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IRAQ CONFLICT 
Urgency Motion 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon John Cowdell):  I received the following letter this morning - 

Dear Mr President. 

At today’s sitting it is my intention to move under Standing Order No 72 

That the Legislative Council record its opposition to the proposed war on Iraq and its desire to 
withdraw our troops from the Middle East immediately on the basis that: 
a) there is no clear evidence that Iraq poses an immediate threat to Australia or our 

allies; 
b) it sets a precedent for pre-emptive military actions throughout the world; 
c) it serves the interests of the promoters and organisers of global terrorism; 
d) it represents the abandonment of fifty years commitment to the rule of law at an 

international level; 
e) it is likely to further destabilise the Middle East; 
f) it will damage Australia’s relations with our immediate region; 
g) it will result in the death and injury of civilians; 
h) it will devastate the natural environment; and 
i) it will directly and indirectly impact on the health and wellbeing of the Western 

Australian community 

Yours sincerely 

Dee Margetts 

The member will require the support of four members in order to move the motion. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [3.37 pm]:  I move the motion.  There is no doubt that this is an 
extremely urgent motion for this Chamber to debate at this stage.  The purpose of this debate is to allow 
members of this Chamber to give their opinions on the current situation in which we find ourselves.   

We are receiving clear signals that the United Nations Security Council motion is doomed to fail, especially in 
its current form.  Clearly, both France and Russia have indicated that they are prepared to use their veto.  
Therefore, that motion will not be passed.  A range of statements have been made, including statements by the 
Australian Labor Party, questioning whether military action does or does not have the imprimatur of the Security 
Council.  Although the position of the Greens (WA) may have been much stronger because of our concerns 
about the Security Council making that decision at all, and that concern appears to be echoed by the majority of 
representatives of the majority of countries at the United Nations General Assembly, it appears that the Security 
Council motion sponsored by the United States will fail.  I believe that it would be responsible for this Chamber 
to express its views on that extremely important position. 
At this stage, a variety of sources have expressed legal opinions on the possible situation in which the United 
States and countries supporting the United States in pre-emptive action may find themselves.   
Hon Frank Hough:  Will you be tabling that paper? 
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I will certainly be happy to do so.  The Sydney Morning Herald reported on 25 
February 2003 that 43 legal experts on international law and human rights have said that there are only two bases 
for the use of force.  The first is self-defence, in which case the attack must be either actual or imminent.  The 
second is when the United Nations Security Council authorises the use of force as a collective response to the 
usual threat of force.  If the United Nations Security Council does not pass the resolution sponsored by the 
United States, neither of those conditions will exist.  Clearly, we can talk about and present the views of this 
Council to the federal Government.  I believe it is important that we do so.  I am very happy to table a print-out 
from The Sydney Morning Herald web site, which gives the summary of the opinions from the experts and a list 
of the people who were involved.   

A print-out from The Age web site, which I will also table, contains an opinion from constitutional expert, 
George Williams, who said that the rule of law was a keystone of Australia’s democratic system and had to be 
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respected both at home and abroad.  He concludes by saying that he certainly hopes that we do not get to the 
stage whereby Australia breaches that basic UN rule that has operated since World War II to the benefit of many 
countries, including Australia.  He believes that even to deploy troops to the Middle East ahead of any decision 
on whether to take military action could be seen as the first step towards a breach of international law.   

Given those clear statements, we must take Australia’s position very seriously.  We must also take very seriously 
our share in any responsibility for Australia’s position.  Members might argue that the opinions to which I have 
referred come from lawyers and that a range of opinions would be found among any random group of lawyers.  
However, today in news.com.au - many members would have heard this reported in the electronic media today - 
it was reported that the Secretary General of the United Nations, Kofi Annan, has confirmed these concerns.  An 
article in news.com states -  

UN Secretary General Kofi Annan took legal advice before warning today that US military action 
against Iraq without a Security Council mandate would flout international law, a UN official said.   

If the United States acted unilaterally against Iraq “the legitimacy of such military action will be 
seriously impaired,” Annan told reporters in The Hague.   

“War must always be the last resort.  The United Nations has a duty to search to the very end for a 
peaceful solution,” he said.  If the US goes outside the Security Council, it will not be in conformity 
with the UN charter.”   

The position could not be made any clearer than that.  Recent statements by people in Australia, including our 
Prime Minister, express the belief that there is a case for taking military action even if the United Nations has not 
made a decision.  It is very clear from Kofi Annan’s statement that if the United Nations is not supported and 
military action were taken by the United States, the US and other countries that support a unilateral pre-emptive 
action in Iraq would be in breach of international law.  Therefore, we have a responsibility to present our views 
to the federal Government.   

