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The PRESIDENT (Senator the Hon.
Paul Calvert) took the chair at 9.30 am,
and read prayers.

COMMITTEES

Legal and Constitutional L egislation
Committee
M eeting
Senator FERRI'S (South Austraia) (9.31
am.)—by leave—At the request of the Chair
of the Senate Legal and Constitutional Leg-
idation Committee, Senator Payne, | move:

That the Legal and Constitutional Legislation
Committee be authorised to hold a public meeting
during the sitting of the Senate today, from 10
am. to noon, to take evidence for the committee’s
inquiry into the Customs Legislation Amendment
Bill (No. 2) 2002.

Question agreed to.
IRAQ

Debate resumed from 18 March, on mo-
tion by Senator Hill:

That the Senate—

(8 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;

(b) recognises:

(i) 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, represents
a rea and unacceptable threat to
international peace and security,

(ii) that Irag's behaviour weskens the
global prohibitions on the spread of
weapons of mass destruction, with the
potentiadl to damage Austraia’s
security, and

(iii) that, as more rogue states acquire
them, the risk of weapons of mass
destruction falling into the hands of
terrorists multiplies, thereby
presenting a real and direct threat to
the security of Australia and the entire
international community;

(c) abhors:

(d)

(©

(f)

)

(h)
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(i) Irag’'s continued  support  for

international terrorism, and

(ii) the institutionalised widespread and

grave abuse of the human rights of
the Iragi people over many years;

notes that United Nations Security
Council  resolutions adopted  under
Chapter VII of the United Nations
charter, in particular resolutions 678, 687
and 1441, provide clear authority for the
use of force against Iraq for the purposes
of disarming Irag of weapons of mass
destruction and restoring international
peace and security to the region;

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

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

extends to the innocent people of Iraq its
support and sympathy during the
military action to disarm lIrag of its
wegpons of mass destruction and the
reconstruction period that will follow;
and

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

upon which Senator Faulkner had moved
by way of an amendment:

Omit all words after “That”, substitute “the
Senate—

@
(b)

(©

insists that Irag must disarm under the
authority of the United Nations (UN);

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;

insists that there should be no
commitment of Australian troops to a
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war in Irag outside the authority of the
UN;

(d) concludes that Australian involvement in
awar in Iraq without UN authorisation is
not in Australia’s national interests nor
in the interests of maintaining
international peace and security; and

(e) expresses its confidence in our service
men and women and its full support for
them and their families”.

and upon which Senator Bartlett had moved
by way of an amendment:

At the end of the amendment, add:

(f) is of the view that the decision of the
Australian  Government to commit
Australian troops to an invasion of Iraq
is clearly being done without the
authorisation or support of the UN
Security Council;

(9) condemns and opposes the decision of
the Australian Cabinet and the President
of the United States of America (Mr
Bush) to commit troops to an imminent
attack on Irag;

(h) calls for the Australian troops to be
withdrawvn  and  returned  home
immediately; and

(i) cals on the Australian and the United
States governments to continue the
policy of containment and disarmament
through wespons inspections under the
existing UN Security Council authority,
as proposed by the governments of
France, Germany and Russia.

Senator SANTORO (Queendand) (9.31
am.)—When | concluded last night in defer-
ence to the adjournment debate | was making
the point of precisely why our relationship
with regional neighbours was not being im-
pacted heavily, as some assert, by the coura-
geous stand that the government has taken on
Irag. It seems appropriate to make the point
that, at the human level, the most important
thing for Australia to do is to support the
Defence Force personnel that we have sent to
the gulf and, indeed, to make that support
unconditional—and to support their families
also. These are dark days but Australians
have always |looked out for their mates. After
the Bali bombing, as | am sure we all re-
member, the Prime Minister told one be-
reaved relative that he had 19 million mates
now. It would be appropriate to make the
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point in the Senate today that each of the
2,000 courageous Australians in harm's way
inthe gulf has 19 million mates here at home
looking out for them and also for their fami-
lies.

We are doing what we are doing in the
gulf, where the courageous have finally got
the job of calling Saddam Hussein's bluff,
because Australia has a courageous govern-
ment and a courageous Prime Minister, who
is a genuine national leader. The Prime Min-
ister and his government note that it is all
about government and not about opinion
polls. Governments are elected to govern.
This government governs from the front and
Australians are indeed very fortunate to have
the government and the Prime Minister that
they have.

The argument has also been put that it is
all about the United States getting its hands
onthe oil. That assertion was again put over-
night by many commentators and particu-
larly by fellow travellers opposite. Clearly
the historical record shows that that is not
true, because if this were the case the Ameri-
cans would have gone in and taken charge of
the oil in 1991 after the first Gulf War. The
fact that they did not do so proves conclu-
sively that it is not the oil that they are after.
They are for a democratic systemin Iraq that
respects the integrity of government and,
particularly, the integrity and personal safety
of individuals in that nation. | would suggest
that it is not the United States that is after
Irag’s ail. Indeed, it could be the French—
and | will say a few more things about the
French in a minute.

