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

Resumed from 28 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 PADDY EMBRY (South West) [3.07 pm]:  I initially said that I would attempt to deal with the 
paragraphs of the motion in chronological order, so I will not repeat what I have said on the first two paragraphs.  
The third paragraph, which I have not yet discussed, concerns our trade with Iraq in the case of war.  I have 
already spoken at great length in this House on my belief that an individual section of the community should not 
be held financially responsible for a community decision.  I do not feel that there is any need, at this stage, for 
me to add anything more on that point.   

The fourth paragraph of the motion interests me a little.  It states -  

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

That assertion depends on the section of international opinion with which their statements are compared.  No-one 
could ever make a statement that concurred exactly with or was directly opposed to international opinion, 
because international opinion obviously varies, probably even more so than the opinions of those in this 
Chamber.   

The fifth paragraph is interesting, and I will speak on it at length.  It states -  

The likely impact on the civilian population, particularly women and children. 
It is sad when women and children lose their lives, but I wonder why the member actually differentiated between 
women, children and men in her motion.  I have always believed that all people deserve consideration, no matter 
what their sex or age might be.  I do not see the logic in differentiating on that basis.  It is sad when civilians lose 
their lives in time of war.  It is sad when anyone loses his life prematurely, whether it be in a war, a road accident 
or a fire or flood, or, saddest of all, by suicide.  For people to become so full of despair that they take their own 
lives is sad in the extreme, especially in a country like ours that has so much to offer.  Civilian loss of life in war, 
however, is inevitable.  Governments deliberately build some of their war facilities alongside important 
buildings in towns and cities.  By doing that, they appeal to the better nature of those with whom they are at war 
not to bomb buildings such as hospitals, which are a favourite spot for governments at war near which to locate 
their headquarters.  Under the Geneva Convention, as all members know, the sides, the back and the roof of 
ambulances are painted with huge red crosses.  Unfortunately, in the Second World War, people took advantage 
of that and used trucks painted with the red crosses for general transport.  That is the problem.  There would be 
no war in an ideal world and in the next most ideal world, people would not break the rules of war known as the 
Geneva Convention, but they do.  In Europe, in particular in the last war, Governments used very old historical 
buildings, such as cathedrals, for military purposes. 
Civilian loss of life, as I have said, is inevitable in a full-scale war.  It must be remembered that there are usually 
two sides to a story.  There is a very good argument for the general population to be involved.  After all, the 
population elects the political leaders.  Civilians cannot reasonably divorce themselves from the consequences of 
their leaders’ actions, nor can they expect to be absolved from the decisions made by the Governments they 
elect, be they financial, social, law-making or war.  A relation of mine studied in Germany between the First and 
the Second World Wars.  She was at university, though I cannot remember in which city.  She boarded with two 
different families, and lived there for three or four years.  She noticed, taking evening meals in different homes, 
that consistently the boys were given meat, while the girls were not.  When she asked why, she was told that the 
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boys would one day fight for Germany.  This is a good example of how the general population is involved, and 
really needs to be involved, and to be responsible for the decisions made by their Governments.  This example 
refutes statements we hear today that the German population did not want to make war.  Of course there were 
German people who did not want war, but the general population was thirsting for it.  Not only Hitler and his 
Government wanted war; the German people who elected Hitler and his Government also wanted war.   
According to the newspapers, Saddam Hussein of Iraq was recently re-elected with 100 per cent of the vote.  It 
would be stupid in the extreme to suggest that the Iraqi population did not know what it was doing when it voted 
for him.  It could be said that the people did not have a choice; that they were scared.  A number of reasons could 
be proposed, but the Iraqi people did not vote Saddam Hussein out of office.  They did not do what was required 
of them to get rid of that wretched specimen of humanity as their political leader.  They will have to suffer the 
consequences in exactly the same way as did the Germans in the Second World War. 
From time to time, and quite recently, one reads in the newspapers, particularly in the letters to the editor, of 
criticism of the British wartime Prime Minister Winston Churchill for ordering the mass bombing of some 
German cities.  People who were not born at the time make most of that criticism.  When I was last at home, I 
spent some time trying to find a tape recording of a speech made by Air Chief Marshal Sir Arthur Harris of the 
Royal Air Force.  He was the commander-in-chief of Bomber Command in Britain for most of the Second World 
War and he was speaking at an anniversary dinner celebrating the end of the Second World War.  Most of the 
guests at the dinner were the pilots and aircrew who flew Lancaster aircraft in Bomber Command in the night-
time mass bombing raids.  Sir Arthur Harris told them in his speech that they had every reason to be proud, 
because the mass bombing, more than anything else, brought German industry to its knees, resulting in a much 
earlier conclusion to the war.  The tape went on to quote a couple of German generals who produced figures to 
prove that fewer German lives were lost than would have been the case had the war continued.  Unfortunately, I 
could not find the tape.  That happens so often when I want something and cannot remember the very safe place 
that I put it in.  I would happily have lent that tape to members to listen to.  It is an interesting part of history. 
Many Japanese, American and, most importantly, Australian lives were saved by the Americans using atomic 
weapons against Japan.  The Japanese culture regarded surrender as the ultimate disgrace.  The atomic bombs 
brought home to them the unmistakable message that they had no alternative to unconditional surrender.  It is 
well accepted that, had the war continued to be fought with conventional weapons, it probably would have 
continued for several years - six to eight years is often referred to.  The destruction, both immediate and in the 
longer term through radiation, has been a wake-up call for the rest of the world.  When the standard of living in a 
country is reasonable, it would not risk a first strike with nuclear weapons because of the possibility of 
retaliation.  The return nuclear strike would create such havoc as to prove unviable.  In other words, the price 
paid would be too high to be worthwhile.  For a number of years a number of military strategists have suggested 
that one of the best defences is to improve the standard of living of one’s neighbours to a level that they also 
have too much to lose to risk nuclear retaliation.  What is so dangerous in 2002 is that weapons of such 
destruction are in the hands of some of the more excitable races on earth.  Combined with such a poor standard 
of living, they do not have much to lose.  That is why the world cannot afford for Iraq to have such weapons.  
Managed by such a man as Saddam Hussein, with his track record, we should make no mistake that life as we 
know it may well not survive such a holocaust. 