Today’s motion is similar to a motion that was debated and passed by the Parliament of the Australian Capital 
Territory.  Motions have been moved in many Legislatures across Australia and throughout the world.  I am 
aware that many shires in Western Australia have passed a range of motions expressing their concerns.  
Yesterday, the Chief Executive Officer of the Shire of Wyalkatchem informed me that seven shires in his region 
had passed motions expressing extreme concern that a decision to take military action could be made in Australia 
without a parliamentary vote first being taken to support that action.  That motion was in response to the outrage 
felt about the arrogance of any leader to take military action, not just in general, but in the face of so much public 
opposition.   

Many people find the Australian Prime Minister’s position extremely difficult to understand.  It appears that it is 
very closely linked to the negotiations for an Australia-US free trade agreement.  I am not the only person in 
Australia with that opinion.  That opinion is also shared by radical writers such as Robert Gottliebsen from The 
Australian.  Two weeks ago he indicated that Alan Oxley, Australia’s representative in Washington, was doing 
his best to secure an agreement and that George Bush was using Australia’s support for possible unilateral 
military action to try to get some of his Republican colleagues on side who are currently resisting the Australia-
US free trade agreement.  Many people in Australia, including regional Western Australia - even the Western 
Australia Farmers Federation - and I believe that an Australia-US free trade agreement would not be in 
Australia’s interest, even for agriculturalists.  Many aspects of an Australia-US free trade agreement would not 
be in the interest of Australia; indeed, they would be detrimental to the wider Australian community.  I refer to 
the general principle of further corporate control of our economic, social and environmental rules, regulations 
and arrangements.  The agreement would be detrimental also to the provision of health services, education and 
other public and community services.  An Australia-US free trade agreement would have enormous implications.  
The United States has made it clear that it really wants a multilateral agreement such as the General Agreement 
on Trade in Services.  That is a stepping stone to agreements that many Australians would not want to touch with 
a 10-foot barge pole.   

The Prime Minister has made fatal judgments in two areas.  He believes, firstly, that the Australian public would 
support his position to support America’s pre-emptive action in Iraq; and, secondly, that an Australia-US free 
trade agreement would be so popular that whatever mistake he may or may not make by supporting the actions 
of the United States in Iraq would be forgiven if he manages to get support for an Australia-US free trade 
agreement.  The Prime Minister is very wrong on both counts.   

Many Australians hope that - if the Prime Minister is telling the truth - Cabinet is yet to make up its mind on 
whether to support unilateral military action by the US in Iraq.  We have not yet heard from Peter Costello or 
other cabinet members; therefore, we must believe that they have deliberately chosen to keep their powder dry.  
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If Mr Howard has made at least two major errors of judgment about the views of the Australian population, there 
is a way out; that is, federal Cabinet could be convinced to have the courage to take a contrary view.  That is 
possible.  It has not yet given a public statement.  We must believe that in this instance, the Prime Minister is 
telling the truth.  If he is not telling the truth, there is no hope; if he is telling the truth, it is still possible for the 
community to influence the federal Cabinet.  The message should be made very clear to the federal Cabinet that 
it should take this opportunity to dig itself out of the hole it is in.  Evidence that that is the right approach comes 
from what is happening in regional Australia.   

I have mentioned to this House that in Geraldton on 19 February, nearly 1 000 people took part in a march for 
peace.  It was organised quickly by two people associated with the Catholic Church and other volunteers.  In 
Esperance on Saturday, 620 people marched for peace. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  It was 617. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  That could well be the case, because the person who reported the numbers was very 
experienced in stock counting.  He stood on the side of the road and used a stock counter to advise us of the 
number of people who marched.  He said he was very good at numbers.  As a rule of thumb, for every one 
person who turns up to an event like a march, the number can be multiplied by 10 to indicate the number of 
people in a community who feel strongly about the same issue.  In Esperance, 620 times 10 represents the vast 
majority, a very large proportion, of the population.  There cannot possibly be a conservative parliamentarian 
who does not take those kinds of numbers seriously.  It cannot be that Esperance or regional Australia is alone 
with these views.  We know that huge numbers of people have turned out across Australia.  It is now time for the 
federal Government to dig itself out of this hole.  It is time for federal members of Cabinet to take their courage 
in their hands and tell the Prime Minister to sever the connection and tell the United States that Australia is not 
prepared to breach international law by taking the dangerous step of launching pre-emptive action that will 
endanger future humanity. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [3.52 pm]:  I have carefully read the motion moved by Hon Dee 
Margetts.  It discusses opposition to the proposed war on Iraq and the desire of the Legislative Council for 
Australian troops to be withdrawn from the Middle East immediately.  The motion lists various matters that are 
said to support the proposition to oppose the war and withdraw our troops.  The motion and the points it contains 
were read to the House by the President.  Point (a) states - 

there is no clear evidence that Iraq poses an immediate threat to Australia or our allies; 

