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Tuesday, 18 March 2003

The SPEAKER (Mr Neil Andrew) took
the chair at 2.00 p.m., and read prayers.

BUSINESS

Mr ABBOTT (Warringah—Leader of the
House) (2.01 p.m.)—by leave—I move:

That so much of the standing and sessional or-
ders be suspended as would prevent the routine of
business for this sitting being as follows, unless
otherwise ordered:

1. A motion to be moved by the Prime Minister
relating to Irag, and debate ensuing with
speech time limits being as follows:

Prime Minister—Not specified;
Leader of the Opposition—A period of time
equal to that taken by the Prime Minister;

Next 6 Members speaking—20 minutes
each; and

Other Members—10 minutes each.
2. Orders of the day, government business.
Question agreed to.
IRAQ

Mr HOWARD (Bennelong—Prime Min-
ister) (2.03 p.m.)—by leave—I move:

That this House:

1. condemns Irag's refusal, over more than 12
years, to abide by 17 resolutions of the
United Nations Security Council regarding
the threat it poses to international peace and
security;

2. recognises:

(& that Irag's continued possession and
pursuit of weapons of mass destruction,
in defiance of its mandatory obligations
under numerous resolutions of the
United Nations Security Council, repre-
sents a real and unacceptable threat to
international peace and security;

(b) that Irag’s behaviour weakens the global
prohibitions on the spread of weapons of
mass-destruction, with the potential to
damage Australia’s security; and

(c) that, as more rogue states acquire them,
the risk of weapons of mass destruction
falling into the hands of terrorists multi-
plies, thereby presenting a real and di-
rect threat to the security of Australia
and the entireinternational community;

3. abhors:
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(@ Irag's continued support for interna-
tional terrorism; and

(b) the institutionalised widespread and
grave abuse of the human rights of the
Iragi people over many years;

4. notes that United Nations Security Council
resolutions adopted under Chapter VI of the
United Nations Charter, in particular resolu-
tions 678, 687 and 1441, provide clear
authority for the use of force against Iraq for
the purposes of disarming Iraq of weapons of
mass destruction and restoring international
peace and security to the region;

5. endorses the Government’s decision to
commit Australian Defence Force eements
in the region—

Opposition member s—Shame.

Mr HOWARD—I will repeat that.
Mr Martin Ferguson—You shoul d.
Mr HOWARD—Yes, | will repeat it:

5. endorses the Government’s decision to
commit Australian Defence Force dements
in the region to the international coalition of
military forces prepared to enforce Irag's
compliance with its international obligations
under successive resolutions of the United
Nations Security Council, with a view to re-
storing international peace and security in the
Middle East region;

6. expresses its unequivocal support for the
Australian service men and women, and
other personnel serving with the international
coalition, our full confidence in them and the
hope that all will return safdly to their
homes;

7. extends to the innocent people of Irag its
support and sympathy during the military
action to disarm Irag of its weapons of mass
destruction and the reconstruction period that
will follow; and

8. notes that the Government is committed to
helping the Iragi people, including through
humanitarian assistance, to build a new Iraq
at peace with itself and its neighbours.

This morning | announced that Australia had
joined a coalition, led by the United States,
which intends to disarm Iraq of its prohibited
weapons of mass destruction.

Mr Martin Ferguson interjecting—

The SPEAKER—The member for Bat-
man is warned!
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Mr HOWARD—The government has
now authorised our defence forces, which
were predeployed to the gulf to acclimatise
and contribute to the campaign to persuade
Saddam Hussein into compliance, to take
part in coalition operations. There is no more
serious decision for any government than to
commit its forces to military conflict abroad.
Under our system, this decision lies with the
executive of government: the cabinet. Nev-
ertheless, it is appropriate that the parlia-
ment, at the first opportunity, have the
chance to debate this maotion. It is essential
that the reason for that decision be made
plain to the representatives of the people and
that they have a full opportunity to debate
them and to have their views recorded.

In 1991, the world judged that the Iragi
regime was a dangerous aggressor. In the
interests of world peace and regional secu-
rity, the community of nations required Iraq
to surrender its offensive arsenal, its chemi-
cal and biological weapons, and abandon its
nuclear weapons program. Iraq agreed to
comply. We have waited 12 years for it to
give action to that commitment. On 8 No-
vember 2002, the United Nations Security
Council passed resolution 1441—the 17th
Security Council resolution on Iraq regarding
the threat it poses to international peace and
security. This resolution, which was adopted
unanimously, gave Iraq a final opportunity to
demonstrate immediate compliance with its
disarmament obligations. Over the last four
months, we have seen no evidence to suggest
that Saddam Hussein is willing to comply
with resolution 1441. He has offered up mi-
nor concessions but he has not demonstrated
that he is willing to declare or destroy Irag's
prohibited weapons programs. The govern-
ment believes very strongly that Irag’s con-
tinued defiance of the community of nations
presents a challenge which must be ad-
dressed.

Mr Albanese interjecting—

The SPEAKER—The member for
Grayndler!

Mr HOWARD—It is inherently danger-
ous to allow a country such as Iraq to retain
weapons of mass destruction, particularly in
the light of its past aggressive behaviour. If
the world community fails to disarm Iraq, we
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fear that other rogue states will be encour-
aged to beieve that they too can have these
most deadly of weapons and that the world
will do nothing to stop them. As the posses-
sion of weapons of mass destruction spreads,
so the danger of such weapons coming into
the hands of terrorist groups will multiply.
That is the ultimate nightmare which the
world must take decisive and effective steps
to prevent. Possession of chemical, biologi-
cal or nuclear weapons by terrorists would
constitute a direct, undeniable and lethal
threat to Australia and its people.

The government’s principal objective is
the disarmament of Irag; however, should
military action be required to achieve this, it
is axiomatic that such action will result in the
removal of Saddam Hussein's regime. Early
this morning, President Bush telephoned me
and formally requested Australia’'s support
and participation in a coalition of nations
who are prepared to enforce the Security
Council’s resolutions by all necessary means.
This request was subsequently considered
and agreed to by cabinet.

Mr Albanese—Six months ago!

The SPEAKER—The member for
Grayndler iswarned!

Mr HOWARD—Around midday today,
Australian Eastern Standard Time, President
Bush ddivered an ultimatum to the Irag
leadership: Saddam Hussein and his sons
must leave Iraq within 48 hours or face
military conflict. Nobody wants a military
conflict. The world has tried other means for
years but, so far, to no avail. We cannot walk
away from the threat that Iraq’'s continued
possession of weapons of mass destruction
congtitutes to its region and to the wider
world.

In the final analysis, the absolute convic-
tion of the government is that disarming Iraq
is necessary for the long-term security of the
world and is therefore manifestly in the na-
tional interest of Australia. The events of the
last four months, Irag's history and 12 years
of defiance have convinced the government
that the only way to deal with this challenge
is by force. Sadly, the government is not sur-
prised that it should have come to this. Force
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has been the only language that Saddam
Hussein's regime has ever understood.

For 12 years, Saddam Hussein has forced
his nation to endure stringent economic
sanctions and pariah status rather than give
up his weapons of mass destruction. The
presence of weapons inspectors has hindered
and irritated him but has never stopped his
weapons programs. Even during the first four
years of weapons inspections, when the in-
spectors percelved they were making real
progress, Irag continued to develop and suc-
cessfully conceal biological weapons. Luck-
ily, a series of defectors blew the whistle on
some of Irag’s prohibited weapons programs,
forcing the Iragi regime to reveal one of the
most sophisticated and expansive offensive
biological programs in the world; but we
cannot expect always to be so lucky. In-
spectors were ordered out of Irag before they
could finish dismantling it. The available
intelligence indicates that, since the depar-
ture of inspectors in 1998, Saddam has con-
tinued to work on his chemical and biologi-
cal capabilities and has maintained his nu-
clear aspirations.

Even under the threat of force he has only
engaged reluctantly in token, piecemeal de-
struction of weapons and continues to deny
the existence of weapons programs. Even
with over 200,000 coalition troops massed at
his borders he quibbles about how interviews
are to be conducted with his scientists and
how many of the reconnaissance aircraft
supporting the inspectors can fly at any one
time. After 12 years, he does not believe that
the international community has the will to
act. In that he has made a terrible error of
judgment.

Mr Wilkie interjecting—
The SPEAK ER—The member for Swan!

Mr HOWARD—For 12 years the inter-
national community has been trying to get
him to relinquish his prohibited weapons
programs, as required by the ceasefire
which ended the Gulf War, and Australia has
been an active participant in this process.
During these 12 years, there has rarely been
a time when Australian defence personnel
have not been deployed to the gulf—in 1990
to enforce sanctions; in 1991 for Operation
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Desert Storm; in 1998 to support Operation
Desert Fox; and throughout an almost con-
tinuous presence with the Multinational In-
terdiction Force. Now we join with the coa
litionin an attempt to bring this long-running
conflict to an end once and for all.

Mr Leo McLeay interjecting—

The SPEAKER—The member for Wat-
son!

Mr HOWARD—This will be difficult.
Saddam Hussein is married to his weapons
of mass destruction. He will never give them
up willingly. Militarism and aggression are
the foundations of his regime. If you doubt
this, consider his actions against Iragi Kurds,
against the Shiah majority—particularly the
Marshland Arabs. Consider the estimated
400,000 combatants and civilians who lost
their lives in the war that followed his inva-
sion of lran—

Mr Albanese—We were on his side, you
dope!

The SPEAKER—The member for
Grayndler will excuse himself from the
House under the provisions of standing order
304A.

The member for Grayndler then left the
chamber.

Mr HOWARD—and the 100,000 killed
when he invaded Kuwait. Since Saddam
Hussein came to power in 1979, more than
one million people have died in the internal
conflicts and wars which he has generated.
More than one million peaple, let me repeat,
have died in the internal wars and conflicts
which this man has generated.

Mr Wilkie interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—I warn the member for
Swan!

Mr Wilkie interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—The member for Swan
will excuse himself from the House.

The member for Svan then left the cham-
ber.

Mr Leo McLeay—What is going on?

The SPEAK ER—I warn the member for
Watson!

Mr HOWARD—Intelligence analysis
tells us that Saddam Hussein considers these
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weapons programs to be essential both for
internal repression and to fulfil his regional
ambitions. No doubt he looks to a time when
the world will be distracted by other events
and he can use his arsenal to bully and co-
erce his neighbours and to dominate the
Middle East. Iraq's continued defiance repre-
sents a threat to the delicate balance which
supports nonpraliferation. It is no idle
speculation that other countriesin the region,
perceiving this threat, might decide that their
own security requires that they develop a
significant chemical, biological or even pos-
sibly nuclear arsenal to deter attack from
Irag. Moreover, other rogue states would be
tempted to ignore the international conven-
tions on arms control, which Australia and
others have so painstakingly built up over the
last 30 years, and would fed that they could
get away with developing similar weapons
programs. Thisis proliferation. We know the
lessons of history: the more nations that have
these weapons, the more likely they are to be
used. That is why we fear proliferation, and
we are very concerned about the potential for
the proliferation of these weaponsin our own
region.

That these weapons may become com-
monplace in arsenals of sovereign states is
frightening enough, but it would be a night-
mare for the international community if they
were to find their way into the hands of ter-
rorists. And we have every reason to be con-
cerned about the expansion and increasing
sophistication of international terrorist net-
works. We know as a matter of fact that ter-
rorist networks such as al-Qaeda want to
obtain weapons of mass destruction. They
are actively seeking them. They desire them
because of their potency. With such weapons
at their disposal, terrorists could target entire
cities or regions. Their victims would num-
ber not in the hundreds or the thousands but
potentially even more.

Twelve years ago the community of na-
tions determined that Irag could not be per-
mitted to develop and possess weapons of
mass destruction. Today's security environ-
ment reinforces that judgment. Our alliance
with the United States is unapologetically a
factor in the decision that we have taken. The
crucial, long-term value of the United States
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aliance should aways be a factor in any
major national security decision taken by
Australia.

Ms Hall interjecting—

The SPEAKER—The member for
Shortland is warned!

Mr HOWARD—AmMmerica has given
strong | eadership to the world on the issue of
Irag. The Security Council would not have
been re-energised, the United Nations would
not have been re-energised, had it not been
for the action of the United States in return-
ing the issue to the United Nations in Sep-
tember of last year. We have supported the
American position on this issue because we
share their concerns and we share their wor-
ries about the future if Irag is left unattended
to.

Alliances are two-way processes and,
where we are in agreement, we should not
leave it to the United States to do all of the
heavy lifting just because they are the
world's superpower. To do so would under-
mine one of the most important relati onships
we have. In an increasingly globalised and
borderless world, the réationship between
Australia and the United States will become
more rather than less important as the years
go by.

Armed conflict, as we all know, is a terri-
ble thing. Our ultimate responsibility is, of
course, for the security of the Australian
people, but | am very conscious of the dan-
gers that military action will pose for Iraq's
civilian population. But, when you put hu-
man suffering into the balance on this issue,
there is a very powerful case that human suf-
fering in Irag will, in fact, be greater if Sad-
dam Hussein remains in power in that coun-
try. Perhaps it is enough to note that, in 1991,
the Security Council thought it necessary to
pass resolution 688, which demands that the
Iragi regime cease its repression of its own
people. In April last year, the United Nations
Commission on Human Rights adopted a
resol ution condemning:

. the systematic, widespread and extremey
grave violations of human rights and of interna-
tional humanitarian law by the Government of
Irag, resulting in an all-pervasive repression and
oppression sustained by broad-based discrimina-
tion and widespread terror.
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The regime's halmarks are summary and
arbitrary executions, the use of rape as a po-
litical tool, enforced disappearances, arbi-
trary arrest and detention, widespread and
systematic torture and decrees prescribing
cruel and inhuman punishment as the penalty
for offences. These points demonstrate that
the short-term future for many, if not most,
Iragi civilians is neither secure nor peaceful,
regardless of whether Iraq is subject to mili-
tary action or not.

The Australian government is deeply dis-
appointed that the Security Council has been
unable to maintain a unity of purpose on the
issue of Irag. The strong position taken last
year, clearly articulated in resolution 1441,
was that Iraqg was being given one final
chance to disarm—one final chance to show
its immediate willingness to meet the terms
of the cease-fire agreed in April 1991. The
goa of 1441 was immediate and complete
disarmament, not simply the return of weap-
ons inspectors—that was merely an issue of
process. A further resolution by the Security
Council demonstrating that it was gal vanised
to take action might have—just might
have—persuaded Saddam Hussein to take
the steps necessary to achieve a peaceful
solution to this conflict.

The position articulated by those opposed
to action is fundamentally flawed. They rec-
ognise that the threat of military action has
been the only way to €licit a positive re-
sponse from Irag. Does anybody imagine
that the weapons inspectors would have re-
turned to Iraq had it not been for the Ameri-
can military build-up? Kofi Annan does not
believe so. Hans Blix does not believe so.
Even Dominique de Villepin, the French for-
eign minister, acknowledges that reality, as
does his President. So the position articulated
by those who have been so critical of the
Americans and others is fundamentally
flawed.

They recognise that the threat of military
action has been the only way to €dlicit a posi-
tive response from Irag; yet they squander
the leveraging power of a military force by
clearly demonstrating they are never pre-
pared to actually use it. This strategy not
only isillogical but also ignores the practical
reality: itis not possible to keep our forcesin
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the gulf, on alert, indefinitely. And everyone
knows that, if the forces were brought home,
the weapons inspectors would quickly be
expelled from Irag.

Ms King interjecting—

The SPEAKER—The member for Bal-
larat isa persistent interjector!

Mr HOWARD—The government does
not accept that the only thing required to
achieve complete and comprehensive disar-
mament is more time. If Iraq had cooperated
actively and openly over the last four
months, we would support a longer imple-
mentation timetable. Thisis not the case. The
Iragi regime have continued to lie and obfus-
cate, making only token gestures of coopera-
tion.

Ms O’ Byrne interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—I warn the member for
Bass!

Mr HOWARD—They have not given the
slightest indication that they intend to fully
disarm and abandon their prohibited weap-
ons programs. We wanted the inspectors to
do their job. But we have never accepted that
they should have had to play the role of de-
tective. They had neither the skills nor the
powers to fulfil this role effectively. Their
presence inhibited Saddam’'s weapons pro-
grams, but the presence of inspectors alone
could never have delivered total and com-
plete disarmament in the face of Iraqgi defi-
ance and duplicity. A peaceful path to disar-
mament could have been achieved only if the
Iragi regime had been truly committed to
disarming and had worked in active coop-
eration with the inspection teams. Irag had to
demonstrate it wanted to disarm. It was al-
ways a question of attitude and not a ques-
tion of time.

We rgect totally the argument put by
France and by some other countries that the
presence of inspectors will lead, over the
passage of time, to disarmament. We cannot
and will not ignore the experience of the last
12 years. We believe that the time has come
to disarm Iraq, by force if necessary. We are
participating in the US-led coalition to
achieve this objective.

It is important to understand that the deci-
sion taken by the government is in accor-



12510

dance with the legal authority for military
action found in previous resolutions of the
Security Council. We supported, and would
have preferred, a further Security Council
resolution specifying the need for such ac-
tion. We did so to maximise the diplomatic,
moral and political pressure on Irag, not be-
cause we considered a new resolution to be
necessary for such action to be legitimate.

Our legal advice, provided by the head of
the Office of International Law in the Attor-
ney-General’'s Department and the senior
legal adviser to the Department of Foreign
Affairs and Trade, is unequivocal. The ex-
isting United Nations Security Council
resolutions already provide for the use of
force to disarm Irag and restore international
peace and security to the area. This legal
advice is consistent with that provided to the
British government by its Attorney-General.

Security Council resolution 678, adopted
in 1990, authorised the use of all necessary
means not only to implement resol ution 660,
which demanded Iraq withdraw from Ku-
wait, but also to implement all subsequent
relevant resolutions and to restore interna-
tional peace and security in the area. Resolu-
tion 687, which provided the cease-fire terms
for Irag in April 1991, affirmed resolution
678. Security Council resolution 1441 con-
firmsthat Irag has been and remains in mate-
rial breach of its obligations, a point on
which there is unanimous agreement, in-
cluding by even the Leader of the Opposi-
tion.

Irag’s past and continuing breaches of the
cease-fire obligations negate the basis for the
formal cease-fire. Irag has by its conduct
demonstrated that it did not and does not
accept the terms of the cease-fire. Conse-
guently, we have received legal advice that
‘the cease-fire is not effective and the
authorisation for the use of force in Security
Council resolution 678 is reactivated'. It
follows, so | am advised, that referring to the
use of such force against Irag as ‘unilateral’
iswrong. Any informed analysis of the Secu-
rity Council resolutions leads to this conclu-
sion.

| note that the former Secretary of the De-
partment of Foreign Affairs and Trade under
the Keating government, Mr Michael Cos
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tello, has reached the same conclusion. The
use of military force, according to Mr Mi-
chael Costello, is already authorised by the
United Nations. This advice is not new. Our
deployment of forces to the gulf in 1998,
strongly supported by the then Leader of the
Opposition, in support of Operation Desert
Fox was undertaken on the same basis. The
Clinton administration clearly understood
and argued, as the Bush administration does
now, that existing Security Council resolu-
tions clearly alow for the use of military
force.

| table the legal advice provided by the
Attorney-General’s Department and the De-
partment of Foreign Affairs and Trade; the
summary legal advice provided to the British
government by its Attorney-General, Lord
Goldsmith; and the transcript of an interview
with Mr Michael Costello, former Secretary
of the Department of Foreign Affairs and
Trade under the K eating government.

Australia and the other members of the
coalition are therefore till acting under the
authority of the United Nations Security
Council resolutions. We continue to regard
the United Nations as the most important
framework the world has to achieve a secure
and peaceful world and our commitment to
the UN is perhaps personified by the 1,200
ADF personnel who are currently serving in
the blue beret all around the world.

Mr Kelvin Thomson interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—The member for Wills
iswarned!

Mr HOWARD—The government re-
mains extremely disappointed that the Secu-
rity Council has been unable to demonstrate
the necessary resolve to confront Iraq's con-
tinued defiance of the United Nations. We
consider that it is critical for the United Na-
tions to remain fully engaged on the issue of
Irag and to take responsibility for coordinat-
ing the humanitarian and reconstruction sup-
port which will be reguired once the military
conflict has been resolved. Just as we believe
action against Saddam Hussein's regimeisin
our nation’s best interest, so too we believe it
isclearly in our interest to help rebuild a sta-
ble and prosperous Irag. To that end the gov-
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ernment will make a significant contribution
to that reconstruction effort.

We hope that Iraq will be able to establish
a government which has the support and re-
flects the will of its people. This is the only
way to ensure that the wealth generated from
the ail reserves, which belong to the people
of Irag, is directed to achieving their well-
being and prosperity. Australia will do eve-
rything in its power to encourage the estab-
lishment of a representative government.

The government also wants to reassure
Australia’s Islamic community that our ac-
tions in Iraq are not an attack on Islam, one
of the world's great faiths. This reassurance
has been given to, and accepted by, President
Megawati of Indonesia, the leader of the
world's largest Islamic country. | remind all
Australians, regardiess of their views on the
conflict in Iraq, that our Islamic community,
especially those people who have family or
cultural ties to the Middle East, will espe-
cially need our compassion and our support
over coming weeks and al Australians
should ensure that this is offered.

As | have said before, and in particular in
my address on 4 February, it is crucial for the
stability of the region to address the seem-
ingly intractable Isradi-Palestinian conflict.
Israel has no stauncher aly than Australiain
the pursuit of itsright to exist and the right to
secure internationally recognised borders.
Australia also strongly supports the estab-
lishment of a secure and independent state
for the people of Palestine. Australia again
urges Prime Minister Sharon and Chairman
Arafat to embrace the road map to peace de-
veloped by the United States in close coop-
eration with Russia, the European Union and
the United Nations. The Australian govern-
ment is committed to do everything in its
power to encourage and support the Isradli
and Palestinian governments to negotiate a
resolution to this bloody conflict, which has
cost too many innocent lives and cast a
shadow across the entire region.

The engagement of our defence forces
will be limited to the period of the conflict
and to those elements already deployed—
that is, the transport ship HMAS Kanimbla,
which departed from Sydney on 23 January
with approximately 350 personnel embarked,
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including Army detachments providing air
defence and amphibious cargo transport
craft; the Special Forces Task Group, in-
cluding a Special Air Services sguadron
from Perth and special forces combat support
dements, including specialist troops to deal
with the threat of weapons of mass destruc-
tion drawn from the newly established Inci-
dent Response Regiment; CH47 troop lift
helicopters and a quick reaction force drawn
from the Sydney based 4RAR commando
unit; a squadron of 14 FA18 Hornet fighter
aircraft, three C130 Hercules transport air-
craft, as well as an air forward command
element responsible for coordinating air op-
erations with coalition partners, and two P3
patrol aircraft currently in the gulf support-
ing the war on terror; a Navy clearance div-
ing team capable of locating, rendering safe
and disposing of mines; and the HMAS An-
zac and HMAS Darwin, which were aready
in the Middle East policing UN sanctions on
Irag.

Although, as part of the coalition, Austra-
lian forces will be under the operational
control of the Coalition Commander, they
will remain under Australian national com-
mand at all times. Australian commanders
are bound by Australian rules of engagement
and separate Australian targeting directives.
The government has been mindful to ensure
that the ADF retains the capability to con-
tinue to service our current commitments,
including our contribution to the UN force in
East Timor, and to respond to any short no-
tice contingencies that may arise.

The deployment, although modest in
terms of the size of the total coalition force,
is a sizeable commitment for Australia. The
2,000 ADF personnel and maritime, land and
air assets currently deployed to the Middle
East are not a token contribution. Every one
of our service men and women is precious to
their families, their loved ones and their na-
tion. | want to say to the men and women of
our defence forces who are deployed with
the coalition forces that | have the greatest
confidence in your abilities and your judg-
ment. You may be part of the Australian de-
ployment or deployed while on exchange
duties with our friends and allies. Your na-
tion admires your courage and salutes your
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commitment to duty. You belong to the most
professional armed forces in the world, and
al of us are proud of your reputation. Your
government and your military commanders
have spared no effort and no expense to try
to prepare you for the terrible reality of ac-
tive service.

I am under no illusion—your mission is a
difficult one and inevitably involves great
danger. All agree that the Iragi regime is one
of the most repressive and cruel in the world.
It is in open defiance of the United Nations
Security Council. No-one wants Saddam
Hussein to keep and expand his arsenal of
prohibited weapons. We believe passionately
that your efforts are vital to ensure the long-
term security of Australia and our world. The
cause isjust. The action is legitimate. We all
pray that you and your coalition partners will
make quick progress and that soon you will
be home, safe and sound, reunited with those
whom you love.

| know that our defence personnel could
not function without the support and the un-
derstanding provided by their loved ones,
their families and their friends, and it will be,
inevitably, a difficult time for those at home.
Sometimes it can be more stressful for those
who wait than for those who are in the thick
of action. | ask that all Australians—regard-
less of whether they support our participation
in the coalition—show their support for
those who have been ordered to undertake
this mission, give special thought to their
loved ones and do their best to support and
look after them. You have a right to protest,
to dissent and to register your concern, but
direct those protests to the government, to
me, not to those who are overseas on our
behalf.

This decision has been taken by the gov-
ernment in the belief that it is in the long-
term interests of this country. It has been
taken against a background of a world envi-
ronment changed forever by the events of 11
September. The world now faces new and
previously unknown menaces. Old notions of
aggression and responses to aggression do
not necessarily fit our new circumstances.
Yet one thing remains constant—the respon-
sibility of governments to protect their citi-
zens against possible future attacks, wher-
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ever they may come from. It isin that spirit,
against that background and in that context
that the government has taken the decision it
has, and | commend the motion to the House.

Ms O’ Byrne interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for
Bass has spent the last 20 minutes defying
the chair. She will excuse herself from the
chamber under the provisions of standing
order 304A.

The member for Bass then left the cham-
ber.

Mr CREAN (Hotham—Leader of the
Opposition) (2.44 p.m.)—The Prime Minis-
ter today, in a reckless and unnecessary act,
has committed Australia to war. The Prime
Minister had his moment of truth, and what
did we see? We saw capitulation and subser-
vience to a phone call from the United States
President. This is a black day for Australia
and it is a black day for international coop-
eration. Today diplomacy was ditched and
Australia agreed to the ditching of it. Today
we committed to a war which is not neces-
sary. But the people | really feel concern for
today are our troops and their families. The
reason | fed most strongly for them is that
this Prime Minister has put them to war
when he did not have to.

Whilst | will vehemently oppose what the
Prime Minister has committed us to and will
continue to argue against him, | will always
support our troops—so will we all on this
side of the parliament. | made this point
when | addressed the troops on the decks of
the Kanimbla back on 23 January. | had the
courage to look them in the eye and tell them
the truth. | had the courage to say to them
that, whilst | did not support the govern-
ment’s actions to predeploy them, | did sup-
port them. | said to them that day: ‘I support
you in your efforts.”’ | signalled to the fami-
lies that, while there may be debates raging
in this country as to whether or not it is ap-
propriate for troops to be there, that argu-
ment should be directed to the government of
the day and not to our great men and women
who are prepared to give of themselves to
serve this country.

| say that for this very important reason:
our men and women in the fighting forces do
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not have a choice in this matter. They have to
accept the decisions the government of the
day makes for them—the decision that pre-
deployed them and now the decision that
commits them to war. Those men and
women have no choice; but the government
of the day did have a choice and it made the
wrong call. It has again made the wrong call
and it should reverse that call. Our argument
is with the government of the day; it is not
and never will be with our troops. We do
have to learn the lessons of Vietnam. We do
have to understand that these men and
women are giving of their lives—prepared to
lay them on the line to serve this country, in
the belief that the government has made that
judgment in their interests and based on all
the evidence.

Sadly, today none of that evidence is any
more forthcoming. The Prime Minister has
still not made his case in terms of the de-
ployment of our troops. The reason the La-
bor Party will oppose the motion before the
House is that the decision to go to war is
wrong. It is not in our national interest, and
there is an alternative. Labor does support
the disarmament of Irag—but it says that that
must happen through the United Nations, not
through unilateralism. We agree on the ob-
jective but not the means. The action pro-
posed by this government is disproportionate
to the threat. That is our charge. The Prime
Minister has not placed evidence before this
parliament or before the people of Australia
that justifies that action.

Let us have alook at the circumstances in
which this decision has been taken. It hap-
pened because of a phone call from the
President of the United States today. For the
first time in the history of this country Aus-
tralia has joined as an aggressor in war—not
because of any decision it has been prepared
to take on its own or through the Security
Council but because the United States asked
it to. It committed to war along time ago. Its
membership of the coalition of the willing
ensured that. All that was required was the
phone call from the US President, and that
came yesterday and today—a phone call
from Air Force One on the way back from
the Azores, a phone call after a meeting
committed the coalition of the willing. Three
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countries met to commit the coalition of the
willing, and that committed Australia inex-
tricably to the war the Prime Minister an-
nounced today.

Let usjust contemplate for a moment that
meeting in the Azores. The circumstances
were that three countries met: the United
States, the UK and Spain. The meeting was
chaired by Portugal, but those countries were
the three sponsors of a resolution that has
subsequently been withdrawn from the
United Nations. One of those countries,
Spain, was prepared to commit our troops to
war but not commit its own. They are the
circumstances—the tragic circumstances—in
which we as a nation find ourselves and in
which this government has placed us.

When the Prime Minister received that
call from the President of the United States,
did he argue for an alternative? Did he argue
to go back to the United Nations Security
Council? Did he do anything to try to con-
vince the US President to go down another
course? No. He said yes. That is what he
said. When the US President rang and said,
‘“We want you to join,’ the Prime Minister
said yes. The words the Australian people
really wanted to hear today from this Prime
Minister are as follows. We and the Austra-
lian people wanted to hear a Prime Minister
reaffirming the faith of his government in the
purposes and principles of the Charter of the
United Nations, and his desire for Austra-
lians to live in peace with all peoples and all
governments. They wanted to hear him re-
pesat the words that said that we:

... undertake ... to settle any international dis-
putes in which they may be involved—

and Iraq is one of those—

by peaceful means ... and to refrain in their inter-
national relations from the threat or use of force
in any manner inconsistent with the purposes of
the United Nations.

Mr Hunt—We wanted to hear you.

The SPEAKER—The member for
Flinders! The Leader of the Opposition has
the call.

Mr CREAN—MTr Speaker, | quote those
words because they are the words contained
in the ANZUS treaty. They are the words
contained in the alliance that binds the two



12514

great nations of the United States and Aus-
tralia. They are the very words contained in
the document, the alliance and the treaty that
the Prime Minister invokes to justify this
war. You cannot do it, Prime Minister. There
is no point turning your back on me, because
you are turning your back on the alliance and
you have turned your back on the Australian
people.

Miss Jackie Kelly interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—I warn the member for
Lindsay! The Leader of the Opposition has
the call. He will address his remarks through
the chair.

Mr CREAN—The Prime Minister says
that all along he has wanted a second resolu-
tion; why did he walk away from it? Three
countries walked away—the US, the UK and
Spain. Australia was not even there in the
process where they made the decision to
walk away. The Prime Minister was told of
them walking away in a phone call with the
US President as he was returning home—he
did not even ring him from the location of
the meeting. Yet, in al of those circum-
stances, he agreed. Despite his conviction
that we needed a second resolution, despite
the ANZUS treaty saying that we should
seek to resolve through peaceful means, de-
spite him saying time and time again to the
Australian peopl e that he wanted to have this
matter resolved through the UN, he walked
away. Do you know why this trio walked
away? Because the United Nations would
not support their position.

These are the circumstances where the
Prime Minister could not get a moral major-
ity, so he has joined an immoral minority.
These are the circumstances that he has
placed this nation in. It is immoral because
they could not win the argument in the
United Nations—they could not achieve the
resolution by peaceful means. They could
not achieve what the ANZUS treaty says
they should achieve by trying to convince,
argue and demonstrate the importance of
resolutions through the United Nations, so
they walked away. They have effectively
torn up that commitment in terms of the
treaty.
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This decision is wrong because we should
never support military action outside of that
supported by the United Nations, and also
because the Prime Minister has failed to
make the case as to why war is the only op-
tion. At his Press Club address last week and
in the parliament today he has established no
link between Iraq and al-Qaeda, no link be-
tween Irag and the events of September 11,
and no link between the Iragi regime and the
Bali bombings. He has made assertions of
that but he has demonstrated no evidence and
no facts that justify it, nor has he produced
one skerrick of evidence to demonstrate that
Iraq poses a real and immediate threat to our
security. These are the tests about which a
Prime Minister committing to war has to
satisfy not just himself but the Australian
people—and he has not done it. He has failed
to explain. Not once in his speech today did
he establish the link between al-Qaeda and
Irag; not once in his speech today did he
demonstrate where the threat of real and im-
mediate danger to Australia was. That is the
obligation he is required to demonstrate if he
is to invoke the use of force. That is what he
has to prove—and he has not doneit.

He wantsto rely on the legal authority and
he tables today, for the first time, legal ad-
vice from his departments. | might say that
the weight of legal opinion is heavily against
that advice. We are in the process of obtain-
ing our own legal advice and will make it
available at the appropriate time.

Government members interjecting—

Mr CREAN—They may laugh and joke
about it, but they have been asserting the
legality of this for so long now and al they
have been able to produce is legal advice
from the Solicitor-General and the Depart-
ment of Foreign Affairs and Trade. | will
wait for the advice to come. | just make this
point: | do not believe the argument is
whether this is legal or not legal; it is just
that it is wrong. It is wrong to go to war in
these circumstances. It has not been justified
on any of the evidence that has come before
us. Let me go to resolution 1441, because the
Prime Minister seeksto justify the action that
he has taken today on the basis that 1441
gives him that authority. If we go to 1441,

paragraph 11 says:
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Directs the Executive Chairman of
UNMOVIC and the Director-General of the
IAEA to report immediately to the Council ... any
failureby Irag ...

Mr Tuckey—They’ ve done that.

Mr CREAN—They have not done it.
They have not made that report and you
know it. Dr Blix has reported extensively to
the Security Council. He has reported sub-
stantial progress. He and Dr ElBaradei have
reported substantial progress in the disarma-
ment of Irag, but they have never issued a
statement saying that Iraq has failed to com-
ply.

Mr Ruddock interjecting—

The SPEAKER—The minister for immi-
gration! The Leader of the Opposition has
the call.

Mr CREAN—That is what paragraph 11
requires as the starting point:
... to report immediately to the Council ... any
failure by Irag to comply ...
It has not happened. Then we go to para-
graph 12, which says that it will decide:
... to convene immediately ... in order to consider
the situation ...
That clearly has not happened either. There
has been no convening of the Security Coun-
cil to consider the situation of those two
heads of agencies saying that there has been
a failure by Irag to comply. Then we get to
paragraph 13, which is what the Prime Min-
ister relies upon in invoking the ‘ serious con-
sequences'. It says specifically:
... in that context—

in other words, in the context of paragraphs
11 and 12—

... the Council has repeatedly warned Iraq that it
will face serious consequences as a result of its
continued violations ...

That cannot be taken inisolation. It hasto be
taken in the context of what 1441 does. | am
not arguing the legality here; | am arguing
that thisis a United Nations exercise—a Se-
curity Council process—and, if the Prime
Minister wants to rely on 1441, you have got
to follow it.

Mr Downer—No you don't.

Mr CREAN—'You don't,’ says the for-
eign minister! You carry a resolution in the
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Security Council and you do not have to
follow it, according the foreign minister. |
say this to you, foreign minister: the Labor
Party will follow that process even if the To-
ries will not. Resolution 1441, on whose
authority this is based, was a unanimous de-
cision of the Security Council—a unanimous
decision against all of the advice that we
were getting that it was impossible to reach
such a decision—that Saddam Hussein must
be disarmed. The Labor Party have consis-
tently agreed with the view that Saddam
Hussein has to be disarmed, but we say that
he has to be disarmed through the processes
of the UN, and so does resolution 1441. But
we have heard the foreign minister blow
their cover. He is really saying that 1441
does not matter. He is saying that you do not
have to follow 1441 by way of intervention.
Heis making it up as he goes along because
he knows that they are on shaky ground.
Resol ution 1441 was unanimous. It says that
Saddam Hussein has to be disarmed; it says
send the weapons inspectors back in to do it
and have the weapons i nspectors report prog-
ress. That is what paragraphs 11, 12 and 13
require. They do not give the go-ahead for
military action outside the authority of the
UN—they do not. So the Prime Minister's
basis for invoking resolution 1441 is flawed.

The second reason why we oppose the
Prime Minister's proposal today to support
this war is that it is not in Australia’s inter-
ests that we go down this path. The Austra-
lian Labor Party do support the US alliance.
We have supported it for over 50 years. We
were there at its inception and we will con-
tinue to support it in the future. But thereisa
fundamental difference between supporting
the US alliance and being subservient to it.
The Australian Labor Party’s position is very
simple: we support the strength of the alli-
ance but we say that we can have an inde-
pendent foreign policy in which we engage
with our neighbours in the region and in
which we use the strength of our alliance to
help secure peace, security and disarmament
in the region. That is the message | went to
China with last year. It is the message | re-
layed here in a speech before | went: support
for the US alliance but preparedness to carve
out an independent foreign policy.
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We have been shamed today by a Prime
Minister who said yes when a US President
rang him, who was not prepared to argue the
aternative case and who never has been. He
has never been prepared in this debate to
address the position of article 1, which says
that matters of international conflict and re-
lations should be dealt with through the
United Nations. Not once have you heard the
Prime Minister respond on that point. He
cloaks himsdlf in the US aliance but does
not even address the detail of it and, most
importantly, he has made Australia subservi-
ent to that alliance by this decision today. He
has flown in the face of what that aliance
does. That is not in Australia’s interests. It is
never in Australia’s interests to have its for-
eign policy determined by another country.
Australia should determine its own foreign
policy. It should have regard to the alliances
and to the international organisations but it
should always determine its own foreign
policy. | say this to you: under the Labor
Party in government we will determine the
foreign policy of this country. We will not
have it determined for us by the United
States.

The second reason why this is not in our
national interest is this: as a middle power it
is in Australia's interests that there be a
commitment to abide by the international
rule of law and to support international or-
ganisations. It must be so. Augtraia has al-
ways benefited most from those circum-
stances. It has never been in our interests to
goit alone. It has always been the strength of
our standing and our support in the region
that we have responded positively to calls
from international bodies. Look at our in-
volvement in Timor under the UN banner.
Look at our involvement in the war against
terrorism, again under the UN banner. Look
at the last time we went to war in Iragq when,
because Iraq had invaded Kuwait, we again
went in under the UN banner.

If it was right and appropriate to do it
then, why are we walking away from it now?
Why, in circumstances in which you cannot
get the international community, do you sim-
ply walk away? But that is what the govern-
ment has done, and in the process it has
weakened the authority of the United Na-
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tions. The very organisation it feigns support
for it weakens by this decision to walk away
from the UN process and join the coalition of
the willing. What sort of a signal doesit send
to rogue states? If we allow countries to act
unilaterally, even if you believe it is in a
good cause, we set the precedent for those
who want to act unilaterally for the wrong
cause—and that is most graphically demon-
strated in the context of North Korea at the
moment.

We hear the Prime Minister talk about
these threats, none of which he has proven
that Saddam Hussein has made against Aus-
tralia, yet we know of the threats that have
been made and the firings and the nuclear
capacity intentions of North Korea and he is
silent. He says, ‘This has just happened re-
cently.” That is not true. The circumstances
of North Korea and the position we find our-
selves in today go back to 1994, and yet this
government continues to tolerate those cir-
cumstances but complains that 12 years is
too long in the case of Irag. That is hypoc-
risy, that is double standards and that is using
the UN to suit your argument and abusing it
when it also suits. That is not in Australia's
interests and it will never be the way in
which a Labor Party conducts the foreign
policy on behalf of this nation.

The third reason why it is not in our na-
tional interestsis that it will damage relations
in the region. It will damage relations with
our neighbours and with our other friends.
Why isit that we fed as though we have got
to oblige and agree with only our US
friends? We have an obligation in this region
to cultivate and build reationships, to
achieve peace and security in this region, to
fight the war on terror collectively. But these
actions by the government in going in unilat-
erally will damage those relationships with
our friends and our neighbours.

The action that the government has taken
today in committing us to war will make us
less secure in the region, not more secure. In
fact, it will make us a target. This war that
this government has declared and been in-
volved in today will spawn more terrorism
and spawn more terrorists. | note that the US
has already raised, as a consequence of its
actions today, the terror aert in the United
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States. | have heard nothing from the gov-
ernment as to what it is saying about the
heightened risk to security in this country.
This is a question that in the Prime Minis-
ter’'s absence we asked of the Acting Prime
Minister, and he failed to respond. Thisis a
guestion that has constantly been asked of
the Prime Minister; and regrettably yester-
day, in the Prime Minister's press confer-
ence, when the media asked the Prime Min-
ister what new decisions had been taken
about Australians overseas, he did not know.
He said to refer it to the foreign affairs min-
ister. That is outrageous. This is a Prime
Minister so quick to commit to war that he
does not even know what the consequences
are for Australians in the region or what ad-
vice to offer them as to what they should be
doing in coming home. He was incapable of
answering it yesterday.

| have said that the war is wrong and the
Labor Party will not be part of it. | have said
that the war is a threat to our national inter-
ests in the region. The final point |1 would
make is that the war is unnecessary because
there is an alternative. As late as yesterday,
Irag was continuing to destroy and dismantle
the al-Samoud missiles. It was a further con-
tinuation of the substantial progress that had
been reported by Dr Blix. Yesterday, Dr Blix
outlined the remaining disarmament tasks.
We have heard no mention by the Prime
Minister of those reports by Dr Blix. Dr Blix
said that the task can be completed in
months. | ask this question, and | pose it se-
riously: | understand the point about the 12
years; but, if we can achieve the disarma-
ment in the next couple of months, why
shouldn’'t we take the next couple of months?
In the context of the 12 years, why shouldn’t
we take the next couple of months? There is
no logical explanation by you, Prime Minis-
ter, as to why you have not been prepared to
go down that path.

The President of the United States said the
other day that this was the moment of truth. |
pose the question: why is now the moment of
truth? Why don’t we face up to the facts?
Why don’'t we acknowledge that progress has
been made? Why don’t we acknowl edge that
the UN Security Council was capable of
achieving a unanimous decision; a UN Secu-
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rity Council which, if it is allowed to com-
plete its task, | do not believe would not be
prepared to back the snubbing of its decision
with afurther resolution. If | had been Prime
Minister | would have insisted on the UN
Security Council proceeding to finalise this
matter. | would not have predeployed the
troops and | certainly would not have com-
mitted them today. What we have got from
the Prime Minister is a commitment to de-
ploy our troops based on no evidence, ig-
noring the reports of Dr Blix and based
solely on a phone call—a phone call from
Air Force One on the way back from the
Azores. That is the commitment that the
Prime Minister has made on behalf of this
country.

The Labor Party opposes this motion that
is before the House. | move the following
amendment:

That all words after “ That” be omitted with a
view to substituting the following words:

“This House:

(1) insists that lrag must disarm under the
authority of the United Nations;

(2) believes that in the absence of an agreed UN
Security Council resolution authorising
military action against Irag, there is no basis
for military action to disarm Irag, including
action involving the Australian Defence
Force;

(3) insists that there should be no commitment
of Australian troops to a war in Irag outside
the authority of the United Nations;

(4) concludes that Australian involvement in a
war in Irag without UN authorisation is not
in Australia’s national interests or in the in-
terests of maintaining international peace and
security; and

(5) expresses its confidence in our servicemen
and women and our full support for them and
their families”.

Mrs Bishop interjecting—
The SPEAKER—I warn the member for

Mackellar!

Mr CREAN—Today the Prime Minister
has committed us unnecessarily and reck-
lessly to war. He has not made the case to the
Australian people and, most importantly of
al, he did not have the courage to face the
troops, when he predeployed them, and tell
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them that they were already part of the coa-
lition of the willing.

Mr Pyne—Why haven't you had the
courageto tell Tony Blair?

The SPEAK ER—The member for Sturt
defies the chair.

Mr CREAN—The statement that the
Prime Minister has made today demonstrates
what we have been saying all along.

Mr Pyne interjecting—
The SPEAKER—I warn the member for
Sturt!

Mr CREAN—The statement of the Prime
Minister confirms what we have been saying
for some time. The Prime Minister had al-
ready committed us to war; he just had not
had the courage to tell anyone anything, in-
cluding the truth—the Prime Minister had
committed us to war along with the United
States. The Prime Minister had committed us
to the coalition of the willing but he had not
told the Australian people. The Prime Min-
ister had committed us to war; it is just that
he was waiting for the phone call.

Today we got the phone call, and the
Prime Minister made the wrong response.
Tragically for this nation, he has cast us on a
path of war that is unnecessary. He has cast
us on a path of war which is wrong. He has
cast us on a path of war which can be
avoided. And, most of al, he has snubbed
the United Nations. He has undermined its
authority and he has not sought the alterna-
tive. He has ignored his obligation under the
ANZUS adlliance to seek the peaceful path.
Instead of choosing peace as the option, he
has chosen war. War should only be the last
resort. It should never be the first option, and
you stand condemned, Prime Minister, for
making it our option—an unnecessary op-
tion.

Labor opposes your commitment to war.
We will argue against it and we will call for
the troops to be returned. The Australian
people will know that in us they have a gov-
ernment in waiting, prepared to act in Aus-
tralia's national interest and not be subservi-
ent to the United States. We will determine
the foreign policy of this country. We will
not have it determined for us by a phone call
from Air Force One. | regect the motion of
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the Prime Minister and | commend the
amendment to the House.

The SPEAK ER—Is the amendment sec-
onded?

Ms Macklin—I second the amendment
and reserve my right to speak.

Mr  ANDERSON  (Gwydir—Deputy
Prime Minister) (3.18 p.m.)—As Deputy
Prime Minister, as leader of the National
Party and as part of the government, | rise to
strongly support the Prime Minister’'s mo-
tion. For 12 very long years Iraq has evaded
its obligation to disclose and destroy its
weapons of mass destruction. For 12 years
while that happened the international com-
munity passed resolutions and hoped vainly
that sanctions and diplomacy would encour-
age Irag to disarm peacefully. It has not hap-
pened.

To my dying days | will wonder whether
those efforts might have succeeded if the
United Nations had stood up to its name and
shown unanimity and resolve. Instead, Sad-
dam Hussein—a master tactician if ever
there was one—has been able to divide the
global community in his efforts to retain his
weapons of mass destruction. For too long
too many people have forgotten the chief
lesson of the 20th century, which is that you
have to take resolute action against dictators
and tyrants if you are to avoid more costly
action further down the road.

In this sense it seems to me that you can
no longer avoid reality. The world has all it
needs in terms of warnings. You could not
ask for more warnings. We have here a tyrant
who has combined in unique and terrible
ways the open support of terrorism. Let us
not forget that this is a man who publicly
gloated after 11 September. Therefore, is he
not a man who would be willing to provide
weapons of mass destruction to those who
might look for more powerful weapons to
inflict damage on the West? Is he not just
such a man? When we are confronted with
terrorists and people who gloat over the effi-
cacy of their actions and who would plainly
not stop at car bombs or aeroplanes, is this
not a man who we should be well aware now
would be willing to use or provide far nastier
weapons? He has shown a great willingness
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to invade neighbouring countries and a deep
commitment to horrific weapons, the weap-
ons of mass destruction, which heis happy to
use at the same time as he engages in geno-
cide, murder and torture at home.

Irag’s weapons of mass destruction are a
grave threat to its neighbours, to the world
and to Australia’'s national interest. Despite
years of weapons inspections, Iraq has failed
to account for along list of very nasty weap-
ons. If the international community fails to
act, it will send a very clear message that
rogue states can develop weapons of mass
destruction with impunity. In simple terms,
very dangerous weapons in the hands of very
dangerous men cannot be ignored. They can-
not forever be accommodated whilst those
tyrants mock our lack of resolve.

As the Prime Minister and others have
said, we must ensure that terrorist groups
cannot get their hands on chemical, biologi-
cal or nuclear weapons. There is clearly the
potential for Iraq to provide weapons of mass
destruction to terrorists in the future, given
its support for terrorists to this point in time.
As well, the spread of weapons of mass de-
struction will only create more opportunities
for terrorists to gain access to these most
terrible weapons.

In my view, the government’s decision to
take action in Australia’s national interest is
certainly legal and it is moraly right. It isthe
appropriate choice for us to make at this dif-
ficult juncture. In fact, we al loathe the
thought of war—and the more destructive
the war, the more dangerous the war, the
more we should dread it. United Nations Se-
curity Council resolutions 678, 687 and 1441
provide clear authority for the use of force
against Iraq for the purposes of disarming
Iraq of weapons of mass destruction. But it is
also the right decision. Saddam Hussein has
an appalling record; he threatens us all, as
has been referred to.

We hear the claim that the weapons in-
spection process is working. | wish it were.
But | believe that that is a delusion. Irag has
had 12 years to eradicate its weapons of
mass destruction. Over those 12 years, the
leader of that country has made a mockery of
international law: he laughs while we divide.
The small amount of progress over the last
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few months has only occurred as a result of
the coalition forces assembling in the Middle
East. It has not occurred as a result of a con-
scious and strategic decision to disarm on the
part of the Iragi regime. And the record of
the last 12 years tdls you quite clearly that
there will never be awillingnessto disarm.

| think it is worth noting on the way
through—I have to say this, to single out a
couple of countries—that in fact it is not
French and German armies sitting around the
gulf at the same time as they claim that con-
tainment is somehow working. It is not their
armies; it is not their troops; it is not their
personnel. Some of their leaders, | think,
leave themselves open to the charge that
somehow other countries—the UK, the US,
Australia—should do al the heavy lifting
while they play to popular sentiment. That is
very easy to do but it is not wise, not states-
manlike. It is not with an eye to the future
security of your people that you do those
things. | just want to say that | do not think it
has ever been the Australian way to stand
back and allow others to do all the work
needed to secure a safe place for Irag's peo-
ple—human rights do matter—a safe place
for Irag's neighbours and safety for our own
peoplein the future.

Others have guestioned the motives of the
United States in dealing with this matter. |
have to say to you that | do not believe there
is a hidden agenda. The world has changed
since 11 September 2001. Irag’s weapons are
a clear threat to the US and they are a clear
threat to global safety. The idea that this is
about oil has been raised many times; | hear
it alittle less now. But | do want to say again
that America's concerns are patently real, as
are ours, and its motivation in seeking a
more secure and prosperous world should
not be so lightly dismissed. Again, history is
always a valuable guide as to the sort of role
that countries play internationally for better
or for worse. Before | touch on that a little
more, | just want to say that | would be keen,
along with the Prime Minister and others in
this place, to emphasise that this is not an
attack on Mudlims or on the Isamic faith.
Saddam Hussein is the leader of a regime
that would describe itself, | believe, as so-
cialist, not Islamic. It is violently repressive;
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it is cruel beyond bdlief, including to its own
Shiite majority. But this is not an attack on
Islam.

Having made the point that the govern-
ment and other members of the international
coalition are committed to supporting the
Iragi people, | do want to say this: let us look
at history. | think history is a very valuable
guide. It ought to be more recognised as a
pointer to whom you can trust and work with
in the world and to whom the world can trust
with their leadership and with future actions.
In particular, | refer to the European critics of
the Americans at the moment, some of them
engaging in some pretty cheap anti-
Americanism. | do not find everything at-
tractive about America and Americans; |
should say that. As a farmer representing
farmers, | sometimes have some pretty
strong disagreements with them on trade
matters, for example. | do not find every-
thing about that culture attractive. But they
are enormously powerful. The Labor Party
has acknowledged the importance of the alli-
ance. Let me just say, with the greatest of
respect, that |1 do think certain European
countries ought to be mindful of what has
been done for them—not just by us, might |
say, but by the Americansin the past.

France is free and prosperous today be-
cause others have been prepared to make
enormous sacrifices for the freedom of the
French—and | do not think that ought to be
lost. | think, frankly, there are some leaders
who are trashing that a little too lightly at the
moment. Also, | have always been struck by
what Truman did in 1947 and 1948. It is easy
to remember that, after the horrors of the
Second World War, Europe was in a serious
state of disintegration. It was spiraling
downwards out of control, as much as any-
thing else because of trade protectionism,
with barriers going up everywhere and
economies falling into ruin—a bit like Iraq’s,
as a matter of interest. | understand that, be-
fore Saddam Hussein came to power, in US
dallars, in today’s money, GDP per Iragi was
around $9,000; now it is $1,000. That is a
recipe for poverty and deprivation if ever |
have heard of one. Truman and the Ameri-
cans made the extraordinary investment
through the Marshall Plan of, in those days,
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the unheard of figure of $US13% hillion.
That has built peace and prosperity and self-
determination in those nations, and they
ought to use that wisely now. | have to say
that because | fedl it very deeply indeed.

The disarmament of Irag will also, | think,
contribute greatly to the resolution of that
other great festering sore in the Middle East:
the Isragl-Palestine question. That is impor-
tant. As a strong supporter of Isragl and its
right to exist securely and safely, | do ac-
knowledge—and | think all of us would—
that that is a matter that needs to be resolved
fairly and sguarely in the interests of
long-term good relationships in that part of
the world and more broadly.

| ask the government’s critics to remember
in the days to come that the decision to take
military action, if the ultimatum fails, is a
decision by the government. As the Prime
Minister has said, we have taken that deci-
sion. Our service men and women in the
Middle East have not taken that decision.
They seek only to do their job, and we
should salute them for it. | know that our
prayers—from all sides, to be fair—go with
them. We must never allow our service per-
sonnd to be forgotten, as occurred after the
Vietnam War. It was not a happy chapter in
some ways in our national life: those young
Australians who went off at the behest of the
government of the day, believing that they
were doing their duty by their country, and
who were then secreted back under cover of
darkness in a way that contrasted very
sharply with the hero's welcome that serv-
icemen returning, for example, from the First
and Second World Wars received. So we do
salute what our serving men and women are
doing.

In conclusion, and in support of this mo-
tion, | point out that over the last 12 years
Saddam Hussein has chosen to retain his
weapons of mass destruction. All the warn-
ing signs we need are there. To offer this
man comfort by dividing and by failing to
show the necessary resolution in the clear
face of danger is, in my view, to do a great
disservice to future generations of people
everywhere, not least of all young Austra
lians. He now has 48 hours, or the world's
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great democracies will have no choice other
than to disarm him by force.

Ms MACKLIN (Jaggjaga) (3.30 p.m.)—
Australians have never been ones to shirk a
fight, but of course that is when the cause is
just and right. The battlefields of Europe,
Africa, Asia, the Pacific and the Middle East
all attest to that. We do not walk away from
friends in need. We do not give in to bullies.
We do not leave it to others to fix our prob-
lems for us. We are a nation that takes its
international obligations seriously. But war
must always be a last resort, and any war,
including this war, must always be in the
interests of our national security. That has to
be the test of whether or not we go to war.
The Prime Minister's reasons to go to war
with Irag seem to change by the hour. Today
he said that it is to do with disarmament. But
last week it was for humanitarian reasons.
The week before, he even invoked the Bali
tragedy. It is appalling that the Prime Minis-
ter is sending our fellow Australians to war
when the case for their mission continues to
change.

