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KOJARENA SATELLITE GROUND STATION - EXPANDED FUNCTION 
Motion 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [4.12 pm]:  I move -  

That this house - 

(1) Notes that the federal government has announced an expanded function of the joint US spy 
satellite ground station at Kojarena near Geraldton. 

(2) Notes that this expanded function will coordinate US military operations in the Middle East 
and Asia, making this the most significant military encroachment into Australia since the 
signing of the Pine Gap Treaty of 1966. 

(3) Condemns the federal government for committing to this expanded function without 
consulting with the people of Western Australia, the City of Geraldton and the Premier. 

I thank the house for accommodating that slight change of order in the motions to be moved.  This is a 
significant issue.  Even though the circumstances that caused me to put this motion on the notice paper occurred 
in February this year, the issues that are raised by the expansion of this satellite ground station at Kojarena are 
just as relevant now as they were back in February.  I remind members that on 15 February 2007, the federal 
Minister for Defence, Dr Brendan Nelson, announced that the Australian government had agreed to let the 
United States expand its military communications base at Kojarena, which is 30 kilometres east of Geraldton.  
This announcement, from what we can gather - because there is little information on this subject - was the end 
product of three years of secret negotiations between Canberra and Washington.  I remember that at the time this 
news was brought to public attention in February, it was very clear that there had been no consultation with 
either the local community in and around Geraldton, or the local authority in Geraldton.  Indeed, there had not 
even been any consultation by the commonwealth government with the Premier, as I found out from a question 
that I asked in this place about whether the Premier had been part of that decision to expand the operations of 
this military communications base.   

Members may not know very much about this base, because the very nature of spy bases is that they are 
surrounded by secrecy.  When this base at Kojarena is expanded, it will form a vital link in a new network of 
military satellites.  I doubt that we will even know when that expansion does take place, because the United 
States will do that whenever it suits it.  That new network of military satellites will enhance the ability of the 
United States to fight wars in the Middle East and Asia specifically.  The base will control two geostationary 
satellites that will be permanently stationed over the Indian Ocean.  The base will also provide front-line troops 
anywhere throughout the Middle East and Asian areas with high-quality intelligence information, graphics and 
maps.  The base will form part of a mobile user objective system, or MUOS, which is a military satellite-based 
mobile phone network.  Lockheed Martin Space Systems is the prime contractor for this program.  The MUOS is 
said to be the next generation narrow-band tactical satellite communications system designed to significantly 
improve ground communications for US forces on the move.  MUOS will replace the current narrow-band tactic 
satellite communication system, known as the ultra high frequency follow-on system, or UFO.  They like to use 
these quaint acronyms within this militarist language!  The Geraldton base will comprise three large satellite 
dishes, each 18 metres in diameter, and two small antennae, along with three small buildings to house the 
electronic infrastructure.  I am sure this base will provide the US with a very efficient and valuable tool for its 
military deployment overseas.  The location of this base near Geraldton will put it as far west as it is possible to 
go on the Australian landmass.  That means that the corresponding satellites can be put even further west over 
the Indian Ocean so that they get a particularly good view of the gulf area.   

I would now like to draw the attention of members to some comments made by Dr Philip Dorling, who is 
currently a visiting fellow at the Australian Defence Force Academy, about this announcement in February.  Dr 
Dorling has said that -  

. . . once the base was operating, it would be almost impossible for Australia to be fully neutral or stand 
back from any war in which the US was involved. 

I will repeat that, because I think it is significant -  

. . . once the base was operating, it would be almost impossible for Australia to be fully neutral or stand 
back from any war in which the US was involved. 

