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

Resumed from 14 November 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 GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [3.45 pm]:  I will pick up from where I left off; that is, the speech 
given by Moira Rayner, titled “Why Sheep Won’t Cross Bridges: The Politics of Fear”, which states -  

Those recent raids on Australian Muslim homes have helped to flood our social milieu with a general 
sense of anxiety and vulnerability.  The public is willing to excuse extreme acts based on suspected 
connections.  Men of ‘middle-Eastern’ appearance are searched at Customs, even if they have been 
Australian citizens for six years: women wearing the veil subject to silent stares and snide remarks at 
best, threats and violence on the streets at worst.  They are being intimidated into silence and retreat.  

I will read a list of 21 countries and ask members a question: what do China, Korea, Guatemala, Indonesia, 
Cuba, Congo, Peru, Laos, Vietnam, Cambodia, Lebanon, Grenada, Libya, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Panama, 
Bosnia, Sudan, former Yugoslavia, Iraq and Afghanistan have in common?  They have all been bombed by the 
United States since the last war.  What is now being proposed is not only a continuation of the bombing of Iraq - 
members need to be aware that this is an ongoing situation - but also a major escalation of that bombing.  

Hon Jim Scott interjected.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes, the list did include Sudan.  Another member quoted a former president of the United 
States, and I think it is worthwhile for me to also share a quote from a former President, which states -  

Every gun that is made, every warship launched, every rocket fired signifies, in the final sense, a theft 
from those who hunger and are not fed, those who are cold and are not clothed.  This world in arms is 
not spending money alone.  It is spending the sweat of its laborers, the genius of its scientists, the hopes 
of its children . . . This is not a way of life at all, in any true sense.  Under the cloud of threatening war, 
it is humanity hanging from a cross of iron. 

That quote was from a speech given by Dwight D. Eisenhower in 1953.  When Australia, as a country, indicated 
through the remarks of its Prime Minister that it was willing to support the United States in its hostilities towards 
Iraq, we were stealing from the future and those people on the planet who actually provide the $800 billion that 
is spent annually worldwide on arms and aggression.  I seek the leave of the House to table one of the documents 
from which I quoted during my speech - the report entitled “Collateral damage - the health and environmental 
costs of war on Iraq”, which was compiled by the International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War.  

Leave granted.  [See paper No 527.] 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [3.49 pm]:  I am pleased to support the motion moved by Hon Dee 
Margetts.  This motion is probably the most important motion that we will consider in this place for a very long 
time.  I rise today not because I have a well-researched position to put to the House but simply because I am 
keen to endorse and offer my strong support for the motion and to add my views to those of other members on 
this incredibly important motion.  The prospect of a war with Iraq and that Australia will be involved in that war 
seems to be discussed more and more fluently on a weekly basis - it is now becoming commonplace in the 
media.  That could be evidence of Australia falling into what could be described as a diabolical trap.  It is a 
diabolical trap because the American statements that justify attacking Iraq appear to have some overriding logic.  
Such a proposal must involve some containment of the ramifications and repercussions of that action.  It is like 
considering that the American military, joined by other militaries, such as Australia’s and the UK’s, can enter 
Iraq and destroy huge amounts of infrastructure and kill enormous numbers of people.  The force will change the 
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regime, control the oil and then all go home and that will be the end of the story.  That, Mr President, is the 
extraordinarily reckless gamble involved here.  The notion that we can carry out such an atrocity and then 
imagine no further repercussion will arise is a myth.  Noam Chomsky, in his book September 11, said the 
following when discussing the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation’s position on these matters -  

They recognize, as does everyone with close knowledge of the region, that a massive assault on a 
Muslim population will be the answer to the prayers of bin Laden and his associates, and would lead the 
US and its allies into a “diabolical trap”, as the French foreign minister put it. 

In other words, instead of American and Australian troops going in and carrying out the aggression and then 
going home, and that being the end of story, it will be the beginning of a very long and profoundly violent story 
that will shake this planet for some decades.  The ramifications cannot be contained in Iraq, as they will 
destabilise the entire world order. 