Evidence of any threat to our national se-
curity has not been provided by this Prime
Minister. So, from the Labor Party’s point of
view, the only command that this Prime
Minister should be issuing today is to recall
all 2,000 of our troops already deployed for
the war in Iraq. Today Labor says no to war
in Irag. This is not a position that my col-
leagues and | have taken lightly. We do un-
derstand the enormity of our decision. Rarely
in our history, if ever, has Australia entered
into a war without bipartisan support. We all
know that any conflict has terrible conse-
guences for al of those directly involved.
That iswhy all of my Labor colleagues and |
have thought carefully and very deeply in
coming to our decision to oppose Australia’s
involvement in a military attack against Iraq
without United Nations sanction.

We have considered in detail the ramifi-
cations of our position, particularly what it
means for the disarmament of Iraq and for
the impact that it may have on our relations
with our significant allies, the United States
and Britain. We have also had to think care-
fully about the motivations for and aims of
going to war against Iraq and whether con-
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flict is the best way of achieving them. We
have decided that war is not the answer.
Bombing is not the answer. We want a
peaceful disarmament of Irag, not war. War
on Irag without United Nations backing is
wrong. It is wrong because the best way to
disarm Iraq is peacefully through the United
Nations. It is wrong because the best way to
resolve international conflict is through the
Security Council of the United Nations. It is
wrong because the case that Irag poses a real
and immediate threat to the security of Aus-
tralia or our allies has not been proved by
this Prime Minister. In what situation do we
decide as a nation to go to war? It is when
our national security is threatened. This
Prime Minister has not made the case for
war. He has not demonstrated any immediate
threat to the security of Australia or to our
alies.

In April last year, we set two tests for
whether or not Australia should go to war
against lraq without the backing of the
United Nations. The first of these bench-
marks was the provision of evidence clearly
linking Irag and al-Qaeda and evidence of
Iraq providing weapons of mass destruction
to terrorist organisations. The second
benchmark that Labor set was the provision
of evidence showing a significant expansion
of Irag's weapons of mass destruction capa-
bility to the extent that it would pose a real
and immediate threat to the security of Aus-
tralia and its allies. These were the tests that
we set the Prime Minister if he was to justify
military action against Irag. In almost 12
months, this Prime Minister has failed to
come up with one scrap of evidence that
links Iraq with al-Qaeda and, in almost four
months of searching in Irag, United Nations
weapons inspectors have yet to uncover a
hidden stash of biological or chemical weap-
ons or a large-scale program to rearm Irag
with weapons of mass destruction.

It may be the case that Iraq has such a
program. It may have a stockpile of biologi-
cal and chemical weapons. But nothing so
far from this Prime Minister or from the
President of the United States demonstrates
that this is the case. If the Prime Minister
knows something that we do not, he should
come clean both with the parliament and,
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more importantly, with the Australian people
and tell us what he knows. Not only has the
Prime Minister failed to prove his case, the
government has failed the test of proving
national interest before taking this country to
war. As a result of this decision by this gov-
ernment, Australians are far more likely to
be targets for terrorists than we were 12
months ago. As one of just three nations to
commit troops to the coalition of the willing,
the Howard government has heightened the
terrorist threat to Australia.

We all know that we live in a region
marked by political instability and violence.
The horrific Bali bombings in which so
many innocent people from across the
world—including many young Australians—
were killed and injured have of course driven
hometo all of usjust how vulnerable we can
be here in Australia to terrorist attack. Now,
as a result of this government’'s decision,
Australia is one of the most exposed Western
nations in the world. Australia’s involvement
in the war on terror in Afghanistan and in
peacekeeping activities in East Timor—both
strongly supported by Labor—has antago-
nised some of the more extreme elements of
Islam. But the swift and successful response
to the Bali bombings, particularly the close
cooperation between the Australian Federal
Police and the Indonesian police and security
forces, shows what can be achieved by
strengthening ties and links between Austra-
liaand other nationsin the region.

The palicies being pursued by the Howard
government on lIraq and regional security
have served only to heighten the threat to
Australian security. The global threat of ter-
rorism requires not the sort of response we
have seen, with three nations deciding to go
to war against Irag, but an international re-
sponse. The best protection we can have
from such attacks is through collective secu-
rity—nations working together closely and
cooperatively in security, policing and intel-
ligence work to make sure that these terrorist
acts never happen again. That is why we in
the Labor Party support the Security Council
of the United Nations as the best way to dis-
arm lrag. For a middle-order power such as
Australia, the United Nations presents the
best way to protect and pursue our national
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interests. It helps restrain the actions of
larger countries—those who think that it is
okay to unilaterally strike out against oth-
ers—and it also gives us a degree of influ-
ence over international affairs that we could
never have on our own.

Over the last 12 years, we have seen that
the United Nations weapons inspectors are
able to do their job. In the United Nations
processes to disarm Iraq following the Gulf
War, we have seen a degree of success. By
early 1994, the International Atomic Energy
Agency had completely removed all weap-
ons-useable nuclear material from Irag.
Weapons inspectors have also been able to
destroy or account for all but two of Irag's
819 proscribed-range missiles, all mabile
launchers for proscribed Al Hussein class
missiles, 56 fixed missile launch sites, and
155 chemical and biological warheads in an
arsenal of 210 warheads. In its most recent
phase—the resumption of inspections in No-
vember last year—the weapons inspection
program has continued to achieve some suc-
cess, and Hans Blix and his team have con-
tinued to hold out the prospect of further
progress if only they had the opportunity.
The point is that the weapons inspectors have
been able to get on with their job. They have
been able to achieve some success and, given
more time, they would have been able to
achieve greater success.

| say to the Deputy Leader of the Liberal
Party, the Treasurer, who is at the table: why
rush to war when there are peaceful meansto
achieve our goal? The disarmament of Iraq is
our goal, but why not continue to pursue that
goal by peaceful means rather than rush to
war? The case to rush to war has not been
made by this Prime Minister and it has not
been made by the President of the United
States. We know that our troops will always
do their duty, but we on this side of the
House argue that our Prime Minister has
failed in his duty to them. He has failed to
unite our nation behind this conflict, because
he has not made the case for war against
Irag.

| am aware, as are many of my colleagues,
how deeply hurt many veterans of the Viet-
nam War were when they returned home to a
nation deeply divided over that conflict. |
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know many Vietnam veterans in my own
electorate and | can see, at a very personal
level, the deep impact that that experience
has had on their lives. None of us wants that
to happen again. That is why we on this side
of the parliament make it very clear that,
although we do not support the government’s
decision to take Australia to war, we do sup-
port the Australian troops that have been sent
by this government into this unjust and mor-
ally wrong conflict. They have been asked
by the government of the day to do ther
duty, and | am sure they will do it to the best
of their considerable ability. Now that war is
upon us, we can all only hope that the con-
flict will be short and will end with as few
casualties as possible on al sides. We all
send, to our Australian troops currently sta-
tioned in the gulf, our hope for their safe and

speedy return.

The Leader of the Opposition made it very
clear that opposing this war does not mean
that we are a bad ally of the United States.
We have fought alongside each other in wars
across the world, and Labor is committed to
a strong and enduring relationship with the
United States. But in a mature alliance such
as ours, we do not have to provide such sup-
port uncritically. It is the duty of any Austra-
lian government to assess each call to action
on its merits, with our national interests
paramount. Those merits have not been put.
Instead, what we had clearly portrayed on
the television this morning was our Prime
Minister picking up the phone and getting his
marching orders from the United States
President. Having failed to convince Austra-
lians that a war against Iraq is right, the
Prime Minister has decided to completely
ignore the Australian people. The Australian
people have shown in the past that they are
ready to act when there is areal threat posed
to our national security and to world peace.
But they quite rightly expect their palitical
leaders to provide a convincing case to sup-
port action. That is what the Australian peo-
ple expect—a convincing case to support the
action. After al, the Australian people are
the ones who will be making the sacrifices
that any conflict requires.

The Prime Minister should also be listen-
ing to people like Louay Alzaher, an Iragi
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dissident now living in Brisbane, who has no
love of Saddam Hussein. Saddam is, he says,
a monster, but bombing his homeland will
only make things worse for Iragis. Prime
Minister, bombing Irag is not the answer and
dividing the country is not the answer. Get
on the phone now and bring our troops
home.

Mr COSTELLO (Higgins—Treasurer)
(3.45 p.m.)—I do not believe it is possible to
assess the decision that has been made by the
government or, indeed, to debate the motion
which is before the House without placing in
context the country which is the subject of
this motion—the country which has the
weapons of mass destruction which cause so
much concern around the world. In all of this
discussion one would have been forgiven for
thinking that Iraq was a normative state, that
it engages in normative rules or that it con-
ducts itself amongst the nations of the world
along patterns which are considered norma-
tive or civilised. But this whole debate starts
because Iraq is not one of those countries,
and you cannot come to this debate over-
looking the nature of the regime which has
been put in place by Saddam Hussein. It
would not be a question of concern if this
were not arogue state.

| want to remind the House about the na-
ture of the regime and the country that we
are debating, as has been reported on a num-
ber of occasions by UN human rights inves-
tigators. Mr Max van der Stoel, the Special
Rapporteur of the Commission on Human
Rights on the Situation of Human Rights in
Irag, has repeatedly warned of the violations
and the barbarity of this regime and the per-
son who stands behind it. He has repeatedly
warned of the horrors that are taking place in
Irag as we speak. He has reported it over and
over again. In his report of March 1999 he
said this:
These past eight years | have submitted almost a
thousand pages of reporting on the situation of
human rights in Irag. | have analysed and re-
ported upon the situation of civil, cultural, eco-
nomic, political, and social rights. ... | have also
studied the special situations of persons in par-
ticular regions of Irag—the north and the south—
and of particular communities: the Kurds, the
Turkomans, the Assyrians, the Marsh Arabs and
the Shi’ite religious community. | have also re-
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ported upon the effects of Government palicy on
particularly vulnerable groups: women, children,
the elderly, and refugees. All the while—

all the while over those eight years—

the violations have continued without the slightest
indication of any change in Government policy

In my current report to the Commission on Hu-
man Rights, | have the sad duty yet again to re-
port: allegations of numerous and systematic ar-
bitrary executions; interferences with the inde-
pendent religious practice of the Shi’ite commu-
nity; continuing internal deportations of ethnic
Kurds; vidlations of the rights to food and health;
violations of the rights of the child; and the Gov-
ernment’s continuing failure even to cooperate in
efforts to resol ve the hundreds of cases of missing
Kuwaitis ...

In the past year, | have received allegations of
arbitrary executions from various sources. It is
my duty to evaluate and report upon these allega-
tions ... They alege executions of large numbers
of persons within Iragi prisons for various crimes
including for political reasons. Reports indicate
that army officers have been among those exe-
cuted, including some top officers in the last few
weeks ...

This is a brutal regime; this is a murderous
dictator; this is a government which engages
in systematic execution of its political oppo-
nents. It engages in torture, branding, ad-
ministering electric shocks, beatings, eye
gouging, rape. In 2000, an Iragi decree was
passed which said that slandering the presi-
dent carried the penalty of removing the of-
fender's tongue. In July 2000, pursuant to
these laws, authorities reportedly amputated
the tongue of a person who criticised the
Iragi president. The amputation was per-
formed in front of a large crowd. In 1994,
Iraq introduced extreme punishment for 30
criminal offences, including theft and deser-
tion. The punishments consist of the ampu-
tation of the right hand for the first offence
and of the left foot for the second offence. In
1994 and 1995, soldiers had portions of their
ears cut off for deserting. The government
branded an X on the forehead of these sol-
diers so that Iragi citizens would not think
they were wounded or were war heroes.
Doctors who refused to perform these opera-
tions were threatened with reprisals.

This is a brutal, murderous regime which
not only possesses chemical and biological
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weapons but uses them on its own people.
This is a regime which, during the so-called
Anfal campaign against the Kurds, killed an
estimated 100,000 people. The Iragi military
attacked Kurdish towns with chemical weap-
ons. In the town of Halabja alone they killed
5,000 Kurds and injured a further 10,000.
Chemical weapons were used on more than
40 villages. Thisis arogue state; thisis not a
normative government. It specialises in bru-
tality and murder. It owns chemical and bio-
logical weapons. It uses them on its own
people. It deports ethnic minorities and it
amputates the tongues of those people that
oppose the military dictator.

So we come to this rogue state which de-
fies the norms of the international commu-
nity. We ask ourselves, ‘What is the appro-
priate response?

Ms Burke interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for
Chisholm!

Ms Burke interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—If no other language is
understood, | will simply warn the member
for Chisholm!

Mr COSTELLO—We are not sitting
around here trying to debate and bring to
reason a rational person who, if he defies
public opinion, will be voted out of office.
This is someone who amputates the tongues
of people who criticise the regime. The idea
that we can somehow engage in some ra-
tional discourse in the UN Security Council
or elsewhere which will bring Saddam
Hussein to his senses overlooks the nature of
the regime and the brutality and murder that
it specialisesin.

So that is the first thing: this is a rogue
state run by a brutal dictator. The second is
this is a state that has weapons of mass de-
struction. | do not think there is any doubt
about that. | do not think that, after all of the
resolutions and all of the inspections, thereis
any doubt that this regime is concealing
weapons of mass destruction—VX nerve
agent, the most deadly nerve agent and
chemical weapon yet developed; 6,500
chemical bombs unaccounted for; 1,000 ton-
nes of chemical agent. There are strong indi-
cations Iraq has produced more anthrax than
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it has declared. Hans Blix found that there
was a non-declaration of 650 kilograms of
bacterial growth sufficient to produce 5,000
litres of concentrated anthrax.

Ms Hoare interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—I warn the member for
Charlton!

Mr COSTELLO—So we have in charge
of a rogue state a brutal dictator who exe-
cutes summarily all political dissent and who
has weapons of mass destruction and a track
record of using them. What will the interna-
tional community do about this? The Secu-
rity Council has authorised the use of force
against this regime, and it has done so over a
very long period of time. Going back to
resolution 678 on 29 November 1990, the
Security Council authorised the use of ‘all
necessary means to uphold the resolution
demanding that Iraq get out of Kuwait. ‘All
necessary means meant military action.
There was no doubt about what that meant at
the time. It authorised military action, and it
was engaged in. Nobody had any doubt that
‘all necessary means' meant military action.

As aresult of that military action, the in-
ternational community went to Iraq with the
terms of a ceasefire. The terms of that
cease-fire were set out in resolution 687,
passed on 3 April 1991. In the critical arti-
cles of that resol ution, ending up with article
33, the UN Security Council declared:

... upon officia notification by Irag to the Secre-
tary-General and to the Security Council of its
acceptance of the provisions above, a formal
cease-fireis effective ...

This is absolutely critical: ‘a formal cease-
fire is effective’ upon ‘acceptance of the
provisions above'. What were those provi-
sions? Article 8—one critical provision—
said that Iraq shall unconditionally accept the
destruction, removal or rendering harmless
of al chemical and biological weapons. The
cease-fire was conditional. It was conditional
upon Iraq unconditionally accepting the de-
struction, removal or rendering harmless of
all chemical and hiological weapons. | made
the point earlier, did | not, that this regime
possesses chemical and biological weapons?

Mr Murphy—We agree.
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Mr COSTELLO—The Labor Party
member says, ‘We agree.” If that is the case
then he must agree that the cease-fire has
been rendered inoperative.

Mr Murphy—It isthe process.

The SPEAKER—The member for Lowe
will have his opportunity.

Mr COSTELLO—The ceasefire was
conditional upon the destruction of those
weapons. By his own admission, the cease-
fire must now not be in place because he
agrees that they still have those weapons.
That being the case, under resolution 678,
there is no cease-firein place. That being the
case, under resolution 678, ‘al necessary
means —that is, force—have been author-
ised by the UN Security Council. That is
what it says. It talks about ‘all necessary
means and a conditional cease-fire—condi-
tional on the destruction of the weapons. By
their own admission, the opposition said,
‘That hasn’t happened.” Therefore, the cease-
fire is not effected; therefore, ‘necessary
means authorises the action required to
bring that about.

In fact, resolution 678 authorises the use
of ‘al necessary means to uphold and im-
plement resolution 660 (1990) and all subse-
quent relevant resolutions' . What was a sub-
sequent relevant resolution? Resolution
687—unconditional destruction of chemical
and biological weapons. Since that time, the
cease-fire having been rendered ineffective,
resolution after resolution has noted that,
including resolution 1441, which noted that
there had been a material breach—that is,
rendering the cease-fire ineffective and acti-
vating resolution 678 ‘all necessary means'.

This of course is the basis of the legal
opinion which has been rendered to the Brit-
ish government, the US government and this
government. The resolution makes it clear
that ‘ necessary means' remains on foot as an
authorisation of the UN Security Council.

Mr Murphy interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—The member for Lowe
will consult standing order 55.

Mr COSTEL L O—Asthe reasons say:

In our view, Irag's past and continuing material
breaches of 687 have negated the basis for a for-
mal cease-fire. Irag, by its conduct subsequent to
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the adoption of 687, has demonstrated it did not
and does not accept the terms of the cease-fire.
Consequently, the cease-fire is non-effective and
the authorisation of the use of forcein 678 is re-
activated.

So we stand in the position that we did back
in 1990 when ‘all necessary means covered
military action, when the then Labor gov-
ernment accepted that it did and when the
then Labor government committed Austra-
lian troops under that authorisation—an
authorisation which now stands on foot and
isasvalid now as it was then. If it authorised
that military action then, it authorises it to-
day—the cease-fire has been rendered inef-
fective. That is the legal basis on which this
action is being undertaken—the legal basis
that has been laid down and authorised by
the Security Council and refreshed as re-
cently as resolution 1441, which actualy
found a material breach.

So what then are the abjections to this
conduct which | believe, and which the gov-
ernment’s legal advice bdlieves, is authorised
by the UN Security Council? The first is that
we have not left enough time for inspec-
tors—that, if we allowed the inspectors more
time, somehow these weapons would disap-
pear. This has been going on since 1991. |
suggest to the House that, if Saddam
Hussein—the brutal dictator of Baghdad—
had any intention of disarming himself, he
would have done so before 2003.

The only thing that got this back on track
was resolution 1441 and the pre-deployment
of forces. He had no intention whatsoever of
complying. We know that from the history
between 1991 and 2002. What got this back
on track was resolution 1441 exercising and
reactivating that mandate and the pre-
deployment of forces. If Saddam Hussein
wanted to disarm and render the cease-fire
effective, he would be following the path that
was taken by South Africa, Kazakhstan or
the Ukraine. And he was warned. Resolution
1441 of November 1992 described a last
chance. It said ‘a final opportunity to com-
ply'. If there had been any doubt that there
had been some laches, acquiescence or any-
thing like that over the period from 1991,
1441 said ‘afinal opportunity to comply’.
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You could put your faith in the inspectors
that, after 1991 and all of the resolutions
since—the 17 or the 18 and No. 1441—and
the non-cooperation, he now stands poised
for a change in his attitude. But those who
deal with brutal dictators and murderous re-
gimes know that they do not respond to the
rational argument or the niceties or com-
plexities of diplomacy. Essentially, these are
regimes which rely on weapons of mass de-
struction to hold them in power. If the inter-
national community is determined to disarm
Saddam then all necessary means most
probably will have to be invoked.

The second argument that is put is that
somehow a new authorisation is required
from the UN. As | have already argued, there
is authorisation. How new does the authori-
sation have to be, as new as the last chance
in November of 20027 No new authorisation
is required because Saddam Hussein is on
notice, has been on notice and was given a
final notice in November.

Because of the negotiations that have been
transpiring in the Security Council over re-
cent weeks, the point | have made previously
I make again: | do not believe that Australia
can afford to fetter its foreign policy, as was
stated by the Leader of the Opposition, by
promulgating a doctrine that it will never
engage in military conduct without authori-
sation of the UN. You can put forward that
ruleif you like. But that rule would not have
authorised the allies in Kosovo. Kosovo is an
interesting case that never gets mentioned in
these debates. There was no UN authorisa-
tion of the activity in Kosovo. That happened
to bein defence of Mudlims, incidentally.

There is an obvious reason. Nation states
will reserve to themselves, | believe, the
right to determine their own policy and not
contract it out in away which will be subject
to the vagaries of a P5 veto. That is the real-
ity. If you put forward the proposition that
you will not act in your foreign policy with-
out a UN mandate, you are effectively saying
to any one of the P5 powers that they have
the right to veto your policy at a particular
point—not al of them; any single one of
them. It is effectively saying the French
could veto Australia's foreign policy. Sup-
pose Australia wanted to take a strong stand
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against some area of French interest. Would
we hand over to the French the right to veto
that? | do not believe so.

The third reason that is put is that this will
lead to some new American unilateralism.
For the reasons | have already argued, | do
not believe that to be the case, firstly, be-
cause there is UN approval; secondly, be-
cause in relation to this matter the issues
which are at stake | believe authorise and
justify intervention; and, thirdly, because |
believe the risk of terrorism and the possibil-
ity that rogue states will link with terror in-
ternationally means that countries, including
Australia, have the right to defend them-
selves against possibilities that we would not
want to wait to see occur before we took ac-
tion to secure our citizens.

It is argued by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition that this will make us a target for
terrorism. We are a target for terrorism. Bali
showed that. Bali was not a consequence of
Australia’s position in relation to Irag; it was
a consequence of the action we took in rela
tion to East Timor. Mr bin Laden has made
that clear. He has made clear that he regards
Australia as a legitimate terrorist target be-
cause of East Timor, not because of Iraqg.

It is important that we as a government
make clear our resolve to disarm brutal dic-
tators prepared to use and hoard weapons of
mass destruction—and use them against their
own people—in the interests of the citizens
of Irag. | make this final point: thisis a mili-
tary action determined to protect citizens
from weapons of mass destruction. This is
not targeting citizens; this is targeting a re-
gime that targets citizens. | believe that the
citizens of Iraq have their best chance to live
in peace without summary and arbitrary exe-
cution and torture if those weapons are taken
out of the hands of the brutal dictator and the
international community accomplishes that
task. (Time expired)

Mr SWAN (Lilley) (4.05 p.m.)—Thisisa
war that ishot in our national interest. It will
weaken our national security; it will not
strengthen our national security. It will make
us less secure, not more secure. We have just
had some crocodile tears from the Treasurer
about the brutality of the Iraqi regime. Those
facts have been known for a decade. The

REPRESENTATIVES

12527

Treasurer has been missing in action again.
Mr Nowhere Man has suddenly discovered
thereis aproblem in Irag. The problem with
Iraq has been there for along period of time.
When the victims of that regime fled to this
country were they welcomed by you two
years ago, Treasurer? Of course they were
not. They were not welcome then. It suits
your palitical case to argue that now, to get
over the embarrassment of this outrageous
decision that your government has taken
over the last few months.

It is not in this country’s national interest
and it is not in the interest of the security of
our citizens. This is a decision which makes
each and every one of our citizens less se-
cure, not more secure. Our security rests with
our ability to withstand terrorism in this re-
gion; the decision that this government has
taken means that terrorism in this region is
going to be much more likely. For all of
these reasons, the Prime Minister’s decision
to commit Australian troops to war is ssmply
wrong—wrong for the country and wrong
for people not only of this country but
around the world.

Many Australians are concerned about se-
curity in the wake of September 11 and the
Bali bombings. This government has not
been able to demonstrate any evidence of a
link between Saddam Hussein and al-
Qaeda—no link at all. The Prime Minister
promised to give alink in his Press Club ad-
dress; he has also promised on many occa-
sionsinthisHouseto give alink. But no link
has ever been made. That is why those oppo-
site are so embarrassed. They simply cannot
see, as the Labor Party can see, that sending
troops to Iraq does not reduce the threat of
terrorismin thisregion. It simply does not do
that. It is time we faced the fact that we are
simply not a superpower. We have finite re-
sources, which should be deployed where
they can achieve the greatest degree of secu-
rity for Australians. But John Howard is
blind to all of these essential facts, just as his
backbench is blind to these facts.

One thing you can say about the Prime
Minister is that he has the courage of his
prejudices. He does not have the courage of
his convictions, he has the courage of his
prejudices. What are those prejudices? You
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can see them in this rancid decision today.
The first prejudice is his disdain for this re-
gion. You have seen it through the whole
period of the Howard government. They
have not engaged in the Asian region at all.
You saw it in his comments about how Aus-
tralia should be the deputy sheriff in Asia.
You saw it in his comments about how he
would have a pre-emptive doctrine in this
region. That is hisfirst prejudice.

His second prejudice is that he hates the
United Nations. He has continually deni-
grated that organisation. It has been a feature
of this government’s decision making across
a range of domestic and international poli-
cies. That is his second prejudice.

His third prejudice, and the one that is
most fatal for the quality of democracy in
this country, is that he always covers up his
mistakes. That has horrendous consequences
for the quality of democracy in this country
and peopl€'s lack of faith in their elected
representatives. Look at the mistake he made
over the children overboard affair, his refusal
to come clean before this parliament and the
consequences that that has had for this coun-
try, not only at home but in the region. Look
at how he was outed when he recently went
to Washington, and the US President had to
confirm that Australia was a member of the
coalition of the willing. Was he embar-
rassed? No; because, by his standards of de-
ception, thiswas aregular occurrence.

This Prime Minister has three prgjudices:
disdain for the region, denigration of the
United Nations and covering up his mistakes.
If that is not depressing enough, they are
now shared by the whole of his cabinet and
his backbench. That is why this government
isin such political trouble out there and why
it isso out of touch with the Australian peo-
ple—so out of touch with what is happening
in the lives of average Australians.

When | was reading my Weekend Austra-
lian on Saturday, my eye was drawn to a su-
perb letter in the First Byte column. Each
and every one of the backbenchers over there
ought to be very embarrassed because this
letter writer has characterised them very ac-
curately. The letter goeslikethis:

Baa baa backbench have you any spine? No sir,
no sir, we're al supine. Dubya is our master,
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"cause Johnnie thinks the same, meanwhile our
sovereignty is going down the drain.

That sums up the supine nature of the Liberal
Party and its backbench and their failure to
stand up for decent principles in this parlia-
ment, selling out the people of Australia and
trying to cover up the mistakes that this
Prime Minister has made and his acute em-
barrassment.

| would think that there was a degree of
anti-Americanism in the words of that letter
writer. | do not want my words to be misun-
derstood: | am a strong supporter of the
American aliance and the American people.
The problem we have here is a very simple
one. It is not the American people who are
the problem; it is the American President and
American policy that isthe problem. Thereis
a whole pro-American world out there; it is
just looking and waiting for an American
President and an American government that
can be admired—one that will bring forward
a decent international policy based on re-
spect for international law, based on respect
for collective security arrangements, based
on an approach to disarmament that works
across the board and based on an attack on
weapons of mass destruction.

We had the crocodile tears from the
Treasurer before about the nasty nature of
the regime. It is an absolutely repugnant re-
gime. It is one that should be disarmed as
quickly as possible. The only problem is that
this government has sat back for six years
and has done absolutely nothing, meanwhile
taking a dreadful attitude to those people
who have fled the regime. That hypocrisy of
the Prime Minister was summed up in an-
other part of Saturday’s Australian with a
cartoon showing Mr Howard saying to such
people, ‘Now, when you get back to Iraq,
just try and keep a civil tongue in your head,’
while handing them a chegue for $2,000.
Nothing exposes the hypocrisy of the Liberal
Party and this Prime Minister on these issues
better than that drawing and that |etter.

The truth is that we have gone through
this charade, through the lies and through the
deception because the Prime Minister made a
commitment to the coalition of the willing
many months ago. This whole debate has
been about his refusal to come clean with the
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Australian people. He is locked into George
Bush's battle plan for regime change in Iraq,
and it has nothing to do with disarming that
country. He has become a hostage to George
Bush's timetable. That is what has happened
and that is why he is so embarrassed. He is
putting United States military interests be-
fore our own domestic security needs. He is
letting an elected government of another
country run our domestic policy and our for-
eign policy. So much for border security—it
has gone down the tube. It has gone down
the drain under John Howard. That is a re-
markable change in attitude to border secu-
rity.

The true cost of our participation in the
war in Iraq will be measured not by the bil-
lions of dallars that are spent on the military
but by the cost that will come from sidelin-
ing the UN—a tremendous cost in the long
term, and one which our children will have
to live with. The sidelining of the UN is the
first cost. The second one is a fracturing of
the Western alliance and what that will mean
for security of not only this region but also
the world in the years to come.

The third one—and the one that is the
most sad—is the way this Prime Minister has
been determined to divide the Australian
people. He has set out once again to divide
the Australian people. There is one thing that
can be said about this Prime Minister who
has the courage of his prgjudice: division is
something he is an expert at. In taking this
decision today, for the reasons he has taken
it, he has profoundly divided this nation—
precisely at a time when we face security
threats in our own region and when people
domestically crave security. They crave secu-
rity in health policy and they crave security
in family policy. We are now having a divi-
sive debate that we did not need to have. We
are having it because the Prime Minister, for
his own political reasons, has locked himsel f
into a decision which is not in the long-term
interests of this country. That is why | say
that the Prime Minister of this country is a
great dealer in deception. He may well de-
serve an Oscar for his efforts, but in the pro-
cess he has sacrificed the trust of the Austra-
lian people.
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He has been promising and promising to
give us some evidence that shows a clear
link between the regime in Irag and the
events of 11 September and Bali. But it has
never materialised. | see the foreign minister
over there; perhaps we will get some sort of
definitive statement from him about that link.
On this most important day in our history,
when the Prime Minister has committed our
troops to war, perhaps someone on that side
of the House will have the decency to make
the link. If they do not, once again they will
stand exposed for their failures.

The truth is that there are thousands of
Australian lives at risk, and the stakes are
simply too high for the type of palitical game
that is being played by the Prime Minister,
the Treasurer and the foreign minister. The
truth is that the Prime Minister is not pre-
pared to admit that we have been committed
to war for a very long time. Now we are ex-
pected to believe that he is absolutely com-
mitted to doing something about human
rights in Irag—something he has ignored for
such a very long time. Of course, that is the
problem: the Australian people can see
through that double standard. They can see
through a fraudulent argument. They can see
the lack of a case that this government has
yet to put to this parliament.

Part of the Prime Minister’s attempts to
denigrate the UN is that he would like people
to believe that we cannot let one or two par-
ticular nations in the UN determine our for-
eign palicy. What is the aternative to that?
The UN might not be perfect, but it is the
only international system we have. | think
there is a fair body of evidence that would
indicate that, first, in terms of disarming Irag
there has been some success and, second, it
is the only system we have and there has to
be some form of rule of law in the interna-
tional system.

Let us go to resolution 1441. There has
been some success in disarming Iraq. There
has been progress, and there is still the pros-
pect of more progress. So you ask yoursdlf:
why have we not waited another couple of
weeks or another month? We have not
waited simply because George Bush, through
his deployment of troops to the region, was
never going to wait. This is all about pre-
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emption. So now we find ourselves signed
up to a position where, if the United States
wants to go in anywhere in the world for any
reason at any time, wejust thumb our nose at
the UN. It is a dreadful precedent. That
smirk on your face, Foreign Minister, says it
all.

Mr Crean—The deputy over there?

Mr SWAN—The deputy sheriff or Dep-
uty Dawg?

Mr Crean—Deputy Dawg.

Mr SWAN—This is the foreign minister
of this country. If the Prime Minister could
not bring the evidence into the House, surely
the foreign minister will bring some evi-
dence into this House that makes a link be-
tween the events of 11 September and the
regime in Irag. Of course, | do not think we
will be seeing that at all. | do not think that
will be happening. The truth is that, in taking
the position we have—in thumbing our nose
at the United Nations and in signing up to the
coalition of the willing—we have diverted
resources and energy away from our region
and our backyard. That is what we have
done.

The truth is, as people like Hugh White

have said frequently, that there is a need to
shift our security focus to deal with terrorism
in our region. If this government cannot
make a link between Iraq and September 11
or Bali, what are we doing there? Why are
we No. 3 in the coalition of the willing? Why
have we made our biggest commitment of
troops and military equipment since Viet-
nam? What justifies such a commitment? It
is time we faced the fact that we are not a
superpower. It is time we faced the fact that
we have important work in this region. The
government’s dilemma was best summed up
by former Prime Minister Hawke the other
night on Lateline. | would like to quote what
he had to say:
If the objective of disarmament is being met by
other means, such as rigorous inspections, it is
immoral to go to war. It is aso stupid. Osama bin
Laden must have been praying for the US to at-
tack Irag, particularly without UN sanctions. It
will serve the interests of terrorism as it will
crystallise action against the superpower and its
alies.
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That sums it up. This is a government that
has put the interests of another country ahead
of our interests. Thisis a government that, by
its decision to commit to this campaign, has
made this country far less secure. What is
absolutely amazing is that there has not been
one voice of dissent raised by any of those
supine backbenchers over there about the
actions of their Prime Minister. They are
quite happy to go along with these decisions.
When they go back to their constituencies in
a week or two, | hope they distribute those
pamphlets that are now coming out from
Liberal Party central casting and going out
around the country with people crying
crocodil e tears because of the brutality of the
regime in Irag. | hope they distribute all
those. We want to have this debate on the
ground in your areas. The public know the
deception that you have been engaged in.
They know it well. You have not provided
any evidence to justify this war. You have
actually been out there fearmongering. That
iswhat you have been doing. Y ou have been
fearmongering to justify your warmongering.

The Prime Minister’'s speech to the Press
Club last week invoked the image of Pearl
Harbor. It was truly pathetic. The one thing
about Pearl Harbor in the history of this na-
tion is this: it united a nation. The one thing
that this Prime Minister isdoing is dividing a
nation. If he wants to invoke the image of
Pearl Harbor, he had better change his ways,
because the time of Pearl Harbour was atime
when Australians came together—we did
things together. The things that we did to-
gether were the things that made us strong.
That was a time when Australians |ooked
after their mates. It was not a time when
governments played the sorts of divisive
cards that this government is playing—
whether it is the war in Irag, whether it is
refugees or whether it is the government’s
attack on the unemployed or any of the other
groups in the community against which it
seeks to focus resentment in an attempt to
avoid political responsibility for some of the
outrageous policies that it has put together
over the years.

The truth is that, coming from this deci-

sion today, we have sidelined the UN, which
is not in the long-term interests of this coun-
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try. As a small- to medium-sized power it is
in our interest that the UN works. What the
government has done is sideline it. More
importantly, it has divided the Australian
people in an immoral way. They expect bet-
ter from their representatives, they expect
better from a Prime Minister and they cer-
tainly expect a lot better from a backbench. |
would like to see one of the Liberals or one
of the Nationals from the other side of the
House actually stand up on principle, stand
up and criticise the Prime Minister, stand up
and expose that fool of a foreign minister
and stand up and have the courage of their
convictions—unlike the courage of the
prejudices that the Prime Minister has. This
is a government which has forfeited, through
this decision today, the right to any respect.
It has sidelined the United Nations, sidelined
international law, divided the region, weak-
ened the country and made all Australians
less secure—shame!

Mr DOWNER (Mayo—Minister for For-
eign Affairs) (4.24 p.m.)—As the member
for Eden-Monaro says, it is a pity we did not
get even one minute on Tony Blair, whose
name has yet to be uttered by the Labor Party
in this debate, interestingly—

Mr Sidebottom—Go on then, fawn over
him!

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Jen-
kins)—The member for Braddon.

Mr Sidebottom—Tell usyou love him.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER—Order! The
honourable member for Braddon will desist
or leave the chamber.

Mr DOWNER—I think Tony Blair is a
courageous man, actually. The British La-
bour Party has the advantage that it has a true
and a strong |eader—something that you in
the Australian Labor Party very much regret.
Thisis not just anissue about Irag; it is about
the future. It is about whether the interna-
tional community’'s will, as expressed
through the Security Council, amounts to
anything more than a few words. It is about
whether the world has any choice other than
to live in the constant fear of chemical, bio-
logical and nuclear weapons left in the hands
of vicious dictators. It is about whether Aus-
traliawill continue to play its role as a coun-
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try committed to non-proliferation, to the
rule of law and to the preservation of global
Security.

Over more than a decade of close in-
volvement in this difficult issue, Australia
has sought nothing more and nothing less
than to ensure that Iraq complies with its
obligations as set out by the United Nations
Security Council in 17 resolutions. This gov-
ernment will not stand back at this crucial
time and wait for a frightening new era in
which terrorism and weapons of mass de-
struction combine to threaten us. We will
ensure instead that Australia plays an active
rolein shaping a secure future.

Thisis not an easy choice and Australia's
isnot an easy role, but the cost of inaction is
to leave our future too much at risk. When
Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait more than
a decade ago in an unprovoked and bloody
attack on his neighbour, Australian forces
were there to liberate Kuwait and force Irag
back within its borders. When the United
Nations sent inspection teams into Iraq after
the Gulf War to try to ensure Saddam
Hussein disarmed in accordance with his
obligations, Australians were there. When
Iraq resisted and expelled the inspectors in
1998 and military action again loomed, Aus-
tralian troops again were deployed—with
bipartisan support.

Again, in recent months we provided our
strong support to the United Nations Security
Council process and to the weapons inspec-
tors, and we forward deployed our troops to
maintain pressure on Saddam Hussein to
comply with his obligations under Security
Council resolution 1441. When, as now
seems inevitable, military force must be used
to rid Iraq of its terrifying weapons, Austra-
lians will be there—as they have been over
the past 12 years to seek to disarm Iraqg.

The disarmament of Iraq is unfinished
business—the unfinished business of the
1991 Gulf War. The diplomatic effort to en-
sure that Saddam Hussein disarms peacefully
is now over. We have arrived at this day be-
cause Iraq has continued to defy the interna-
tional community in its pursuit of chemical,
biological and nuclear weapons. As the
House is all too aware, Iraq has deceived,
frustrated and ignored the will of the inter-
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national community for over 12 years. This
game of diplomatic cat and mouse is now
over. All avenues for a peaceful resolution
have been tried and all of them have failed.
Irag must now be forced to comply with its
obligations. Such action is consistent with
international law. Let there be no mistake: an
18th Security Council resolution was not
necessary to provide a legal basis for action
to enforce the previous 17 resolutions. Our
legal advice is unequivocal: the existing Se-
curity Council resolutions provide for the use
of force to disarm Irag and restore interna-
tional peace and security to the area.

To understand the legal basis for military
action one must understand the chronology
of the resolutions. First, following Irag’'s in-
vasion of Kuwait on 2 August 1990, the
council adopted resolution 660 demanding
Irag's withdrawal immediately. Irag refused
to comply, and that led to resolution 678 of
29 November 1990, authorising the use of all
necessary means to force Iragq to leave Ku-
wait and to restore international peace and
security in the area. Irag's refusal to leave
Kuwait precipitated military action, and fol-
lowing Iraq's defeat the council adopted
resolution 687, which provided the cease-fire
terms for Irag. A critical condition of resolu-
tion 687 was that Iraq comply with its obli-
gations to abandon its weapons of mass de-
struction. Resolution 687 also reaffirmed the
authority of resolution 678 and referred to
the threat to peace and security in the area
posed by weapons of mass destruction. Irag's
past and continuing breaches of its cease-fire
obligations demonstrated that it did not and
does not accept the terms of the cease-fire.
This was Irag's choice, and it has turned its
back on a peaceful outcome.

| know that many of those opposite agree
that the legal authority exists. On 2 March
1998, when the opposition supported the
deployment of Australian forces to the gulf,
in what subsequently became known as Op-
eration Desert Fox, the then opposition
spokesman for foreign affairs, the member
for Kingsford-Smith, said that Iragq was in
clear breach of the terms and conditions of
the 1991 cease-fire. Since 1998 nothing has
changed. Saddan's cheat-and-retreat tactics
have remained the same and the legal basis
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for action has remained the same. Security
Council resolution 1441 confirms that Iraq
has been and remains in material breach of
its obligations. Importantly, it acknowledges
that Iraq's failure to comply with the inspec-
tions regime established under resol ution 687
poses a threat to international peace and se-
curity and it recalls the authorisation given in
resolution 678 to use all necessary means to
restore international peace and security in the
area.

It is clear that Iraq has failed to comply
with its obligations in resolution 1441. And
remember the words. immediate—not after
many months—unconditional and active
compliance with the United Nations weapons
inspectors. So on this basis—Iraq's continu-
ing breach of the inspections regime—the
government’s legal advice concludes that the
cease-fire is not effective and the authorisa-
tion for the use of force in Security Council
resolution 678 is reactivated. Thisis a view
shared by the British Attorney-General, Peter
Goldsmith, who made this very point yester-
day. Those opposite would be interested to
hear that this is a conclusion also reached by
the former Secretary of the Department of
Foreign Affairs and Trade and the one-time
chief of staff to the former Leader of the Op-
position, the member for Brand.

Honourable member s interjecting—

Mr DOWNER—He lost his preselection
to you, did he? It is a matter of regret that
members of the Security Council failed to
build on the momentum it established when
it unanimously passed resolution 1441—a
forthright, firm and final demand for compli-
ance. A united Security Council would have
given Saddam Hussein no comfort—no
sense that his timeworn game of cheat and
retreat could be allowed to continue indefi-
nitely. The vast majority of nations share the
fundamental position that Iraq must be dis-
armed of weapons of mass destruction, and
no country has argued that Iraq has complied
with its obligations to disarm.

The inability to secure further Security
Council action was a direct result of the
stated intentions of a permanent member to
exercise its veto against the British, Ameri-
can and Spanish resolution, no matter what
the circumstances. This denied the Security
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Council any further role in the disarming of
Irag, but it did not deny and it could not deny
the clear and immediate threat posed by
Iragq’s weapons of mass destruction to global
security, and it cannot deny responsible
members of the international community the
legal capacity to act together to protect inter-
national peace and security and to enforce
existing Security Council resol utions.

It is critical to understand that Irag's
weapons pose a grave threat to international
peace and security and to Australia’s national
interests. This threat is not one we can afford
to ignore any longer. Over the past two dec-
ades Saddam Hussein has been alowed to
develop, retain and hide weapons which the
international community says he must de-
stroy, and he has been successful in doing so.
As aresult, the world faces a threat which is
terrible to contemplate: weapons of mass
destruction in the hands of a ruthless dictator
with a proven record of using such weapons
against not just his neighbours but his own
people. No other country has this record of
use. Saddam Hussein poses a unique threat.
This threat is amplified and made all the
more frightening when considered alongside
the determination of terrorists to get their
hands on weapons of mass destruction. Sad-
dam Hussein does have proven links to ter-
rorism. The combination of his weapons of
mass destruction and the determination of
terrorists to acquire them is for this govern-
ment an unacceptable threat—it may not be
for everybody but it certainly is for this gov-
ernment.

Locating, securing and disposing of Iraq's
weapons of mass destruction capabilities
must and will be a major objective for the
coalition. We must achieve the disarmament
of Irag. The focus will be on weapons and
ddivery systems, biological and chemical
agents, weapons and dual-use infrastructure,
and Iraq's technical and scientific expertise.
Having embarked on this path, we must en-
sure that Iraq is free of these weapons. In
doing so we will be removing a threat that
has destabilised the region for over 20 years.

Successive Australian governments, as |
have pointed out, have worked long and hard
to contain the spread of weapons of mass
destruction. Irag's pursuit of these weapons
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has been a key concern to us for over 20
years. With al of these efforts over al of
these years, we have to accept that the policy
of containment has not worked in the case of
Irag. Without enforcement, the international
structures of non-proliferation which we
have worked so hard to build up and main-
tain become toothless. Australia will take its
place in a coalition to disarm Iraq through
military force because we firmly believe we
must not resile from our longstanding com-
mitment to rid Iraq of weapons of mass de-
struction. We should continue to meet our
responsibility to enforce disarmament and
non-proliferation norms, to enforce Security
Council resolutions designed to secure inter-
national peace and security and to protect
Australians from a new and potentially dev-
astating threat.

Easing that military pressure now without
completing the task of disarming Iraq would
be a disastrous failure for global security. Put
simply, it would alow Saddam to keep his
weapons of mass destruction and it would
encourage others to follow his example. We
cannot, however, keep the military forces
there indefinitely in an attempt at contain-
ment. Not only would that prove too costly
for those prepared to contribute but the pres-
sure presently on Iraq would dissipate. The
strategy of containment simply has not
worked and now poses an unacceptable risk
inapost September 11 world.

In contemplating this course of action, the
government has been very conscious of the
wellbeing of the Iragi people. Every effort
will be made to win the war quickly and to
minimise civilian casualties. The current
humanitarian situation, ensuring that the
Iragi people are provided with essential
needs, is central to the government’s plan-
ning. In the immediate aftermath of military
action, the United Nations, the United States,
the United Kingdom and others stand ready
to provide humanitarian assistance to the
Iragi people. Initially, we have provided the
United Nations and the International Com-
mittee of the Red Cross with $10 million,
which will help to provide the people of Irag
with urgent assistance, including food, water
and sanitation as well as health care. We will
provide significant additional assistance.
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Helping the Iragi people reconstruct a coun-
try from decades of corrosive and brutal
dictatorial rule, distorted priorities, neglect
and mismanagement will be a formidable
task. Australia will help the UN and other
key international agencies assist in meeting
Iraq’'s recovery and long-term reconstruction
needs. Our contribution will help Iraq gain
stability and prosperity for the future.

| have today decided to expel all Iraqi
staff from the Iragi embassy in Canberra
The five staff have been given five days to
leave Australia. This is a prudent step in a
situation where Australia is engaged in mili-
tary action against Irag. It is a sensible step
to protect Australia’s security and our na-
tional interest. This does not congitute a
break in diplomatic relations. When hostili-
ties have concluded, we expect a new Iragi
government to resume representation in
Australia.

As a consequence of today’s decision
forcibly to disarm Irag, we will see the end
of Saddam Hussein's dictatorship. This is of
enormous significance to the Iragi people.
Let me make it clear: we will liberate Iraq;
we will not occupy Irag. We want to ensure
the Iragi people control Iragi oil and that it is
used for their benefit. We want to begin the
process of economic and political recon-
struction, working to put Iraq back onto the
path to prosperity. We want to hand back
control of Iraq as quickly as possible to the
Iragi people. The United States has said that
it will stay aslong asis necessary in Iraq but
not one day more. Australia shares that ob-
jective.

Australia has pursued the issue of Irag's
weapons of mass destruction with the
strongest of convictions that to do so is in
our national interest. We have neither shirked
the issues nor watered down our principles.
Our actions are on the record. These objec-
tives are shared by a number of countries,
including our long-term friends and partners
in this campaign—the United States and the
United Kingdom. We make no apology for
our strong aliance relationship with the
United States. The ANZUS adlliance is the
bedrock of our security. American leadership
and military power contribute to a stable se-
curity environment in the region. At a time
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of global uncertainty and major threats to
regional stability, in particular on the Korean
peninsula, it has never been more important
to stand together against the common threats
involving the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction and terrorism.

It iswrong to say that our region does not
share Australia’'s concerns about the gravity
of the threat posed by Irag. In North Asia,
Japan and the Republic of Korea clearly and
publicly support our position on military ac-
tion against Iraq. For its part, China has
urged Iraq to comply with Security Council
resolutions. In South-East Asia, Singapore
has been similarly supportive while the
Philippines and Thailand have maintained
sound and cooperative defence relationships
with the United States. East Timor’s foreign
minister, Jose Ramos Horta, has spoken out
strongly on the need to disarm Iraqg, by force
if necessary. So it is wrong to say that Aus-
tralia is also one of very few countries pre-
pared to assist in the forceful disarmament of
Irag.

| am delighted to see the Spanish Ambas-
sador in the gallery. | think Spain has done
an extraordinarily able and courageous job
on the Security Council and | congratulate
the Prime Minister of Spain, the foreign
minister and the government of Spain, who
have shown real courage. It has not always
been popular in the Spanish population, but
the government has shown real commitment
and real courage.

There are many good countries that are
prepared, sometimes in the teeth of public
opposition, to stand up for what is right and
for what is important because in the end,
even if it is not altogether popular, we will
provide a framework for a much more stable
and secure world. If we keep shirking our
responsibilities, if we keep playing the
populist card to try to avoid making difficult
decisions, we will of course pass on to future
generations of Australians and to future gen-
erations of people of the world a weaker in-
ternational system, a less stable international
system and a less secure international sys-
tem.

Finally, we will support the brave Austra-

lians who play a professional role in what
seems to be inevitable—a regrettable but
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necessary military action. | want to express
the government’s full support and admiration
for the Australian soldiers, sailors and air
men and women who serve as part of the
international coalition which is committed to
disarming Iraq of its weapons of mass de-
struction and to restoring peace and security.
Their work is dangerous but they stand
proudly alongside our firm friends and our
alies. They will ensure that the will of the
Security Council is enforced. As Australians,
they will defend our freedom, our values and
our security.

Mr RUDD (Griffith) (4.44 p.m.)—Of all
the gquestions being asked today by the par-
liament and the people of Australia in this
great debate on Iraqg, the most ssimple is per-
haps the most profound. That question is:
why? Why war? And why is Australia in this
war? If, on the day that the Prime Minister of
Australia takes the nation to war, the people
of Australia are till asking themselves that
guestion ‘Why?, is it any wonder that we
are now a nation divided?

The tragedy is that we need not have been
divided, because the history of this place is
that we have always striven to maintain a
bipartisan national security policy. But there
comes a time when bipartisanship is no
longer possible. That time has come. It has
come because this government has walked
away from the consensus that has governed
the national security policy of this country
for a quarter of a century following the with-
drawal of our troops from Vietnam. Under
that consensus, Australia maintained the
centrality of its alliance with the United
States, the centrality of its adherence to the
UN collective security system, and the cen-
trality of our strategic engagement in our
region. These have been the three pillars of
Australian national security policy for the
last quarter-century. They are the three pil-
lars of Australian Labor Party national secu-
rity policy. But, under this government, two
of the three pillars have collapsed: our policy
of strategic engagement in the region and
now, with this unilateral policy on Iragq by
the Howard government, our policy of ad-
hering to the collective security system of the
United Nations. It is for these reasons that
our bipartisan consensus on national security
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policy has collapsed: because you on that
side of the House have abandoned it—and
have abandoned it comprehensively.

| come to this debate as a longstanding
and passionate supporter of the US alliance,
an alliance formed by Labor in 1941, an alli-
ance that has ddivered great benefit to this
nation, to the region and to the world, and an
aliance that continues to deliver great bene-
fit. | say—and many would disagree—that
America has been an overwhelming force for
good in the world. There was the stabilisa-
tion of Europe after the war, the stabilisation
of East Asia in the post-1975 period and the
world's dependency on an open American
market to drive the world's prosperity.
America has not been a perfect superpower.
We remember Vietnam, we remember Chile
and we also now remember Kyoto. But
measured against great powers and super-
powers in the history of humanity, America
has been among the most benign in its use of
its great power. That is why today it causes
me great pain as a longstanding friend of
America to fundamentally part company
with this administration’s policy on Iraq and
the policy of global military pre-emption on
whichit is based.

| understand the stated reason for the fun-
damental change in US global palicy. It is a
response to the horror that we all saw on 11
September. But | submit that this war against
Iraq is the wrong response to September 11.
This analysis is not unique to the ALP. It is
shared by many men and women of good-
will—Republican and Democrat—across
America. It is a conclusion that is not the
product of mindless anti-Americanism; it is
the product of an analysis that concludes that
the UN collective security system is worth
preserving, that America must be careful not
to compound the threat of international ter-
rorism by the very action that it proposes to
remove that threat, and that the invasion of
Iraq is not of itself a pathway for the democ-
ratisation of the Middle East. For the Aus-
tralian Labor Party, the US alliance does not
mandate Australian compliance. The ALP is
responsible to the people, the parliament and
the nation for the national security of Aus
tralia. If that means parting company with
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our American ally on this current great ques-
tion on Irag, then part company we must.

Let us go to the Prime Minister’s argu-
ments on why we are going to war. He ad-
vances four of them. First, we must unilater-
aly attack Iragq to prevent another terrorist
attack as in Bali. Second, we must unilater-
aly attack Irag to prevent Irag giving weap-
ons of mass destruction to terrorists. Third,
we must unilaterally attack Irag to prevent
other rogue states giving weapons of mass
destruction to terrorists. Fourth—the great
humanitarian afterthought—we must unilat-
erally attack Iragq because of this govern-
ment’s unique, deep and longstanding con-
cerns over human rightsin Irag.

Let us go to each of these arguments in
turn. The first is that we must unilaterally
attack Irag to prevent another terrorist attack
asinBali. | smply ask this question of those
opposite: will an attack on Iraq stop al-
Qaeda? Will an attack on Iraq stop Jemaah
Islamiah? Will it stop Laskar Jihad? Will it
stop any of the terrorist organisations that
represent a real and present danger to our
security in our own region, our own neigh-
bourhood, our own backyard or even inter-
nationally? | submit no, because Irag has not
been behind the terrorist activities of S11 or
those in Bali. In fact, by reverse logic you
can argue that the very impact of this attack
that is now planned on Irag will add to the
recruiting ground for radical Islamist organi-
sations across South-East Asia, thereby
compounding the security threat which this
country now faces and indeed compounding
the security threat faced by others around the
world.

| say this: as this government embarks
upon a unilateral military attack on Irag,
what is this government doing about the
source of funding for terrorist organisations
like al-Qaeda? What has this government
said to the government of the Kingdom of
Saudi Arabia? What has the government said
about the host of charitable foundations run
out of Saudi Arabiawhich, it has been estab-
lished, provided funding to al-Qaeda and its
network around the world? We are about to
launch a military attack on lIrag, and your
government remains silent on the source of
funding for terrorismin Saudi.
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The second argument advanced by the
Prime Minister to unilaterally attack Irag is
to prevent lrag providing weapons of mass
destruction to terrorists. Again, let us pose
the question that the Prime Minister did not
bother to answer in ether his prepared
speech to the National Press Club the other
day or his remarks to this parliament today:
‘Do | hear any of those opposite claim that in
the 20 years or so that Iraq has possessed
weapons of mass destruction they have evi-
dence of Iraq providing those weapons of
mass destruction to terrorist organisations? |
am waiting. Do | hear any response from
those opposite?

Miss Jackie Kelly interjecting—

Mr RUDD—For 20 years, Iraq has had
chemical and biological weapons of mass
destruction and has been developing a nu-
clear capability. Can you say to me that you
have evidence of Iragq having provided those
WMDs to terrorists? | await the evidence on
this last and fateful day. The question is: is
Iraq today giving weapons of mass destruc-
tion to terrorists; is it giving weapons of
mass destruction to a-Qaeda; is it giving
weapons of mass destruction to Jemaah Is-
lamiah? Are they being given also to Laskar
Jihad?