I put it to you, Mr President, that that is a false assertion not supported by fact.  All one has to do is go back one 
week to the report by Dr Hans Blix, the chief weapons inspector appointed by the United Nations.  The report 
was tabled in the United Nations on Thursday, 6 March.  That is less than one week ago.  The report is titled 
“Unresolved Disarmament Issues - Iraq’s Proscribed Weapons Programmes”.  The 175-page report makes 
interesting reading insomuch as it clearly refutes the proposition asserted in point (a).   

Hon Dee Margetts believes that, as mentioned in point (b), one element that would cause us to support the 
motion is that the federal Government’s action “sets a precedent for pre-emptive military actions throughout the 
world”.  It is fair to say that, by the deployment of troops from the United States, the United Kingdom and 
Australia, any pressure at the moment is directed to Iraq.  Although the troops are not on Iraqi soil, they are in 
the immediate area.  Any other pressure is directed to the United Nations, because it is time the United Nations 
acted.  The United Nations is not able to turn its back on what is happening in Iraq.   

In respect of point (c), Hon Dee Margetts suggests that “it serves the interests of the promoters and organisers of 
global terrorism”.  I am able to agree with that element insomuch as if we do nothing it will certainly serve the 
interests of the promoters and organisers of global terrorism.  Doing nothing will mean that the terrorist groups 
around the world have won.  They will get a message that the free world’s international community is not 
prepared to stand up and be counted on the question of peace.   

Point (d) states that a war “represents the abandonment of fifty years commitment to the rule of law at an 
international level”.  I am interested in the legal opinions that Hon Dee Margetts says she has.  The troops of 
Australia, the United States and the United Kingdom have certainly not invaded Iraq.   

Point (e) suggests the likelihood that taking action would “further destabilise the Middle East”.  I put it to the 
House that Saddam Hussein’s activities over the past 12 years have very much destabilised that region and 
continue to destabilise it.   

Point (f) refers to the damage that will be done to Australia’s relations in our immediate region.  It is time for the 
House to recognise that seven ministers from the federal Parliament are in Indonesia discussing cooperation and 
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the need to have a common interest in matters affecting our immediate region.  I believe it is seven ministers, but 
I stand to be corrected on the number.   

Point (g) states that military action will result in “the death and injury of civilians”.  It is passing strange to me 
that no civilians have been safe in Iraq for the past 12 years.  Perhaps some members of this House have 
forgotten the action taken by Saddam Hussein against Kurdish people in Halabja when he ordered their bombing 
and is said to have killed at least 5 000 of his own citizens.  Hardly a safe place to be. 

Point (h) mentions the devastation to the natural environment.  I remind the House that following the invasion of 
Kuwait by Iraq, Iraqi soldiers set fire to the oil fields when they fled the country with United States and coalition 
troops on their tails.  Any damage to the environment was done by the Iraqi soldiers.   

Point (i) states that any action “will directly and indirectly impact on the health and wellbeing of the Western 
Australian community”.  Taking no action is likely to affect our health more than standing up and being counted.  
Perhaps there should have been an alternative motion.  The alternative might have been - 

The requirement for this House to discuss the impact and effect on the international community on the 
failure of Iraq to comply with the outstanding resolutions of the United Nations. 

If we were discussing that motion every member of this House would want to say something.  Alternatively, the 
House could discuss the impact and effect on the international community of the failure of the United Nations to 
adequately address the blatant refusal of Iraq to comply with the outstanding United Nations resolutions.  There 
is a huge question mark over the future of the United Nations.  It may be that doing nothing will have a greater 
impact on the international community than making a decision to disarm Saddam Hussein in Iraq. 

The Australian Government recognises the threat that Saddam Hussein poses to the international community and 
local peace.  It has particular regard for the Middle East.  Like others in the international community, Australia 
supports United Nations resolutions that require Iraq to disarm.  The resolutions go back to the early 1990s and 
the Gulf War.  Iraq is refusing to disarm.  The international community is not standing around and doing nothing 
about the issue.  The global community is trying to do something in support of peace for the global community. 