My first point is that the comfortable notion that we can enter Iraq and take the proposed action to secure what is 
argued to be our interests is totally fallacious.  It will destabilise everything and will give rise to a profound 
hatred in the Muslim world towards the western world; it will unleash an enormous amount of violence and 
hatred for many years to come. 

The second point I note is that some form of justification for this action is that Iraq has violated previous 
Security Council resolutions.  That is an incredibly misleading line of argument, as though Iraq is exceptional in 
this kind of international behaviour.  In fact, many countries regularly violate UN Security Council resolutions.  I 
have here a list of UN Security Council resolutions currently being violated by countries other than Iraq.  The list 
comprises three columns on a page and a half of A4 paper.  Interestingly, it contains no less than 31 violations by 
Israel.  In fact, in 2002 alone, Israel has violated four UN resolutions.  First, UN resolution 1402, which calls for 
Israel to withdraw from Palestinian cities.  Second, resolution 1403 of 2002, which demands that Israel comply 
with the implementation of UN resolution 1402 without delay.  Also, this year’s resolution 1405 calls for UN 
inspectors to investigate civilian deaths during an Israeli assault on the Janin refugee camp.  Lastly, resolution 
1435 of this year calls on Israel to withdraw to positions of September 2000 and end its military activity in and 
around Ramallah, including the destruction of security and civilian infrastructure.  Unfortunately, this list 
includes many references to Turkey, Morocco, Armenia, Russia, Croatia, Sudan and a whole range of countries 
that, unfortunately, are violating Security Council resolutions.  Clearly, it is important that compliance to 
Security Council resolutions be tightened.  However, the idea that we can do that by waging war on one 
offending country is unfair and uneven.  Also, it entirely undermines the very notion of Security Council 
resolutions, which try to establish an international rule of law and order, not an international brigade of war 
mongering.  This action would completely undermine the way that the United Nations should be, and must be, 
used to preserve world peace. 

I touch briefly now on another matter relevant to the motion.  A new element has come to our attention in the 
past couple of weeks; namely, the proposal that Australia and the United States enter a free trade agreement.  
What a remarkable notion this is, Mr President.  All of a sudden we can see that the stakes are much higher than 
simply security issues.  We are now, as The Sydney Morning Herald of Friday, 15 November announced, “All 
the way with USA on trade”.  The front-page story from two weeks ago read - 

The Minister for Trade, Mark Vaille, said yesterday there were no areas off-limits as US President, 
George Bush, notified Congress of a start to negotiations on a free trade agreement. 

In an eight-page letter to Congress from Mr Bush’s trade representative, Bob Zoellick, the 
Administration listed a range of demands for the FTA that will anger farm, industry and lobby groups in 
Australia. 

They include an end to Australian Government screening of US investment proposals, a relaxation of 
quarantine laws and changes to Australia’s “single desk” grain marketing bodies.  

“Technical barriers” to trade like GM food labelling and greater access to Australian markets for US 
telecommunications, airlines and banking services are also in the sights of the US.   

Despite claims from both nations that the trade talks had nothing to do with Australia’s strong support 
of US military and security strategy, Congress was told a trade deal with Australia would “strengthen 
the foundation of our security alliance”. 

That is at the beginning of the article.  It finishes as follows - 

A Melbourne University trade expert, Ann Capling, said she was shocked at the link made between 
security and trade.  “It’s been a cornerstone of both Australian and US foreign policy since World War 
II that security and trade issues are kept in separate boxes. 
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More recently, members may have noticed an interesting comment in our own The West Australian of last 
Saturday by the regular commentator Hugh Mackay about the same free trade proposals.  I will read from his 
recent article.  He begins by saying - 

The republic debate may or may not sputter into new life, but in the meantime we face another national 
issue with far more radical consequences than the head of state question.  