It has also been put that we have no right
to interfere in the internal affairs of another
sovereign state. Asageneral principle, that is
sound practice, but, beyond requiring Sad-
dam to step down, leave Iraq and take his
tarnished and murderous regime with him,
we are not interfering. We are giving the
Iragi people a chance to lead normal lives
and build a society that they choose to build.
In fact, if you have alook at the Kosovo ex-
perience, where the USA and NATO—sup-
ported by Australia, | should add—went into
stop the ethnic cleansing of the Muslim
population of Kosovo without UN approval,
| did not hear too many of those people op-
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posite, or indeed their friends that support
them these days on this issue, objecting to
that.

It has also been put that we are lackeys of
the United States. We utterly reject that sug-
gestion. The Prime Minister has made it
crystal clear on many occasions that it is the
Australian national interest that has driven
our commitment to removing the threat to
security that Saddam represents. Having said
that, | am one of those in this place, together
with other government members, who say
that we are very proud to be part of and sup-
porters of a very strong aliance with the
USA. We have fought with them in every
war since the turn of thelast century, and this
is one where | and the government believe
we should be with them also.

It has also been suggested that our policy
exposes Australia to a much heightened risk
of terrorism. The Leader of the Opposition
apparently believes this; there is no doubt at
al in his mind. At his press conference yes-
terday he said that it would make us a target.
Indeed, as the British Prime Minister said
only an hour or so ago, the best way to head
off terrorism is to deprive terrorists of the
aid, assistance and acts of support that they
get from rogue states such as Irag. Iraq
clearly is one such state that has the capacity
and, as | indicated yesterday at the beginning
of this contribution, a very strong willingness
to assist terrorists and use weapons of mass
destruction on its own people and also on its
neighbours.

It has been put that an invasion of Irag
without new United Nations approval would
be illegal. Again, clearly it would not. The
Prime Minister has tabled and made avail-
able legal advice that what the United States
and the codlition of the willing are doing in
Iraq is indeed very legal. It would be legal
under the United Nations' own provisions.
Resolution 1441 provides for the option of
using force. The Prime Minister, as | said
yesterday, has tabled legal advice that con-
firms that force can be used. Indeed, it has
been argued that there are 12 to 18 other
resolutions of the UN that authorise the use
of forcein Irag. Some people say, ‘ Then why
did we support the passing of a new resolu-
tion by the Security Council? Again, the
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logic is very simple and it is very compel-
ling: if more nations, including those that
make up the Security Council, had said to
Saddam Hussein that he had come to the end
of the road and that he had to absolutely dis-
arm and divest himself and his nation of
weapons of mass destruction—if that addi-
tional resolution could have been put up and
passed—it would have given even more
moral force to what the United States, Aus-
traliaand Britain, the coalition of the willing,
are doing in Irag. It simply would have put
more pressure on Irag. Indeed, we might not
have been going to war with Irag if that
resol ution had not been sabotaged.

It has been put that an invasion of Irag
without new UN approval would be in
breach of the statutes of the International
Criminal Court. There is no need to spend
too much time on that point because, again,
that claim is clearly wrong. The International
Criminal Court deals with allegations agai nst
individuals, not countries. Indeed, if there
were any issues under these international
statutes, they would be dealt with if those
issues arosein Iraqg.

It has also been put that what we are doing
can be and is being construed as anti-lslam.
This has been portrayed in that way by some
people because it suits their palitical argu-
ment and their palitical imperative but, as the
Prime Minister, Prime Minister Blair and
President Bush have stated, the dispute is not
with Isam and it is not with the Iragi people;
it iswith Saddam Hussein. It isin no way an
argument against one of the world's great
religions, one practised by a large number of
Australians. | have been contacted by emi-
nent members of the Queensland Muslim
community who have expressed their con-
cern about possible community reaction
against members of the Muslim community
as a result of the Australian government’s
attitudes towards Iraq. The Prime Minister
and every other member of the government
have gone out of their way to reassure the
Muslim community that they have our sup-
port, that they are embraced as members of
the Australian community and the Australian
nation, and that this government, like | hope
others opposite will do, will do everything in
its power to make sure that there is no dis-
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crimination against the Muslim community
of this country because of what is happening
inlrag.

| want to talk briefly about France. There
is absolutely no doubt in my mind that
France is a wrecker. In particular, it is a
wrecker of NATO, a wrecker of the UN and
a wrecker of the UN Security Council proc-
ess. In fact, France rejected the concept of a
further UN Security Council demand to Sad-
dam Hussein even before Irag did. The ar-
guments put forward by the French foreign
minister Dominique de Villepin represent an
epoch of infamy for French diplomacy. The
narrowly national self-interest of France in
particular and of Russia and Germany has
neutered the United Nations and the Security
Council process.

| suggest to the French that they really
need to remember that their country’s global
security interests are served best by France
remembering who came to their assistance at
such a huge cost in blood in two world wars
in the 20th century, when dictators, despots
and leaders of rogue states—in that case,
Germany—were in charge. | remind the
French, and in particular the President of
France and his foreign minister, that there are
34,000 Australian casualties from both world
wars commemorated in France either in
burial grounds or on memorials to the miss-
ing. There are 474,000 British dead similarly
remembered. There are 75,000 American
war dead buried in France and Belgium from
both world wars. The French would do well
to remember that. Indeed, many French do
remember—a surprising array of very differ-
ent political viewpointsin France are at odds
with President Chirac, his foreign minister
and those who have neutered and sabotaged
the UN, NATO and the various processes
that were inherent to the effective operation
of those world bodies.

