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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 JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [10.06 am]:  When the debate was interrupted yesterday, I had 
been expressing the view that a line had been drawn in the sand and that we must be realistic in our approach to 
the way in which we view some of these international matters.  I had quoted extensively from the British 
Government’s assessment of Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction.  As I mentioned yesterday, this is a lengthy 
tome and it contains some horrifying information.  Anyone reading that document will understand the very 
serious dilemma faced by western Governments when they make decisions that sometimes result in war and 
other very distressful situations.  I was referring to the comments made by Hon Dee Margetts when she moved 
this motion about Australia’s military involvement in military action in Iraq.  I had put my party’s position on 
one or two of the issues referred to by Hon Dee Margetts.  I now wish to quote from Hon Dee Margetts’ speech - 

I believe that the vast majority of people in the world do not wish the United States to take unilateral 
action. 

Quite obviously, recent events in the United Nations have turned that statement on its head.  France and Russia 
have agreed that if Saddam Hussein does not follow the directions and requirements of the UN very severe 
action must be taken to curtail any roguish actions by the Iraqi Government.  In her speech, Hon Dee Margetts 
quoted Brian Victoria in The Australian - 

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

Quite frankly, I can see nothing wrong at all with the United States reacting or being driven by what its leaders 
consider to be in its national interest.  I would think that is a very straightforward approach in a democracy.  
Leaders are elected to look after the interests of their people.  The world may be becoming a small global village 
but, as disturbances around the world continually show us, we are a long way from living in a harmonious world 
with other countries, races and religions.  I still believe that the national interest should be of prime concern.  I 
am very happy to say that my philosophies are those of a nationalist politician; I am very proud of that.  The 
article quoted by Hon Dee Margetts continues - 

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

It is a funny thing, but had the United States intervened in Cambodia or Rwanda, the first people to criticise it 
would have been the Greens (WA).  Quite frankly, I can see no reason to criticise the United States for its lack of 
action in Cambodia in South-East Asia or Rwanda in central Africa.  I believe the US has acted in a very 
sensible way.  As horrific and tragic as it was, Rwanda was not a threat to world peace.  The comments made by 
Hon Dee Margetts are totally unfair.  The United States should not be expected to go into every trouble spot and 
put American lives at risk.  All American soldiers are the sons of American mothers, and I am sure they would 
be horrified to have to take on a policeman’s job when faced with such criticism.  Hon Dee Margetts has put 
forward an abhorrent and unrealistic approach. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 28 November 2002] 

 p3575c-3582a 
Hon John Fischer; Hon Peter Foss; President; Hon Paddy Embry 

 [2] 

There are many famous and infamous quotes about war.  I would like to inform the House of two.  The first is 
from Lois McMaster Bujold in 1990 - 

War is not its own end, except in some catastrophic slide into absolute damnation.  It’s peace that’s 
wanted.  Some better peace than the one you started with. 

We need a realistic approach.  John Stuart Mill gave a practical, realistic and hard definition - 

War is an ugly thing, but not the ugliest of things.  The decayed and degraded state of moral and 
patriotic feeling, which thinks that nothing is worth war is much worse.  The person who has nothing 
for which he is willing to fight, nothing which is more important than his own personal safety, is a 
miserable creature and has no chance of being free unless made and kept so by the exertions of better 
men than himself. 