Some people have asked why Australia is involved.  Saddam Hussein has been the dictator of Iraq for about 25 
years.  He has a history of murder and deception.  Clearly, the international community, through the United 
Nations, has been able to move into Iraq and expose Saddam Hussein and his cronies for what they are.  I say 
again: to do nothing is not an option.  We cannot turn our backs and hope that people like Saddam Hussein will 
disarm.  He will not disarm.  In fact, if we do nothing, it will encourage other people around the world of a 
similar ilk to defy the resolutions of the United Nations. 

We are not talking about just weapons of mass destruction.  In Dr Blix’s latest report, he deals at length with 
missile clusters, and this relates directly to those heavy-duty Scud-type missiles and other missile technology.  
He also refers to munitions and other delivery means, clusters; chemical clusters - tabun, sarin and cyclosarin, 
mustard, VX, chemical processing equipment, soman, and other compounds that form part of those chemical 
clusters; and biological clusters - anthrax, botulinum toxin, mycotoxins such as aflatoxin and trichothecenes, 
wheat cover smut, clostridium perfringes, ricin, undeclared biological warfare agents, and also genetic 
engineering and viral research.  We must act; we cannot do nothing. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [4.01 pm]:  I realise that a number of honourable 
members want to speak on the motion, so I will try to keep my comments as concise as I possibly can.  First, I 
will clearly state the Government’s position on this matter.  As with the federal Opposition’s position, it is a 
clear and consistent position.  The Government will support engagement of Australian troops in Iraq on the 
following two provisos: first, that it is a UN-sanctioned operation; and, secondly, that the Australian people have 
some say in it; that is, that this matter goes before the Australian Parliament.  I do not think any level of criticism 
can attach to that position.  One can certainly be critical of elements of it, but I do not think any rational criticism 
can excuse - this goes directly to part (b) of the motion - pre-emptive action that is not supported by the United 
Nations. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Like invading Kuwait, for example. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That was not sanctioned by the UN either and similarly was wrong.  I supported the action 
taken by the allies against Iraq in respect of Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, which was quite unacceptable.  There was 
never any debate about that, nor was there any debate about the Australian Labor Party’s position on that 
invasion of Kuwait by Iraq.  This is not the same issue.  People cannot say that this is the same issue rolled over.  
That is an issue long since resolved. 

As the leader of the federal Opposition, Simon Crean, has consistently maintained, and Western Australia agrees, 
if Australia is to commit its support to any war, it must be consistent with a decision of the UN.  The issue of 
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Australian support should also be debated in the Commonwealth Parliament, because are we not supposed to be 
fighting for the concepts of democracy, the supremacy of Parliament, and even - help us all - some kind of 
international brotherhood of nations, as the United Nations sets out to be?  However, the Australian Government 
will ignore the international brotherhood and the supremacy of Parliament and just do it on the say-so of the 
United States President - a US President who was elected only because the State of Florida cannot count.  There 
are still questions about the democratic legitimacy of President Bush’s office; yet because President Bush said 
something, the Australian Government will commit troops and break the commitment of 50 years of not 
engaging in foreign operations without UN sanction.  Members should think about the precedent that will be set 
if indeed that course is taken. 

Hon Norman Moore:  And you think about the stranglehold that you are putting on Australia doing anything, 
bearing in mind that the Security Council can be stopped in its tracks by the veto of one country. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We have lived with that rule since the Second World War when a Security Council 
member -  

Hon Norman Moore:  And it hasn’t worked, has it?  That is why there is a problem in Iraq right now. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We will not get into debates about why things went so wrong in Indochina and why the 
UN failed.  The UN will fail.  President Bush has himself said that there will be occasions when the UN fails.  
However, it has still been more successful than any other form of international forum for peace. 

The stance on Iraq that has been adopted by the United States, Great Britain and the Australian Government 
causes more than a level of anxiety both within and outside Australia.  The recent marches that have been 
referred to and the demonstrations against the war on an enormous scale are indicative of that, if nothing else.  
They certainly highlight the conviction of a great many people that resorting to armed invasion is not necessarily 
the way to fix this problem.  I believe we can generally concede that there is a problem.  I do not think we need 
to argue about the fundamentals of the issue that is facing us.  However, members should ask themselves this 
question in trying to rate the performance of the UN in the past, which has not had a perfect history: if Saddam 
Hussein is an evil man - that may well be true - there are other evil men.  If Saddam Hussein has weapons that 
can cause immense damage to other people, he is not alone there either.  Indeed, he was out-gunned massively 
by Kim Il Sung. 