I want to take a moment to consider the ramifications of that statement.  If the US were to go to war with, or 
invade, a hypothetical sovereign state in the Middle East, or in Africa or Asia for that matter - which is, of 
course, possible, if not highly likely, in light of the growing tensions around Iran and the threats from the United 
States of military action in Iran - we in Western Australia would provide the US with vital military intelligence 
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from this base located 30 kilometres east of Geraldton.  The whole effectiveness of the US campaign would 
depend on the three satellite dishes located at this base.  As Dr Dorling has said, if we knocked out that ground 
station, we would knock out the whole system.  Dr Dorling went on to say that the base would have direct 
military significance and would be a military target, similar to the submarine communications base at North 
West Cape and the joint facility at Pine Gap with its missile early warning system.  This particular academic 
whom I am quoting is not some left wing anti-war activist.  He is a visiting fellow at the Australian Defence 
Force Academy who is giving us this advice.  Dr Dorling goes on to say that if the Americans were involved in 
conflict anywhere in the Indian and Pacific Oceans - basically, our half of the hemisphere - Australia would be 
directly involved in providing vital intelligence and communication links.   

Some people might say, “So what?  We have a particular relationship with the United States.  Why should we 
not provide the US with the capacity to spy where it wants around the Asia-Pacific region?”  There are some 
very good reasons that that is a very bad idea.  The first is that Australia will never have an independent defence 
policy if we provide the US with the capacity to set up bases in Australia.  Probably unlike other members in this 
place, I have attempted to enter the Pine Gap base.  As an elected member of the Australian people, I think it is 
very reasonable that we be allowed to see what is happening at these bases within Australia.  As I am sure all 
members are aware, an ordinary member of the Australian public cannot get into Pine Gap.  An elected 
representative of the Australian public also cannot get into Pine Gap.  It is extraordinary that somewhere in 
Australia is a place that Australians are basically not only banned from entering but also are not allowed access 
to information on what functions are carried out there.  I suggest that the Geraldton spy base is also in that 
category.  I would be interested to know how many members here know of or have an interest in what goes on in 
this spy base that very few people seem to know about and that is only about 30 kilometres out of Geraldton.  
Again, it is a base that we do not have access to.  We have very limited information about what occurs there.  On 
behalf of the Greens, I cannot accept that as a reasonable proposition to basically hand over our sovereignty - 
certain areas of Australia - to other governments that are obviously not elected by the Australian public.  It does 
not matter what shade of politics one has, the issue of acceding one’s sovereignty to another country is seriously 
problematic.   

As events have unfolded in Iraq, we have seen the Australian federal government fall into lockstep with the US 
on all matters relating to international aggression and international foreign policy.  There is a significant risk in 
becoming involved in that policy, not the least that in the event of conflict, there is a very real risk that the spy 
bases in Australia will become a target for other countries that wish to prevent them from operating.  As has been 
pointed out, the new capacity at Kojarena will mean that the information that is gathered in that particular 
communication system will be absolutely vital to effective troop movements in any conflicts in the Asia-Pacific 
region that the US might be involved in.  There seem to be quite a few of those.   
We know that the Howard government is extremely eager to please the United States.  We should not be 
surprised that the Prime Minister has acceded to this request for another eavesdropping base in Australia.  Dr 
Nelson has already suggested that more ground stations could be built in other locations in Australia.  This is a 
huge worry.  Where do we go with our relationship with the US?  Is it a matter of saying that because we have 
Pine Cap and North West Cape already, we might as well provide other bases as well?  I do not accept that we 
have to do that.  We certainly do not have to accept any further propositions of foreign spy bases in Australia.  
The reality is that if we become any further compromised in military terms by allowing the US to operate bases 
from Australian territories, those bases will be targeted by the enemies of the US.  For whatever reason, there is a 
growing list of those enemies.  We will be perceived as a US deputy in the Southern Hemisphere.  I am sure we 
are already perceived that way by organisations such as Jemaah Islamiyah in Indonesia.  We will not want to 
further risk our chance of being targeted by US enemies by becoming more deeply entrenched in their military 
support systems.   
Another sinister take on this development is that Australia’s proximity to the Indian Ocean is a very valuable 
resource to the United States.  We know that the Central Intelligence Agency has a track record of propping up 
governments that it supports and undermining governments it opposes.  We only have to look at South America 
and Vietnam and, more recently, Iraq in this regard.  We understand that the US will only act to serve its own 
interests in all these situations.  The US would like to serve its own interests in all situations.  I think we all 
finally understand that.  I am saying that if we become too important to the US, if we become too integral a 
component in its military capacity, it will covertly interfere with our domestic politics to ensure its continued 
support for its bases.  If we want to retain our sovereignty as a nation, we need to be independent of US foreign 
policy.  I might just touch on that by looking at the ANZUS Treaty.  Has the ANZUS Treaty served us well?  
The ANZUS Treaty was drawn up with the intention of protecting the interests and security of the US, Australia 
and New Zealand in the Pacific region.  Since it was drawn up in 1952, the US has called on us for support in 
four wars - Vietnam, the Gulf War in 1990, Afghanistan and Iraq.  The three most recent wars were nowhere 
near the Pacific but, nevertheless, the ANZUS Treaty was raised in at least the moral arguments about why 
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Australia should be involved in those wars.  It is very clear now that the war that is currently occurring in Iraq is 
an illegal war.  Very serious stakes are involved in these close alliances.   

