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NORMANDY LANDING, ANNIVERSARY 
Statement 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [5.47 pm]:  I have a couple of issues to bring to the attention of members 
this evening.  It would probably be more appropriate to raise the first issue tomorrow, as it is Friday.  However, I 
am aware of the unpopularity of members making statements on Friday and the necessity for country members to 
return home.   

I refer to Sunday, 6 June, which is the sixtieth anniversary of the landing at Normandy.  Very understandably, we 
in Australia seem to concentrate on Anzac Day, and for good reason.  However, the landing at Normandy is 
probably the most historic event in the history of mankind and armed conflict.  For those members who are not 
quite au fait with the subject, I advise that Normandy is that part of the French coast that the allies chose for the 
landing of their armies.  That was the tangible turnaround of the allies’ cause in the Second World War.  Air 
dominance had to be achieved of course, and some naval dominance had been achieved.  That dominance must 
be achieved before land forces can operate successfully.  That was the hope for European countries that had been 
occupied by Nazi Germany - the tyranny of Nazism.  The landing was the start of events that gave real hope to 
the majority of Europeans and to many other people around the world.  It was the largest assembly of armed 
personnel ever in the history of mankind.  It was probably the most important conflict in which mankind had 
ever been engaged.  I am talking, obviously, about an armed conflict.  Many brave men - perhaps I should say 
boys - lost their lives.  They did so to return the world to some kind of sanity.  It is interesting to note that only 
two conflicts in the history of mankind are referred to as World Wars.  That is done for good reason; their effects 
were far-reaching.  I remind members of that, not to spoil their weekend, but because I was a little disappointed 
when it was reported to me that neither leader of the major political parties in this State will attend the 
anniversary service in St George’s Cathedral on Sunday.  I believe that is an error of judgment. 

The second issue I wish to speak about is related to a subject I spoke about last week; that is, the treatment of 
prisoners by the United States’ Army Reserve personnel in Iraq.  I expressed my hope that Australian troops 
were not involved in the treatment of those prisoners.  I am sure they were not.  However, it is important for 
members to know that under the Geneva Convention a country that takes prisoners, either by force or by the 
surrender of those prisoners, assumes responsibility for the treatment of those prisoners.  I acknowledge that 
Australia has a very small contingent of armed personnel in Iraq; therefore, the safe care of those prisoners 
would have been handed over to the Americans.  Handing them over to the Americans to look after them is one 
thing, but that does not diminish Australia’s responsibility under the Geneva Convention to ensure that those 
prisoners are treated in a humane way, as the rules of the Geneva Convention dictate. 

In Britain during the Second World War, my mother used to get upset when she saw both secondary and primary 
schoolchildren taken out to the fields to dig potatoes, pick fruit and do various things like that, many of them in 
bare feet and unsuitable clothing, whereas German prisoners of war were clothed in waterproof gear and 
gumboots in compliance with the Geneva Convention.  My mother, as a woman, thought, “God, and our children 
go without.”  However, that is what the Geneva Convention is about.   

Although there is no doubt that a great amount of exaggeration is used by the media in presenting these stories 
from Iraq, it absolutely horrifies me that there may be some truth in them.  If these atrocities are true, Australia 
will be remembered much longer for them than for the annihilation of the world’s greatest despot. 
 