Hon John Fischer:  The UN hasn’t done anything about any of them, whether it is in Serbia or anywhere like 
that.  It was always the Americans who went in to start it off. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Let us not get involved in that.  There was certainly a coalition of forces in the former 
Republic of Yugoslavia. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  The UN was there and stood back while people were slaughtered.  They were taken away to 
be killed. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The Leader of the House has the call.  Others will have an opportunity if 
they wish to participate in this debate.  Hon Frank Hough is looking forward to the call shortly. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  To deny that there was a coalition of forces in the former Yugoslavia is simply denying 
the truth.  If one were to be critical of the UN, one might ask where was the UN in Rwanda?  That is a crucial 
issue.  Where was it in Ethiopia? 

Hon John Fischer:  Where is it in Zimbabwe? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Where was it in Somalia?  These are all very good questions.  It is conceded that the UN 
has not always acted in the way it should have.  However, on this issue, it has addressed the matter before it.  
The problem in Somalia, Rwanda and even Sudan was that the UN did not address the issues.  It has addressed 
the issue in Iraq.  It has weapons inspectors in Iraq, and they are getting some form of cooperation.  No action is 
being taken now - this must be addressed - by Iraq that offends anybody’s border.  No invasion is on foot of 
Kuwait, Kurdistan or any of Iraq’s neighbours.  What is the problem?  The problem is that we are about to 
abandon a 50-year history of never invading another country’s borders without the sanction of the United 
Nations.  In Vietnam we even had a form of UN sanction because China did not see fit to use its veto power.  
Members should get their heads around that because however we deal with this issue, we must come to terms 
with that fact.  For the first time in 50 years, we will be the aggressor without a UN sanction.  We must 
understand what that means.  Where does that put Australians in this region?  How clever is that?  It is not clever 
at all.  What is our business in beating up Iraq who has done nothing to us, except be a damn good customer?  
What danger is Iraq to anybody right now?  Forget its recent history because that is over and done with.  What 
happened in Kurdistan and Kuwait is finished with and resolved.  We are not happy about it and nor are we 
asking anybody else to be happy about it.  What danger is Iraq to anybody now?  Has it let loose a single missile 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 11 March 2003] 

 p5037b-5045a 
President; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon George Cash; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Frank Hough; Hon Robin Chapple; 

Hon Louise Pratt 

 [6] 

into any of its neighbouring countries?  Has it even threatened to?  Has it been linked to terrorism?  No, only in 
the fevered imagination of our Prime Minister who linked Iraq to the Bali bombing.  There is no evidence of this 
at all.  Why would the Prime Minister tell such a barefaced lie if it were not to build up anti-Iraqi passions on 
this issue.  Members should just remember that whatever reason there may be to invade Iraq and bomb Baghdad 
- one of the world’s biggest cities - and all the innocent people that live in that city, we must live with that 
decision for the rest of our lives.  For every child that dies in Baghdad, members must ask themselves, “Why did 
I let this happen?” 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [4.13 pm]:  This motion is totally and utterly ridiculous.  I was not even 
going to give it the time of day but after hearing a couple of speakers and the Leader of the House getting stuck 
into the debate, I changed my mind.  It is amazing how these people have done a 180-degree turn in a matter of a 
couple of months.  One would swear to God that the Leader of the House was going for a holiday in Iraq shortly.  
We can ask what has Iraq done and what threat it is to us and forget about the past.  However, what about the 
Kurds in Halabja?  What about Iran and Kuwait?  Where does it stop with this fellow?  He does not take any 
prisoners.  We have sent 2 000 back-up troops - not front-line troops - into the area but they are not in Iraq.  
Yesterday the brigadier said that those troops are definitely not on Iraqi soil.   

Let us consider the United Nations.  Apparently we should sit back and wait for it to make a decision - like the 
one it made on Kosovo where there was genocide and xenophobia, and like the one it has made on the current 
situation in Zimbabwe!  Saddam has broken international law and he has broken it time and time again.  
Members opposite are now saying that we should sit back and wait because he has done nothing wrong! 

I wonder who the United Nations has selected as the human rights commissioner?  Goodness me: it has picked a 
Libyan, Gaddafi, as the commissioner. 

Hon John Fischer:  Not Gaddafi but one of his crew. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  When she spoke on the Commission on Human Rights on the ABC, Linda Mottram 
said that Colonel Gaddafi will be the commissioner and, if not him, some other Libyan.  Libya is one country 
that would not know about human rights if it tripped over it! 

