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UNITED STATES-AUSTRALIAN JOINT MILITARY BASES AND PORT VISITS BY US WARSHIPS, 
BAN 

Amendment to Motion 
Resumed from 28 November on the following motion moved by Hon Giz Watson - 

That this House, noting - 

(a) President Bush’s repudiation of longstanding nuclear missile reduction treaties to which the 
United States is a signatory; 

(b) the likely consequences of the President’s decision will trigger a new nuclear arms race and 
increase Australia’s being attacked because of the strategic importance of the joint facilities 
located in various parts of the country, 

calls upon the Commonwealth Government to bar port visits by United States warships and discontinue 
the use of US-Australian joint facilities for the deployment of nuclear missiles. 

to which the following amendment was moved by Hon E.R.J. Dermer - 

That all words following the word “noting” be deleted and that the following words be substituted - 

(a) George Bush’s intention to press ahead with the deployment of a national missile 
defence system; 

(b) widespread international concern that abandonment of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty would fuel a new nuclear arms race; 

(c) the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction - nuclear, chemical and biological 
weapons - is one of the most serious threats to international security and to Australian 
national security,  

calls upon the Commonwealth Government to take all appropriate steps to advance the progress of 
multilateral nuclear disarmament and counter the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [10.05 am]:  One Nation is compelled to reply to the motion 
moved by Hon Giz Watson on 14 November.  The implication is that the Greens (WA) wish to ban visits by 
United States warships to our coast because of the intention of the United States to develop a nuclear missile 
defence system, otherwise known as an NMD system.  The Greens’ timing is rather poor.  They might have had 
more support if they had presented this motion prior to the 11 September terrorist attacks. 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  They did. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Notice of the motion was given before it was moved.  They might have had more 
support if notice of the motion had been given well and truly before President Bush met Vladimir Putin in early 
November. 

The US is our ally.  It has been brought home to us that the peace and freedoms that we hold so dear could at any 
moment be shattered.  A group of individuals or a country could attack the Australian people, totally out of the 
blue, by an act of terrorism or, in extreme cases, perhaps by invasion.  While terrorism is allowed to blossom 
unhindered, no-one is safe.  The only way to protect our freedom is to attack terrorism and the countries that 
harbour terrorists, as is currently being done in Afghanistan. 

The need for Australia to have America as an ally is not only one of friendship and common interest but also, 
from Australia’s viewpoint, a necessity.  Successive Australian Governments have downgraded the Australian 
military.  Australia’s military commitment to East Timor has left it severely depleted in both military personnel 
and hardware.  We are therefore required to have a strong military ally, who we hope will help us in time of 
need.  This means that we must give the US something in return via joint military facilities and access to our 
ports.  The cold, hard reality is that if we want protection, that is what we must do; or we need to take funding 
from other areas - that is, from social welfare and health - to increase our defence funding to secure the 
boundaries of our nation.  This is the cold, hard reality, and it means that we cannot deny the US entry to our 
ports.  To do so would be an extremely hostile action.  It would also send the wrong message to those who would 
harm Australia.  No federal or State Government could possibly put Australia at that risk.  If Australians are 
concerned about the US NMD plans, these can be discussed through diplomatic channels, and not by banning 
our allies from our ports. 
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Since the events of 11 September, it is wise to have the US as an ally, not as a foe.  The Greens have always had 
concerns about US bases and the risk that these bases pose for Australia in the event of a nuclear attack.  These 
are genuine concerns.  However, without adequate home defence, Australia is forced into an agreement with the 
US that will align it with one of the strongest nations on earth.   

The Russian President, Vladimir Putin, visited the US in early November to discuss missile defence.  The 
outcome of this is a commitment by both countries to a two-thirds reduction in nuclear missile production over 
the next 10 years.  If this comes to pass, something good will have come from the terrorist acts of 11 September, 
even if the reduction proceeds at a slow pace.  The commitment to a reduction is a move in the right direction.  If 
we stop United States warships from visiting Western Australia, we will make a massive dent in this State’s 
economy.  The United States consulate in Perth estimates that 16 to 20 warships visit the State each year.  That 
does not include the aircraft carriers.  That number equates to 20 000 sailors visiting Perth each year.  When they 
visit they inject about $US1 million each day into our economy.  I doubt whether the retailers and publicans in 
Perth and Fremantle support a ban on visits by United States warships.  One Nation does not support the motion. 