Mooted negotiations for a free trade agreement between Australia and the United States may bring to fruition 
one of our Prime Minister’s fondest dreams, but they will also turn the spotlight on an aspect of capitalism not 
often debated: how much control should trading partners exert over each other’s economic and cultural 
sovereignty? 

He says further on - 

In return for Australia being offered better access to US markets for our beef, lamb and other farm and 
manufactured products, including cars, the US is asking our Government to make some truly amazing 
concessions.  

These include abandoning our power of veto over foreign investment proposals from US companies, 
changing our GM food labelling laws, dismantling our “single-desk” bodies for the marketing of 
commodities like wheat and even relaxing our quarantine rules.  

At a time when the Federal Government has garnered strong community support for its border-
protection strategies (“we have the right to decide who comes here”), serious thought is apparently 
being given to the idea of allowing another country to override our foreign investment and quarantine 
rules in return for a greater willingness to buy our products.   

Actually, the situation is even murkier than that.  The prospect of a free trade agreement also has been 
explicitly linked to our military support for the US.  In a letter to Congress from trade representative 
Bob Zoellick, the Bush administration stated that an agreement with Australia would “strengthen the 
foundation of our security alliance”.  

He says further - 

Ponder the implications.  Does the US mean to say that if we prove to be a less than uncritical ally, the 
trade deal would be off?  That would suggest an economic imperialism of breathtaking arrogance.  
Would the US really try to intimidate us with economic sanctions if we failed to back its military goals?  

He also says - 

Trade and security used to be two things.  Given the trade overtures now being made, there appears to 
be some danger that Australia will be drawn into a deal that, implicitly at least, not only puts military 
conditions on trade arrangements but challenges our right to retain control of our economic destiny.  

A deal like that would create a very different Australia from the one we’ve known.  We would be so 
beholden to the US, we would risk being treated as a de facto 51st State. 

We can see that the stakes are getting higher and some of the cornerstones of the values that all members in this 
Chamber work very hard to protect - our quarantine laws and genetic modification of crops, which the standing 
committee I chair is spending an enormous amount of parliamentary time investigating - are apparently now 
open for negotiation provided that, as part of the deal, to quote the headline of The Sydney Morning Herald, we 
go “All the way with USA on trade” and apparently on security.  This is truly horrifying.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  Surely that is not why there was delay on this debate? 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  That is a very interesting question.  Is that part of the reason that the Government 
showed reluctance for this debate to be held in this Chamber?  Is it linked somehow to the implicit economic 
blackmail proposals to which both those newspaper articles are referring? 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  The matter is being debated now, what are you talking about?  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I would like to finish my brief remarks today in very strong support of the motion 
by addressing something that was raised with me outside the Chamber by another member.  He expressed 
disappointment that the Greens were “anti-American”.  He found it upsetting that we continue to harp on 
America as though it were something evil.  I want to clarify this point. 

Hon Frank Hough:  The member also shows insight. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Okay.  It is important that we make a distinction between opposition to policy, 
whether it is military, trade or any other form of government policy, and the individuals who live in that country.  
The Greens are not anti-American in the sense of being anti the people of American origins.  Indeed, I have 
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many American friends as I am sure do my colleagues.  It is the same as making a distinction between the Iraqi 
regime and its policies, which are most certainly despicable, and the general population of Iraq.  It is always very 
important in these matters that we do not use these disagreements on policy - this goes to the heart of the debate - 
as ways of fanning racism and hatred of individuals.  That is fundamental to thinking clearly on this issue.  As 
far as the Greens are concerned, the problem is not the American people; it is the policies promulgated by the 
American Government at this time.   