Let us look at Vietnam, for example.  A total of 512 Australian troops were killed between 1962 and 1973.  In 
addition to these casualties, approximately 2 400 soldiers were injured, and many others have suffered the long-
term effects of Agent Orange poisoning and other traumas; I refer here to not just Australian and other troops, 
but also the Vietnamese population as well.  Australia’s peak commitment was 7 672 combat troops.  To achieve 
these numbers, Australia had to reintroduce conscription in the face of significant public opposition to the war.  
What benefits did we derive from our involvement in the Vietnam War?  Did we help make South East Asia a 
better place?  Did we avert a security threat to Australia from the so-called yellow peril?  Has the sky fallen since 
the fall of Saigon?  I do not think so.  A total of 1.4 million soldiers from both sides lost their lives in this war, 
along with devastating civilian casualties of between one million and four million people.  Who put us there?  
The Menzies Liberal-National government in 1962, at the request of the US.  Who ended national conscription?  
The Whitlam government as one of its first acts in late 1972.   

We now move on to Afghanistan.  The US requested that Australian troops aid the US-led invasion after the 9/11 
terrorist attacks.  The October 2001 invasion was intended to root out the leaders of Al-Qaeda and to overthrow 
the ruling Taliban after it refused to hand over Osama bin Laden.  The invasion was codenamed Operation 
Enduring Freedom.  They got the enduring part right at least.  The Taliban was overthrown in December 2001 
but a guerrilla war ensued with the Taliban and other resistance groups.  It has now endured for nearly six years 
and a major combined Taliban resistance resurgence is now anticipated.  It is interesting to see that Afghanistan 
is now returning to be one of the world’s major exporters of opium.  That was one of the downsides of getting rid 
of the Taliban. 

The Howard government has recently agreed to increase our deployment to 1 000 troops.  Mr Howard said, “We 
are not losing the war but we will not win it without renewed and increased efforts and that is why we are 
playing our part.”  Mr Howard tells us to be prepared for Australian casualties and that should be understood by 
the Australian public.  Who put us there?  The Howard Liberal-National government in 2001 at the request of the 
US.  Who will get us out?  Neither the Howard government, nor, apparently, a Rudd Labor government based on 
current ALP policy.   

I touched on Iraq and I have spoken about Iraq in this place before.  It is obviously the most pertinent war that 
Australia has been drawn into as a result of our lockstep approach with US foreign policy.  We can thank the 
ANZUS Treaty for drawing us into a war on Iraq as well, although nowhere near the Pacific again.  Australia 
currently has 900 personnel in Iraq.  It is estimated that between 61 294 and 67 243 Iraqi civilians have died so 
far in this war.  It is very hard to get firm figures.  Through our involvement in the “coalition of the willing”, we 
are complicit in these civilian deaths.  Who are the willing, by the way?  The Howard government committed our 
nation to this course.  No mandate was given exclusively or implicitly at the 2001 election for this war.  No 
plebiscite was held to determine the nation’s view on whether we should help the United States to invade Iraq.  
Recently held opinion polls show an overwhelming desire to withdraw our troops from Iraq, but, as Mr Howard 
repeatedly tells us, he intends that we stay the course in what is another unwinnable war. 