Some time ago I told the House that the weapons available to my father in 1954 would - within minutes of his 
making a telephone call - have left a trail across Europe 200 miles wide in which no building or tree would have 
stood, and no life of any kind would have survived.  The weapons of today are unthinkably more powerful than 
the weapons of the middle of the last century. 

Idealists are so brainwashed into committing the suicide bombings that we read about so often that we lose count 
of them.  I will quote from last Saturday’s The West Australian, which carried an article about an Islamic 
educator - 

Mr Al Ar Hakim teaches Islam in a school in Iran.  Part of the reason for his visit is to give lectures on 
Islam but also to keep people informed on the political situation in Iraq and the hardships faced by the 
Iraqi people. 

He believed the Iraq Government possessed weapons of mass destruction, including chemical and 
biological weapons, and if United Nations inspectors took their jobs seriously they would uncover much 
hidden information about the Iraqi regime as well as vital details of weapons. 

The UN had a responsibility to ensure biological and chemical weapons in Iraq were not used against its 
own people. 

I would add that they also had a responsibility to make sure that they were not used against people other than 
Iraqis.  The article continues - 
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The Iraqi people were being oppressed and in 1991 more than 300,000 people were killed by their own 
government within a space of two weeks.   

Mr Al Ar Hakim said oppression in Iraq had not yet ended and there were still thousands of political 
prisoners. 

I congratulate George W. Bush on his determination to rid the world of such a threat.  I endorse Australia’s 
support.  The huge question and challenge for world leaders is what happens afterwards.  The world’s wealth is 
concentrated in too few hands.  That is why globalisation is so devastating and dangerous for the long-term 
survival of mankind.  I wonder how many of us really understand that globalisation is primarily about greed and 
power.  Some large multinational corporations have larger budgets than, for example, South Africa.  We see the 
tremendous influence the corporations bring to bear all over the so-called civilised world.  In the United States of 
America, they virtually do not pay any tax.  They pay little or no tax on their Australian profits.  We end up with 
monopolies rather than fair competition.  Fair competition is what they claim, but we end up with almost no 
competition. 