We now come to Labor’s paosition. | do
not want to labour—no pun intended—the
point too much about their position because
they really have three public positions. Those
positions have been outlined by other speak-
es in this debate. There is the Crean posi-
tion, the Rudd position and the supine posi-
tion. Labor would prefer to do nothing about
Saddam Hussein, the man who has ignored
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the United Nations for 12 years. The Leader
of the Opposition says that he will continue
to argue for Australian forces to be with-
drawn, even if they are fighting at the time.
He said yesterday, ‘This is a sad day for
Australia’” On that point | agree with him; he
is absolutely right. The unfortunate thing for
Mr Crean is that he made it so. The unfortu-
nate thing for the Labor Party in the Senate,
in the other place and across Australia is that
they support him. They support what | regard
as a treacherous attitude at a time of great
national need and at a time of great require-
ment for a common, united national front to
an issue that is threatening the world, that is
threatening world security and that, if it is
not addressed, will threaten our own national
security in due course.

Mr Crean says that we owe our greatest
aly nothing in the way of material assistance
at this time, because nothing has happened
that triggers the terms of the ANZUS treaty.
Here is a man looking for an excuse to do
absolutely nothing. He says that there is no
threat to America, no threat to its troops and
no threat to Australia—the things that would
trigger the ANZUS provisions. He says that
the Prime Minister is besotted with the
United States. Clearly, the opposition leader
isaman who has run out of ideas and is run-
ning out of time. The great tragedy for this
nation is that here is somebody who pretends
to be the alternative leader, the alternative
Prime Minister and the person to whom he
wants Australians to turn.

| do not normally talk about polls but it is
interesting to see the polls of the last few
days—the reliable palls, those that election
after election clearly point to the actual elec-
tion results. Despite the fact that on the sur-
face the majority of people who are voicing
an opinion—and | say the majority of people
who are voicing an opinion because | believe
that thereisareal silent majority out therein
Australia that appreciates the dignified, cer-
tain and inspirational leadership of the Prime
Minister on this issue—are not really saying
anything publicly, when they are interviewed
and, more importantly, when they go out to
vote at the next election, they appreciate that
leadership should not be poll driven. Leader-
ship should be leadership that is based on
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principle and on a belief in doing what is
right for a nation, and in this particular case
in relation to this particular issue the Prime
Minister has clearly demonstrated the |eader-
ship that the Leader of the Opposition cannot
demonstrate, because he lacks conviction, he
lacks principle and he clearly lacks a united
Labor Party, some of whose members, | un-
derstand and | believe, are willing to go
down the line that the Prime Minister has
gone down but unfortunately, because of the
strictures of that party, they cannot express
that. | support the Prime Minister and | sup-
port the Australian government in what it is
doinginlrag.

Senator KIRK (South Australia) (9.47
am.)—Yesterday our Prime Minister com-
mitted Australian soldiers to a risky, unjusti-
fied war and started to write a dangerous
new chapter of our nation’s history. Australia
is now defying the international community,
failing to allow the UN processes to take
their course and heading down the path of
unilateralism and uncertainty. Thisis the first
time that Australia has become involved in a
significant military conflict without biparti-
san support. The Australian Labor Party re-
alises the seriousness of this issue and has
formed its policy for reasons that the vast
majority of Australians know to be true. Our
natural instinct in matters involving our
troops is to participate in bipartisanship.
However, the serious flaws in the govern-
ment’s argument for war in this case cause us
to depart from our usual path. In this conflict
Australia will be the aggressor in a war
against Iraqg.

The case for war has not been made by the
Australian government. John Howard has
presented no evidence to suggest that thereis
a connection between Irag and the Septem-
ber 11 or October 12 attacks on innocent
Australians. No evidence is available to sug-
gest that Iragq poses an imminent threat to
Australia or Augtralian lives. John Howard
has given no convincing case to support the
government’s decision to predepl oy troops to
the Persian Gulf. Nor has he given any clear
judtification as to why he is so stridently
supporting the United States in its decision to
act as part of the coalition of the willing in
its unilateral strike, which is now only hours
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away. The simple fact of the matter is that
George W. Bush calls, John Howard picks up
the phone and off we are to war.

The decision by the United States—and
with it Australia—to abandon the United
Nations process was made on the weekend
onasmall idand in the Atlantic. It was made
by three nations. Australia was not one of
them. Presumably, either as a sign of irrele-
vance or submissiveness, our Prime Minister
was not even invited to this meeting. Despite
this, the Prime Minister’'s enthusiasm to
jump at the chance to follow President
Bush's request to him yesterday—to join in
the coalition of the willing in its strike
against Irag—was not hampered. No advice
of this announcement was given by the
Prime Minister to the Leader of the Opposi-
tion, Simon Crean. It seems that this gov-
ernment’s decision making process in foreign
policy matters has reverted to blindly relying
on the assessment of the United States ad-
ministration. There is no doubt that Austra-
liad's commitment to this war was made a
long time before yesterday. We in this cham-
ber know this and the Australian people
know this. John Howard has not been honest
with the Australian people. He has not been
upfront with the Australian people about the
commitments he has made to George Bush
gither at the time of the deployment of the
troops or now.

