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

Resumed from 3 December on the following motion moved by Hon Dee Margetts - 

That this House notes - 

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

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

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

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

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

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

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [10.17 am]:  Since the motion was originally notified on 13 
August, which of course was the first day of this session, which is now drawing to a close, a number of members 
have commented on whether this is the appropriate venue for considering a matter that falls within the sphere of 
commonwealth policy.  I offer the view that it can be the role of this Parliament to express a view on matters 
which are not immediately within the State’s jurisdiction but which of course affect us all.  However, I query 
whether this particular form of motion is the way to go.  I do that bearing these considerations in mind: when a 
notice of a motion such as this is given on 13 August, it becomes in some ways a bit stale by the time we get to 5 
December.  I will demonstrate how that is the case in just a moment.  I will also offer a possible solution for how 
that can be progressed next time.  That is one of the difficulties in bringing this sort of matter to people’s 
attention via this method. 

Nonetheless, there is the scope for a House such as this to express a view on a matter of national significance.  
There will certainly be occasions when it is desirable to do so.  Of course, what should be said and about which 
issues is always a matter for individual member’s judgments.  What I would offer to the debate on whether this 
House should offer a view on a commonwealth matter are these two points: first, it is an action that should be 
used sparingly for the simple reason of retaining its impact.  We are not here to comment all day every day about 
how the federal Government is doing this or that, particularly in matters that are the sphere of the 
Commonwealth Government and the Commonwealth Parliament.  Of course, we have far more interest in 
commenting on a far more regular basis on matters that touch on commonwealth-state relations, but on matters 
such as this it would seem that we would be advised to reserve the opportunity to send a message to the 
Commonwealth Government on comparatively rare occasions to save their impact. 

The second point I would make about that is when this House does decide to resolve to inform the 
Commonwealth Government of something that it has a great concern about, it is fairly important that the House 
be unified in so doing, because if a motion condemning the Commonwealth Government is carried 17 to 16 after 
heated debate, it is fairly empty and will not achieve anything.  It would lessen the impact on future occasions if 
the House were seeking to express its concern to the federal Government about a matter.  Nonetheless, if 
members want to move along these lines, they can do so.  I do not hold the view that this place is not a vehicle 
for expressing those views.   

I refer to debate on a motion being broken up by non-sitting weeks and various other matters being dealt with 
when a motion can be moved.  Possibly an issue of the day about which a member feels strongly would be best 
dealt with by moving an urgency motion under Standing Order No 72.  The problem with that is that it affords 
limited time to develop arguments.  However, it can be done at least in a timely manner.  It would also address 
the second problem that I foresee when the House refuses to pass resolutions of this kind; namely, once debate 
on an urgency motion is interrupted due to the effluxion of time, the matter is then concluded without a vote.  It 
can sometimes be useful to use this public forum to raise serious concerns without it being put to a vote or being 
defeated.  If this House is invited to adopt a position through a motion of which notice is given and that motion is 
defeated, that leaves the mover in a position of having been somewhat rebuffed.  That is the way this motion is 
heading.  I believe the mover wanted, in part, to highlight her concerns, those of her party and those of her 
constituency about the matters raised in the motion.  I offer those comments constructively to suggest how these 
things could be done better.  
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The detail of the motion highlights the need to do things differently.  The motion calls upon the House to note 
the recent comments of the Prime Minister and the Minister for Foreign Affairs regarding Australia’s possible 
support for United States military action in Iraq.  I do not believe this motion will be passed; nonetheless, if a 
state House of Parliament calls upon the federal Government to do something, that is a serious matter.  The 
proposal must be watertight.   

