treaties require weapons inspections.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I am sorry; the treaties provide for no weapons inspectors.  If Hon Peter Foss thinks 
that, he should go back and check.  Nobody is going through the Pentagon and the White House checking for US 
weapons.  The very fact that people were able to send anthrax though the US mail is evidence of how the system 
of weapons of mass destruction works in the United States.  It is not checked by the rest of the world.  The 
nuclear club does not have weapons inspections, and if Hon Peter Foss has assumed that, he is wrong.  Many 
people would probably assume that only Iraq does not allow a process that is allowed by all other countries that 
have weapons of mass destruction and have signed treaties.  There is no requirement for Israel to have weapons 
inspectors.  Why does Iraq need weapons inspectors when Israel does not?  If it is suggested that this is because 
Israel is not threatening another country, a number of the countries surrounding Israel would have a different 
viewpoint.   

Hon Peter Foss:  What about the war in Iraq?  

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members; others will have the opportunity to speak in this debate.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Yes, there was a war in Iraq, but it is also true that a considerable amount of 
information now available in the media indicates that that war could have been avoided.   

Hon Peter Foss:  So, it is a conspiracy theory.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Saddam Hussein is the same person who was put there and supported by the United 
States in the first place.  That is not conspiracy theory.  

Hon Peter Foss:  Is that why he invaded Kuwait?  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  No, but some time before that happened, Saddam Hussein was put in that position for 
United States self-interest.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Where were the Greens (WA) when the Iraqis were invading Kuwait?  We never heard a 
peep out of you.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  The Greens (WA) did condemn the invasion of Kuwait.  However, we also condemned 
the use of public relations lies - which were proven as such - to justify the extent of the action which took place 
in Iraq.  Iraq’s action against the Kurds took place some time before that.  What action did the United States take 
at that stage?  The answer is none.  However, many more people have died in Iraq since the Gulf War, because 
they have not had access to health and medical facilities, and even sufficient food supplies, to ensure their health.  
Unfortunately, Australia has been involved in that process.  Australia put up its hand and said, “Pick me, pick me 
- allow me to be of assistance”, and we have ships in the Persian Gulf enforcing the sanctions that continue to 
kill Iraqi women and children - far more than died in the Gulf War.  They are innocent people.  

The third point of the motion brings us to issues which impact directly on the economy of Western Australia.  It 
reads -  

(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”. 

I quote again from Brian Victoria’s article - 

Faced with the threat of further terrorism, it is not surprising that Australia should consider aligning 
itself with the US as the world’s sole superpower, especially given the cultural and historical affinities 
between the two nations.  While Australia can never aspire to be “king of the mountain”, cozying up to 
the king does have its advantages.  For example, if sufficient Australian troops die in places like 
Afghanistan or Iraq, the Bush administration may well be able to overcome its domestic farm lobby to 
reward Australia with a free-trade agreement.  

We are fairly aware that Australia, and Western Australia in particular, is dependent, when we have a season that 
is reasonable, on sales of grain to the Middle East.  Iraq is one of those countries.  We must think not only of 
Iraq, but also of all the countries that may well be thoroughly offended by any actions taken by Australia in 
support of any proposed military action in Iraq.  What is the public interest test the Prime Minister is taking?  It 
is very difficult to see how the assessment of public interest has been made.  Is the Prime Minister simply 
equating the perceived public interest of Australia with the perceived self-interest of the United States?  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 6 November 2002] 

 p2591c-2598a 
Hon Dee Margetts; President; Hon Kim Chance 

 [4] 