Our primary objection to this decision that
forms the basis of the motion before the
chamber is that the United Nations will not
have authorised this war. It will be a war
against the wishes of the majority of the
elected and permanent members of the Secu-
rity Council. The Secretary-General of the
United Nations, Kofi Annan, has stated that
legally a strike by the coalition of the willing
against Iraq will breach the UN Charter. Of
course, the UN Charter is a fundamental part
of international law and it is embodied in
Australia’'s domestic legidation. This war is
wrong. It is wrong because it is legally
wrong, it is morally wrong and it is tactically
wrong. It is wrong because it will endanger
many countries around the world, including
our own, with increased terrorism and inse-
curity.
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Although we in the Labor Party are vehe-
mently opposed to the government’s decision
to go to war, we fully support the Australian
troops who have been directed by this gov-
ernment to go to the front-line in Irag. The
troops leave with the knowledge that, while
debate over the action of this government
rages, they will have the complete faith of
the Australian community and the parlia-
ment. Their actions will be to act to succeed
lawfully in their objectives, in the tradition
of the many brave men and women who
have gone before them. The Australian
troops know that they will always have our
full support. They arein no way at fault. It is
the government that is at fault. To use the
Prime Minister’'s word, our ‘beef’ is with
him.

Consistently since April last year the
Australian Labor Party has said that there
should be no military action against Iraq out-
side the authority of the United Nations.
John Howard says that this war is justified
by previous resolutions of the Security
Council but, unfortunately for the Prime
Minister, the great body of world legal
opinion stands against him. Previous Secu-
rity Council resolutions do not authorise
member nations to use their military forces
to invade Irag. Resolution 1441 paved the
way for the resumption of weapons inspec-
tionsin Irag. It is clear that these inspections
have been a success. The inspectors are dis-
arming lraq peacefully. These inspections
should be continuing, but they have been
stopped—not by Saddam Hussein but by
President Bush. Despite all the faults of the
first Gulf War, it was fought with the consent
of the United Nations. Former President
Bush, whom | do not often quote, said it was
achanceto create:

... aworld where the rule of law, not the law of
the jungle, governs the conduct of nations.
Terrorism must be fought and Iraq must be
disarmed, but not by disregarding the princi-
ples of justice and order that we all value.
The last Gulf War was fought to uphold in-
ternational law and the United Nations
Charter. This Gulf War, when it occurs, will
be in defiance of these principles and these
pinnacles of the international system.
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Labor believe that the international com-
munity must disarm Irag and Saddam
Hussein. However, we believe that this must
be done within the processes of the interna-
tional system and must be done through ex-
hausting all possible peaceful means. This
has not happened. Australia’s interests de-
pend upon a strong international system
wheretherule of law is paramount. Australia
should ensure that this system is maintained
S0 as to secure world security. This has not
happened. Australia should have its greatest
international concern in this region. This has
not happened. The Prime Minister should
have been honest with the Australian people
and the Australian troops. Again, this did not
happen.

We all know that the government decided
along time ago to go to this war. The Prime
Minister’'s so-called ‘peace mission’ last
month, his statements on international law
and yesterday’s morning phone call were all
just a farce. President Bush exposed Mr
Howard's cover-up, openly admitting many
months ago that Australia was a member of
the so-called coalition of the willing. Then
there was the leaked memo that demon-
strated that the foreign affairs minister told
the New Zealand High Commissioner that he
knew that troops could not be withdrawn
from the gulf now.

War should only ever be a last resort, es-
pecially when it involves not a country you
are defending but a country you are invad-
ing. Thetruthis that the time for war has not
yet come. This is why the United States
could not plead its way to a mgjority on the
Security Council. Weapons inspections are
working. Weapons are being found and then
destroyed. Spy planes now cover the skies of
Irag. Saddam’s presidential palaces are now
accessible. Recently, the United Nations
chief weapons inspector, Hans Blix, called
the destruction of al-Samoud missiles a sig-
nificant achievement. He said:

We are not watching the destruction of tooth-
picks. Lethal weapons are being destroyed.

Labor believe that, instead of blindly fol-
lowing the United States, our government
should be championing the cause of giving
the inspectors a finite period to disarm Iraqg.
Multilateral inspections have legitimacy and
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would have had every chance to succeed.
However, Bush, Blair and Howard have now
ruled this out. Labor believe that this peace-
ful method of disarmament had every chance
of success. All it needed was more time and
a commitment from the United States to sup-
port it. Labor created the United States alli-
ance and Labor till passionately believein it
and are fully committed to it. We know that
it must be one of the central pillars of our
foreign affairs palicy, but not the only pillar.
The ANZUS dlliance was never framed to
support a war such as this. It was an agree-
ment based on defence, not on aggression,
and was formed with the full support for the
authority of the United Nations, which has

now been bypassed.