As I indicated in my opening remarks, this motion has become dated.  The “recent comments” referred to by the 
mover obviously date from before 13 August.  Now it is 5 December.  The omission in the motion is the nature 
of the comments.  Many comments have been made before and since 13 August.  I suggest, constructively, that 
the nature of the comments should have been more precise, the reasons for which are fairly obvious. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  The motion as it is has not dated as much as you are suggesting.  A range of comments have 
been made before and since that time.  Unfortunately, the comments have not got any better. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  If this House is to effectively send a complaint to the federal Government, we must be 
precise about the nature of the complaint. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  I am noting the range of comments for my fulsome reply. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Which we look forward to with great interest. 

Hon John Fischer:  Do you really?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes.  

Part (2) of the motion states that these comments were made in the absence of any United Nations resolution or 
processes.  I will not debate the issue that lies behind that because I do not think it will contribute anything 
further at this stage.  Again, it underscores the point that this motion is incredibly dated.  The fact is the United 
Nations has passed resolutions; therefore, anyone considering this motion would say, “There is a UN resolution 
now and there has been for some time, so what point are you trying to make?”  The time to make that point, if it 
was valid, was some time ago.  It does not need to be revisited now.  

The third part of the motion refers to the threat to the livelihood of the Western Australian agricultural producers 
and exporters in the light of the Prime Minister’s indication that any request for Australian assistance would be 
considered against the “national interest test”.  I imagine all members of the House are concerned about the 
livelihoods of Western Australian agricultural producers, and exporters of all commodities.  Obviously, if we 
found ourselves in a state of serious international dispute with a country like Iraq, those interests would be 
threatened, certainly in the short term.  It must also be appreciated that, occasionally, when a breakdown in 
international relations occurs, it cannot necessarily be laid at the doorstep of a Prime Minister who has made a 
perfectly reasonable assertion that “any request for Australian assistance” - by that I assume the motion is 
referring to military assistance - would be considered against the national interest.  That military assistance 
would be absolutely essential.  The Prime Minister gave a reasonable and reasoned reply when asked by people 
who seem to want to persist in asking the question to try to be confrontationist, “What would happen if the 
Yanks bombed Iraq?  Would you send in the SAS?”  The Prime Minister said, among other things, that any 
request for Australian assistance would be considered against the national interest.  That is a perfectly proper 
position for the Prime Minister to take.  If relations between two countries deteriorate to a situation of armed 
conflict - none of us wants to see that - obviously trade between those two countries, particularly in the short 
term, would be interrupted.  That is one of the reasons, albeit not the major reason, we would be better to settle 
international differences by means other than by resorting to military conflict.  However, sometimes relations 
between countries collapse and one of the casualties of that is a decline in trade between the antagonists. 

Hon Bill Stretch:  Historically, Australia has survived two wars and lesser skirmishes and has always recovered. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hon Bill Stretch makes a good point. 