I conclude by saying that I am sure all Australians are hopeful that we do not end up in a military situation in 
Iraq.  However, if it is found to be necessary, we must steel ourselves for that approach so that there will be less 
conflict on this globe in the future than now. 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [10.16 am]:  I thank Hon Dee Margetts for bringing this motion to the 
House.  When she gave notice of the motion, my first thought was that it was another example of her being in 
denial about losing her seat in the Senate.  The motion has proved to be a useful one because it has allowed the 
House to have discussions on a subject that it does not normally discuss.  That is for obvious reasons: the federal 
Parliament has jurisdiction over these matters.  Nonetheless, as thinking members of this society, we should 
exercise our minds on such subjects.  We should take the opportunity to discuss the various points of view.  I 
firmly believe that this debate has been too much about declarations of faith and statements of position rather 
than about the various difficult matters involved.  The motion should not be passed for a number of reasons.  The 
first is that it is not a matter for this Parliament.  It is not something that it should deal with, although, as citizens 
of Australia, we should be thinking about it.  It is far too simplistic a way of tackling this problem.  It is a matter 
for discussion on which the Australian Government may eventually have to make a decision.  It will not be an 
easy decision.  Hopefully it will not have to make a decision, but the potential is there and everyone knows that 
if the potential is realised, it will be a difficult decision.  It will not be made by shouting slogans at one another.  
It will be made with all the difficulties inherent in any political decision.  It will have the even greater difficulty 
of realising what is at stake for this country.  If this motion were passed, it would be nothing more than another 
slogan.  It would have no more contribution than waving a poster.  It is typical of the radical left’s way of 
dealing with a problem: get out in the streets and wave a poster.  It does not lead to any form of mature debate or 
serious consideration.  By voting either for or against the motion, all we would be doing is waving a poster or 
shouting it down.  That approach is not very useful.  Whilst I strongly support the right of this House to debate 
this matter, and I am grateful that we have had the opportunity to do so, I hope that prior to the end of the debate, 
a member will move that the question not be put.   

I suggest that the question be not put now because if it is and it is lost, the motion will be immediately put.  I 
believe that the motion requires further debate.  I will not move it, but I strongly suggest that somebody might 
like to think about doing that prior to the end of the debate.  This argument does not need any more placard 
waving at this stage.  I intend to go into some of the issues involved; however, I will not do it with quite the 
degree of vehemence and certitude as to their rightness as have some of the previous speakers.  A wonderful 
thing about being on the extreme left or right is that those people do not have to labour in their own hearts about 
what is the right or wrong thing to do; they know that they can rely on faith.  It is one of those beautiful things.  
There is no process of ratiocination; it is just a matter of knowing that what they say is right.  I have heard 
wonderful speeches in here from the left and the right.  Their speeches are based on their beliefs rather than their 
arguments.  It is interesting that although at times we have heard totally opposing beliefs from the extreme right 
and the extreme left, sometimes there is a remarkable accord between them.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  I do not think there is an extreme right element in this Chamber.  I have not heard anyone 
like that.   

Hon John Fischer:  There is an extreme centre though!  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I do not mind being called part of the extreme centre.  The nub of some of these problems is 
that in many parts of the world, arguments are incapable of rational resolution because of the positions that the 
proponents of the two sides have adopted.   

I will step aside from matters concerning Iraq and bore members a little with some of the things that I learnt 
while I was in India.  A number of representatives from nations that are very much involved in the centre of 
terrorism and who have experienced it for years attended a seminar that I attended.  Those countries are very 
much in the centre of the type of racial or religious feuds that are behind much of the terrorism in the world 
today.  The seminar took place in Hyderabad, which is almost geographically in the centre of India.  India is a 
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well-known Hindu nation.  The population of Hyderabad is predominantly Muslim.  Therefore, smack dab in the 
centre of India is a major Muslim population.  I could not believe I was in India while I was there.  Hyderabad 
did not seem to have any of the characteristics of India, particularly because everyone had Arab names.  Apart 
from the women, who wear saris, the men dress like Arabs, and there are mosques everywhere.  I was 
supposedly in the middle of a Hindu nation, which came into existence when British India was partitioned into 
Pakistan and India.  Pakistan is divided into east and west Pakistan.  West Pakistan was created by dividing 
Bengal into Muslim and non-Muslim sections.  Following that partition, a massive shift of the population took 
place.  The Muslims moved out of India and the Hindus moved out of Pakistan.  A huge loss of life occurred at 
that time, in the order of millions of people.  They are the sorts of numbers that were killed in the world wars.  
That is how many deaths occurred as a result of the partition.  Following that, it could be expected that the 
populations of both countries would be entirely either Muslim or Hindu.  However, that is not the case.  An 
enormous number of Muslims live in India.  Their number is greater than the entire population of Australia.  
There are tensions between Muslims and Hindus.  In my report to the Commonwealth Parliamentary 
Association, I mentioned that on the day we arrived in India and went to Nagajuna Sagar, an exchange of fire 
between police and Naxalites took place.  We had never heard of the Naxalites before.  As a result of the 
incident, two Naxalites were killed.  We did not know that the incident had taken place, let alone that two people 
had been killed.   