Australia can learn a lot of things from the United States.  Americans are intensely patriotic.  America is a true 
multicultural society, yet if one asks an American what nationality he is, he will say he is an American - not 
Irish, Greek - 

Hon G.T. Giffard:  You are joking. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Being a member of the Labor Party, the member would not know much about national 
pride.  To become an American citizen it is necessary to pass an examination on the history of the United States.  
As such, everyone has to learn English.  All Americans know and understand their language. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I remind members that we are being filmed today.  Obviously, some 
members want to figure more prominently. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  To become an Australia citizen it is necessary to take an oath, but nothing more.  People 
do not even have to learn the national anthem or learn English.  If people cannot speak the tongue of the country 
in which they live, they can never become true citizens. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Can the member recite the second verse of the national anthem? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Not right now.  I will do it afterwards. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Do it now. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I am not operating to the member’s program; I am operating to mine.  That shows the 
level of contempt the Labor Party holds for a nationalistic outlook.  The day after the 11 September attacks, 
television footage showed American flags everywhere.  Americans expressed their solidarity to the world.  
Would we see that sort of patriotism in Australia?  I certainly hope we would, but I doubt it.  We spend far too 
much time encouraging people to retain their ethnic differences instead of encouraging them to be part of the 
best country on earth.  Australians need to be more patriotic.  Our children should sing the national anthem in 
school every day.  We must teach our children about the Constitution.  We must teach them about our heritage.  
They need to understand that our democracy, which we take for granted, has come at a price - the price our 
forefathers paid on the battlefields in two world wars.  Australians must be prepared to defend that freedom with 
their lives if necessary - the freedom that allows me to express these views and the freedom that allows Hon Giz 
Watson to bring the Greens’ motion before the Parliament.  We should make people intensely proud to be 
Australian.  We must make the rest of the world envious of us.  They should not be envious of our open spaces, 
which they covet, but of our being a part of this country.  Australian citizenship should become the most sought 
after in the world.  When we sing our national anthem it should send shivers down our spines.  When the 
majority of citizens are intensely proud to be Australian more money will be committed to our defence.  Some of 
us feel these things already, while others are more concerned about the rights of every other ethnic group and 
would see the destruction of the Australian way of life.  To protect all that we hold dear we need strong allies.  
Those allies are principally the United States and the United Kingdom.  We should never insult them by denying 
them access to our ports, especially while our soldiers are engaged in combat on foreign soil.  One Nation will 
vote against this motion. 

HON LOUISE PRATT (East Metropolitan) [10.15 am]:  I speak to the amendment proposed by the Labor 
Party.  The Labor Party supports the anti-ballistic missile treaty.  I was surprised by Hon George Cash’s 
indication yesterday that the Opposition may support Labor’s amendment.  At a federal level, the Liberal Party 
and the Labor Party have quite different positions on this issue.  I am certain that should a similar motion go 
before the federal Parliament the federal Government would vote against it. 
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I enjoyed listening to Hon Peter Foss’s “up your nose” debate yesterday.  Should the Opposition support our 
amendment, it would be a similar gesture to the federal Government.   

Last October the Secretary General of the United Nations, Kofi Annan, highlighted the danger of terrorist groups 
acquiring nuclear, chemical or biological weapons and launching attacks with the potential to kill millions of 
people.  He urged the full implementation of treaties combating the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction 
and called for much greater international cooperation to prevent terrorists from acquiring such weapons.  It is 
interesting that Hon John Fischer talked about the need for us to have strong allies.  In the international arena we 
also need strong treaties and for nations to stick to them and fulfil their commitments.  It is vitally important to 
our global security.  Strong non-proliferation regimes make a direct contribution to combating international 
terrorism by making it more difficult for terrorists to obtain such weapons.  In making his comments, Kofi 
Annan very much had in mind the 11 September attacks.  He said it was no time for the world to turn back from 
international treaties.  It is a matter of serious concern that non-proliferation and disarmament efforts have 
faltered in recent years, with potentially adverse indications for security globally and in the Asia-Pacific region.  
I welcome the recent announcement about the reduction in nuclear arsenals by United States and Russia.  The 
failure of disarmament efforts include the failure of the comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty being enforced and 
the failure to proceed with negotiations on the production of fissile material for use in nuclear weapons.  It is 
disappointing that the Howard Government has failed to give these vital issues much support.   