Australia must have its own foreign pol-
icy. We cannot be solely subservient to the
assessments of another country. We must
look to our region as most important and
direct our relatively small forces to regional
security. We must also respect the United
Nations. Australia helped to form this or-
ganisation, and | dearly hope that Australia
will not contribute to its downfall. The
United Nations provides middie sized na-
tions, like our own, with the opportunity to
be heard and to contribute to world affairs.
To go to war now is a reckless and unintelli-
gent decision that will potentially destabilise
the international system and with it the inter-
national community.

The law of the United Nations Charter
exists as much to keep a check on large pow-
ers as it does on smaller ones. Were the
United States to begin an invasion based on
past breaches of Security Council resolu-
tions, it would—to give a frightening exam-
ple—theoretically justify attacks on Isradl for
their doing likewise. A world in which any
member nation can decide on the merits of
an invasion is a dangerous situation, and it
could lead to rogue nations gaining confi-
dence. It is the Security Council itself that
must decide how to exercise its broad pow-
ers. Putting the decision into the hands of
individual nations gravely threatens the col-
lective security arrangements which Western
nations have aimed to establish since World
War |. The breakdown of that origina sys-
tem, the League of Nations, exposed how
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large overreaching states must have checks
on their powers. For Australia to go to war
now will expose our country as a target in
our region and will question the legitimacy
of an institution we must rely on.

It is fitting that parliament should coinci-
dentally sit at this time. It is very important
that the representatives of the Australian
people should have the opportunity to scruti-
nise the executive's decision to go to war and
the ramifications that this will have It is
more than clear that the Australian people do
not support the government on this issue,
despite Prime Minister Howard saying yes-
terday that he speaks on behalf of Australia.
The largest rallies ever seen in Australian
cities demonstrated the will of our people. In
my state of South Australia, some 100,000
men, women and children—young and old—
marched in Adelaide streets to voice their
protest against the government’s action. To
ignore this public anger is a great failure.
John Howard will eventually learn the extent
of his misudgment. Unfortunately, by then it
may well be too late, and it might be too late
for some of our Defence Force personnel.
They may pay the price for this govern-
ment’s arrogance.

Labor would support actionin Iraq if there
were a second resolution of the Security
Council—a resolution which specifically
authorises force. To date, no such resolution
exists. The United Nations Security Council,
charged with the responsibility to maintain
the peace and the security of the world, did
not see the urgency to call an immediate end
to diplomacy and inspections. Australians
have consistently not been told the truth and
they are angry about their government’s
willingness to defy the international consen-
sus.

The actions of this government are irre-
sponsible and will see a heightened chance
of a terrorist attack on our country or on
Australian interests overseas. The majority
of Australians want us to stand by the United
Nations. If the government has a problem
with the processes of the United Nations, it is
wiser to suggest reforms to the United Na-
tions rather than to simply ignoreit. As| said
in my last speech on the subject, without the
United Nations much more than the future of
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Iraq is in doubt. Three countries are about to
put the future of our system in doubt, and
they do not have the support of the Austra-
lian Labor Party. | urge honourable senators
to support the opposition’s amendment to the
motion before the chamber.

Senator MURPHY (Tasmania) (10.02
am.)—I intend to speak only briefly in this
debate on Irag. It is unfortunate, in many
respects, that we are having this debate now.
As| said in the previous debate on a motion
put by the government dealing with the issue
of Irag, it is a debate that we should have had
some time ago. | think given the commit-
ment by the Prime Minister, it is a debate
that we should have had some time ago in
order to allow this parliament to at least ex-
pressits view as to troop involvement in any
invasion of Irag—either United Nations
sanctioned or action taken in another form.
This action is currently being described as
the coalition of the willing.

It is certainly no new news that Saddam
Hussein is a dictator of the worst kind, and
that he has continued to be in breach of
United Nations Security Council resolutions
for along period of time. | think that is an
unacceptable situation. Whether or not we
have ended up in this position as a result of a
failure of United Nations processes is a mat-
ter for debate. | do not have the expertise to
express a view one way or the other, but the
fact isthat something has failed.

Some of the other countries involved in
the processes of the United Nations probably
need to have a long hard look at themselves,
in terms of their involvement with both Iraq
and Saddam Hussein. France is certainly one
country that needs to analyse its position
with regard to the role that it has played in
the UN Security Council. We could lay
blame in a number of areas as to why the
processes have failed; the fact is they have
failed. The government has now taken a de-
cison that we will be a participant in the
removal of Saddam Hussein from Iraqg.
Having taken that decision, the government
has put our troops in a difficult position.
From my point of view, | can do nothing
other than to support the process that is now
in place. The fact is that the troops are there
and they need to be supported, despite the
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fact that, in my view, the government has in
many respects misled the Australian people.