I have been reading a book, which I bought when I was in India, by an eminent author, V.S. Naipaul, who is of 
Indian origin.  His family went to Trinidad to establish a new life.  Although life in Trinidad is Indian in 
character, it is quite different from traditional Indian life.  He later went to live in England and became a very 
famous and brilliant author.  He has visited India a number of times over the years and has reported what he has 
seen.  His books are not exactly travelogues, but they are fascinating books that provide a real insight into what 
makes India work.  V.S. Naipaul has won the Nobel Prize in Literature.  As the title of his most recent book 
suggests, India: A Million Mutinies Now gives an indication of the sorts of uprisings that are occurring in India 
to this day.   

Interestingly enough, he deals with Naxalites.  After reading the book, I found out what Naxalites were.  When I 
was in India, I understood that Naxalites were communist, Marxist, Maoist or Muslim rebels.  However, it 
appears that the word Naxalite is a general term for people who are involved in rebellion.  The name Naxalite 
came about because of an incident in Naxalbari where villagers surrounded some police who had sought to assist 
some landlords who had illegally occupied government land to the disadvantage of the peasants.  The peasants 
were trying to throw them out.  The peasants surrounded the police and shot at them with bows and arrows.  As a 
result, they shot the police inspector, which led to the police firing on the peasants.  That incident became 
important in the struggle for land rights by the dispossessed in India.  Many people of a socialist disposition - not 
necessarily communist but certainly sympathetic to communism - called themselves communists, but they had 
no association with the main communist movement.  The current Government in West Bengal is a communist 
Marxist Government and has been for 25 years, but it was never really aligned with the international communist 
party.   

Many people who have a social conscience were very concerned about the consequences of dispossession and 
the caste system.  I do not think people in Australia realise how important the caste system is in India.  Although 
I thought I knew a little about it, I recommend that anyone who is interested in the caste system and the impact it 
has in India today read this book.  V.S. Naipaul is a Brahmin, which is the priestly caste in India.  There have 
been movements of revolt against the Brahmins in the State of Tamil Nadu.  The current ruling party in Tamil 
Nadu gained power based on a revolt against the Brahmins.  Many things are still dictated by the religious 
necessities of the caste system.  

If members think that the class system can be ingrained in a society, like it is in England, they should wait until 
they see the caste system, because caste absolutely locks people into a particular role and position in life as if 
they had their feet in concrete.  It is not surprising that people felt that it was wrong.  Many movements have 
tried to get rid of the consequences of caste.  Many people have adopted ideas from Karl Marx, Chairman Mao 
or whoever has tried to get peasants into a position where they have some certainty of life.   

We occasionally forget that everybody in Australia is fortunate.  To talk of people being in unfortunate 
circumstances in Australia is quite relative.  The mere fact that we live in Australia is in itself one of the best 
pieces of good fortune that we could possibly have.  When we complain about this, that or something else, when 
we complain about oppression, corruption, poor conditions, poor education and health, if we were to try to 
explain that to the bulk of people in India, we would find totally blank incomprehension because they cannot 
believe the circumstances that we live in.  Most of the intellectuals and leaders to whom V.S. Naipaul spoke and 
mentioned in this book each lived in a room that was 10 feet by 10 feet, and there were many people in it - up to 
10 people and maybe more.  They were the lucky ones; they did not live in the slums.  What we do not 
understand is that the mere fact that we can have this debate today is a privilege, because in many parts of the 
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world it would be bliss to have the capacity to have this debate and know that people can finish it and not be 
shot.  The reality of the matter is that we have all these preoccupations with who is right and who is wrong, but 
in other parts of the world people are facing everyday the realities of social wrong.  