Part (4) of the motion refers to comments by Labor leader Simon Crean that Mr Howard’s and Mr Downer’s 
statements are “out of step with other international opinion”.  As I stated about the first part of the motion, we 
are a long way down the track from 13 August, when notice was given for this motion.  One must ask whether 
the statements in the motion are valid or ancient history.  I suggest they are ancient history, which is rather sad.  I 
would like to offer more detailed and lengthy comment on the wisdom of Simon Crean than I offer now.  I do 
not care one jot what Simon Crean chooses to announce concerning the comments of Mr Howard or Mr Downer.  
Mr Crean’s judgments inevitably flow from a partisan and desperate party political position.  This contrasts with 
the statesmanlike qualities displayed by the Right Honourable John Howard, Prime Minister of Australia.  He is 
a fine and popularly supported Prime Minister, as encompassed in the recent demonstrations of his abilities and 
leadership in international relations.  Mr Howard and Mr Downer are to be congratulated for the way in which 
they have gone about handling this very difficult and volatile situation on behalf of the Commonwealth of 
Australia. 
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I again refer to this motion.  With no reflection on the member who moved the motion, I make a statement of 
fact: with the effluxion of time, the world has moved on and the motion is very stale. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Is it? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  What has happened since the motion was notified to the House?  United Nations 
resolutions have been passed.  After some brinkmanship between the United States and the United Nations and 
Iraq, UN weapons inspectors are now on the ground in Iraq doing their job with the support of the United 
Nations.  Shortly before the go-ahead was given for those United Nations inspectors - a far better solution than 
that advocated by some of the hawks - the President of Iraq, a dictator, was insisting that the inspectors not be 
allowed into Iraq.  It was as a result of the tough stance of leaders of world stature like Mr Howard, Mr Bush and 
Mr Blair - I give credit where it is due - that the tyrant was forced to back down on the no-cooperation stance.  
Mr Howard and others looked Saddam Hussein in the eye and would not back down.  In the end, the Iraqi 
blinked.  This was a great demonstration of the benefit of standing up to this sort of despotic, bullying regime. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  It was statesmanship. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Indeed.  Sometimes one must be tough in this way when leading a country.  I 
congratulate Mr Howard for having the guts to take this stand, despite the opposition of some.  It is very much a 
minority, but I refer to the weak-kneed, lily-livered attitude of some in the Australian community who have 
forgotten the lessons learnt at Munich in 1938 and sundry other occasions when well-meaning but weak nations 
sought to appease tyrants rather than stand up to them.  That is why the motion is hopelessly out of date.  Events 
have moved on, and the spirit in which the motion was moved has been shown to be wrong.  The motion 
presumes to provide the federal Government with advice that has been proved to be wrong.  We would look silly 
as a House if we were to criticise the federal Government, and Mr Howard in particular, on the unspecific bases 
outlined in the motion. 

The motion concludes - 

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

A decision for Australian military action anywhere at any time, with or without resolutions from the United 
Nations or anyone else, is a matter for the Australian people through the federal Government to decide in the 
national interest, having regard for all prevailing circumstances.  Certainly, such decisions cannot be made on the 
basis of a notice of motion, eventually moved months after the events concerned and debated in the following 
months.  It is a decision that must be made by the federal Government in a timely manner.  I do not support a 
resolution to inform the federal Government that this House does not support Australian military action 
anywhere without certain specified conditions.  It would be pointless for us to do so. 

I now refer to the arguments raised in support of this motion.  An important qualification is given to any such 
resolution; namely, it is nitpicking the comments of Mr Downer, the Prime Minister or anyone else.  I cannot 
associate myself with those sentiments. 

However, is it not good that we live in a country that enables such sentiments to be raised, even if we disagree 
with them?  Perhaps some of the people in this country who tell us how bad Australia is should consider the 
alternative, and the chances of dissenting voices being heard in Iraq.  Not only do Iraqi people have little 
opportunity to be heard, but if any attempt is made to express dissenting views, often the lives of the people 
uttering the words, as well as those of family and colleagues, are snuffed out by the despotic regime.  I 
understand this reaction extends to members of the dictator’s extended family.  I certainly have no time for a 
soft-shoe shuffle when dealing with such regimes. 

I have confidence in our federal Government to deal with matters of foreign policy, including military 
considerations, and that is based on what our Prime Minister and our federal Government have been able to do in 
this area.  They have shown that they are extremely competent and resolute in this field of commonwealth 
government activity. 

In conclusion, I say that the use of this sort of motion as a vehicle for relaying these types of sentiments is 
ineffective.  The mover might possibly consider alternatives in future.  However, that is a matter for her.  I just 
offer the suggestion, having sat here and observed this debate not really going anywhere over a period of 
months.  For the reasons I have given, and for plenty more that have been given by other members, the House 
should not support this motion.  If the standing orders of this House permitted it, as they do in some other places, 
I would move an amendment to turn this motion on its head, so that it stated something along the lines of, “That 
this House notes the leadership shown by the Prime Minister in this regard”, and then see what government 
members had to say about that amendment.  Of course, the standing orders of this House do not permit me to 
move an amendment that directly negates the motion, so I would not dream of doing so.  The only avenue of 
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recourse left to me is to join what I am sure will be the vast majority of members of this House and vote against 
this motion.   