It is unfortunate that the Prime Minister
did not allow the parliament to have this de-
bate some time ago. In terms of the amend-
ments that have been proposed, | would sug-
gest that some people should look at things
that they have said in the past. | do not be-
lieve that the UN resolutions referred to in
paragraph (d) of the motion moved by the
government  necessarily provide clear
authority. Again, | have to say that, from a
legal point of view, | am not an expert in that
field. However, from a layman's point of
view, having read resolutions 678, 687 and
1441, | have difficulty in finding where there
is a clear mandate for what is, in a sense,
unilateral action being taken by some coun-
tries, though not all of the countries.

| have some difficulty with the govern-
ment's proposition. Given that a difficult
decision has been taken and that our troops
are committed, | think that they need to be
supported. It is very difficult to see a debate
taking place after the decision has been taken
and after our troops are aready in the Middle
East. We would be placing them in an unten-
able position if we were to recall troops from
the situation now. | think that is something
that we cannot contemplate, in my view, and
I will not support any call for that.

| would just hope that if war proceeds—
and this now seems inevitable—it will pro-
ceed in away that gets an outcome because |
believe frankly that Saddam Hussein should
depart from Iraq and Iraq would be much
better off in the long term if he were to do
that. It is clear from factual evidence and
from history that he has not served his coun-
try well. However, if we were to look around
the world there are a number of other dicta-
tors who probably—and do—fit into the
same box as Saddam Hussein. | sometimes
find it interesting that even with regard to
Zimbabwe, we do not take anywhere near as
strong a stance against someone like Robert
Mugabe who has clearly, albeit not to the
same extent perhaps, conducted the same
pattern of treatment of people in Zimbabwe
as Saddam Hussein hasin Irag.

As| said, | am not going to speak for very
long. | find it difficult in terms of us having
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this debate at the moment. It should have
been held some time ago as was promised by
the Prime Minister. | will totally and fully
support the troops that have been deployed
and | totally support their families here. They
have been put into this position by a gov-
ernment decision—rightly or wrongly—and
| am sure that they will do the job that they
have to do. It is unfortunate that we are hav-
ing a political debate with them in the mid-
dle. | had hoped that we would have had this
debate earlier and that we would not have
put the Australian defence forces in their
current position—making them almost a po-
litical football. From that point of view, |
will not be supporting the amendments pro-
posed by Senator Brown and by other par-
ties, although | do have some difficulty with
regard to the government's position. The
decision really is not a sound one and it cre-
ates some difficulty for me.

Senator  WATSON (Tasmania) (10.10
am.)—The opposition amendment to the
motion, that there should be an agreed
United Nations Security Council resolution,
is unnecessary. In fact, there may have been
some credibility to their argument if the lat-
est resolution mooted by the United States
and Britain had actually been presented and
either defeated or vetoed. However, in the
absence of a new resolution, the origina
resolution, No. 1441, remains valid and the
authority of the United Nations by which we
commit Australian troopsto Iraq is present.

Itis not only arequest of the USA but also
arequest of the larger world community that
Iraq disarm their weapons of mass destruc-
tion. It is just too risky to allow Saddam
Hussein to maintain production and storage
of these weapons especidly in the light of
Saddan’s track record in relation to ignoring
the rest of the world over a period of 12
years on all issues, including human rights
issues. The Iragi government has committed
widespread and gross human rights viola-
tions including arbitrary arrests of suspected
political opponents, execution of prisoners
and the forced expulsion of Kurds and
Turkmen from Kurkuk and other districts.
Known or suspected political opponents liv-
ing abroad have been reportedly frequently
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targeted and threatened by Iragi government
agents.

Economic sanctions imposed on Irag by
the United Nations Security Council in
August 1991 remain in force. The Security
Council adopted a resolution expanding the
oil for food program and setting up a new
weapons inspection system, proposing the
suspension of the sanctions for a limited pe-
riod following compliance by Iraq with the
provisions of the resolution. But the Iragi
government has rejected the proposal .

Five Republican Guard officers were re-
portedly executed on 29 December 1999 af-
ter being accused of complicity in the alleged
attempt to murder President Saddam
Hussein's younger son. Numerous execu-
tions of political prisoners, as wel as of
those convicted of criminal offences, were
apparently carried out as part of the govern-
ment’s prison cleansing campaign involving
several prisons. In March, the opposition
Iragi communist party centre for human
rights submitted to the United Nations spe-
cial rapporteur on Iraq details of 223 execu-
tions that it said were carried out between
12 October 1999 and 9 March 2000. They
included 26 political detainees executed on
26 November 1999 and a further 26 executed
on 27 January, all in a prison near Baghdad.
The mgjority were Shia Mudims, some of
whom had been held without judicial process
since 1991 on suspicion of having partici-
pated in the March 1991 uprising. The bod-
ies of the victims were reportedly buried in
mass graves somewhere near the prison.

Iragi security forces continued to target
suspected supporters of the Ayatdllah
Muhammad, a leading Shia cleric who was
assassinated in February 1999 together with
his two sons. In March, scores of Shia Mus-
lims who had fled Irag earlier in the year and
in 1999 told Human Rights Watch that they
had been repeatedly interrogated and in some
cases detained and tortured. Some of those
detained were relatives of prominent clerics
or students who were arrested shortly after
an assassination. Twenty-two of those ar-
rested soon after the murder were tried by a
special court. On 13 May, at least six, al
students of religion, were sentenced to death
and their homes were demolished. Other de-
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fendants received sentences of life impris-
onment or lesser terms. In October 2000 it
was not known whether the death sentences
had been carried out. Some of their relatives
were also arrested and tortured.