I understand from the small references we see in the media - they are not extensive - and personal contacts that 
many American citizens are as deeply concerned about and as profoundly critical of their Government’s position 
as are the supporters of this motion.  We are not anti-American in the sense that the term relates to a group of 
human beings.  We are talking very clearly about American foreign and military policy.  By the same token, we 
challenge the policies of our Australian Government.  That is not to suggest that we are anti-Australian.  Clearly, 
we love Australia deeply and are absolutely Australian.  That example shows the skewed logic of equating 
regimes and policies with individual human beings.  The reality is that all human beings have good and bad 
sides.  All races have difficulties with their cultures.  Life and individual human motivation are never black and 
white.  Very fortunately, despite all the awful clouds that are looming ever closer, everywhere in the world there 
are good people who are enormously concerned and share this alarm at the way Australia is allowing itself to be 
sucked into what I began by calling a diabolical trap.   

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [4.11 pm]:  I do not take the prospect of any war lightly.  Any 
military action in the Middle East has the potential to ultimately involve states other than Iraq and become a 
worldwide event.  However, we also need to consider the prospect that if we sit on our hands now, a strike may 
ultimately come from Iraq that is targeted at the west.  A strike of that nature would have a much more 
devastating impact on western civilisation if it involved weapons of mass destruction.  For some time now we 
have been aware of the increasing pressure being applied across the Arab world by Islamic fundamentalists.  We 
tended to think of that as something that involved only Muslim nations and did not have anything to do with us.  
However, all that time an increasing number of Muslims were entering our own country and many other western 
countries.  September 11 brought home to us how these fundamentalists can blend with other Muslims in 
western countries and set up cells and commit terrorist acts against the general population.  The terrible aspect of 
these acts of terrorism is that they are carried out by people who have been brainwashed from a very young age 
in Islamic schools.  These people see non-Muslims as fair game.  They are told that if they attack the symbols of 
our civilisation, their rewards will come in the afterlife.  There are people who are prepared to commit suicide to 
carry out these heinous acts of terrorism, and as a result we are faced with the horrifying prospect that every 
Muslim is a potential suicide bomber.  This is not a fantasy but a reality.  This very thing happened a few weeks 
ago in Moscow.  The Chechen rebels did just that.  It is interesting that Mahathir bin Mohamad, the Prime 
Minister of Malaysia, has recently legislated to ban the full facial coverage of Islamic followers who hold public 
offices and positions in that country.  It is also interesting to note that Turkey, an Islamic country, also bans the 
full facial coverage of Islamic followers.  It does so for what I think is a sensible reason: to be able to identify 
people.  That would not be helpful with a suicide bomber who blows himself up, but there are many other areas 
in which identification is absolutely necessary.  To maintain a realistic approach to this we should remember that 
Islamic countries around the world that are deeply committed to that particular faith have introduced these types 
of rules and regulations.  As westerners we find the concept of suicide bombers abhorrent.  Our Christian beliefs 
tell us that suicide is evil and that all men and women are equal.  It generally makes us feel uncomfortable when 
we single out one race of people or religion.  However, the sad fact is that as bad as we feel about this, if we do 
not toughen our attitude, we could ultimately witness the destruction of our own way of life.  Our way of life 
allows us to debate opposing views in this Parliament, to practise religious and sexual tolerance and to dress 
pretty much as we please.  However, fundamentalist extremists of all religions - 

Hon Jim Scott:  How come we wear these ties?   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I think it is a choice to maintain a standard.  That is a good point: the right of the 
individual should be superseded by the right of the community.  I do not give the member much credit for that 
one.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Surely it depends on the circumstances.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  There are circumstances.  My point is that those circumstances should be adhered to.   