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [10.41 am]:  This has been an extremely important debate in this 
Chamber, and in no way, shape or form has the substance of the debate been dated.  I wish so much that it had 
been and that in December 2002 this debate was no longer necessary.  I wish so much that the types of 
sentiments expressed by the political leaders of the Government at the federal level had not led us this far down 
the track.  I acknowledge the comments of various members about the specific statements that have been made.  
Yes, it is true that over time a range of statements have been made, and I will go through a number of those soon.   

In reply, I will respond to the comments that have been made by the speakers in this debate.  I will start with the 
Leader of the House, who said words to the effect that, in the world situation, statements made in the United 
States are not helpful and could do real harm.  That is an extremely interesting statement from the Leader of the 
House.  I will speak later on recent statements by the Government about pre-emptive strikes.  I just wonder how 
far those kinds of statements would need to go and how far Australia, the citizens of the country and all the 
elected representatives would have to be pushed in that instance before they would be considered, in those terms, 
to be helpful.  In the end, I believe it is necessary for people to take a stance.   

One very important reason that I believe Western Australia and this House have a role to play is that decisions 
have been made by this State Government, as a Labor Government, to support the US war on terrorism.  That 
was done via the proposal, which, unfortunately, has been jumped on gleefully by the United States, to use 
Western Australian ports as a sea-swap operation on the way to the Middle East.  There is no doubt whatsoever 
that that is related to the current proposals in the Middle East and that it will allow a quicker turnaround in order 
to take action in the Middle East.  There is no doubt that that means that this Parliament has a role to play in 
expressing views on whether the kinds of actions that have led to the current situation are reasonable.   

The war on terrorism is, of course, a war on fear, mistrust and frustration; I agree with that.  However, whatever 
we think of Saddam Hussein, the Leader of the House indicated that it does not justify bombing women and 
children.  We have been criticised in this House for daring to mention the bombing of women and children.  The 
point is that a number of people have justified the threats against Iraq as a means of doing something good for 
the people of Iraq.  The long and hard impacts of sanctions on Iraq have been felt for more than a decade, and 
there have also been the ongoing impacts of military aggression.  We are talking about ongoing aggression.  
Military action in Iraq has not ceased.  It is not as though someone may suddenly bomb Iraq one day.  Prior to 
the Gulf War and until now, Iraq has been bombed on a regular basis.  Targets have been bombed regularly.  We 
hear about no-fly zones.  Iraq is already an area of military action.  Extremely unfortunately, not only for 
Australia’s standing in the international community but also for its own sense of justice, Australia is involved 
militarily in enforcing the sanctions that continue to kill women and children through health and food shortages.   

The argument of the Leader of the House was that statements are not helpful.  When the federal Government 
supposedly involves Australia in or commits it to a certain course of action, we all have not only the ability but 
also an obligation to express a view at some stage about whether that is the opinion of all Australians.  I believe 
there is no doubt that that makes a difference to whether Australian Governments will blindly go in on the basis 
that they think there are huge levels of support.  There is no doubt in my mind that the Government looks 
carefully at polling when it makes such statements, and if it thought there was an enormous level of support, the 
aggression would get worse.  However, that does not appear to have stopped the Government from making ill-
informed statements of late. 

I move to Hon George Cash’s comments.  Quite rightly, he said that in August I did not give as much detail as I 
should have done of the specific statements about which I was talking.  The statements to which I was referring 
in the notice of motion that was placed on the Notice Paper in August have been added to, unfortunately.  I 
suppose we should go back to just after September 11 2001.  As we know, the Prime Minister was in the United 
States at that time and was invited to make a statement to Congress.  On 14 June 2002 it was reported on 
Lateline that Prime Minister John Howard was to meet President George Bush at the White House to review the 
so-called war on terror.  The ABC news report said -  

The Prime Minister will also reiterate Australia’s deep displeasure at escalating American farm 
subsidies, a subject he raised earlier when he addressed the US Congress.   