One of the advantages of the Australian system was the marvellous opportunity for someone to start from 
scratch, work hard, be honest and fair, and build an untaxed nest egg.  There was no extreme wealth or property.  
There were no beggars on the streets.  Now we have both.  Our nation’s wealth is becoming less evenly shared.  I 
suggest to the House that these are world problems.  It is claimed that approximately six million Zimbabweans 
will starve between now and the middle of next year. 

Hon Dee Margetts is obviously a pacifist.  History repeats itself and we must learn from the past.  Pacifist action 
in Europe prior to the Second World War, particularly in France and Britain, led in a major way to German 
aggression.  Germany took advantage of the weakness and lack of resolve shown by people in those two 
countries.  They were people with similar attitudes in many ways to the member.  Their intentions were good but 
they were totally unrealistic.  Peace at all costs was the catchcry.  I say to Hon Dee Margetts most sincerely that 
should our troops go to war against Iraq, she should give them her support.  They will be doing their duty, which 
they have sworn to do.  Their morale will be of paramount importance.  Theirs is a practical role, rather than 
political.  The practical role takes over when the politicians cannot reach agreement.  I ask some members not to 
let their dislike of the United States of America take priority over Australian servicemen’s welfare.  When 
interviewed by the Press, members should not make statements such as, “We shouldn’t be involved.”  The Press 
will sensationalise the issue.  When our troops read or hear such news they may start to wonder what is the 
feeling back home.  They will be living in tough conditions.  The last thing they need is reports that they do not 
have the support of the average Australian.  We need to be vocal in encouragement.  We should be pleased, 
proud and thankful that they will risk their lives so that we can continue to live in safety. 
I oppose the motion before the House.  Considering the track record of Saddam Hussein and his atrocities against 
humanity, I leave the House with the following quotation from the late Sir Winston Churchill - 

An appeaser is one who feeds a crocodile, hoping it will eat him last.   

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [3.29 pm]:  Hon Dee Margetts firmly believes in her motion 
before the House, and she also feels that members of this Parliament should express their opinions on it.  I have 
no argument with expressing an opinion on the issues included in this motion.  Whether it is the best use of the 
time of this Parliament is something for individual members to judge.  However, I have been around for a while 
now and in this instance I am reminded that at the inception of the United Nations it was intended to be - for 
want of a better way of putting it - the be-all and end-all of watchdogs for the world.  It was established to ensure 
that the issues fought over in two World Wars did not arise again.  Unfortunately, the United Nations has been a 
paper tiger.  It tends to put up its head periodically when it sees fit, and on other occasions when I and many 
others have thought that the UN should have taken action, it has tended to sit back and do exactly nothing.  There 
will always be conflict in this world; there always has been and I cannot see that changing.  It is purely a matter 
of the magnitude of that conflict.  Conflict occurs within and between countries.  At the end of the day, we all 
suggest that some things should not happen and we wish that some things were not happening but certainly, 
when they are happening, we suggest that something be done to stop them.  I do not deny that.  One may very 
well ask why the likes of George Bush and the leader of any other country should even contemplate moving into 
another country for whatever reason.  In the case of Iraq - on occasions that situation must be considered in 
isolation as well as collectively with regard to other countries - we should ask ourselves, as has already been 
asked, why we should even contemplate going into Iraq with or without the United States. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Don’t you mean the UN? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No, the US.  It has now reached a stage - 

Hon Dee Margetts:  You said the US, didn’t you mean -  
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Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I meant the US.  The UN sanctions are completely different.  George Bush has said that 
if the sanctions or the imprimatur are not provided, the US will go in any way.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  The question is about whether other countries will go in with or without the UN, not 
necessarily with or without the US.  No other country is contemplating invading Iraq - 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I was referring to Australia. 
Hon Dee Margetts:  The way you said it suggested that Australia would invade Iraq if the US was - 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I did not say “invade”; I said “going into”, which does not necessarily mean to invade.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Who is planning to go into Iraq without the US? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It comes down to the definition, and the member can have her definition and I will 
have mine.  This is all part and parcel of the conflict.  People do not talk about the issues; they do not explain 
exactly what they have in mind or their definition of certain words.  This is exactly the same situation.  I am 
suggesting that it is important that people think back to what has happened in the past.   