Let us be very mindful that this is an illegal war.  The United Nations has made that very clear.  There is no 
doubt that it is not only the United Nations that has made the clear ruling that the war in Iraq was an illegal 
invasion.  Who put us there?  It was the Howard Liberal-National government in 2003.  Who will get us out?  It 
will not be the Howard government.  We can be sure of that.  Perhaps a Labor government with support from the 
Greens is our only hope for an exit in the medium term.  The question is: does the US alliance serve us well?  I 
do not think so.  We have been drawn into four wars on the basis of this alliance, and three of them have been 
unwinnable.   
The current administration in the US is derided and despised by many around the world.  I am exceedingly 
thankful to the American forefathers in that the US Constitution sets in place a limit of two terms for any one 
President.  Unfortunately, the action of one administration in an eight-year period has caused intractable damage 
to all security.  We have been dragged along in this by association, and now our children are growing up worried 
about the threats of terrorism.  We cannot catch a train without being asked to look suspiciously at unattended 
bags.  The US likes to paint the world as good versus evil, but the reality is that there are many sides to the story 
and the US is plainly not as pure as the driven snow.  The desire to preserve the superpower position and the 
methods it employs not surprisingly cause unsympathetic reactions among their adversaries.  In another graphic 
example of the US interpreting our alliance to suit its own interests, the details on the Geraldton base deal 
emerged on the same day as the US told Australia it would not allow even its key allies, including Australia, to 
buy its best fighter aircraft, the F22 Raptor.  

The point I want to make is that I think it is a matter that goes unnoticed by the majority of the population of 
Western Australia that we have facilities on Western Australian soil where spying on other sovereign nations 
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occurs on a minute-by-minute basis.  The capacity of these sorts of facilities to eavesdrop on every mobile phone 
conversation, if they chose to, and to provide a very high quality surveillance of significant areas of the planet, is 
technically extraordinary to contemplate, but this is very real and this happening only 30 kilometres out of 
Geraldton.  I guess a lot of people might think: so what?  I think it is a significant activity to be occurring in 
Western Australia.  If people stopped to think about the implications for Australian security, our capacity to have 
an independent foreign policy that is not necessarily linked to American foreign policy is severely compromised.  
Even if, as a democratic country, we decided to agree with some of the American foreign policy decisions or 
choices, by providing a place for a spy base to be established and run without even providing the scrutiny that I 
think would be the minimal requirement, it means that we are accepting, without the capacity to question, those 
sorts of activities.   

I do not know if other members have had the opportunity or even chosen to see a film that was recently in the 
cinemas called The Lives of Others, which was about the spying in East German by the Stasi secret police.  It is 
an extraordinary film, if members are interested, dealing with the social and personal impacts of the obsession 
and policy of surveillance and spying.  In this case it was about spying on a whole range of people in the general 
populace, but I think it is not something that we need to simply put from our mind and say that it is not an issue 
that we are interested in or that affects us.  We can go about the days of our lives and, arguably, not be affected 
by the fact that there is a wholly US controlled spy base just outside of Geraldton.  It does impact on 
international events and on international relations.  It does mean that Australia is not seen as being its own 
country with its own separate position on questions of military matters or foreign policy.  It means that Australia 
is simply seen as a site for American influence in this particular part of the world.  I do not think that is good.  It 
would not matter which country it was that was choosing to have military bases on Australian soil.  I think that it 
is fundamentally wrong to host those bases here in Australia.  It has, and will continue to have, a significant 
impact on Australia’s relations in the Asia-Pacific region, because we are not seen as independent.  We are not 
seen as being able to go to international forums and have a position that is independent of the United States.  
Therefore, it means that Australia is somehow inextricably linked with whatever happens to be the flavour of the 
foreign policy of the government of the day in the United States. 