Let us go to the next question. As the
honourable member for Lindsay absents her-
self from the chamber, let us go to the CIA,
that well-known sub-branch of the Australian
Labor Party. What does the CIA have to say?
Through its director, George Tenet, the CIA
said in a letter to the Foreign Intelligence
Committee of the US Senate on 6 October
2002 that, at present, the likelihood of Irag
providing weapons of mass destruction to
terrorist organisations and engaging its
weapons of mass destruction itself was re-
mote. When asked further under what cir-
cumstances it would be more likely or even
probable that Iragi WMD would be provided
to terrorist organisations or be used by Irag
itself, what did George Tenet, the director of
the CIA, have to say? He said that under the
circumstances of a US-led attack on lIraq,
Saddam Hussein may conclude that in the
endgame—which now may be very near in-
deed—he may be tempted to use his weap-
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ons of mass destruction in a single last defi-
ant act.

In all the months that the Prime Minister
of Australia has been engaged in this debate,
conscious of the existence of this letter from
George Tenet in his briefing folder every
time he comes into this parliament, has he on
any single occasion answered that funda-
mental, logical challenge against the argu-
ment that he advanced? He has not. The rea-
son he has not is that he has no answer for it.
He has no answer for this fundamental, logi-
cal assault from the Central Intelligence
Agency of his principal aly. Furthermore, he
suffers the profound embarrassment of Mr
Wilkie, a senior intelligence officer of his
own intelligence agency, the Office of Na-
tional Assessments, not only recently re-
signing but also as part of his resignation
statement saying that what he fears is that, in
the event of a US-led invasion on Iraq, the
dictator himsdf, Saddam Hussein, may not
only use his WMDs but aso use them on his
own people.

We have had no response to either of these
fundamental, logical assaults on the core
element of the Prime Minister’s argument for
engaging in a unilateral military attack on
Irag. Onthis day of all days, when we have a
formal debate in the parliament, and a formal
presentation from the Prime Minister and the
foreign minister, are any of these challenges
and charges met directly with any form of
argument? No. They are swept again under
the great carpet of history in the hope that
no-one will resurrect these arguments in the
future.

What is the Prime Minister’s third killer
argument? His argument is that a unilateral
military attack on Iraq will prevent other
rogue states from providing weapons of mass
destruction to terrorist organisations. | sim-
ply pose this question again to those oppo-
site: once the unilateral attack on Iraq occurs,
what will happen? As a conseguence of that
will North Korea, Iran, Syria, Libya, the Su-
dan and Cuba all, forever and a day, refuse to
provide under any circumstances weapons of
mass destruction to terrorist organisations?
Beyond the rogue states, there are 27 coun-
tries around the world that possess chemical
weapons, 19 with biological weapons, nine
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with nuclear weapons and a large number
with long range rockets. What of those states
aswell?

The core flaw and, | think, most alarming
and unreported element of this entire aspect
of the Prime Minister's argument is con-
tained in a paragraph buried away in the De-
fence Update 2003, recently released by the
Australian government. It says:

... the Australian Government may need to con-
sider future requests to support coalition military
operations to prevent the proliferation of WMD,
including to rogue states or terrorists, where
peaceful efforts have failed.

What does that mean? What it means is that
beyond Iraq we face the possibility that the
Prime Minister will not stop there. Beyond
the military attack on Iraq, are we also going
to see Australian unilateral military partici-
pation in a military attack on Iran, Syria,
Libya or the Sudan? Where does this whole
doctrine of pre-emption stop? We have no
answer from those opposite or from the
Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural
Affairs, whois at the table. Does it stop with
Irag? Is that the end of the road? Or are there
other rogue states waiting to come? The fun-
damental logic remains. does this action
against Iraq prevent so-called rogue states
from providing weapons of mass destruction
to others, or does it prevent the further pro-
liferation of WMD to rogue states? The logic
has yet to be answered.

The fourth and final argument advanced
by the Prime Minister is the humanitarian
argument. It says that Australia must engage
inaunilateral military attack on Iraq because
regime change is necessary and because the
human rights abuses under this regime are so
appalling. Let us face facts. Saddam
Hussein, as we on this side of the chamber
have said from the beginning of this debate,
is a brutal dictator. He is not unique in this
world as a brutal dictator. If you are arguing
the doctrine of international humanitarian
intervention, | submit to those opposite one
very elementary proposition: you have to be
consistent about it. Where were you in 1988
when Saddam Hussein used chemical weap-
ons against the Kurds? Did | hear a call from
those opposite saying, ‘We must militarily
invade Irag now because this appalling crime
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has been committed against Irag’s own peo-
ple? | do not recall so. In 1991, even after
the Gulf War when Saddam Hussein turned
on his own people a second time, did | hear a
call from those opposite that we must invade
Iraq afresh at that time in order to prevent an
attack on the civilian population of Irag? |
heard nothing.

Mr Hardgrave interjecting—

Mr RUDD—I say to the minister at the
table when are you going to propose the
military invasion of Zimbabwe? You on the
opposite side have said that the regime of
Robert Mugabe is a massive oppressor of
human rights, is responsible for mass politi-
cal killingsand is responsible for all forms of
political oppression. Your Prime Minister is
chairman of the Commonwealth and chair-
man of the Zimbabwe troika. Do we hear any
consistency in this argument which says, ‘We
shall invade this country because of its hu-
man rights abuses,’” but, strangely, finds it
inconvenient to marshal anything approach-
ing a codlition of the willing to invade Zim-
babwe to bring about regime change? The
simple argument hereisthat, if you are going
to embark upon the argument of international
humanitarian intervention, consistency is its
first prerequisite—and | know you find con-
sistency an awfully difficult proposition to
master.

The four arguments that the government
and the Prime Minister have advanced in this
entire debate are found to be lacking in any
dementary logical support. Our argument on
the question of Iraq boils down to this: for
Labor, a unilateral attack on Irag with Aus-
tralian participation is wrong. It is not in
Australia’'s national security interests and
there is a better way available to the interna-
tional community to disarm Irag. It is wrong
because, as we have said from the begin-
ning—as has the bulk of the world—a sec-
ond UN Security Council resolution is nec-
essary in order to bring about a proper foun-
dation for any collective military action
against Iraqg.

On the question of our national security |
simply ask the House: is the security of
Australia and Australians in South-East Asia
enhanced as a consequence of our unilateral
military attack on Iragq? Will we have more
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friends or fewer friends in South-East Asia
as a consequence of this action? Will we
have more enemies or fewer enemies in
South-East Asia as a consequence of this
action? Will Australia be more secure or less
secure as a consequence of this unilateral
military attack on Irag? | submit that, after
seven years of this government, Australia is
infinitely less secure than it was when the
predecessor government, the Keating gov-
ernment, |eft office. Today | simply note for
the record that the Prime Minister, keen to
refer in embracing terms to President Mega-
wati in his remarks to the parliament today,
neglected to refer to the fact that, in a dis-
patch from Jakarta today, Indonesia declared
its opposition to Australia's commitment of
troops to any military action in Irag, saying
that the move was against diplomatic at-
tempts at disarmament.

As far as our security is concerned, thisis
not just about our relations with our neigh-
bouring governments; it goes to the core
guestion of terrorism. The reason why Aus-
tralia has become a terrorist target in South-
East Asiais not al to dowith Irag. It isto do
with our operation in East Timor, which we
on this side of the House proudly supported.
It is also to do with our action in Afghani-
stan, which this side of the House proudly
supported. But this action against Iraq further
compounds the level of Islamic terrorist pro-
filing of Australian targets. Our simple ar-
gument to those opposite is that, as a conse-
guence of an Australian unilateral military
attack on Irag, Australia will become more
of aterrorist target than it otherwise needs to
be. These are the arguments we put forward
in this debate. A final one, which relates to
the remaining disarmament task for Irag, is
that there is a better, alternative way based
on containing Iraq or, further, taking proper
and approved action through the UN Secu-
rity Council under article 42 of the United
Nations Charter. That has not occurred.

What of postwar Irag? What have we
heard from the government on the humani-
tarian cost of the war? What have we heard
from the government on the cost of recon-
struction? What have we heard from the
government on future governance arrange-
ments for Irag? On the humanitarian effort,
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let me tell you what we have heard: 10 mil-
lion bucks. We have budgeted $900 million
for the war and $10 million for the peace.
The moral asymmetry of that proposition is
obscene. On the reconstruction challenge for
Iraq we have heard zero from the govern-
ment. On postwar governance arrangements
for Iraq we have heard zero from the gov-
ernment. Does the government oppose the
establishment of a US military governorship
or protectorate in Iraq after the event? | hear
nothing but silence from the government on
this question of policy. | do not hear any
policy from the government.

Our overall great casuaty in this entire
debate on Irag, however, is truth. This gov-
ernment of children overboard fame till has
not learned to tell the truth to the Australian
people. You have not been truthful with usin
this debate for the last 12 months. You did
not tell us that you were members of the
coalition of the willing when you were and,
right up to today, you still refuse to tell us
what the terrorist impact of this entire policy
of yours on Iragq will be. (Time expired)

Mr VAILE (Lyne—Minister for Trade)
(5.04 p.m.)—Four months after the adoption
of resolution 1441, Iraq has till not fully and
effectively disarmed. In fact no-one, includ-
ing UN weapons inspectors, has been able to
describe Irag's cooperation as immediate,
unconditional or active. Security Council
resolution 1441 did not ask that Iraq offer
limited cooperation. The international com-
munity, through 1441, demanded Irag’s un-
conditional disarmament, verified by weap-
ons inspectors. That is why | endorse and
support the government’s decision to commit
Australian Defence Force elements in the
Middle East region to the international coa-
lition of military forces preparing to enforce
Irag’s compliance with its international obli-
gations with a view to restoring international
peace and security inthe Middle East.

There is a legal and moral case for dis-
arming Irag, and doing soisin the Australian
national interest. The legal authority to use
force against Iraq to disarm it of weapons of
mass destruction derives from Security
Council resolutions 678, 687 and 1441, all
passed under chapter VII of the Charter of
the United Nations. In resolution 678 the
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Security Council authorised UN  member
states to use all necessary means to liberate
Kuwait and restore international peace and
security to the area. Remember, that was
passed after the unilateral invasion of Kuwait
by Irag. That was the first resolution. Then
resolution 687 imposed a conditional cease-
fire on Iraq following the liberation of Ku-
wait, based on Iragi compliance with obliga-
tions to disarm its weapons of mass destruc-
tion—a conditional cease-fire that is no
longer in existence. Resolution 687 reaffirms
the authority of resolution 678 and refers to
the threat to peace and security in the area
posed by weapons of mass destruction.

In resolution 1441, the Security Council
recalls resolution 678 as a relevant resolution
to Iragi weapons of mass destruction disar-
mament. It recalls further that the cease-fire
in resolution 687 was conditional upon Iragi
compliance with Irag’s obligation to disarm,
and decides that Irag has been and remainsin
material breach of this obligation. This
whole issue goes back over nearly 12 years.
It was established and passed in resolution
678, authorising United Nations member
states to use all necessary means to liberate
Kuwait and restore international peace and
security. That still exists. It was passed in
resolution 687 that there be a conditional
cease-fire and the condition be that Iraq dis-
arm itself of weapons of mass destruction. It
has not done that. It is in breach of its moral
and legal obligations under those resol utions
of the United Nations Security Council.

In resolution 1441, the Security Council
gave Iragq one final opportunity to comply,
deciding at the same time that any Iragi false
statements, omissions in its declarations or
other than full cooperation with weapons
inspectors would be a further material breach
of its obligation. Iraq has forfeited this final
opportunity through its false statements,
omissions and lack of full cooperation with
inspectors. Saddam now faces a 48-hour ul-
timatum to avoid war. Peace is still a possi-
bility but there is only one person who can
act, and that is Saddam Hussein. We should
never forget that the person right through this
process who has always had the ability to
ensure that peace prevails has been Saddam
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Hussein—and he has failed on every single
occasion.

Our government's decision to commit
Australian Defence Force elements in the
region to the international coalition of mili-
tary force preparing to enforce Irag's com-
pliance with itsinternational obligations does
not just rest on legal considerations. There is
a very strong moral case for taking action
involving military force if necessary to dis-
arm Irag. There will never be international
peace and security while Saddam has chemi-
cal and biological weapons. Saddam has
used chemical weapons against his neigh-
bours and his own people before, and thereis
no reason to suggest that he will not use
them again. If there is a convergence of
Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction, or the
existence of those weapons of mass destruc-
tion—weapons known to be in Saddam's
possession—with  terrorist  organisations,
who would absolutely not have a second
thought about using those weapons against
the Western world, the civilised world, the
democratic countries of the Western world,
the consequences would be catastrophic. If
the international community does not stand
firm on disarming Iraq, there is every reason
to believe that other rogue states will aspire
to accumulate chemica and biological
weapons. These three reasons make a very
compelling moral case.

Our government has and will make deci-
sions based on Australia’s national interests.
Australia has a mgjor interest and stake in
this issue, not least because it is the respon-
sibility of any Australian government to act
to protect the security and safety of all Aus-
tralians whether they are living at home or
abroad. Iragq’'s pursuit of weapons of mass
destruction represents a threat to the Middle
East, a region of immense strategic and
commercial significance, including to Aus-
tralia. Instability in the Middle East is a ma-
jor source of international terrorism. Iragis a
known supporter of international terrorism
and needs to be held accountable for its
sponsorship of such groups. Australia also
wants to avoid proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction in the Asia-Pacific region.
It is worth asking how North Korea will be-
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have if it sees Irag being let off the hook by
the international community.

There is no more serious decision a cabi-
net minister and a cabinet can make than one
involving committing Australian men and
women to a possible military conflict. Aus-
tralia's Defence Force personnel—the young
men and women who protect our nation—are
respected worldwide for their courage, brav-
ey and professionalism. They will act if
necessary at the direction of the democrati-
cally elected government of Australia. That
is their duty. Any opposition to the decision
that the government has taken to commit our
troops to the international coalition preparing
to enforce Irag’'s compliance with its inter-
national obligations should be directed at the
government and not at our brave troops. It
has been the coalition government’s decision
to commit to the international coalition and
we are prepared to defend this decision. We
sincerely hope that our military forces will
have the full support of the Australian people
if military conflict does in fact become a re-
ality.

We should never forget that evil only pre-
vails when good men do nothing. Our gov-
ernment will not be accused of doing noth-
ing; history has shown the consequences are
too great if you do nothing. There is a very
powerful legal and moral case for the effec-
tive disarmament of Irag. If it comes to
military action the cause will be just, both
morally and legally, and Australia will have
acted inits national interest.

Mr McMULLAN (Fraser) (5.13 p.m.)—lI
support the amendment moved by the L eader
of the Opposition. The decision by the
United States to take military action against
Irag without the support of the international
community marks a significant and disturb-
ing turning point in world history. By sup-
porting and joining America’s action, the
Howard government has made Australia
complicit in the mistake entailed in that deci-
sion. My criticism of the road this govern-
ment has taken to war is not based simply on
its failure to follow the proper processes of
international law. The processes of interna-
tional law and of the United Nations are im-
portant not in themselves but because of
what they say of our views about how to set-
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tle international disputes. What is particu-
larly disturbing is that in failing to win inter-
national support for this war the govern-
ments of the United States, the United King-
dom and Australia have turned their backs on
critically important principles of interna-
tional relations.

We al agree that Saddam Hussein is a
dangerous tyrant and a menace to his own
people. We all agree that his failure to coop-
erate fully with the United Nations' efforts to
ensure he has dismantled and removed com-
pletely his weapons of mass destruction rep-
resents a serious breach of international law.
And we all recognise that the attacks on New
York on 11 September 2001 and in Bali on
12 October 2002 mark a serious escalation of
the dangers of terrorism. But in joining this
coalition of the willing, the Australian gov-
ernment has supported a course of action
which stretches beyond breaking point the
accepted norms of international relations.
The proponents of this approach have sought
to redefine the accepted rules for military
intervention against ancther country. That is
why Labor has placed so much stress on the
importance of winning United Nations sup-
port for military action against Iraqg.

Thereis and will continue to be heated ar-
gument about whether the action of the
American, British and Australian govern-
ments is illegal in the absence of UN sanc-
tion. But in the context of the Bush doctrine,
which seeks to discard the accepted norms of
international behaviour, it is undoubtedly
immoral. | do not agree with the latest deci-
sion by British Prime Minister Tony Blair to
act outside the United Nations, but at least
Mr Blair made an effort to push some sort of
independent agenda. He led vigorous efforts
to try and encourage those forces within the
United States that wished to act within the
United Nations system—even if, ultimately,
he has been unsuccessful. The Australian
government is without even that much too
small element of independent thought and
analysis. The most likely explanation is that
our Prime Minister, Mr Howard, believes
Australia’'s best interests are served by syco-
phantically following the American lead no
matter what and no matter where. He has
tried to cloak his stance in respectability by
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arguing that he too would prefer a solution
that is endorsed by the United Nations. But it
isvery clear that the Prime Minister’s history
of contempt for the United Nations totally
undermines that argument.

| believe that the Prime Minister commit-
ted Australia to this war last April and has
been committed to war ever since. AAP re-
ported on 9 April last year, during the Prime
Minister’s visit to London, that he—along
with Canadian Prime Minister Chretien and
New Zealand Prime Minister Clark—held a
30-minute meeting with British Prime Min-
ister Tony Blair. | believe that in that meeting
Mr Howard sent a message through Mr Blair
to US President George Bush that Australia
would support military action against Iraqg.
Now, just short of a year later, our Prime
Minister is delivering on that promise.

But this decision was not one made by the
Prime Minister alone. It is a decision for
which every member of the government
bears responsibility, not least the Treasurer
and leadership pretender, the member for
Higgins. Let no-one forget in the months and
years ahead that the Treasurer has been at the
heart of the decision to commit Australia’s
troops to this war. Do not let him ever try to
rewrite the history. If and when he assumes
his party’s leadership, it will be important to
remember that the member for Higgins was
at all relevant times a member of the cabi-
net's National Security Committee, and
therefore was placed right at the heart of this
decision. And we should not forget his role
in the scandalous accusations last year that
critics of the American approach to Iraq were
appeasers or supporters of Saddam Hussein.

We are at a turning point in the history of
international relations, where nations must
make choices about how we resolve interna-
tional disputes. The environment has
changed fundamentally since the end of the
Cold War, which left one dominant super-
power in a position of unchallenged military
dominance. This is a debate not just about
Iraq but about whether that superpower has
the right to proceed unilaterally. Most of
America’ s friends are urging it not to do so—
including some of its traditionally closest
friends, such as the government of Canada.
But not our Prime Minister. Australia has
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played a fawning and embarrassing role of
deputy sheriff. Our Prime Minister has been
a completely uncritical supporter of the
American approach.

The attitudes of the Australian people to
this war give an important insight into the
dangerous course this government has taken
and into the flaws in its argument. Tradition-
aly, Australians have supported their gov-
ernment when troops have been committed
to military conflict. Even the Vietham War,
which ultimately became so controversial,
had the support of the mgjority of Austra-
lians when our troops were first deployed. It
was only in the face of overwhelming evi-
dence of the lack of justification and of the
horrendous consequences of that war that
public opinion turned against the Vietnam
War.

Thisis not to say our decision on this war
should be dictated by public opinion. If a
decision is right it should be supported. If it
is wrong it should be opposed. But the
weight of opinion against the war is signifi-
cant because it shows that the people have
seen through the government’s flimsy argu-
ments. The government’s failure to win sup-
port for this commitment to war—unlike all
the other commitments in our history—has
not arisen because the Australian people
have changed their fundamental character.
The failure to win the public's support has
occurred because the government has
uniquely failed to justify its commitment to
war.

Labor’s argument against this war rests on
three foundations: this war is wrong; this war
is not in Australia's national interest; and
there are better ways of disarming Irag. We
have been arguing for 11 months that there
should be no military action in Iraq outside
the authority of the United Nations. This war
iswrong because it is undertaken outside the
explicit authority of the UN. But, more im-
portantly, it is wrong because the govern-
ment has failed to make the case as to why it
is the only possible way of disarming Iraqg.
War should only ever be undertaken when
every other alternative has been exhausted.
That is clearly not the case with this war.

This war is not only wrong; it is against
Australia’'s national interest. Our national

REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, 18 March 2003

interest lies in building a world where coun-
tries abide by the rule of law and in which
the UN Security Council bears primary re-
sponsibility for international peace and secu-
rity. Our national interest lies in promoting
security in our region. Far from making us
more secure, this war will make Australia
less secure from terrorism in our region. Our
final argument isthat there are better ways of
disarming Irag. That means giving diplo-
macy and weapons inspectors every oppor-
tunity to succeed.

No member in this House represents more
military personnel than | do. Therefore | am
very sensitive to the need to support our
troops and their families. The troops com-
mitted to this war are discharging their obli-
gations in our democracy. They are carrying
out the instructions of the elected govern-
ment. My argument is not with them. They
have my confidence and my support. The
logic of the analysis of the facts leads not to
criticism of the troops but to condemnation
of the government for committing us to war.
This government has committed us to a war
that is wrong, to a war that is not in our na-
tional interest, to a war that is avoidable—
because other ways of disarming Iraq have
not been exhausted. This government has com-
mitted usto awar that will divide the nation.

It has been argued that there is something
anti-American about opposition to the deci-
sion by President Bush. Let me quote in con-
clusion an American opinion. From today’s
editorial in the New York Times—I do not
have timeto read it all—let me read a critical
paragraph:

This war crowns a period of terrible diplomatic
failure, Washington’s worst in at least a genera-
tion. The Bush administration now presides over
unprecedented American military might. What it
risks squandering is not America’s power, but an
essential part of its glory.

That editorial is a damning indictment of the
American position, and it is a damning in-
dictment of the Australian government’s de-
cison tacitly, quietly and uncritically to
commit us to war in support of a decision of
our ally—a decision which in this instance,
notwithstanding that the United States is our
friend, is a wrong decision which we should
not be supporting.
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Mr RUDDOCK (Berowra—Minister for
Immigration and Multicultural and Indige-
nous Affairs and Minister Assisting the
Prime Minister for Reconciliation) (5.23
p.m.)—I take the opportunity in this very
important debate to say first that nobody
wants war, but there are times in which you
have to deal with situations which require a
forceful response. | looked at a speech |
made on 21 January 1991. That was a time at
which the opposition of the day supported a
decision of a government in office to commit
Australian troops in the Middle East. Look-
ing at what | said then, the words appear per-
cipient. | was talking about events in the
Middle East where there had been an as
sumed power vacuum, where Saddam
Hussein of Iraq had moved to take a pan-
Arab leadership role and brutally occupied
his neighbouring country Kuwait. | said then
that this development had singularly altered
the strategic landscape of the Middle East. |
went on to speak of that invasion as demon-
strating that:

... international lawlessness remains a feature of
international relations. Underlying his actions was
a bdief that the rest of the world and its interna-
tional agencies were impotent to act in the face of
such naked aggression.

Sunday marked the 15th anniversary of the
Iragi chemical weapons attack on the com-
munity at Halabja;, according to Amnesty,
5,000 Iragi Kurds were killed. In 1987-88, at
the Anfal campaign, it is said that some
100,000 Iragi Kurds may have been killed.
Saddam Hussein's regime has cost the lives
of over one million Iragis, if you include the
Iran-lraq war. There are over 200,000 Iragis
living in refugee camps in Iran aone, ac-
cording to the United Nations High Commis-
sioner for Refugees, and hundreds of thou-
sands of others have been scattered through-
out the rest of the world. UNHCR says there
is something like half a million Iragi refu-
gees globally.

| find it very difficult to reconcile these
terrible statistics with a view that we should
do next to nothing. We have gone for some
12 years—I spoke on these things in 1991—
using sanctions; we have used all the mecha-
nisms which we thought might produce a
disarmament, which might contain a leader
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who has used chemical weapons and other
forms of horrific warfare not only on his own
people but also on his neighbours. Thereis a
human cost for war and it is great; but the
human cost of not going to war can also be
great, if not greater.

For the Iragi people, weapons of mass de-
struction are not about just ticking boxes off
on a UN ligt; they are really about the very
practical tools of repression that are used by
Saddam Hussein to enforce his will—and
that has happened on a number of occasions.
The international resolutions that have been
passed, some 17 of them, demanding that he
disarm cannot be put aside any longer. The
record of this man is very clear. Amnesty
International has documented gross human
rights violations on a massive scale. These
violations have included the detention of tens
of thousands of suspected opponents and
their relatives; widespread torture and ill-
treatment, often resulting in deaths in cus-
tody; disappearance or extrajudicial execu-
tion of hundreds of thousands of people, in-
cluding whole communities, for political
reasons, the widespread use of the death
penalty for numerous political and criminal
offences after unfair trials; and the sanction-
ing of mass killings and torture as a matter of
palicy. | think few can comprehend that.

But Australia has responded as best it can,
along with the international community, to
that repression. | want to make it very clear
because sometimes peaple have questioned
what Australia has been doing. Through the
period of 1991 to 1996, Australia resettled of
the order of 9,129 Iragis. That was under a
former Labor government, and | commend it
for that. But between 1996 and 2000 the
number of Iragis who have been resettled in
Australiais 9,559. Add the further 3,691 re-
settled under the refugee humanitarian pro-
gram between 2000 and 2003 and the total in
the seven-year term that we have been in
office comes to some 13,000 Iragis who have
been resettled in Australia as refugees.

Because we have taken a view in relation
to border protection and some Iragis have
been amongst those people who have come,
there seems to have developed a view
amongst some that we should accept them
unquestioningly. Our view was that people
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should come through the front door and not
through the window, and we do not apolo-
gise for that. But we have not turned any-
body away who required protection. The
acceptance of our international obligations
demands that; we have not turned anybody
away who required protection. Since 1999,
4,156 visas for protection have been granted.
We are talking about 97 per cent of the peo-
ple who have arrived in Australia unlawfully
by boat being granted a protection visa.

Mr Hardgrave—From Irag.

Mr RUDDOCK—From Irag. Ninety-
seven per cent were successful in obtaining a
protection visa. Among those who failed—
and | think the figure was about 86—we
have seen some returns. But let me say that it
is not as some people assert. | have seen pub-
lished in newspapers and have heard in de-
bates here the assertion that we have returned
Iragis to Irag. Not one Iragi has been re-
turned to Irag by way of government action.
Thirty-nine people have returned voluntarily
to third countries—Syria, Jordan, Iran and
Yemen. | do not know whether they, having
gone there, have gone back to Irag. | cannot
say. What | can say is that we have not re-
turned one person to Iraq. That has been the
action of a government that has been con-
cerned and anxious about the displacement
of people. It is a government that remains
committed.

One of the points that is made in this mo-
tion that | am strongly supporting today is
about how we are going to manage the
peace. In the speech that | gave in 1991, |
was full of hope that we would see a situa-
tion where there would be a significant
change and where people could go home and
rebuild their lives. | do not think it is a good
thing that people should be spread around all
four corners of the world, losing their cul-
ture, lives, families and connections because
they are denied the opportunity to start re-
building their lives in their own country. |
make that point very clearly and, as | said, |
made that point some 11 years ago when |
spoke on this matter. The government has
made it very clear that, in relation to this
matter, having already funded international
organisations to plan for what might well be
a scenario where some people are temporar-
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ily displaced, we will be able to play a role
not only in dealing with that displacement,
which | hope will be short, but also in re-
building the country in a new and peaceful
environment.

I conclude—looking at my colleague the
Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural
Affairs—by saying that Friday, 21 March is
Harmony Day. | want to make the point at
this time. We know this is a difficult issue.
We would have liked a measure of agree-
ment from the opposition, as they had from
usin difficult circumstances like this. That is
not to be. But | hope they take an approach
which will enable this community to move
on, understanding that there are different
views, understanding that we live in a de-
mocracy in which there are certain shared
values and principles, and understanding that
we are going to be an inclusive society in
which people have respect for one another. |
noticed at the weekend that there were many
Iragi people in Australia making known by
demonstration that they wanted to see paliti-
cal changein Irag and they wanted us to play
arolein relation to that. | hope there will be
a tolerant understanding that they hold a le-
gitimate view and that they can campaign for
it. Our fight is not with the Iraqgi people. Our
fight is not with the Ilamic faith. Our fight
is with a murderous dictator and a regime
that denies the most basic human rights to its
own people. (Time expired)

Mr BRERETON (Kingsford-Smith)
(5.33 p.m.)—The Howard government’s de-
cision to commit Australian troops to war in
Irag is a dark moment in our nation’s history.
The last time Australian diplomacy was so
isolated and morally bankrupt was when
Robert Menzies supported the unilateral An-
glo-French attack on Egypt during the Suez
crisis of 1956. Of course, Menzies only
committed Australian diplomacy in support
of Anthony Eden's ill-conceived plan to
seize back control of the Suez Canal. Men-
zies would not commit Australian military
and naval forces to the attack. Now, nearly
half a century later, John Howard, that un-
abashed admirer of Menzies, has gone much,
much further. He has committed the men and
women of our armed forces to war—a war of
aggression.
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That is what we are dealing with today—a
war of aggression. It is a war that the Prime
Minister has declared in clear breach of the
United Nations Charter and international
law. Under international law, the use of force
is prohibited, subject to two limited excep-
tions. The first exception is that the United
Nations Security Council can authorise the
use of force in order to maintain international
peace and security. But, in respect of the
imminent attack upon Irag, no such authori-
sation has been made. The US and the UK
have conspicuoudly failed to secure support
for their war resolution. They have not re-
ceived support from the other three perma-
nent members or from a majority of the
states represented on the Security Council.
For good measure, the overwhelming major-
ity of the 191 UN member states have con-
demned the US's bellicose approach.

The second circumstance in which mili-
tary force may be employed is by way of
individual or collective self-defence. States
do not need to await an armed attack. Evi-
dence of such athreat is sufficient. However,
the threat must be so plainly imminent that
there is no time to avert it by means other
than the use of forcein self-defence. The US,
the UK and our own government have utterly
failed to demonstrate the existence of an
imminent and overwhelming threat. There is
no evidence that Iraq possesses nuclear
weapons and, to date, there is only circum-
stantial evidence as to Irag's continued pos-
session of biological and chemical weapons
capabilities. Until they began their forced
evacuation today, the weapons inspectors
had found no hidden weapons of mass de-
struction. There is no reason to believe that
further inspections would not have secured
the verified elimination of Iraq’'s WMD ca-
pability. Nor has evidence been presented
indicating that Irag has given or plansto give
weapons of mass destruction to terrorist or-
ganisations. No smoking gun has been found
linking Saddam Hussein and al-Qaeda.

The US argues that past Security Council
resolutions authorise military action against
Irag. Our Prime Minister makes this claim as
wdll, but this argument cannot be sustained
when one examines the Security Council
resolutions adopted since the Gulf War
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cease-fire. The key resolution, resolution
1441 of 8 November 2002, contains no
automatic trigger for the use of force against
Irag. The procedure described in this resolu-
tion is that, in the event of a material breach
of Irag's disarmament obligations being re-
ported to the Security Council, the council
will convene immediately to consider the
situation. The Security Council has met and
has not agreed on military action.

Resolution 1441 does recall previous Se-
curity Council warnings of serious conse-
guences in the event of non-compliance, but
this does not authorise overwhelming force
against Irag. It certainly does not authorise
invasion and regime change, but that is what
the United States has now embarked upon.
We are about to see the forcible overthrow of
Saddam Hussein's regime, odious as it is,
and its replacement with a new pro-
American set of rulers in Baghdad. What an
extraordinary undertaking. This is something
far beyond the military actions of 1991 and
1998. Thisis something far beyond the scope
of any Security Council resolutions. What
we are witnessing is an exercise of imperial
domination. It is an exercise that will change
the regime that controls Irag’s oil wealth, and
it is an exercise that will put in place a re-
gime supportive of US military presence in
the Middle East.

We do not know what the humanitarian
cost of this war will be; it may be terrible
indeed for the people of Irag. Certainly the
international community is ill prepared to
deal with the potential humanitarian conse-
guences. These may include hundreds of
thousands—if not millions—of refugees and
the breakdown of Iraq's food distribution,
medical and other basic services. This war
has the potential to become an enormous
human tragedy.

It is an absolute disgrace that our Prime
Minister has committed Australia's armed
forces to join in the attack. All along, John
Howard has helped to give the US and the
UK diplomatic cover—the so-called coali-
tion of the willing. Without that cover, their
plans would never have advanced to where
we find ourselves today. Our Prime Minister
bears a special responsibility for the potential
tragedy ahead. His commitment of Austra-



12546

lian forces to aggression may well be the last
major decision of his prime ministership. He
has maintained his course in belligerent defi-
ance of the overwhelming mgjority of Aus-
tralians, who do not support military action
in the absence of the explicit endorsement of
the United Nations.

Australians do not support breaking inter-
national law and they do not support aggres-
sion. We will have to see how events unfold,
but by the end of this year John Howard may
no longer occupy his high office. Today,
however, we are confronted with a Prime
Minister who has committed our nation to a
war of aggression. He claims that his actions
may be consistent with past constitutional
practice, but today’s circumstances clearly
demonstrate the inadequacy of those prac-
tices for the commitment of Audtralia’s
armed forces to war. The Australian Consti-
tution provides for the federal government to
maintain our armed forces for the defence of
the Commonwedlth. In the modern world,
this includes involvement in UN peacekeep-
ing and acts of collective self-defence, but it
should not include acts of aggression against
other countries. A century ago, constitutional
authorities Quick and Garran observed that
the Commonwealth’'s defence power is sub-
ject to limitation. They stated that the Com-
monwealth ‘could not enter upon naval and
military enterprises soldy with a view to
foreign conquest and aggression; its power is
to be used for the defence of the Common-
wealth'.

We must never again see what confronts
us today: a Prime Minister who, without the
support of the Australian people and without
the support of both houses of this parliament,
has committed our armed forces to military
aggression. It is my considered view that
there should be a legidative requirement for
the prior approval of both houses of parlia-
ment before Australia’s defence forces are
committed to armed conflict overseas. Such
a requirement for parliamentary approval
should not inhibit the ability of our defence
forces to take action in self-defence, but it
would provide a real check on the ability of
the executive government to commit our
troops to aggression in defiance of the
wishes of the Australian people. While this
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would represent a significant change to our
constitutional practice, it is something we
must consider.

Today our Prime Minister does our nation
a great disservice. Australia’s national inter-
est, our own national security, is best pro-
tected and advanced by upholding interna-
tional law. The UN and the rule of law, how-
ever imperfect, remain fundamental pillars of
international order, and you cannot uphold
international law by breaking international
law. The Prime Minister stands condemned
today. He should wear his responsibility for
this undertaking as a stain of shame for the
rest of hisdays.

Mr WILLIAMS (Tangney—Attorney-
General) (5.42 p.m.)—I rise in support of the
motion put by the Prime Minister to the
House. Advice on the use of force against
another nation is one of the most serious is-
sues that a lawyer could deal with. Thank-
fully, it is not a matter that arises often; but,
when it does arise, it is a task that must be
approached with objectivity and a careful
application of the law.

The Prime Minister has tabled joint advice
given by the senior international lawyers in
the Attorney-General’s Department and in
the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade.
That advice meets the criteria | just men-
tioned and it is advice with which | agree. It
is advice that is consistent with the advice
tendered to the United Kingdom government
and, | understand, to the government of the
United States. That said, it is advice to the
Australian government independent of that
given to other countries and stands on the
careful and considered assessment of inter-
national law by our own legal advisers.

The advice to the government is that ex-
isting United Nations Security Council
resolutions provide authority for the use of
force against Iraq for the purposes of dis-
arming Irag of weapons of mass destruction
and restoring international peace and security
in the area. The reasons set out in the gov-
ernment’s legal advice are clear and uncom-
plicated.

It is well known that article 2(4) of the
United Nations Charter requires members of
the United Nations to refrain from the use of
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force in their international relations. That
requirement is subject to equally well known
exceptions. One of the major exceptions is
authority for the use of force that may be
given by the Security Council acting under
chapter VII of the charter. Following Irag’'s
invasion of Kuwait, the Security Council,
acting pursuant to chapter VII, adopted
resolution 678. That resolution authorised
member states cooperating with the govern-
ment of Kuwait ‘to use all necessary means
to uphold and implement resolution 660 and
all subsequent resolutions and to restore in-
ternational peace and security to the area’.
‘All necessary means' includes the use of
force.

Armed action followed, forcing Irag from
Kuwait. The Security Council then adopted
resolution 687 in 1991, referred to as the
‘cease-fire resolution’. This resolution af-
firmed previous resolutions, including reso-
Iution 678, which authorises the use of force.
Amongst other matters, resolution 687 re-
quired Iraq to destroy, under international
supervision, al of its chemical and biological
weapons and its ballistic missiles with a
range of greater than 150 kilometres. That
destruction was to take place under interna-
tional supervision, including by a special
commission. The council declared that a
cease-fire would be based on acceptance by
Iraq of the provisions of resolution 687, in-
cluding the obligations on Iraq contained in
that resolution.

In answering a question in this House re-

cently, | referred to the numerous occasions
on which the Security Council had found
Iraq in flagrant violation of many of the ob-
ligations under resolution 687 that formed
the basis of the cease-fire. It is worth recall-
ing the Security Council’s own language on
that matter. In 1997, in Security Council
Resol ution 1115, the Security Council stated
that it:
Condemns the repeated refusal of the Iragi
authorities to allow access to sites designated by
the Special Commission, which constitutes a clear
and flagrant violation of the provisions of Secu-
rity Council resolutions 687 ...

In resolution 1194 in 1998, the Security
Council stated that it:
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Condemns the decision by Irag of 5 August 1998
to suspend co-operation with the Specia Com-
mission and the IAEA, which constitutes a totally
unacceptable contravention of its obligations un-
der resolution 687 ...

On 2 November 2002, the Security Council
unanimously adopted its 17th resolution on
the matter—that is, resolution 1441. This
resolution recalled resolution 678, which
provides the authority for the use of force. It
also recalled that the cease-fire in resolution
687 was based on acceptance by Iraq of the
obligations contained in that resolution.
Resol ution 1441 recorded that Irag ‘ has been
and remains in material breach’ of its obli-
gations under relevant resolutions, including
resolution 687 of 1991. Resolution 1441
gave lraq a final opportunity to comply and
noted that a failure by Irag to comply *shall
constitute a further material breach’. The
Security Council noted that it had repeatedly
warned Iraq that it would face serious conse-
guences as aresult of its continued violations
of its obligations.

Iraq has blatantly failed to comply with

resolution 1441. Iraq has consistently refused
to take the numerous opportunities offered to
it to comply and Iragq has again refused to
take this final opportunity offered to it. It
continues to be in material breach. As the
advice to the government concludes:
In our view, Irag's past and continuing material
breaches of SCR 687 have negated the basis for
the ‘formal cease-fire'. Irag, by its conduct sub-
sequent to the adoption of SCR 687 has demon-
strated that it did not and does not ‘accept’ the
terms of SCR 687. Consequently, the cease-fireis
not effective and the authorisation for the use of
forcein SCR 678 is reactivated.

The government has complete confidence in
the advice it has received. Furthermore, it is
advice that is consistent with that available to
the United Kingdom. Only yesterday, the
United Kingdom Attorney-General, Lord
Goldsmith QC, was asked a question in the
House of Lords about the legal basis for the
use of force against Irag. In the course of
answering that question, the UK Attorney-
General stated:

Authority to use force against Irag exists from the
combined effect of resolutions 678, 687 and 1441.
All of these resolutions were adopted under
Chapter V11 of the United Nations Charter which
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allows the use of force for the express purpose of
restoring international peace and security.

US Secretary of State Colin Powell, speaking
yesterday, stated:

We bdlieve, and | think you have heard also an
opinion from British legal authorities within the
last 24 hours, that there is sufficient authority in
1441, 678 and 687, earlier resolutions for what-
ever military action might be required.

Obvioudly, thisis not something that the op-
position wishes to hear. Undoubtedly, it will
refer to published statements and | etters from
certain international lawyers to the press in-
dicating their view that there is no authority
for the use of force. Some of these state-
ments have been political in nature and have
used exaggeration and selective quoting of
the law to achieve conclusions that are both
wrong and offensive.

There are letters and articles by interna-
tional lawyers that are consistent with the
advice given to the government. For exam-
ple, Emeritus Professor Don Greig, the
author of a well-known text on international
law and a visiting fellow at the Australian
National University, in yesterday’s Canberra
Times referred to the option available to re-
sume hostilities if the conditions upon which
the cease-fire was based were not complied
with. In the Australian today a group of in-
ternational lawyers concluded that any US
led invasion of Iraq already has UN backing.

To conclude, as some have, that the
authorisation for the use of force in resolu-
tion 678 has expired is not consistent with
established international law principles, and
it would reward Iraq's flagrant and continu-
ous conduct in violating international law.
Iraq should not be rewarded for 14 years of
non-compliance. The authority in resolution
678 to use force for the purpose of restoring
international peace and security holds as
good today asit did in 1990.

Irag must be disarmed. It must not be al-
lowed to continue to violate international law
by possessing weapons of mass destruction. |
mentioned to the House only weeks ago the
frightful prospect of terrorists getting their
hands on weapons of mass destruction. In
thisrespect, it is worth recalling the concerns
of the Security Council in 1991 as reflected
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in paragraph 32 of resolution 687. The Secu-
rity Council required:

. Irag to inform the Council that it will not

commit or support any act of international terror-
ism or allow any organization directed towards
commission of such acts to operate within its
territory and to condemn unequivocally and re-
nounce all acts, methods and practices of terror-
ism.
The humanitarian aspects of this matter can-
not be ignored. We must not forget the
frightful acts Iraq has inflicted on its own
people, including torture and the use of
chemical weapons. The use of force is a last
resort, and—let us be clear—Iraq has been
given ample opportunity to prevent it. It will
be Irag, by its own action or inaction, that
will bring about the use of force.

Nevertheless, this parliament can be as-
sured that, in using force, the Australian De-
fence Force will fight according to Austra-
lian rules of engagement and will operate in
accordance with Australian targeting poli-
cies. The Australian Defence Force is scru-
pulous in ensuring compliance with the laws
of armed conflict, including the Geneva con-
ventions and additional protocol 1 to those
conventions. The law of armed conflict
forms a fundamental underpinning of both
the rules of engagement and other ADF or-
dersrdating to the use of force. Asthe Prime
Minister stated this morning, in a number of
significant respects, Australian targeting
policies are tighter than those of the United
Sates. (Time expired)

Mr BEAZLEY (Brand) (5.52 p.m.)—I
support the amendment that has been moved
by the Leader of the Opposition. Eighteen
months ago the world was united in horror at
the events of 11 September in the United
States. Right across the globe, among gov-
ernments and among peoples, there was an
outpouring of support for the United States,
which subsequently manifested itself in
practical measures to deal with terrorism. We
saw a remobilisation of the Western alliance.
For the first time, ANZUS and NATO de
clared an attack on one of their members and
demanded that all members cohere to sup-
port the United States in this particular in-
stance against the threat which had occurred
to them.



Tuesday, 18 March 2003

All those members of the Western alliance
defined the issues of international terrorism
as a common security interest. The United
States was joined by old enemies in the proc-
ess. For me, the symbol of that was when |
and others in the parliament visited Bishkek
in Kyrgyzstan—an old part of the Soviet
Union—and saw there, 150 kilometres from
the Chinese border, a base in which there
were Australian, French and American
forces operating under an American com-
mander. We saw the Chinese government
acquiesce in what, in other circumstances at
other times, would have been regarded as
encirclement, and the Russian government
support the diplomacy of the United States to
get that base put in place. And the United
Nations itself was activated in a comprehen-
sive approach to the issues of terrorism,
urging all countries to adopt measures spe-
cific to dealing with terrorism within their
borders, dealing with international financing
of terrorism and dealing with the interna-
tional movement of terrorists.

| suppose it reached a peak—this comity
of nations' support; a comity shared by their
peoples—in resolution 1441, passed by the
UN in November last year. | think it istrue to
say that, while the United States saw that, in
part at least, in the context of the campaign
against terror, most other nations saw it as a
different problem. They saw it as a problem
of the continuing delinquency of Saddam
Hussein and they were prepared to be sup-
portive of the United States, whether or not
they agreed with all the American conclu-
sions, because the disarmament of Saddam
Hussein wasright.

All that now lies in shattered ruins. We
have the American alliance with Europe
disintegrating; we have the support that had
been raised among ex-enemy states of the
United States, Russia and China, disinte-
grating; we have the popular support that
was there globally for the United States and
the war on terror disintegrating—as manifest
by those demonstrations—and we have the
CIA and the FBI warning against a height-
ened risk of terrorism. Whatever may be the
long-term consequences for terrorists of this
action, two things emerge with absolute
clarity. The first is that the terrorist threat is
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now immediately augmented by these ac-
tions and the second is that the potential is
there to create a further base within the Is-
lamic world for those who fed a sense of
injustice taken a degree further to the point
where they may themselves as individuals
commit to acts of terror.

This is a disaster. Let us not walk away
from it: what we are witnessing here is a
diplomatic disaster of the first order. We
need to have an analysis as to why we have
got to this point and we need to understand
the implications of it, because the implica-
tions are very serious indeed. The only per-
son who is joyful today—and | hope he is
joyful in the context of running from safe
house to safe house with people in hot pur-
suit of him—is Osama bin Laden. Osama has
no interest, of course, in the survival of Sad-
dam's regime. He hates Saddam—regards
him as an infidel. But Osama has a heck of
an interest in building up a sense of injustice
about al this to enhance his recruitment
base. The point about getting UN approval
and having the patience to get UN approval
for al of thisisthat at least it mitigated the
capacity of people like bin Laden to portray
this as something which it is not: as an attack
on the Idamic populations of the world.
When the United Nations says, ‘No, it is not;
it is about disarmament of Saddam Hussein,’
it mitigates the propaganda. That is the
whole point.

Let me makeit clear: it is not in our inter-
ests for the United States to lose this war; nor
isitin our interests to see this war prolonged
or violent. The US are our aly, and we al-
ways wish them well. It isnot in our interests
to see the American commitment to global
activity damaged as a result of the experi-
ence that they have in this conflict or, as is
more likely, by the experience they will en-
dure when they are the administrators of Irag
after this war is over. Our hearts are with the
alied soldiers and the Australian troops.
May the Lord hold them in his hands until
thisis over and bring them home safely. That
is where our hearts lie, and our hearts lie too
with the Iragi civilians who will be killed
over the next few days in whatever numbers
they will be killed. But our heads lead us to
conclude that thisis a profound mistake.
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The origins of this error lie in divided
counsel in the United States. | have always
had profound respect for US administrations.
I have collaborated with them and, indeed,
organised Australian military commitments
to particular objectives of the United States
at a time when it was not necessarily inter-
nationally popular to do so. Ironically, one of
them related to Irag in the context of the end
of the Iran-Iraq war. But this administration
is an administration of divided counsel. We
are where we are now because two paralléel
strategies have suddenly taken a turn inwards
and intersected. One is pursued by Powell,
which is classic American conservative in-
ternationalism, responsive to the system de-
veloped by the United States after World War
Il and agreed by all. It is a system based
around the United Nations, international law,
aliances and American relationships with
other countries to do the things it needs to
do.

On the other side there is a new doctrine
of conservative unilateralism which despises
all of that, which says, ‘ There is an opportu-
nity here to test a new doctrine on pre-
emption, an opportunity to test the proposi-
tion that, if we hammer this particular nation
hard enough, one or two Islamic nations in
the area that may have an inclination to har-
bour terrorists will respond to it Most of
those Islamic nations have been responding
to the terrorist threat quite nicely over the
last 18 months. | do not know how you are
going to measure their response being
greater than that out of this conflict.

We had those two doctrines. And that pre-
emption doctrine requires a bit of considera-
tion too because that pre-emption doctrine is
essentially this: if you see a development in
another nation which could conceivably or
arguably be a threat to us in the future, you
have aright to act against it. You do not have
to agree with the Pope when he says that this
is a licence to commit mass murder to see
that there is a substantial problem with this
and lessons may be learned by others, and if
| havetimefor it | will get to them.

The point is that the troop build-up oc-
curred in accordance with the second of
those two doctrines. That came to dominate
the timetable for the first. In the end, the
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pace at which the troops were built up and
the failure to get other allied nations to inter-
sect with that build-up at different points of
time meant that you could not get at the end
of the day a process in place which demon-
strated to the satisfaction of the rest of the
world that everything had been done that
could have been done reasonably to disarm
Iraq and that the only alternative now was
armed action. | for one happen to believe that
sooner or later we would have arrived at that
conclusion.

But it is in Australia’s national interest
that, when that conclusion is reached, a sub-
stantial majority of the United Nations con-
cludes so as well in order that we be pro-
tected as a nation against the capacity of
those who wish us ill and who wish the
United States ill to exploit that commitment
for their own nefarious purposes. We have
left ourselves, and the United States has left
itself, extraordinarily vulnerable.

Many will learn from this doctrine of pre-
emption. India will learn from it in relation
to Pakistan; China may learn fromitin rela
tion to Taiwan; North Korea may learn from
it in relation to South Korea; and, God for-
bid, in certain circumstances one might even
see Indonesia learning from it in relation to
Papua New Guinea if they confront a sub-
stantial OPM threat at some point in time.
Many will learn and the United States will
not be able to unteach them. These are de-
velopments not in Australian interests. These
are developments we should have resisted
and been aert to palitically when they came
on the scene as possible consequences of our
actions.

We in the Labor Party support the troops
in the field—always do. We in the Labor
Party believe they should not be there. Wein
the Labor Party look to domestic harmony,
not conflict, in this situation. | agree with
what the Prime Minister had to say about the
Muslim population. | would add to that the
Jewish population; one of the ironies of the
last few years is that, while our focus has
been on the Muslim population, acts of anti-
Semitism have dramatically increased, in-
cluding the fire bombings of synagogues and
schools. Our concerns are with them; our
concerns are with the troops. But this is a
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profound mistake, a profound mistake we
should not have blundered into. (Time ex-
pired)

Mr ABBOTT (Warringgh—Minister for
Employment and Workplace Relations and
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the
Public Service) (6.03 p.m.)—This is obvi-
oudly the debate that none of us want. We
would all much prefer to be debating better
schooals, better hospitals, better roads, lower
taxes, and freer and fairer systems for our
citizens. Instead, we are debating a perilous
war or a phoney peace. The responsibility for
this grim debate—the fault, if you like—does
not lie with the government of Australia. It
lies squarely with the government of Irag, a
government which has poisoned its own
people, invaded its neighbours, sponsored
terrorism, sought weapons of mass destruc-
tion—including nuclear weapons—and re-
peatedly flouted United Nations resolutions.
It is a government which thinks nothing of
gouging out the eyes of children to get their
parents to talk; it thinks nothing of ripping
out the tongues of dissidents. It is led by a
man who has personally executed dozens of
Irag's leading citizens in his desire for abso-
Iute power. It is an evil and vicious regime
led by the world's most evil dictator at this
time.

We would be foolish not to admit that the
risks of going to war in Iraq are frightening.
We cannot rule out heavy casualties among
alied troops, particularly if Saddam Hussein
uses his weapons of mass destruction, par-
ticularly poison gas. Almost certainly there
will be significant civilian casualties. This
will not worry Saddam Hussein but it should
and will worry us.

Obvioudly, the invasion of Irag, although
justified at international law, will be used by
agitators to claim that the West is in some
way anti-Mudlim. We are not. Nevertheless,
it will be said. Then there is the enormous
cost of reconstruction if Iraq is to be helped,
like Germany and Japan were helped at the
end of World War 1l, to walk independently
down the paths of freedom and justice,
which is what we all hope. Then there is the
increased risk of terrorist attack herein Aus-
tralia, although it is important to point out
that we have long been on the terrorist radar
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screen and Osama bin Laden himself has
referred to our East Timor campaign as a
justification for jihad against us.

| can fully understand why so many Aus-
tralians have real misgivings about this.
Thereis no harder thing for a pacific democ-
racy to do than to commit its armed forces to
war. The conseguences of going to war are
dire. But | put it to the House that the conse-
guences of leaving Iraq in possession of
weapons of mass destruction are worse. This
is ot a pre-emptive war in Irag; this is a
further development in the war on terrorism
which started on 11 September 2001.

We need to contemplate whether anyone
seriously suggests that the sort of people who
would fly civilian airliners into civilian of-
fice towers would not place an atomic bomb
in New York, London, Sydney or Mebourne
if they could. That is the risk that the world
faces. Thelevd of acceptablerisk is different
depending on whether the downside is a
Semtex bomb in a railway carriage or an
atomic bomb in a major city. For that reason,
dangers which we might once have decided
to live with can no longer be tolerated by
responsible governments. Many people, as |
said, are understandably dwelling on the
numbers likely to diein any invasion of Iraqg.
| ask those people, with respect, to contem-
plate the far greater numbers that are likely
to die if Saddam Hussein is left undisturbed
in place and with his weapons of mass de-
struction intact.

We need to face up to the truth that the al-
lied army now assembled on the borders of
Irag cannot be left forever in situ. It will &-
ther be used or, in the ordinary course of
events, be withdrawn. We need to be aware
of the consequences of a withdrawal of that
alied army. The first conseguence is that we
can be quite confident that the United States
will retreat into an isolationist fortress, with
terrible consequences for the rest of the
world. Why would the United States take
risks again on behalf of other countries that
they would regard for al sorts of under-
standable reasons as hypocrites? That is the
first consequence. The second consequence
is that the United Nations will be rendered
worse than the League of Nations. If the An-
glo-American army is withdrawn, does any-
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one think for a second that the French, for
instance, will put a quarter of a million men
onto the borders of Iraq to back United Na-
tions resolutions with a credible threat of
force?

The third and most dire consequence of
withdrawal of the forces currently in Kuwait
and elsewhere is that Saddam Hussein will
be |eft as the master of the Middle East, be-
cause he will have successfully stared down
the world's greatest military powers. The
immediate result of that will be a new
slaughter of the Kurds, who will no longer be
protected by the British and American no-fly
zone. The fourth consequence will be an
immediate resumption of Iragq's nuclear
weapons program, assisted no doubt by that
other rogue state, North Korea. The final
consequence of a withdrawa would be the
prospect of nuclear war in the Middle East.

This is truly a doomsday scenario. Thisis
a scenario for the descent of the world into a
new dark age. | am very pleased to say that
thisis now far less likely because of the de-
cison taken by the American, British and
Australian governments. Twenty-six coun-
triesin a coalition of the willing are prepared
to enforce United Nations resolutions to give
such world order as we have a chance to
hold.

Honourable member s interjecting—

Mr ABBOTT—Mr Deputy Speaker, | can

hear a whole lot of out-of-order chatter from
members opposite, which really ought to be
restrained. Let me appeal to a higher author-
ity. Tony Blair—who is someone members
opposite should respect—posed the question:
‘But why Saddam? In response he said:
... | defy anyone to say that this cruel and sadistic
dictator should be allowed any possibility of get-
ting his hands on chemical, biological and nuclear
weapons of mass destruction.

He posed ancther question: ‘Why now? to
which he went on to say that Saddam
Hussein will draw the conclusion:

... that the international community will talk but
not act, will use diplomacy but not force. We
know, again from our history, that diplomacy, not
backed by the threat of force, has never worked
with dictators and never will.
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Tony Blair continued: ‘Why should we
care? He said—and | completely agree with
him:

Irag deserves to be led by someone who can abide
by international law, not a murderous dictator; by
someone who can bring Irag back into the inter-
national community where it belongs, not lan-
guishing as a pariah; by someone who can make
the country rich and successful, not impoverished
by Saddam'’s personal greed.