Iragi intelligence agents have targeted po-
litical opponents who have fled Iraqg, threat-
ening and intimidating them or arresting and
torturing family members who still remained
in the country. The former chief of staff of
the Iragi Army’s Sixth Armoured Division,
who fled to Jordan in 1995, received a
videotape showing the rape of a female rela-
tive by intelligence personnel. Rape, or
threat of rape, haslongbeenusedinlrag asa
punitive measure against opponents to ex-
tract confessions or information or to pres-
sure them into desisting from antigovern-
ment activities. Iragi political exileslivingin
Europe and elsewhere consistently report
having been threatened with arrest or the
execution of their rdatives if they did not
return to lraq or abandon opposition activity.
Also, asylum seekers in Jordan, Syria and
other countries report being under surveil-
lance by Iragi intelligence agents.

The government continued its enforced
expulsion of Kurds and Turkmen from some
districts as part of its ‘ Arabisation’ program.
Those expelled included individuals who had
refused to sign so-called nationality correc-
tion forms introduced by the authorities prior
to the 1997 population census and requiring
members of ethnic groups residing in these
districts to relinquish their Kurdish or Turk-
men identities and to register officially as
Arabs. The Iraqgi authorities also seized their
property and assets, and those who were ex-
pelled to areas controlled by Kurdish oppo-
sition forces were stripped of all possessions
and their ration cards were withdrawn. The
total number of those expelled since 1991 is
estimated to be over 94,000, according to
Kurdish opposition sources. On 28 June, two
staff members of the United Nations Food
and Agriculture Organisation were shot dead
in Baghdad and seven others were wounded,
reportedly by an Iragi identified by the
authorities as Fowad Hussain Haidar. He said
he had carried out the attack in protest of the
United Nations imposed embargo.
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The overall humanitarian situation in Iraq
remained dire despite the expanded oil for
food program. In his 10 March report to the
Security Council on the operation of the pro-
gram, UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan
noted that ‘an excessive number of holds
continued to impede the relief program.
These included holds on the contracts in the
water and sanitation and electric power sec-
tors, which, he stated, were a mgjor factor
impeding progress in the area of public
health. In his most recent report of 8 Sep-
tember to the Security Council, the Secre-
tary-General noted some improvements in
this area but said that ‘infrastructural degra-
dation’ of water and sanitation systems was
being exacerbated by ‘the absence of key
complementary items currently on hold and
adequate maintenance, spare parts and staff-
ing'. As regards the dectricity sector, the
report stated that the ‘entire electricity grid is
in a precarious state and is in imminent dan-
ger of collapsing altogether’. The overall
provision of health care and services was
said to be in ‘steep decling' . This assessment
was supported by the findings of the United
Nations and other humanitarian agencies.

In a report published in December 1999,
the International Committee of the Red
Cross said that the sanctions have had a
‘devastating effect on the lives of civilians
and that, while the oil for food program has
aleviated their plight, ‘it has not halted the
collapse of the health system and the deterio-
ration of the water supplies, which together
pose one of the gravest threats to the health
and well-being of the civilian population’. In
a report published on 13 September the FAO
said that, while existing food rations, com-
bined with market food purchases, have
‘halted further deterioration in the nutritional
situation, they have not by themselves been
able to reverse this trend'. It concluded that
acute mal nutrition among children under five
had decreased only dlightly from the 12 per
cent recorded in 1995 and that at least
800,000 children under five were chronically
mal nourished.

But Saddam’s contempt for his own peo-
pleisnot a new thing. Since the beginning of
the 1980s hundreds of thousands of Kurds
and Shi’a Muslims have ‘disappeared’” and
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their cases remain unresolved. In a campaign
of mass arrests and killing of Shi’a activists,
Ayatollah Bagir al-Sadr and his sister were
executed in 1980. In 1983, 80 members of
ancther leading Shi’a family were arrested,
and six—all of whom were religious |lead-
ers—were executed. In 1987-88 the Anfal
campaign of attacks on Kurdish villagers had
Amnesty International estimating that more
than 100,000 Kurds were killed or disap-
peared during the period—and those figures
are from Amnesty International. In the last
18 months a number of prominent Shi'a
Muslim clerics have been killed in Southern
Iraq in circumstances suggesting that they
might have been extrgjudicially executed,
possibly by government forces or forces
acting on government orders.

Every day in Iragq Kurdish people and
other ethnic minorities within lrag are suf-
fering at the hands of Saddam Hussein and
his brutal supporters. Based on this evidence
and Irag’s shocking human rights record, we
can no longer accept that one day Saddam
will do the peaceful thing and disarm his
weapons of mass destruction. It is the hold-
ing of these weapons of mass destruction that
is the problem. It has already been 12 years
and, with the spreading threat of terrorism, it
is time the world stood up and put a stop to
the stockpiling of chemical and biological
weapons. It will not happen otherwise.