It is essential that the state government, and indeed the community of Western Australia, has a greater 
involvement and understanding of the operations of a facility such as North West Cape.  I realise North West 
Cape now, at least in theory, is a joint facility, but I think that most Western Australians still do not know exactly 
what activities occur there.  The expansion of the capacity at Kojarena, which has now been foisted on Western 
Australia, should not go unnoted in the Western Australian Parliament.  At least it should be said that somebody 
stood and said that she did not accept that an area of Western Australia, which is fenced and inaccessible to 
Western Australians, should have a foreign power base that spies on other sovereign counties.  If I can do 
anything about getting bases such as Kojarena closed, I will continue to work to that end, and I will continue to 
take that position, particularly in relation to Pine Gap, because we need to take seriously these issues about 
surveillance of other countries, how we do it, what we know about it and what sort of democratic controls there 
are on any of those activities.  This makes me touch on the debate we had in this place a month ago about so-
called antiterrorism measures.  This most significant problem with all these matters is that democratically elected 
members and the community in general are not privy to the supposed information on which these laws are put 
forward.  This is the problem when there is increased emphasis on surveillance and spying and all the 
underhanded tactics that are supposedly needed to operate in the world.  We need to have a complete rethink 
about that as a policy direction.  How can we possibly be seen by our Asia-Pacific neighbours as friends and a 
friendly nation if we facilitate spying on them?  How would we feel if there were spy bases in Indonesia or 
somewhere nearby that were listening in on our domestic phone conversations in Australia?  I suggest that we 
would not look very kindly on it at all. 
Hon Norman Moore:  How do you know that there is not? 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  There might be. 
Hon Norman Moore:  Maybe the federal government does know. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  Maybe it should tell us. 
Hon Norman Moore interjected. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  That is a bit like the argument about nuclear weapons: they have one, so we get one and 
then they get two, so we get three, and so it goes on.  I am just suggesting that if we are to have respectful 
relations between nations, any escalation in spying is a negative in that equation.  I am not talking about 
surveillance that is being carried out by Australians; I am talking about surveillance that is being carried out by 
the Central Intelligence Agency.  We will never know what it is doing.  I am not even sure that it knows what it 
is doing.  It is going one step further to allow another nation to use Australia as an outpost for its target practice 
in places such as Lancelin, which is how we are largely viewed in American foreign policy, and as somewhere to 
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put a spy satellite ground station and to refuel its aircraft carriers and other military hardware.  That is really 
what Australia amounts to in United States foreign policy. 

I will conclude my comments at this point, but I think it is extraordinary that the federal government can simply 
announce that there will be a significant expansion of this spy base near Geraldton without having had any 
communication or consultation with Western Australians about it, and can simply say that that is what we are 
getting and it will not tell us what is going on there.  I think that is unacceptable. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [4.42 pm]:  I thank Hon Giz Watson for moving 
this motion.  I thought it might be helpful, particularly given some of the questions that Hon Giz Watson asked, 
for me to advise the house about the station and what is entailed there, to the extent that I am entrusted with that 
information and am able to share it.  The Australian defence satellite communication station is, as Hon Giz 
Watson mentioned, located at Kojarena, which is near Geraldton, just north of the line between Geraldton and 
Mullewa.  Indeed, it is quite a remarkable sight flying between Geraldton and Mullewa, particularly in the 
winter, because the structure of the satellite communication station is a series of round domes that look very 
much like huge golf balls.  As a person flies over the area with a green background in winter, which, again, is 
very pleasant when it happens, the sight of these different-sized white golf balls is quite intriguing for someone 
who does not expect to see them. 

The station is viewed by the commonwealth as an integral part of the strategic alliance that we have with the 
government of the United States of America.  The Western Australian government, for the record, is also a 
strong supporter of our alliance with the United States of America.  On 15 February 2007, the federal Minister 
for Defence, Hon Dr Brendan Nelson, released a statement in which he announced that the commonwealth had 
agreed to host a ground station for a US strategic and military satellite communications system at the Australian 
defence satellite communication station at Kojarena.  The information that I will give is largely drawn from his 
statement.  The new ground station will be sited within the grounds of the existing Australian defence satellite 
communication station, but it will be unrelated to the existing activities that are performed there.  Those 
activities will remain under separate Australian control.  The new ground station will be part of the mobile user 
objective system, the MUOS, which, in perhaps oversimplified terms, will be a satellite-based mobile phone 
network.  The ground station at Kojarena will comprise three small buildings housing the electronic 
infrastructure, the power generation plant and spare parts, and three 18-metre satellite dishes and two smaller 
antennae covering an area of approximately 12 000 square metres, which is less than the size of two and a half 
rugby fields, so it is quite a small facility.  Once completed, the new ground station will be unmanned.  It will 
require only call-out contractor maintenance.  It is not a base staffed with US military personnel.  It will be a 
joint Australian-US ground station.  It will not be a US military base.  The facility will be hosted, as all other 
Australian-US joint facilities are, on the basis of the full support and concurrence of the commonwealth 
government. 