International efforts to prevent weapons proliferation need to be revitalised, especially in the face of the 11 
September attacks.  That was acknowledged recently by the United States.  It stated it would reduce its nuclear 
arsenal.  I concur with Hon Giz Watson in saying that is welcomed cautiously, as it may be linked with the 
United States’ desire to break the 1972 anti-ballistic missile treaty by pursuing an anti-ballistic missile program.  
The threat of ballistic missile proliferation should be addressed more appropriately through the strengthening of 
missile technology control regimes and more effective multilateral constraints on ballistic missiles.  As Labor’s 
amendment to the motion suggests, missile proliferation is better addressed through a range of multilateral 
approaches than a narrow reliance on unilateral defence measures.  I will highlight one of the differences 
between the federal policies of the Labor Party and the coalition.  Labor said that Australia should not participate 
in any research development or testing of missile defence and that should we have won Government we would 
have reviewed that policy and our participation in these matters with a view to not participating in research 
development or testing of these facilities because they very much break the spirit of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Treaty.  That approach was not intended to undermine our relationship with the United States. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I remind members that the Whips’ phones are not a communal service.  If members 
want to make a phone call, they should go outside the Chamber to do so.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  It is important that we do not just acquiesce in the wishes of our large allies for the sake 
of it.  We must exercise independent judgment in the international arena.  

Australia should be at the forefront of international efforts to advance non-proliferation and disarmament, of 
which some of our past federal Governments have a proud history, including the Chemical Weapons 
Convention, the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty, adoption of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and the establishment of the Canberra Commission on the 
Elimination of Nuclear Weapons.  The present federal Government has seriously neglected the pursuit of these 
treaties.  This motion, therefore, is an appropriate reminder of the gravity that Western Australians have placed 
on this serious issue over a long history. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [10.21 am]:  The purpose of the motion moved by Hon Giz Watson 
was to draw attention to some serious issues that the Greens (WA) believe to a large extent are threatening the 
peace and security of the planet and may be driving certain decisions by other countries to further arm 
themselves in other ways.  The issue is about double standards or perhaps even triple standards in the way 
Australia and the United States deal with other countries.  Those multi-standards were clear in the statements 
made in the past couple of days by the President of the United States when he said that the next target in the war 
against terrorism may be Iraq to keep the world safe for democracy.  In other words, the target may be Iraq 
because that country is harbouring weapons of mass destruction, which weapons as we know are stored by all the 
nuclear states, none of which has ever had weapons inspectorates visit regularly.  The United States has not 
allowed inspectorates to inspect either its nuclear weapons program or its chemical or biological weapons 
program.  The United States does not allow weapons inspections.  

The question is, do we have a standard for security in the world or do we have multiple standards.  Let us talk 
about multiple standards.  Hon John Fischer said that a national missile defence system is about the friendship 
between Australia and the United States.  I guess he was suggesting that the friendship will help keep the world 
safe for democracy and the Australian way of life.  What is a typical Australian way of life?  Is a typical 
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language spoken?  Is there a typical religion?  Is there a typical food, a typical way of living or typical housing?  
Does one’s view of the typical Australian way of life depend whether we are Aboriginal or European Australian 
or whether we come from another country?  Do members realise that in many cases when people born in 
England or the United States go overseas they generally mix mainly with one another.  Should English-speaking 
Australians who go overseas be required to give up their language?  Is the issue about other people having an 
appearance that we think is acceptable?  Do these issues have some relevance to defence?  Many people in our 
community are worried that the changes in the international economic regime mean that it is no longer possible 
within individual countries, including Australia, to maintain some sort of cultural identity.  That includes 
people’s use of language, the availability of films, and people’s capacity to enjoy the arts of their culture.  Under 
the World Trade Organisation it is more and more difficult to include local content in advertisements, films and a 
range of other media such as literature and so on.  In many ways we are seeing the destruction of culture and of 
lifestyles.  It has nothing to do with refugees; it is about the material that is being forced down our throats via the 
television by films and advertisements.  The issue is not about protecting the Australian way of life; it is about 
the threat to world security.  