Let us consider what Iraq has done.  In his report to the Tangney Divisional Council meeting on 12 February 
2003, Daryl Williams stated - 

History is replete with examples of dictators and rogue countries who have wrought destruction that 
could have been avoided had the world community taken effective action to stop them.  With Iraq - we 
are faced with another dictator leading a nation that seems bent on retaining weapons of mass 
destruction and using those weapons to undermine international peace and security.   

This fellow is moving his weapons around from spot to spot and there is no way that two dozen people in a 
country the size of Iraq could possibly find them.  The weapons could be moved around in buses and they could 
be placed in the suburbs, in caravans and in tin sheds.  I believe that they are told the previous day where the 
next inspection places will be.  Fancy being told that the next inspection site for weapons of mass destruction 
will be at 16 Thomas Street, or wherever, in Iraq.  The weapons will be sitting on shelves marked with 
“inventory” and the inspectors will just walk in and find them!  Of course that will not be the case.  They will 
keep on moving the weapons around.  The report continues - 

The threat is not theoretical.  We have already seen Iraq, led by Saddam Hussein, carry out an 
unprovoked attack on a peaceful neighbour, Kuwait.  We have also seen Iraq use weapons of mass 
destruction against elements of its own population.  This betrayal of his own people indicates the 
character of the Iraqi leader and his likely lack of concern for other citizens around the world. 

It is not as though we are dealing with a person with whom we can speak rationally.  One Nation does not agree 
with war.  War is the last thing we want in the world.  However, this fellow will not pay attention to anything 
other than a gun held at his head.  If I had my way, I would say why do we not play a game of chess.  Saddam 
and America should each put up something and the winner would take all.  However, that would be too simple.  
At this stage, this fellow does not know right from wrong, which is the sad thing about people like that.  It does 
not matter what we say. 

Probably one of the weaker points in this situation is not the President of the United States but the United 
Nations.  It does not have any strength.  It is a fragmented body and it is weak.  Perhaps the American President 
does push it too hard.  I disagree with the Leader of the House who said that George Bush was elected without a 
mandate or he was elected illegally.  I do not believe that because in America there would have been so much 
hoo-ha if that had happened.  I think he is the first president on record to be elected without the support of the 
Jewish lobby.   
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Hon Kim Chance:  What does that mean?   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  If the Jewish lobby support a candidate in the presidential election, it can generally be 
said that he will be the next President of the United States.   

The report further stated - 

British Prime Minister Tony Blair has said unless the twin evils of terrorism and the spread of 
dangerous weapons are dealt with, at some moment in the future they could well come together with 
terrifying consequences for the rest of the world.  This cannot be allowed to happen.  The world 
community must ensure that Iraq rids itself of all weapons of mass destruction.   

If we walk away and leave this butcher in control of these weapons, he is likely to continue supplying them to 
people throughout the world and keep terrorism alive.  If we do not do anything now, Iraq will become the home 
base for all terrorists in the world.  Saddam will stand up in front of these people and say, “I beat the infidels.  I 
beat the rest of the world.  These people do not have the courage to come in.  I am infallible.”  He may be mad 
and he may not know right from wrong, but President Hussein will stand up to the world and say, “No-one can 
touch me; I am invincible.”  This would be the greatest threat of all time if we were to let this man off the hook.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Where is the evidence of the link between Iraq and terrorism?   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Where is the evidence?  People are already being shelled.  The Leader of the House 
should look at the evidence in Kuwait.  We could ask the Kuwaitis about the evidence.  We could ask the Kurds 
where the evidence is.  We could ask Saddam Hussein’s own people where the evidence is.  He beheads people 
and chops off their hands for stealing.  We could ask the women of Iraq about the evidence; they have been 
treated like animals or second-class citizens.   

Hon Kim Chance:  You implied a connection to al-Qaida.  Where is it?   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Where is the evidence?  Saddam Hussein’s résumé would read, “I took over Kuwait.  I 
bombed the Kurds.  I got stuck into Iran.  I support all terrorism throughout the world.”  I have now seen the 
Leader of the House do a 180-degree turn and get on the bandwagon with the Greens, and that is disappointing.  
I thought the Leader of the House would be a lot stronger than that when putting forward the Government’s point 
of view.  I am very disappointed.   