I will briefly outline to the house the other joint Australian-US facilities around the country, because I think it is 
necessary to have a sense of context about what exists in Australia as a result of our alliance with the United 
States.  The most prominent of those facilities is the joint defence facility at Pine Gap.  Western Australia has the 
naval communications station, the Harold E. Holt base, which is a radio relay station.  It passes messages 
between Australian and US command centres and their respective ships and submarines in the Indian Ocean and 
in the western Pacific.  It became a joint facility in 1974, and since May 1999 it has operated as an Australian 
facility to which the United States has full access.  The final joint facility is the joint geological and geophysical 
research station, which is part of the international monitoring system of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban 
Treaty.  As well as monitoring what might be test weapons of a nuclear capacity, it also monitors earthquakes.  It 
is jointly operated by Geoscience Australia and the United States Air Force. 

There has been some criticism of the commonwealth government’s announcement on the basis of a lack of 
consultation with both state and local governments.  I can confirm that the state government was not consulted 
about the additions to the Kojarena satellite station.  I am also able to confirm that the former Shire of 
Greenough, in which the existing facilities are situated, was not consulted before the announcement was made.  
The state government recognises that negotiations on the future expansion of the joint military facilities are 
normally secret.  We recognise the right of the commonwealth to engage in decision making on matters that 
relate to defence and foreign treaties.  That right is enshrined in the Australian Constitution.  However, from a 
practical perspective, it would have been helpful if the commonwealth had consulted with the relevant state and 
local government agencies prior to publicly announcing the decision to site the facility where it did.  My 
colleague in the other place, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, has long argued that the 
commonwealth should consult on a whole range of issues.  Even though it has no legal responsibility or 
imperative to consult on those issues, it nonetheless should consult, particularly on planning issues concerning 
land controlled by the commonwealth.  A prime example of this is the disgraceful way in which the 
commonwealth has handled the Perth Airport industrial land. 
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In the case of the Kojarena satellite station, I agree with the public comments that have been made by my 
colleague the member for Geraldton about the need for consultation on infrastructure and housing issues during 
the construction phase.  There was no consultation phase.  I also join with the member for Geraldton in 
welcoming the significant benefits for the local community, at least during the construction of the new facility.  
The state government is specifically not concerned about claims that the new facility will increase the risk of a 
terrorist attack.  Claims of this nature need to be put into perspective.  Curtin University strategic affairs analyst 
Alexey Muraviev - that would have been a really funny statement about 10 years ago - stated in the Midwest 
Times on 22 February 2007 that there were elements of paranoia in suggestions about Geraldton becoming a 
terrorist target.  It is his view that terrorists are more likely to attack less secure and more high-profile targets 
with high concentrations of people.  Our experience has been that terrorist attacks have been concentrated on 
what are now known as the soft targets, rather than the hard targets.  A military target of this nature is, by 
definition, a hard target.  The Western Australian government will continue to urge the commonwealth 
government to work towards using a collaborative partnership approach in its dealings with the United States, to 
benefit both Australia and the United States.  This approach should include state and local government input on 
local issues created by actions similar to the Kojarena decision.   