In India those people are referred to as Naxalites.  What are they?  They can be almost anything.  They can be 
people who are merely concerned about caste and who have been deprived of land.  They do not have to be 
communists or fanatical Muslims.  The general name now for Muslim terrorists is Naxalites.  One of the 
interesting things that came up during the course of the debate when we got onto the subject of terrorism was the 
statement by one of the people present that people had faced terrorism for 20 years in India and 30 000 had died, 
yet the world has paid no attention to it.  One of the reasons they face terrorism is that Pakistan harbours and 
trains terrorists and the Indians have no capacity to go and stop them.  I take some of that with a pinch of salt, 
because having read this book I do not believe that all terrorists are Indian Muslims.  I believe that many of 
India’s terrorists are the home grown variety; that is, people who are desperate and have tried all sorts of 
methods.  When one looks at how they decided to start killing people, one must say that some people have some 
very strange mental processes.  It is quite frightening to see how they came to the decision that they would start 
killing people. 

The reality of the matter is that there are many deeply ingrained injustices, prejudices and hates in this world.  If 
one went to Northern Ireland and asked someone - it would not matter if he was from the Irish Republican Army 
or the Unionists - what it is all about, that person could prove that yesterday a mortal insult and injury had been 
given to him.  Yes, it happened yesterday.  One of the guaranteed things is that yesterday somebody did 
something to him to which he can respond.  If one were to ask the person who did it, he could point out 
something that had happened the day before.  I suppose if one could follow it back through history, one could go 
back hundreds of years to find that somebody had started it.  The real cause is long since forgotten.  All that is 
remembered is the inherited hate; the fact that they do not like that person.  Rationalism is out.  I do not care 
whether it is left-wing obsession, right-wing obsession, Muslim obsession, Christian obsession or any form of 
fanaticism; once it is there people stop thinking.  It becomes impossible to resolve and the mob takes over.   

One of the problems I have with this motion is that it is representing - I will not say a mob - one particular view 
held by one group of people, not necessarily with a great deal of thought.  They all share that thought, which is a 
lovely thought, but it does not lend itself to the very problem that we have of people blindly taking sides.  It is 
just as much an example of the mob mentality thinking as that which leads to fights between Muslims and 
Hindus, Muslims and Jews, or Muslims and Christians - I do not really mind which example one takes.  The mob 
mentality works and the individual mind stops functioning.  We all take up a chant and wave our banners.  It 
feels good because we do not have to fathom it out for ourselves or stand up and perhaps make ourselves a 
target.  Being an individual who stands against these things is quite difficult.  It is much easier to fall in line and 
to be one of the mob. 