Hon Jim Scott interjected.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The member probably knows more than I do about what they say in Russia as he follows 
that regime closely.  However, fundamentalist extremists take advantage of our open and fair attitude.  They see 
it as our Achilles heel and exploit it.  Unfortunately, following the events that have taken place around the world, 
the barbarians are at the gate, and if we do not align ourselves with the side opposed to them, we will lose our 
human rights.  We will lose our rights to a host of daily activities that we have until now taken for granted.   
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These fundamentalists have moulded our left-wing feel-good media to cry racial intolerance as soon as anyone 
suggests that not all Muslim citizens in Australia are law abiding.  The media were the first to complain when the 
Government did not alert the public to the dangers of travel in Asia, and they were the first to complain when 
Muslim homes were targeted after the Bali massacre.  They are the first to complain at every step.  When will 
they ever stand and look to the interests of all Australians?  They are divisive at best and totally un-Australian at 
worst.  Recently three out of four talkback callers supported Fred Nile when he called for a ban on Muslims 
wearing total facial and head coverage.  Significantly and despite media ravings, the public overwhelmingly 
supported the federal Government’s stand on the MV Tampa crisis.   

Hon Jim Scott:  The Germans overwhelmingly supported Hitler when he started -  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I do not think they did.  That is an atrocious statement.  I do not think all Iraqis support 
Saddam Hussein.  The member’s comment was very ignorant.  I will move on from that.   

I do not believe that our media represent the public of Australia.  I believe they are out of step.  I do not think 
they are our collective conscience because, quite frankly, I do not think they have one.  It is very rare in 
Australia that the truth interrupts a good headline.  I believe that the media are naive and in many situations 
extremely divisive.  I do not believe the media have looked at the lessons of history and on many occasions, as I 
said, they are merely interested in a headline. 

A line was drawn in the sand when extremist Muslims attacked the World Trade Center last year and Bali this 
year.  Ultimately we must decide on which side of that line we stand.  Whether or not we are practising 
Christians, we will ultimately defend Christianity, if necessary by force, because it is through the principles of 
Christianity that we have been given the democratic rights that we have come to take for granted.  Although Hon 
Jim Scott may laugh at that, the fact is that the generally cohesive society that has lived in Australia is based on 
the Christian religion.  The Christian laws that dictate to our society have generally worked in an extremely good 
manner.   

I do not support the United States and Britain on a host of issues; however, on the issue of western survival, I 
know which side I will be backing.  I must stand on their side because I know, as do the majority of Australians, 
that it is the side of openness, goodness and freedom.  There are issues such as oil that cloud the picture and, 
quite frankly, unless I want to see my lifestyle and my freedom and that of my children and descendants 
subjugated and overrun, I cannot do anything other than take a stand against extremism. 

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I did listen to most of Hon Christine Sharp’s speech, which was a little more than I 
generally listen to a speech by a member of the Greens (WA).  However, I am afraid I did not agree with it all.   

When a few fundamentalist Muslims blew up two pubs in Bali, they sent a clear message to the west.  They do 
not like to see us enjoying ourselves, drinking, dancing and having fun because their beliefs have made them 
humourless over the years; their beliefs have poisoned their minds.  They murdered almost 200 people in Bali 
and changed the lives of many more.  They have crippled the tourism industry there and therefore destroyed the 
lives of hundreds of thousands of Hindu Balinese.  Quite obviously, they have no soul and no conscience.   

Members may well ask what this has to do with Saddam Hussein.  I am sure that he is not a supporter of Islamic 
fundamentalism.  However, he is known to support suicide bombers in Israel, for example.  He hates Jews and 
Christians just as much as he hates Islamic fundamentalists.  The only difference is that he will not have 
fundamentalist clerics in Iraq because they would reduce his power.  A great example of that power is what has 
happened in Indonesia since the former Suharto Government was in power.  One must wonder whether we 
backed the right horse there.  Suharto ruled over thousands and thousands of people on islands that I have 
visited, such as Ambon and Sulawesi.  His power might well have been by military force but it did not appear so 
at the time I was there.  The people on those islands lived a happy and contented life and all got on well with 
each other.  Unfortunately, since the division between the religions has surfaced, they have slaughtered each 
other by the thousands.  One would no more feel safe stepping off a boat at one of those ports now than walk 
down -  