The Greens (WA) were pleased to see that at least the Labor leader Simon Crean did not automatically jump on 
the bandwagon in support of any military action against Iraq.  However, we have still heard his rhetoric in 
relation to the so-called war on terrorism.  The term “war on terrorism” has been carefully chosen, because 
terrorism is like a shadow.  It is a bit like saying that we are fighting a war on fear.  Unfortunately, the methods 
of fighting this so-called war on terrorism are in many cases creating more fear than they are mending.  We have 
had, in the view of the Greens (WA), draconian legislation at a federal level to give extra powers to law 
enforcement bodies and the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation, which, in my experience in the peace 
movement, has spent many years and a great deal of taxpayers’ money listening in to and watching peace 
groups, activist groups and environment groups to find out whether they were trying to overthrow the state.  I 
guess we were and we still are, but that is because it is about whether the state equals a political institution that is 
self-destructive.  In fact, the very groups that want world peace, sustainability and justice are the people who are 
looking at real sustainability and want a future that we can depend on.  In the view of many people who have had 
their phones tapped over time and who have large files in their names lying in some dusty archive, the very 
thought of giving extra powers to ASIO is horrifying, because ASIO has never been subject to public scrutiny to 
find out whether what it is doing and has been doing over time, with a large amount of public money, has been 
credible, efficient or effective.  In the absence of that kind of knowledge, we have had proposals for draconian 
laws that will give bodies such as ASIO even greater powers and make them subject to even less scrutiny and 
accountability than they are subject to now.  In the end, one of the dangers is that it may affect the ability of 
Australia to speak up if we think our neighbours are breaching international human rights codes.  

I have heard with some horror reports in the media over the past few days about the proposal that Australia give 
greater support to the Indonesian military, including the special forces known as Kopassus.  I have heard stories 
that link Kopassus to murders that have been committed in West Papua.  I heard those from a person who has 
recently been working in that area.  I also did a lot of work when I was in the Senate on the kinds of actions that 
Kopassus has taken.  We have all seen quite a lot of documentation on what has happened in East Timor.  
Therefore, the thought that Australia, in fighting the international war on terrorism, should join up with 
Kopassus, which for a long time has perpetrated terrorism on the people of Indonesia and other nations in 
Indonesia’s control, is abhorrent to many people in Australia and other places around the world.  It was with 
some relief, therefore, that the Greens and other people in Australia heard from Simon Crean, the federal Leader 
of the Labor Party, statements that were more moderate and reasoned.  It is very important that we take a deep 
breath before we leap into situations such as these.  It is necessary that we have some other voices in Australia 
when this rush of blood to the head takes place.   

Who are the likely victims of any military action in Iraq?  We know enough about the Gulf War to know that 
because of the impact of the blockades, by far the greatest number of the victims of that war came from the 
civilian population of Iraq,.  A few weeks ago, it was argued in a story on the Sunday program that somehow or 
other the blockades were not responsible for those deaths.  The rationale behind that argument was that $2 billion 
worth of oil was being smuggled out of Iraq annually and that would be enough to house, feed, clothe and 
provide medical facilities for all Iraqis.  I remind members that Iraq has a population of around 19 million 
people.  Australia has a population of around 25 million people.  I ask members to think for a moment how much 
food, education, housing and health we would be able to purchase internationally for the whole of Australia with 
$2 billion if we did not have the means of producing those things in our country.  We would not be able to 
purchase a great deal for $2 billion, particularly if much of our infrastructure had been bombed out of existence.   

I ask members to imagine another scenario.  If various countries in the world were discussing whether, or when, 
they would invade Australia, what would we do?  Would we think we should just get rid of our Army and all our 
armaments?  The psyche of any country that other countries, including the most powerful country in the world, 
were openly talking about invading is that it would try to find out how it could defend itself.  We have seen 
videos of what appears to be a missile location in Iraq.  However, that is not an unusual occurrence in a country 
that has been part of the world discussion about who will be invading it in a relatively short time.  If a country is 
under the threat and terror of being invaded by the world’s most powerful nation, it is only logical that it will use 
some of its resources for defence.   

It is interesting that, over the years, every time there has been a mention of the United States’ weapons of mass 
destruction program, it has said that they are weapons of defence.  If Iraq, or any other country that happens to 
be on the wrong side of the United States, has weapons, they are offensive weapons.  However, if countries like 
the United States or Australia, who are the good guys, have weapons, they are weapons of defence.  That is an 
interesting concept.  If the United States has chemical, biological and nuclear weapons and is prepared to use 
those weapons, even in a pre-emptive strike, that is fine, because the United States is simply defending its own 
interests.    