The motion moved by Hon Giz Watson is about the real issues of concern about the national missile defence 
system.  I am very pleased to see that at least within the Labor Party there are signs that it believes those missile 
defence treaties should be maintained.  The Greens wholeheartedly agree with that.  Some very strange debates 
have occurred on this issue in the past couple of weeks.  Hon Peter Foss made a speech that I will describe as 
one boasting that his buddies have the biggest nuclear weapons.  Does that imply there is a Collins-class 
submarine in his pocket or is he just pleased to see us?  It is boys’ toys stuff; it is not about making the world 
safer.  It is about linking in to a global concept that storing nuclear weapons or having strong allies with nuclear 
weapons, who not only threaten to use them but are also prepared to use them, will make us stronger and safer in 
the world.  Clearly we do not believe that. 

I believe that the world court considers the threat of the use of weapons of mass destruction to be illegal.  There 
is a strong belief within the world court that should this case finally be considered properly it will be found that 
the use or threat of the use of nuclear weapons is illegal, as would be any weapon of mass destruction, because 
those weapons are indiscriminate.  

It would be a much better idea to make a decision about whether Australia is safer by simply supporting the 
national missile defence system.  My colleague Hon Giz Watson gave clear evidence in her speech that 
Australia’s security is not strengthened - in fact, the very opposite - by not standing out clearly in the world arena 
and saying that the Americans’ national missile defence system is dangerous to not only Australia’s security but 
also world security.  Since that motion was moved, the fallout from the events of 11 September have become 
more of a threat to Australia’s security.  The threat would be even greater if Australia were stupid enough to 
support any further plans in relation to Iraq.  I fervently hope some commonsense will prevail before that.  

Multilateral disarmament requires real leadership.  It is time that the holders of nuclear weapons got together and 
decided on a firm timetable for the complete removal and destruction of all nuclear weapons.  If Australia wants 
to be able to speak with authority at any stage in the world community its voice must be clear and unequivocal.  
It must not show double standards.  It must have a clear standard that applies to all countries, whether they be 
Israel, India, Pakistan, the United States, France, China or countries which formed the former Soviet Union.  The 
issue is clear from the Greens (WA) point of view.  It is an issue about taking a clear and principled stance; it is 
not an issue about a country’s buddies having more nuclear weapons or saving money.  When we linked into the 
United States defence strategy, we were required to purchase frigates and Collins-class submarines.  It has been 
made clear by defence analysts that these are not for the protection of Australia, but are part of a mass regional 
war strategy.  We should have had better border protection, aerial surveys and patrol boats a long time ago.  
However, we put money into frigates and Collins-class submarines, which are massive white elephants.  We 
could have been spending that money much better on areas such as regional security for drugs.  We did not do 
that because we flagged as sycophantic followers of a nuclear weapons State.  It is not about whether we are 
enemies or friends of the United States; I do not believe our relationship with the US would change if Australia 
took a principled stand.   

I applaud New Zealand for having the guts to stand up to the US and not follow along as sycophants.  It is my 
belief and that of many other people that the ANZUS treaty never required a signatory to simply allow the 
introduction of nuclear warships into its harbour.  The treaty never stated anything like that.  It simply required 
those countries to consult with each other about possible threats.  There was nothing in the treaty about visits by 
nuclear warships.  If countries were true allies, there would be some requirement to advise whether there were 
nuclear weapons on those ships.  However, there was such a great friendship between the United States and New 
Zealand and the United States and Australia under ANZUS, that the United States refused to officially tell 
Australia whether their ships were carrying nuclear weapons.  That is not a friendship.  That is one country 
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bullying another country and saying that this is all about treaties and protection.  I believe that in the case of an 
international threat, the United States would be nowhere to be seen in offering protection to Australia.   

The issue is clear, and it is in the words of the original motion, not in the watered-down version of the Labor 
Party’s amendment.  The final contribution by my colleague Hon Giz Watson will clarify that.  The issue for the 
Greens is about taking a principled stand and we would like the Labor Party to present its views on that 
principled stand, and not on some wishy-washy parenthood statement that we know most people will support but 
that does not get to the nub of the issue.   