 . . .  

It’s the alignment of two conservative leaders plus the war on terror which has produced this new 
intensity. 

John Howard’s comments were - 

America was under attack.   
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Australia was immediately there to help.   

We have taken our place beside you in the fight against terrorism because what happened last year in 
the United States was as much an attack upon our nation and the values that we hold dear as it was upon 
yours.   

In effect, John Howard equated a coordinated terrorist attack with a country declaring war on another country.  
That of course is not what happened.  Military action in Afghanistan took place immediately after September 11 
2001.  Much has been said in this Chamber about why Afghanistan was chosen as a target.  Many lives were lost 
in Afghanistan.  I do not think anyone is of the belief that that action resulted in the United States coming any 
closer to destroying the organisation that may have organised the September 11 attack.  There is very little doubt 
that not much was achieved by bombing or declaring war on Afghanistan.  However, there is credible evidence 
that prior to September 11, the United States military had plans to find an excuse to wage war on Afghanistan.  It 
seems that much of what has happened in relatively recent times can be linked to a predetermined military 
proposal with the objective of achieving some other economic outcome.  Noam Chomsky wrote a book called 
September 11, and to put this in perspective, he wrote on page 53 -  

Just before the 1998 missile strike, Sudan detained two men suspected of bombing the 
American embassies in East Africa, notifying Washington, U.S. officials confirmed.  But the U.S. 
rejected Sudan’s offer of cooperation, and after the missile attack, Sudan “angrily released” the suspects 
(James Risen, New York Times, July 30, 1999); they have since been identified as bin Laden operatives.  
Recently leaked FBI memos add another reason why Sudan “angrily released” the suspects.  The 
memos reveal that the FBI wanted them extradited, but the State Department refused.  One “senior CIA 
source” now describes this and other rejections of Sudanese offers of cooperation as “the worst single 
intelligence failure in this whole terrible business” of September 11.  “It is the key to the whole thing 
right now” because of the voluminous evidence on bin Laden that Sudan offered to produce -   

I repeat that: “Sudan offered to produce” -  

offers that were repeatedly rebuffed because of the administration’s “irrational hatred” of Sudan, the 
senior CIA source reports.  Included in Sudan’s rejected offers was “a vast intelligence database on 
Osama bin Laden and more than 200 leading members of his al-Qaeda terrorist network in the years 
leading up to the 11 September attacks.”  Washington was “offered thick files, with photographs and 
detailed biographies of many of his principal cadres, and vital information about al-Qaeda’s financial 
interests in many parts of the globe,” but refused to accept the information, out of “irrational hatred” of 
the target of its missile attack. 

I was advised of that quote by my colleague Hon Jim Scott.  I must say I was gobsmacked.  This happened in 
1998.  What possible reason could the US State Department have had to reject that kind of information?  How 
can it now justify the kind of military action that it has since engaged in and is planning to engage in when the 
very basis of the information it seeks was available and was offered to and rejected by the United States in 1998?  
It was rejected apparently because the United States does not like Sudan.  It is extraordinary that plans to wage 
war on Afghanistan became available immediately after the bombing of the twin towers because, theoretically, 
Afghanistan was considered to have some connection with Osama bin Laden.  Over time, it has clearly been 
found that a number of individuals or groups within a number of countries have had connections with and 
provided assistance to al-Qaida.  There is no doubt from the information we have received that there is such 
action within the United States and other Middle Eastern countries.  Al-Qaida has supporters in various parts of 
the world.  After rejecting information about the organisation in 1998, the United States waged war in 
Afghanistan because of its connection with it.  The problem with the statements made by our Government is that 
they clearly show that our Prime Minister chose not to look behind any of the United States’ rhetoric.  Our Prime 
Minister chose not to insist that the United States, as an ally, examine its own actions and check the basis of 
those actions. 