Hon Dee Margetts:  Of course the Christians never slaughtered anyone in history! 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  If Hon Dee Margetts would clean out her ears and listen for once she would hear that I 
was talking about the division between religions.  I did not say that Muslims slaughtered Christians.  I said that 
they have slaughtered each other in their thousands. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Have you forgotten that Christians have done that? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  If Hon Dee Margetts is so crooked on Christians, why does she not wrap a bag around 
her head, go to one of those countries and see the kind of rights she will get there and how she will like it when 
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she is there.  The Greens really amaze me.  They bellyache against everything, yet they seem content to sit in this 
place in a totally safe country. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Do you want a US free trade agreement? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  No, I do not. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  It is not quite question time yet, members. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I was originally speaking about Saddam Hussein.  I believe he is as dangerous as the 
Taliban was in Afghanistan.  He runs the country and therefore has at his disposal the right to slaughter people.  
He has disposed of thousands of people who were made to give up their lives to further his cause.  He has the 
entire country at his disposal to carry out his crazy schemes.  There is no opposition in Iraq; anyone who has 
raised a hand in opposition has been tortured or murdered.  He has killed more than 10 000 political prisoners.  
Hon Dee Margetts may well think about that.  He prescribes a daily round of beatings, torture, rape and 
starvation in his jails.  Amnesty International has reams of statements from former prisoners cataloguing crimes 
committed against their person that would make even the toughest among us ill.  Saddam’s cause is to rule the 
Middle East and I believe he will use any means that he has at his disposal.  He has attempted to build an arsenal 
of heinous weapons and has supported terrorist groups that will destabilise regimes to advance that cause.   

I do not believe most Muslim countries openly support Saddam or those terrorist groups that operate from some 
rogue countries, even if they have allowed them to flourish on their soil and funded them, as in Saudi Arabia’s 
case.  In other examples, Christians have been the target of aggression in Indonesia for some time.  Until lately 
the Indonesian Government that followed Suharto has chosen to virtually ignore that aggression.  However, it 
could not ignore the terrorist attacks in Bali because of the effect they will have on Indonesia’s economy. 

To determine the extent of Saddam Hussein’s capabilities, I went to Tony Blair’s dossier which details Saddam’s 
capacity to go to war and some of his torturous activities in the past.  I will make some comments on the list in 
that report.  As members will see, it is a detailed and large list.  It documents how Saddam has used chemical 
weapons and mustard and nerve gas against Kurds in Halabjah killing an estimated 5 000 of his own people.  
Iraq has been researching and developing both chemical and biological warfare since the early 1970s.  The 
International Institute for Strategic Studies has confirmed that Iraq has continued to acquire and develop 
chemical and biological weapons and has the capacity to assemble nuclear weapons within months of obtaining 
the fissile material from foreign sources.  Quite frankly, I believe that if push came to shove, Iraq would buy its 
nuclear weapons much more quickly than it manufactures them.  I am sure there are rogue states around the 
world at this moment that would be quite prepared to sell them to him. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Do you seriously believe that Iraq would have the same capacity as the United States in a 
nuclear war? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  No, I do not.  I did not say that.  However, I seriously believe that if Iraq is pushed to a 
situation that it has created on its own account, it would not mind letting one fly at Israel.  

Hon Paddy Embry:  That is the whole idea - to use their weapons as a threat. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  That is correct.  It uses its weapons as a threat, as it does its chemical and biological 
weapons.  Hon Jim Scott has said that Iraq will not go to war against the United States.  It certainly did not worry 
too much about the people of Kuwait when it went in there.  Does Hon Jim Scott honestly believe that it thinks it 
will not be attacked by other countries? 

Hon Jim Scott:  Not by the United States. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I think the member is very wrong.  I am surprised that Hon Jim Scott, as someone who 
pushes the oil issue and talks about how bad the United States is, can say that.  If there was any spectre of truth 
in some of Hon Jim Scott’s previous comments, the United States would be in there as quickly as possible to 
look after its oil interests - an issue that the member has pushed very strongly.   

Hon Jim Scott:  What do you think it is doing now? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  At the moment the United States is reacting to what the United Nations has had to say.  
It has not gone to war.   