Last week during part of this debate we heard about certain people being sucked in - I think that was the term - 
by the rhetoric of others.  I am sure people’s memories are not that bad and they can remember when 
Chamberlain was sucked in by Hitler.  Had the United Kingdom sat back on its hands and said “It matters not 
what Hitler does; he will not invade Great Britain”, then we would have had a different ending to the Second 
World War.  Judgments must be made at all times, some of which may be right and others wrong.  However, the 
worst judgment that people can make is to sit on their hands and do absolutely nothing.  I am no war historian 
but when we look back at the Second World War, and I am sure there are many other instances, what would have 
happened if Australian troops had not gone to Papua New Guinea to stop the Japanese invasion?  What if 
Australians had buried their heads in the sand and said “If we do nothing, perhaps the Japanese will do nothing 
to us and turn back at the Coral Sea and return to Japan.”  I do not think that would have been the case.  Australia 
could have sat back and done absolutely nothing.  However, it recognised the threat just as it recognises the 
threat with Saddam Hussein and Iraq.  Some people will not view it as a threat but others will, which is why 
there is a need for dialogue.  There may not be an agreement and opinions may continue to differ, but there 
certainly should be dialogue. 
There was talk of globalisation and, again, my definition of globalisation differs from that of other members.  As 
far as I am concerned globalisation has been around for many years.  We continually hear about the so-called 
problems created by the United States of America as far as globalisation is concerned.  I have not heard many 
complaints about Japan and, yet, Japan has been moving into developing countries over many decades.  Many of 
those developing countries are totally dependent upon Japan for the grants they receive and also, as I am sure 
members are aware, in any number of those countries one sees only Japanese-made vehicles.  
Hon Dee Margetts:  Some Australian corporations act just as badly as a number of other corporations.  It is not 
about - 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I never said it was bad; I said nobody has complained about Japan having gone into 
these -  

Hon Dee Margetts:  Who said it? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I have not heard it said in debate in this place.  I have heard plenty of complaints about 
the United States of America and about how it looks after itself, its oil and so forth.  However, I have heard very 
little about Japan; I have not heard it mentioned once in a derogatory sense.  Yet, there is no doubt that Japan is 
in those countries, just as people have said that it is taking over Australia.  Many people suggest that, by stealth, 
Japan is taking over Australia.  It is buying Australian land and companies.  However, not many people are 
complaining that hard or that long about the situation.  However, as soon as the US starts to talk about something 
- 

Hon Dee Margetts:  You are not very informed on economic globalisation are you?  You do not read the web 
sites and see the kind of information that is distributed. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  If the member is saying that the web site is the teacher of all - 

Hon Dee Margetts:  No.  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is tantamount to what the member said.  Just because I have not read the web site 
- 

Hon Dee Margetts:  No, not one web site; a whole range of information -  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Why does the member not read newspapers?  Do they not tell us everything that is 
true? 
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Hon Dee Margetts:  Heavens no.  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Of course they do not.  Therefore, why should web sites tell us differently?  People 
must type in the information.  If it is misinformation, just because it is on a web site does not make it true.  The 
member should not talk to me about web sites.  She should first get some experience. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  You too, on the same subject.  You know nothing.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I have had more experience than Hon Dee Margetts will ever have.   

The PRESIDENT:  Perhaps Hon Ray Halligan should address the Chair rather than the interjector.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  If the interjector put forward a logical and rational argument, I might listen to what she 
has to say.  However, suggesting that I do not know anything because I have not looked at the web site is neither 
logical nor rational.   

During the talk about free trade, cultural sovereignty, economic destiny and a range of other issues, the finger 
has been pointed at Australia, because it looks to the United States as a partner in not only an economic sense but 
also as a watchdog that tries to protect the interests of other countries, particularly developing countries.  As I 
said earlier, the United Nations has not filled the role of watchdog.  There has been far too much genocide in the 
world and the United Nations has often sat back and done absolutely nothing to stop it.  There is no doubt that 
much work must be done.  However, putting forward a motion such as the one that is currently before the House 
will not necessarily overcome the world’s problems.   