Since that time a number of other statements have been made, but I will talk about the statements made by the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs.  On 12 July 2002 Alexander Downer made a statement in support of possible 
military action by the United States against Iraq.  It is that statement by Alexander Downer, which is quite well 
known, with which the Greens (WA) have a problem.  He said -  

“A policy of appeasement is a policy that is going to allow Saddam Hussein to continue to develop 
weapons of mass destruction,” Mr Downer told ABC Radio. 

“He’s used these weapons against the Iranians, he’s used them against his own people, he has a record. 

“I think only a fool would support a policy of appeasement and just hope that by saying nothing more or 
doing nothing about Iraq and Saddam Hussein the whole problem will go away. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 5 December 2002] 

 p3992a-3998a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Dee Margetts 

 [6] 

That news item was reported in a number of areas.  I am reading from news.com.au.  That report concludes -  

US President George W. Bush this week renewed a pledge to use all the tools at his disposal to oust 
Saddam. 

Members have heard the presentations of my colleagues.  Clearly there has been no credible link between 
Saddam Hussein and his regime and the events of September 11.  Whether or not that connection was necessary, 
I was amazed to hear members opposite say that did not matter and that Saddam Hussein in his own right should 
be a legitimate target.  That is extraordinary. 

If we were to use those same arguments to leap to the concept of pre-emptive action, about which I will talk 
later, any country that felt threatened by another country could mount an argument that it was entitled to take 
pre-emptive action.  It is totally ethnocentric - there are worse words for it - and totally foolish for Australia, 
Britain or the United States, or any other country that is considered to be Australia’s trade ally or other ally, to 
believe that it is okay to make those kinds of statements about pre-emptive action and to presume that those same 
standards would be considered okay by other countries.  It is an extremely dangerous argument. 

In July this year our Minister for Foreign Affairs made such foolish statements without making any connection 
with the events of September 11.  They were extremely foolish statements, if September 11 was important to the 
position he took without justifying how the rest of the world would consider those statements and future 
statements and actions.  The statements forced us as parliamentarians and the community in Australia to respond.  
Growing numbers of people in Australia are getting out on the streets, writing letters, sending e-mails, 
responding to polling and giving their viewpoints on this matter.  It is happening not only in Australia but also in 
Europe, the United States and many other parts of the world.  The views of those negotiators, whether they be 
Prime Ministers, Presidents, or foreign affairs ministers, are made in statements supposedly on behalf of their 
countries; they do not necessarily represent the views of the people of those countries.  Whether they are said 
during trade negotiations or international war talk, we must remember that the communities of the world often 
have totally different views from their so-called leadership; especially if the public views of the leaders of those 
countries are formed because of enormous pressure from the United States.  The carrot-and-stick approach has 
been used with enormous effect.  Suddenly countries are being sponsored into the European Union, and being 
offered trade links, negotiations with and membership of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation.  However, 
worse than that, countries are being threatened with statements such as, “If you’re not with us, you’re against us.  
Put up your hand.  Are you our friend or our enemy?”  The terms of that friendship, I tell you, Mr President, are 
extremely harsh, just as are the terms of enmity with the world’s most powerful military force. 

We cannot avoid the fact that the United States is the world’s most powerful military force.  It is the country 
armed with the most weapons of mass destruction.  That term has been used by a number of members in this 
place.  However, there are thousands upon thousands of warheads in the United States.  It has missiles, bombs, 
long-range weapons, star wars weapons and all sorts of chemical, biological and laser weapons.  By far the 
largest conglomeration of weapons of mass destruction is in the world’s most powerful military regime - the 
United States.  It is the most armed, most dangerous and currently the most threatening military regime.  How 
can we avoid putting that context in this debate?  That is what the Greens (WA) are talking about, not about an 
enmity for the people of the United States.  Quite frankly, the Internet is brimming with people who want to 
communicate on this issue from within the United States.  They are ordinary people who are, if anything, more 
horrified than we are in Australia at the actions of their Government. 