Suggestions have been made that Saddam Hussein has support in Iraq.  I do not think that anybody believes the 
100 per cent turnout for the vote and the 100 per cent favourable vote, but I am sure many people in Iraq support 
Saddam Hussein because that is the way mob mentality works.  Some people will not and will not dare say so, 
but I am sure that many people will go along with the mindless process by which he drums up all the support.  
One has only to look at the support that Hitler had in Germany.  We would not find too many Germans who 
lived at that time admitting it, but there is no doubt about it that he drummed up mass hysteria.  The Nuremberg 
rallies might have been orchestrated, but they were not faked.  All too often we underestimate the power of mob 
behaviour. 
One of the difficulties we have with this whole question is the levels at which mob behaviour can happen.  A 
fascinating thing would be to look at how people tend to respond to behave as a mob.  One of the fascinating 
things I always found with the Communist Party was not who it criticised but who it did not.  The Communist 
Party was wonderful at fermenting propaganda against the United States.  It was the Communist Party’s primary 
goal.  It could always make up a good argument to criticise the United States for the various things that it did; 
there is no doubt about that.   
The United States is criticised.  It has made enormous mistakes.  It is rather hard, as a very significant player in 
the world, not to make mistakes.  There are some reasons for that situation.  First, such a player need not listen to 
anyone else.  However, anybody who does that ends up becoming unbalanced in his thinking and does things he 
should not be doing.  Secondly, the United States is so powerful that when it makes a mistake, it is well known.  
If Australia makes a mistake, what happens?  It might affect Australia.  Will it affect the rest of the world?  Look 
at our population - it would not even fill most of the major cities of the world.  India increases its population 
each year by the same number as the population of Australia.  A mistake in Australia would mean nothing, but 
the results can be disastrous if the United States makes a mistake. 
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Communists had a good reason to criticise the US.  They were run out of Russia, which was opposed to 
America.  All propaganda was directed at running down the United States.  The problem is not the validity of the 
argument against the United States, but that the communists did not criticise anyone else.  They were 
predictable.  Russia went into Afghanistan.  Communists were mute.  Russia went into Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia.  Communists were mute.  Why did communists never criticise Russia? 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Or Tiananmen Square. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  All of those things.  Thinking people among the Communist Party left in droves because of 
disillusionment with the party.  The communists can be judged better by who they failed to criticise than by who 
they did criticise.  It is nice for people to criticise, but I become sick of hearing one type of criticism - it is 
always of the United States.  The Greens (WA) have the same sort of problem.  Undoubtedly, some of the 
Greens’ criticisms are perfectly valid.  However, if they want to be taken seriously, they must have some balance 
and be critical of other people at times.  Why is it that Greens members always pop up and criticise the United 
States?  They are totally predictable, and they cannot expect to be taken seriously with such one-sided criticism.  
Let us hear some criticism of Iraq that has some balance.  Let us occasionally hear some criticism of the regimes 
in Indonesia and Pakistan.  Why have we never had a motion relating to somewhere else? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Are you honestly suggesting that the Greens are not one of the most foremost critics in 
Australia of the Indonesians’ atrocities on their own people?  You must go back and look at the record. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I will look at the record.  I have never heard the Greens raise it in here.  I have heard the 
member’s party repeatedly criticise the United States.  Why do the Greens feel the need to spring to their feet on 
a motion or in the adjournment debate with criticism of the United States?  Why do we not have motions moved 
about those other places? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Tibet.  Burma.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  In the time Hon Dee Margetts has been in Parliament, has she ever raised them? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  No. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Why not?  The problem is that the Greens wish to get on the bandwagon of those who 
criticise only one nation.  Despite the fact it has many faults, America offers to the world something 
considerably better than what is offered by all the other nations the Greens are not terribly bothered about. 

Hon Kim Chance:  We have the formal military alliance with the United States.  Surely that means we must be 
more watchful of its actions - it is our international partner. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The motion does not even acknowledge that we have an alliance.  It seems to ignore it. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It explains why criticism of the United States is more common than that of China, which is 
not a partner. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I have not heard it argued on those grounds.  I accept the Leader of the House’s possible 
explanation for criticising the US.  However, it is never offered by the Greens - in fact, they criticise us for being 
part of the alliance. 

I have been to the United States, and I can tell members that, for all its faults, if there were a society in which I 
would prefer to live after Australia, I would pick the United States.  The United States has democracy and 
freedom.  Whether one likes American views is another matter.  I do not sympathise with all the views 
Americans hold; nevertheless, I like the fact that they can be held in America.  People can vote freely.  People 
can speak out.  Our society does not value those freedoms as do those without such freedoms. 