Hon Peter Foss:  Did you support Stalin when the Cold War was on?  I bet you did. 
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Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I will not dignify that interjection with a response.  It is offensive.  The reason 
members on the other side are so touchy about this matter is that it is clear and has been proved that the civilian 
population, particularly women and children, is impacted on the most when military action takes place.  It is 
conceivable that the bombs that were used in Bali were manufactured in the United States.  It is conceivable that 
unexploded ordnance that had been used in Afghanistan was recycled and taken by other people to be used in 
Bali.  

Hon Peter Foss:  Does that justify it? 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  No, it does not justify it.  Absolutely not.  Threats of war are terrorism, as are long-
term threats of invasion.  The general definition of terrorism includes people taking actions that are not 
authorised or acceptable internationally.  A further quote from Brian Victoria’s article states - 

Terrorism is fundamentally a desperate tactic employed by the weak against the strong.  Before the 
advent of powerful, yet easily made, explosives and other weapons of mass destruction, the weak of this 
world could do little about their frustrations and dissatisfactions. 

In times gone by, the lack of resources might have resulted in guerilla warfare.  The North Vietnamese used 
guerilla tactics because they did not have enough armaments or substances like Agent Orange.  They used the 
only tactics available to them.  The world is developing more weapons of mass destruction, and as there have 
been no effective efforts to get countries that possess weapons of mass destruction to get rid of their material, a 
lot of the material has been around for a very long time.  Countries such as the former Soviet Union have found 
their economies in tatters and many of their nuclear programs have been mothballed.  It is not surprising that 
people have accessed that material.  It is not right; it is obviously a crime.  It is not surprising, considering how 
long the Cold War continued.  The main beneficiaries of the Cold War were armaments producers.  The whole 
point of continuing a cold war is to extend a feeling of threat and fear between one side and another.  Each side 
has to escalate its armaments.  As a result of the escalation in armaments over time, material has gone missing.  
People these days talk about suitcase bombs and the possible use of germ or chemical warfare.  It may be 
because these are the only forms of weapons available to weaker nations.  There is no doubt that if the most 
powerful countries in the world desire to rule by terror and threat, other countries and individuals will, wrongly, 
use whatever means are at their disposal.  It means that extremists in a range of countries will look for ways of 
retaliating.  The Prime Minister and the Minister for Foreign Affairs have put up their hands to be part of this 
process.  This motion is debated today because the Greens (WA) want to know what is the view of the Western 
Australian Government.  Does the Western Australian Government believe that Australia should invade Iraq?  
Does the Western Australian Government believe that if the United States chooses to take action, Australia 
should follow suit?  Does the Western Australian Government believe the ongoing enforcement of sanctions in 
Iraq has been a useful process?  Has it brought about a greater level of security; has it brought about greater 
justice for the Iraqi people?  Let us be frank: recent statements by George W. Bush are that his proposal to 
invade Iraq is for the benefit of the Iraqi people.  If the United States Administration were really interested in the 
Iraqi people, would it have enforced sanctions, which have had such a devastating effect for so long?  Is the 
Administration now saying it feels a responsibility towards the people of Iraq although it did not have that 
feeling of responsibility over the past 12 years?  Does it now feel that people who have not died as a result of the 
sanctions now deserve support?  What does that mean?  Does it mean that sanctions will be lifted once Saddam 
Hussein is somehow magically removed? 

I have mentioned that some very useful statements have been made by the federal leader of the Labor Party, 
Simon Crean.  He has argued that the federal Government must come clean and explain what it thinks is the 
nature of the terrorist threat in Australia.  Part of the way Australia has been linked to this so-called war on terror 
is to extend fear and threat to the people of Australia.  It is clear that we have not had an answer.  Who or what is 
the terrorist threat in Australia?  It is no good saying that nothing can be revealed because it is a secret.  We need 
to know what it is we are fighting against.  It is true to say that by saying we are fighting terror we simply 
perpetrate terror.  What would bring a rational removal of fear in the world?  Would invading Iraq remove fear, 
distrust and hatred?  Of course, the answer is no.  Even if Saddam Hussein is removed and so-called freedom is 
given to the people of Iraq through bombing, death and destruction, in what way will that end the so-called war 
on terror?  Will that make the rest of the world say, “That’s good, we won the war on terror”?  The nature of 
terrorist acts is that they can be perpetrated on any scale.  They can be perpetrated almost anywhere.  In the end, 
whom do we bomb, shoot or threaten?  How many people must be imprisoned in the world to win the war on 
terror?  How do we fight fear and distrust by bombing another country that has not waged war on us?  I am 
pleased to hear the federal Leader of the Opposition make positive statements.  There is an assumption that the 
so-called war on terror has popular support.  It is not distinctly clear what it is.  For however long this debate 
lasts, the most important thing is for the State Government, through this House, to present a very clear view on 
whether it supports a United States invasion of Iraq.  Unfortunately, this Chamber recently learned that a 
delegation led by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Premier, the member for Rockingham, went to the United 
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States and offered Western Australian assistance to the US military.  I refer to the “Report on Parliamentary Visit 
to the United States of America”, which states -  