Tony Blair isright. | have to say that he has
not made the mistake that is made by so
many others of willing the ends but not the
means. Tony Blair has not made the mistake
that is made by so many others of subcon-
tracting his foreign policy and his defence
and security to the vagaries of the United
Nations.

Many arguments will whirl around this
chamber in the next 24 hours or so. We will
know soon enough who is wise and who is
unwise, what is for the best and what is for
the worst, who is right and who is wrong,
because these arguments will soon be put to
the stern test of events. This government be-
lieves that the cause is just and that the justi-
fication is overwhelming. May God give all
of us—our leaders, our soldiers and our peo-
ple—strength, wisdom and compassion in
the days and months ahead.

Mr STEPHEN SMITH (Perth) (6.13
p.m.)—When the Prime Minister committed
Australia to war today, he was wrong. It is
not in our national interest, and nor is it in
our national security or defence interest. The
case for war has not been made out—and, as
a consequence, | oppose the war. But at |east
today the Prime Minister had the courtesy of
telling the Australian people and the Austra-
lian parliament publicly what he committed
himself privately to some time ago—that is,
what he committed privately to President
Bush in July of last year. He has been carry-
ing out a charade ever since.

That charade was at its highest when we
saw the predeployment of Australian troops
to the gulf. That charade ended today; he
finally came clean on what he has been
committed to for some period of time. But
with the ending of the charade comes his
betrayal of trust and confidence so far as the
Australian people are concerned. It is a be-
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trayal of trust and confidence in the most
solemn of decisions that a Prime Minister or
a government can make—that of committing
troops to a military action. The committal of
troops today is not in our national interest, it
isnot in our national security interest and it
is not in the long-term interest of our na-
tional defence. To disarm Iraq is in our na
tional interest and it would enhance interna-
tional peace and security—but not this way.
Thereis a sensible way in which that can be
done, but it is not this way.

There are, in my view, five fundamental
reasons why the decision made by the gov-
ernment today to commit us to war and
commit Australian troops to military action
iswrong and should be opposed. Firstly, it is
a clear fundamental obligation of a govern-
ment and of public policy that the use of
military force should be a last resort—an
absolute last resort. It is clear that many
member states of the United Nations believe
that diplomatic and inspection activity has
not been exhausted. That was clearly the
majority view of the Security Council; oth-
erwise we would have seen the co-sponsored
resolution continuing to be pursued. So it is
clearly the case that other avenues could
have been exhausted prior to the resort to
military force or action.

Secondly, it is a fundamental principle
these days that, if military force or sanction
is to be used, it should be under chapter VI
of the United Nations Charter. It should be
authorised by the United Nations and ef-
fected as such in accordance with chapter
VIl of the United Nations Charter. To pro-
ceed down the road the government has now
committed Australia, its people and its troops
to is to diminish rather than enhance the
United Nations. As Australia is a medium-
sized country, it is important to our interna-
tional long-term security and to our interests
that the United Nations is viable and effec-
tive and is enhanced, not diminished, by such
decisions. The existence of the United Na
tions as a viable international institution is
one of the pillars of our national security.

Thethird fundamental reason why this de-
cisoniswrong isthat it undermines our alli-
ance with the United States. It undermines
our alliance with the United States because
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that alliance has been robust. It needs to be a
robust aliance where we put our national
interests first and articulate them publicly
and privately. The great mistake the Prime
Minister has made isthat his view of the alli-
ance is as a craven one, not a robust one. We
have an obligation to pursue our national
interest and to put that view, privately and
publicly, to our ally. It was in our national
interests for the Prime Minister and the gov-
ernment to put the view to the United States
that it was in their interests and our interests
for this matter to be pursued exhaustively
through the United Nations. Of course, when
we first suggested that that was the appropri-
ate route, the government described us as
appeasers.

The fourth fundamental reason why this
decision is wrong is that the third pillar of
our long-term national security and defence
arrangements—thefirst two being the United
Nations and our aliance with the United
States—that of our region and our regional
neighbours, has been completely neglected.
The decision of the government, particularly
so far as predeployment and our commitment
of troops now are concerned, will see us be-
come a potentially greater target for interna-
tional terrorism in our region, rather than a
lesser target. It will diminish our national
security rather than enhance it when we are
seen as being one of the ‘three amigos —part
of the Anglo-US Atlantic alliance rather than
running the case in our region and our
nei ghbourhood that this matter ought to have
been pursued to a final conclusion through
the United Nations.

Finaly, the fifth fundamental reason is the
emerging notion of pre-emption—that uni-
lateralism or pre-emptive strike is a first re-
sort rather than something which is a very
high-jump bar so far as international law and
international dispute resolution are con-
cerned. It is all wel and good for members
opposite to talk about unilateralism and pre-
emption in a good cause, but it sets a very
bad example for a bad cause. The next time a
nation state seeks to take pre-emptive action
in what others opposite might regard as a bad
cause, they will have helped to establish a
fundamentally bad precedent so far as inter-
national conflict resolution is concerned.
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So what is the alternative approach? What
is the sensible approach? The sensible ap-
proach was for nation states—the United
States, the United Kingdom and Australia—
to exhaust this matter through the United Na-
tions and, if and when diplomatic resolutions
and i nspection resol utions failed, to then pur-
sue the matter through chapter VII. If the
Security Council authorised enforcement
action through chapter VII of the Charter,
Australia could have sensibly made an inde-
pendent decision to make a proportionate
contribution to such enforcement action.
That case we should have been arguing
throughout our own region. That is a sensible
approach for us to take, relying upon the
three fundamental pillars of our national se-
curity and defence arrangements: the United
Nations, our alliance with the United States
and our arrangements within our region.

That approach is reflected in the amend-
ment the Leader of the Opposition has
moved: that Irag should be disarmed; that in
the absence of United Nations authority there
is no basis for military action; that no com-
mitment of Australian troops should be made
outside that authority; and that, in any event,
given the decision of the government to
commit troops, those troops have our full
support. We want their safe return. They
have our full support. We hope that no-onein
our nation makes the mistake Australia has
made in the past: blaming troops for a gov-
ernment decision.

Itisimportant that Iraq be disarmed. Itisa
shocking regime. More importantly, so far as
international law and the United Nations are
concerned, it is in breach of United Nations
resolutions and it ought to have been brought
to account through the United Nations. That
is the fundamental mistake that is being
made here. The Prime Minister made some-
thing of his legal basis for the decision, ar-
guing that the weight of legal opinion and
advice to the government was that, without
more, enforcement action was authorised
under chapter VII of the United Nations
Charter. As a somewhat lapsed student of
international law, | think this will be a very
interesting case study for international law-
yers to delve into this year and for the next
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20 and there will be differing views this year
and for the next 20 years.

There is an important point to make, be-
cause it makes the fundamental point that,
whether this is legal or illegd, it is not the
sensible or the right thing to do. When you
look at the last paragraph of resolution 1441,
you see that it says that the Security Council
remains ‘seized’ of the issue. The Security
Council wanted to continue to have arolein
this matter. Why was the co-sponsored reso-
Iution pulled? In the end the co-sponsored
resolution was pulled because it was clear
that the Security Council would have de-
feated that resolution. That would have been
atelling blow so far as the view of interna-
tional lawyers on the authority of member
nation states to take enforcement action was
concerned.

The last thing the US or the UK wanted
was a defeated resolution. What does that tell
you? That at |least tells you that the members
of the Security Council had not exhausted all
the mechanisms available to them prior to
the use of military force—prior to the con-
sideration of enforcement action through
chapter VII of the Charter. So thisis awrong
decision. It commits Australian troops in a
wrong manner. It is not in our long-term na-
tional interests, it is not in our long-term na-
tional security interests, and it undermines
the three pillars of our national security: the
United Nations, a robust aliance with the
United States and sensible arrangements in
our region. (Time expired)

Mr CADMAN (Mitchell) (6.23 p.m)—
The main complaint here in the chamber
seems to be that we should not be going into
conflict now but should be waiting for yet
another resolution of the United Nations.
Once more, Saddam Hussein has got it
wrong. He should reform, and we will wait
for him to reform. What is the history of the
request from the UN? What are the words
actually used by the United Nations to try to
endorse and enforce the views of the nations
of the world? It all began in 1990, 13 years
ago, with resolution 678. The UN said:

Noting that, despite all efforts by the United
Nations, Iraq refuses to comply with its obligation
to implement resolution 660 (1990) and the
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above-mentioned subsequent relevant resolutions,
in flagrant contempt of the Security Council ...

The next motion which was moved was
resolution 686, which in part stated that Iraq
should:

Provide al information and assistance in identi-
fying Iragi mines, booby traps and other explo-
sives as well as any chemical and biologica
weapons and material in Kuwait, in areas of Iraq
where forces of Member States cooperating with
Kuwait pursuant to resolution 678 ... are present
temporarily, and in adjacent waters ...

The next time the issue came to the Security
Council was on 3 April 1991 with resolution
687, which in part said that the council was:

Conscious also of the statements by Iraq threat-
ening to use weapons in violation of its obliga-
tions under the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibi-
tion of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poison-
ous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Meth-
ods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June
1925, and of its prior use of chemical weapons
and affirming that grave consequences would
follow any further use by Iraqg of such weapons ...

That was back in April 1991. Again, on 5
April 1991 we have the United Nations say-
ing it was:

Gravely concerned by the repression of the Iragi
civilian population in many parts of Irag, includ-
ing most recently in Kurdish populated areas,
which led to a massive flow of refugees towards
and across international frontiers ...

It also said that it:

Condemns the repression of the Iragi civilian
population in many parts of Irag, including most
recently in Kurdish populated areas, the conse-
quences of which threaten international peace and
security in theregion ...

Again, in resolution 707 of 15 August 1991,
the Security Council recalled:

... the letter of 11 April 1991 from the President
of the Security Council to the Permanent Repre-
sentative of Iraq to the United Nations in which
he noted that on the basis of Irag’s written agree-
ment to implement fully resolution 687 ... the
preconditions for a cease-fire established in para-
graph 33 of that resolution had been met,

Taking note with grave concern of the letters
dated 26 and 28 June and 4 July 1991 from the
Secretary-General to the President of the Security
Council, conveying information obtained from
the Executive Chairman of the Special Commis-
sion and from the high-level mission to Iraq
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which establishes Irag’s failure to comply with its
obligations under resolution 687 ...

Here we have resolution after resolution,
year after year, expressed in the strongest
terms by the United Nations and the Security
Council. The Australian Labor Party seems
to deny that that has ever happened. They are
focusing on resolution 1441 as if it were just
a recent occurrence. Never when they were
in government did they draw attention to the
situation in Irag; never did they say that this
should be dealt with. From November 1991
and 11 October 1992, years passed; the same
requests were all unfulfilled.

Nothing was done by the nations of the
world or the United Nations—talk about a
toothless tiger—in pursuit of peace. They
made the strongest complaints and concluded
al of their motions with the statement that
the Security Council:

Decides to remain actively seized of the matter.

Actively seized? | have never seen such in-
active seizure of any important issue. How
could people think that Saddam Hussein
would take seriously these resolutions of the
UN, when time and time again they re-
quested he comply, complained when he did
not, moved motions of denigration and criti-
cism when he failed to and said that they
would follow through with strong actions. It
is just an encouragement for further denigra-
tion and further ignorance of the UN. In
resolution 1115 of 1997, the UN condemns:
... the repeated refusal of the Iragi authorities to
allow access to sites designated by the Special
Commission, which constitutes a clear and fla-
grant violation of the provisions of Security
Council resolutions 687 (1991), 707 (1991), 715
(1991) and 1060 (1996) ...

| do not know how many resolutions the
Australian Labor Party want the UN to pass.
| do not know what action they expect to be
taken on this issue, because it seems that
tomorrow will be good enough—any time,
so long as we do not have to make a decision
today. If we do have to make a decision to-
day, we will be governed by somebody
pulling the plug in the United Nations. If the
French decide to exercise a veto, we cannot
be involved. If the Chinese decide to pull the
plug and exercise a veto, we will not be in-
volved. That is the policy of the Australian
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Labor Party. Anybody can make decisions
for us, but we will not make decisions our-
selves. It seems that the argument being pre-
sented by the Australian Labor Party is that
we can go through all of these motions but
we will never take action. We are captive to
the UN veto—and it need only be one coun-
try. It may be the United Kingdom or the
United States, but one country alone can stop
Australia exercising its sovereign right. That
is the policy of the Australian Labor Party.
We will never do anything that the United
Nations does not endorse—that is your pol-
icy.

Mr Snowdon—What have you done
about the United Nations since you' ve been
inthis place, you fool ?

Mr CADMAN—Thisis your policy. Your
leader said it today: ‘We will never go
against anything the United Nations does not
want us to do.’ We are controlled by non-
aligned countries in the United Nations.
Thereis potential to be vetoed by France. Let
us look at what the French interests may be
in Irag. The French were the first in there to
start negotiating on the use of the oil reserves
immediately after the Iragi war. The first
negotiations about oil that have been re-
corded were in May 1992 when Hussein
Kamel, Saddam's son-in-law and then min-
ister for industry and oil, and the adviser of
Monsieur Jacques Chirac started negotia-
tions. The bodies were not cold, and the
French were in there negotiating for their cut
of ail. The Iragis preferred to deal with the
Elf company because of its high palitical
connections. It seems that the views ex-
pressed by Saddam Hussein to a Lebanese
journalist in 1975, when he said that his
dealings with France were ‘the first concrete
step towards the production of the Arab
atomic weapon’, have in fact been sustained
by the attitude of the French on this issue.
One country will control the Australian La-
bor Party’s policy in these matters.

| conclude by quoting an email from an
Australian officer on the front line, one of
the last emails from the gulf, which was read
today on 3AW. He says:

I’'m catching snippets of Australian news up
here yet the more I'm exposed to it the less | un-
derstand of the politicians. In my view the oppo-
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sition is committing political suicide with its ill
informed and puerile views on many related is-
Sues.

He concludes:

| fully endorse Australia’s involvement as a key
member of the coalition in response to terrorism.
The common bdlief that we are simply jumping
blindly into bed with George Bush must be re-
placed with the understanding that peace is not
America’s...

(Time expired)

Mr RIPOLL (Oxley) (6.33 p.m.)—Today
the PM has committed Australia to war. The
Prime Minister has divided Australia and
made Australia a less secure place for all
Australians. He has done this without the
sanction of the United Nations or the inter-
national community and without the support
of the Australian people, and he has done it
without the support of the opposition. Labor
are opposed to war. Thisis not a blind, sim-
plistic political statement. As we know,
nearly all people are opposed to war. Our
opposition to war is based on a set of values
and a belief in a process that has not yet been
completed. Whether we like it or not, there
are times and circumstances when war is the
only path left that can achieve peace, but this
path and time is not upon us in relation to
Irag. War is not the only option and it should
not be the first option; it should be the last
option after all elsefails.

Today we have witnessed an unprece-
dented action by the Prime Minister on a
decision that commits our country and our
troops to war. It is unprecedented because
there is no UN Security Council resolution
that authorises such action. There is no ma-
jority of the permanent five veto members; in
fact, probably only two of the five are in fa-
vour. There is no mgjority of the elected 10
members of the Security Council. There is
no majority of the 191 members of the
United Nations itself; in fact, there are
probably something like 180 against. There
isno moral majority either, in any sense.

Mr Cadman interjecting—

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. L.R.S.
Price)—Order! The honourable member for
Mitchell will not interject while he is not in
his seat.
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Mr RIPOLL—The diplomatic process
and weapons inspections are not yet finished,
and there is no clear process to deal with the
aftermath of war either. Government mem-
bers stand up here and say that there are all
of these things and that they have a majority.
A magjority of what? A majority of them-
selves—that is what they have, barely. But of
course today's government decision and the
phone call from the US President were not
unexpected. They were not a surprise. We
have all known since July last year that the
PM has committed troops and committed
Australia to a war in Irag. We have known
since July last year that, the moment the PM
got the call for war, the troops would already
have been put in place, rehearsed and com-
mitted.

The early predeployment of troops and
modification of military hardware to be
compliant with US war machinery was no
accident—unlike the accident of forgetting to
tell the troops that they needed to get vacci-
nations against anthrax until after they had
left shore and were aready en route to Iraqg.
So why the farce; why the long charade on
whether the Prime Minister would make the
final decision to say yes, to authorise our
troops to participate in the war? The answer
issimple it is pure palitics. The facade that
Australia and the Prime Minister were till in
control of our foreign policy needed to be
maintained right to the end—to the phone
call—but the answer to any question on this
issue was predetermined, just like the com-
mitment of troops. Today's decision by the
Prime Minister to finally come clean to the
Australian people and our troops, about what
they already knew in their hearts, and an-
nounce a commitment to war was just the
finishing act.

The answers the Prime Minister should
give to all Australians—rather than his at-
tempted judtification of war without the
United Nations—are about why our troops
were ordered to the Middle East so early in
the process. Why did John Howard, Peter
Costello and, in particular, the government’s
ubiquitously silent backbench mislead the
Australian people despite clear opposition
from the Australian people themselves, the
international community and the United Na-
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tions? Labor have made it very clear time
and time again that we fully support our
troops and their families but we do not sup-
port the decision of this government to
commit our troops. We do not support the
decision of this government, on the basis that
it is not in the best interests of Australia.
Thiswar is not in our national interest in any
sense. It is not in the best international inter-
est for global security, nor is it in our best
interest to have Australian foreign policy
determined by another nation.

Labor is committed, however, to UN
sanctioned action that would allow for the
disarmament of Irag. Labor and | also be-
lieve very strongly in the US alliance, which
has worked very well for over 50 years and
formed the basis of our national security. But
believing in and supporting the US alliance
do not mean that we have to be subservient
to it or the US. We must always act in our
best interests based upon our own foreign
policy and the best interests of our region.
Friends can and do disagree. We have a re-
sponsibility where we do not agree to let our
international partners benefit from our views
and our position.

Labor also believes very strongly in the
UN process. The UN is not a perfect vehicle;
it is just the only vehicle and the only proc-
ess that we have available, and it should be
supported. It should be the basis upon which
a decision is made by us to determine what
should happen in Irag. But unfortunately this
is not the case. As the government now
would have it, you are with the United Na-
tions when it suits you but you are not with
the United Nations when it does not. Clearly
for the government at this stage, if it does not
suit them to be with the UN, they will come
up with any argument possible to say that
war is justified regardless of what the UN
does.

The history of Saddam Hussein and his
barbaric regime is well documented. It is a
matter of fact that atrocities, genocide, mur-
der and torture have been inflicted on his
neighbours and also on his own people. On
this matter there is no debate and there is no
argument. It is a point to note in this debate
that the government will spend nearly all of
its time talking about those atrocities because
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it has nothing else it can talk about. It cannot
talk about the rationale for actually commit-
ting our troops to war except to say that Sad-
damis areally bad bloke. But we already all
know that.

Where there is a significant difference,
though, is where the international commu-
nity, the UN and the Australian people are in
the process that should take place to ensure
what actually does happen. We simply can-
not ignore world opinion on this matter. The
international community is not supportive of
war at this time because there are till other
options available to it. The case put forward
so often by this government is that if we do
not deal swiftly with Irag then we will be
sending the wrong signal to countries like
North Korea. If that is the case, we also need
to look at the signal that this government is
sending to North Korea by actually going to
war. What signal does that send? We know
what signal that has sent because the North
Koreans have already restarted their nuclear
program, they have become much more ag-
gressive in the acceleration of their weapons
programs and they have actually stated that if
troops move close to their borders they will
retaliate immediately using the doctrine of
pre-emptive strike. So when the government
says, ‘What message do we send? | say to
them, ‘Yes, exactly: what message are you
sending to other states such as North K orea?

As| said, North Korea has already reacted
to the potential of war on Irag. Given its
place on thelist of the ‘axis of evil’, it would
assume that it was next, after Irag. In re-
sponse, as | said, North Korea has already
started to rearm itself in face of a potential
war against it. This is the reaction and the
message that has been sent out by this gov-
ernment and by others. It also sends a clear
signal to other rogue states that pre-emptive
action is now the new doctrine; it is okay to
do this because other countries are doing it.
This sets a very dangerous precedent and one
that, in the future, could prove very problem-
atic to the United Nations and the people
who support those processes.

The pre-emptive doctrine so eagerly en-
shrined by the Prime Minister last year in his
remarks that Australia reserved the right to
strike at our neighbours in the event that the
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government believed there may be a terrorist
attack based in a nearby nation, even if it
was not supporting it, created a very danger-
ous precedent for our region. It did not in-
crease the security or safety of any Austra-
lians. Rather, it has made the world a much
less safe place; it has made Australia a much
less safe place; and it has made people fear
what may come out of thiswar in Irag. If the
same foreign affairs principle and military
doctrine were applied by other countries
such as India and Pakistan, Indonesia and
West Papua, China and Taiwan, North Korea
and Japan—just to name a few—you could
quickly see the global security problems that
would exist.

The PM today formalised the commitment
of Australian troops that were already de-
ployed and precommitted to war in Iraqg.
What should have happened instead is the
PM standing up for Australia and deciding
Australia’s role based on its membership of
the United Nations instead of denigrating it.
Instead, the motion put before this House is
al about justification and legal points. You
know you are on a loser when the only thing
you can come up withis a bit of legal advice.
| can get you legal advice that says the com-
plete opposite, and the government knows
that all too well. In the summit at the Azores,
the group of three that made the decision to
go to war were the US, the UK and Spain.
Strangely enough, Australia was not part of
that decision-making process, yet Spain,
which committed no troops, made a decision
to send our troops.

Labor is today arguing against the motion
of the Prime Minister for war with a care-
fully considered alternate position. Labor has
moved:

That al words after “ That” be omitted with a
view to substituting the following words:

“This House:

(1) insists that lrag must disarm under the
authority of the United Nations;

(2) believes that in the absence of an agreed UN
Security  Council resolution authorising
military action against Irag, there is no basis
for military action to disarm Irag, including
action involving the Australian Defence
Force;
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(3) insists that there should be no commitment
of Australian troops to a war in Irag outside
the authority of the United Nations;

(4) concludes that Australian involvement in a
war in Irag without UN authorisation is not
in Australia’s national interests or in the in-
terests of maintaining international peace and
security; and

(5) expresses its confidence in our servicemen
and women and our full support for them and
their families’.

(Time expired)

Mr CAMERON THOMPSON (Blair)
(6.43 p.m.)—I want to use my time tonight
in this debate to talk about the way in which
France has had an impact on this issue. The
steps that it has taken have helped to signifi-
cantly undermine the United Nations and, in
particular, to trash the processes that we have
seen grinding away in the United Nations
Security Council to try to find a sensible out-
come to the problem of Irag. We are talking
about a psychotic dictator; we are not talking
about some kind of a remote argument on an
esoteric subject that might otherwise be the
sort of thing that they would be discussing in
France. We are talking about the future of
Irag and its people.

Australians know all too well some of the
outcomes of previous French initiatives in
relation to foreign affairs. We have witnessed
Mururoa Atoll, we have witnessed the
bombing of the Rainbow Warrior and we
have also seen France sdlling nuclear power
plants to Irag. Those sorts of things should
rightly ingtil in Australians a view that
France will do practically anything, will sell
practically anything and will go practically
anywhere, to advance French initiatives. It is
ironic that today we saw the Greens lining up
with Jacques Chirac, who authorised the
Rainbow Warrior incident. They are lining
up behind himin support of no action against
this sadistic dictator in Irag. They are lining
up with him on those grounds, yet he
bombed the Rainbow Warrior and he sold
nuclear power plants to this lunatic, Saddam
Hussein. French imperialism lives today and
the French are determined to pursue it no
matter what the grounds or what the occa-
sion.
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In this exercise they have set out to pro-

mote French interests. The article in the
Australian today by Sophie Masson put it
nicely. Shewrote:
The French Government stance is primarily
driven by Realpolitik and a desire to reclaim an
important place for France in world power plays,
to position itself as an alternative to the US in
terms of a percelved struggle for an empire of
influence.

That is it. | think the French—Jacques Chi-
rac and the others in power in France—see
their influence in the world diminishing
rapidly, particularly as the impact of the
French language declines. On this occasion
they saw an opportunity to relive the good
old days of French imperialism and they took
it. So, regardless of the rights or wrongs of
the circumstances, France on this occasion
has set out to flex its imperialist muscle—
and it has doneiit. It has doneit in a way that
does not advance the UN, the UN Security
Council or the other players in this terrible
conundrum over Irag. It certainly does not
assist the people of Iraqg.

I would like to look at the vote that was
due to be taken and the numbers as they were
stacked up in the Security Council in relation
to supporting the proposed resolution that
was being sponsored by Spain, the UK and
the US. | am indebted to the Courier-Mail,
where | found, in their Saturday edition, who
was for, who was against and who was unde-
cided. Onthe for side they had four countries
listed; on the against side there were five
countries, including France. Undecided were
Chile, Cameroon, Angola, Pakistan, Mexico
and Guinea. Members should note that two
of those undecided countries are ex French
colonies. In order to get a total of nine—in
other words, to pass that motion—you would
need five out of six of those undecided
countries. So you would be asking these
former French colonies to go against their
ongoing links with France. It underlines just
how determined, pointed and completely
outside the realm of promoting an even out-
come on behalf of the world the French
were. They recognised an opportunity when
their numbers held sway and they exploited
it. They did not use the opportunity to try
and solve the problem of what to do about
Saddam Hussein; they exploited that oppor-
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tunity to flex their muscle, as they have done
in the past.

| have seen diplomatic language used in
the discussion with France. For example,
Jack Straw, in his address to the UN Security
Council on 7 March 2003, was very under-
stated when he used that famous line and
said:
Dominique, that is afalse choice.
The false choice he was talking about was
the choice between disarmament by peace
and disarmament by war. | think that, with
the background of the French manoeuvring
that was going on at the time, he was re-
markably level-headed.

The French went ahead and crunched their
numbers. They exploited their position to
show the French dominance in the way that
it used to exist. That is what they were more
concerned about—not the outcome of the
UN Security Council. There are certainly
more issues to be discussed in this debate
than the nice words of Sophie Masson. For
example, in the Financial Review on Mon-
day, 24 February 2003, Michael Baume, the
former Liberal MP, went through some of the
examples of French interest in Irag. He con-
cluded that the common perception that there
was some kind of US grab for oil was a trav-
esty when you look at what the French are
undertaking. He said that it was the exact
opposite. He said:

It is the exact opposite of the reality that oil and
massive self-interest are driving French and Rus-
sian attempts to protect Saddam Hussein from a
US-led war. For them, peace spdls payola, no
matter what the human cost.

He went on:

When Chirac was prime minister, the France-lraq
entente built up a political and commercial head
of steam, notably with the French building Iragq’'s
nuclear reactor (later destroyed by the Isradlis).
Ever since, France has been Irag's top trading
partner, with French exports totaling $USL.6
billion in 2001, over 20 per cent of Iraq imports.
He went on to say:

The French-Belgian firm Total-Fina and the
French EIf Aquitaine have been awarded con-
tracts to develop ail fidldsin Irag like Nahr Umarr,
possibly explaining Belgium’s recent mouse-like
roar against war. These lucrative oil deals with
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the present Iragi regime may not survive its re-
moval.

| move onto an interview by Brit Hume with
the former US ambassador to Morocco, Marc
Ginsberg. He was interviewed on TV and
thisis how it went. Hume asked:

How much does this relationship between Irag
and France have to do with Jacques Chirac him-
sef?

Ginsherg said:

It goes back to 1974 when Chirac, the youngest
Prime Minister in France ... went to Baghdad on
his debutant diplomatic trip into the Middle East.
His first stop was Baghdad and that is where he
and Saddam developed a personal relationship
that now has spanned a period of almost three
decades.

Later he said:

... ever since 1967 when Charles de Gaulle in-
vested a strategic partnership with Isragl, then
when Isradl essentially went to war and against de
Gaulle's wishes, the French invested in Irag as
their next strategic partner. From the period of
time when Chirac helped organize the sale of two
nuclear reactors to Saddam, Saddam went to
Paris, by the way to visit his nuclear reactors as
well as Francetraining ...

He was interrupted but he went on:

The amount of trade in military hardware alone
between France and Iraq totalled $25 hillion. Yet
France essentially provided most of Irag's air
force, as well as military equipment. Since sanc-
tions were imposed, that was an additional $3.5
billion ...

He went on:

Since sanctions were imposed, $3.5 billion, and
just in the year 2001 alone, that number now of
trade of $650 million made France the largest
trading partner with Irag.

That exposes some of those links. Mr Deputy
Speaker, | draw your attention to the Wash-
ington Times of 15 March. It has been told
that ‘American intelligence has detected a
French company sdlling aircraft and heli-
copter partsto Iraqg for its French Mirage jets
and Gazelle attack helicopters. These sales
have been carried out since January’—that
is, January 2003. There is also a report that
“despite French denials, Irag purchased from
China a chemical used in making fuel for
long-range missiles with help from brokers
in France' . (Time expired)
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Mr SNOWDON (Lingiari) (6.53 p.m.)—
Today we have witnessed the betrayal of
Australia’s national interest. We have wit-
nessed today confirmation of the deceit of
the Prime Minister and his government over
the issue of the commitment of Australian
defence forces to Irag. We have witnessed
also the abrogation of any pretence that
Australian national interests are being best
represented by our own independent foreign
policy—because there is no independent for-
eign policy, as the Prime Minister lies supine
at the feet of President Bush. We have wit-
nessed the dangerous endorsement of this
new Bush-initiated policy of military pre-
emption. We have witnessed the abandon-
ment of the international framework that has
been at the heart of Australian foreign policy
since World War II. Despite the govern-
ment’'s protestations and its laying of legal
opinions on the table here this afternoon, it
knows, as we all know, that there will be
varying opinions and many will be contrary
to its own. Those opinions will argue that the
government’s position is contrary to interna-
tional law—that it is contrary to international
law for one country to attack ancther.

This coalition of the United States, Great
Britain and Australia is acting against the
will of the world community. Let there be no
doubt about it: whatever justification the
government might argue in terms of its legal
position, this coalition is acting against the
will of the world community. It has aban-
doned, by definition almost, the foundation
principles that have been the accepted norms
of international relations since World War 1.

| am astounded that it appears that gov-
ernment backbenchers have failed to com-
prehend the enormity of the decision which
has been taken by the government, the level
of public debate there is about it, the level of
concern there is about it in the wider com-
munity and the number of opinions that have
been expressed that refute the logic of the
government’s position. | just want to go
quickly to a couple of those views. The first
comes from an article published in the Syd-
ney Morning Herald of March 15-16, written
by Deborah Snow. | will quote only four

paragraphs:
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Never has such a lineup of expert military
opinion opposed such an action even before it's
begun. Opponents of the war who spoke to the
Herald this week included former Chief of De-
fence Force General Peter Gration, two former air
chiefs, Air Marshal Jake Newham and Air Mar-
shal Ray Funndl, former navy chief Admira
Mike Hudson, former vice-chief of the Defence
Force Admiral lan Knox, and General Alan
Stretton, a veteran of Korea, Malaya and Viet-
nam.

Oversess, former military luminaries against
the Bush strategy include Genera “Stormin’”
Norman Schwarzkopf, who led the 1991 Gulf
War, General Sir Michad Rose, former UN
commander in Bosnia, and former British army
chief General Sir Roger Whedler.

Their combined reasons are many—Ilack of
proven links between Saddam Hussein and al-
Qaeda, absence of immediate threat, concerns
about the massive pressure put on the UN, the
arm-twisting of small countries on the Security
Council, concern about the precedent set by a pre-
emptive strike under such conditions, and civilian
casualties and worries about the aftermath.

Admiral Knox warns: “There'll be 100,000 or
more terrorists sign up to Osama bin Laden—
generations of hate directed towards the US and
its partners in this undertaking.” Air Marshal
Funnell called the policy “strategic stupidity on a
monumental scale’.
| want to go to the question of what isin our
national interest and, in particular, what isin
our regional interest. Who knows what dam-
age will be done by this action of the Aus-
tralian government? Who knows the
long-term implications this will have for in-
ternational law and global security? One
thing is certain: we risk the danger of being
demonised in the eyes of those countries in
our immediate region. On 18 February, the
former Indonesian foreign minister, Ali
Alatas, was quoted by IslamOnline as say-
ing:

The looming US-led war on Irag will create a
fertile ground for extremism in the Islamic and
Arab world in an unprecedented way.

Dr Alatas went on:

Indonesia would be replete with radical anti-
American movements if the US went for war.

IslamOnline continued:

He warned that the war on Irag will change the
majority of Indonesian Muslims from moderate,
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tolerant people into ‘radical movements which
would break their silence by aloud outcry’.

Two weeks earlier, the current foreign min-
ister of Indonesia, Hassan Wirajuda, told
Lateline much the same thing. He made it
clear that Australia’ s unthinking obeisance to
the American President had very direct im-
plications for our position and reputation in
the region. | will not quote what he said, but
this much is self-evident: a former Indone-
sian foreign minister, a current Indonesian
foreign minister and today, | understand, the
Indonesian ambassador have warned the
Australian community that, despite whatever
protestations might come from the Prime
Minister about the actions of today, there
will be elements in the IsSlamic community
elsewhere in our region who will see this as
an excuse to become terrorists and take up
some form of arms against moderates within
their own communities and, indeed, export
terror elsewhere in the world. This makes us
a softer target. It is certainly not in our na-
tional interests for us to continue to play lap-
dog to the United States. We must have an
independent foreign policy that recognises
our own priorities and our own needs, par-
ticularly within our own region.

The fears are not confined to Indonesia.
David Steinberg, the head of Asian Studies at
Georgetown University, wrote in the Inter-
national Herald Tribune on Thursday:

A tidal wave of anti-American anger in Southeast
Asia seems likdly as the United States pushes on
with plans to invade Irag.

Such resentment is likely to explode into violence
despite Asian government efforts to control out-
rage.

Dr Steinberg went on to deiver a grave
warning that is particularly pertinent to Aus-
tralia. He said:

Southeast Asian cooperation in the campaign
against terrorism will be undermined as govern-
ments find it increasingly difficult to stand against
public opinion.

That is what is happening in our region. The
war on terrorism may prove to be one of the
casualties of today’s announcement because
it has been hijacked by the United States,
Great Britain and Australia to justify a com-
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pletely unrelated attack on Irag. The deceit
will come back to hurt us.

| want to address the issue of the Austra-
lian Defence Force. What is most shameful
about today's decision is that this govern-
ment is even willing to deceive the very De-
fence Force personne it has sent to Iraq to
risk their lives. When the PM farewelled
troops on the Kanimbla, he told them that
they were going to join the international in-
terception force, knowing full well and all
the time that they were being predeployed as
part of commitments already made by the
government, certainly as far back as July last
year, for awar on Irag. The Prime Minister is
even prepared to lie to those people who will
risk their lives as aresult of this decision.

On 8 February, | went to the farewell of
the 75 Squadron based at Katherine's Tindal
air base to show those personnel that they
had the support of the Labor Party and the
general community. | went there because |
wanted the personnel and their families to
know—and | want them to know now—that,
despite the divergent views that we might
have in this parliament and in the genera
community about their deployment, about
the policy decisions taken by this govern-
ment and about the commitments made here
today, the support they took with them as
members of our Defence Force is beyond
debate. Yet what did the Minister for De-
fence, who was there at the time, use that
opportunity to talk about? He talked about
the war on terror. He deliberately obfuscated
about the reasons for their deployment, just
as the government has done with the Austra-
lian public over the last six or seven months.

The men and women of our defence
forces deserve much better. The fact that De-
fence Force personnd are not free agents and
must act at the behest of the government of
the day is a mgjor institutional strength of
our democracy. The importance of their role
and the sacrifices they make demand our
respect. It is this respect that drives usto en-
sure that they are not being sent off to war
under false pretences. We in the Labor Party
are absolutely committed to those personnel
currently deployed in the Middle East in this
war which has now been announced against
Irag. We disagree absolutely with the policy



Tuesday, 18 March 2003

decisions of the government, but we want the
defence personnel to know that they and
their families have our absolute support, and
we wish them wel. As the member for
Brand said in his contribution this afternoon,
we would like to make sure that the good
Lord ensures that they come back quickly
and safely.

I think enough has been said today to con-
vince most of the doubters who were con-
cerned about the Labor Party’s position that
we are in fact correct and that we stand for
the national interest. What the government
has done today is deliberate on and announce
apolicy which is against the national interest
and against the interests of the world com-
munity. It will not resolve the issues that
members of the government argue it will
resolve. It will not assist the war against ter-
rorism. If anything, it might assist in ensur-
ing that terrorism is expanded. (Time ex-
pired)

Dr KEMP (Goldstein—Minister for the
Environment and Heritage) (7.03 p.m.)—The
government’s decision to be part of the coa
lition for enforcing the United Nations reso-
Iutions on the disarmament of Iraq is one that
| am proud to support. It is a decision which
is fully in accordance with international law
and upholds the United Nations, which has
caled on Saddam Hussein to disarm and
warned him repeatedly of the consequences
of not doing so. Those who care for the
United Nations and believe that it needs to
be effective should support this decision. The
very basis of the peace agreement in 1991
was Iraq’s undertaking to disarm and destroy
its weapons of mass destruction. Its failureto
do so over 12 years has been damaging to the
credibility of the United Nations, which has
now passed many resolutions which have
been ignored by Irag. Laws not enforced are
treated with contempt. Most recently, in
resolution 1441, the Security Council
unanimously called on Iraq to disarm or face
serious consequences as a result of its con-
tinued violations of its obligations. Mani-
festly, these violations have continued. It was
never contemplated that the United Nations
inspectors would need to engage in a hunt
for the weapons of mass destruction. Irag's
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obligation was to produce and destroy them.
It plainly has not done so.

The first obligation of this government is
to protect the Australian people and secure
their safety. This is what this decision is
about. On 11 September 2001, the world re-
alised for the first time that international ter-
rorism has both the will and the capacity to
cause the death of thousands of people at a
single blow. A new evil entered the world—
an evil opposed to the values of human dig-
nity and respect for each individual person
that are the foundations of our Western
democratic institutions; an evil determined to
assault our civilisation at its heart. In Bali,
this evil force moved closer to home. In this
context, the existence of rogue states devel-
oping horrific weapons of mass destruction
assumed a new, even more threatening di-
mension, raising the prospect that such
weapons might fall into the hands of terror-
ists or be given to terrorists as part of some
satanic pact to destroy whole populations of
innocent people. A terrorist armed with a
weapon of mass destruction could create a
day of horror in Sydney, Mebourne, Bris-
bane, Addaide, Perth or another Australian
city such as has never been seen before and
such as Australians have never contemplated
in the past.

There are, we know, those who would ar-

gue that there is no evidence that such a
thing could happen—that the terrorists of al-
Qaeda and the rogue state of Saddam
Hussein's Irag are completely separate and
distinct and have no connection, and there-
fore the present action is not connected with
the war on terrorism. This flies in the face of
all that Iraq is known to have done. In a book
entitled Saddam, Con Coughlan says:
... an Iragi government survey commissioned at
the end of 2001 proclaimed Osama bin Laden as
Irag's Man of the Year 2001, an accolade awarded
for his dedication in defying the United States and
in championing Islam. Government-owned Iraqi
television showed an Iragi tribal chieftain reciting
apoem he had written in celebration of the events
of 11 September.

To wait until a rogue state and international
terrorism seal a partnership in a death pact is
to put the Australian people at unacceptable
and intolerable risk. It istime now to enforce
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the 1991 peace agreement and the resolu-
tions of the United Nations up to and in-
cluding resolution 1441. In addition to the
United States, Great Britain and Australia,
who have pre-positioned forces in an attempt
to force a peaceful disarmament, many na-
tions of the Middle East and Europe have
provided bases and support—sometimes at
considerable risk to themselves. The hu-
manitarian and moral justification of the ac-
tions of the international coalition are very
clear. This morning's Herald Sun reported
the remarks of a young man who went to
Baghdad as a human shield. He has now left
Irag, as many others in a similar situation
have done, reporting that the Iragi officials
were ‘continually trying to manipulate where
we could be'. On the way out of Irag, he
said, ‘I asked the driver what he really
thought about a war. He said he didn’'t want
war, but they wanted to get rid of Saddam
Hussein and it was an opportunity for that to
happen. In retrospect, | think we were being
naive. We went into a country that was being
run by a dictator.’

The actions that the allies are taking are
not directed at Islam; many Islamic states are
working with the United States, Britain and
Australia to see the United Nations resolu-
tions enforced. Nor is this action against the
Iragi people. Saddam Hussein's tyranny has
been maintained against the Iragi people by
terror. Journalists are forced to interview
Iragi citizens with agents of Saddam present.
Over amillion people have died as a result of
the actions of Saddam. He has used weapons
of mass destruction against his own people.
He has destroyed the environment of the
Marsh Arabs. Many refugees from the re-
gime have come to Australia, and many of
them cannot understand the arguments of
those Australians who oppose any action
being taken. The action that is now being
contemplated holds out the prospect that the
war Saddam wages against the Iragi people
will come to an end. All this must be
weighed in the balance. The worst thing for
the Iragi people would be to continue to suf-
fer one of the worst tyrannies this world has
seen.

It is important that everything possible is
done to avoid civilian casualties. Our troops
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are men and women of courage and human-
ity, many with families and children of their
own. Australians can take comfort from the
fact that, if our land, sea and air forces are
called into combat, it will be under very
strict rules of engagement and targeting rules
that require the tightest possible focus on
military targets alone.

The Labor Party is divided. Its weak
leader wants nothing done. The Labor leader
has capitulated to the extreme left of the
party. The Labor Party has offered no practi-
cal solution to the threats that an alliance of a
rogue state and international terrorism would
bring. Its claim that, after 12 years, there is
still a hope of a peaceful solution is incredi-
ble. Its belief that the Iragi people do not
even now deserve our support is unconscion-
able. The states nhow marshalling to imple-
ment the resolutions of the United Nations
are all great democracies. They are led by
governments seized of their responsibilities
to keep their own peoples safe from terror-
ism. | am proud that at this time we have a
quality of leadership in these countries to
take the very difficult decisions that will
protect millions of innocent citizens from
ever having to experience the traumas that
the evil of international terrorism may wish
to visit upon them.

Mr GIBBONS (Bendigo) (7.13 p.m.)—lI
rise to support the amendment moved by my
colleague the Leader of the Opposition. In
doing so, | want to place on the public record
my and my party’s total opposition to today’s
decison by the Prime Minister to commit
our Defence Force personnel aready in the
Middle East region to the invasion of Irag.
Labor opposes Australia’'s involvement in
this war because it is not in our national in-
terest and because it does not have UN sup-
port. Labor’s position has not changed in
almost 12 months. We oppose the govern-
ment’s decision because it is wrong and be-
cause the UN has failed to sanction this at-
tack. We on this side of the House are part of
another massive and worldwide coalition of
the willing; that is, a coalition that is willing
to stand up to President Bush and Prime
Ministers Blair and Howard and say, ‘We
don’t accept your reasons for going to war
with Irag.’
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In recent debates in this place there has
been a lot said regarding the future of the
alliance between the United States and Aus-
tralia. Labor is committed to the alliance. We
see it as a partnership between the people of
both nations, who have common interests
and common goals. It is an equal partner-
ship—a partnership that should not be domi-
nated by one nation over the other. As with
any successful partnership, disagreement on
certain issues need not and should not ad-
versdly affect that partnership. We are
America’s equal partnersin the aliance. La
bor’s disagreement is with the current United
States President and his regime, not with the
American people. This Prime Minister has
signed this nation up to President Bush's
coalition of the willing but he was not in-
cluded at yesterday's meeting in the Azores.
That meeting determined the commitment to
war, and now he has received his latest in-
structions from the President of the United
States, committing Australia to a war we
should not have.

If anyone had any doubts that our Prime
Minister is subservient to President Bush, the
events of these past few days should dispel
them forever. This morning, a television re-
port from inside the US military command
centre in Qatar showed the map of the world
that was to have been used as a backdrop for
media briefings. This map did not include
Australia. We have 2,000 personnel located
in the region, we are one of only two coun-
tries besides the United States to deploy
troops, and the people in the American
command centre cannot even produce an
accurate map of the world that includes
Australia. Isit any wonder that most Austra-
lians oppose any involvement in this war? |
understand that the map will be replaced
with one that does include Australia before
the backdrop is used for any media briefings.

Thereis no doubt that after the horrendous
and tragic events in Bali on 12 October an
ever-increasing number of Australians now
demand that our defence forces concentrate
their efforts on the war against terrorism at
home and in our own region. The Prime
Minister has acknowledged that North Korea
represents a greater threat to Australia’s se-
curity and now he would have us believe that
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the most appropriate way to deal with North
Koreais to help America flatten Baghdad. |
cannot see thelogic in this, and nor can most
Australians.

No-one would disagree that the Middle
East would be a far better and safer region if
Saddam Hussein were not the head of the
government of Irag. Hussein is a brutally
oppressive military dictator who stays in
control through military power and instilling
fear. Nobody doubts that if the Iragis had
free elections he would be finished. How-
ever, neither the Howard government nor the
Bush administration has produced any evi-
dence that convinces the world that Saddam
Hussein is a threat to world peace. Nor have
they produced any evidence to date linking
his regime with al-Qaeda. There is evidence
that he was once in possession of weapons of
mass destruction. We know that because a
former United States administration provided
him with those weapons.

John Howard has left the majority of
Australians for dead in his obsession to go
al the way with the USA. In fact, John
Howard isjust a hitchhiker on the US road to
war. He has hitchhiked his way to the very
front of the pack on George Bush's highway
to war. The Howard and Bush governments
would have us believe that this strike against
Irag will assist in the campaign against
global terrorism. It will not. Indeed, this at-
tack on Iraq must only increase the likeli-
hood of further terrorist acts. It will inflame
hatreds that have existed for many years. The
US military have tried to assure their people
that the strike against Iraq will be all over in
a few short weeks. The casualties will be
many and the ramifications of such a strike
are likely to be with us for decades. With the
gigantic firepower that they have, they are
likely to win the war, but winning the peace
will be something else. Hundreds of millions
of Muslims around the world already see any
attack on Iraq as an attack on Islam itself.

Labor’s opposition to today’s decision to
deploy troops is directed squarely at those
responsible for it—this Prime Minister and
this government—and not at the Defence
Force personnel involved. They are simply
doing their job as directed by the government
of the day. Whilst Australian troops are de-
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ployed in the Middle East, Labor will ensure
that their every need and the needs of their
families are fully provided for. Under the
Liberal-National coalition government, Aus-
tralia finds itself one of only two nations that
have volunteered troops to George Bush's
so-called codlition of the willing. Today John
Howard has positioned Australia at the very
front rank of George Bush's self-appointed
global enforcers. Amazingly, we now have
also the absurdity of Treasurer Costello
blaming France for the defeat of the US's
efforts to coerce the Security Council into
legitimising its war on Irag. Mr Costell o says
that he will not have France deciding Aus-
tralia's foreign policy. But he will have the
United States doing so. He is trying to use a
little Francophobia to justify an excess of
Yankeephilia.

Recent documentaries screened on the
ABC and SBS have thrown the spotlight on
the belligerent zeal ots behind the scenes who
exercise immense power over President
Bush. Both programs referred to them as
neoconservatives or ‘neocons. It became
evident that, shortly after the horrendous
attack on the World Trade Center towers on
11 September, there were those in the Bush
administration who argued for an immediate
and all-out attack on Irag. The principal ad-
vocate in this group was the Deputy Secre-
tary of Defense, Paul Wolfowitz. He appar-
ently argued that the real source of all the
trouble and terrorism was probably Saddam
Hussein. It appears that the terrorist attacks
of 11 September just created an opportunity
to strike.

The ABC reporter went on to state that, 18
months later, American forces are poised in
Kuwait to pour northward over the border
into Irag. Their invasion of Iraq will signal
victory for a tiny, unelected network of vet-
eran Washington operators who for 12 long
years have had Saddam Hussein at the top of
their agenda and who, according to the re-
port, for three decades have been calling for
the untrammelled use of American military
power in the service of American ideals. If
these reports are accurate, they provide even
more evidence to suggest that George Bush's
motivation for war with Iraq is based on bel-
ligerence and paranoia rather than any solid
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evidence that Iraq has clear links with al-
Qaeda or represents a threat to the US or its
alies. In redlity, the root of the US war on
Iraq is the superpower cockiness of the US,
which has mushroomed under George W.
Bush—its unilateral delusion that it has the
right to reshape the world to suit its own in-
terests and its monstrous doctrine that it has
the right of pre-emptive attack on any coun-
try that it considers challenges its global
dominance. Former US President Jimmy
Carter said this of US padlicies in the latest
Sunday Age:

Increasingly unilateral and domineering policies
have brought international trust in our country to
its lowest level in living memory.

I would now like to quote from an email |
have received—one of many hundreds, no
doubt, that all honourable members would
have received in relation to this particular
issue. It is from Mr Bob Pritchard. He writes:
My grandfathers and my father fought—and had
their lives shortened—Dby the Great Wars of the
last century.

Just over 50 years ago an enlightened Australian
Government, building on the sacrifices of these
soldiers, was a founding proponent of the body
that today is the United Nations.

Now John Howard is sacrificing everything my
ancestors fought for and is destroying our heri-
tage by denigrating and undermining the United
Nations.

No-one in the short history of Australia will have
done more to isolate our country from its region,
to put at risk the lives of Australians at home and
abroad, and to doom our children to a life of
anxiety and distress, than John Howard is doing
right now.

John Howard could have been remembered as a
good, perhaps a great Prime Minister. Now his
legacy will be that of the divisive destroyer, who
sacrificed our country and its people for naked,
unashamed, political opportunism.

It is signed ‘Bob Pritchard’. Other honour-
able members may have received that email
aswell. | think it sumsit up pretty well.

I will conclude by saying that this deci-
sion taken today by the Prime Minister may
well cement Australia at the top of thelist for
future terrorist attacks similar to the horren-
dous incidents already experienced on 11
September 2001 in the United States and on
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12 October 2002 in Bali. | support the
Leader of the Opposition’s amendment.

Mrs GALLUS (Hindmarsh—Parliamen-
tary Secretary to the Minister for Foreign
Affairs) (7.22 p.m)—The Australian gov-
ernment believes it is now time to act to re-
move weapons of mass destruction from
Irag. It is time to end the real threat pre-
sented by Saddam Hussein's willingness to
use chemical and biological weapons. We
know he has these weapons. The opposition
know he has these weapons and have repeat-
edly said so. He has these weapons and he
has shown a propensity to use them. Having
used them once, he will use them again. This
is the man, as the Deputy Prime Minister
pointed out, who was pleased at the twin
towers event. Clearly, if this is the sort of
man Saddam is then we can expect him to
use those weapons again—maybe not in
New York; perhaps in Sydney, Jakarta or
somewhere else.

It is not only because of what we have to
fear from Saddam Hussein that we argue for
his removal. If we do not act now, as the op-
position would have us do, we would be
sending a message to all other dictators who
hold their countries together by fear and
threats that they are free to build up these
weapons of mass destruction. And if they do,
what would be the consequences? There
would be a proliferation of these weapons—
these weapons of mass destruction and bio-
logical and chemical weapons that the oppo-
sition admit Saddam Hussein has. If these
weapons are allowed in Iraq, what credibility
would we have in saying to any other dicta-
tor, ‘You cannot build up these weapons ?
We would have none. We would increase
proliferation.

When there are more weapons, what is to
stop the terrorists getting hold of them—ter-
rorists who have shown what they can do?
Indeed, we have evidence of their seeking to
get weapons of mass destruction. The more
countries that have these weapons, the more
likdly it is that terrorists will get them. They
can get them either by using their own sym-
pathisers within the country that has these
weapons to acquire them or by purchasing
them. It is a matter of fact that dictatorships
that use, create and store these weapons are
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in need of cash. They have not hesitated to
use them in the past and they will not hesi-
tate to use themin the future.

If the world does nothing now, we will
send the signal to other nations that they are
free to build up these weapons. We can no
longer wait for the UN to pass a further
resolution. Indeed, we do not need that fur-
ther resolution. Resolutions 678, 687 and
1441 make it entirely clear—as was indi-
cated today in an article in the Australian by
the leading jurists in the world on this is-
sue—that it isalegal act. So the opposition’s
argument that this is an illegal act smply
does not hold water. The opposition will find
people to say it is illegal, but the weight of
international law and argument is against
them. Former Labor foreign minister, Gareth
Evans, said in the other placein March 1998:
The UN can be paralysed by its own rules and
procedures, especially the veto exercisable by
permanent Security Council members.

Mr Snowdon—He said it in here.

Mrs GALLUS—The member at the table
has indicated that it was in fact said in this
chamber in 1998, not in the other place. In-
deed, it was said here—but how the opposi-
tion move away from their previous words.
Who do the opposition support in this? In
taking the actions that they have and in say-
ing the things that they have said, the oppo-
sition are supporting the veto of France—
France, the country that has enormous
economic interests in Iraq and an extremely
high interest in keeping Saddam Hussein in
power. With the personal relationship it has
with Hussen it has managed to establish eco-
nomic ties. If the opposition have any doubt
about those economic ties, they might look at
the position of Renault, Peugeot, Alcatel and
TotalFinaElf, which all have massive eco-
nomic interests supported by Saddam
Hussein in Iraq. Should Hussein fall, who
will stand up for the French in Irag? Not
those millions of people who have suffered
under Saddam.

Remember, we not just talking about
somebody who has collected weapons of
mass destruction; we are talking about a
dictator who has killed over a million of his
own people. | have heard—less often now—
the opposition say, ‘We cannot do this be-
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cause, in taking this action against Hussein,
we are acting against the people in Irag.’
How can we be acting against the people in
Irag when what we are doing is seeking to
remove the ‘Butcher of Baghdad'—a man
who has killed over a million of his own
people; a man who has gassed innocent
women and children. In the paper today there
is an article describing what it was like in
those Kurdish villages. The report said that
there was no explosion; there was just this
cloud of gas coming in and suddenly animals
staggered and died and then women and
children fell to their knees and died. Any-
body who read that could not help but be
moved and say, ‘ This is not against the Iragi
people. Whatever action is taken against
Hussein is for the liberation of the Iragi peo-
ple’

Mr Crean said today that it was a sad day
for Australia. | think it is a sad day for the
opposition. The opposition has ignored tra-
ditional alliances; it has, as | said, supported
the stand of a country like France; and it has
abnegated its own statements made in 1998
about the necessity of disarming Saddam
Hussein, about the necessity of taking action
and about the difficulty sometimes of taking
action under UN resolutions. It has, there-
fore, abnegated everything that it stood for
before.

More than that, what it has done in taking
this stand is that it has impacted on our 2,000
men and women in the gulf, Australia’'s de-
fence forces. This is something that has
never been done before at the beginning of a
conflict. Australians’ lives are at risk in the
gulf. They are representing Australia and
they know they do not have the support of
the opposition in the action they are taking.
Yes, Mr Crean has said, ‘This is nothing
against the men and women in the gulf. We
support them.” But how can you support
them if you say to them, ‘You are there ille-
gally. You are there wrongly’ ? How does that
make their job any easier? It makes it almost
impossible.