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [10.32 am]:  When Neville Chamberlain came back from 
Germany after speaking with Hitler he, too, believed that there would be peace on earth.  It did not happen.  
Unfortunately, the Greens have buried their heads in the sand.  The Greens (WA) believe that if we hold up a 
sign that reads that Australia is nuclear free, that is exactly what will happen.  Any attempt to counter the 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction is laudable.  However, although we can ensure that we do not have 
them, we cannot ensure that our enemies do not have them.  That is the difficulty.  If the Greens have a message 
to give to the world, do not bother saying it here - go to the people who have these weapons of mass destruction -  

Hon Dee Margetts:  Who is your enemy?   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Apart from the Labor Party and the Greens, there are plenty of them!  That is why the 
Greens party cannot afford to bury its head in the sand.  We also hear of strong treaties - that too is laudable.  
They are words written on a piece of paper, and everyone will jump up and say “Yes, that is exactly what we 
will follow”.  Two thousand years ago someone wrote 10 laws on a piece of stone and people are still breaking 
them.  Any laws that we enact in this Parliament, and any that are enacted in Canberra, will be totally ignored by 
many people in the world.  Young people, both in this Parliament and in Australia, have never had it so easy.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The point is that we need a defence policy.  We need an army, navy and air force.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich should not show her ignorance.  She has not made a very good 
start to the day, given that we have only just begun today’s session.   

What about the world court?  The world court will say that it is very, very wrong to have weapons of mass 
destruction.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  It is.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Fine.   

Hon Giz Watson interjected.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  We have enacted many laws in this place making certain actions illegal.  Why are there 
people in our jails?  Because they have broken the law.  It is all very well to say that we should be independent 
and ignore everyone else in the world.  What percentage of the world population does Australia have compared 
with the rest of the world?  The Greens want us to cocoon ourselves, ignore what everyone is doing and put up 
the shutters and tell people not to come our way.   

Hon Giz Watson:  We’re not.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Does Hon Giz Watson want nuclear-powered ships in our ports?   

Hon Giz Watson:  No.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  If Australia were invaded, would Hon Giz Watson want them then?   

Hon Giz Watson:  No.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Hon Giz Watson would give up Australia to any other country -  

Hon Giz Watson interjected.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Oh dear, oh dear, oh dear!   

I would like Hon Giz Watson to explain the Greens’ defence policy and what that policy would include if 
Australia were invaded.  I would like to know how the Greens would convince the people of Australia that they 
could sleep easily at night, knowing that it was a Greens’ policy defending them.  The majority of people in 
Australia are more than comfortable with the fact that we have an alliance with the US.  I do not want to 
continually go down this particular path.  I will leave it to the Greens to explain to us its defence policy.   
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However, I leave members with one thought - this is something that has been said for a considerable time and 
should not be forgotten - the price of peace is eternal vigilance.  Lest we forget.   

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [10.37 am]:  I wish to talk about some of the lunacy that has 
come from the other side of the Chamber.  The Bush Administration has so far spent $8.3 billion on a missile 
defence system that has failed to work on the two occasions that it has been tested.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Go and get yourself elected to Congress and complain about it there.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Let me finish.  That $8.3 billion has nothing to do with America’s ordinary defence 
program; this money was spent on one specific project that has so far failed to work.  It is this type of process 
that brought about the whole expansion of the nuclear arms race in the first place.  If, at the time that Russia had 
proposed its missile defence system America had told Russia that it would not go down the track of expanding 
its arsenal, and that as a result there would have been no need for Russia to expand its missile defence system, 
we would not be in this position today.  That whole process led to the expansion of the nuclear arms industry that 
we have today.  President Putin and others have told America that because it has embarked on a missile defence 
system against them - because it is against Russia and China and not the rogue States - they will have to expand 
and develop their nuclear arsenals to combat the ballistic missile defence system.  Therefore, it is about the 
expansion of the nuclear arms race - it is not about defence.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  This motion has been about preventing one of our allies from having port access -  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That is one aspect of the motion.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  And by way of interjection we have heard that this ally would not be allowed to visit our 
ports in a time of war when this country was under threat.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members! I bring to the attention of members that the House is considering the 
proposed amendment.  Obviously, debate has strayed on to the principal motion, but I remind members that what 
is actually before the Chair at the moment is the proposed amendment.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Having been involved, and proudly so, in the anti-nuclear alliance in Western 
Australia, I know that one of the global problems at the moment - partly as a result of the 11 September terrorist 
attacks - is that Governments around the world now have to make adequate preparation to defend nuclear 
facilities.  All nuclear facilities, whether they be ships or power stations, will be future potential targets of 
terrorist attack.  That causes me a great deal of concern: firstly, because terrorists should not be making those 
sorts of threat; and, secondly it is a destabilising condition when those elements we vehemently oppose as posing 
a great risk to society - nuclear power plants - are still being manufactured and expanded. 