Hon Paddy Embry also referred to our being out of step with international opinion.  I am amused by someone 
believing that when someone in another country says something that differs from the opinion of someone in 
Australia, he must be right.  However, some members of the United Nations who come from developing 
countries where human rights are under a microscope have the audacity to point the finger at Australia for 
various reasons.  It should be a matter of those who cast the first stone.   

Some of the matters referred to in the motion are difficult to quantify, such as the likely impact of war on the 
civilian population, particularly women and children.  Many factors affect a civilian population including war, 
economic sanctions and weather conditions, which often wreak havoc.  Indeed, countries such as Ethiopia and 
Eritrea suffer from drought on a regular basis.  We are continually asked to provide aid to these countries, which 
we give.  However, we tend do little to address their problems.  Time and time again we apply a bandaid 
treatment.  I am concerned about what will happen if countries that have become affluent suddenly experience 
drought and can no longer provide money or goods to other less fortunate countries.  Unless something is done 
to overcome the problems in developing countries, greater strain will be placed on those that have been 
providing aid.   

The motion refers to the threat to the livelihood of Western Australian agricultural producers and exporters.  Of 
course, there is always that possibility.  The Prime Minister recently stated that if Australia or Australians were 
threatened, he would make a pre-emptive strike in another country to stop it.  According to what I have heard on 
radio, the Prime Minister’s statement has upset some neighbouring countries.   
Hon Dee Margetts:  Not surprisingly.   
Hon Paddy Embry interjected.   
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is the whole point.  I would not say that at all.  It comes back to the old saying that 
if the shoe fits, wear it.  If it is established that a group or organisation within a country - it matters not the piece 
of ground nor who owns it - is a threat to Australia, it is incumbent on the leaders of this country to do something 
about the matter in the same way that President Kennedy did when Russian missiles were placed in Cuba thereby 
posing a threat to the United States of America.  He did not sit back and say “Place as many missiles as you like 
in Cuba and we will not lift a hand.”  As the leader of the US, it was President Kennedy’s job to protect its 
citizens from those missiles that were aimed at America.  I would expect the same from our Prime Minister.   

Hon John Fischer interjected.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Absolutely.  In fact, leaders of other countries want to be informed if we identify 
groups that pose a strong threat to Australia so that they can assist us in getting rid of them.  That is a more 
logical and rational argument.   

I turn again to the issue of globalisation.  I have my own definition of globalisation - I am sure other members 
have a different definition - which has assisted many developing countries.  I am sure that if there were no 
international trade, many developing countries would experience extreme difficulties, because internal conflict, 
not conflict with outsiders, is usually the greatest problem.  The lack of health facilities in these countries is the 
other major problem.  If developing countries are left to their own devices, they will be decimated by either war 
or a lack of health facilities.  I have already mentioned Japan and the way it has assisted some developing 
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countries with grants.  It has also encouraged them to grow crops, which are being exported to Japan and other 
countries.  Many developing countries are now manufacturing electrical goods, clothing and the like - 
admittedly, it is often with imported labour - giving their people an opportunity to learn a trade.  That process 
appears to be working reasonably well.  I repeat the word “reasonably”.  There is no utopia.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  Where is it working reasonably?  Can you name one single country in which it is working 
reasonably?   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It is working reasonably in Fiji, which exports clothing and produce.  Fiji now grows 
more produce than it can consume.  It either cuts back on production or it continues to do what it is doing 
reasonably well.  It is a country that has the right climate and rainfall for certain produce and it has now found a 
market for the products it overproduces.  This is the process that leads to international trade.  Fiji will soon look 
to import products that it has not been able to afford previously, such as motor vehicles, because Fijians would 
rather ride than walk.  I would be interested to hear why members seem so intent on not having this type of 
development take place.  From the point of view of all the developing countries, Australia is utopia.  We have 
absolutely everything, but we are denying that to some of those countries that are putting up their hands and 
saying they would also like a bit of it.    

Hon Paddy Embry interjected.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I do not deny that we are giving them our manufacturing industry.  However, we still 
have it pretty good, do we not?   
Hon Paddy Embry:  Not in the manufacturing world.   
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Does that worry the member?   
Hon Paddy Embry:  It affects jobs.   
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  What is the unemployment rate?   