In conclusion, | want to quote Mofak Sor-
ani, the Chair of the Australian Kurdish
Community Association, who asked last
Thursday:
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Well, if | don’'t support the war, what's the alter-
native but to change the Iragi regime and bring
peace to the country?

| ask the opposition: if we do not support this
military action in Irag, what is the alterna-
tive? How do we stop Hussein? How do we
rid the world of the weapons of mass de-
struction held by rogue states?

Mr GRIFFIN (Bruce) (7.32 p.m.)—This
isasad day. It is a sad day when this country
faces a situation such as this—where we
have seen a commitment made to war on the
basis of a phone call from the US President.
It is a sad day because it says something
about the way this Prime Minister operates
and it is a sad day with respect to the consid-
eration that we have for international institu-
tions. For those reasons, | condemn the deci-
sion made by the government.

But when we look at what we are facing
today there are a number of points to be
made in the brief time that is available to us.
I will pick up on some of the issues raised by
the previous speaker, the member for Hind-
marsh. On the point about Labor’s attitude to
the defence forces, the opposition leader and
countless members of the opposition repeat-
edly and continually have said very clearly
that they support the actions of our troops.
We support our troops because we trust
them. We believe they have a very important
job and they do that job well. A very impor-
tant part of the job of the defence forcesisto
follow orders, and they have been given a
series of orders which they are going to carry
out. We support them in what they do.

| pick up on the words of the RSL Na-
tional President. | quote from a news story
featuring him: ‘RSL National President Ma-
jor-General Peter Phillips said veterans
would have preferred Australian involve-
ment in war to have United Nations back-
ing." On from that, he said, ‘Thereis alot of
concern around. What I'm hearing is for
goodness sake tdll the Australian people to
get behind the troops.’ | agree. The Austra-
lian people should get behind the troops. We
should not see a situation like that which
occurred to a degree in Vietnam around the
actions of our troops. Our complaint is not
with the actions of the troops; our complaint
is with the actions of this Prime Minister and
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this government. Our complaint is about
what this government is doing and what this
government has done with respect to the cir-
cumstances we face now—our country going
to war in a very foreign place, where we are
acting at the behest of the US President.

With respect to the situation we are now
facing because of the actions of this admini-
stration—and | have said this before in this
place—| am a very strong supporter of the
US alliance. | believe that over the years that
alliance has delivered real defence and other
benefits to our country and to the Australian
community. | believe that that alliance is a
very important basis for us moving forward
as a country into this century. However, that
does not mean that for one minute | agree
with every decision taken by every US ad-
mi nistration as we go down the years.

| think we have to also recognise that,
when we talk about US administrations,
thereis a very great difference between vari-
ous administrations, and we ought to be con-
scious of that when we look at this. | amre-
minded of a quote from Clarence Darrow,
the American lawyer, who once said:
When | was boy | was told that anyone could
become President. I'm beginning to believeit.
| am beginning to believe it, too, when we
look at this administration and how it has
behaved. | think it is clear from so much of
what has been said in the United States by
the Democrats and others that we would not
be facing this situation today if there were a
different President. | think that is all the
more reason for us to consider very seriously
what we do in these circumstances.

The facts of the matter are that, although
the final phone call came today, thisis a de-
cison which was effectively taken quite
some time ago. We have been dealing—and |
have referred to this before in this House—
with a ‘nudge-nudge, wink-wink’ situation
where there was a clear understanding about
what our country would do in response to the
circumstances we face today. The fact that
the call came through this morning to finalise
that was only a symboalic ending of a process
in which it was very clear what this Prime
Minister had done in terms of committing
Australian forces. That is why we had a pre-
deployment; that is why we have a situation
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where the circumstances today do not require
any major adjustment to what we have
done—because we have effectively already
doneit.

On the question of where we go from here
and why we are in this situation, there has
been much said across the chamber about the
fact that Saddam Hussein and his regime are
despicable. | agree wholeheartedly. He is a
disgusting dictator. He is the ‘Butcher of
Baghdad'. He is someone who should not be
in charge of a nation. But | also make the
point that he is not alone in international af-
fairs as being someone of that ilk. Thefact is
that a number of nationsin this world are led
by people who are despicable and whose
record on human rights and other issues is
appalling. But we are taking action today on
this issue—about this man at this time. The
guestion we then have to ask is: why now?

So much of what has been said about why
Saddam Hussein should not be there and
about what is wrong with the Iragi regime is
in fact absolutely true. But the issue that has
not been addressed properly is. why now?
Why did the President of the United States
issue an ultimatum today? Why was there
not more time allowed for weapons inspec-
tors? The argument goes: ‘For 12 years we
have seen Saddam Hussein and his regime
defy the international community.” We have
heard much talk about the 17-plus resolu-
tions that have been moved over the years
with respect to these issues and that we have
in fact had this 12-year period of absolute
defiance.

My point is: what would really happen in
the next six weeks or two or three months
that would lead to an increase in the clear
and present danger that allegedly would be
faced by the wider community internation-
aly as aresult of alowing the weapons in-
spectors to go that much further down the
track? The fact of the matter is that there is
time for that to occur and it will not cause a
great increase in the level of danger. The
aternative to that is what we are facing now:
a war where the only question mark is over
how many are going to die. | agree with the
comments that we have to do something
about Saddam Hussein, but there is still time
to follow a process that alows the United
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Nations and the weapons inspectors to do
their job. If that should fail in a month or
two, we could still be here to face the unpal-
atable alternative that is before us. But that is
not what has happened.

If you go through the comments made in
particular by President Bush and to an extent
by Prime Minister Blair, you will see that
this endgame was determined quite some
time ago. It is an endgame that has led us
inexorably to today and to the circumstances
that face us on this occasion. The result is
that an awful lot of people are almost cer-
tainly going to die. Since we now face a
situation where there is no real alternative, |
hope that it is a quick war and that the casu-
alties are limited to the greatest extent possi-
ble. War will happen, and we will have to
deal with its aftermath.

The fact that we are there as part of this
coalition of the willing of three countries,
that we are part of that very small grouping,
has very important implications for Austra-
liad's future. Anyone who argues that this
does not make us a greater target for terror-
isminternationally is in fantasyland. The fact
is that it most clearly does. The question is:
what gain will result to us because of that? |
cannot see any. Frankly, | have not heard
anyone today raise arguments which suggest
for one minute that we would actually see
some sort of gain for us as a country.

There are processes that can still be gone
through, but this government has sought to
defy them. When | listen to ministers and
members on the other side talk about how
horrific Saddam Hussein has been for so
many years, | ask myself two questions. If
this regime is so horrible—and | believe it
is—and if it is recognised by this govern-
ment that that is the case, why have so many
Iragi refugees who have come to Australia to
escape this despicable regime been rgected?
Why have so many people been in the situa-
tion where—and we know it is bad now—
when they were desperatdly trying to escape
that regime, they were not allowed to come
to Australia? Let us be very clear about this:
we would not be going into Iraq if the
Americans and the British were not. If we as
a country had been appalled by Saddam
Hussein and if we had not been confident
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that UN processes had been working through
these issues, why didn’t we take action ear-
lier? The answer is that we are only taking
action because the US President has de-
manded it, and we have acquiesced. (Time
expired)

Miss JACKIE KELLY (Lindsay—Par-
liamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister)
(7.42 p.m.)—To be for peaceis an easy deci-
sion to make. You do not have to do any-
thing. You just say: ‘ Status quo: we won't do
anything” Simon Crean has taken that
stance. He states it on the grounds that only
with a UN resolution shall we move forward.
He has put his entire faith in the United Na-
tions as the ultimate policeman for the world.
On the other hand, we have Prime Minister
John Howard. Heisnot in palitics to retire to
a $1.2 million mansion in Woollahra. He is
not in politics to make easy, poll-driven deci-
sions. He led tax reform with the GST; he led
waterfront reform; and he took major rein of
government spending at the time of the Lind-
say by-election when, bdieve me, that was
not popular to do at all. He has not always
done the popular thing, and yet Simon Crean
would call him poll-driven and now he says
that heis not poll-driven.

At the end of the day John Howard is a
public servant. He aspires to serve the public
in the best way that he knows how, and he
has done a great job to date. He took on the
situation in East Timor with great diplomacy
and diligence, and yet with a clear regard to
the human rights of those in East Timor.
Again, in Afghanistan, he stepped up to the
plate to make sure that Australia carried its
fair share of the work required to restore
peace to that region.

To say war is a horrible thing is to state
the obvious. If you went out and took a poll
today, | bet that pretty much everyone would
say, ‘No, we do not like war.” No-one is go-
ing to sit there and say they like war. It
shows the courage of this Prime Minister that
he is prepared to weigh in when the situation
calls for Australia to do its fair share as a
world policeman.

Let us have a look at the United Nations
as the world policeman. The United Nations
had Iraq as the chair of the UN Conference
on Disarmament and Libya as the chair of



Tuesday, 18 March 2003

the UN human rights commission. | recently
was in the UN in New York for the confer-
ence on the status of women. | was abso-
Iutely horrified that this organisation, which
is supposed to be the international leader in
public policy debate, still allows smoking
throughout the building. | absolutely reeked
of smoke. The No. 1 public health hazard in
any developed country is smoking. The cost
to our health system is tremendous. Yet the
majority of those who vote at the UN have
got so many other health issues to deal with
they are not even close to dealing with
smoking as a public policy. They voted to
alow full rein for smoking throughout the
UN building.

That tells you where the development of
the UN is at. We were discussing our $50
million investment in curbing domestic vio-
lence in Australia, and more than 50 per cent
of the remaining 192 members were dealing
with things like female circumcision and
honour crimes—where if you do not want to
marry the man of your father’'s choice your
father will kill you or, if he does not, your
brother will kill you. They are dealing with
culturally endemic and condoned violence
against females, they are dealing with the
AIDS epidemic and they are dealing with
widows who are disallowed from owning
property. That is the content of the issues at
the United Nations. For the Leader of the
Opposition to say, ‘Only if the United Na-
tions passes a resolution will we commit
Australian troops,’ is to deny Audtralia’s
right to sef-determination and respect for
our way of life. It may seem excessive, over
the top, greedy and avaricious to those in the
Third World who are living on $US2 a day,
but it actually recognises that we have a
standard and that we can be role models for
where the rest of the world can be.

We are looking at France and Germany
who, for domestic agendas, will oppose any
resolution. There is no point in putting any
further resolution because France and Ger-
many will oppose it. There is no point going
further with the UN process because, so long
as Schroeder and Chirac are the leaders of
those two nations, there is going to be oppo-
sition. They have clearly indicated that, so it
is not going to go away. Yet, if you look at
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those countries that do support action in Irag,
you are looking at not only Australia and
Britain but also Canada, Spain, Italy, Portu-
ga, Poland, Denmark, the Czech Republic
and Hungary, just to name a few. Where is it
written that the United Nations, an organisa-
tion that allows smoking in its environs, is so
far up on public policy that it has the matur-
ity in this day and age to be a world police-
man? We are not there yet. We are just not
anywhere near that. Sure, the United Nations
is a good process to go through, but it still
has a long way to go before it has the matur-
ity to be dealing with the issues that confront
Western democracies, the values we hold
dear and the human rights we take for
granted.

Therefore, the Leader of the Opposition’s
solution of ‘do nothing until the UN gives us
some sort of sanction to do it’ is an option to
do nothing. So we should ignore September
11. The United States ignored the truck in the
basement of the World Trade Centre, the at-
tacks on US embassies in East Africa and on
the USS Cole, and the threat grew and grew.
We saw 3,000 lives lost on September 11.
There were 90 Australians in that number.
We have seen similar denials of actions that
looked escalatory throughout history. History
is replete with examples of nations doing
nothing. The most recent is still very vivid
for me: the situation in Kosovo, where CNN
was beaming, live, human rights violations
the equivalent of genocide. | really thought,
from my history lessons, that we had been
through that in World War 1l and that it
would never happen again—certainly not in
my lifetime. From way over herein Australia
you were looking at genocide in our lifetime
in the other half of the world, and you were
saying, ‘Why isn't anyone doing something?
Why isn’t someone over there? Who is going
to stop this? Did the UN stop it? No; it was
left to America, leading NATO forces, to go
in, eventually seeing the end of Slobodan
Milosevic's regime.

You cannot stand by. It is a difficult deci-
sion, but you cannot stand by. You cannot
see Australian soldiers, sailors, airmen and
airwomen being committed to action where
there is a likelihood of casualties, and think
that those decisions are not taken deeply. |
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have spent 62 years in the military. | still
have some very dear friends and close con-
tacts in the military. | know that they seek
the total support of those at home. | know
that those friends of mine were appalled at
the Leader of the Opposition's description
and speech to troops that were leaving to join
the interdictory forces in the gulf. It was an
appalling speech by anybody’'s standards.
Certainly, if members had not feared court-
martial, | know a number of them would
have turned their backs on the Leader of the
Opposition for espousing the types of views
he did and showing a total lack of support for
Australia’s actions.

People do not serve in the military for
their own aggrandisement; they serve for the
nation. The last thing they need to hear is
that the nation does not agree with them. |
think the Leader of the Opposition can cer-
tainly lift his game—do not go addressing
any more troops that are leaving, because |
pretty much know the reaction you would
get. | feel that General Cosgrove should look
leniently on any defence personnel who turn
their backs on the Leader of the Opposition
in the future. | think no disciplinary action
should be taken in those circumstances, be-
cause his absolute disregard for the feelings
of those in our defence forces was appalling.
He is aterrible military leader. Thank good-
ness he is in opposition and not in govern-
ment. (Time expired)

Mr ANDREN (Caare) (7.52 p.m.)—I
will disregard that fatuous contribution from
the non-smoking parliamentary secretary.
Despite the legal advice the Prime Minister
uses to support his position, scores of inter-
national lawyers in Australia and Britain, as
wdll as the UN Secretary-General, Kofi An-
nan, say an attack on Iraq without specific
UN endorsement is illegitimate under inter-
national law.

Today | spoke with one of this country’s
pre-eminent legal experts, Professor George
Williams. Professor Williams, among many
legal experts around this country and the
world, absolutely rejects the argument that
thiswar is legally justified. As he points out,
the United Nations Charter sets up a prohibi-
tion on the use of force in the absence of a
specific Security Council resolution. A spe-
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cific authorisation is needed in each and
every case. He says the intention of the ear-
lier UN resolutions from 12 years ago were
only ever intended to apply at that time.
More to the point, the cease-fire resolution
687 contains only one paragraph that
authorises the ongoing use of force and does
so only in relation to guaranteeing the Ku-
waiti border. Further, this guarantee can only
be uphdd by the UN Security Council and
not by individual states. Nor does resolution
1441 give any legal justification, despite the
pathetic attempts by a pand of international
lawyers in today's Australian. That group
says.

... even if Resolution 1441 were not read to
authorise military action—

and it does not—

... the use of force against Hussein's regime at this
time would be legally justified on the basis of the
United Nations Charter and the right of individual
and collective self-defence, redlistically inter-
preted.

As Professor Williams has so correctly
pointed out, nowhere does the United Na-
tions Charter cover pre-emptive invasion of a
country in the absence of a specific authori-
sation by the UN Security Council. There
was no basis for unilateral action in 1991,
and there is no basis now. Our international
obligation now, it seems, is to wait around
for the President of the United States to give
us the order to break international law and to
compound, rather than lessen, the threat of
international terrorism. The meagre coalition
of the willing could not even get a so-called
“moral magjority’ from the 15-member Secu-
rity Council, irrespective of any French vote.
Despite the threats and bribes of the past two
weeks, the US could not get an immoral
majority together.

There is no mandate, George, but what
would you know or care of a mandate with
the kind of vote your brother Jeb rigged for
you in Florida? Is this the kind of democracy
George W. wants to impose on the Middle
East? His electoral legitimacy is almost as
laughable as Saddam’'s 98 per cent support.
Today we saw on television our Prime Min-
ister walk down the corridor from his office
to the lectern, mimicking US presidential
style, to announce his fateful decision to risk
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our defence forces in this pre-emptive strike
that would rain a hailstorm of missiles on
Iraq and its people in the next week or so in
order to remove one tyrant and his cohorts.

There is serious division in the ranks of
our armed forces and our security officials.
Indeed, one officer has written to me saying
how important it isthat | havetried to force a
vote on this issue—that until today’s strong
statement from the Leader of the Opposition,
the position of both sides had been hypocriti-
cal. This man says: ‘If we speak out we are
lost. Instead, you speak for us.” ‘Us —there
are many more than one in our services and
security forces who think like the courageous
Andrew Wilkie.

The PM said, ‘Final diplomatic attempts
to secure the 18th resolution against Iraq
have come to an end.” No, they have not—
and they had not. The diplomatic way was
taken by France, Russia and those other
members of the Security Council who re-
fused to sign up. Canada is the latest major
nation to regject this pre-emptive strike. What
had come to an end was the patience of
George W. Bush, the man who reportedly
cannot tell the difference between Shiite and
Sunni Muslims, let alone the sects within.
God help the processes this man will try to
impose on the Middle East—processes the
American President will colour with the
prgudices he brings from his own funda-
mentalist Christian value system. By ille-
galy trying to impose this Western set of
values on the Middle East through regime
change we are getting this country involved
in a tragedy that will continue well beyond
Saddam Hussein.

The UN Security Council’s inner five has
no Islamic representation. That two of those
countries, France and Russia, chose to veto
the Bush plan is to their credit. That Bush,
the UK and Australia have decided to spurn
the UN marks us as the three extreme West-
ern nations prepared to do whatever it takes
to implant a Western model on a Middle
Eastern country. It will fuel the cause of ter-
rorism, particularly in our neighbouring re-
gion, which this Prime Minister is only too
happy to fly over on his way to Britain or the
us.
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General Michad Rose, military com-
mander of UN forces in Kosovo, said last
night that the strategy is confused: we are
embarking on awar against weapons of mass
destruction that will only encourage their
use. North Korea has cranked up its nuclear
capability in the face of an expected US at-
tempt at regime change after Irag. Iran has
nuclear capability and is reportedly cranking
up its weapons program too.

General Rose says Irag is a lower order
world issue. Solving the Middle Eastern Pal-
estinian crisis is a first order issue and the
US cannot be the honest broker in that con-
flict. It will take an independent process in-
volving smaller nations like Norway, which
brokered the Sri Lankan peace. It could have
included Australia, but we have now blown
any credit in the Musiim world. General
Rose believes the Indo-Pakistani confronta-
tionisthe second most critical issue—and let
us remember that the nuclear-armed Paki-
stani military regime isan aly in this war on
terror yet has been a sponsor of North Ko-
rea’s nuclear program.

Last week | spent well over an hour talk-
ing with a Kurdish man who fled Iraq having
served in the Iragi army during the first Gulf
War. Many Kurds will be sent to the front
line in this war too. Despite being obliged to
fight, despiteliving in fear of the Republican
Guard and despite witnessing the attacks by
Saddam Hussein on his own people, this
Kurdish refugee says that this war is wrong,
whatever the need to rid the world of Sad-
dam Hussein. He sees a wider US agenda
that involves the need to abandon ties with a
discredited Saudi regime, the need to secure
oil stocks for the American petrol addiction,
the need to secure Isradli interests as opposed
to Palestinian interests and the wider plan of
reconfiguring the political face of the Middle
East by naively imposing a US style democ-
racy. He has no confidence that the rights of
the Kurds will be addressed in the face of
stronger interests such as Turkey.

Looking at the specific pointsin the Prime
Minister’s motion, while anyone would con-
demn Saddam Hussein's refusal to abide by
UN resolutions, he was, and is now, em-
barking on a significant reduction in his
weapons capacity. Nowhere in this motion is
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there any mention of the Hans Blix inspec-
tion program, which was achieving results
and which the UN wanted continued. Not
only are we supporting this pre-emptive
strike but also this act of illegal war pre-
empts the very UN inspection process that
until yesterday was well under way. What
was Bush afraid of—another, more positive
report?

Point 3 of the motion ‘abhors Irag’'s con-
tinued support for international terrorism’' —
something that is not proved. Certainly no
links have been established to al-Qaeda and
Osama bin Laden. | vehemently oppose any
endorsement of the government’s decision
to, as point 5 details, deploy ADF personnel
to this war, and | support the opposition
amendment and the call for the immediate
return of our armed forces from this illegal
action. In extending ‘support and sympathy
to the innocent people of Iraq’ in point 7, this
Prime Minister exposes his greatest hypoc-
risy. Where was the sympathy and support
for the Iragi asylum seekers who fled Sad-
dam’s regime and tried to reach our shoresin
leaky, sinking and in some cases sabotaged
boats? They were the so-called illegals, re-
member? Now the government are truly the
illegals.

| cannot, and will not, support this motion
and | demand that it not be allowed to peter
out without a vote when the last speaker has
finished. That vote should have been taken
before any cabinet decision. This govern-
ment has been too gutlessto allow it. At least
Tony Blair and George W. Bush have taken
decisions in the full knowledge of the senti-
ments of their houses of representatives. But
not this government—not this Prime Minis-
ter, who has been prepared to share his plans
with the US President but not to allow the
Australian public, through its representa-
tives, to have a vote on this most crucial of
issues: the first time we as a nation have de-
fied international conventions and laws and
declared war in the absence of a clear act of
aggression. | rgject the motion but commend
the amendment to the House.

Mr TRUSS (Wide Bay—Mi inister for Ag-
riculture, Fisheries and Forestry) (8.02
p.m.)—There can be no more difficult deci-
sion for a government or a parliament to
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make than the decision to participate in war.
There is nothing glamorous about war. In the
21st century we are assured that the images
of war are brought into our living roomsin a
way that we have never experienced before.
War has become very personal, even though
we are thousands of kilometres from the
front line. War destroys not just enemies,
cities and countries but also lives, families
and the hopes, ambitions and plans of a gen-
eration. Australians are a peace-loving peo-
ple but we cannot tolerate injustice or op-
pression. We will not stand by and allow op-
pression and regimes of horror to go un-
checked around the world.

Twelve years ago Saddam Hussein, the
imperialist aggressor, invaded Kuwait. He
ignored the diplomatic initiatives; he scorned
the olive branch offered by the world com-
munity. He ignored the 12 mandatory United
Nations resolutions. He ignored all the
warnings and the threats. The world re-
sponded and drove Saddam out of Kuwait,
but it stopped short and instead pursued a
peace deal with him. Twelve years on, noth-
ing has changed. He continues to ignore the
diplomatic initiatives, the olive branches,
now 18 United Nations resolutions, al the
warnings and the threats. Saddam has re-
mained an obstructionist in the face of global
efforts to disarm him. For the last 12 years
the Security Council has repeatedly called on
Irag to destroy its weapons of mass destruc-
tion and verify this destruction by cooperat-
ing with the United Nations weapons in-
spectors. For amost 12 years Iraq has re-
peatedly frustrated and obstructed this task.
Saddam has failed to meet the terms of the
peace agreement. He has failed to honour the
commitments he made at that time.

Now the world has an unfinished task. We
need to ensure that the resolutions carried
such along time ago have real effect and that
peace and security can be restored to the re-
gion. The United Nations weapons inspec-
tion agency was thrown out of Irag in 1998.
Inspectors were unable to account for a sig-
nificant number of items related to weapons
of mass destruction. More worryingly, from
1998 to late 2002 there was no United Na-
tions monitoring or inspection in Irag. There
is strong evidence that Iraq used this oppor-
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tunity to continue its efforts to develop
chemical, biological and nuclear weapons
and their means of delivery. Saddam Hussein
has had 12 years to hide from the world his
weapons of mass destruction. There is sim-
ply no denying this fact. Just take the words
of one Iragi scientist intimately involved in
Saddam’s weapons of mass destruction pro-
gram. This scientist said:

The CIA had no idea how far we'd gotten with
the bomb. They didn’t seem to know who | was.
They had no idea that our scientists were still
working on bomb design and explosive lenses in
new, hidden locations around Baghdad. It
sounded to me as if they’d been lulled by Sad-
dam'’s phony documents, or blinded by his con-
cealment schemes ... It blew my mind.

Iraq's possession of weapons of mass de-
struction poses a threat to its neighbours and
to the region. We have an important stake in
the stability of the Middle East, not least be-
cause much of the world's trade passes
through the region. Australia also shares a
regional concern in the Asia-Pacific to avoid
the proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction. Letting Iraq off the hook would not
only signa to other countries that evasion of
international disarmament aobligations can
succeed but also lead Irag to continue its
programs and develop a greater degree of
belligerency towards the nations that sur-
round it and the people of the world.

Therefore, a clear message must be sent to
Saddam and other rogue states. Yet another
United Nations resolution will not ddiver
that message. There have aready been
plenty; there have already been many that
have been ignored. | prefer that there be no
war, but clearly we have unfinished business
which needs to be completed. We must finish
what was started in 1991 and free the Iragi
people and the world from the danger pre-
sented by Saddam and his evil agenda. We
cannot be held to ransom. | do not want
blood for ail, or wheat or free trade or for
anything else. | take no issue with the Iraqi
people and our relationship with them. Aus-
tralia has had a longstanding and very cordial
relationship with Irag. It has been a particu-
larly important market for Australian farmers
and we see that relationship as growing and
expanding in the future. We want it to con-
tinue for the benefit of both Australia and the
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people of Irag, but it needs to be able to be
carried out in safety and security and in the
knowledge that normal standards of decency
and behaviour can be assured.

At the end of the day Saddam must be
called to account and the Iragi people must
be saved from the humanitarian disaster be-
ing inflicted upon them by this tyrant. It is
now in Saddam’'s hands to save his country
from war—even at this late hour he should
heed the ultimatum and deliver peace. If not,
we must go back and complete the task that
was begun in 1991. There was one attempt at
a peace deal, there was one agreement made
with Saddam. He has not honoured that
agreement. He has ignored United Nations
entreaties, he has ignored the will of the
world and there is no prospect that his views
are likely to change with yet another United
Nations resol ution.

As a nation, our commitment and our te-
nacity in times of war and our courage on the
battlefield are renowned throughout the
world. Our nation was built on this spirit, the
spirit of the Aussie digger defending the
principles of freedom and democracy and the
Australian way of life. In doing so Australian
service men and women have secured our
peace by making sacrifices on foreign sail. It
is not by any means the first time we have
needed to be in Irag. So these men and
women of our armed forces are entitled to
the unequivocal support of the nation. They
have answered the call of their country in
exactly the same way as their forefathers did
in their thousands as Anzacs in World Wars |
and Il, in Vietnam, Korea and the earlier
Gulf War. They should again carry the sup-
port of the Australian people and | know
they will do us proud. Like all Australians, |
pray for the safe and secure return of this
Australian contingent. The task that they face
is hazardous and government would not be
seeking their commitment in this regard if
we did not firmly believe that the cause was
just and honourable. The other ways of re-
solving this dispute, the other more tasteful
ways—the proposals for peace, the resolu-
tions of international bodies—have all failed
to deliver the intended resuilt.

Sometimes we have to fight for peace; we
have to work for it and sometimes that can
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be very difficult. Once peace is achieved
then we must build on it. We must free the
world of Saddams, of the terrorists, of those
who seek hatred and of those who are not
prepared to guarantee an enduring peace for
this generation and for the world. | wish the
Australian soldiers well in this task. | pray
that they will be returned soon, safe and se-
cure to our country. They know they are
acting in an honourable cause, defending the
will of the people of the world to ensure that
we can live in a safe and secure environment.

Mr QUICK (Franklin) (8.12 p.m.)—'Are
you going to say something new in this de-
bate? one of my colleagues asked me to-
night. ‘Yes,” | replied. | have spoken at many
peace rallies across the country and made at
least four speeches against the war in Irag in
this House. On all those occasions my mes-
sage has been simple, easy to understand and
easy to remember: no war, no way. | have
dreaded this moment and hoped that it would
never come to this. | had hoped and prayed
that this issue, the disarmament of Iraq,
would be achieved through the UN proc-
esses, supported by all nations and achieved
through peaceful means.

Eighty-nine years ago young Australian
servicemen left our shores to fight in the
Middle East and Turkey. They left to fight
for King and country. They rushed to join, as
it would all be over by Christmas. My father,
as an 18-year-old, was in that rush—Dbetter to
earn one and sixpence a day as a soldier than
one and sixpence a week as a butcher’'s ap-
prentice. He survived Gallipoli and the hor-
ror of Fromelles where, on 19 July 1916,
5,335 Australian casualties resulted from a
futile attempt to breach the German trenches.
He returned home at the age of 19 an invalid
who, for al his life, had to fight for his due
entitlements from the DVA. Service men and
women from all our wars are sent off with
promises of support upon their return;
promises made and reiterated here in this
House today. The reality is that for many of
them these promises are hollow and frus-
trating to gain upon their return to our
shores. This is an indictment on our country
and our parliament.

For me, today is a day of shame—a day
which has seen our Prime Minister accede to
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the wishes of the President of the United
States of America and the Prime Minister of
the United Kingdom and agree to wage war
against Irag. Australia is about to become the
military aggressor for the first time in our
215-year history. Why? Why do we have to
race to join the coalition of the willing—I
cal it ‘the coalition of the killing'—three
Anglo-Saxon nations out of the 200-plus
nations in the United Nations? As Simon
Crean said today, the 190-plus nations
against this pre-emptive, unilateral war
againgt Irag form the moral majority. Aus-
tralia, the United Kingdom and the USA are
the immora minority. History will long note
the integrity of those who stand against this
immoral war. Why are we so impatient with
Irag, when it is close to 30 years since the
UN called on Isradl to quit the occupied ter-
ritories and allow the Palestinians to pursue
their own destiny? Thirty years!

| trust the Australian people, their mood
and their thoughts on this war. | trust espe-
cially those in my electorate when it comes
to thisissue before us in the House this day. |
have polled a huge number of my constitu-
ents on six questions involving the war
against lrag and they have responded in
amazing numbers. Of the respondents, 82.8
per cent said no to Australia’sinvolvement in
aunilateral pre-emptive war against Irag, and
91.4 per cent said that Australia would be
less safe as aresult of our involvement in the
coalition of the killing.

| have an Iragi helmet on my desk. It be-
longed to an Iraqgi soldier killed in the Gulf
War—someone's son, someone's hushand. |
have it here to remind me and those in the
House, and those listening to this debate, that
war is a horrible thing resulting in the de-
struction of cities and horrendous loss of
human life. *Regime change', a glib phrase,
can potentially be a war of catastrophic pro-
portions. This will be a 21st century war—
3,000 bombs in the first 48-hour blitzkrieg
on Irag. Computer generated images of what
will happen in the war have been flooding
our TV screens over the past few weeks.
They have been desensitising the population
and having us believe that it will be a swift,
clinical war, over in a week. We can then all
go back to our jobs and the world will be a
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safer, more peaceful place. What a load of
rubbish! How naive!

Australia is not a superpower. Our inter-
ests are best protected not by unilateralism
but by multilateralism. Today on
www.domeaust.com, the Dome of Con-
science, | placed a placard which said, ‘| am
opposed to the war against Iraq.’ | challenge
all MPs and senators to join the online con-
science vote so that Australians from all
walks of life across this great nation can
judge each and every one of us on where we
stand. They did it on stem cdll research and |
will be interested to see how many of those
who voted against stem cell research join me
against the war. History will long recognise
your integrity and honesty. Have a look at
www.domeaust.com and vote.

| will continue to proudly wear my anti-
war badge, ‘No War on Iraq’, and speak out
against thisimmoral and unjustified war. | do
not like doing this, but | challenge those op-
posite who espouse a belief in Christian
principles—many of them good friends of
mine—to open the Bible and reread and
ponder Mark 8:36:

For what shall it profit a man, if he shall gain the
wholeworld and lose his own soul ?

Finaly, | urge people to ponder the thoughts
of another great peacemaker, the Dalai
Lama. Hesaid:

There can be no peace as long as thereis grinding
poverty, social injustice, inequality, oppression,
environmental degradation, and as long as the
weak and small continue to be downtrodden by
the mighty and powerful.

| thank the House for the opportunity to
speak on thiswar. | will proudly vote against
it. I will live with my conscience and, despite
being a member of the opposition and having
no real voting power—because we do not
have the numbers—| say that history will
long note those who stand on the side of
peace and humanity.

Mr 1TAN MACFARLANE (Groom—
Minister  for Industry, Tourism and
Resources) (8.21 p.m.)—Today is a sombre
moment in modern history. No-one relishes
the prospect of war. No-one wants the issue
to be resolved through conflict. Conflict
should always be the last resort, for use only
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when diplomacy fails. In the 1930s the free
world shirked its responsibility to make hard
decisions and the end result was a raging
dictator who unleashed unforeseen pain on
Europe. We cannot allow history to repeat
itself at the expense of many thousands of
lives. Diplomacy has failed in Iraq and the
current crisis hardly comes as a surprise.
Saddam Hussein and his regime have spent
more than a decade pushing their deadly
agenda. They have seemingly plotted almost
to take the world towards this very moment.

For decades the Iraqi leader has promoted
pure evil—like in 1988, when he extermi-
nated about 5,000 Kurds and used weapons
of mass destruction on his own people. This
is a sick means of satisfying his ego in ob-
taining a place on the international stage at
any price. Some argue that the Iragi regime
should be given just one more chance; some
argue that they have already had their second
chance. The redlity is that they have in fact
had 17 chances—17 UN resolutions, 17 op-
portunities for Iraq to disarm. They have ar-
rogantly ignored more than 12 years of inter-
national attempts to peacefully disarm. Sad-
dam Hussein and his regime are more than a
passing sore on Western peace. They have
disfigured the global face of freedom with a
systematic campaign of deceit and deception;
they have constantly undermined the work of
the UN inspectors; they have dodged all
diplomatic attempts to find a solution; and
they have ducked all demands under resolu-
tion 1441.

It is never easy to accept responsibility,
but there is a responsibility on this House
and on the government of Australia to deal
with the facts—and the facts are these. It is
quite clear that the intentions of the Iraqi
regime have long been openly displayed;
they are there for all to see. The motives are
backed by a deadly arsenal which has been
amassed in terms of chemical and biological
weapons, which the Iragi government then
uses to threaten its neighbours. By defying
the United Nations Security Council, Irag
has worked hard to undermine global secu-
rity.

If we want to get a clearer picture of just
how global security has been undermined,
then we should look to independent sources.
One of those independent sources can be
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found in Dr Hans Blix, who was appointed
by the United Nations, and by reading his
message in terms of his assessment of the
threat as he saw it in January. Dr Hans Blix
came to the conclusion that Saddam Hussein
and his Iragi government had made no at-
tempt to even understand what disarmament
was required of them. We know that Iraq has
at least 360 tonnes of chemical warfare
agent. We know that it has the capacity to
produce some 25,500 litres of anthrax
spores. We know that there remain some
6,500 chemical bombs unaccounted for. This
isan arsenal that is feared not only by Irag's
neighbours and some of its own people but
by the whole world—and with good reason.
The regimein Irag has shown in the past that
it does not hesitate even to bomb its own
people. In its time it has wiped out some
2,000 Iraqi villages. Such a regime has alle-
giance to no-one apart fromitself. It is there-
fore a threat to everyone who values security
and safety. The Irag regime will only grow to
be a greater global threat if it is allowed to
see yet another ultimatum go unchecked and
unanswered. |If we do not act now, we will be
forced into a conflict at a later point in time,
and that time will probably be of Irag's
choosing—for in the end it was Irag which
determined that we would reach the position
we arein now.

The Iragi regime has had the opportunity
to choose disarmament on 17 occasions and
it has passed up that opportunity 17 times.
Today it has been given the opportunity one
more time for its leader and his sons to leave
the country and free Irag from their tyranny
and save the Iragi people from imminent
war. On every occasion the Iragi government
and Saddam Hussein have chosen to risk
military conflict. In contrast, we in Australia
have chosen to protect freedom, to guard our
way of life and to ensure that Australia re-
mains as long as possible a terrorist-free
country.

It is appropriate at this time and on this
day that none of us forget for a minute those
who stand guard for all of us. The men and
women of our Defence Force deserve our
unwavering support. It is something that we
will always remember, as we do—and | have
found coincidentally and quite inadvertently
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that | am wearing the badge of the ANZACs
tonight. | can guarantee that as a minister of
the Crown, as a member of government and
as a representative of the people of the Dar-
ling Downs | will do everything in my power
to ensure that these people—these brave
Australian men and women—are remem-
bered in time to come for the acts which they
are about to undertake to protect what you
and | know as Australia. It is worth noting
that this morning there was a letter from an
Australian military officer, who wrote:

The common bdlief that we are simply jumping
blindly into bed with George Bush must be re-
placed with the understanding that peace is not
America’s gift to the world. 1t's God's gift to hu-
manity.

And humanity includes the people of Irag. |
have enormous sympathy for their plight and
| fear for their future under Saddam Hussein.
They suffer—and hundreds of thousands
have died—under a regime that has no com-
passion, even for its own people. The Iragi
people deserve a better future, free from the
yoke of tyranny. They deserve a leadership
that has respect for its people. There is no
doubt that Saddam Hussein will aso be
bought in terms of supplying terrorist organi-
sations with weapons of mass destruction.
How else would you explain a man who has
aready taken the extraordinary step of re-
warding families of suicide bombers who
have targeted and killed the innocent of Is-
rael?

Finally, | support this motion with the
deep and sincere belief that now is the time,
in the name of world peace, to take the mili-
tary action that is required to disarm Irag. To
wait any longer only increases the risk—both
the risk to world peace and the risk to those
Australian service personnel, and in fact all
the service personnel involved in the military
operation, who will take part in what is an
inevitable military conflict. The Iragi regime
has no morality, no sense of justice and no
more time. Now is the moment to strike a
blow for humanity—to strike it for life as we
know and loveit.

Mr McCLELLAND (Barton) (8.31
p.m.)—I rise to oppose the primary motion
and speak in favour of the amendment. This
is not awar of the American people and it is
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not awar of the Australian people. It isawar
of President Bush and Prime Minister How-
ard. The American public and the Australian
public are overwhel mingly opposed to it, and
for good reason. Yes, instinctively they and
we are outraged at this oppressive regime
that has oppressed and impoverished the
Iragi people, but to what extent in the cause
of humanity do you bomb and obliterate ci-
vilians, as will inevitably occur, in a country
where more than 50 per cent of the popula-
tion is less than 15 years old? More than 50
per cent of Iragis are children. To what ex-
tent do you advance a cause of humanity by
bombing humanity?
Mr Brough—Why is that the case?

Mr McCLELLAND—Why is that the
case? Because of the birth rates and so forth
and the fact that many parents were killed, if
I might say so, during the last conflict. The
Australian public instinctively recognises
that something is happening here, and what
is happening is that we are moving firmly
away from the role of the United Nations
Security Council. Why is that important?
One only has to look at the Charter of the
United Nations. That charter includes the
am:

. to save succeeding generations from the
scourge of war, which twice in our lifetime has
brought untold sorrow to mankind—
that is, World War | and World War Il. The
UN has an overriding aim of ensuring that
armed force will not be used, save in the
common interest, and the charter of the Se-
curity Council confirms that armed force is
the last recourse.

The Prime Minister has focused on legal
advice, as indeed has the Attorney-General.
Quite frankly, we say that the war cannot be
justified for mora reasons, irrespective of
questions of legality. Australians are going to
be guided by what they believe is a sense of
right and wrong, not on the basis of techni-
calities. | recognise that, but it isimportant in
my role as shadow Attorney-Genera to re-
spond to the arguments that have been ad-
vanced and to indicate that the weight of in-
ternational legal opinion is firmly against the
Prime Minister. | would also like to state that
indicating our opinion, and certainly my
opinion, that military action is contrary to the
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Charter of the United Nations and unlawful
does not mean—and it is important to distin-
guish this—that we believe the legality of the
military action per se is equivalent to the
legal position of the Australian personnd. It
isnot. It isimportant to be crystal clear about
this: the unlawful ness of military action does
not render Australian service personnd liable
for a breach of international law. The oppo-
sition fully supports our service personnel.
Our argument is with the government and the
Prime Minister.

The Prime Minister claims that a long se-
ries of resolutions, referred to in paragraph 4
of the motion, authorises military action
againgt Irag. Interestingly, the government
has not relied exclusively on the resolution
most recently debated—resolution 1441.
That resolution, appropriately, in the strong-
est possible terms, calls on Iraq to disarm
and is supported in that object very strongly
by the opposition. But what the Prime Min-
ister and his advice have not referred to is the
context of the debate itself. As a result of
that, | would suggest that the advice that has
been provided to the government is funda-
mentally flawed. | take you directly to the
text of resolution 1441. It has been referred
to in some detail. Clearly, paragraph 14
states that the Security Council :

Decides to remain seized of the matter.

That is a crucia provision, because in the
debate that occurred to have that resolution
passed—and it was passed unanimously—
the United States and the United Kingdom
gave undertakings. The United States stated:

Aswe have said on numerous occasions to Coun-
cil members, this resolution contains no “hidden
triggers’ and no “automaticity” with respect to
the use of force.

The United Kingdom stated:

We heard loud and clear during the negotiations
the concern about “automaticity” and “hidden
triggers’—the concern that on a decision so cru-
cia we should not rush into military action; that
on a decision so crucid any lIragi violations
should be discussed by the Council. Let me be
equally clear in response, as a co-sponsor with the
United States of the text we have just adopted.
Thereis no “automaticity” in this resolution.

That is, there is no automatic engagement in
war. France welcomed that. They said that
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the fact that all ambiguity on this point and
all elements of automaticity had disappeared
from the resolution was crucia. Mexico
stated:

... this resolution also constitutes progress, as it
eliminates the concept of automaticity in the use
of force....

Ireland used similar language, and Russia
stated, ‘As a result of intensive negotiations,
the resolution just adopted contains no provi-
sions for the automatic use of force Bul-
garia, Syria, Colombia, Cameroon, Mauritius
and China all stated the same thing: that a
crucial factor in their supporting resolution
1441 was that it did not contain automatic
authorisation of force. All members of the
UN Security Council said, ‘Y ou bring it back
to us. We will decide what to do.’

It is completely disingenuous for the gov-
ernment to now say that, while that was tak-
ing place and these undertakings were being
given by the United States and the United
Kingdom, they had their fingers crossed be-
hind their backs. They are saying, ‘Yes, but
we never said we were going to rely on
resolutions 12 years old. We were going to
go back to 1991 to resolutions 678 and
687'—as the Prime Minister advocates in
paragraph 4. That was not done. There was a
clear undertaking to the United Nations Se-
curity Council, and | would submit that that
undertaking has been breached.

Let us look at resolution 678. Obviously
there is not time to go through it in great de-
tail, but that resolution was in respect of re-
moving the Iragi forces from Kuwait.
Clearly, force was authorised by the United
Nations Security Council to expd the Iraqi
forces, but the terms clearly indicated that it
was for the purpose of restoring international
peace and security in the area. Resolution
686 states:

... that in order to secure the rapid establishment
of a definitive end to the hostilities, the Security
Council remains actively seized of the matter.

Resolution 687 further states, in paragraph
34:

Decides to remain seized of the matter and to take
such further steps as may be required for the im-
plementation of the present resolution and to se-
cure peace and security in the area.
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This was clearly the United Nations Security
Council saying, ‘It is a cease-fire that has
been offered to the United Nations Security
Council. We will decide further action. It is
not a cease-fire offered to individual states.
Wewill keep contral of this.’

The same thing follows—interestingly, it
has not been referred to in paragraph 4 of the
Prime Minister's motion—in resolution
1141. Force was used in 1998 as a result of
the inspections crisis. The member states
objected and opposed the arguments of the
United States and the United Kingdom that
they were authorised to use force because of
the earlier resolutions. Clearly, the member
states said, ‘ As a matter of international law,
it is the United Nations Security Council that
determines when force is used.” The gov-
ernment has ignored these other resol utions.
The government has ignored the clear and
explicit undertakings offered by the United
Nations Security Council in resolution 1441
and has been disingenuous in the advice that
it has proposed.

Dr SOUTHCOTT (Boothby) (8.41
p.m.)—Over 200 years ago, Edmund Burke
is supposed to have said:

The only thing necessary for the triumph of evil is
for good men to do nothing.

This quote also appears in the frontispiece of
Richard Butler’ s account of his work as head
of UNSCOM, which is titled Saddam Defi-
ant. Thefirst sentence of that book reads:

The greatest threat to life on earth is weapons of
mass destruction—nuclear, chemical, biological.
In this debate there are some incontrovertible
facts. These are things that members of the
public may not hear from opposition mem-
bers, but they are proven and known. Firstly,
Iraq does have biologica and chemical
weapons and ballistic missiles; secondly,
Iraq has used them against its neighbours and
its own people; thirdly, Iraq accepted disar-
mament as a condition of the Gulf War
cease-fire; fourthly, Iraq is in breach of the
UN Security Council resolution; fifthly, Irag
has known links with terrorism, including the
Abu Nidal group and the group which
bombed the Achille Lauro in 1985. Irag also
financially supports the families of Palestin-
ian suicide bombers. Lastly, these biological
and chemical weapons could easily end up in
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the hands of terrorists. In 1998, when we
were discussing the same situation, the
member for Brand made that point.

With France prepared to veto any disar-
mament of Irag, the choice now for the
United States, the United Kingdom and
Australia is to go home or to take part in the
disarmament of Irag. This episode cannot be
seen inisolation. It is just the latest act in a
12-year epic. Remember the 1998 build-up
and the Australian deployment of an SAS
squadron, which was supported by the oppo-
sition leader and his foreign affairs and de-
fence spokesperson. At that time—February
or March 1998—Kaofi Annan averted mili-
tary action and secured Irag's agreement to
comply with UN Security Council resolu-
tions. Six months later, UNSCOM was
kicked out of Baghdad.

The latest episode has been going on since
September 2002, and the last six months
have been a bit like Groundhog Day. You
would have to be a real optimist to believe
that Saddam Hussein is ever going to comply
with a UN Security Council resolution, and
you would have to be a real optimist to be-
lieve that France, Russia and China are not
going to undermine any containment regime.

As far as legal authority for military ac-
tion in Iraq is concerned, Professor Anthony
Aust, the former Deputy Legal Adviser of
the Foreign and Commonwealth Officein the
UK and the current Deputy Director of the
British Institute of International and Com-
parative Law, made the point in an article on
the BBC web site that, under the United Na-
tions Charter, the use of force is allowed
only at the request of another state, in self-
defence, in extreme humanitarian disaster or
if authorised by the UN Security Council. He
pointed out that UN Security Council reso-
Iution 678 allowed authorised member states
in 1991 to use all means necessary to force
Iraq to leave Kuwait and to restore interna-
tional peace and security in the area. UN
Security Council resolution 687, which was a
condition of the cease-fire which Iragq ac-
cepted, required Irag to unconditionally ac-
cept the destruction, removal or rendering
harmless of all chemical and biological
weapons and ballistic missiles with a range
of greater than 150 kilometres. UN Security
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Council resolution 1441 also mentioned 678
and 687 in the preamble. The British Attor-
ney-General and the Australian Solicitor-
General have provided similar advice.

We often hear that the international com-
munity is against this. That is wrong: there
are over 20 countries that are supporting this
through the provision of either military
forces or bases. There are many Arab nations
which are providing bases and there is sup-
port for the actions of the United States and
other countries from Japan, Spain, Portugal
and several eastern European countries.

With regard to the link to terrorism, we
have often heard, ‘Prove to a high eviden-
tiary standard that there is a link between
Irag and al-Qaeda—that is your job.” The
South Australian state member for Waite and
the former commander of the SAS
antiterrorist group, Martin Hamilton-Smith,
has made these points—and | think they are
worth repeating in this debate—that Iragi
intelligence operatives were trained by the
KGB and are masters at the art of deniable
operations. You will never know to a court-
of-law standard that weapons are missing,
stolen et cetera. But the more they prolifer-
ate, the more likely it is terrorists will get
them and use them.

This highlights the hypocrisy of France.
France is one of the few nations to have
committed an act of terrorism in the South
Pacific. They want more evidence, yet it was
the French secret service that bombed the
Rainbow Warrior in Auckland Harbour and
issued official denials that they were in-
volved. The French were responsible for a
terrorist act themselves. | want to talk alittle
bit more about France. Reading Richard
Butler’'s book brought home to me that thisis
part of an ongoing struggle by France to
frustrate the Gulf War cease-fire and UN
Security Council resolution 687. In his book
he says:

During 1997-1998 Irag's stance and interests
were increasingly supported by Russia, France
and China even though it was defying the law
they had made in the Security Council and for
which, as permanent members, they had a par-
ticular responsibility.

He goes on to say later in the book that:
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France... like Russia has identified potentially
great economic benefits in its relationship with
Irag.

On the issue of war crimes, during the 1990-
91 occupation of Kuwait the Iragi military
were issued with chemical weapons. | was
pleased to see the United States President
again reaffirm that any orders which are fol-
lowed to release chemical or hiological
weapons will be prosecuted as a war crime.
Let us hope that Irag does not use these in-
humane weapons and let us be encouraged
that any perpetrators of war crimes will be
punished. | was disgusted at the reported
comments of Professor Hilary Charlesworth
in the Sydney Morning Herald last month.
She apparently believes that:

... Australians involved in any war in lraq —in-
cluding politicians—could find themselves com-
plicit in the committing of war crimes, and so
liableto prosecutionin the ICC ...

Since when has the committing of war
crimes been consistent with Australian rules
of engagement and Australian military law?
Since when did the ADF commit war
crimes? Similarly, 43 self-styled experts on
international law and human rights wrote an
article in the Sydney Morning Herald on 26

February 2003, saying:

... there are strong arguments that attacking Irag
may involve committing both war crimes and
crimes against humanity.
| find it perverse that these 43 experts are
talking about Australian prosecutions for
taking part in the disarmament of Irag, with-
out focusing on the clear evil of the posses-
sion and use of biological and chemical
weapons. There are some people who seem
to get more excited about seeing Australians,
British and Americans hauled before an in-
ternational court than they do about disarn+
ing Saddam Hussein. Others seem to see a
moral equivalent between free democracies
like America, Britain and Australia and a
totalitarian dictatorship like Iraqg.

On the stance of the Labor Party, the
Leader of the Opposition's approach gives
priority to process over outcome. Listening
to his speech, he seeks refuge in clauses,
paragraphs and sections of UN Security
Council resolutions to avoid making a deci-
sion. He is hiding behind the UN Security
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Council. The Leader of the Opposition is
happy for France to veto our foreign policy,
but we do not have any power to veto thers.
This has been going on for a dozen years
NOW.

Going back to 1998, which | mentioned at

the beginning of my speech, the member for
Kingsford-Smith then said this:
Irag’s refusal to allow UNSCOM immediate and
unrestricted access constitutes ... a clear breach of
the terms and conditions of the 1991 cease-fire—
terms which had been explicitly accepted by Irag.
Faced with such a breach, the United States and
the United Kingdom were clearly entitled to look
back to the underlying resolution—that is, reso-
lution 678, which authorised the use of all neces-
sary means to liberate Kuwait and ‘to restore in-
ternational peace and security in the area’. Reso-
lution 678 isstill in force.

What has changed? This is exactly the point
that Professor Aust and Michael Costdllo, the
former chief of staff to the former Leader of
the Opposition, have made. It is also the le-
gal advice to the Audralian government.
You will find the same if you look at some
of the comments from former chiefs of staff
of Labor leaders. Richard Butler in his book
Saddam Defiant says this of Saddam
Hussein:

... his stance on weapons of mass destruction and
the failure of the community of nations to deal
with him means that he holds a lit match, and
with each passing day he brings it closer to the
fuse. If we do not stop him before the fuse ignites,
then the results will be truly cataclysmic. Perhaps
only then, in brief moments before the end, will
we realise how great was our failure,

Michael Costello has argued that there is
sufficient authority in UN Security Council
resolution 687. He argues that Iraq will not
disarm and he shows how containment has
been undermined by many countries, in-
cluding France, Russia and China. | say this
to France, to the Labor Party and to the 43
lawyers who argue that a pre-emptive strike
may be a war crime: get out of the way and
let the United States, Britain and Australia
disarm Irag.

Mr BROUGH (Longman—Minister for
Employment Services) (8.51 p.m.)—I was
not intending to speak at this time, but we
are waiting for someone from the opposition
to attend the chamber. | would like to address
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my comments to the argument not of
whether or not there is legality here but of
what is to occur should America, Britain and
Australia pull their troops out of the Middle
East. Put aside for one moment the question
of whether or not those troops are going to
have to be used in armed conflict. | think it is
now beyond any reasonable doubt that, with-
out those troops in the Middle Eadt, there
would have been no weapons inspectors in
Irag, no destruction of missiles and no dis-
covery of warheads with a capacity to deliver
chemical weapons. That ssimply would not
have happened. Yet we find France pontifi-
cating to the international community that
more time should be given and that pressure
should continue to be delivered by America,
the United Kingdom and Australia.

Soitisacase of al care and no responsi-
bility. Yes, we agree that there should be no
weapons of mass destruction; yes, this issue
should be dealt with—but the question was
how to do it. Who was going to pick up the
tab? Who was going to take the moral re-
sponsibility and the financial responsibility
for having those troops deployed there—
troops that are bringing pressure to bear on
the Iragi regime? If it were not for the
collective stand of the US, the UK and
Australia, by having troopsin place, bringing
that pressure to bear on Irag, | am absolutely
confident that Saddam Hussein would
continue into his 13th and 14th years. And it
is not just the time lag that should be of
concern to people; it iswhat is being done in
that time. One thing is for certain: Saddam
has not used his time to idly sit by and not
continue to try to develop weapons that can
wreak destruction upon Australians, French,
Germans, Indonesians, Americans or people
of any other nation in the world.

The world has fundamentally changed
since September 11. Whilst the world has
known terrorism attacks for many years, | do
not believe there has ever been a terrorist
attack, such as the hijacking of aircraft,
without there being a cause and effect—in
other words, we hijack an aircraft and we
have a demand on the other hand. The indis-
criminate killing by someone who wishes to
put their order upon others in the world in
such a manner not only is deplorable but
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also, because of its very nature, cannot be
contained. There is no rhyme nor reason to
it, but the cause and the effect can be so
much greater. Instead of a bomb being
strapped to someone’s chest, taking out those
who are immediatdly around them, it could
be a chemical or, worse still, a biological
agent which can kill today and tomorrow and
decimate tens, if not hundreds, of thousands
of people. This is not fanciful; these things
can occur. | am absolutely positive that,
given extra time, Saddam Hussein would
continue to use that time and the money that
he gains from so-caled ‘oil for food pro-
grams' not for the benefit of the Iragi people
but against those people within his own
country who would stand up and oppose him
and against the countries that surround him
and to give succour to those who would use
his means to bring to bear their own goals.

These are very grave times. When | last
spoke in the House on thisissue, | pointed to
the fact that no war is ever fought like the
last, and | gave the example of World War 1.
Many British generals tried to use the expe-
rience from World War | when going for-
ward. It was the Germans of course who
used blitzkrieg and a whole new set of crite-
ria. Whether it is commando type tactics or
whatever happens to be employed, you can
be assured that there is aways a new and
devastating el ement to warfare. | beieve that
is what you are seeing with terrorism. It is a
war that knows no borders. It knows no
boundaries, whether they be economic, so-
cial, demographic, religious or geographic. It
means that, wherever terrorists want to
strike, if we allow them the means, they will
deliver. They have the people who have the
passion to do that.