Recently the French nuclear-powered submarine Pearl visited Western Australia.  I spent some time reviewing 
the contingency plans of the state and federal Governments, in the event of a nuclear malfunction on board the 
ship.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  Did you ask them?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Yes, we did, and we obtained the policies, which are enlightening.  Should a 
malfunction occur in a nuclear ship, the policy holds that it does not matter, because the naval base is two 
kilometres from the mainland.  A malfunction, in this scenario, could be a cracked reactor or a nominal leak.  We 
went further and asked what would happen if what is referred to as critical leak occurred.  That is not a 
meltdown.  The comment was that it would not happen.  We went further and asked what the contingency plans 
would be if it did happen.  The contingency plans state that the likelihood of this happening is non-existent, and 
therefore there is no contingency plan.  We went further and asked what would happen in the event of a 
meltdown - a sunken submarine with a cracked reactor vessel that could not be cooled, resulting in a meltdown.  
The response was that everybody in the Fremantle area would have to be evacuated.  We asked if there was any 
contingency plan for that and were told that it was never considered to be a risk.  Unfortunately, this applies to 
any visiting nuclear-powered ship of any nationality, whether it be a warship, a commercial vessel or a 
submarine.  The unfortunate thing is that that is deemed acceptable.  In my book, it is not.  Many nuclear 
accidents and suspected meltdowns have occurred around the world.  It is not acceptable that our community is 
placed at risk of a nuclear meltdown in Australian waters.  As such, I support the motion that no nuclear-
powered vessels be allowed into Western Australian ports.  

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [10.44 am]:  I really wonder, listening to some of the absolute garbage 
that has come out today, whether this place has already been invaded from outer space.  When I was a child there 
were comic books about Martians invading, and I really wonder if that has not already happened.  Flower power 
and all this sort of rubbish -  
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Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Where were you in the 1960s?  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Which year in the 1960s would Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich like to know about?  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I think the House is being distracted from the proposed amendment.  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I do not mind being distracted.  

Members are probably a bit fed up with me telling them that I am a little older than most of them, but it does not 
worry me.  I am a little older, and that gives me the benefit of a little more experience than some other people.  
On this subject, I do have more knowledge.  I have told the House a little about my father’s occupation.  I have 
read some of the papers that he was able to release in subsequent years, when he was no longer bound by 
secrecy.  Maybe Hon Robin Chapple should read them, because he is talking absolute claptrap.  My father, 
twice, was selected by the western world, at the request of the United States and French Governments, to decide 
whether the West went to war against the Soviet Union.  The politicians had bowed out of the subject, and it was 
left to my father to decide if the West went to war.  The West did not have to go to war, because its nuclear 
strength and technology were stronger than that of the East.  We have the security because of the threat of 
nuclear war. 

Some years after my father retired, a lecturer from the Australian Defence Force Academy gave him a talk about 
nuclear weapons.  That happened to be less than one year after three federal cabinet ministers came from 
Canberra to ask my father’s advice on whether Australia should purchase the F111 aeroplanes.  My father 
replied on that occasion that, within six months of leaving his NATO appointment, he was out of date.  This 
would have occurred in the mid 1960s.  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich asked about the 1960s.  The defence ministers 
replied that they realised that, but that my father was the most up-to-date person in Australia. 