Hon Jim Scott:  It is the other way around. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Saddam Hussein has developed mobile laboratories for biological agents, which he can 
move around the country at will, thereby avoiding detection.  He has tried to acquire the ingredients used in 
weapons of mass destruction, particularly uranium from Africa, and has acquired specialists who can build such 
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weapons.  The list goes on and on.  There is no doubt at all that Saddam Hussein has operated against the rules 
that have been laid down by the United Nations.  He has been observed constructing and testing the development 
of long-range missiles.  Saddam Hussein is in breach of United Nations Security Council resolutions.  In 1998 
when UN inspectors left Iraq, they were unable to account for tonnes of biological warfare chemicals and 
devices capable of delivery.  Since that time, Iraq has been able to further develop and enhance its deadly 
arsenal.  Intelligence agents have indicated that Iraq has extensive biological and chemical agents, and missiles 
capable of dispersing these agents, and that he is in the process of developing long-range ballistic missiles.  

British intelligence has shown that in 1998, Saddam recalled his nuclear scientists to continue their task of the 
production of weapons of mass destruction and that he has tried to procure uranium from various areas.  Iraq has 
also admitted to the United Nations Special Commission that it has concealed its chemical, biological and 
weaponry material.  UN inspector Richard Butler and Saddam’s son-in-law, Hussein Kamil, have acknowledged 
that these weapons are being produced.  So the deceit and the lies go on and on.  Although the UN inspectors are 
currently in Iraq - I think the first one went in yesterday - it is well known that much of what they are looking for 
has been cleverly hidden.  Saddam will not give up his warmongering capabilities, and the longer we pander to 
him by going through this pretence of checking out only what he wants us to check out, the longer he has to 
develop his ultimate weapon of mass destruction.  UNESCO knows it, the British and American Governments 
know it, and I suspect our Government knows it was well.  However, instead we pander to the Greens of this 
world, who are so busy hugging trees and having a crack at anything in this country that shows any stability that 
they fail to understand that there are people in this world who have no respect for the western world whatsoever 
and refer to us as infidels and treat us as such.   

There is no doubt that Saddam Hussein is a heinous murderer.  He has murdered 40 members of his own family 
alone.  He has aided and abetted a large number of terrorists, and he has openly paid the Palestinian families of 
suicide bombers. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Why does he get so much support from the west?   
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I do not believe he does.  He did before, but at that stage Iran was posing a huge 
problem.  I do not think the Americans were at fault by backing him. 
Hon Jim Scott:  What was the huge problem? 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I thought the member would have known that offhand, because the Greens seem to have 
all the answers for what happens.  As I have said before, with all the comments that Hon Jim Scott has made 
about how bad the Americans are, I really wonder, when he finds this country so distasteful, why he does not 
emigrate to a country that has far more ability to please his warped lifestyle. 
As for Saddam’s own people, they have been and remain a pawn in his game.  We cannot protect them; we can 
only minimise the effect that a war would have on them by selecting targets carefully.  I genuinely think the 
Americans try to do that.  However, Saddam has cleverly disguised his targets in civilian facilities to make this 
task all the harder. 
Hon Dee Margetts interjected. 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The member is going on about a guy who puts his military facilities into kindergartens 
and that type of stuff.  Hon Chrissie Sharp spent a long time saying how the Greens are not against the 
Americans.  All I can say is if the Greens are not against the Americans, I would hate to have the Greens on my 
side, because then we certainly would not need anyone to oppose us.   
Even if Saddam was not stockpiling weapons of mass destruction, his permanent removal from office is 
warranted.  He has a program of ethnic cleansing in place in which up to 94 000 Kurds have been expelled from 
their homes in order that Saddam can get unfettered access to the rich northern oilfields, and he has 
systematically killed and subjugated the Shia race from the south of Iraq.  During the invasion of Kuwait, he 
used children as human shields, and 600 Kuwaiti prisoners of war remain unaccounted for.  When we look at 
whether the federal Government should support our allies the United States in a war against Iraq, I am certainly 
of the opinion that having taken all the responsible action that we could to avoid that, at some stage we have to 
bite the bullet.  Yes, I believe we should support our Government if it goes to war against Iraq. 