The Prime Minister has, therefore, put up his hand and said words to the effect, “All the way with George W. 
Bush.  If they attack you, we are with you.”  However, he basically indicated in an unthinking way that if the 
United States jumped over the brink into a world catastrophe of its own making, we would follow.  I made those 
remarks in relation to the comments by Hon George Cash.   

I referred to a difference of opinion that occurred within the federal Australian Labor Party.  A statement dated 
11 November 2002 on a media release of 2 August 2002 from the Australian Labor Party reads -  

Labor’s position remains consistent: Any military action against Iraq must be based on clear evidence 
of Iraqi support for terrorist activity or specific information of an increased threat from nuclear, 
biological or chemical weapons.  

Simon Crean made a statement in The Mercury on 11 October which was recorded on the Internet - 

THE Federal Government must come clean and explain the nature of the terrorist threat in Australia . . .  

In recent times Kevin Rudd has made a number of useful statements.  On AM on 21 November he stated - 

The Prime Minister seems to be merging the arguments in support of the campaign against terrorism on 
the one hand, with an argument in support of Australian military support for a US pre-emptive strike 
against Iraq. 
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We support the Government’s efforts in a campaign against terrorism . . .  
He is trying to say there must be a separation of the arguments in support of campaigning against terrorism with 
those in support of a US pre-emptive strike against Iraq. 
In a media release on 2 August 2002, Simon Crean stated - 

Mr Howard and Mr Downer - 
The Minister for Foreign Affairs - 

are out of step with US and other international opinion and should not be trying to talk up the prospects 
of military action against Iraq for domestic political purposes. 

He said that the Government should be seeking a diplomatic solution to any stand-off with Iraq before 
considering military action.  He also said he believed Australia had taken a step closer towards war on Iraq.   
At the time the leadership of the Australian Labor Party was asking for cool heads.  They were and still are 
asking for any evidence linking the Iraqi regime to the September 11 attacks, and of course none has been given.  
That is what I was referring to in the motion, which gave credence to the statements by the Labor leader Simon 
Crean.  When those statements were made, there was no United Nations resolution, but a UN resolution has been 
made since then.  Unfortunately there is still no indication that the United States will not consider taking action 
in Iraq against the Iraqi people in the absence of a United Nations resolution.  Any United Nations resolution 
would require that all other avenues be exhausted before doing that, but it appears that certain elements in the 
United States administration will not take yes for an answer.  Despite the comments made by a number of 
speakers, particularly by Hon Simon O’Brien, arms inspectors have only been allowed into Iraq in recent times.  
For some time Iraq has said it will allow inspectors to go back in, but the rules of engagement were the sticking 
point.  The United States did not want the same rules of engagement that applied to previous weapons 
inspections; it wanted to make things as difficult as possible.  One can imagine how thrilled George W. Bush 
would be if weapons inspectors were required to view the workings of the Pentagon.  One can imagine what 
would happen if the United States was required to put all of its military capability - that is, weapons of mass 
destruction and conventional weapons - down on paper for countries that were openly planning an invasion to 
see.  One can imagine how difficult it must be, politically and socially, for Iraq.  That is not a statement of 
appeasement.  I am simply saying that in diplomatic and in international foreign affairs terms, Iraq’s allowing 
weapons inspectors back into the country under the conditions that have been set has made it as difficult as 
possible for the Iraqi administration, yet it has done that.  It must be difficult for the Iraqi regime to accept the 
conditions that have been set.  In my view it is an attempt to make it as difficult as possible for Iraq to comply 
and to make it as easy as possible for an objection to be made, or for one small slip, one refusal, one denial, or 
one absence of action to be made, so that America has what it thinks is the excuse it needs.  We have an 
obligation to say that this is a dangerous action that is not in the national interest nor in the interests of the people 
of Western Australia. 

I will now refer to other statements made by other members in this House.  Hon George Cash talked about the 
dreadful impact - 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