The Australian Prime Minister is not informed by the Americans about their nuclear technology.  In my father’s 
time, Sir Harold Wilson, the British Prime Minister, was not informed.  The security people could not afford to 
let a Labour Prime Minister who had made 22 trips to Moscow since the Second World War become fully 
informed on defence matters.  Hon John Fischer made a suggestion to the House about nationality and loyalty, 
and that is exactly the point.  The man who was number three in MI5 told me, on the farm, that Harold Wilson 
had made 22 trips to Moscow; that many trips are not necessary just to see the tourist sites.  The British secret 
service followed Wilson everywhere he went, because he was untrustworthy.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  Do you support that approach - of the security forces not keeping the Prime Minister 
advised?  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  If there was very good reason for believing the Prime Minister to be suspect, there 
would be no choice.  

Hon Giz Watson:  Who should decide?  

Hon Dee Margetts:  NATO!  NATO should decide who is a safe Prime Minister and who is not!  Whoopee-doo! 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It has nothing to do with NATO.  Hon Dee Margetts is once again opening her mouth 
on a subject she knows absolutely nothing about, and she is advertising her ignorance.  Let us wave a few 
flowers and everything will be safe again!  It is pathetic to hear those members talk.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Have there been any Australian Prime Ministers who could not be trusted? 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I would not know, but I expect so.   

In spite of all the treaties about non-proliferation, members opposite do not know whether Australia has any 
nuclear weapons. 

Hon Giz Watson:  You do? 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Of course I do not, but I know how the system works.  Australia may very well have 
them and we not know about it.   

When the Australian Government asked my father’s advice on whether it should buy the F111s, he said that he 
had basically got his information out of the newspaper, which was not quite right, because he had more 
information than that.  He said that the F111 was purely a delivery system for a nuclear weapon and that he 
could not see a lot of point in having the delivery system if Australia did not have the weapon.  He said that the 
F111s would be totally unsuitable for anything else.  The Government bought the F111s.  In Vietnam they 
proved to be totally useless for the reconnaissance work they were used for.  One might read between the lines 
and say that our Government wanted a delivery system for a nuclear weapon - who knows?  My father was 
certainly right, however, that the original F111 was a very expensive folly and totally useless for the 
reconnaissance work it was used for. 
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I remember a lecturer from the Australian Defence Force Academy telling my father all about nuclear weapons.  
My father’s reply to this totally arrogant and ignorant man - 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  He must have been a Green. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  One would think that he probably had some affiliation.  He certainly seemed to think 
that he knew everything about everything, so there was that similarity.   

The man told my father that he would not have the vaguest clue.  At the time of my father’s retirement, within 12 
minutes of his making a phone call, a trail 200 miles wide across the whole of Europe would have existed on 
which no trees or houses stood, and no human or animal lived.  The difference between the weapons of war 
available to a NATO commander now and the 1960s is greater than the weapons available to my father and the 
bow and arrow.  People do not have the vaguest idea.  By the time a military aircraft has its first test flight, it is 
20 years out of date because it is already superseded on the drawing board. 

It is ridiculous to think that a Prime Minister could have the intricate knowledge that military personnel have.  A 
Prime Minister does not have the knowledge of the intricacies of heart transplants or the knowledge of a number 
of other issues.  That is why the Governments of the West picked the person they believed to be the top military 
strategist in the West.  They did not pick politicians.  Politicians have other fields of expertise, or some of them 
have. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Who should make the final decision - the politician or the military expert? 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  On two occasions about four or five years apart, those decisions were made in those 
times.  Politicians were out of the argument. 

Hon Ken Travers:  I take the point if politicians delegate the decision-making responsibility.  If politicians do not 
delegate that responsibility and they get it wrong, should the military override the politicians? 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Let us be logical about this.  Of course it should be the politicians’ decision, but at least 
the politicians in the West in those days realised that the decision was beyond their capabilities.  They 
approached the person who they felt knew.  For a French Government to request that a British military person do 
it would be something for the history books.  It would be totally against French culture.  For the Americans to do 
it would not be normal.  Nothing much will have changed.  A situation will arise in which a decision will have to 
be left to an expert or a group of experts, and certainly not ones waving flowers and going out in rubber boats to 
keep a ship out of a port, which is pathetic in the extreme.   