The US, the UK and we on this side of the
House are saying, ‘Enough is enough.’ Irag
has had 12 years to comply—12 years to say,
‘| put my hands up. | will fully, completely
and immediately disarm. | will not play
games.’ That is all that is being asked. Why
is France so adamant that Iraq should be
given another month? Of course, climatic
conditions which would be of substantial
assistance to defenders are just around the
corner. Is it that France is in fact stalling to
put off the decision so that it becomes im-
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possible for the decision to actually be made;
therefore abdicating its responsibility? What
is the motivation of Russia? Much has been
said of the money that is owed and the con-
nections between Iraq and Russia. Surely this
is a time when we put aside our individual
national concerns or interests for the com-
mon good. The common good here is to en-
sure that the world understands that the pro-
liferation of weapons that kill in such an in-
discriminate and mass fashion must be done
away with wherever possible.

It does not mean that we do not address
other rogue states. It does not mean that
other states that are in breach of UN resol u-
tions should not be dealt with. But hereis an
issue of immediacy. Here is an issue that has
been brought to a head because pressure has
been brought to bear on Irag. And now we
are being asked to walk away. It would be
like giving Saddam the opportunity to say,
“We' ve called your bluff. We' ve worked out
that you, the international community, aren’t
going to go the whole nine yards; you're
going to walk away and |, Saddam Hussein,
can continue on my merry way.” That is not
something that | can support, in the interests
of my children, the people | am €elected to
represent or the future of anybody in this
world. To know that we cannot live with
some security that these people are not going
to provide their weapons to others—others
who have the desire to wreak havoc—is not
something | can support.

There were Australians in the World Trade
Centre. There were Australians in Bali. How
many more people have to be killed inside
and outside Iraq before we finally make the
stand that we should as a nation and as a
world? This government stands ready to
make the tough decisions. No, they are not
popular decisions. Going to war would never
be popular—and never should be. But what
will the consequences be if we do nothing
and then further terrorist attacks occur or
these weapons of mass destruction are used
next year or in five years time because of our
inaction and our gutlessness today as a world
community? | do not intend to be condemned
as one who stood by in those circumstances.

| support the Prime Minister and the cabi-
net in taking the decision today. | sincerely
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hope that Saddam Hussein does at this elev-
enth hour take flight and go to a safe haven.
There are many other despots, unfortunately,
who have not had their just deserts served
out to them. Inthe interest of saving the lives
of individuals who have no direct connection
with this regime, that would be the best out-
come of all. | fully, 100 per cent, support the
motion before the House, and | ask all mem-
bers of the House to do the same.

Debate interrupted; adjournment proposed
and negatived.

Ms GRIERSON (Newcastle) (9.01
p.m.)—I cannot support the Prime Minister's
motion to commit Australia to a war in Irag.
Similarly, | cannot support the military jug-
gernaut, the coalition of the willing, that our
nation is now a part of—a coalition enforc-
ing their military will on the world. This
motion supports a decision taken by three
nations alone. In their collective impatience
they have committed us to war without una-
nimity among the international community,
without seeking UN Security Council en-
dorsement and without allowing peaceful
processes to be exhausted before committing
to military action. Trigger-happy George
Bush could not wait any more and he made
that phone call from Air Force One to John
Winston Howard. Now we prepare to send
young Australians to war, not as part of a UN
Security Council decision but as part of some
cosy menage a trois concocted in the fanta-
sies of men of the past.

Sadly, the Prime Minister’'s motion
amounts to a death sentence: a death sen-
tence for peace, a death sentence for Austra-
lia's international reputation, a death sen-
tence for the hope of the UN to balance
global ambition, a death sentence to our re-
gional relationships and a death sentence for
potentially hundreds of thousands of inno-
cent civilians. In spite of the sense of doom,
everyone on this side of the House is united
intheir hope that this motion will not amount
to a death sentence for any of our Australian
defence personnel deployed so early to be
part of the war in Irag. They have our full
support and admiration. Our anger and bitter
disappointment is saved for the Prime Min-
ister and the members of his government.
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That so many schoolchildren watched
from the gallery today as the Prime Minister
put this motion is a salient reminder that we
owe our future generations so much more.
The emotional outbursts from people in the
galery remind us too that no decision di-
vides a nation more than the decision to go to
war. | encourage the antiwar collectives and
all community and religious organisations to
assist the Australian people to peacefully but
vocally express their anger and disappoint-
ment.

Already the Australian public are asking
us to stop this war, the war John Howard has
had to have. But if this motion is passed, the
processes will be out of our hands. We have
tried, and so have many Australians, but
John Howard is not listening. In Newcas-
tle—my electorate—20,000 voices were
raised in peaceful protest last month and |
personally lodged with the Prime Minister
1,000 postcards, as well as in this House a
citizens petition of over 2,000 signatures,
opposing war. The fair-minded and harmoni-
ous community of Newcastle have been well
supported by religious leaders, our city
council and our trades hall council in their
quest for peace, and | applaud them all.

In Newcastle and the Hunter we believe in
strong partnerships and a fair go. We have
never shirked our duty or run away from
conflict. But we know what is right and we
know the circumstances of this motion
committing our nation to war are wrong. We
know we should not be a part of it, and | an-
tici pate that Newcastle will again protest on
our foreshore this Sunday, demanding a swift
peace instead of awrongful war.

John Howard remains out of touch and
now Australiais out of time, unless members
of the coalition have the courage to cross the
floor and support UN completion of the pur-
suit of peaceful disarmament. | doubt that
will occur. After all, the Prime Minister has
no doubt told them too that he knows what is
best for the Australian people—one man
with delusions of grandeur, one man who has
failed to provide any evidence that war is the
only way to disarm Irag. John Howard rules
his caucus with an iron fist, the iron fist he
now intends to bring down on Irag, a fist
gloved in the Stars and Stripes and the Brit-
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ish Lion. Shame on him and his coalition of
the timid.

What justification does the government
offer for this terrible decision? A major rea-
son put forward has been the evil of terror-
ism. Sadly, we know—some more intimately
and painfully than others—that evil entered
the Australian consciousness, and blood was
spilt on the wattle with the deaths of so many
of our people in Bali. The last legacy we
would want to endure from that terrible trag-
edy would be the spread of terrorismin all its
insidious forms. But | fear today’s motion
commits us to that path and makes the Aus-
tralian people a target for extremists and ter-
rorists, both at home and wherever they may
be around the world.

The government has failed to provide evi-
dence of any links between al-Qaeda and the
Iragi regime. But this decision by the coali-
tion amounts to nothing more but an early
victory for evil and for terrorism. A new alli-
ance has been created, an aliance of terror-
ists and extremists, and now we are in their
sights and their scopes.

| remind the House that Labor bailed out
the coalition when they could not formulate
convincing antiterrorist legidation. In the
war against terrorism, this government still
cannot find a reasonable way forward for
ASIO, in spite of the willingness of the La-
bor opposition to provide cooperation and
advice on these matters. There is plenty of
time in the war against terrorism apparently,
but no time left in the war against Irag. Such
hypocrisy is lamentable.

Anocther reason, if we believe the Prime
Minister, is the urgent need to render hu-
manitarian support for the Iragi people. |
would like to acknowledge here the New-
castle refugee story project, which shares
real stories of refugees in our community so
that we can know their struggle more clearly.
Some of those that | have read have been
from lIragi people. Saddam Hussein is no
doubt an evil man who rules by fear and
should be removed from power.

The Australian people remember the fear
election orchestrated by the Prime Minister
when the same suffering Iragi people were
turned back on the seas from our shores be-
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cause this government did not think they had
sufficient cause to try to gain entry to Aus-
tralia as a safe haven from the brutal regime
of Saddam Hussein. Such hypocrisy! If we
allow the UN Security Council to run its full
race in the quest for peaceful disarmament,
suffering will, sadly, undeniably continue for
awhilelonger in Irag. Sad asiit is to prolong
that suffering, it will be sadder still to be part
of the even greater humanitarian disaster for
the Iragi people that war will create.

The Prime Minister suggests that only war
will achieve disarmament and halt the spread
of weapons of mass destruction. But we
know that warmongering by the coalition of
the willing has had the opposite effect. North
Korea has resumed its nuclear armament
program and Japan publicly contemplates
acquiring defensive nuclear weapons. John
Howard and George Bush talk of escalating
the Star Wars missile shield program—all in
the name of disarmament and peace. | do not
think the Australian people are going to be-
lieve that one, Prime Minister.

What does justify Australia being part of
unilateral action? The real advancement of
global peace perhaps? | do not think that will
be the outcome of this war either. It is more
likely that, if it is good enough for the coali-
tion of the willing to act alone without direct
UN Security Council support, this precedent
will be sufficient justification for North Ko-
rea, Pakistan, India or any nation with terri-
torial or resource ambitions to strike against
its neighbours. The government also claimed
today that this proposed action is just an ex-
tension of the power granted under numerous
UN resolutions to act on any material breach
by Iraq in the eradication of weapons. While
some backroom bureaucrats and legal eagles
may argue over that point for some time, the
Australian people and the Labor Party know
that this war is wrong. This war is unjusti-
fied. This war does not have the support of
the international community. Under those
circumstances, we should not participate and
we should not commit our troops.

There is definitely an alternative, as the
motion put forward by the Leader of the Op-
position proposes. Hans Blix and the weap-
ons inspection team have outlined the tasks
remaining, and Blix says he thinks those
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tasks can be achieved in a matter of months.
His reports confirm that Iraq has been coop-
erating and that substantial progress has been
made. But this government is not willing to
give peace every chance. When their alliance
could not get support for their new motion,
they decided to commit to war anyway. Ap-
parently, if you cannot win by the rules,
throw away the rule book—a terrible prece-
dent in global relations.

The script for world conflict was in place
and this American war epic will be showing
at a war theatre near you. Regrettably, Aus-
tralia will have a starring role, with our
troops deployed front row, centre. It seems
that Australians will have to watch the hu-
man suffering on every TV network, hear the
human pain on every radio station and feel
the human shame in every lounge room
around this country. It did not have to be this
way, Prime Minister, but fools rush in where
angels fear to tread, and Australia remains
firmly at the front of the war queue. It is
hoped that any war in Irag will be quick, that
peace can be attained, that a temporary ad-
ministration can occur and that reconstruc-
tion can be generously assisted. More im-
portantly, we hope our troops will return
without injury, free from the emotional and
traumatic legacy of war. Fortunately, our
troops will be under Australian command,
and their renowned discipline, resourceful-
ness and bravery will support them. But |
hold little hope for swift reconstruction when
we look at Afghanistan, East Timor and our
Pacific nations—again, hypocrisy.

In concluding, | register my support for
the Labor motion put forward by Opposition
Leader Simon Crean. | also pay a specia
tribute to RAAF Williamtown, to the Royal
Australian Navy personnd whom | shared
time with last year and, indeed, to al the
men and women of the ADF. | repeat some-
thing from a previous speech: you go to this
conflict with our hope for your safety, our
support for your courage and our apprecia-
tion of your commitment. No matter what,
you will be welcomed back into arms of
gratitude and understanding—but better that
you do not go at all.

Ms PANOPOUL OS (Indi) (9.10 p.m.)—I
rise to support the Prime Minister’s motion.
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The Labor leader spent 34 minutes lecturing
the parliament about the great virtue that was
to be had in America, Great Britain and
Australia being bound to the deliberations of
the UN. The truth is that the opposition
leader knows that on this issue the UN is
moribund and utterly incapable of playing
any serious part in ridding the world of Iraq's
weapons of mass destruction. He knows that
Saddam Hussein harbours, protects and fos-
ters international terrorists. The opposition
leader also knows that Saddam Hussein will
have no hesitation in providing his weapons
to international terrorists who in turn will
have no hesitation in using them at any op-
portunity against members of the Western
world, including the people of Australia.

The Labor leader’s problem is that his
agenda is run by the lunatic left in his party
who are opposed to war, whatever the justifi-
cation, whatever the cause, whatever the
need and whatever the consequence of not
doing so. He is absolutely delighted that the
French wrecked any prospect of the UN im-
posing consequences upon lraq for refusing
to comply with the 17 resolutions thus far
carried, demanding that Saddam disarm. Had
the UN supported removing Iraq’'s weapons
by force, the opposition leader would have
been confronted with a caucus refusing to
support his stated position. He knows he
could never get a UN-sanctioned war
through his caucus. He would have suffered
another humiliating defeat. Little wonder he
cheered when President Bush said he was
going to war without further procrastination
by the UN Security Council. Every effort has
been made to have the UN involved in the
process by which Irag's weapons of mass
destruction were to be removed. However,
there was neither the will nor the willingness
by certain members of the UN Security
Council to embark upon a serious path of
disarming Saddam Hussein.

The French said it all when they declared
that they would veto any resolution which
called for force to be used to impose the will
of the world on the bloody and butcherous
Saddam Hussein. That was the moment the
UN lost itsrelevance, its respect and its place
in the world order of international institu-
tions. Let it be remembered that for 12%
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years the UN has been moving resolutions
calling for Irag to remove its weapons, with-
out the dightest indication of success. The
truth is that the UN was never serious about
enforcing its resolutions. It knew it and Sad-
dam Hussein knew it. UN resolutions with-
out resolve did nothing more than devalue
their strength, belittle the process and em-
bolden Saddam.

It is now obvious that the only reason
France and her fellow travellers supported
resolution 1441 was that they wanted to en-
snare the US in a process in which there was
never to be an outcome and from which it
would be difficult to escape. It was blind-
ingly obvious that the US was contemplating
taking military action to force Iragi compli-
ance with previous resolutions; in fear that
the UN would be bypassed, the coalition of
the unwilling deceived Secretary of State
Colin Powell into entering into the UN proc-
ess. It was little more than a trail of decep-
tion and deceit. The consequence of the
UN'’s impotence has been the contemptuous
snubbing of its deliberations by Irag, which
has continued to manufacture and develop its
weapons of mass destruction—all this safe in
the knowledge that the UN would not en-
forceitsresolutions.

Debate on events of the past week in the
UN would be incomplete without addressing
France's behaviour. France's obstruction of
attempts by the US and the UK to impose
further pressure on Irag at the UN Security
Council has nothing to do with honourable
opposition to the disarming of Saddam
Hussein's weapons of mass destruction by
force and everything to do with France's
domestic and international self-interests.
France's appalling obstruction, bullying and
hectoring is al the worse because of its
original support of resolution 1441. France
clearly understood at the time it supported
the resol ution that the wording of the resolu-
tion intended that, in the event Iraq failed to
comply by fully disarming, force was to be
applied to achieve its objective. Having
taken the UN route in good faith, America
found itself ensnared in a Security Council
riven with vested interests in which Amer-
ica’s legitimate fear of attack by international
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terrorists armed with weapons of mass de-
struction provided by Iraq plays no part.

The truth is that France still bludges on
the US, which contributes 85 per cent of the
NATO budget. Not only was America left to
undertake the vast magjority of missions dur-
ing the Bosnian campaign but also France
interfered with its targets. Recently, France
voted against providing protection for Tur-
key, a NATO member, in the event that Tur-
key is attacked by Iraq. Is it any wonder that
America now views the NATO alliance cyni-
cally? Chirac cannot accept that France is no
longer a major international player. Its mar-
ket regulated economy has atrophied, and its
expenditure on defence is a paltry 14.4 per
cent of that outlaid by America. As observed
by one writer, the days of Charles de Gaulle
and Konrad Adenauer deciding issues of
state for the entire European Community are
long gone.

Chirac's arrogant outburst against the
eastern European countries, newly liberated
from oppressive rule, who offered support to
America is symptomatic of Chirac's view of
France's position in the European order. He
informed Bulgaria, Romania, Estonia and
Albaniathat in speaking out they had missed
a great opportunity to shut up and that they
were jeopardising their prospects of joining
the European Union. France's newfound re-
gard for the UN is in vivid contrast to its
contemptuous disdain for international fo-
rums when protecting its own interests while
dealing with its former colonies and client
states. France presently has 2,500 troops in
the Ivory Coast, sent without UN approval,
giving support to the pro-French government
presently under siege from rebels. In the past
France has sent troops to protect its interests
in the Central African Republic and Rwanda.
In the latter case, France's troops were as-
signed to protect the French-armed Hutu re-
gime, which had butchered a million Tutsis.
In the past weeks France has insisted on in-
viting to Paris and lavishly entertaining the
corrupt and murderous President of Zim-
babwe, Robert Mugabe, against whom the
Commonwealth and the EU have imposed
sanctions.

When France felt its nuclear testing in the
South Pacific was being jeopardised by pro-
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testors, it sent military personnel to violate
New Zealand's sovereignty so as to murder
the protesters and blow up their ship. Upon
its officers being arrested, France incarcer-
ated them on a tropical island for a short
time, then returned them home with promo-
tions.

France, of course, does not restrict itself to
acting only in its political interests. It has
further considerations to protect when hi-
jacking the Security Council. Beside the fact
that seven million Muslims now live in
France, it has financial interests to consider
in lrag. France controls 22.5 per cent of
Irag’s imports and in 2001 became its largest
European trading partner. Under the oil-for-
food program, roughly 60 French companies
do an estimated $1.5 hillion in trade with
Baghdad annually. France's largest oil com-
pany, TotalFinaElf, has negotiated a deal to
develop the Majnoon field in western Iraq
and a deal for further exploration in the Nahr
Umar field. From 1981 to 2001, according to
the Stockholm International Peace Research
Institute, France was responsible for over 13
per cent of Irag's arms imports. Saddam
Hussein is not the first Middle Eastern des-
pot that France has entertained. Iran’'s Aya-
tollah Khomeini was a guest of France, from
where he waged war against the Shah of
Iran.

But | turn back to the Labor Party. The
Labor leader, in a desperate attempt to cob-
ble together a coherent argument in favour of
allowing Saddam Hussein to continue to
maintain and develop weapons capable of
killing millions of people, alleges that there
is no known link between Saddam Hussein
and al-Qaeda. | say, with respect, that that is
the most absurd and fatuous proposition to
come from his arsenal of nonsense. The ir-
refutable and incontrovertible facts are that
Saddam Hussein is a terrorist; he encourages
international terrorism; he harbours, trains
and funds terrorists; he possesses weapons of
mass destruction; and he despises members
of the Western world with consuming hatred.

Bin Laden isaradica Mudim terrorist; he
trains terrorists; he funds terrorists; he has a
psychotic hatred of the Western world; and
he has attempted to obtain weapons of mass
destruction, including nuclear devices. His
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operatives have attempted to secure crop-
spraying aircraft in America for the purpose
of spraying Americans with chemical weap-
ons. Three thousand innocent Americans
were vaporised by Muslim fanatic terrorists.
Eighty-eight innocent Australians were mur-
dered by Muslim fanatic terrorists. A school-
child could join the dots—a task apparently
beyond the wit of the Labor leader. Saddam
Hussein will have no hesitation in providing
his weapons of mass destruction to any in-
ternational terrorist, and the consequences
will be the killing of untold thousands of
innocent people.

Ms Gillard interjecting—

The SPEAKER—The member for Lalor
has been offered a good deal of leniency by
the chair.

Ms PANOPOUL OS—Had the terrorists
who flew aircraft into the New York World
Trade Centre had weapons of mass destruc-
tion, they would have used them. Had the
terrorists in Bali had weapons of mass de-
struction, there is no doubt they would have
used them. And the opposition leader wants
to know whether Mr Hussein knows Mr bin
Laden! The Labor Party continues to insist
on not a UN resolution but a French resolu-
tion. In doing so, they knowingly insist on an
impossibility, given the intransigence of the
French government. In taking that stance, the
opposition leader joins France as a willing
dupe of the Iragi regime. My prayers are
with our troops in the gulf. May you safely
deliver their long awaited freedom to the
Iragi people and secure a safer world for all
of us.

Debate (on motion by Ms Gillard) ad-
journed.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr BROUGH (Longman—Minister for
Employment Services) (9.21 p.m.)—I move:

That leave of absence for the remainder of the
current period of sittings be given to Mr Lloyd on
the ground of ill health.

Question agreed to.

Ms GILLARD (Laor) (9.22 p.m.)—I
move:

That leave of absence until 24 March 2003 be
given to Mrs Crosio on the ground of ill health.

Question agreed to.
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The SPEAK ER—I think it would be rea-
sonable for me from the chair to observe—
and | would obviously be happy under indul-
gence to accommodate either the minister or
the member for Lalor to do so—that | hope
both members are making a speedy recovery
from the illnesses they are suffering, and that
the additional time is extended in their inter-
est but thisis not a matter about which there
need be any apprehension.

House adjourned at 9.23 p.m.
NOTICES

The following notices were given:

Mr Abbott to move:

That for the sitting on Wednesday, 19 March
2003 so much of the standing and sessional orders
be suspended as would prevent the routine of
business being as follows, unless otherwise or-
dered:

(1) Order of the day, government business, being
resumption of debate on the Prime Minister's
motion relating to Irag and the commitment
to the coalition in the Gulf;

(2) Presentation and adoption of the report of the
Selection Committee; and

(3) Notices and orders of the day, government
business.

Mr M ossfield to move:

That this House:

(1) notes that on 5 March 1804 the Battle of
Vinegar Hill took place at what is today
known as Rouse Hill, New South Wales;

(2) notes that some 200 mainly Irish convicts,
led by Phillip Cunningham, took part in
Australia's first known armed rebellion
against authorities, largely over the treatment
of Irish convicts in both Britain and the colo-
nies;

(3) notes that next year marks the 200th anniver-
sary of this battle;

(4) notes that a steering committee of 5 Western
Sydney Councils has been formed to stage a
re-enactment and associated cel ebrations;

(5) recognises that this Battle is a significant
chapter in Australia’s early convict history;

(6) recognises that the Battle and its outcome
helped shape the Australian character; and
therefore:

(7) urges the Government to provide whatever
additional assistance is necessary to ensure a
successful re-enactment of this historic bat-
tle; and
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(8) calls on the Government to commemorate
this significant event by issuing a commemo-
rative coin and stamp.

Mr Priceto move:
That standing order 330 be replaced with the
following:

(& A Standing Committee on Modernisation and
Procedure of the House of Representatives
shall be appointed to inquire into and report
on practices and procedures of the House
generally with a view to making recommen-

(b)

(©

dations for their improvement or change and
for the devel opment of new procedures.

The committee shall consist of the Speaker
or his appointed Deputy Speaker, The Leader
of the House or his appointed Deputy, the
Manager of Opposition Business or his ap-
pointed Deputy and eight Members, four
government Members and four non-
government Members.

The Secretary of the Committee will be the
Clerk or his Deputy.



REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, 18 March 2003 MAIN COMMITTEE 12591

@

2

©)

Tuesday, 18 March 2003

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. |.R. Causley) took the chair at 4.00 p.m.
BUSINESS
Rear rangement
Mr CHARLES (La Trobe) (4.00 p.m.)—by leave—I move:
That order of the day No. 1, Government business, be postponed until the next sitting.
Question agreed to.
APPROPRIATION BILL (No. 3) 2002-2003
Cognate hill:
APPROPRIATION BILL (No. 4) 2002-2003
Second Reading
Debate resumed from 6 March, on motion by Mr Slipper:
That this bill be now read a second time,
upon which Mr M cM ullan moved by way of amendment:
That all words after “ That” be omitted with a view to substituting the following words:

“whilst not declining to give the Bill a second reading, the House condemns the Government for
its failures in economic management, and in particular its failings in relation to both income and
expenditure palicies because:

It is the highest taxing Government in Australian history, and:

(& hasimposed the highest level ever of incometax;

(b) isresponsible for introducing the biggest new tax in our history; and

(c) isaddicted toimposing ever more taxes and special levies,

it has failed to deliver on its basic responsibilities to the Australian people, for example:

(@ bulk billing has collapsed;

(b) thereis chronic under-investment in our public schools, TAFE colleges and universities;

(c) thestruggleto balance work and family life continues to get harder; and

(d) entry level housing is becoming even |ess affordable for struggling Australian families; and

despite the record tax take, and in spite of declining Government services, the Government has
failed to keep the Budget in surplus after nearly a decade of strong economic growth, in that

(8 it brokeits unequivocal promiseto keep the Budget in surplus in 2001-02;

(b) future surpluses are dependent on the additional revenue provided by bracket creep;

(c) it has presided over enormous waste and mismanagement including billions of dollars of for-
eign exchange losses and defence procurement losses; and

(d) it haslost control over expenditure necessitating wholesale changes to the budgetary manage-
ment system”.

Mr LATHAM (Werriwa) (4.00 p.m.)—I rise to speak on Appropriation Bill (No. 3) 2002-

2003. Let me give the Main Committee a list of parliamentary names and e ectorates: the
member for Warringah, the member for Gwydir, the member for Paterson, the member for
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Macquarie, the member for Mitchell, the member for Parramatta, the member for Makin, the
member for Mallee, the member for Wannon, the member for Fadden, the member for Daw-
son, the member for Lindsay, the member for Robertson, the member for Gippsland, the
member for Hinkler, the member for Indi, the member for Sturt, the member for Canning, the
member for Hume, the member for Barker, the member for Fisher, the member for Dabell, the
member for Lyne and the member for Hughes. Now | move to the other place: Senator Alston,
Senator Calvert, Senator Eggleston, Senator Lightfoot, Senator McGauran, Senator Barnett,
Senator Boswell, Senator Chapman, Senator Coonan, Senator Ellison, Senator Heffernan,
Senator Sandy Macdonald, Senator Minchin and Senator Santoro. These are the 38 govern-
ment members and senators who opposed the stem cell research bill just last year but who
now support awar in lrag.

On stem célls, the 38 claimed to be driven by the sanctity of life—a belief that embryo
cells, too small to be seen, and which will never develop into a human life, need to be pre-
served at any cost. Yet, on Irag, where tens of thousands of innocent civilians, babies, children
and women will most certainly be slaughtered by the US war machine, these same 38 mem-
bers of parliament have no concern for the sanctity of life. These are real lives, not single
cells, frozen forever in research laboratories. These are real human lives—babies resting in
their cots, children playing in the streets and women caring for their families.

| believe we could stand here and watch this chamber for a century or more and we would
not see a worse act of hypocrisy. | honestly do not know how these people sleep at night,
given the impassioned speeches they gave on stem cell research, the frantic campaigning, the
high emotion of defining these cells as human lives and then arguing for the sanctity of life.
Yet, on Irag, we see fawning compliance and silence from the government backbench as the
38 government members and senators | listed passively sit and watch the Prime Minister lead
Australia down the path of folly, hell-bent on war in Irag, which will have shocking conse-
quences for tens of thousands of human lives. Thisis the double standard of the little Toriesin
this place. Sanctity has been replaced by hypocrisy. How do they live with such a shocking
double standard! Not for them the sort of principle displayed by the members for Franklin and
Lowe, who are passionate defenders of the sanctity of life on stem cells and passionate de-
fenders of the sanctity of lifein Iraq.

| do not mind the disagreements in this place—in fact, | always enjoy the contest of ideas
and the clearing house across the parliament; it is a robust part of a healthy democracy—but
not for a moment can | stomach the double standards of the 38 members that | have listed.
Not for a moment can | comprehend their hypocrisy on Irag. This is the arrogance of power.
This is what happens to people who argue from a position of convenience and not of convic-
tion. They pick and choose their principles to suit the issue of the day. One moment, on stem
cells, it is the sanctity of life; the next moment, on Iraqg, it is the destruction of life. They never
apply to the issue a consistent set of values and beliefs. They are the cafeteria conservatives of
Australian palitics.

From the backbench to the cabinet room, the arrogance of power has seeped through the
Howard government. Just look at the Prime Minister himself. His first instincts are always
authoritarian and arrogant. Given a choice between backing the powerful in our society and
backing the people, he always goes with the powerful; he never backs the people. Take the
arrogant way in which the Prime Minister has committed our country to war in Irag. There

REPRESENTATIVES MAIN COMMITTEE



REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, 18 March 2003 MAIN COMMITTEE 12593

has been no public consultation, no respect for public protest and no openness and transpar-
ency with the Australian people, just a mad rush to say ‘ yes' to the United States.

Two weeks ago, the government produced an updated defence strategy, and we have ap-
propriations in this bill that act on defence strategies of the government. This was another
little echo out of Washington. In a post-Cold War world, the government sees just one super
power—what it calls the primacy of the United States—and it will march with them irrespec-
tive of Australia’s national interest, irrespective of Australian need, even in a march of folly.
Thiswas the basis of the strategic review, a remarkably simplistic document that even goes as
far as endorsing the ‘son of Star Wars —that is, American missile defence. Incredibly, thisis
not to protect Australian cities and territories; rather, it recognises that, under this government,
wherever the US Army goes across the globe, the ADF will automatically follow. Thisis not a
white paper; it is a tissue paper to cover the government’s radical shift in defence policy. The
old DOA was defence of Australia. Under the Howard government, the new DOA is defence
of America. The Howard government has turned Australia’s national security upside down. It
has handed over our sovereignty and our foreign policy making to the United States and left
our country exposed to the adventurism of the Bush administration. This is a government that
backs the powerful; it does not back the Australian people.

The Prime Minister’s record on democratic reform is just as bad. His record on foreign
policy is appalling. But let us ook at his record on democratic reform. There has been no in-
dependent Speaker of the House of Representatives, no reform of the parliament and its
committee system, no community cabinet meetings, no experiments with Internet democracy
or deliberative democracy and no republic, et alone a democratically elected—that is, directly
dected—Australian president. Under this government, power is concentrated in the hands of
the few, not the many. Indeed, thisis the new dividing linein Australian public life. It isnot a
question of left versus right but a struggle between the insiders and the outsiders, a struggle
between the powerful and the people. | argue—I passionately believe—that too much power
in our society is concentrated in the hands of insiders. This is the downside of globalisation.
While it opens up new opportunities for the exchange of economics and information, it also
allows the old establishment to entrench its power across the globe. Thisis why Labor is anti-
establishment and fights for the people, not the powerful. We are willing to take on the eco-
nomic establishment in this country—the companies that believe not in competition but in the
worst excesses of cowboy capitalism: the insider deals, the preferment, the restrictive trade
practices, the corporate greed and the irresponsibility. Labor’s policy aims to empower the
outsiders to build an economy that ensures competition by all and assets for all.

This is the purpose of our economic ownership agenda—to develop a stakeholder society
in which all Australians have opportunities to save and accumulate assets across the life cycle,
with nest egg accounts, lifelong learning accounts, family accounts, matched savings accounts
and, of course, superannuation for the retirement years. We aim to disperse economic power
and ownership into the hands of the many, not just the few. We can no longer tolerate a soci-
ety in which the top 20 per cent own 65 per cent of the nation's wealth while the bottom 20
per cent of Australians own absol utdly nothing at all. So, too, we should not tolerate Austra-
lia's social establishment—the insiders’ club that |ooks after its own with preferment and spe-
cial deals, the toffee-nosed snobs who pass extraordinary wealth and social status from one
generation to the next. We need a society based on equal opportunity, affordable services and
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education for all. We need these things for the vast suburbs and regions of the nation, not just
for the gentrified dlite.

| am also opposed to the palitical establishment—those who want to concentrate power in
their own hands instead of decentralising our democracy and empowering the outsiders, those
who fed left out of the decision making process. The media establishment, of course, is a big
part of the problem—the self-serving commentariat that claims the right for the suburbs but
who, in practice, never live west of Annandale or Yarraville. Thisis why the right wing elites
in Australia are so out of touch with public opinion.

Just look at the disgraceful coverage of the Iragi issue by the Murdoch press. Under the
ownership and control of an American citizen, they have acted against Australia’s best inter-
ests; they have acted against the interests of our country. | noticed recently an analysis by Roy
Greendade in the Guardian newspaper on 17 February. He pointed out that there are 175
Murdoch newspaper titles around the world and that—surprise, surprise—175 of them have
backed the war in Irag. One hundred per cent have shamefully backed unilateral American
policy with regard to Irag. Greenslade writes:

How lucky can Murdoch get! He hires 175 editors and, by remarkable coincidence, they all seem to
love the nation which their boss has chosen as his own.

The truth is that we need more diversity, more choice and more accountability in the Austra-
lian media. We need to transfer power from the insiders to the Australian people. We need to
democratise Australia’s media laws. Shamefully, the Howard government is moving in the
opposite direction.

We also need to break down the power of the legal establishment, with its system of pre-
ferment, exorbitant fees and featherbedding. In this place, the legal elites are represented by
the Liberal Party. | find this to be an extraordinary figure: there are 44 corporate lawyers in
the Liberal caucus; 20 in the Senate and 24 in the House. Of the 25 Liberal members of the
Howard ministry, 17 are corporate lawyers. That is nearly 70 per cent. No wonder people like
yoursdlf, Mr Deputy Speaker Causley, cannot get a look-in with the Howard ministry. It is
colonised by corporate lawyers. Forget about 50-50 or 60-40; the Liberals operate under a 70-
30rule

Mr Charles—How many union members on your side?

Mr LATHAM—I hear the member for La Trobe interject. | say to him: forget about 50-50
or 60-40; you have a 70-30 rule. That is, 70 per cent of your ministry is controlled by wealthy
barristers and the top end of town and 30 per cent is for everyone else. In fact, the best way to
get Liberal presdlectionisto ownawig. Just like the British Tories, they love to dress up; itis
the best way of getting Liberal Party preselection. The Prime Minister has surrounded himsel f
with 43 fellow lawyers. Quite honestly, not even Rodney Adler needs that many. Not even
Rodney Adler needs 43 fellow lawyers around him. Thisis not aliberal party; it isthe lawyers
party of Australia.

| have mentioned the economic establishment, the social establishment, the palitical estab-
lishment, the media dites and the legal establishment. My final target in this speech is the
foreign policy establishment: those who believe in the imperial right of the United States to
control and police the world, with our Prime Minister tagging along as deputy sheriff. This
government believes in the primacy of the United States. | believe in a tripolar international
environment: the United States as a superpower, sure; but also China as an emerging super-
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power and the European Union as a supranational power. This government believes in con-
centrating global power in the hands of just one country; | believe in dispersing power across
the globe, recognising three major powers and not just one.

This is one of the reasons why | oppose the war on Iraq. | believe this war is based on a
dangerous doctrine: the Bush doctrine of pre-emption. Sixty years ago, mankind devel oped
the capacity to destroy itself, most notably through nuclear weapons of mass destruction.
Since then, the world has managed to survive, mainly through policies of deterrence and con-
tainment. In the post-war years, this was known as the Truman Doctrine. The United Nations
also played an important role. It may not be perfect, but it is still the best system we have for
fostering international goodwill and cooperation. To ignore and then belittle the will of the
United Nations at this crucial time represents an appalling shift in Australian foreign policy.
Even worse, and without any real debate, the Howard government has embraced the Bush
doctrine of pre-emption. This doctrine overturned 60 years of successful US foreign policy—
60 years of deterrence and containment. It gives the US a mandate to launch pre-emptive
strikes on other nations that it deems to be evil. Bush has abandoned President Clinton’s em-
phasis on multilateralism and gone down the dangerous path of unilateralism. Make no mis-
take: a world based on threats of military action, a world based on pre-emptive strikes, is a
world about to do itself terrible harm.

The folly of this approach can be seen on the Korean peninsula. At the Sydney Olympics
2Y, years ago, the North Korean and South Korean teams marched together. This was seen as
awonderful sign for the future. It gave the world hope for political and economic cooperation
resolving an international trouble spot. Eighteen months ago, the North Korean leadership
was in China studying the benefits of economic openness and liberalisation. Again, it seemed
that the North Korean problem would solve itself. Like other communist regimes under the
weight of economic failure, it was going to reform from within. Then, 14 months ago, Presi-
dent Bush—seemingly from nowhere—included North Korea in his axis of evil speech and
threatened military pre-emption.

Not surprisingly, North Korea is now racing to defend itself, weaponising its nuclear
power. In response, Japan has said that it, too, needs nuclear weapons. This is the problem
with pre-emption: it creates an international environment based on suspicion and escalation.
In our country, bizarrely, the Prime Minister has said that we now need a nuclear missile
shield to defend ourselves against North Korea. This is the madness of pre-emption and esca-
lation. None of it has anything to do with the war against terror—not the development of
Japanese nuclear capacity nor creation of an Australian missile shield. Osama bin Laden,
quite frankly, must be laughing himself silly at the folly of American and Australian foreign
policy.

We cannot run the world according to threats and first-strike thinking—not a world in
which 26 nations have chemical weapons and 20 have biological weapons, not a world in
which India and Pakistan both have nuclear weapons, and not a world plagued by the non-
stop violence of the Middle East. History tells us that deterrence and containment are the only
answers, along with the age-old hope of cooperation between nations. This is where | funda-
mentally disagree with President Bush's policy. In outlining his new doctrine in September
last year, he said:

In the new world we have entered, the only path to safety is the path of action.
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| believe that, in this new world as well asin the old world, the only path to safety is interna-
tional cooperation; multilateralism, not unilateralism; containment, not pre-emption; and
peace, not an unnecessary war in lrag. Along with most Australians, | do not want aworld in
which one country has all the power. | do not want a world based on axis of evil rhetoric and
the constant threat of pre-emption. There is a better way: it is called the United Nations. This
means respecting the findings of Hans Blix. This means respecting international opinion—in
this case, the position of France, Germany, Russia and China. It means sharing power across
the globeinstead of allowing one nation to appoint itself as the global policeman.

There was a time, of course, when George W. Bush seemed to believe in these ideals him-
self. During the 2000 presidential campaign, he said that he wanted the United States to take a
lower profileininternational affairs and to be—I use his words—'a more humble power’. His
radical shift in policy has, in fact, humiliated his nation. He has provoked anti-American sen-
timent internationally; he has divided the Western alliance and badly damaged NATO. | ask
this simple question: who was the last world leader to unite France, Germany, Russia and
China? Thisis an unprecedented coalition: from the right wing Gaullists in France, to the So-
cial Democrats in Germany, to Putin’s Russia, to the Communist Party of China, international
opinion is united all right—it is united against the United States. Around the globe, people do
not want a world in which one country has all the power. They want power sharing and coop-
eration. This should be the basis of Australia's foreign policy. The Howard government be-
lieves in a unipolar world in which the primacy of the United States is beyond challenge. |
believe in a multipolar world, recognising not just American power but also China as an
emerging superpower plus the importance of the European Union.

Australiais one of the few countries in the world well placed to have strong relations with
al three. In the Labor Party, thisis not just an opportunity for the future; it is part of our po-
litical legacy. Just as Curtin established the US relationship, just as Calwell established the
European Migration Program and just as Whitlam established relations with the People's Re-
public of China, the next Labor government will have to realign and rebalance Australia’'s
foreign policy. Nothing is more important than getting these relationships right. The great
irony of the government’s strategy is that it actually weakens our relationship with the United
States. Like any alliance, ANZUS works best when it is based on an equal partnership, when
both partners bring something important to the table. Under the Howard government, Austra-
lia brings nothing but subservience. This is hurting the strength and viability of the relation-
ship. In practice, we matter to the Americans when we matter in Asia.

What are we going to bring to the table? We matter to the United States when we matter in
Asia. The alliance is strongest when Australian diplomacy is able to influence outcomes in
our part of the world. Thisiswhen the United States has reason to rely on us. Thisis when the
United States has reason to treat Australia as an equal partner. Under this government, of
course, our influence in Asia is minor. Our neighbours shake their heads in disbelief when
they see Australia echoing the American line and when they see our Prime Minister calling
himself—virtually belittling himself—a deputy sheriff. These Asian nations fought long and
hard against colonialism. They are proud nations with little respect for countries that act like
client states. They have independent foreign palicies of their own and they expect the same
from Australia.

Mr Howard thinks the ultimate guarantor of Australia’s security is the US alliance. Thisis
nonsense. The ultimate guarantor of Australia’s security is the soundness of our foreign policy
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and the strength of our armed forces. We need an alliance with the United States, yes. But we
alsolivein anew world with new threats and new doctrines. The Howard government has not
handled these challenges well. The next Labor government will need to repair the damage, to
rebalance the relationship between our two countries. | support the American alliance but it
must be an alliance between equals, a genuine partnership rather than the deputy sheriff role
we have today. | conclude by saying that whether it is the economic establishment, the politi-
cal establishment, the social establishment, the legal establishment, the media €elites or the
foreign policy establishment, thisis a government that concentrates power in the hands of the
few rather than disbursing power and opportunity into the hands of many Australians. We
need a change of government. The debate and decisions today contribute to that public mood.
This government must go, particularly on theissue of Irag. (Time expired)

Mr LINDSAY (Herbert) (4.21 p.m.)—Mr Deputy Speaker, | propose to be rather wide
ranging in this cognate debate on Appropriation Bill (No. 3) 2002-2003 and Appropriation
Bill (No. 4) 2002-2003 this afternoon, and | thank you for the opportunity to address the Main
Committee. It has been a sombre day in Canberra today and | think we all understand why. It
has been a particularly sombre day for me. With so many Defence Force personnel in
Townsville and Thuringowa, the possibility of war is something that | have deeply reflected
on. Our community has about 120 personnel currently forward deployed in the gulf, and |
think about them and their families back home. | would particularly like to say this to families
of members of the Defence Force: there are some families who are not receiving any contact
information from personnel in the gulf. They say to me, ‘The Americans and the Brits are
allowing contact between servicemen in the gulf and home, but our soldiers are not being al-
lowed to contact home.” That is true and it is untrue. The explanation for that is simply that
those who are in the gulf are classified as ‘special forces'; for example, the members of 5
Aviation Regiment from Townsville are part of that group. They are on a very sensitive de-
ployment and for security reasons they are unable to contact home so that there is no infor-
mation about their location and their potential further operations in the gulf. That is regretted,
but | am sure that families will understand that at thistime it is better that we maintain proper
security arrangements.

| would now like to turn to the matter of ATSIC. Some members in this parliament have a
lot to do with ATSIC and have large ATSI communities—8,000 of the people that | represent
are Indigenous Australians. Other members do not have alot of ATSI people in their elector-
ates and do not ever see the issues associated with ATSIC. | think that Christopher Pyne's ad-
dress in Mebourne in the last week has probably been regarded by many in the Aboriginal
community as being spot on. Christopher was saying that the relevance of ATSIC was in
question, that what the organisation was not delivering was a scandal and that ATSIC should
be replaced. | first heard that from, | think, the Hon. Wilson Tuckey, who suggested that
ATSIC should be broken up and that regional councils much closer to where the demand for
services was should be involved in distributing the funds to run those services. In my own
patch, in the electorate of Herbert, | have Palm Island. | have been going to Palm Island since
| was elected. In the seven years that | have been in the federal parliament, the federal gov-
ernment has probably put $100 million into Palm Island but you are hard-pressed to go there
today and see where any of the money has gone. | am talking about $100 million. Yes, you
can see a dam, a second water supply for Palm Island, but you cannot see much ese.
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All you can see is a community that is dysfunctional. It is dysfunctional not only in terms
of how the number of different groups do not get on together but also in terms of community
services, health services, education services, roads and sewerage. It is a disgrace. The peak
body charged with delivering services on the ground and getting better outcomes for Indige-
nous Australians is simply failing Indigenous Australians; that is the scandal. Yet you see the
much publicised goings on down here in Canberra, you see the terrible waste of taxpayers
money and you see a government which is trying to be at arm’s length, trying to empower
Indigenous people to make decisions for themsel ves and trying to be remote from that. But it
is not working. | feel very deeply that Christopher Pyne hit the nail on the head: the govern-
ment needs to move to solve that problem, to put every last dollar into the benefit of Aborigi-
nal people on the ground, at the coalface, in terms of health, education, domestic violence,
drugs and the whole range of things that | see when | go to Palm Island.

| would now like to turn to the issue of nurses and nurse education. | know there has been
somewhat of a public debate about how best to educate and produce registered nurses. What |
have been finding in feedback is that young men and women are going into the nursing pro-
fession but they do not last. They do not stay there; they move on. The thing seems to be that
they do not get enough practical experience and do not understand what nursing is about be-
fore they finish their university degree. | have had some hospitals come to me in absolute
frustration that they are continually battling to get nurses and cannot get nurses to stay in the
profession. They are operators at the coalface.

Their solution is to maintain the university degree aspect of nursing training—they do not
dispute that at all—but to increase the practical component. They want to see an increased
practical training component that will benefit not only the nurses themsel ves but also the hos-
pitals in our community and, particularly, at the end of the day, the patients. What needs to
happen is something like a six-month internship in a hospital before a trainee nurse goes into
formal education in a university and then, every year, six months of training on a rotating ba-
sis. This might mean that, for example, the university will have to schedule its courses on a
rolling basis. You might not have the traditional going in in March and finishing in Noverm-
ber; you might actually be operating over the Christmas break, for example. There are some
possibilities there.

The benefit for nurses is, apart from the practical training, that they can be paid while they
are working on the job. The hospitals have no difficulty at all with providing the funding to
pay nurses’ wages, and that is how it should be. No-one expects them to work for nothing. So
the nurses would benefit and the hospitals would benefit. | think there needs to be a debate in
this country. | am aware of some trials that are going on in Sydney that adopt this particular
model. So far, so good; it is working very well. | would ask my community to consider sup-
porting that kind of process—where nurses benefit, hospitals benefit and, ultimately, patients
benefit.

Turning to the arts in Townsville, | note that the country’s pre-eminent regional dance
group, Dance North, has its headquarters in Townsville. The company is currently headed by
Henry Laska, and | want to congratulate Henry because he has pulled off something that we
have wanted to pull off for alongtime. | have to say that he had a bit of backing from a mem-
ber of the government who represents the electorate of Herbert. | was pleased to do that be-
cause Henry's long experience in the arts as a manager and financially stands him in good
stead for his appointment to the board of Playing Australia. That is an appointment that has
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not gone unnoticed in Townsville. It has also not gone unnoticed in the arts community right
across the country that finally we have a regional representative on the board of Playing Aus-
traliawho knows what he istalking about. It is a big feather inthe cap for Henry Laska. It isa
big feather in the cap for Dance North, for Townsville and for regional Australia that Henry
has been appointed to the board. | know that he will do well. | wish him well. He will repre-
sent regional Australiafiercely, asit should be represented.

I would now like to turn to a visit that the federal Minister for Education, Science and
Training, Dr Brendan Nelson, paid to Townsville last Tuesday. It was a very successful visit
for a number of reasons. Dr Nelson is responsible for schools, higher education, science and
training. Each of those particular facets of his portfolio received attention while he was in
Townsville. | was particularly pleased to see Brendan visit the Australian Institute of Marine
Science and James Cook University. Anyone in the marine science field anywhere in the
world will tell you that AIMS and JCU are the standout institutions. From anywhere in the
world, if you want to go to the best centre of excellence in marine science, you go to
Townsville—either to the Australian Institute of Marine Science or to James Cook University.
Professor Stephen Hall, the CEO of AIMS, is a first-class scientist and manager. Professor
Michael Kingsford, Professor of Marine Biology and Aquaculture at James Cook University,
is afirst-class leader of histeam. Dr Nelson told us that he was recently at a meeting of Ful-
bright scholars who had come to Australia from the US. One of them said, ‘| am going to
James Cook University,” and Brendan said, ‘Why are you going to James Cook University?
The scholar said, ‘If you want to go to the best place for marine science in the world, you go
to James Cook University.” Once again regional Australia has a course that leads the world,
and we will continue to do that.

| am also pleased that Dr Nelson spoke with Gerry Smith, the manager of TADEC, which
coordinates the Jobs Pathway Program for the city. Gerry raised an interesting issue with Dr
Nelson—other members may have come across the same issue—which is that Jobs Pathway
providers are only funded on an annual basis. This causes some uncertainty among staff be-
cause they do not know whether they are going to get funded for the next year. Gerry spoke to
the minister, and it is a great country that we live in where somebody 2,000 kilometres from
Canberra can have the opportunity of buttonholing a minister and saying, ‘ Minister, when you
are down in Canberra, thisis what you need to do.” Gerry told him, ‘ You need to give us more
certainty; you need to perhaps extend the funding cycle to make it a two-year funding cycle.’
To his very great credit, Brendan is a minister who listens and takes action. | know that he
came back to Canberra and instructed his department to have alook at the possibility of doing
this. If we can achieve that, providers like TADEC right across the country will benefit from
the fact that we were able to buttonhole the minister and make a sensible suggestion and have
that suggestion taken up.

The Australian Broadcasting Corporation is getting much more customer focused these
days. Under the leadership of Russell Balding, the ABC's focus is certainly more strategic.
Russell is a very impressive leader, in my view. He knows where he is taking the corporation,
and he is taking it in a very positive direction. He proposed in the current triennial funding
that NewsRadio be extended to a number of areas across the country. | see that it could go to
Grafton and Kempsey, as well as to Townsville. | would like to see NewsRadio come to
Townsville, although it is onthe Net if people really need to listen to it. My interest isin Rus-
sdll’s focus on the rollout of regional television news. The debate about the commercial sta-
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tions removing their news services from aggregated areas has raged over the last year and a
half, and it is refreshing to see that the ABC is proposing to bring back local news services to
regional areas. That is a mighty step forward, and it has my absolute support. | entered the
television industry in North Queensland before some people in this room were born—

M s Roxon—That is for sure!

Mr LINDSAY—I am probably referring to just the people on the other side; | am certainly
not referring to Mr Charles! At that time, the ABC had local news services and alocal current
affairs show, al run out of Townsville. With the effluxion of time, these things disappeared,
and the viewing audience—the customers, if you like—were disadvantaged by that. It is great
to see the ABC proposing to bring back to North Queensland a local news service—like the
one they now have in Canberra—and to run it out of Townsville, right up to Cairns. Why
shouldn't we have a local news service? Townsville is Australia’s largest tropical city. It now
has a population of 150,000. The proposed news service, when it extends up the coast, would
service a population of about half a million people. The ABC is asking the government for
additional base funding, which | strongly support. On average, about $2%2 million is required
each year, which would be a great investment to put choice back into the delivery of news in
local, regional viewing areas. Choice isimportant.

The ABC has to be mindful of its responsibility to broadcast fair and unbiased news serv-
ices. It has been under some pressure in that regard, and | think the ABC is realising that it
needs to get its credibility back. | must add that the current staff of ABC News in Townsville,
who primarily run the radio news services, are as professional as you can get. They ask the
hard questions and they do not put bias into their reporting. You can be sure that, if you hear it
on the ABC in North Queensland, it must be so. It is great to be able to say that, and | pay a
very great tribute to ABC staff.

Finaly, | would like to finish my speech with the matter of the Douglas arterial road in
Townsville. For about 40 years the community have been asking for this road to be built. The
road will put another bridge across the Ross River and it will cut seven kilometres off a jour-
ney from the Upper Ross to the university, the hospital or the Lavarack army base. A huge
amount of work was done to bring the state government to the table and to get a funding
agreement that would be satisfactory to the federal government and the state government so
that this project could be built. | was pleased to announce last week that finally, after 40 years,
we were able to declare that a request for tenders would be made this week. The Upper Ross
community in Townsville will be delighted to see that this project has got the green light. It
has not been with the help of the local Labor members, who felt that this should be fully
funded by the federal government even though it is a state government road. Good try! We
were not going to bein that, but we have now committed $37.4 million for a new road in our
city. When it is built, it will be a lasting monument to the tenacity of the federal government
to get the project up and running.

Ms ROXON (Gdlibrand) (4.41 p.m.)—I would like to speak in the cognate debate on Ap-
propriation Bill (No. 3) 2002-2003 and Appropriation Bill (No. 4) 2002-2003. The particular
concerns that | want to raise relate to the expenditure and resources in the child-care and chil-
dren’s services area. In particular, | want to focus on a number of reviews that the Minister for
Children and Youth Affairs is undertaking. | mention the resources issue and the fact that the
minister is undertaking these reviews right up front because, just in the last few days, in the
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course of the New South Wales elections, we have heard some pretty terrible reports in the
media about some of the activities that the minister’s staff allegedly have been involved in.
Quite apart from whether or not these activities are lawful—and there are questions that have
been asked that no doubt will be answered in due course to ascertain whether or not they are
appropriate—| have a great concern about the issue of the allocation of public resources of
Canberra based staff who are employed as portfolio staff. They have a large range of issues, a
number of which | am going to go through in detail today, that should be perplexing them or
should be being worked out or worked on by them in trying to find an answer for the children
and young people of Australia, who expect that the minister and his office will use all of their
public resources and energy to take forward issues in the portfolio area.

| wanted to put that on the record because | think that it has been a step forward to have, for
the first time, a minister for children but, if you want to be a champion for children, you do
have to make sure that you are also going to champion that the government spend the appro-
priate amount of money on the programs that will assist them, particularly in the most se-
verely stretched areas, such as the child-care budget. | am concerned that the minister has not
taken to this with quite the enthusiasm that we would hope that a new ministry in this par-
ticular areawould signal.

Labor have recently put out a discussion paper called ‘Growing up: investing in the early
years', which has highlighted the importance of our children’'s early education and care and
the need to adequatdly invest in this—for the benefit of both the child and their family and the
broader community. We have put forward a lot of detailed proposals in that discussion paper.
We have had some fantastic responses already and are looking forward to a much longer de-
bate about the content of that paper. The government then, a month later, put out its own early
years document, talking about the need to develop a national early childhood strategy, and we
support the approach that has been taken by the government in announcing its desire to de-
velop such a strategy. We think it is very important to have a debate about the framework to
make sure that the community does understand the need to invest in these early years. Obvi-
oudly, the issue of appropriate resources that need to be put into any action that would flow
from such a strategy will be dealt with further down the track. It is interesting that the docu-
ment does not mention child care or health—the two main areas where the Commonwealth
government has the greatest responsibility in these early years—in very much detail at all.
Certainly, the background material in the paper does focus a lot more on health than on child
care. We welcome the debate that is going to be had about this strategy, we support the fact
that the government is doing it and we will participate in the discussions with the rest of the
community about what is appropriate to include in such a strategy.

What | want to focus on in particular is the broadband review of the child-care sector that is
being undertaken by the current minister. It is very relevant to the appropriations bills, be-
cause it deals specifically with a single item in the child-care budget that has a fixed expen-
diture linked to it. A major part of the child-care budget is the child-care benefit, which is al-
located to parents depending on their income and the number of hours their children use child
care. It is essentially a demand driven entitlement. Aslong as parents can find placesin child-
care services—and in some cases there is difficulty—they are able to claim child-care benefit
for them. In the long day care area in particular, the numbers are not limited and the govern-
ment’s budget goes up and down depending on the number of families that have children in
child care at any time. But the broadband review, and the expenditure item that relates to it,
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covers everything in the child-care budget other than child-care benefit. It is only $180 mil-
lion this year, and it isthe only area where there is any allocated funding for quality issues, for
inclusion issues and often for accessibility issues.

| am going to take a little bit of time to go through the sorts of things that are covered by
this broadband expenditure item, because it is currently being reviewed by the government.
This bucket of money is supposed to ensure that quality child care is provided in federally
funded programs and that it is accessible. Among other things, this small amount of money is
supposed to cover the operational subsidy for family day care. Family day carers are those
carers who work in their own homes and have up to five—and sometimes seven—children,
depending on their ages, to care for. The operational subsidy goes to whoever coordinates 40
or 50 and sometimes up to 100 carers, assists them in making sure that their house is appro-
priate for the care of children and provides training materials, support and information when
they need it. It also covers the Disadvantaged Area Subsidy, which is provided to some serv-
ices in rural and remote areas and is not allowed to be spent in urban areas, even if they are
equally, if not more, disadvantaged in some instances.