Motions such as this are questionable.  A strong position is now taken in sport on doping.  Some members of this 
Parliament should be tested in years to come because of the rubbish that they put up.  I do not think it is good for 
Parliament.  I will not ask for tests to be done on members of Parliament in the future, but I suggest that it is 
something that we should look at in the long term, because this wish list of the Greens is absolutely stupid.  
There is no credence to it.  It is just a wish list.  It is full of speculation - what if, perhaps, maybe.  We could 
speak on this motion if a war did occur, but at this stage it is pure speculation.  Members may recall the comment 
of the national Leader of the Greens, Bob Brown, who was an Independent at the time that the Kurds were being 
bombed.  He said that they should get stuck into Iraq.  Now he has done a 180-degree turn.  He should join the 
Labor Party as well.   

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [4.22 pm]:  I will correct the honourable member opposite.  
Bob Brown did not say that we should get stuck into Iraq over that issue; he said that we needed to deal with the 
issues.  That is what he has consistently said.   

Hon Norman Moore:  What do you think he meant by that?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  What he meant was that the United Nations should be invoked, because it was doing 
nothing.  At that time America was supporting the Iraqi Government.   

Hon John Fischer:  He asked Australian allies to intervene in Iraq. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Intervene?  That does not mean bombing.  How does the member get bombing from 
intervene?  

Hon John Fischer:  Do you want me to read the statement that he made in the Tasmanian Parliament?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I am sure the member will have a chance to do that in a minute.  I will read something 
that is fundamental to this debate; that is, article 51 of the United Nations charter.  The United Nations charter 
was developed as a methodology for working towards the prohibition of war; to stop aggressive acts by any 
nation against any other, such as the aggressive acts of Iraq against Kuwait.  

Hon Peter Foss:  How?   
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  By enforcing sanctions and a whole raft of things.  I return to the important issue.  
Article 51 of the United Nations charter states - 

Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence if 
an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until the Security Council has taken 
measures necessary to maintain international peace and security.  Measures taken by Members in the 
exercise of this right of self-defence shall be immediately reported to the Security Council and shall not 
in any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council under the present Charter to 
take at any time such action as it deems necessary in order to maintain or restore international peace and 
security. 

That is what the United Nations, under its charter, has been trying to do.  The United States of America wants to 
take unilateral action, and it has support for that action from Tony Blair - I do not know whether the Blair 
Government supports that.  It is also supported by Australia, which seems to be just tagging along at the coat-
tails.  Today UN chief Kofi Annan warned the US military against going into Iraq without Security Council 
mandate.  His warning, as it appeared in an article on news.com.au, states -  

“If the US goes outside the Security Council, it will not be in conformity with the UN charter,” he said.   

He stated further -  

“War must always be the last resort.  The United Nations has a duty to search to the very end for a 
peaceful solution,”   

The article concluded - 

“This has brought the international community to a dangerous point of division and discord,” he said.  

Annan said the Security Council had been split before and could regain unity at this time with 
“goodwill and determination”.   

My colleague earlier spoke about the coalition of the willing and the potential of that coalition to become war 
criminals.  She also earlier sought to table some documents.  I now seek leave to table those documents.  The 
first document is a statement that appeared in The Sydney Morning Herald of 26 February headed “Coalition of 
the willing?  Make that war criminals”.  The statement was signed by a number of Australian experts and states 
that a pre-emptive strike against Iraq would constitute a crime against humanity.  The second document I seek to 
table is an article from news.com.au, headed “Annan legal check on US warning”.  The third article is from The 
Age, headed “Constitutional expert warns against war on Iraq”.   

[Leave granted.]   

[See paper No 827.] 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I will now talk about the legal views.  I know that my colleagues on the other side of 
the Chamber will probably be incensed that Sir Ronald Wilson, a former High Court judge, put his name to this 
document.  It is interesting that a number of eminent people have come up with this position.  The fundamental 
part of the statement is that - 

Members of the “coalition of the willing”, including Australia, have not yet presented any persuasive 
arguments that an invasion of Iraq can be justified at international law.  The United States has proposed 
a doctrine of “pre-emptive self-defence” - 

Which goes against the UN charter -  

that would allow a country to use force against another country it suspects may attack it at some stage.   

I know that in the past there was some deliberation that some of Australia’s Asian neighbours might pose a threat 
to us.  Did Australia decide to declare war on any of its Asian neighbours, purely and simply on some hypothesis 
that, at some time down the track, those neighbours might attack?  No, we did not, because we operate within the 
framework of international law.  We have operated, until now, as an honest broker.  The US doctrine contradicts 
the cardinal principle of modern international legal order and the primary rationale for the founding of the UN 
after World War II - the prohibition of unilateral use of force to settle disputes.  That is the path that we are 
currently following.  It will be interesting to hear the Prime Minister’s address to the National Press Club in a 
few days, when he will outline Australia’s case.  I will listen and watch to see if in any way, shape or form he 
can provide evidence that Australia’s action would not be against the rule of law as described by the United 
Nations. 
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What if we do nothing?  There is no proposal to do nothing.  The proposal put forward by Hans Blix was that he 
needs more time.  He has said that repeatedly.  The United Nations is listening, but America, hell-bent on its 
single-minded proposal, is not. 