There is an issue here about whether it is proper for the commonwealth to consult with other government 
authorities in the rest of Australia.  The law and the Australian Constitution are quite clear that the 
commonwealth government is not required to consult, but that does not mean that it would not be a more 
beneficial arrangement if the commonwealth chose to consult with both state and local governments, where that 
consultation does not in any way impinge upon or impede the process of negotiation and implementation of joint 
facilities, where there may be quite sensitive military and intelligence issues.  Nobody in Western Australia, and 
I am sure nobody in local government, would want to see the commonwealth pressured into doing things that 
might impede the work it must do with our allies on facilities in Australia.  However, where that situation does 
not arise, given the inoffensive nature of this facility as a mobile phone relay station, I would have thought that it 
could have been a much smoother and easier process had there been a degree of consultation, so that people can 
understand - albeit no more than has been released by the federal minister and what I have just released to the 
house.  There is no condition or stricture on that; it was a public statement by the federal Minister for Defence.  
If those statements can be made post facto, why can they not be made internally and under confidence 
arrangements with state and local governments?  Then we would all feel much more comfortable about those 
arrangements.  It may also encourage state and local government levels to assist the process, making it better and 
more productive.  While we acknowledge the propriety and necessity of facilities such as these, we would like 
the opportunity to consult with the commonwealth on them, perhaps even at a limited level.  We would like to 
know, and the community of Western Australia would feel much more comfortable if that were the case. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.56 pm]:  I have listened to 
the debate so far with great interest, and this is one of those rare occasions on which I agree almost entirely with 
the Leader of the House.  As a federalist, I support the proposition put forward by the Leader of the House that 
the federal government has certain responsibilities under the Constitution, and the rest belong to the states.  In a 
funny sort of way, the same thing applies to what Parliaments do.  There is a propensity, at least on the part of 
the Greens (WA), to use this house as a vehicle for debates on national issues.  This is not the first time this has 
occurred.  Because of her very happy nature, Hon Giz Watson does not provoke in me the kind of anger that 
some of her former colleagues did whenever the house debated these sorts of matters, so I will not put on one of 
those performances that might have happened in the past, when some of Hon Giz Watson’s former colleagues 
talked about how dreadful the United States was.  If the Greens (WA) want to debate national issues, the place 
where that should happen is the Senate.  If Hon Giz Watson wants to seek election to the Senate, I would be 
happy to facilitate her replacing that Greens senator, Bob Brown.  If that can be achieved, it would be a great 
advance in the Senate, but obviously it will not happen. 

We are confronted in the house today with an issue that is really none of our business, in the sense of the 
legislative capacity of this house to deal with the matters raised in the motion.  I would much prefer that this 
house used its time debating those matters on which it can actually make a difference.  We cannot make a 
difference on the federal government’s defence powers or the Kojarena satellite ground station.  They are clearly 
issues within the prerogative and responsibility of the federal government, and it is for the federal Parliament to 
debate the appropriateness or otherwise of the federal government’s actions.  It is for this house and this 
Parliament to debate the appropriateness or otherwise of the state government’s behaviour.  We could be 
debating countless thousands of things that I can think of relating to the state government’s activities and the 
way in which it is carrying out its responsibilities. 

Having said that, I will quickly say a couple of other things.  I do not know why the Greens have the attitude 
they hold towards the United States.  It saddens me a little, because the history of the relationship between 
Australia and the United States shows it has been very worthwhile for the security of Australia.  Indeed, the 
relationship Australia has with the United States is also important for Australia’s future security.  To suggest 
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that, when the United States and Australia come to some agreement on managing that strategic alliance, the 
detail of what they intend to do should be discussed with state and local governments, defies logic.  When 
dealing with these sorts of matters, we should not tell anybody, because at that moment we tell our potential 
enemies what we are going to do.  Regrettably, there are potential enemies in the world.  The world of spying 
exists in response to the fact that the world is not the sort of place Hon Giz Watson might like it to be.  Some 
nations, for reasons that escape me, want to persecute their own, or cause significant problems for other nations.  
I would be very happy, for example, if the United States decided to go to Zimbabwe and do something about that 
man who is destroying his nation, but I do not know what would be said about that if that is what the United 
States did.  However, when the United States acts as a policeman for the world, it gets abused, but when it does 
not do anything about people like Mugabe, it also gets abused. 

Hon Giz Watson:  Why doesn’t it do what the UN suggests rather than doing it unilaterally? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The United Nations always seems to make really fantastically thought-through 
decisions that are generally based on the views of the vast majority of nations that have a different view from 
that of the United States.  I do not know why the United Nations does not do something about Zimbabwe; I do 
not know.  However, I suspect it is because the numbers have not come down that way just yet.  It is a bit like 
some other organisations that exist in the world whereby certain nations and states within nations have numbers 
that give them a certain amount of authority in decision making. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 5260.] 
 