The National Childcare Accreditation Council and the quality accreditation process that it
runs is also funded through this $180 million broadband program. The supplementary serv-
ices, known as SUPS, in long day care and family day care provide support and training re-
source materials, particularly to help services integrate disabled children and to assess
whether or not extra assistance is required. The Special Needs Subsidy Scheme, about which
there has been much controversy recently because the government froze expenditure in this
areaayear ago, provides extra funding for child-care centres to employ an extra staff member
for a severely disabled child to help them to participate in normal child care. | am going to
come back to that later, because there are now nearly 1,000 children on a national waiting list
who cannot get any child care because of the government’s decision to freeze that expendi-
ture.

This broadband $180 million is also to cover—and | am only about halfway through the
list, so you will see that there are a lot of things to be covered by a pretty small expenditure
item—the in-service training program, which has already been cut in Queensland even though
the review is currently under way. It is also to cover resource and advisory agencies, and |
know some of my colleagues on my side of the House are very concerned because there is not
even one in Western Australia. The mobile child-care services, which have in the past couple
of years been reviewed and had their funding threatened, have been told that they will be re-
reviewed as part of this broadband review process. The Multifunction Aboriginal Children’s
Services, often known as MACS, support specific programs for Aboriginal children, oftenin
remote areas, and a more integrated service where child-care and health facilities might be
provided together. Also covered is Aboriginal playgroups. There is a private provider incen-
tive, which is limited to private providers of long day care. They are provided with an ad-
vance on their child-care benefit so that they can use that money for capital works and then
recoup it later. It is not provided for any community child carers. Thereis a very small range
of other programinitiatives.

The government announced that it wants to review this expenditure item and has explicitly
stated that the basis for this review is that no extra money will be provided. From our per-
spective, we are very concerned that you cannot really have a proper review if you are going
to say, ‘No matter what feedback we get, no matter what people tell us, no matter how much
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demand there is, we're not going to spend any extra money but we'll Iet you reall ocate some
of the money within that pool, even though a number of these projects are already under pres-
sure and are finding it very difficult, with the current constraints, to meet their objectives.” So
we have areal concern that the review process has been set up in a way which ensures that the
different programs and those involved with the different programs will fight each other. Then
we will get into the ridiculous position of saying, ‘Do disabled children need more support
than a mother of triplets, who might need special in-home care, or do they need more support
than a remote Aboriginal community? A real review would look at whether all three of those
categories, or families, might need extra assistance. We are very concerned that the sector
might end up being asked to make some judgment on how that money can be spent, when
really it is a decision for government. A proper review would take account of what the com-
munity is saying and maybe make a decision that more money might need to be spent in this
area.

The government has employed a consultant to run the broadband review project, and on its
web site the consultant tries to explain what the review is going to be about. However, anyone
who reads it will find that what you really learn is what the review is not about, because there
is not very much about what it is going to be about. The redevelopment project, asit is being
called on the consultant’s web site, is not about the child-care benefit. It states that the goal of
the child-care program remains as is—that is, that there should be accessible, affordable,
quality child care. It says that there may be a need to talk about the different aspects of how
the broadband expenditure can deliver this to people but that the overall outcome itself will
not change. We do not have an argument with that aim: we believe that it is fundamental that
accessihility, affordability and quality should be at the centre of a child-care program. How-
ever, the consultant’s web site goes on to tell us that the process under which child-care pro-
viders are accredited will not be a focus of this review and that there is no agenda for chang-
ing the accreditation process. But funding for the accreditation process is found within this
pool of money, and it is the major way the Commonwealth seeks to control the quality of the
child-care programs it funds, so it is a bit perplexing that it is not going to be part of the re-
view.

The next itemwefind isthat the review is not going to be about assessment of any individ-
ual need. They bdieve that some work has already been done on the particular needs for child
care and that the process of assessing whether or not need is being met is ‘ never complete’.
They fed that the redevelopment project is about trying to ensure that the program arrange-
ments are effectively oriented to meeting needs—even though assessment cannot be made of
individual needs that might not be met. You can see that there is some confusing language in
this. It seems to us that we are not talking about a serious review when we have so many
things that are being excluded. In particular, | want to raise here the Special Needs Subsidy
Scheme, which | have mentioned already. It is the one where there are now 847—and we
think the number is still grossly underestimated—children with individual disabilities whose
needs are not being taken into account. They are not able to access the program because of the
freeze that the government has put into place. The review says that it will not look at their
individual situations and the fact that they do not have access to child-care services. | strongly
believe that, if we are serious about saying the child-care program is about accessibility, af-
fordability and quality, any serious review of this broadband money, including the Special
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Needs Subsidy Scheme, must take account of the individual circumstances of the large num-
ber of families and children who are not able to get the services that they should.

The last point on the web site takes the cake. It says that the project is not about a fight
over resources. It will be a great relief to all those who currently do not have sufficient re-
sources to be able to meet their needs that, even though this review will not provide extra
money, it is not going to be about a fight over resources! | think the consultants might be kid-
ding themselves, because a lot of people fed very passionatedly about the services they are
trying to provide. They are telling the government—and will tell the consultants too, I am
sure—that they currently cannot do it on the budget that they have.

It seems to me that there is no way that accessibility, affordability and quality are what the
government isreally talking about if it is not going to look at the child-care benefit, which has
amajor impact on affordability; if it is not going to talk about need, which is obviously a ma-
jor issue in terms of access; and if it is not going to talk about accreditation, which is a major
driver in quality. We are very concerned about where this is going. We think that, if you are
going to spend money on consultants, you should make sure that they are going to have a
proper job to do. The government should be prepared to hear from those consultants what it is
that the community and families are saying they would like in thisarea. As part of this review,
there are some basic questions that | think the minister, as the person responsible for running
the Commonwealth child-care program, needs to answer. If the review is not about assessing
the needs of children in child care, if it is not about the reallocation of resources, if it is not
about the quality accreditation process, if it is not about child-care benefit and if it is deter-
mined not to change the goal s of the program, what is the purpose of this review?

If the minister is seriously considering abolishing the operational subsidy to family day
care schemes, for example, which are already stretched and running very long waiting listsin
many parts of the country—up to thousands when you look at the figures nationally—why
does he not just come out and say so? If he said he was thinking about taking away the opera-
tional subsidy for family day care schemes, at least then we could have a focused debate on
what it is that the operational subsidy supports in family day care schemes. We could talk with
family day carers, parents, other community providers and those interested in the community
about what benefits are or are not being provided by family day care schemes. Instead, we just
get told that it is not about any of this. We do not necessarily have a debate on an area which
we hear the government is consi dering taking resources away from.

Again, we do not believe that the government has really been up-front about what its long-
term intentions are with respect to the Special Needs Subsidy Scheme. Twelve months ago,
the government froze the funding for this scheme, and there are large numbers of children
who are on the waiting list. We have parents ringing us every week absolutely distraught that
they have not only the extra pressures from being a parent of a child with often a severe dis-
ability but extra expenses associated with that. They cannot return to work, often when jobs
are available for them, because they cannot find child care. They are really stuck in what can
become the downward spiral of having high costs, a stressful situation and little support from
the government when it is needed. For many of these families, even just having some respite
is desperately important for them in the way they live their lives.

Wheat is the government’s intention? Are they just going to say: ‘ As soon as there are 4,000
children across the country on this scheme, no-one else can be on it. We do not care what your
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circumstances are’ ? Are they going to look at it being demand driven in some way or are the
tests going to be harder before you can qualify? That would surprise me, because the tests are
already very stringent and some children with pretty high demands and special needs do not
qualify under the current system. We are just arguing to retain what is there. We do not know
from the government what their real intentions are. We would like to be able to argue properly
about these issues and have a debate about what the needs are rather than be stuck in this fake
review process where we are really not sure whether the government are intending to do any-
thing.

In the time remaining, | also want to focus on one particular group: the Indigenous children
in our cities and country towns, particularly in remote areas. This group of children are par-
ticipating at a much lower rate in children’s services than other Australian children. They also
have disadvantages evident in many worrying health statistics and other indicators which
show that providing some extra support for multifunction services might make quite a big
difference. In the minister’s recently released Early childhood document that | referred to ear-
lier, there are alot of statistics about how Indigenous Australian children are faring in the 21st
century—and they are pretty frightening statistics. | do not have time to go through them in
detail, but | would just like to highlight a couple that show that much smaller numbers of In-
digenous children are using child-care services compared with other children. For example,
five per cent of Indigenous primary school aged children use outside school hours care com-
pared to 23 per cent of the rest of the children in the community, and there are similar figures
if we pick out different types of programs along the way.

The government should be really worried about these figures. Yet in its broadband review,
which includes funding for specific Indigenous services—the multifunction Aboriginal serv-
ices—we find that we have the same number of services that we had in 1987. We also find the
same expenditure that we had in 1987; there has been no growth despite the growth in de-
mand for those services. This is another one of the programs that is under pressure and that
needs to be expanded. All that is going to happen is that it is going to be reviewed and they
are going to be told that there is no extra money for them. | am very concerned about this re-
view. | am concerned that we have another budget process coming up and there has been no
indication from the government that there will be any extra money allocated to these pro-
grams. The programs are the key to dealing with at least two of the three magjor things that the
government says it wants its child-care program to have: accessibility, affordability and qual-
ity. At least accessibility and quality are being compromised by the government’s failure to
seriously address the shortages in this program area. We fear that a broadband review is going
to do nothing to ease those problems.

Mr JOHN COBB (Parkes) (5.01 p.m.)—I rise to speak on Appropriation Bill (No. 3)
2002-2003 and Appropriation Bill (No. 4) 2002-2003. Any talk about budgets obviously must
include the various programs that this government has brought forward in relation to country
Australia. | speak in particular of the Regional Solutions Program, a program that has helped
to break down the cultural divide between major cities and my electorate of Parkes. Parkes is
the largest electorate in New South Wales. It covers almost exactly one-third of New South
Wales and takes in some of the most isolated towns and communities in the state, such as
Wilcannia, White Cliffs, Tibooburra, Menindee and Tilpa. The people in these towns and
communities have an enormous and generous community spirit and a fantastic ability to pull
together to get the job done. In situations where they really need to, they come together and
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act accordingly. But sometimes they do need our help, and that is where the Regional Solu-
tions Program stepsiin.

The Regional Solutions Program bridges the tyranny of distance and it helps communities
in my electorate to build their economic base and strengthen their social structure. The pro-
gram identifies shortfalls and provides a financial framework for the community to fill those
shortfalls. The Regional Solutions Program is not a luxury; in the electorate of Parkes it is an
absolute necessity. It is an investment that we as a government must continue to make to en-
sure the survival and growth of our regional towns. | have been fortunate enough to see first-
hand how regional solutions are working in many towns in my electorate. Over the past 10
years banks have closed their doors across country Australia at an alarming rate. Suddenly
banks found that it was in their economic interest to close when they realised how much
money they could save by cutting out face-to-face banking and by providing Internet and
telephone banking services. Those services are great for the technically minded and for those
who are up to date with modern communications, especially if they are in business. But for
ordinary people with cash to deal with, for those who hate a recorded message or for those
who are not up to speed with the dot com age, it has been a major blow. That is where the Ru-
ral Transaction Centres Program has stepped in. The federal government has committed up to
$70 million from the sale of 10 per cent of Telstra to put services back and to introduce new
services into smaller rural towns. The Rural Transaction Centres Program provides funds to
help small communities establish their own RTCs to provide access to services. Each RTC is
as individual and innovative as that town wants to make it. The types of services can vary
enormously but they include financial, postal, phone, fax and Internet services, Medicare
Easyclaim; Centrelink; facilities for visiting professionals; printing and secretarial services;
tourism information; involvement in employment schemes; insurance and taxation informa-
tion; and federal, state and local government services.

In my electorate alone rural transaction centres have been approved and set up in Peak Hill,
Hillston and Tottenham, and recently one was approved in Lake Cargelligo. The government
will provide assistance for the preparation of business plans for the towns of Wilcannia, Me-
nindee, Ivanhoe and White Cliffs. This will enable identification of the services required by
the communities and assess the feasibility of establishing a rural transaction centre in each of
those towns. The government has given almost $400,000. With the inclusion of Lake Cargel-
ligo inthe last few weeks, that will be almost $600,000 to towns in my electorate to get rural
transaction centres up and running.

The Regional Solutions Program is part of the federal government’s significant effort to
work with individual communities in regional Australia to tackle their most pressing needs;
needs of people who have the will but not always the finances or the organisation to make
things happen. In some towns this means pouring resources into finding sol utions to stimulate
the growth, development and potential that is already there. We gave $9,180 to the community
of Tullamore last year to help them prepare a community devel opment plan. The people of the
town were sick and tired of watching services decline in the area so they got together and
formed Tullamore Inc. The funding we gave them is helping them to prepare a social and
economic devel opment plan and a blueprint for development in the region. That is an example
of where a simple all ocation of $10,000 enabled a town of around 250 people to have the im-
petus to actually get up and develop a future for themselves. It does not always require huge
funds to make country towns realise the potential that lies within them.
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The people of Forbes felt they needed to provide a key facility for youth in the community.
In this case, we gave them $218,000 to help them turn their local gym into a youth and conm+
munity centre. The centre will provide assistance to increase youth and community devel op-
ment socially, economically, emotionally and physically. The Weddin Shire Council in Gren-
fell identified the need for an economic and community devel opment officer. We were able to
provide them with $110,000 and that will help them coordinate all economic devel opment and
a strategic plan. We provided the Bland Shire Council with $55,000 to establish a visitor in-
formation centre. The Cobar Mobile Children’s Service was given $20,000 to allow them to
more fully service both the Cabar township and the surrounding remote areas with a variety
of children’s services. It does not always require huge bucks to help communities. The mobile
children’s service works right around Australia, but for the more remote regions it provides
the only lifeline that young children in those regions have to normal social interaction with
others of their own age. More recently we gave Peak Hill $55,000 so that they can keep a
doctor in their town. The community raised enough money to purchase a residence in the
town to house a doctor’s surgery, but they lacked the funds to undertake renovations to con-
vert it into a surgery. That is where Regional Solutions stepped in. We gave the Broken Hill
Community Inc. $206,000 to devel op the neighbourhood centre for the community to incor-
porate functions of the traditional community. From personal experience, | know that Broken
Hill have developed a myriad of communications and community issues that are run out of
that centre.

| was deeply disappointed to hear that Senator John Cherry was critical of regional initia-
tives such as the Regional Solutions Program. His fedling was, as he claimed, that the Re-
gional Solutions Program was being concentrated in wealthy areas and National Party elector-
ates. | am not sure how far Mr Cherry has travelled, but my electorate is certainly far from
wealthy. If he looked at the map he would realise the vast expanse of electorates, such as
Gwydir and Parkes, and the genuine needs of people in places like Wilcannia, Wanaaring,
Hillston and Tilpa. | think if he looked a bit harder then he would also realise that the five or
six biggest dectorates in Australia, including Lingiari, which is held by the Labor Party, are
the ones which have got the most money. | have to say, at the same time, that anytime | am
accused of rorting things on behalf of my electorate, what it proves to me is that | am doing
my job and somebody else is not doing theirs. | cannot sing the praises of regional solution
funding enough, nor can | paint a true picture of what it means to my electorate.

The examples | have given you only skim the surface. Aside from Regional Solutions,
there are many other government programs working for rural Australia. Networking the Na-
tion is working for rural Australia and helping to provide technology programs. The Regional
Assistance Program is helping to create innovative job generation programs throughout Aus-
tralia. Anybody who thinks that Networking the Nation has not done an incredible amount for
rural Australia has never set foot out there—of course it has. It has not only stabilised maobile
phones right around Australia but created a phone system along highways and other ways that
certainly never existed prior to this government coming to office. There are also the innova-
tive job regeneration projects throughout Australia, and rural GP initiatives are bringing doc-
tors to the bush and boosting health services. Finally, we are finding that we have got 25 per
cent of country students entering medical schools instead of the eight per cent that were en-
tering 10 years ago.
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Regional Sol utions and some of these other initiatives will come to an end next year. | hope
the government will renew its commitment to those vital programs and reinstate our commit-
ment to country Australia. Given an eectorate such as mine, | have seen first-hand the differ-
ence regional issues are making to the communities they support. They give hope to strug-
gling towns—and they are not al struggling. These towns simply need some help to look at
some initiatives, to employ some people and to look at the possibilities that exist within them.
They create a positive environment in which they can move forward, and—certainly in my
experience—that is what they have done. This is a government that has made an enormous
commitment to regional Australia and has backed it up with serious money. It is a holistic
approach to regional development, and really you cannot take any other. If we look at country
New South Wales and Australia from the point of view of working together, doing everything
together and trying to get a state government that will actually commit with us instead of try-
ing to con funds out of us then we will certainly go a lot further forward a lot faster. Regional
communities need our help. They deserveit; they are the backbone of Australia.

Ms MACKLIN (Jagajaga) (5.12 p.m.)—I am pleased to be able to speak in this cognate
debate on Appropriation Bill (No. 3) 2002-2003 and Appropriation Bill (No. 4) 2002-2003
about the case for greater engagement with China. | have recently led a major delegation to
China. One of the things that is extraordinary in visiting both Shanghai and Beijing is that no
Australian figure looms larger in relations between China and Australia than Gough Whitlam.
As we discovered in our visit, due to the visit of Gough Whitlam more than 30 years ago—
when he led the Western world in establishing formal diplomatic ties with China—Gough
Whitlam’'s nameis still invoked at meetings. Every meeting we went to began with talk of the
commitment of Whitlam. It gave the relationship with Australia an enormous amount of
depth.

One thing that Gough reminded me of before we left for the visit to China was that he had
his birthday in Shanghai when he visited there in 1971 as opposition leader. The then Premier
Chou En-Lai sent him a birthday cake to Shanghai to mark the occasion. As it happened, we
had as part of our delegation the current member for Werriwa, Mark Latham. He also had his
birthday while we were in China. Our Chinese hosts did present him with a very nice cake,
but Mark is not quite there yet—it did not come from former Premier Zhu Rongji or current
Premier Wen. Mark has a little way to go before he gets his cake from the Premier. Neverthe-
less, the thing that struck us most of al in this very significant visit to China was the massive
transformation that has been under way in that country since Gough Whitlam's visit back in
1971.

The scale and the breakneck pace of development literally defies description. In Shanghai,
four-deck expressways soar over the city streets. A MagLev train is being developed to take
passengers back and forth to the airport. In Beijing, the roads, office towers, apartment blocks
and stadiums seem to be sprouting up everywhere. It is estimated that up to 120 million peo-
ple—about six times the population of Australia—have moved from rural to urban areas in
search of work.

In the 1980s, China set itself some very ambitious growth targets. By the year 2000, it
wanted to have a gross domestic product of $USL trillion, a target that it met. Now China
aims to achieve a GDP of $USA trillion by 2020. It is a staggering goal, one that is very hard
to get your mind around, even for a country of 1.3 billion people. The determination of the
Chinese government to achieve this goal should not be underestimated by any one of us. In
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pursuing this goal, the Chinese government is also aware of the enormous economic, social,
palitical and environmental challenges that it faces in sustaining growth above seven per cent.
But as my colleagues and | learned on our visit, China is also keenly aware of the need for
international peace and stability if it isto achieve the level of economic growth that it wants.
By any measure, China is already one of the most powerful and influential nations in our re-
gion and is emerging as a nation of truly global importance. It is aready Australia’'s second
largest merchandise export market after Japan; ahead of the United States if Hong Kong is
included, asit should be. Last year, total trade between our two nations reached $19 billion.

Chinais also central to the maintenance of peace and security in our region. These issues
could not be more significant than they are today—the day that the Australian government has
committed usto war in Irag. Thisissue of security and peace in our region is a very important
part of why we went to China. Strong and cooperative relations between our two countries are
vital to our national interests. Our leader, Simon Crean, certainly recognised this when, in his
first international visit as opposition leader, he went to China for talks with Premier Zhu
Rongji. He wanted to establish direct and personal links between Labor and the Chinese gov-
ernment in order to protect and promote the interests of Austraia, in particular our jobs and
our national security. Our trip just a few weeks ago certainly built on that successful trip of
Simon Crean’s and established direct dialogue with the new generation of Chinese leadership
that has now emerged following the 16th National Congress of the Communist Party of
China. Our delegation had high-level access to senior government officials and academics.
We were very impressed with the frank and extensive discussions across a wide range of is-
sues which, not surprisingly, covered regional and global security, human rights, China's
move into the World Trade Organisation, developments in regional trade, opportunities to ex-
pand economic links between our two nations and employment and education.

From a distance—from here in Australia—China's economic growth seems inexorable and
just plain remorseless, but the view from the Chinese leadership is of a far more complex and
fragile process. They do feel an enormous responsibility for the future of 1.3 billion people.
That is why their primary concern is for international peace and stability. They want peace
because they know the future of the Chinese people depends on continued economic growth.
Without peace, growth would be jeopardised, causing enormous economic, social and paliti-
cal problems for their country. That iswhy in relation to Irag, the issue we are debating in our
parliament today, China wants a peaceful resolution. They, like the Australian Labor Party,
support disarming Saddam Hussein of his weapons of mass destruction and they believe, also
like the Australian Labor Party, that the United Nations weapons inspectors should be given
the time that they need to do their work properly.

During our visit concerns were also raised that, if a war were launched against Irag, North
Korea would be the next target. The Chinese government is, of course, acutely sensitive to
threats to peace and stability within Asia. It wants North Korea to be a peaceful, stable, non-
nuclear neighbour but it also understands the nature of North Korea's concerns for its own
security. Chinais putting in alot of effort behind the scenes to make sure that there is a peace-
ful resolution to the nuclear threat on the Korean peninsula. There remainsin China alevel of
anxiety about Taiwan. It is a source of major security concern for the Chinese government and
they continue to seek resolution of this issue through expanding economic ties and other ex-
changes.
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The challenges and threats China faces to economic growth are not only external. They are
well aware of the massive stresses and strains being placed on China's environment and infra-
structure, as well as its social and government structures, by rapid economic devel opment.
The new leadership is concerned to address disparities between the booming eastern seaboard
and provinces to the west and north and disparities between urban Chinese and the many hun-
dreds of millions living in rural areas. The Chinese government sees continued economic de-
velopment as crucial to sharing the benefits of growth, creating more jobs and boosting the
standard of living, yet it is well aware of the high environmental and infrastructure costs that
unrestrained growth could exact. The enormous demand on natural resources, the degradation
of air and water quality and the wear and tear on infrastructure are all issues that the Chinese
government understands must be addressed as part of its push for sustained economic devel-
opment.

Australia can be a partner with China in meeting these challenges and helping its drive for
economic growth. Though, to date, the bulk of our exports to China have been the raw mate-
rials that help to drive Chinese industry—iron ore, fuel and natural fibres—we all know that
Australia is much more than a quarry and we have much to offer the Chinese in our services
and expertise. There are certainly many significant opportunities for Australian businesses in
these areas. Many are already engaged in China, and we saw one example: the Macquarie
Bank has been heavily involved in financing the construction of apartment complexes in
Shanghai, and a very impressive development it is.

Australia also has much expertise in the areas of banking, finance, social welfare, regional
development and the law that could be of useto China. The institutional and legal reform now
being contemplated by the Chinese government is a monumental task. Australia can offer
China our experience in the development and maintenance of a highly evolved legal system
marked by the separation of powers between those who devel op laws and those who enforce
them. It is a system that servesto protect the rights of individualsin relation to the state. It isa
system that is fundamental to the organisation of our own society. It is also central to the ef-
fective growth and operation of a market economy everywhere. A federal Labor government
would certainly join in active dialogue on these issues with China and provide assistance to
the Chinese government in helping to entrench the credible rule of law, including training and
technical advice.

Discussions during our visit also included the very sensitive issue of human rights. Of
course Labor’s position on these issues is very well known both here in Australia and in
China. For instance, we have consistently urged the Chinese government to give international
human rights organisations, humanitarian groups and independent journalists access to Tibet.
We certainly believe that by establishing and continuing a dialogue on human rights we can
not only raise individual human rights cases but also contribute to the developing and
strengthening of legal frameworks that protect and promote human rights in our region and
beyond.

An area of great potential for Australiaisin the export of education services. Thereis little
doubt about the thirst of young Chinese for education and their commitment to learning.
During my visit, | had the good fortune to visit Ren Min University, where | addressed a class
of about 200 students, all in their early 20s. Of course, | spoke in English. Not surprisingly,
perhaps in China, it was pretty incredible that the complex questions that were fired back at
me by the students were also in faultless English. They asked me questions about the implica-
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tions of globalisation and what Australia’s reaction would be if North Korea launched an at-
tack. These complex issues were canvassed in an extraordinary display of bilingual and intel-
lectual capacity. It certainly shows the challenge for Australia’s education system in develop-
ing the language skills of our young people.

This was not a capacity confined to Ren Min University. During my trip, we also visited
the high school of the University of International Business and Economics in Beijing. It is a
vocational school of means much more modest than Ren Min. Its thousands of students are
drawn from a wide variety of backgrounds but, once again, the openness and the enthusiasm
of these people was very impressive. They were learning English and Japanese, and their
outlook was decidedly international.

Of course, many Australian institutions are already exporting education services to China.
In my own eectorate, La Trobe University already does significant business in China. The
Australian National University is developing joint higher degree programs in economics and
public palicy with some of China's top universities. There also exist opportunities for major
Australian companies to enter into partnership arrangements with Chinese universities to train
the technicians, managers, lawyers, accountants and other professionals that the country des-
perately needs. Our vocational education and training institutions could also do much to help
China meet the massive demand that exists for skilled workers. The growth in services ex-
ports to China has been hampered by barriers, such as restrictions on the entry of foreigners
into many service industries. That is why China’s entry into the World Trade Organisation is
of such significance. It will bring China directly into negotiations aimed at liberalising global
trade in services so that Australians and others can participate in the growth and strengthening
of the Chinese services sector.

A key point of the most recent visit was the chance to exchange ideas about the trading en-
vironment and economic development. On our side of palitics, we strongly support the liber-
alisation of international trade and we have consistently backed China's entry into the World
Trade Organisation. We are committed to improving relations between our two countries to
make sure a more positive climate exists for Australian business. There is no question that
government has a key role to play in smoothing the path for business, particularly when deal-
ing with a highly regulated economy such as China’s. This includes establishing and nurturing
close personal relationships between national leaders, as well as fostering closer business ties
and encouraging cultural and personal links, particularly through education.

Concerns have been raised about the impact the actions of the Howard government have
had on Australia’'s economic and security relations with China and our region. It is the case
that, under this government, there has been an increasing alignment of Australia with the
United States at the expense of other interests, including those in our region. The Prime Min-
ister’s deputy sheriff act in the region in 1999 and his government’s continuing pursuit of a
free trade agreement with the United States have certainly fuelled perceptions of a progressive
disengagement from Asia. This Howard government has been seen to have dragged in the
welcome mat and put up the ‘too busy’ sign to many of our Asian neighbours. Little wonder
then that China is pushing ahead with negotiations on regional trade agreements that include
members of ASEAN and ASEAN plus 3, but not Australia.

Labor believes Asiaisintegral to Australia’s future security and prosperity. The region cur-
rently takes 55 per cent of our merchandise exports and is rapidly emerging as a major market

REPRESENTATIVES MAIN COMMITTEE



REPRESENTATIVES
12612 MAIN COMMITTEE Tuesday, 18 March 2003

for our services. We cannot afford to be locked out of negotiations involving some of our
nearest neighbours and most important trading partners. That is why Labor is so committed to
building and strengthening ties with China and the region. The China of today is a land of
incredibl e challenges and amazing promise. Australia can and should be part of its future.

On behalf of the Labor Party, | want to extend to the Chinese government and the people of
China our sympathies and concern over the terrible toll inflicted by the shocking earthquake
that took place when we were there. | would also like to thank our Chinese hosts in Shanghai
and Beijing for their hospitality and the senior Chinese government officials and academics
who gave freely of their time and their thoughts in our discussions. Finally, | also want to say
a particular thank you to Senator Peter Cook, who organised this delegation and made sure
that it all worked, and to Professor Peter Drysdale, from the Australia-Japan Research Centre
at the Australian National University, for his invaluable advice and support. | say again: we
cannot afford to be locked out of negotiations involving some of our nearest neighbours. We
must be involved in building and strengthening ties with China and the region. That is why
we went to China. | would say to the government: do not drop the bundle, do not pull in the
wel come mat. We need to be an active participant and an active trading partner in this region
for our country’s future and for our country’s security.

Mr SAWFORD (Port Adelaide) (5.31 p.m.)—I rise to speak on Appropriation Bill (No. 3)
2002-2003 and Appropriation Bill (No. 4) 2002-2003. The week | wrote this speech recog-
nised the seventh anniversary of the Howard-Costello government. That event ought to be
marked by noting their greatest achievement: being the highest taxing government in the his-
tory of Australia. In fact, they recorded that achievement for seven years in a row without
exception. That is some record. Australians have had only one tax cut in seven years. That
came with the GST. We still have the GST, but the tax cut has long gone. The government
have had a pretty soft ride, courtesy of a pretty-much compliant media, an indulged financial
big end of town and an inherited economic dynamic, which was made more effective by the
Reserve Bank Governor, lan Macfarlane, who reduced interest rates when his predecessor,
Bernie Fraser, failed.

Nevertheless, when analysis is applied to the achievements of this government, it is a very
narrow list. Three things stand out from those seven years. the response to the Port Arthur
tragedy, which showed a stark contrast to six or seven years before when our Minister for
Justice, Duncan Kerr, tried to get national gun laws through; the response to East Timor; and
the nation building task of the Alice Springs to Darwin railway. They were all very positive
and very clear. It is a pity that that discontinues with the current attitude of the government
towards the situation and the disarmament of Iraq.

Mr Macfarlane is an interesting personality, and he is a stark contrast to people like Stan
Wallis, Stan Howard, Ray Williams, Gary Toomey, Keith Lambert, Paul Batcheor, George
Turnbull and Chris Cuffe, and the list goes on and on. The list of financial receivers of big
handouts has been a veritable growth industry under this government. My grandfather had a
saying that, if the CEO of a company was in the media, was a bit of a media tart, you should
take your shares out of that company because you know that person is not doing their job. Mr
Macfarlane, to his credit, appears to have got on with the job he was employed to do; albeit,
he has been pretty generously served in the economic dynamic of falling interest rates, falling
inflation and falling unemployment. You cannot do much wrong when that is happening.
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However, that trinity which keeps governments in office and oppositions in apoplexy re-
quires serious analysis. In every Australian city, suburb and region, millions of stories are not
being told. They are not being told in the member for Grey's seat, nor are they being told in
mine. They reflect negatively on the apparent impotence of this government when it comes to
the formation of a future vision for this country. Buying a home has become harder under
John Howard and Peter Costello. It now takes 8Y2 years of wages to buy an Australian home,
which is an extra 27 months of wages compared to seven years ago. The proportion of Aus-
tralians buying their first home compared to the total is now the second lowest on record. The
average size of loans has increased by 67 per cent, while the average mortgage has risen from
$104,000 in March 1996 to $170,000 in December 2002. Household debt has doubled in that
period, with the average household now owing $82,000. Obviously, the synthesising of for-
eign debt doubling under this government from $180 billion to a figure approaching $360
billion is difficult to make meaningful at an individual family level. | note the media frenzy
has not criticised the government on this issue.

Falling interest rates have benefited only a minority of Australians. Consumer debt on
credit cards has sky-rocketed and blown out to record levels, at interest rates from 16 to 24
per cent—that is the real interest rate for the majority of Australian families. It is not 4.7 or
4.8 per cent; it is 16 to 24 per cent. The credit card debt of Australian families has trebled to
$22 hillion. In fact, Australian families are saving less and are paying record bank fees. Total
bank fees have doubled since 1997. Australians can save only three cents in every dollar they
earn.

Throughout the stewardship of the Howard-Costello government, there has been a massive
shift of the nation’s wealth to an already privileged, very small group of rich people. That is,
of course, a very dangerous situation for any nation state, as has been shown throughout his-
tory over the last 2,000 years. In 410 AD, the Roman emperor Honorius was informed by his
servant that King Alaric was in the north of Italy with 100,000 Visigoths, poised to invade
Rome. Honorius was so confused that he thought the servant was talking about one of his
prized poultry. That was his hobby; the emperor was a strange little fellow. Honorius did not
appreciate that for years the emperors of Rome had increased taxation on Roman citizens for
the benefit of an ever decreasing elite of very rich Romans. The emperor and his privileged
group were taken aback when King Alaric and the Visigoths arrived and ordinary Romans
refused to fight them; they had nothing to fight for.

Louis X1V, the King of France, was a little crazy, like Honorius with his poultry. He was
not quite of the real world either; he spent far too much time with potted orange trees. They
were not the only things about Louis X1V that were potty. Louis X1V and his predecessors
had achieved exactly the same results as Honorius did in Rome. They transferred the wealth
of the nation to fewer and fewer privileged people. As that folly marked the end of ancient
empires like Greece, Egypt and Rome, it also doomed the reign of Louis X1V and his off-
spring. If you look at the reigns of some of the royalty in Holland—the Dutch, of course, were
the originators of world capitalism—and the royalty in Portugal and Spain, you find similar
stories. The point | make is that, notwithstanding how things change, some principles remain
the same regardless of the millennium or century in which people live. The point is this: if
you do not share the nation’s wealth fairly among the majority of citizens, the fate of the na-
tion will be determined as it was in the past.
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Observation of city, suburban and regional Australia reveals many stories. Government
would do well to listen to them for they do not reflect favourably on the status quo. We see it
every day in our lives. For example, the rate of bulk-billing by GPs has decreased by 11 per-
centage points in the last seven years, and only 69.9 per cent of GP services are now bulk--
billed. More than 10 million fewer GP visits were bulk-billed last year compared to the situa-
tion when John Howard came to office. In the seat of Port Adelaide, 87 per cent of our GPs
bulk-bill, and you wonder how long they can keep going. They are under real pressure; they
tell me so. Some of my constituents tell me how difficult it is to find a GP who bulk-bills. We
now get people from the eastern suburbs, the wealthy suburbs, coming down to the doctorsin
my electorate. Some of our locals have found that they have had to keep those people out and
refuse them service. You now have to book a GP, and it can take weeks to see anybody.

The average out-of-pocket cost to see a doctor who does not bulk-hill is now $12.78, which
isa 55 per cent increase since the Howard government came to office in 1996. Take as an ex-
ampl e the widespread begging by young and old on the streets of our capital cities. Is there
anyone on the government side who would give credence to the idea that some of the begging
could be avoided if we targeted funding to the needy and if that targeting of the needy were
government policy? Let us examine the begging. | do not mean the professional begging that
you see in Sydney and Melbourne—and sometimes in Adelaide, but very rarely. Look at the
young mothers and the children begging on the city streets. Does anyone on the government
side concede that just maybe that $3 billion subsidy for health insurance is aimed at the wrong
group? Could it have been better targeted?

On the same theme, everyone in this House is aware of the billions of dollars being trans-
ferred from public to private education. By the false god of choice from the coalition has
many a parent fallen. Take the example of two working parents on modest wages who, noting
the bias of the government against public education, feel compelled to join the bandwagon of
private education. Unfortunately for many parents, this not only results in a transfer of their
funds but can result in good parenting being replaced by poor parenting or no parenting. It
happens, and | have seen it happen more often than people would wish to admit.

Under this government, money buys you a degree and merit cannot guarantee you a place.
In this country, merit cannot guarantee you a place in a university! The coalition has ripped
out more than $5 billion from Australian universities. By 2003 there were 20,000 fewer fully
funded places than in 1996. Student fees have jumped 85 per cent since 1996. Some students
are now paying $100,000 for a degree. Take the single pensioner with no income other than
the pension who pays, even with the rebate, up to $1,500 a year—a sum they can ill afford—
on health insurance. They do it. Many people in my electorate do it and they cannot afford it.

Under the coalition the Australian labour market has dived to an alarming rate of |ow-paid,
low-skilled, part-time and insecure employment. In my state of South Australia 50 per cent of
the labour market can be so described. Australia wide the figure is 40 per cent. There are 2.1
million Australians who are affected by underemployment and unemployment. In question
time the other week the Prime Minister bragged that 1.3 million jobs had been created by the
caalition in their seven years tenure. However, to my continued interjections of ‘How many
full-time jobs? the Prime Minister was decidedly silent. And so he should be. The quantum
figure of 1.3 million jobs is misleading in the extreme, and the Prime Minister knows it. Al-
most all of those 1.3 million jobs are low-skilled, low-paid, part-time and insecure jobs in
retail, hospitality, aged and child-care centres and call centres.
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Where exactly are the full-time, high-skilled, highly paid jobs genuine Australian busi-
nesses have been screaming about for years? Where indeed is there any recognition on the
government side of the significant skill shortages in the Australian labour market? And they
are significant. If even for one moment you think that Australians are relaxed and comfort-
able, as promised by this Prime Minister, ignoring for a moment the serious international con-
flicts we face, then simply watch the behaviour of more and more Australians on Australian
roads. Watch what happens at sporting events. Go for a walk in a deprived suburb. Listen to
the anger in the voices of talkback radio participants. Talk to the people who have to deal with
the victims of violence and child abuse. Read the letters to the editor pages. Ask yourself this
guestion: are these the indicators of a relaxed, comfortable, inclusive and fair society? Go and
visit an emergency admission centre at any public hospital and you will be shocked. It will
illuminate things for you for all the wrong reasons. Observe, just for a moment, the abandon-
ment of mentally ill people on the streets of our cities and suburbs. Take account of the fact
that depression is now the second most prevalent disease in this country. Even a former right-
wing extremist like former Victorian Premier Jeff Kennett recognised that. It was too late,
mind you, but he did at least recognise that and change his views. The evidence on Mebourne
streets was overwhel ming.

Take alook at the increasing failure to attend to transport, power and tourism infrastructure
maintenance in this country. Will the former power failures in Auckland in 1998 be repeated
in Australia? You bet they will. Will Australia ever get the right balance between road, rail
and shipping transport? Not under this government. Take the classic example of the partisan-
ship of the government and their intention to increase pharmaceutical charges by 30 per cent.
The highest taxing government in the nation’s history intends to tax the poor and the chroni-
cally ill even more than the unacceptable levels that they face today. Why do we pay benefits
to take them away in taxation? The poor should not be paying taxation. It is just a ludicrous
situation to take money away in the form of taxation and then try to give part of it back in
terms of benefits. It is just a waste of time and a self-indulgent waste of energy. It is money
that should be going to infrastructure.

The highest taxing government in Australian history has transferred, and continues to trans-
fer, more and more of the nation’'s wealth to fewer and fewer of the privileged classes. That is
true for health: there is a $2.5 billion health insurance rebate at the expense of public hospi-
tals. That is true for education: we have billion-dollar subsidies for religious and ethnic pri-
vate schools at the expense of public schools. Itis out of control. That is true for transport. An
exception of course is the Alice Springs-Darwin railway. The coalition has deliberately taken
money away from health, education, training and transport and diminished potential job op-
portunities—full-time, skilled jobs with high pay—for ordinary Australians.

The coalition has deliberately created a labour market dynamic that fails to reward the peo-
ple who actually do the work in our society. Is that an extravagant statement? | do not think
so. Have a look at the salaries and conditions of aged care workers and child-care workers. |
thought a civilised society was one that 1ooked after its aged and its children. What do we pay
our aged care workers and child-care workers? Almost slave wage rates. What about the as-
sembly line workers, teachers, nurses, policemen, policewomen, transport operators, retail and
hospitality workers and call centre operators? They run the place; they do the work—and we
pay them piddling wages. At the same time we recognise that credit card debt is mushrooming
out of control as peoplein this country live beyond their means.
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Note the increasing anger in our society: go to the schools, go to the workplace, go for a
drive on the roads in any city, and ook in our own homes. The state that ignores those warn-
ing signs is preparing the way for its long-term demise. Hundreds of thousands of people
marching for reconciliation and against the war in Iraq are marching for more than just those
two issues. Just as it happened in ancient Rome, ancient Greece, imperial France or Stalinist
Russia, so it can happen in what is loosely termed Western democracies. When the real pur-
pose of the state to advantage the majority of the citizens is ignored and when education,
health and real job opportunities are limited to the privileged, the government can be seen as
writing its own epitaph—nbut it might also write the epitaph for our own country.

As Ross Gittins pointed out in a Monday Sydney Morning Herald a couple of weeks ago,
the government could set up a future vision for this country. | will repeat some of his major
suggestions. We could set up an education and research endowment fund—that is, take the
future skill needs of this country seriously. We could break the impasse on salinity and water
rights by compensating farmers in return for moving to a properly priced water regime. We
could straighten out and speed up every rail freight track in the land. We could resume bor-
rowings and start acquiring responsible debt. Of course Gittins means investing in worthwhile
capital projects—not wasting money on recurrent expenditure that disappears to privileged
people around this country—that would deliver both short-term and long-term benefits
stretching over the next 10, 20 and maybe even 60 years. It is perfectly responsible, even de-
sirable, to finance them by borrowing. Ross Gittins sums up his article with the profound
statement for al politicians:

Just think of the political kudos to be had by the palitician with the smarts to reinvent that principle.
And the guy—

or the woman—

with the head start in pulling it off is the guy—

or the woman—

with the impeccable records of treating debt responsibly.

That is the real message in his article. It is a message that ought to be listened to by govern-
ment and opposition alike. It ought to be particularly listened to by state governments, who
are notorious—whatever political persuasion they are—for wasting money and failing to in-
vest in along-term future.

Has this Howard-Costello government got the political smarts to recognise and achieve a
future vision? Its track record, | suggest, indicates otherwise. This message ought to be revis-
ited by the Labor state governments throughout Australia, including my own in South Austra-
lia. Just prior to Christmas, the state Labor government in South Australia made a very wel-
come decision to commence the port expressway but, unlike what they said in their election
promise, they failed to link it to the decision to build aroad and rail bridge over the Port River
to achieve what would be the best transport hub in Australia and perhaps one of the best in the
world.

There are such things as responsible borrowings and good debt. It is time federal, state and
local governments realised this important principle. Local government, too, do not do enough
in terms of local spending on infrastructure. They ought to be spending 30 per cent of their
budgets on infrastructure—as should the states and as should the federal government—but
they do not, and that is why we are in such a mess in this country. Australians deserve better
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than what they are currently getting from all forms of government, including the Howard-
Costello government. But the real leadership, of course, does not come from state or local
government; it comes from the federal government. What a pity it has all gone missing for the
last seven years.

Mr EDWARDS (Cowan) (5.51 p.m.)—I rise to speak on Appropriation Bill (No. 3) 2002-
2003 and Appropriation Bill (No. 4) 2002-2003. The Whitlam government determined in the
mid-seventies that Australia should have its own gallantry award system in place. Common-
sense should have dictated that conferring Australian awards equivalent to those originally
recommended would have been the logical way to go. Incredibly, this issue was allowed to
drag on for years. When the coalition—to its credit, | might say—finally decided to bring the
matter to a head, Mrs Bishop, the former Minister for Defence Industry, Science and Person-
nel, took the quite ludicrous step of refusing Australian gallantry awards to six diggers. At the
same time, she conferred those same awards on officers. Her decision caused those six dig-
gers to knock back her downgraded recommendations, and it led to the largest refusal of
awards in Australia’s history. Though the minister remained unrepentant, there was only ever
one way to resolve this impasse: the six men would eventually have to receive the same gal-
lantry awards as the officers. That is basically what happened.

The decision to grant Australian awards close to 30 years after our involvement in Vietnam
had finished was unusual in that it broke with the British practice of not allowing gallantry
awards to be made past a predetermined date. In the history of imperial awards, however,
there had been one notable exception to this. In 1907, King Edward VI, after being very
much opposed to the ides, finally relented and all owed posthumous VCs to be awarded to six
men who had been killed in campaigns in the latter half of the 19th century. Two of these
awards related to actions as far back as the Indian mutiny of the 1850s. The war office was
fearful that many next of kin would be encouraged to seek the upgrading of existing awards—
the so-called shoals of applicants syndrome. The terms and conditions under which those
posthumous V Cs were granted ensured that no such rash rush of applicants eventuated.

What can we learn from this? First, a precedent was set when Australian gallantry awards
were granted to replace imperial awards which should have been granted but were not. Sec-
ond, the precedent set in 1907 and repeated in an Australian context showed that the passage
of time need not necessarily inhibit the issue of awards, even in the case of the VC. Mr John
Bradford of Adelaide is an authority on the administrative processes associated with posthu-
mous awards from the turn of the 20th century onwards. He discovered a decision about the
imperial POWs who were deemed to have been killed while making genuine attempts to es-
cape. Quota constraints were not to apply to such awards, as was shown in the Stalag Luft 3
great escape, where 50 recaptured POWs were executed at the express order of Hitler. All,
including five Australians, received posthumous recognition. Australian POWs who were
killed in similar situations while serving in the European theatre of the war also received
posthumous recognition.

However, the situation regarding our Far East POW's was not so clear-cut. It would seem
that in 1946-47 Australian military authorities failed to process a great mgjority of recom-
mendations for awards to Australian POWs who had suffered a similar fate. Liond Wig-
more’s official history records that there were 27 prisoners of war executed for attempting to
escape—the largest single execution occurring on 6 June 1942 at the Tavoy POW camp in
Burma. Here, a group of eight POWS, all Victorians and all from the 2nd/4th Antitank Regi-
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ment, were recaptured a few days after escaping. In spite of spirited appeals on their behalf by
senior officers, all were executed without trial. Forced to act as a witness to these executions,
the camp’'s senior Australian officer, Brigadier A.L. Varley, noted, ‘ The spirit of these eight
men was wonderful. They all spoke cheerio and good luck messages to one another and never
showed any sign of fear—a truly courageous end.’

Mr Bradford later located an Australian War Memorial file which listed 22 of the 27 men,
including the eight from Tavoy, who were recommended for posthumous mentions in dis-
patches. Yet, of the 22 recommendations, only three mentions were subsequently confirmed in
Commonwealth gazettes and, of these, two are listed as ‘live' rather than ‘ posthumous'. John
then contacted the Soldier Career Management Agency, where the service records of these
men are held. They confirmed the awards were never made. John Bradford next approached
Veterans' Affairs and suggested that these luckless men should have their service, devotion to
duty and gallantry recognised by present day Australian awards. Furthermore, he argued that,
since the administration of these awards had been entirely the responsibility of our military
authorities, counterarguments based on conditions for imperial awards, end-of-war lists or
quotas were largely irrelevant.

| believe the following to be a fair analogy. When the jungles to our north give up World
War |l dead, as they are prone to do on occasion, we proudly accord them the ceremony and
honour that istheir due. By doing so, we help to bring closure to the next of kin who remain.
When our archives yield their secrets, should we not do the same—particularly when it is
known that their next of kin were never informed of their loved ones being passed over for
recognition? Yet today, while our government has a moral obligation and the means to bring
closure to this unfinished business, sadly, it steadfastly refusesto do so.

In my time here, which is a relatively short time, | have seen moves which have had some
bipartisan support to have VCs awarded—for example, in the case of John Kirkpatrick Simp-
son of Gallipali fame, and of course Teddy Sheean, who was a person championed in this
House by the member for Braddon, Sid Sidebottom, who has spoken on these issues with
some passion. | think it is very difficult for members of parliament to rectify—as King Ed-
ward VII did along time ago when he decreed that the six English soldiers should have their
awards granted after some 50-plus years—without that regal authority what has really been an
oversight or amiscarriage of justice.

But it seems to me that there needs to be a requirement or a capacity for us to have some
mechanism to address those issues of unfairness as they come to light. |1 know there was a
Second World War end-of-war list. | know there was a list initiated a long time after the Viet-
nam War had finished. Those end-of-war lists, to some degree, rectified the unfairness which
occurred—and which always occurs—in relation to the awarding of medals of gallantry. It
seems to me that there needs to be some process through which members of parliament, if
they are made aware of these situations, can refer them to some authority or some group of
people which has a capacity to review these things. | am very keen to pursue that—and in-
deed, in line with some of my colleagues, will pursue it—in an attempt to find some justice
and to bring some closure to some of these issues. | greatly appreciate the dedication of Mr
Bradford, who has put an immense amount of work into not just this issue but a number of
other issues. | thank him for taking the time to make me aware. | thank him for the campaign
he is currently running with various ministers and parliamentarians, who are seeking to get
justice for these people despite the fact that it is so long ago.
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| think it istimely that the member for Ballarat is in the chamber because | know that she
has been approached by one of her constituents, a survivor of the Battle of Long Tan, who is
one of many who have been very unfairly treated. A couple of days after the conclusion of
that battle—and it was the biggest battle, | think, that Australian troops were involved in dur-
ing our time in Vietham—the Vietnamese government of the day decided that they wanted to
award some Vietnamese awards to some of the Australian soldiers who were involved in that
battle, and to some of the Australian soldiers who showed incredible bravery. It was a very
embarrassing situation for the Vietnamese authorities and for the troops invol ved because, just
prior to the awards being granted, the then Australian ambassador stepped in on behalf of the
government and prevented these very deserving awards being presented on the basis that the
Vietnamese government had not sought or been granted the approval of Her Mgjesty the
Queen of England. It was a very interesting situation: it was a war in which Australian troops
were involved and in which British troops were not involved; yet, when the government of the
country that we were in part serving wanted to recognise the valour of some of our diggers, it
was prevented doing so by the Queen of England.

A commitment was made to those troops that approval would be sought by Australian
authorities for those awards to go ahead and that they would later be granted. All of thisis
documented. | have seen a letter from a very high-ranking Vietnamese member of the gov-
ernment at the time which confirms that it was indeed the intention of the then South Viet-
namese government to make those awards. The embarrassing thing, from the point of view of
the Vietnamese, was that the troops were all on parade awaiting the awards. They had to dis-
patch a couple of runnersto the local market to buy things such as Vietnamese dolls and cigar
boxes, which were then brought back for presentation to the troops. This is unfinished busi-
ness as far as| am concerned and it is unfinished business as far as the member for Ballarat is
concerned, and we intend to pursue thisissue.

As a matter of fairness and decency, | think the minister and the government of the day
should accept that the intention was there, the proof is there, and these deserving Vietnam
veterans should be granted the right to wear these Vietnamese decorations. They should be
granted that right before Anzac Day so they can wear them when they parade with their mates
this coming Anzac Day. | call on the minister to do this. | assure her that she will have the
wholehearted support of our side of palitics and it will be a gesture greatly appreciated by
those members of D Company, 6th Battalion who would like to wear those awards. They fedl
very strongly about this, not because they want more ribbons on their chest but because they
seeit as arecognition of the sacrifices of their mates who were killed that day. They seeit asa
recognition of the courage of those Australian soldiers who did not survive. So it is unfinished
business and | would call on the minister to address the issue. There is plenty of evidence
there and there is a need to bring this matter to an end. If it is not done, | can assure the gov-
ernment that when we return to the Treasury bench—as we will in due course, because the
political wheel turns, as it is turning now—those recognitions will be made. | want to take the
opportunity to congratulate the member for Ballarat, a new member in this chamber, for the
very wholehearted way in which she has made representation on behalf of her constituent and,
in so doing, on behalf of all of those former members of the ADF who have been impacted on
by this decision.

| was absolutely appalled to pick up the Sunday Times on Sunday and read a banner head-
ling, ‘ Prisonerstortured’. | was further appalled when | then read on to the body of the article
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to find that members of the Special Air Service are being accused, via the Sunday Times and
via ABC journalist Liam Bartlett, of torturing Indonesian soldiers who were captured in East
Timor. | find the article to be one which lacks credibility. | must say, for ajournalist like Liam
Bartlett, who has a lot of credibility and a big following in Western Australia, | am very dis-
appointed in what | consider to be a piece of junkyard journalism. This article comes on the
eve of the Australian troops being deployed to war in Irag. It is an article and a piece of jour-
nalism which impacts on the very high standing that they have within the military nations of
thisworld. | think it is a very unfair piece of journalism because it lacks any evidence at all.
The interesting thing is that there were some matters that have been investigated by at least
two authorities, one of them being the Australian Federal Police and the other the United Na-
tions body which has responsibility for these matters. Both of those bodies found that there
were no cases to answer. And there is an ongoing investigation—a very inept investigation—
being conducted, under which a particular member of the SAS is being charged.

This person has had justice denied—because justice delayed is justice denied—for some
2, years. Not only does this article, in my view, breach what | would consider to be sub ju-
dice rules but it does not give this person, who is facing some charges and who | believe will
ultimately be exonerated, a fair go. But most importantly it does not give those members of
the Special Air Service who cannot speak for themsel ves—some because they are on deploy-
ment—an opportunity to respond to this sort of stuff. | find it very unfair, and | wonder how
much damage it does to the reputation of the Special Air Service and to the very fine reputa-
tion of the members of our Australian Defence Force. | wonder how much damage it might do
to their wellbeing should they, in turn, ever have the unfortunate circumstance of being cap-
tured.

| call on this government to bring to a close this inept investigation carried out by incom-
petent people and to let the soldier who is facing these charges have his day in court. | do not
know whether we can ask for anything more than that. Fairness and justice demand that this
man should have his day in court, that this issue should be dealt with and that the SAS should
be given the opportunity to clear their very good name. | want to reiterate my disappointment
inthisarticle by Liam Bartlett and the presentation of this article by the Sunday Times. It does
neither of them any good.

MsKING (Ballarat) (6.11 p.m.)—I rise to speak on Appropriation Bill (No. 3) 2002-2003
and Appropriation Bill (No. 4) 2002-2003. | thank the member for Cowan for again raisingin
this chamber the issue of the awarding of medals that are still outstanding to veterans of Long
Tan. Certainly | have a member in my electorate who stood on the parade ground and felt hu-
miliated when he was handed a doll instead of the medal that he was expecting. | think the
member for Cowan would acknowledge that it has been a problem that successive govern-
ments have not rectified, and | am certainly pleased to join with him in saying that, should we
get into government, it will be rectified. | ask the government to look at giving some biparti-
san support to dealing with this issue. Long Tan was a terrible battle, and people in our com-
munity still live with the scars of that battle today. Bill from my electorate does deserve the
recognition and the medal that he expected to get as he stood on that hot parade ground and
felt humiliated by his treatment on that day.