I turn again to the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association seminar.  As well as terrorism, we discussed 
Parliament and the media.  A cut right down the middle evolved between people who came from nations which 
have had a free Press for generations, and those who have just acquired a free Press.  All nations must have a 
free Press to be allowed to be part of the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association - that is, they must have a 
truly democratic Government.  Some delegates were from places that had recently returned to democracy.  The 
reason for the cut down the middle of the membership was that those of us from nations that have had a free 
Press for generations were talking about abuse of the free Press by politicians and the media.  We can all point to 
that type of abuse, which is a common concern in our society with spin doctors, gimmicks and the like.  People 
from places that had only just achieved a free Press saw it to be a valuable right - it was something to cherish for 
them.  The freedom of speech and the freedom to make a decision - 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I trust the member will relate his comments to the motion. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am. 
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The PRESIDENT:  I enjoyed the report of the attendance at the CPA conference, but the member’s remarks on 
insights gained at the conference should pertain to the motion. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  They do very much so, Mr President.  I like to construct my speeches.  As long as I do not 
run out of time, all will be clear. 

At times, we do not appreciate democracy.  We want it, but we do not have the hunger for democracy and liberty 
that is found in places that have recently emerged from oppression. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Places that value one vote, one value. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I do not think that that matters. 

Hon Kim Chance:  So, is democracy a qualified thing? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The Leader of the House has a strange definition.  I will provide the definition. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I’m sorry - I didn’t mean to mislead the member’s speech.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  That comment shows precisely how we do not value it.  He does not understand democracy 
in the guts. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Some people’s votes are more valuable than others. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The member knows that is wrong, too.  The Leader of the House does not understand -  

Hon Kim Chance:  I just don’t understand it. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Unfortunately, I think the Leader of the House is illustrating my point, because one of the 
questions asked at the seminar was: what is the essence of a democracy?  In the association’s constitution, it 
states that this is the essence of a democracy - and I think it is right: a place where people are free of fear and can 
hold their head up high.  That is the essence of a democracy. 

Hon Kim Chance:  People could have that in a benevolent dictatorship. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No, they could not. 

Hon Kim Chance:  They could. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am sorry; I and a billion Indians disagree with the Leader of the House.  The fact is that 
they see that - 

Hon John Fischer:  On a one vote, one value basis. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  On a one vote, one value basis, the Leader of the House is outvoted; very true.  Therefore, 
the Leader of the House is outvoted one billion to whatever is the number of his people.   

Hon Kim Chance:  So electoral equality is not a function of democracy. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I think the Leader of the House is demeaning democracy. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I don’t think I am. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I think the Leader of the House is.  It is rather like a person quarrelling over the colour of 
paint that he will put on the walls with people who do not even have a house.  That is the difference between us.  
In some places in this world, if people had even a tenth of a vote, they would be happy, because at least they 
would have some say in their survival.  In some places, if people had even a fraction of the rights over which we 
in Australia have control, they would be grateful.  The Leader of the House probably missed the beginning of my 
speech again.  He does this again and again.  Unfortunately, he comes in at the end, having missed all the bits at 
the beginning, and then makes irrelevant remarks.  I could start at the beginning again and explain why.  
However, that is what I believe is important. 

I have raised these points because it seems to me that what we have here is sloganism.  With this motion and 
with this criticism, we have sloganism - the very sloganism that I referred to at the beginning of my speech, 
which I believe is the source of much of this terrorism and strife.  Terrorism arises from the type of strife that is 
derived from sloganism.  The internecine, the interracial and the inter-religious disputes come from sloganism - 
mob mentality - and terrorism is purely a way of carrying those disputes beyond national boundaries.  It will 
never be fought by more sloganism; it will never be fought by taking positions clearly opposed; it will never be a 
matter of merely condemning or suggesting wrong or otherwise on the part of the Australian Government.   

I will tell the House why I think this motion misses some of the points.  When a person is a minister, he finds 
that everybody tells him how simple it is to do something.  If there is a problem, they can tell him how to fix it.  
It is amazing how simple it is to fix a problem when the person giving the advice is not the one fixing the 
problem.  It is only when a person gets into a position of responsibility that he realises it is not quite that simple. 
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Hon Kim Chance:  Even then, if we could just get rid of Treasurers, it would be so much easier. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  Of course, Treasurers would say that if we could just get rid of profligate ministers, 
they could fix it.   