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That is an interesting point, because today in The Hague the International Criminal 
Court was inaugurated.  The court was ratified by 89 countries.  Interestingly enough, the United States did not 
support that ratification.  It concerns me that if Australia follows blindly at the behest of George Bush in this 
uncharted, illegal action, we might end up - 

Hon John Fischer interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The United Nations has nothing to do with the International Criminal Court. 

Hon John Fischer:  What about the fact that the United States did not blindly follow the other 89 countries? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That is its prerogative, but it then puts itself outside the court’s jurisdiction.   

Thank you, Mr President. 

HON LOUISE PRATT (East Metropolitan) [4.31 pm]:  It is my belief that the Australian Government should 
be working for disarmament and peace through the United Nations, and not dragging us into a United States-led 
war.  Many Australians, including myself, feel sick at the prospect of being dragged into an unjust war.  War is 
only a last resort, and it should not proceed without United Nations sanction.  Kofi Annan highlighted this in the 
past few days by pointing out that people around the world desire a peaceful resolution to the Iraqi crisis.  This 
reflects the views of Western Australians.  I quote from the United Nations homepage on the Internet on which 
Kofi Annan emphasised that war must “always be a last resort” and that the United Nations has a “duty to search 
till the very end for the peaceful resolution of conflicts.”  It is also my personal belief that we should be careful 
that the United Nations is not bullied by the United States into armed conflict.  Such a war would not be 
legitimate.  I note that, according to the web site of The Age, a US diplomat, John Brown, resigned in the past 
couple of days because “he could not support Washington’s Iraq policy, which he said was fomenting a massive 
rise in anti-US sentiment around the world.”  He said, “I cannot in good conscience support President Bush’s 
war plans against Iraq.”  John Brown joined the State Department in 1981.  He said, “The president’s disregard 
for views in other nations, borne out by his neglect of public diplomacy, is giving birth to an anti-American 
century.” 

Kofi Annan, in saying that war must always be a last resort and that the UN has a duty to search till the very end 
for the peaceful resolution of conflicts, said that if any unilateral action were taken it would mean that “the 
legitimacy and support of any such action would be seriously impaired.”  Accordingly, Australia would be in 
breach of international law. 

I am of the view that Australia is trying to accelerate the disarmament of Iraq.  Meanwhile, the United States, in 
its view, faces an imminent threat.  How on earth can Iraq be confident about surrendering its weapons if it 
thinks it is facing imminent attack?  Kofi Annan is quoted on the UN homepage as saying, “There is widespread 
concern about the long-term consequences of war in Iraq for the fight against terrorism; for the Middle East 
peace process; and for the world’s ability to address common concerns in the future if deep divisions are sowed 
today between nations and between peoples of different religion.”  I agree with that view.  Meanwhile, 
disarmament is making progress and the United Nations has asked for more time.  The United Nations has 
supervised the destruction of six more Al Samoud 2 missiles and 11 additional warheads.  To date, a total of 46 
Al Samoud 2 missiles have been destroyed, along with 16 warheads, one launcher and five engines.  Progress is 
being made. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  It is agreed that we have seen a lot more intervention from the United Nations.  German 
Foreign Minister Fischer is quoted on the UN homepage as saying that “given the current progress reported by 
the inspectors, there was no need for a second resolution declaring that Iraq had failed to take the final 
opportunity offered it in resolution 1441 to disarm.”  There is certainly room for more inspections.  Foreign 
Minister Fischer also said, “The progress of the last few days have shown we have efficient alternatives to war in 
Iraq,”.   

France, a permanent member of the UN Security Council, said it would not allow passage of a resolution that 
would automatically authorise use of force.  It stated that the military agenda must not dictate the calendar of 
inspections; it agreed to timetables and to an accelerated calendar; but it could not accept an ultimatum, as the 
inspectors are reporting cooperation; that would mean war.  That would mean France would be bullied into war 
by the US.   
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Evidence was put before the United Nations Security Council overwhelmingly supporting strengthened 
inspections and opposing the use of military force.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