Some of the comments that have come up induce me to go through some extracts from Hon Dee Margetts’ 
speech of 6 November.  The Greens (WA) motion includes the paragraph -  

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 states in her speech -  

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.   
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She states also -  

There was and is yet no United Nations resolution or process to justify the invasion of Iraq.   

She states also -  

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 emphasis is definitely on the United Nations and how good it is.  I am afraid that I do not hold that view.  
The United Nations Security Council has 15 members - five permanent members and 10 elected by the General 
Assembly for two-year terms.  The following five countries began their two-year membership terms on 1 
January 2002: Bulgaria, Cameroon, Guinea, Mexico and the Syrian Arab Republic.  Other past members of this 
council include countries that are ruled by despots and Third World dictatorships that are run by murdering 
thugs.  Yet we are expected to take notice of these people!   

I find it absolutely amazing that another duty of the United Nations Security Council is to recommend to the 
General Assembly the appointment of the secretary general and, together with the assembly, to elect the judges 
of the International Court of Justice.  It horrifies me that judges from places such as Guinea can come to 
Australia to inspect our detention centres and tell us whether we have humane conditions in our country.  

Hon Paddy Embry interjected. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Yes, he was another one.  I think a Guinean came to Australia - 

Hon Dee Margetts:  What types of judges would you respect? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I certainly would respect those who come from a society that is a lot similar to ours.  I do 
not know whether the member has ever been to Guinea or has walked down the main street of Conakry.  
However, once again she is supporting these countries over her own, when their societies are totally different 
from ours. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Do they knock people off when they come here? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  They do. 

Hon Jim Scott:  They are the same as us! 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  No.  I am suggesting that Hon Jim Scott take a trip to Zambia or Zimbabwe. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Why should I do that? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It might open the member’s eyes if he wants to talk about judicial process.   

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  When the people in Uganda got sick of them, they just picked up a sledgehammer and 
bowled their heads off and probably had a top game of croquet.  I have been to all the countries I have 
mentioned. 

Hon Jim Scott:  So everybody from them is an unworthy person! 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I did not say that at all.  I said that perhaps these people should stay at home and fix their 
own problems before they go to other countries.  Why on earth should Australia take any notice of someone 
from Bulgaria or Cameroon, when every aspect of social life in Australia is far superior to that in those 
countries?  Most of it is due to the murdering thugs who rule those countries.   

Hon Jim Scott:  That is because they are representatives of all the nations of the world and they have been asked 
to do that.  That is their job. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  As I said, I do not agree with that.  I do not believe that these people should represent the 
United Nations and dictate to countries such as Australia what should happen.  

Hon Jim Scott:  You are saying that only people who come from western Christian countries should represent the 
United Nations on any of these committees.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Yes, but in Australia, if we need the United Nations at all.  I happen to think that 
Australia does a pretty good job.  Unlike members of the Greens (WA), I do not knock everything that happens 
in my country.  I do not like some of the politics or the judicial decisions, but I will not lock anyone up and play 
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croquet with his head with a sledgehammer because of it, which is what happens in these other countries.  A 
week or two in Harare would probably do the member a fair bit of good at the moment. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You should not encourage him to go to Zambia; it has enough problems as it is.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I do not believe that Hon Jim Scott would create much of a problem in Zambia.  I am 
sure he would be extremely saddened by what he would find there.  Unfortunately, it is a real situation.  The 
Greens should - 

Hon Jim Scott:  We are the ones speaking against violence and you want to promote it! 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  No, the Greens members are not, and in a moment I will sum up how I believe they are 
speaking.  I return to the speech made by Hon Dee Margetts.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