Hon Paddy Embry:  Much too high.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I am not sure of the relevance of this interchange to the motion.  Perhaps 
the member might relate his comments to Iraq and the invasion of same.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That might very well come about if we have members in this Chamber who are totally 
against globalisation.  It is important that all these things be reviewed from time to time.  There is no doubt about 
that.  As I said, there is no utopia.  However, it will not help matters if we sit back and do absolutely nothing.  
Saddam Hussein has said and done many things.  If what I hear in the media is to be believed, he is giving those 
inspectors the runaround.  It has been said that those inspectors should not be trying to find their way around 
Saddam Hussein’s repositories, whether they contain the types of weapons that are expected to be found there or 
not.  One would have expected that the doors of all those establishments would have been left open for the 
inspectors to walk into.  That does not appear to be the case.  One can conclude only that there may be - I am not 
saying there is - a situation in which Saddam Hussein is trying to be duplicitous.  He said that the inspectors 
could go back to Iraq.  Admittedly, that was agreed after threats.  However, he is now trying to suggest where the 
inspectors should go.  That causes me some concern.  I do not know whether it causes other members concern.  
There is a history of things being done against people within Iraq that we would not consider acceptable.  I do 
not deny that there is also a history with a number of other countries around the world, but we are not debating 
those countries at this time.  Is it not unreasonable that we should ask Saddam Hussein to let us know exactly 
what he has in the way of biological weapons?  One would quite reasonably expect that he would advise us of 
what he has.  If he does not want to do so, other countries can assume only that he has something to hide.  If that 
is the case, it is particularly important that pressure be placed on him - or anyone else for that matter, but Iraq in 
this instance and Saddam Hussein in particular - to try to ensure that he is accountable to the rest of the world.  
That is what I was saying before about the United Nations.  I would like the United Nations to place itself in a 
position in which it could be the international court.  I would expect that if the United Nations believed, as 
George Bush, Tony Blair and many other leaders in this world believe, that Saddam Hussein has something to 
hide, it would walk in and do something about it.  Even the United Nations had to be forced to come to the table 
and listen to what was being said.   

I am not exactly sure what is expected by the mover of this motion.  Is it that we sit back and do absolutely 
nothing; that we wait until we have a problem and then try to move in?  I wonder whether the same member 
would install traffic lights in places at which people believe an accident could occur or whether she would wait 
for an accident to occur and then put in the traffic lights.  There is no doubt that civilian populations will suffer 
in some way, shape or form.  It is most unfortunate but true.  It has happened in many other countries around 
Iraq.  It has happened in Israel, the Palestinian area, Bosnia and Serbia.  It matters not which country we look at.  
Countries in the Middle East, Europe, Africa and even South America are having these problems, and the 
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civilian populations are suffering.  How can we reverse this?  How can we change it or stop it from happening?  I 
am not sure that any of those answers are forthcoming.  I am not even sure that any great efforts are being made 
to try to ensure that those things do not happen.  Again, I can only repeat that sitting on one’s hands will not help 
matters.  If people believe they will get the better of another person, they will be far more arrogant.  If they 
believe that someone is an easy target, they will be far more opportunistic.  Hon Paddy Embry quoted the late Sir 
Winston Churchill.  I have no such quote.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  I have plenty more.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am sure he has, especially as he is more military minded than I.  I do not think there is 
any doubt that the price of peace is eternal vigilance.  That means being mindful of what is going on around us.  
When we believe that something may not be as it should be, we should not only be mindful of it but also do 
something about it.  That does not necessarily mean fighting; it might mean talking, finding out and explaining 
to people that what they are doing and/or proposing is not acceptable.  Those people can then put forward their 
arguments.  Dialogue in this situation is most important.  However, the actions of individuals must relate to their 
dialogue.  I understand that Saddam Hussein says that he has no chemical or nuclear weapons; yet, he will not 
allow inspectors to inspect certain places.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  You have missed something fairly basic: what is the connection between the collapse of the 
twin towers, terrorism and Iraq?  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I do not know.  Is there one?   

Hon Dee Margetts:  No.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I never said there was a connection.  I am not suggesting that there is.  The member is 
bringing those things together; I am not.   