Hon Ray Halligan pointed out what happened prior to the Second World War when some people tried for peace 
at all costs.  It would be wonderful if it worked, but history proves that it does not.  The way to have a safe world 
is to have a balance preferably between two countries, one from the East and one from the West, which are both 
fully aware of the destructive powers of their weaponry.  If members opposite had bothered to listen to my 
maiden speech, they would have heard that my father’s forecast was that in the future, weapons of war would be 
almost purely economic.  He has been proved correct.  Because he was correct so often, Governments of both 
political persuasions in Australia came to my father for advice.  When he retired as president of the farmers 
union, John Tonkin was the Premier.  He came to my father for advice.  Sir Charles Court was the Leader of the 
Opposition at the same time.  He came to my father for advice.  Ray McPharlin, the Leader of the National Party 
at the time, also came to my father for advice.  My father was apolitical.  People could go to him knowing that he 
did not come from a politically motivated background. 

I find it hard to believe that so much of this House’s time is wasted on this drivel and claptrap that members 
opposite come up with.  I urge members not to waste any more taxpayers’ money, withdraw the amendment and 
get on with something serious that will benefit Western Australians. 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural Region) [10.59 am]:  I do not want this to sound like Fathers Day, but 
my father was a sailor during the war.  He spent 37 years in the United States Navy.  He was on the USS William 
B. Preston in Pearl Harbour anchored near the USS Arizona when it went down.  He was transferred here as a 
senior officer on the USS Charles.  He was in Darwin when Darwin was bombed.  It was obvious to him that the 
Japanese were following him everywhere.   
I must point out the nature of the beast.  This motion is about slapping the Americans in the face with a wet fish.  
I know how the Americans feel about us, because I go to the United States every couple of years to spend quite a 
bit of time with my father on his farm.  I travel to the main naval base in San Diego, where my father is 
welcomed as a 37-year senior officer of the United States Navy.  The Americans love the Australian people.  
They look upon us as brothers and allies.  If anything happened to Australia, I have no doubt that the Americans 
would come under full steam.  The motion states that American warships should not be able to come into our 
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harbours.  How ridiculous!  A warship with enough firepower to wipe Australia off the face of the earth could 
anchor just off Rottnest.  Why not let them in? 
The Americans praise Australians for the hospitality and kindness they experience here.  My mother was 
obviously kind; she married an American when he came to port.  We cannot keep belting the Americans.  They 
have set themselves up as the police officers of the world to maintain peace.  There is no way known that any 
foreign power would want to bomb an American nuclear warship in Australia.  This would be the last place on 
earth that would happen.  If anyone intended to bomb an American nuclear warship, it would happen in the 
United States or the United Kingdom, which have large populations, not an isolated place like Australia.  To 
deny the Americans access to our ports would be despicable.   
The Greens (WA) should withdraw this motion.  They might think in hindsight that it is an airy-fairy motion.  It 
will appeal to many people.  
Several members interjected. 
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  If we stopped speaking in this place, we would probably reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  
Hon Ken Travers:  That’s a good idea.  If you were to stop speaking, we could vote on the motion.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Hon Giz Watson would have the Americans coming here in sailing boats and travelling 
around on bikes.  That is bizarre.  If the Greens ever get control of this Parliament, there will be no electricity - 
we will be working by candlelight - and members will be required to get here on bicycles.   

As I said, the Americans see Australians as brothers.  There is no question that they would come to our aid at the 
drop of a hat.  They may be gungho and they may not appeal to many people, but they have big hearts and they 
mean well.  They probably do the wrong thing in some cases -  

Hon Dee Margetts:  It took a while for the hat to drop during the Second World War.   

Hon John Fischer:  And we are very lucky that it eventually did. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Japan’s biggest mistake was doing what it did.  I recall my father talking about sitting 
on the USS Childs in Darwin harbour on a hot summer’s day and seeing planes approaching.  No-one thought it 
would be the Japanese.  They bombed Darwin and many people were killed.  The stern of my father’s ship was 
damaged and the ship had to be sailed to Sydney for repairs.  Two Japanese submarines where found in Sydney 
Harbour while he was there.  Again, America helped us.  We have just sunk one of our warships off Albany, 
which makes it hard for us to go anywhere.  We need the Americans.   
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