Hon Kim Chance:  True. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  People can fix it by telling somebody else how to do his job, but it is much more difficult 
for a person to fix it by doing his own job.  This is a bit like telling the Prime Minister how to do his job.  All 
that the Prime Minister said was, “If we received a request from the United States, we would have to consider it 
seriously.”  What would people want him to say?  Would they want him to say, “If we received a request from 
the United States, we would laugh at it”?  To take up the point raised by Hon Kim Chance, we have an 
obligation to the United States.  We have an alliance with the United States.  We must consider it seriously.  In 
any event, even if we did not have the alliance, we would have to consider it seriously.  The Prime Minister had 
not received a request at that stage.  He kept pointing out to people that nobody had asked him yet; nobody had 
even suggested it.  All the critics were up in the air saying, “We’re talking about war.  He’s going to support 
America willy-nilly.”  He never said that.  All he did was answer a question.  If somebody had not asked the 
question, he probably would not have said it.  He was asked, “What would you do if you received a request from 
the United States to give military support?”  I suppose he could have said, “That’s a purely hypothetical 
question”, and people would have said, “You’re avoiding it.”  In that situation, he could not win.  I think he gave 
a statesmanlike answer: “If we received a request, we would have to consider it seriously.”  I sincerely hope that 
he would do so, and I think all Australians would expect him to consider it seriously.  He did not say, “We would 
go along with it.”  It was extremely hypothetical. 

If people want to find a more difficult job than Prime Minister of Australia, I believe President of the United 
States would qualify as the most difficult job a person could possibly have.  George Bush is the man who must 
make decisions about Iraq.  He has made the sensible decision that Iraq will not cooperate without a degree of 
threat.  What has happened?  By showing clearly that he was resolute, Iraq has backed down.  What do members 
think Saddam Hussein’s response would have been if George Bush had said this: “I would like you to go back to 
having weapons inspections, as was resolved by the United Nations, and which you stopped improperly.  I am 
not going to do anything to you, and I certainly wouldn’t think of doing anything without the support of the 
United Nations, so will you do it, please?”  Saddam Hussein would have said, “Get nicked.”  If George Bush had 
even hinted that he would wait on the United Nations resolution, do members think the United Nations would 
have given him one?  The only way he was going to get a United Nations resolution was by saying, “You’re 
either with me or I’m in there without you.”  The United Nations said, “Whoops-a-daisy; we’d better see what 
we can do.”  The United Nations is a bit like an industrial relations commission: whoever is the biggest bully 
gets the decision.  By taking a strong stand, George Bush got the decision, and Saddam Hussein has agreed to 
allow inspections; and from today’s news it sounds like he will disclose 10 000 pages worth of weapons of mass 
destruction.  That is quite an interesting result. 

All these people have been telling George Bush how to do his job.  From our safe, cosy little position, it is 
wonderful how easy it is to tell the President of the United States how to do his job.  However, the fact is that he 
must make the decision.  In the same way that it is wonderfully comfortable from an armchair to tell a minister 
how to do his job, it is even more comfortable from an armchair in Australia, because of the distance, to tell the 
President of the United States how to do his job, or the Prime Minister.  I believe that the Prime Minister and 
George Bush have both handled this issue extremely well.  Sure, there was a degree of brinkmanship on the part 
of George Bush, and members may not sympathise with everything the United States has done, but I am sure that 
they also do not sympathise with Saddam Hussein. 