Hon Dee Margetts interjected.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No, not at all.  There is far more to it than that.  Sometimes a catalyst causes people to 
sit up and take notice.  If people want to retaliate because something happened, that is one thing.  However, we 
are not talking about retaliation; we are talking about what Saddam Hussein most probably has at his disposal.  If 
he is developing an arrogance, and has done certain things, the possibility, if not the probability, is that he may 
go even further. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  On that rationale, people could attack any country that talks in a similar fashion because 
they believe it is preparing to wage war against them.  This is the most dangerous dialogue that we have had in 
recent history. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is a ridiculous retort.  We are talking about the leader of a country who receives 
100 per cent of the vote, because anyone who votes against him will not be alive for the next vote; he certainly 
will not vote again.  We are not just talking about any country.  It is up to the leader to come forward.  A 
member on this side said on another matter that he is very concerned about some of the members in this 
Chamber who suggest that they will legislate on behalf of the people of Western Australia.  If that is the extent 
of the argument being put forward for this motion, I suggest that it is not only sadly deficient but also totally 
deficient.  It is a ridiculous argument.  I have tried to put forward an argument about a person who is said to have 
killed many people in his own country and threatened people in neighbouring countries, and who I understand 
has been harbouring and training terrorists; yet the member on the other side says that it could be the same if 
people wanted to attack Australia.  If they fit that same profile, yes, the member is absolutely correct, but if they 
do not fit the profile - 

Hon Dee Margetts:  If Australia is proposing to take action against other countries, what makes it less dangerous 
in the world’s or the region’s eyes than someone who is currently not proposing to wage war?  What is 
considered to be a threat by other countries?  Have a think about your lack of logic. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  There is a lot of logic in my thinking; there is a total lack of logic in the member’s 
thinking.  The member has no empathy whatsoever.  She cannot place herself in another person’s shoes and say, 
“If that was directed at me, this is what I would expect to do.”   

Hon Dee Margetts:  That is exactly what I am doing. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No, the member is not. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  It is exactly what you are failing to do. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The member is putting her head in the sand and saying, “I don’t care what is 
happening.  I don’t expect any country whatsoever to even point its finger at me, let alone say something nasty.”  
All I said - I will say it again for the benefit of the honourable member - was that if the leaders of this country, 
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Australia, firmly believed that a group of people posed a threat to this country, those leaders would not wait for 
them to come to Australia or to send missiles; they would go over to those people to stop them.  That is exactly 
what I would expect of the leaders of this country - no less.  Therefore, I applaud John Howard in what he has 
been saying on this issue.  He has not pointed the finger at Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore or anywhere else.  He 
has just said that if a threat existed - and I will add words to it - no matter where it might be, he would do 
something about it, and I would expect him to do exactly that - not sit back and say to the people of Australia, 
“Well, if they pull the trigger and something happens, don’t blame me.”  I would expect him to do something 
about it, and that is exactly what he has said he would do.  It is not a matter of racing out, as the saying goes, at 
the drop of a hat.  As I said, a leader must have a firm belief and must bring in all the experts at his disposal 
before he does anything pre-emptive.  However, once a threat is identified, he must do something about it. 

I return to the example of Papua New Guinea.  The Japanese landed in Papua New Guinea.  The Australians did 
not wait for the Japanese to come down to northern Australia; we went to them. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Did Papua New Guinea ask for Australia to go there? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No, it did not, because it was under Australian administration.  The member should 
learn her history.  The point is that we went to Papua New Guinea, and that is all important.  Countries do not 
wait for the enemy to come to their shores, if it is a known enemy. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  You have just proved that it was a totally different circumstance. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The principle remains the same. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  No, it does not. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Is the member so narrow minded - 

Hon Dee Margetts:  It is an international rule of law. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  International law - absolutely marvellous!  When people are dead, they are dead, 
whether or not it is acceptable under international law.  This motion is a nonsense, and I certainly cannot support 
it. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  I will give the call to Hon Simon O’Brien, but in so doing I 
indicate that one hour having elapsed since the commencement of the Council this afternoon, I am required to 
interrupt the debate and proceed to orders of the day. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