Despite this long association with the USN, it became apparent during the time the delegation was in 
the US that we often need to remind our Allies of our assets and our capabilities, as well as our history.   

Whilst we were in the US, we were advised that we were the first delegation to visit post September 11 
to offer our services and assistance in this fashion.  It was very much appreciated by the USN, as they 
have a new appreciation of security and the vulnerable position of their warships. 

In the context of the post September 11 situation, the parliamentary secretary representing the Premier went to 
the United States and offered the assistance of Western Australia’s assets and capabilities to the US Navy.  We 
all know that the outcome of that offer will be the use of Western Australia by the US as a bouncing point for 
direct access to the Middle East.  Western Australia will be used as a base so that US ships do not have to go 
back to the United States before returning to the Gulf.  Ships will return to the United States every 18 months, 
and, in the meantime, will receive support in Western Australia.  The crews will swap over, and, as the report 
indicated, the facilities at the Lancelin defence training area are likely to be used to sharpen US Navy tactics, 
weaponry, and landing and operational skills.  What is the official position of the Western Australian 
Government?  Is our post September 11 offer of assistance to the US Navy our way of saying that we support the 
United States’ view on the war on terror; ergo, a possible invasion of Iraq?  It is so important for us to know 
whether that is the case.   

The pseudo-basing of US Navy ships will begin as a trial and sea swap will start with six destroyers before using 
frigates.  It has been indicated that the US is on the nose in Okinawa and in areas that it has used for training 
around the world.  Indeed, it is on the nose as far as training and bombardment is concerned in its own country.  
It is extremely likely - especially if the United States invades Iraq - that Western Australia will be considered 
more than suitable for regular and major sea swap operations for a large portion of the US fleet.  There are 96 
frigates and destroyers alone.  There is also talk of using sea-swap operations for anti-missile defence systems, 
although, at this stage, this does not apply to Western Australia.   

The “Report on Parliamentary Visit to the United States of America” also referred to the fact that our sea lanes 
are not currently deep enough to allow sea swaps for aircraft carriers.  If the US Navy considers sea swaps to be 
a success, will it request, at some stage, the dredging of the sea lanes in Fremantle and HMAS Stirling to enable 
aircraft carriers to be engaged in sea swaps?  Will other types of warships come in as a major part of this 
operation?  We do not know.  Every time we have asked the Western Australian Government questions about the 
assistance it has offered to the US military, it has deferred the situation and stated that the matter is a defence 
issue and, therefore, in the hands of the federal Government.  However, the Western Australian Government is 
well in there, because it approached the US, said “Pick us” and took the step of offering support in whatever 
action the US deems necessary to combat the war on terrorism.  The Government has offered Fremantle porting 
facilities, HMAS Stirling, and, no doubt, implicit in that offer was the idea of using Lancelin as a training 
facility, because the facilities for bombardment are no longer easily available in places such as the US.  In fact, 
we know that the US is not welcome in many parts of the world in which it previously engaged in training 
exercises, including Puerto Rico.   

It is extremely important that this debate be carefully considered.  I am keen to learn the Western Australian 
Labor Government’s position on this matter.  Further, no matter what position the United Nations adopts, will 
the Western Australian Government support the US in an invasion of Iraq?  Can sea swap be continued or 
expanded if there is an invasion of Iraq, and will the Western Australian Government be able to do anything 
about it?  Will the Western Australian Government have any say whatsoever if the federal Government decides 
to support an invasion of Iraq?  We wait with bated breath to find out all this and more when the Government 
responds to the motion.   