Returning to India again, one of the interesting things that came out of the discussions between those people who 
were particularly subject to terrorism and those who were not was that it was possible to deal with terrorism, 
provided there was external assistance to the terrorists within the country.  If people act too strongly within their 
own country, they remove democracy.  That is the problem.  Terrorists exploit the virtues of democracy - the 
free and open nature of a democratic society.  That makes us easy targets for terrorism.  It is much harder to be a 
terrorist in a repressive dictatorship.  Terrorists exploit our freedoms.  We need to be careful not to respond with 
laws that actually remove that freedom and openness, because if we take away democracy in this country 
through the laws that are introduced in response to terrorism, why claim to have a democracy at all, because the 
terrorists will have succeeded.  Violence is incompatible with democracy.  People cannot feel safe and hold their 
heads high in a nation that involves violence.  I happen to believe that that is the definition of democracy.  It is 
not about the colour of the walls of the Parliament building or how people are elected to Parliament, but whether 
the result is that people can make decisions, are free in that society and can hold their heads high.  That is 
democracy.  We are lucky to live in a democratic nation.  We should take every measure possible to ensure that 
it stays democratic.  It is not simple.  I do not have a golden touchstone on how to fight terrorism.  I do not have 
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the answer to how to address the ills of society.  I do not know how to prevent things happening between Jews 
and Arabs or Muslims and Christians.  However, I am not alone in that.  People have been defeated by that for 
thousands of years.  However, I know that what we do have in democracy is extremely valuable.  Whether one 
likes the United States or not, it is a bulwark for that democracy.  If the United States ever lost its democracy, 
there would be serious problems for democracy throughout the world.  It has been around for a long time, and I 
support it. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [11.01 am]:  It is interesting, as time moves on, to look at the paragraphs 
of the motion moved by Hon Dee Margetts.  One paragraph criticises the threat of action in Iraq by the 
Americans without the blessing of the United Nations.  I am not a great fan of the United Nations; I have always 
made that clear.  However, it is interesting that the United Nations has now become involved; it has insisted that 
inspections for nuclear weapons take place.  We all know that would not have happened had the Americans not 
issued that threat.  I acknowledge that the United Nations had not acted at the time Hon Dee Margetts put 
forward the motion.  However, it is a fair comment that without the threat by the Americans, this would not have 
happened.  Much of international politics is about threats.  Things occur in response to a threat.  I suggest that of 
the five paragraphs, the first and second could probably be combined.   

Surely as a State Parliament we must acknowledge that some members do not like the continual erosion of state 
rights by the federal Government.  However, it could never be disputed that foreign policy is a federal issue.  Just 
because the federal Government is made up of a party or a combination of parties that some members may be 
unhappy about, it does not take away the constitutional right and obligations of the federal Government to fulfil 
its responsibilities.  Foreign affairs is one of those responsibilities.  We can huff and puff as much as we like, but 
the fact remains that it is the responsibility of the federal Government.  

The federal Government is charged with the responsibility for foreign affairs for our national security.  For 
hundreds of years national security has involved military and other alliances with other countries.  It is a pity that 
the United States brings considerable influence to bear on other countries through such things as trade policies.  
It uses those policies as a tactic to gain alliances with countries such as Australia.  The United States might say 
that it does not do that, but it does couple those policies with a military alliance.  That is most unfortunate, 
because I believe that relationships between countries can be improved through other things, such as trade and 
sport.  There is no doubt that major powers have always used those tactics.  For example, during my father’s 
involvement with the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation forces, he was approached by many heads of state from 
different NATO countries for advice on the purchase of military aircraft.  In those days, military aircraft were 
primarily manufactured by the United States, France and Great Britain.  It was interesting that in his three or 
four-year term in that appointment, the American aircraft was the dearest in every case.  However, with the 
exception of France and Great Britain, all NATO countries bought the American aircraft.  It is obvious why that 
occurred.  The Americans basically financed NATO.  It basically was NATO, in a military sense.  Other 
countries were involved in NATO for democratic reasons.  The Americans made it quite clear that if NATO 
countries did not buy American aircraft and weapons, it would have less of an interest in NATO.  The threat 
between east and west basically centred in and around Berlin; that was the division between the east and west.  
Berlin was awkward, because of the narrow pathway between the east and west.  It was geographically isolated 
from the west.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  
 