Today, on the day when the Prime Minister has committed Australia to war, it is hard to fo-
cus on domestic issues. But, as | will have the opportunity to speak in the House—hopefully,
tomorrow—on Irag, | would like to try to focus today on domestic issues and, in particular, on
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families in my electorate of Ballarat. | want to focus on the failure of the government to rec-
ognise that families on middle to low incomes are vulnerable financially and that many of the
government’s own policies and decisions are making them increasingly so. While the gov-
ernment has been totally preoccupied about fighting a war on foreign sail, it has forgotten
about the lives of ordinary families in my electorate. Under the seven years of this govern-
ment, we have seen families experiencing increased taxation and families burdened with rec-
ord levels of debt who increasingly live off credit cards. Under this government, we have also
seen a loss of services. All of these factors mean that families in my electorate are more vul-
nerable to changes in interest rates, stock market prices, price rises and certainly job insecu-
rity. The government has lost touch with the lives of ordinary wage-earning families. Never is
this more evident than when it continues to turn a blind eye to the huge payouts being given to
failed corporate executives while at the same time it punishes families by putting them into
debt through its flawed family payments system.

The Prime Minister will tell you that things have never been better for what he likes to call
the ‘mainstream’. He will tell you that under this government all the families on low and mid-
die incomes are feeling relaxed and comfortable. The middle income earners of Bennelong,
where the median weekly family income is almost double that of families in my electorate,
may be feeling relaxed and comfortable, but | can tell you that in my electorate, where the
median weekly family income is $700, people are fighting a much more fundamental battle:
the battle for their family’s survival.

| guess you could not expect much more of the Prime Minister, surrounded as he is by
wealth and affluence. Ensconced in Kirribilli, sipping from his extensive wine collection, staff
on hands and knees clipping the shag pile on the new carpet with nail scissors, glowing new
curtains and carpet to the value of $65,000, watching the online $10,000 plasma TV—now
returned—eating in the Lodge from the new $16,000 Wedgwood dinner setting, swanning
into the newly refurbished office in Phillip Street with its $3,500 sofa, $4,500 TV storage
cabinet and $3,500 newspaper stand—that sure beats my magazine rack at home—how could
you expect him to know? There is very little for families in my electorate to feel relaxed and
comfortable about, given the financial pressure they are under.

The last seven years have been the seven highest-taxing years in Australia’s history. There
have been five occasions so far where income tax has been 17 per cent more than our GDP.
Every one of those occasions has been under the stewardship of this government. Australians
have had one tax cut in seven years but, as with all things with this government, you have got
to watch what the other hand is doing. The tax cut was of course introduced alongside the
biggest indirect tax we have seen, the GST. Combine this with a whole range of levies that
have either been imposed directly or passed down through increased costs of consumer items:
the dairy levy, the Ansett ticket tax, the Timor tax and the sugar levy. The sugar levy will have
adirect impact on my electorate, with the two largest employers, Master Foods and McCains,
now facing an unfair increasein one of their major inputs to production—an increase that will
of course be passed onto consumers but which also puts jobs in my e ectorate under pressure.
I am sure | am not in the only electorate affected by this. | suspect that the member for Par-
ramatta, with Coca-Cola in his electorate, shares my views on this unfair tax. Whilst the in-
come tax the government introduced is well and truly long gone, we till have the GST and
we still have the continued introduction of levies and surcharges that the government likes to
pretend are not really taxes.
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With the government having sgquandered the surplus in the 2001 election campaign, it
seems its only solution now is to transfer the cost of what generally have been government
responsibilities to individuals and families through introducing levies. Families are living un-
der arecord level of debt. Household debt has doubled; household debt in this country is over
half a trillion dollars. We heard earlier this month that the household saving figures, for the
first time, had gone into the negative. In Treasuryspeak, they say, ‘ For the first time, Austra-
lian families have dissavings.’ In ordinary language, families are spending more than they
actually earn. Credit card debt has tripled to $22 billion under this government, with many
families carrying several credit cards with over $2,000 limits on each. M ortgage repayments
now take up more of the family budget than before. For many people who aready own their
own home, the housing market boom in Ballarat has been a real bonus, but for many young
couples and low-income families trying to buy their first home the squeeze is certainly on.
The average size of home loans has increased by 67 per cent, and monthly mortgage repay-
ments chew up nearly 43 per cent of family income across Australia. In some capital cities, it
has risen to as high as 54 per cent.

The government likes to hit out at the Labor Party when it talks about interest rates, but it
does not like it when you point out that, given the proportion of incomes that people are now
paying on their mortgages, even an interest rate of half a per cent will send many families
broke. A half a per cent interest rate rise in today’s circumstances would be the equivalent of a
13 to 14 per cent interest rate rise. They are not my figures; they are figures the National
Australia Bank, when they visited my electorate, gave to me. The proportion of Australians
buying their first home compared to the total is now dropping. For families and individuals
who have paid off their mortgages, there have been benefits, but for low-income families and
young couples trying to enter the housing market it is becoming increasingly difficult.

The government’s flawed family payments system is also creating a debt trap for many
families. Geraldine McDonald of Wendouree in my electorate contacted my office last year,
having incurred a debt of almost $2,000. She had experienced redundancy under two empl oy-
ers during the course of the year and her husband's hours in the building industry were en-
tirely unpredictable. She had informed Centrelink on each occasion that she thought her and
her husband's income had varied but, under the government's own system, they were in-
formed that they would now have a debt. The government’s flawed family payments system is
totally out of step with the earning patterns of Australian families, with families being hit with
end-of-year debts if their income fluctuates, despite advising Centrelink immediately of the
changes.

The government likes to talk about choice but in fact it has narrowed the choices available
to many low- and middle-income families by creating the circumstances under which those
families are put into increasing debt. In the context of all this, the government has been shift-
ing the cost of services onto families and individuals. People are now paying for services that
they previously did not pay for. We have seen an increase in premiums for private health in-
surance—something the government said would decrease—and in the cost of seeing a GP.
Child-care costs are also increasing. Medicare is under pressure. The rate of bulk-billing has
been decreasing in my electorate and now rests at only 57.1 per cent of GP services—10 per
cent lower than the national average and down from 65 per cent only two years ago. In every
year since the éection of the Howard government, bulk-billing rates have decreased. The av-
erage out-of-pocket cost to see a doctor who does not bulk-bill is now $12.78—up 55 per cent
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since the government was elected. For many families in my eectorate, it is difficult to gain
access to a general practitioner. General practitioners themselves are under enormous pressure
as their waiting lists blow out and practices desperately try to recruit more doctors. We are
about 15 short in Ballarat city itself. As aregional community, we get limited support to re-
cruit doctors, and the pressure on my local doctors, particularly those who bulk-bill, is
mounting.

The government’s response to this has been that they never saw Medicare as including
bulk-billing as a universal service, and they argue that it should not be seen as a universal
service. On this, the government are simply wrong. Medicare is not solely about Australian
health care agreements; it is also about the provision of general practice services. Most people
see the Medicare levy as a contract between themsel ves and the government for the provision
of bulk-billing. We have seen various reports about the possibility of the government means
testing access to bulk-hilling and, although the government say they will not do it, the reports
continue to come out.

In the area of child care, it isincreasingly difficult for families in my electorate both to ac-
cess child care and to afford it. It is almost impossible to get accurate information on unmet
demand in child care, as the government refuses to release data or advice from the state and
territory planning and advisory committees. | managed to get hold of some of this from Victo-
rialast year. This data pointed to a shortage of over 4,500 long day care child-care places in
Victoria—60 full-time long day care placesin my e ectorate alone.

Recently, our local newspaper, after doing a survey of al our child-care centres, estimated
that there were well over 100 families on the various child-care waiting lists in the city of
Ballarat alone. The figures, | would argue, are only the tip of the iceberg and not an accurate
reflection of actual demand. So bad has the problem of trying to access child care in my elec-
torate become that, prior to 7 am. every Monday morning, parents joint a queue outside the
front of the occasional child-care centre to book occasional child-care places for the next
week. To be fair, the centre also operates a phone queue in conjunction with the queue at the
door. Sometimes it can take 45 minutes to reach the front of the queue either on the phone or
at the door. The staff are doing the best they can but the reality is that there are just not
enough child-care places for the demand. By the time they reach the end of the queue, many
of the parents are told that the places and the times that they wanted are not available. Many
of these parents work full time and, so that they can work, have to use occasional child care to
make up one of the pieces of the patchwork of carefor childrenin my electorate.

The government provides no assistance to regional communities such as mine to try to
work through the problem. With no funding provided to assist local government in planning
nor any digibility for private provider incentive funding or disadvantaged area subsidies, we
have had to resort to trying to fundraise from our local community and our local businesses—
even just to get accessto data locally to try to attract a private provider into the area. The gov-
ernment has clearly abdicated its responsibilities for planning in child care, for collecting and
devel oping data on unmet need and in ensuring that the quality of child care continues to im-
prove. The government has washed its hands of any direct role in shaping children’'s care—
certainly in my electorate in Ballarat.

There are worrying times ahead for Australian families. Families in my electorate are ex-
tremely vulnerable to changes in circumstances. Many families no longer have a financial
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buffer to see them through if there are tough times. If there is a national problem, a personal
problem such as serious illness or one of the kids getting sick, or a local problem such as a
factory closure many of my families will not cope. After seven years of this government,
families in my electorate are not relaxed and comfortable. They are increasingly under pres-
sure.

Mrs IRWIN (Fowler) (6.25 p.m.)—I rise to speak on Appropriation Bill (No. 3) 2002-
2003 and Appropriation Bill (No. 4) 2002-2003, which represent the method of financing the
government uses to adjust its expenditure following the framing of its budget. It makes ad-
justments for items which could not have been planned for in the budget for one reason or
another. It reminds me of something | see almost every week at the local supermarket: mum
takes the trolley full of groceries to the checkout and hopes that the final tally will come to
less than she has in her purse; if it does not—and | see this all too often—she has to offload
any little treats or luxuries, and sometimes even essentials, so that she can make her expendi-
ture fit her budget. Of course, the government does not have to do this. It does not have to
suffer the embarrassment of being caught short at the checkout. The government does not
have to worry about such things. It can pull afew tricks out of its hat to square the accounts. |
note that the government claims it has made $167 million in savings. That, you might say, is
what it took out of the supermarket trolley before it got to the checkout. But normally it does
not have to worry. Unlike Oliver Twist, it can come back to the parliament, ask for more and
not be refused.

In considering these appropriation bills, we should look at the items the government has
loaded into its shopping trolley since the budget last May. We should ask how they were
overlooked in the first place and just how essential they really are. It isnot a big list, but there
are some interesting items in it. The parliamentary secretary tells us that these expenditures
are essential and unavoidable. They total more than $1.45 billion, so it is not just a few minor
items. The effect of the drought has led to some unexpected items, and these make up a large
part of the total. So too does increased expenditure on security measures and the payouts to
the victims of the Bali bombings—all essential and unavoidable. But it is the largest item on
the list which attracted my attention, not because it is lavish or wasteful—far from it—but
because it is showing up in these appropriation bills. Theitem | refer tois $350 million for the
rephasing from the 2001-02 budget period to 2002-03 of Australia’s contribution to the 13th
replenishment of the International Devel opment Association and Australia’s commitment to
the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Initiative—that is, $350 million in rephased expenditure.

| like that word ‘rephased’. It means, ‘We should have paid it last year but we didn’'t.” We
are not given areason why it was not paid. | can only assume that it was not paid because it is
treated as a handout to poor countries and it is considered that they can afford to wait until we,
the generous donors, are good and ready to pay them. | would like to be able to rephase some
of my commitments. | am sure the electricity supplier would not mind waiting until next year
for meto pay my bill; | am sure the local council would not mind if | paid the rates next year
instead of now; and | am sure the bank would be happy if | rephased my mortgage repay-
ments until next year as well. But governments can rephase. They can put off until next year
what they do not pay now. Who misses out? Only those who might have got their payment
earlier. In this case, the heavily indebted poor countries can just wait their turn. Their funding
has been rephased.
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The obvious reason for the payment being rephased is that the 13th replenishment under
the International Development Association was not finalised until 1 July 2002, so the payment
could not have been made in the 2001-02 budget. While we could hardly say that the govern-
ment was dragging its heels with its payment, it does say something about the operation of the
World Bank when it all ows the process to drag along beyond what was originally expected.

| have taken a closer look at the programs funded under this item to see what might be the
effect of delaying payments. The International Development Association is a member of the
World Bank Group and provides the world's poorest countries with what it calls ‘credits'.
These credits are loans at zero interest with a 10-year grace period and maturities of 35 to 40
years. As we can see from the figures in this bill, we are committing just $350 million as
Australia’'s contribution to this replenishment of the International Development Association,
as well as our contribution to the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Initiative. When you look
at it, that seems like a magjor contribution. The total for the replenishment is given as $US23
billion over three years of the cycle. Australia’s contribution is roughly three per cent of the
total pool of funds. When you look at the amount of $23 hillion, it represents less than one-
tenth of one per cent of the total of more than $US2.5 trillion owed by poor countries to the
World Bank. So we should seeit as adrop in the ocean interms of its overall effect.

When we | ook at the record of the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Initiative so far the re-
sults are far from encouraging. The initiative was introduced in 1996, but with the require-
ment that to qualify for the assistance a country must have completed three years under a
structural adjustment program. The initial funding started coming online in 1998. The struc-
tural adjustment program requires poor countries to follow a strict diet of economic measures
prescribed by the World Bank. The program often leads to poor countries cutting spending on
education, food subsidies and health care. Instead of investing in their future, poor countries
are forced to pay back debts that just get bigger and bigger every day. It is not surprising that
only a handful of countries have received end relief under the initiative. Countries such as
Uganda received only $350 million but lost other debt relief assistance as a result. Uganda
was regarded as one of the most promising countries to benefit from debt relief under the
HIPC Initiative, but Uganda's experience does not hold out much hope for other countries
whose debt position is even worse. Two years after reaching its completion point, Uganda has
not been able to secure relief from all creditors. Uganda's debt stands at $1.6 billion—$322
million more than expected under the HIPC Initiative. So here we have the best example even
deeper in debt despite the HIPC Initiative.

Since its introduction in 1996, the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Initiative has failed to
lift the debt burden of the world's poorest countries. To give an example of the process, let us
look at Ethiopia. Ethiopiais a country ravaged by years of war and drought. When Ethiopia
reaches its completion point in June of this year, it will have received $1.3 billion in debt re-
lief—or 47 per cent of its total external debt. This is expected to reduce the ratio of debt to
exports from 284 per cent to 150 per cent.

Ethiopia has the third lowest human devel opment indicators in the world. Life expectancy
there is 43 years. Despite reducing its debt of 47 per cent, the debt repayments remain high.
Ethiopiais facing debt repayments of more than $100 million a year in the coming years, but
its debt can only remain sustainable if it meets annual export growth of eight per cent a year.
That is a hard task even for better placed economies. When you consider that its exports have
grown at less than one per cent a year over the past decadg, it is not hard to see that Ethiopia
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will not be able to sustain its debt repayments in the long term. We should not ignore the fact
that Ethiopiais seeking new loans, including one for over a billion dollars to rebuild its war-
ravaged economy.

Itisclear that, despite programs such as the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Initiative, we
are not likely to see a turnaround in the debt position of the world's poorest countries. At the
same time, we are seeing an increase in the number of the world's population who are living
in dire poverty. The debt burden of the world's poorest countries is the biggest single barrier
to those countries improving the living standards of their people. It is a catch-22 situation:
countries are poor because of the interest they pay on an outstanding debt, but they cannot
improve their economic performance without taking on more debt. To make matters worse,
poor countries must earn foreign exchange in hard currencies to pay off their debt. They need
to produce commodities that have a world market, such as coffee, but the more coffee that is
produced, the lower the price. So poor countries actually earn less and less hard currency to
pay the interest on their loans.

While developed countries, including Australia, benefit from low commodity prices, sub-
sistence farming is replaced by cash crops, which are subject to fluctuating markets. Drought,
conflict and disease can mean that whole regions are left without money to buy food, and
starvation is suffered in areas that were once self-sufficient in food production. Poor countries
need to refinance |oans, taking on new |oans to service old ones. On top of this are the re-
quirements of the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund for structural adjustment.
These requirements have meant that poor countries spend less on education and health care,
so they do not devel op the capacity to improve their output. The ideology of the World Bank
and the IMF would rival the worst excesses of Stalinist Russia and Mao's China in its impact
on world populations.

However, there have been winners. Countries providing loans have been able to impose
conditions where the funds can only be used for purchases from the lending nation. According
to one source, over 80 per cent of foreign aid from the United States returns directly through
its exports. The effect of this redistribution of the world's income was seen in the 1980s, when
real wages declined by 60 per cent in Mexico, by 50 per cent in Argentina and by 70 per cent
in Peru. Aswe have seen in country after country, they strip their resources to repay debts, but
where are they now? Deeper and deeper in debt.

If we look for the causes of the problem, it is obvious that one basic economic rule has
been broken. As anyone in business will tell you, it is okay to borrow as long as the money
borrowed gives you a greater return than the interest paid on it, so the borrowed money
should only be used on productive investments. However, countries have used borrowings for
other purposes. While many of these should have been seen to be wasteful, many were taken
on the advice of the World Bank. While the World Bank was happy to give that advice, or
even insist that its advice be taken, when things went wrong it was the people of the indebted
country that were left with the debt. The World Bank people were able to pack up their brief-
cases and set off to another country to wreak havoc on another unsuspecting population.

There were, of course, corrupt leaders who were able to appropriate large amounts of loan
funds for themsel ves and send them to foreign banks. Those same funds could then be used
by the banks to make further loans to poor countries. As long as a bank can make money on
the transaction, there is no morality involved. Many countries have spent huge sums on arms
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supplies—weapons to control their own populations and weapons purchased from rich, devel-
oped nations. When | look at this $350 million item in this bill, | see an amount that, were it
to be spent here in Australia, could meet the needs of many worthy local programs. When
compared to the $2.5 trillion in poor country debt, it is a drop in the ocean. That does not
mean that we should stand back and say that we cannot help much so we should not help at
all.

On my desk calender the other day—and | love reading my desk calender—was a saying
from Mother Teresa that said, ‘If you can't feed a hundred people, feed just one.’ That is the
least we should do, but | cannot help but ask if Australia should not be doing more. The
problems of poor country indebtedness affect the greater part of the African continent, South
America and, importantly for us, southern Asia. Our security is dependent on stability in our
region, and that stability will come to depend on the economic conditions of our near neigh-
bours. Being able to feed just one may not be good enough. This $350 million put towards the
Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Initiative will make a difference to some individuals. But as
far as solving the enormous problem of Third World debt, it is a matter of too little, too late.

Beyond the question of poor country debt, we should not overlook the status of the world's
biggest debtor nation: the United States. We should not forget the business principle that |
mentioned earlier—that debt should be put to productive uses—and we should not forget that
our debt may bring about our own difficulties at some future time. The greatest loss to poor
indebted countries is their loss of control over their own destiny. Governments are forced to
cut spending on health care and on education. They lose the ability to do what this bill is ask-
ing—to spend an extra $1.4 billion on some budget extras. Unless we see a way to deal with
debt in both rich and poor countries, and the international monetary system that provides the
backing for it, we may well find ourselves in the position of the mum | mentioned at the be-
ginning of my speech—at the supermarket being told by the checkout operator to take out
some of the luxuries like health care and education. But isn’t that happening already?

Mr COX (Kingston) (6.44 p.m.)—I rise to speak on the Appropriation Bill (No. 3) 2002-
2003 and the Appropriation Bill (No. 4) 2002-2003. With the budget approaching, the Minis-
ter for Finance and Administration announced that the starting point bottom line has been
downgraded, although he was not specific about how far it has deteriorated. According to the
Mid-Year Economic and Fiscal Outlook, the starting point fiscal balance was a $3.4 billion
surplus, the underlying cash balance was a $4.9 billion surplus and the headline cash balance
was $4 hillion. It is now some years since Australians have received a tax cut. According to
Access Economics, bracket creep in the coming financial year, 2003-04, will produce an extra
$3.5 hillion of revenue. Had that $3.5 billion of bracket creep been returned to taxpayers, the
starting point for this year's budget would have been a $100 million fiscal deficit, a $1.4 bil-
lion underlying cash surplus and a $500 million headline cash surpl us.

That is not a robust fiscal situation given that the economy has now been growing almost
continuously since September 1991—for more than 11 years. The causes of the deterioration
in the budget starting point to which Senator Minchin referred are probably the slowing do-
mestic economy and the cost of the war with Irag. The government is being fairly circumspect
about the cost of the war. All the Treasurer will say publicly is that it will be in the hundreds
of millions of dollars. | would be surprised if it were far short of $1 billion, even if the war is
a short one. Thefirst place that taxpayers are seeing thisis at the petrol pump. Today they are
paying, in all states except Queensland, over $1 a litre. In South Australia, $1.05 is not un-
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common. Thisis the result of two things: the spike in world oil prices as a result of the threat
of war in the Middle East and the strike affecting the Venezuelan oil industry, and the extra
GST paid as petrol prices climb.

The government reaps a considerable financial benefit from petroleum resource rent tax on
domestic oil production when oil prices climb. It is hard to be too precise about this since we
cannot predict how much higher the world oil price will climb, but we can predict that it will
climb. Labor has estimated that this financial year GST revenues will be up by about $220
million and PRRT revenues by $380 million to $410 million. Representatives of the oil majors
tell me that the extra PRRT bill this year has already reached more than $200 million. At the
moment we have no way of knowing how long the war will last and what will be the effect of
its aftermath on ail prices. It is unlikely that the additional revenue from taxes on petrol will
be sufficient to cover the cost of the war. If the war goes on for long, it is very unlikely to
cover it.

The additional GST revenue is, of course, earmarked for the states, so it will reduce the
amount of budget balancing assistance required this year and next financial year under the
Commonwealth’s agreements with the states on the GST. The total amount of budget balanc-
ing assistance that was expected to be required this financial year was $1,690 million and a
further $1,061 million in 2003-04. All the additional revenue, both GST and PRRT, resulting
from the oil price spike will therefore go to the Commonwealth. That is of little comfort to
Australian motorists who have to pay it but it is of substantial benefit to the Treasurer as he
struggles to balance his budget.

There is another factor that | expect will assist him to keep the budget in balance. During
Australia’sinvolvement in East Timor there was a fall-off in normal defence activity, particu-
larly major training exercises, as resources were diverted to the deployment. The result was
that normal defence expenditure was substantially reduced. With Australia now committed to
its largest deployment since Vietnam, | would expect that to be the same this financial year
and probably next financial year. While it is difficult to forecast the value of normal defence
activity that will now not take place, this effect should reduce the pressure on the budget
starting point and subsequent budget balance. Of more significance to the budget is how the
world economy will fare over the next 12 months and how accurately Treasury can forecast it.
The midyear review downgraded the growth forecast from 3% per cent to three per cent with
a relatively strong bounce back to four per cent in 2003-04. In current international condi-
tions, the question is whether that four per cent will be achieved. The other issue bearing
heavily on the budget outlook is the deferral of the sale of the Commonwealth’s majority in-
terest in Telstra. The government has pretended that the falling stock price precipitated this
decision because the Commonwealth would not be able to get fair value for itsinterest in cur-
rent market conditions. | suspect that the low stock price was fortuitous in this regard and al-
lowed the government to not have to confront the National Party on the issue, despite the €f-
fort it had gone to in running the Estensinquiry last year.

The Prime Minister, despite his protestations that he is always ready to take unpopular de-
cisions, may also have taken into account the likely proximity of the sale timetable to possible
federal dection dates and decided that would create an uncomfortable conjunction of events.
The deferral also provided the Treasurer with a convenient excuse to escape a rather foolish
course of action that he had previously been boasting about: his plan to reduce the value of
Commonwealth government securities on issue to zero to close the bond market. He had is-
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sued a discussion paper on the subject with a challenge to the bond market to justify, if it
could, its continued existence. There was some debate about this in the opinion columns of
some major daily newspapers and some circulation of responses to the discussion paper, but
the whole thing came to a head at a seminar at ANU a few weeks ago. The discussion paper
got an icy reception from academics, commentators, ex-senior bureaucrats and the financial
markets.

The arguments put by most of this learned group against closing the bond market were
many. The most important of these was that without a risk-free benchmark the finance mar-
kets would be less efficient and the cost of capital in Australia would be higher. Those bond
market traders who were present made the quite reasonable point that the market did not just
have to be maintained; it had to be kept liquid to ensure price discovery and so that partici-
pants could trade freely. Another substantial point was that however good the Treasurer thinks
he is—and some of us do not think he understands what he is doing or he would not have
proposed getting rid of the bond market in the first place—he has not brought an end to the
economic cycle. A future recession or war, a very relevant point on this day of all days, could
well force the Australian government to borrow money. It was widely fet that the Treasurer’s
primary motivation for the ‘ get rid of the Bond market’ plan was so that he could make a po-
litical point that he had paid off all previous governments debts. There was, in fact, general
criticism of the government’s ‘all debt is bad’ mantra. Some particularly distinguished semi-
nar participants even had the temerity to suggest that public debt is a useful and equitable way
of sharing the cost of long-lived public assets across the generations.

One of the principals of Access Economics, who had apparently spent 17 years in Treas-
ury—Chessdll, | think, was his name—regaled the seminar with a fairytale about the outra-
geous terms on which the Howard government had sold just about every public building ex-
cept Kirribilli, the Lodge and Parliament House. The story was that the good fairy at the de-
partment of finance went to the property market and offered it three wishes if it would buy the
buildings. The property market asked for very long leases with guaranteed tenancies, an ex-
tremely generous price escalation clause and another three wishes. The good fairy at the de-
partment of finance granted these three wishes, the subsequent three wishes and the three
wishes after that. Despite the fact that | am the person who originally told the Auditor-General
that he should look at this financial disaster, | am not going to steal all of Chessell’s fairytale.
| just want to point out that he missed one of the wishes that the department of finance
granted: alavish refurbishment of its own building before it was sold.

The policy point of Chessell’s fairytale was that the reason the good fairy at the finance de-
partment had granted all the property market’s wishes was that it would get the best price for
the assets and be able to pay off more government debt. What the good fairy did not seem to
care about was that the taxpayer was stuck with paying the huge escalation clauses on the
leases, which made the Commonwealth worse off in the long run. This is an appropriate place
to make the point that the Howard government has performed a pea and thimble trick with
debt reduction. It will, by the end of this financial year, have reduced net government debt by
some $61.7 hillion, but it has sold $55.4 billion of assets to do so. | seek leave to incorporate
in Hansard a table showing sales of non-financial assets and financial assets in each year the
government has been in office together with the reduction in net debt it has achieved in each
of those years.

Leave granted.
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The table read as follows:
ASSET SALESAS A PROPORTION OF REDUCTION IN COMMONWEALTH NET DEBT
30th June 1996 to 30th June 2003

SALE OF NON-FINANCIAL SALE OF FINANCIAL TOTAL ASSET NET GOVERNMENT

ASSETS $m ASSETS $m SALES$m DEBT $m

98/99 1,351 7,027 8,378 -12,533

99/00 2,223 9,385 11,608 -17,296

2000/01 2,489 6,228 8,717 -13,848

2001/02 853 -626 227 -3,690

2002/03 1,425 -404 1,021 -1,452

TOTAL 11,232 44,159 55,391 -61,715
Source: ABS Government Financial Estaimates 199/2000 and 2000/01 (Cat 5501.0)

Budget Paper No. 1 2002/03
Mid-Y ear Economic and Fiscal Outlook 2002-03

Mr COX—This demonstrates that the Howard government’s debt reduction program has
largely been an exercise in shifting assets around on its balance sheet to make it look like it is
fiscally responsible. It has been an exchange of assets for debt rather than any serious attempt
to contral its own expenditure. Some of the participants at the bond market seminar canvassed
the options for maintaining a liquid bond market by putting any cash from the sale of Telstra
or any future budget surpluses into an asset fund. The most obvious possibility mentioned was
afund to cover the Commonwealth’s roughly $80 billion in unfunded superannuation liabili-
ties, which it carries on behalf of its own current and former employees. As a superannuation
fund run by trustees, the assets would be out of the reach of paliticians who might dissipate
them capricioudly.

The seminar eventually got to the point of discussing how the Treasurer could extricate
himself from his own terrible idea. Reports of the seminar must have so shocked him that he
made a brief appearance on talkback radio and announced to an obvioudy breathless audi-
ence—who would not ask him any difficult technical questions—that, because of the deferral
of the Telstra sale, closing the bond market was no longer an issue. A few days later an article
appeared in the Australian Financial Review quoting the Treasurer saying that he would keep
the bond market liquid, with no explanation of how. We look forward to some further clarifi-
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cation on the relevant policy issues at some time in the future. | am pleased that the Treasurer
has taken this decision. | hope he has not been encouraged to do so because he is about to
move the budget into deficit.

The big question about the up-coming budget is whether the Treasurer is going to bite the
bullet and exercise some real financial control. We see each year an outlook for prospective
surpluses that look quite healthy, but every year as we approach those surpluses we find that
they have been spent. At the end of last year, on 2 December, the Prime Minister was reported
in the Australian Financial Review saying:

When you have a low level of government debt and you have a surplus, there comes a time when
people might want some of the surplus returned by way of general or specific tax cuts.

I’m not making any promises in any particular areas, I’ m just stating the principle that if you' ve got a
bit left over the automatic assumption shouldn’t be, *Oh whacko, we'll spend it.’

The assumption rather should be that we should find some capacity to give it back to the people who

own it, and that’s the taxpayer.
It is going to be a very interesting budget this year. Access Economics calculations of fiscal
drag or bracket creep were $2.3 billion in the financial year we are now in, $3.5 million in the
financial year we are about to go into, $5 billion in 2004-05 and $6.2 hillion in 2005-06. This
government has only provided one set of tax cuts, and they were tax cuts that accompanied
the introduction of the GST. The previous government provided tax cuts on $7 billion, more
than returning to taxpayers the proceeds of bracket creep. We have a government now that is
running a budget that flies very close to the fiscal wind.

The Treasurer has abandoned using the fiscal balance which was originally his preferred
measure of the budget bottom line and has gone to the underlying cash balance. If you take
out Access Economics estimates of bracket creep, you will find that the budget this year
would be in deficit by about $200 million, that the prospective starting point before the Irag
war is taken into account would be about a $1.4 billion surplus and that the prospective defi-
cits in the out years would be about $800 million. We are looking at a situation where the
government is going to have to get disciplined if it isto preserve enough of the surplus to give
anybody any kind of a meaningful tax cut. The opposition has started taking alot of decisions
on government measures in tax bills, with a mind to preserving the budget surplus so that the
government can in fact continue to have the opportunity to provide tax cuts.

This budget is going to require a very disciplined approach by the Treasurer—a disciplined
approach that he has not exhibited since hisfirst budget in 1996. Every year since then, he has
made policy decisions that have added to outlays. On each occasion in an election year, he has
made policy decisions that, over the forward estimates period, would reduce the budget bot-
tom line by $20 hillion. In the non-election calendar years apart from 1996, there have been
significant policy decisions which have had a detrimental effect on the budget bottom line. If
he wants to preserve the possibility of providing tax cuts, he is going to have to get back to
some serious fiscal discipline. | do not believe that he will, but we will be watching him very
closdly and we will be encouraging him to put some priority on making sure that there is tax
relief available for ordinary taxpayersin Australia, because they certainly needit.

Mr ZAHRA (McMillan) (7.00 p.m.)—I welcome the opportunity to contribute to the de-
bate on Appropriation Bill (No. 3) 2002-2003 and Appropriation Bill (No. 4) 2002-2003. It is
a broad-ranging debate, and | am going to address my remarks particularly to education and
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training in the electorate of McMillan. Just before | do that, | want to place on the record my
admiration for Federation Health. Federation Health is a not-for-profit health insurance fund
which started in the Latrobe Valley, operates primarily in the Latrobe Valley and across the
Gippsland region and has expanded to provide services in private health insurance right
across Victoria and Australia. It was originally formed as a working man’s health insurance
society and has a very proud history of helping people in difficult circumstances and of help-
ing people to come together and cooperate to form an organisation.

My mum and dad were both long-time members of the precursor body, the Yallourn Medi-
cal and Hospital Society, and it is a matter of public record that | am a member of Federation
Health and continue that ong family association with this great, local, not-for-profit insurance
fund. As a member of Federation Health, | got aletter in the mail aweek or so ago in relation
to a scheme they had put in place to assist those people who either contributed to fighting the
bushfires in East Gippsland or were affected by the fires in East Gippsland. They described
the fighting of the bushfires in East Gippsland as ‘a great example of genuine, unselfish
mateship’, and it certainly was that. They put in place a bushfire assistance package for mem-
bers of Federation Health who were direct victims of the bushfires or who volunteered their
services to assist communities affected by these bushfires.

Thisisagreat example of why the not-for-profit sector should be encouraged to take a big-
ger rolein private health insurance; this is exactly the type of activity you do not see from the
big private health insurance funds. They are not linked into local communities in the same
way that Federation Health are and they do not have the same regard for what happens to
communities when they are affected by a natural disaster—in this case bushfires. Well done to
Federation Health. In particular, | want to pay tribute to Stewart Cramer, the Chief Executive
of Federation Health. | have known Stewart for many years now and have a great personal
regard for him as a man of integrity, as a man who conducts himself always with a great deal
of dignity and as a man who is always interested in helping our local community. Well done
to Federation Health. They should be proud of what they have done here. As the local mem-
ber for the district in which most of the Federation Health members live, | am very proud to
have such a community minded private health insurance fund in my electorate.

I will now bring my remarks around to education and training, which is an issue of critical
importance in my electorate. You have some familiarity with my electorate, Mr Deputy
Speaker, as a fellow Victorian. You would know that the people of Gippsland have gone
through a difficult period which hasinvolved alot of restructuring and alot of reorientation of
anumber of our industries, which has meant that a lot of people have lost their jobs. For a lot
of communities that have traditionally been able to depend on one particular area of industry
for their employment, those jobs just are not there any more. We understood that the way to
deal with some of these structural issues in terms of our local economy was for us to focus on
education and training for our population. The people of the Gippsland region, whether they
were in West Gippsland, the Latrobe Valley or South Gippsland, got behind this idea and did
not just carp, whinge and talk about the old days and pretend that we could go back to those
days if we just tried hard enough. People understood that we needed to focus on education
and training and that this was our future.

To that end, | brought the entire shadow cabinet to Monash University's Gippsland campus
in Churchill, where we met with a great proportion of the senior academic and administrative
staff from that campus. It was a very positive day and there was a great exchange of ideas. We
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heard first-hand from the people at Monash University, Gippsland, of the importance of the
work that they are doing. We were also given alot of examples of the effect of that work that
they are doing in our community. | know that Simon Crean, the Leader of the Opposition, and
Jenny Macklin, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, were both very impressed by what they
saw at Monash University’'s Gippsland campus. The reason that | brought them to the
Gippsland campus of Monash University—I said this at the time, and | do not mind repeating
it inthis place—is that our university is not just a part of our future; it is nearly al of our fu-
ture in the Gippsland region. It is not just the university courses which are on offer; it is the
people who are employed in the university who can be a part of the economic and cultural
renewal of the entire region.

Regions are at their best when there are new people coming in. Thereis no doubt about that
at all. Post World War 11, when we had a flood of new migrants come into the Latrobe Valley,
the district changed forever. Places like Pakenham, in the western part of my electorate, are at
their best right now. Pakenham is going through an economic and cultural renewal because of
all of the new people coming in. All of these new people, all of these new ideas and new ways
of doing things, and having to set your community up in a different way to service that, places
stresses on communities, but it is always an exciting time. It is always a time of dynamism
and new ideas. Our university can be a real centre for dynamism. It can be a real centre for
new ideas. It can be areal centre for the new people which drive both of those things.

Because of the nature of university staff, you tend to have alot of people who come to your
region and stay there for a little while and then maybe move on. Some of your people might
move to another campus and then come back. The moving around of people is an important
part of regions not just taking the view that we need to keep everyone in our region but taking
a bigger, more realistic view about bringing people into our region and not being afraid when
people leave our region, hoping that they will come back when they are ready to and keeping
the door open for people to do that.

It iswith a great deal of regret that | advise the parliament of a decision made by Monash
University—not by its Gippsland campus but by the Monash University Council, adminis-
tered from the Clayton campus—to close the Gippsland School of Engineering. The
Gippsland School of Engineering has a long and proud history. It has trained a lot of first-
class engineers who went on to hold very senior positions, not just in Victoria but right across
Australia and overseas. These people have played a key role in engineering, and it is a real
tribute to the professionalism of the education they got when they were at the Gippsland
School of Engineering that they were able to rise to the senior positions that they hold in en-
gineering in Australia.

There has been a lot of debate in the Latrobe Valley community in particular, and in the
Gippsland community more generally, about what the closure of the Gippsland School of En-
gineering means. | vigorously opposed the decision and campaigned against it. | spoke to the
Leader of the Opposition, Simon Crean, on thisissue, and he also felt strongly about this issue
as someone who is very familiar with the Gippsland region. In the days when he was a min-
ister in the Keating government and subsequently in all the roles he held in opposition, |ead-
ing to his becoming the Leader of the Opposition, he was always actively involved with the
Gippsland community. He wrote to the Vice-Chancellor of Monash University, who at that
time was Professor Peter Darvall, and made plain the federal opposition's position on this.
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The position is simple: we disagree with it. We do not think that it is a decision which can
lead to a good outcome for Monash University or for the people of Gippsland.

Subsequently, following a public meeting and a lot of public outcry about this, Monash
University Council advised us all that they were going to review the decision they had made. |
wrote to the people organising the review and detailed my opposition to the proposed closure
of the Gippsland School of Engineering at the Churchill campus. | pointed out in very plain
terms how bitterly disappointed | was with the decision that was made and the way in which
they had gone about making it. Those in the Gippsland region felt that it was a slap in our
face, that we had given a lot to Monash University and that in return we were being treated
with contempt by the Monash University administration.

| understand that that review pand is still doing its work. | wish to use the forum of the
federal parliament to repeat the message | gave to Monash University at the public meeting
about this that was organised at Monash University and, subsequently, when | appeared per-
sonally before the review panel: shutting the Gippsland School of Engineering would be a
massive mistake by Monash University. Any possible small financial benefit they might get
from doing it would be massively outweighed by the enormous loss of community support
that would follow. A serious risk to Monash University's ongoing funding is the likely result
of the university going down this path of reducing and withdrawing services from the
Gippsland campus.

Let me make it plain: if Monash University thinks that | am going to support a funding
model in which it gets all the money from the federal government directly at its central cam-
pus at Clayton and is then able to make, with complete autonomy, decisions which will affect
the Gippsland campus detrimentally, it has another think coming. | will not support Monash
University getting essentially a blank cheque from the federal government so that it can then
decide what funding the Gippsland campus needs.

If Monash University proves itself not to be trusted with deciding how much funding goes
to the Gippsland campus to provide a decent range of university courses to the Gippsland
community, | will not support it being allowed to get that funding directly and make the deci-
sion in a centralised way. Monash University needs to understand that this is a very serious
matter. What is at risk here for the university is not just the Gippsland School of Engineering,
from which they are hoping to save a few thousand dollars a year by closing, but the entire
way inwhich it administers its campuses.

| amjust one voice, one person, in the opposition. But let me tdll you, if Monash University
closes the Gippsland School of Engineering, | will campaign and | will work as hard as | can
to try and get the opposition to take another position. If Monash University provesitself not to
be trusted to deliver proper university courses in partnership with, and in meeting the needs
of, the local community then | will argue for another position. | will work to get a position
which says that, where university campuses are linked to major universities not located in
regions, we look at another model of delivering university services to people who live in re-
gional Australia. That might mean a contracting model, where the federal government would
then say, ‘Monash University, you have got a campus in Gippsland so we will pay you an
amount of money to deliver the following range of courses to the Gippsland community.’
Monash University would not then have the autonomy to decide whatever they wanted for the
Gippsland campus, but the federal government might have a direct role in contracting with
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Monash University to provide those services. So Monash University should not be under any
illusion about how big a deal thisisto me and how big a deal thisisto the Gippsland commu-
nity.

There have been a number of very good submissions made to the review panel—in par-
ticular, the Australian Manufacturing Workers Union made an excellent submission which
runs to some eight or nine pages. The submission talks about the importance of engineering to
Gippsland and how critical having an engineering school is to our region, to our regional
economy, and the implications it has for jobs if Monash University get their way and shut the
Gippsland School of Engineering. There have been a number of other excellent submissions
made to that review as well and there is not enough time allotted to this debate for me to deal
with all of those today.

It seems to me—and it seems to all of the Gippsland community—that the decision that
Monash University has taken in relation to the Gippsland School of Engineering is incredibly
short sighted. As a Victorian, Mr Deputy Speaker, you would be aware that the state govern-
ment has just gone through the brown coal tender process. We have got alot of brown coal in
the Latrobe Valley and it has been a big part of the development of the Latrobe Valley for
more than 50 years. The brown coal tender process has seen a number of companies success-
fully tender to be given the rights to explore mining leases in and around the Latrobe Valley,
with a view to substantial large development associated with the exploitation of that coal re-
source. These are very big projects. One project that | could think of would be in the order of
between $6 billion and $8 billion. Another project—which the state and federal governments
just contributed some money to—is the Latrobe magnesium project, which would run to
nearly $1 billion. There are several other projects that are of that similar size and scale and
would involve the employment of literally thousands of engineersin the Gippsland region. So
what we need Monash University to do is not make short-sighted decisions, but to make deci-
sions which are in the interests of not just Monash University but also of the Gippsland re-
gion.

Imagine our having a number of these projects going on in the La Trobe Valley, with a de-
mand for full-time engineers employed at good salaries in senior positions. We could with
reasonable knowledge predict that we would need to employ several hundred of these people
in maybe four, five, six or seven years time. We could sit down and work in partnership with
Monash University and train a lot of those people in the La Trobe Valley. What a great boon
for regional education that would be. Thisis an important issue to our community. It is about
the relationship which we in the Gippsland region have with Monash University. We want that
relationship to be a positive one, but we are not going to allow ourselves to be treated shab-
bily by Monash University. We will not take it. We will fight it, we will resist it, and we will
do everything we can to make sure that local students are able to access engineering as an
option when it comes to higher education in our district. | would urge Monash University to
change their mind in relation to this, and | hope that the review panel comes to see that the
decision that was made was the wrong one.

Ms CORCORAN (Isaacs) (7.21 p.m.)—I rise to speak in the debate on Appropriation Bill
(No. 3) 2002-2003 and Appropriation Bill (No. 4) 2002-2003. Today we have been distracted
by the events surrounding Irag, and it is a little strange to speak about anything else. | will
have a chance to speak about Irag tomorrow, so tonight | will focus on matters much closer to
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home. | am talking about the welfare of familiesand individualsin Isaacs. | see us all as being
under more and more pressure as the direct result of actions and inactions by this government.

The pressure is coming from less money available to meet everyday costs and a decrease in
the services that we expect from the government. This government is the highest taxing gov-
ernment on record. We have had one tax cut since Howard came to government, and that was
when the GST was introduced. The benefit of that cut has now been more than wiped out, and
we dtill have the GST. Real work opportunities are diminishing under this government. We
hear constantly of full-time jobs being lost and replaced with part-time or casual jobs. This
does nothing for the peace of mind and financial security of ordinary families in my eector-
ate. According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics, about a quarter of Australians who arein
work have part-time or casual jobs and over 600,000 of these people would like full-time
work. As aresult of this, more and more families are going into debt just to survive. House-
hold debt has doubled over the last seven years, with the average household now owing
$82,000. Credit card debt has tripled. Then we add the dreaded family tax benefit debt to the
gloomy picture. The family tax benefit system is a mess and must be addressed with some
urgency. The mess is because of the inadequacy of the system to recognise how real people
live. Theresult is a continuous and increasing burden on Centrelink clients and a reduction in
the benefit the system is supposed to bring. The family tax benefits system is supposed to as-
sist low-income families. However, the current system puts many hurdles in the way. Thisis
something that | and most of us on this side of the House have been saying for quite some
time, but it is now being said by the Ombudsman. When will this government take some no-
tice and fix the system—or isit that they just do not care?

The first hurdle is the madness of requiring a family to accurately estimate its income a
year in advance and which member will earn it. Do the architects of this rule, or those who
insist on it, understand that most families cannot know with any certainty what lies ahead of
them? Families do not have a crystal ball. Circumstances change: people get promoted, work
overtime, change jobs, lose jobs, find jobs, partners start working when a job comes along or
the kids are at school, a partner loses his or her job or the family needs more money. As soon
as afamily’s income changes, so too does that family’s entitlement to family tax benefit. This
is not unreasonable, but the rules of the system insist that these changes be backdated to the
beginning of the financial year, and thisis where the troubl es start.

We know that across Australia about one million families are not getting the correct pay-
ment. We know that 700,000 families ended up with a family tax benefit debt last year of an
average of $850. At the other end of the scale, we know that about a quarter of a million
families are being denied their top-up payment because for one reason or ancther they did not
lodge their tax return on time. We have a situation where the government moves fast enough
to recoup the overpayments but is not so forthcoming when it comes to paying out what it
owes. We are not talking about pin money here; we are talking about families who are not
high income earners. We are talking about families who need this money to provide shelter,
food and education for their children and themsel ves.

Let me give two examples of familiesin my el ectorate who have battled this system. These
examples are from files of my constituents, but these stories are retold on a daily basis in
other families. Maria—not her real name—had her first baby in December and worked up to
her child's birth. She did not apply for the FTB in that year because she had received a salary
for six months. In the following July, Maria applied for the FTB on the basis that she would
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not have any income in that financial year as she was not planning to go back to work. The
following January, Maria was pregnant again and looking forward to her second child. Un-
fortunatdly, the family had meanwhile clocked up a debt on their credit card and that was wor-
rying Maria. She decided to go back to work part time for a few months to get rid of the credit
card debt before her baby was born. Maria found a job and immediately advised Centrelink of
her change in expected income. Maria was told on the spot that she was in debt because of the
retrospective of the FTB system. Maria was dismayed and upset. She was returning to work to
pay off the credit card debt and was now in debt to Centrelink. When faced with this, the
minister advises families to overestimate their income to avoid getting into debt with Centre-
link.

Another constituent of mine, Louise—again, not her real name—took that advice. Her
family had incurred a Centrelink debt in the previous year and they were concerned about this
happening again. Louise and her husband advised Centrelink of a new estimate of their in-
come—an estimate above their real expectations. The crunch came when Louise went to buy
medicines for their son and discovered that their new income had led to the loss of the health
care card. Even when this family’s entitlement to the family tax benefit is adjusted at the end
of the financial year, they will not recover the extra they have paid on their son’s medicines.

A third family in my electorate of Isaacs discovered a variation of this problem. In July
2001, Mr B became very sick and had to stop work. Up until that point the family had been
relying on his income alone and Mrs B was in receipt of FTB part B. Mr and Mrs B went to
Centrelink to see what assistance they could get in their changed circumstances. Mr B was put
on a disability pension and Mrs B went on to a carer’s allowance. Mr and Mrs B then set
about adjusting to the big changes in their lives: the deteriorating health of Mr B and the
change in their financial circumstances. Some 10 months later, in May 2002, Centrelink wrote
to the family stating that the payments they were receiving were based on an estimate of the
family’s income of $33,000 for Mr B and nil for Mrs B. Mrs B rang Centrelink immediately.
She was understandably mystified about how Centrelink could get this estimate so wrong
given that the family’s income—that is, a disability pension and a carer’s allowance—is actu-
ally paid through Centrelink.

Centrelink then advised Mrs B that because she had been paid the family tax benefit part B
since July 2001, and was not entitled to it because of her carer’s allowance, the family would
have its income cut with the withdrawal of that payment. A few months later Mrs B received a
notice stating that the family owed Centrelink over $1,600—the overpayment of family tax
benefit part B. Mr and Mrs B are now facing a third cut in their income as their payments are
reduced by the repayments of that overpayment. We are talking about a family that is strug-
gling to exist with a disability pension and a carer’s allowance, with a sick father and husband
needing constant medical care and who are struggling to meet all of the costs, both financial
and emotional, that go with all of this. Mrs B asks how Centrelink can get this so wrong. It is
avery good guestion. We are not getting any good answers.

My question is. how can we have a system that is so insensitive and inappropriate in how it
looks after families and people in need of assistance? Not only does the system not work but
it adds strains and tensions to the lives of its clients. We have a social security system that is
supposed to assist those on low incomes, but it does not work. To add insult to injury, these
families and others in the community are being asked to cope with a Medicare system that is
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creaking to a standstill. Again, all the signs are that the government just does not care about
this.

Some say that the government is not only allowing this to happen but is actually interested
in the demise of Medicare. The Prime Minister is now on record as saying that as far as heis
concerned, Medicare should only exist to provide health services to low-income people. A
universal national health insuranceis the key to good health in our community. It is something
most families treasure, and for good reason. The fear of diminishing access to good and af-
fordable care is an issue that is raised with me over and over again. The present government
seems to be hell bent on reducing the present system to a safety net style of health care for
those on low incomes, with the rest of Australians on their own. A universal health care sys-
tem means that anyone can seek medical advice and treatment when they need it without
having to worry about the health of their bank account. It is the reason we pay the Medicare
levy—a progressive tax. This is a far fairer way of running a health system than what will
quickly become a second-rate health care system for low-income earners with the rest of the
population having to find and use whatever they can afford, regardless of their health needs.

Casey Council, in my electorate, has recognised this as a primary concern for the people in
Casey. The council wrote to the health minister late last year, and aso to me, to make this
point. The City of Casey has noted that it can take residents up to eight days to see a general
practitioner and that some of the busier practices in Casey no longer take on new patients. The
ratio of doctors to patientsin Casey is one to 1,700, compared to aratio of one to 600 in inner
Melbourne. My constituent, Ms A, is a single mother with three children who has been sick
with the flu for the last two weeks. She does not have the money to go to the doctor. She rang
my office last week to beg me to do everything | can to make sure bulk-billing is maintained.
Ms A tells me that there is no doctor in Carrum Downs that bulk-bills. Her old doctor used to
bulk-bill but does not anymore. Ms A reports that the surgery seems to have the attitude that,
if you cannot afford the $35 upfront, you can go elsewhere. Ms A tells me this surgery will
not let its patients pay the gap up front and return with the Medicare cheque later. It insists
that its patients pay the full fee up front and claim the refund later.

I must go on record as saying that | do not altogether blame the doctors' practices for this
practice. They have got to keep their businesses solvent. The real problem rests with the lack
of support for bulk-hilling and the lack of a reasonable level of rebates. It is clearly very diffi-
cult, if not impossible, for many people. Ms A's experience is not an isolated case. This
stresses the need for a good quality and accessible health system.

The other troubling aspect of the decline of Medicare is the falling bulk-billing rates. Bulk-
billing rates across Australia have nosedived, but the fall is not constant across the country. In
Isaacs, the percentage of doctors' visits that were bulk-billed has steadily declined from 85.4
per cent in the 12 months to September 2000 to 75.4 per cent in the 12 months to September
2002. If you look at the quarterly figures, the situation is even more alarming. The rate for the
September 2002 quarter was just 70.2 per cent. Recent analysis of bulk-hilling by the ALP has
shown that the national average of around 70 per cent is actually propped up by Sydney,
which has an average of around 86 per cent. The Prime Minister's seat of Bennelong has en-
joyed a steady bulk-billing rate in the mid-80s since 2000, with a relatively small drop of only
one per cent since March 2000. That contrasts with my electorate and its experiences. The
difficulties of finding a doctor in the outer suburbs and the alarming drop in the rate of bulk-
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billing are hurting families and those on low incomes. The government must take steps now to
address these issues.

Recent figures are showing two more trends that are alarming. The first is that the cost of
seeing the local GPisincreasing rapidly. The out-of-pocket expense of visiting the doctor has
increased by 54 per cent in the seven years since the Howard government came to office. The
second emerging trend is that the number of GP visits is actually declining, despite the fact
that the population is growing. The combination of the falling number of GPs prepared to
bulk-bill, the increasing out-of-pocket costs of visiting the doctor and the falling number of
visits to the GP all tell me that things are very difficult and that the Medicare system is being
killed off. The difficulty is that these people who are not visiting their GP are either not get-
ting the treatment they need or opting instead to go to the local hospital’s emergency depart-
ment. This has flow-on effects in an already crowded hospital system, which, once again, af-
fects those who can least afford other options.

Related to the problems in Medicare are the problems experienced by the ederly and frail
in the community who need care. The funding for care provided to residents in their homes is
amess of piecemeal programs largely funded by the federal government. Whilst existing pro-
grams are piecemeal, they are also underfunded. Local governmentsin Isaacs tell me that they
are having to turn away clients who are clearly eligible for Home and Community Care
funding but are not a priority because someone elseis in even more need of the service. Care
for the frail aged is important, and so is taking steps to delay or even avoid the elderly need-
ing care. Dandenong council is keen to implement a pilot program with the aim of demon-
strating and measuring the improved quality of life and cost-benefits to the HACC program of
health promotion initiatives for seniors. Such health promotion initiatives would include exer-
cise, strength training, falls prevention and nutrition. As we are hearing continually, Austra-
lia's population is ageing. Steps must be taken to cope with all the implications of this, and a
healthier aged population isin everyone' sinterests.

Having said that, the immediate needs of the frail aged must also be met. This means ad-
dressing the problems of the HACC funding and the shortage of nursing home beds. Thereis
an absolute shortage of beds in Australia, including in Isaacs, and there is emerging evidence
that the distribution of low-care and high-care beds is not matching demand. Not only do we
need more beds—and | mean more beds that actually exist, not just licences that are being
held by someone who is planning or hoping to build—we need to address the issue of the de-
mand for high-care beds moving faster than the demand for |ow-care beds.

In the time | have taken today, | have talked about several issues that are detrimental to the
wellbeing of the people of Isaacs and Australia. | have talked about the mess of the family tax
benefits system; | am not the only one to talk about this increasing problem. Many on this side
of the House are doing the same, and | am sure the offices of those opposite are also fielding
many calls every week from constituents unhappy about the system. The ombudsman has now
issued a damning report which says that the system will continue to create problems for its
clients. The disgrace is that none of this is actually new. These problems have been talked
about ever since the system was brought in nearly three years ago. The government itself in a
backhanded way recognised the problems in the lead-up to the last federal election by an-
nouncing a one-off amnesty to the tune of $1,000 per family for families in debt. The amnesty
lasted only one year, and by then of course the election was over.
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| have talked about the alarming disintegration of Medicare. | have talked about the fact
that it is getting harder and harder to find a doctor who bulk-bills. It is getting harder to find a
doctor full stop if you live in outer Melbourne. Once you find a doctor, it is getting more and
more expensive to visit that doctor. This is leading to a fall in the number of visits to local
doctors, and it is not due to a sudden increase in our collective health. | have talked about the
dismal situation our frail aged people are in as they try to get appropriate and timely care. |
have talked about the need for people to have access to steady income through reliable, good,
ongoing jobs and not to be forced to rely on part time or casual work. All of these issues are
vital to the wellbeing of every one of us. None of these matters is getting the attention it de-
serves from this government. It is high time this government took a real and caring look
around and started to deal with these mattersin a civilised and proper manner and did so very
quickly.

Mr ALBANESE (Grayndler) (7.37 p.m.)—The bills currently before us, Appropriation
Bill (No. 3) 2002-2003 and Appropriation Bill (No. 4) 2002-2003, are all about the numbers
and sums that together make up the budget of the Commonwealth government. However, to-
day | want to move beyond the numbers and the arguments over surpluses and deficits to con-
sider the human implications of this budget and, in particular, what th