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [4.37 pm]:  The Government does not support the 
motion for a number of reasons.  Firstly, the WA Parliament is a state Legislature.  We have no influence on 
decisions made about foreign affairs or defence.  Certainly, we are entitled to hold a view on any matter that we 
see fit, whether that be individually or collectively.  However, such opinions ought to be properly expressed 
through the national forums that are available to us - that is, as the representatives of the people - in a much more 
privileged way than is available to other Western Australians.  We have access to our federal parties, the foreign 
affairs policy committees of our federal branches and our federal MPs.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Do you have access to Mark McGowan?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  All of us have access to Mark McGowan.  We are uniquely privileged people.  Why 
would we, as state legislators, seek to engage in a debate on this matter?   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Do you have access to the Premier?   
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, and so does Hon Dee Margetts.   

Secondly, I am concerned that any debate on this matter will necessarily take place in the absence of advice that 
is absolutely crucial to the conduct of an informed debate.  How do we conduct a debate of this nature without 
access to advice from the department -  

Hon Peter Foss:  Much of it is rumour and gossip; it is surmised.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am not commenting on the quality of the contribution that has been made.   

How do we conduct a debate with any level of information in the absence of advice from the Department of 
Foreign Affairs and Trade?  How do we conduct a meaningful debate without advice from the Department of 
Defence?   

Hon Jim Scott:  Do we have any trade with Iraq? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am happy to trade with Iraq.  Iraq has been a wonderful customer and the grains industry 
has maintained a close friendship with Iraq that continues to this day.  Indeed, Australian representatives from 
AWB Ltd were in Baghdad only a few weeks ago.  This situation is not an impediment to trade yet.   

An indication of the difficulty in making judgments that are essential to an informed debate is that the Minister 
for Defence, Senator Hon Robert Hill, has indicated that - I choose these words carefully - it is not appropriate at 
this stage to even lay out a case for war to the Australian public.  In other words, despite all the advice provided 
by Australian government agencies, and Senator Hill in particular - who I have high regard for as a minister - the 
Prime Minister is not prepared to say we even have a case to discuss with the Australian public that might lead to 
war.  No United States request for Australian involvement in Iraq has ever been made.  However, the Prime 
Minister has made it clear of late that any US request for Australia to take part in any form of conflict or support 
of conflict in Iraq must be considered in light of Australia’s national interest, which is hardly sabre rattling.  I 
must admit that I was concerned about some of the less cautious statements that the Prime Minister made 
previously.  However, his position now is what is important to me.  He has said that whatever matter may be put 
to us by the US in terms of a request, it must first be considered in the light of Australia’s national interest.  That 
is hardly “All the way with LBJ”.   

Perhaps more importantly, I am concerned that this debate could cause harm to the case that is being prepared by 
those of us who want to avert the possibility of war.  We might think that statements made in a state Legislature 
are unlikely to contribute in either a positive or a negative way to a foreign affairs issue.  Generally, that is 
correct; not a lot of harm or good can be generated on issues like this in a state Legislature.  However, this is one 
of the most sensitive times in postwar history.  We should not underestimate the volatility of the current world 
situation.  In all fairness, I do not think that any member of this place underestimates that volatility.  However, it 
is a volatility that has been recognised worldwide.  There is no doubt that the Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom refused - at least initially - to recall the British Parliament for the specific purpose of discussing the 
Iraqi situation because of a recognition that things said in that discussion in Westminster may have only made 
the situation worse.  We must be extremely careful that what members say, even in this Chamber, do not make a 
volatile situation more volatile.  Even the United States Congress is divided on the question of intervention in 
Iraq by the US.  There is deep division inside Congress and the Senate, particularly on the question of whether 
US intervention ought to be contingent upon the support of the United Nations.  If the US Congress, given its 
key role in decision making on this issue, is reluctant to commit to a position that might be seen as pre-emptive, 
then we must be especially careful and at least recognise that that division and debate exists within the United 
States parliamentary system.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