In 1998 Saddam utilised mustard gas and
nerve agents against the Iragi Kurds at
Halabja in Northern Irag. According to Hu-
man Rights Watch up to 5,000 people were
killed and 10,000 or more were injured. The
use of chemical warfareis Saddam Hussein's
method of controlling his civilian population.
This man must be stopped. Saddam ensures
that there is no-one else with power in Iraqg.
Members of the oppoasition abroad have been
the targets of assassination attempts con-
ducted by the Iragi security services. Army
officers are vital informants for Saddam's
regime, and any officer suspected of having
ambitions outside serving the Iragi President
is immediately executed as a pre-emptive
action against those Saddam feels may pose
athreat to him.

| certainly would prefer to see a peaceful
resolution to this crisis, and | know that the
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rest of Australia would as well. However, it
is only through the support of the allied
troops, the coalition of the willing, that as
dangerous a man as Saddam Hussein will be
stopped. Even most Iragi refugees here in
Australia admit that, although they do not
want conflict and they pray for the lives of
their relatives ill in Irag, war is a small
price to pay for the end of the Saddam re-
gime. Just this morning we hear that Iraq has
cut telephone services to the country, so
refugees around the world cannot even con-
tact their loved ones back home to seeif they
are dead or alive. There have also been sug-
gestions of potential Iragi defence force de-
fections in the event of war. Recent allega-
tions also suggest that Saddam'’s own head of
defence is currently under house survell-
lance. If Saddam cannot even trust his own
defence minister and there are doubts about
the loyalty of those outside the Republican
Guard in the defence forces, then the prob-
lems within Iraq are more troublesome than
show on the surface.

Saddam Hussein was given a peaceful al-
ternative to end the tension and adequate
time. Then he was given adequate time—48
hours—to leave the country and to allow for
peaceful disarmament. But to demonstrate
his lack of compassion for even his own
people, he has declined, stating he was ‘born
in Irag and will diein Irag’. When he shows
such contempt for his own people, how can
people even believe that one day Saddam
Hussein will magically turn over a new |eaf
of consideration and peacefully disarm his
weapons, hopefully before they get into the
hands of terrorists? How quickly some peo-
ple have forgotten the destruction and trag-
edy that a terrorist act such as the Bali
bombing can have on our own lives. How
many have forgotten the brutal invasion of
Kuwait by Saddam'’s forces?

| read in the Daily Telegraph this morning
a letter from Richard Stannard, of Cremorne
Point, whose sentiment touched me and
whom | would like to quote:

Likeall sentient human beings, | want peace. |,
too, treasure the wonderful life | have, with my
freedoms to say and do as | want, when | want ...
Then | remember that | would not have this life
had not others stood up to the maniacs of history.
Whenever good people have chosen not to fight
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tyranny, the tyrants have had their way. Hundreds
of millions of people have paid for that mistake
with their lives. We will only be able to choose
“peace’ when we have found a way to control
madmen.

The writer goes on to conclude:
... our choice is to perpetuate the instability of the
world through continued inaction, or to choose

instead to work towards true world peace by
eliminating those who threaten that peace.

| support the government’s motion to deploy
troops to Irag. There is a legal and a moral
authority for that. In closing, | would like to
take this opportunity to wish the best of luck
to our defence forces and all others who are
involved in this potential conflict. | hold the
greatest respect for, and express gratitude to,
those people who are serving our country. |
strongly support our military personnel in the
wider sense and will be praying for their safe
return home as quickly as possible.

Senator HUTCHINS (New South Wales)
(10.26 am.)—I do not think anybody on this
side would disagree that the dictator in Iraq
at the moment is a very evil man and should
be removed. My party have been consistent
in that position since this became more of an
issue. For nearly a year now, we have main-
tained the position that has been placed be-
fore the Senate in the Faulkner amend-
ment—that is, that any action that needs to
occur in Iraq needs to have the authority of
the United Nations. Of the five points in the
Faulkner amendment, four refer to our need
for the involvement of the United Nations.
The fifth, as you know, Mr Acting Deputy
President Macdonald, says:

... expresses its confidence in our servicemen and
women and our full support for them and their
families.

Labor have been consistent since 22 April
last year in our position on this issue—and
why wouldn’t we? We are the oldest palitical
party in this country and we hold that there is
a means by which to resolve international
disputes without conflict. That has been our
position as a party from the time the League
of Nations was formed until the time the
United Nations was formed, and it has been
our position consistently in almost all con-
flictsin the last 50 years.
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It is with regret that our party sees the
collapse of diplomacy on thisissue. It is very
much with regret that we acknowledge that
men and women, whether in uniform or not,
at some point within the next week are going
to be killed because of the invasion by, or the
actions of, the coalition of the willing. It is
regrettable that that is about to occur, be-
cause we believe that there has been an op-
portunity for diplomacy to be given at least
one more chance. You will see from our
amendment to the motion, Mr Acting Deputy
President, that we are not unilaterally ruling
out military action against Saddam Hussein
and his regime. As | said, we are being con-
sistent and clear in the Faulkner amendment
in saying that action must be taken under the
aegis and the authority of the United Na
tions. We have not backed off from that and
we have not been anything other than con-
sistent as a party in the last half century. If it
is going to be the case in the next few days
that military conflict occurs, then it is a dip-
lomatic disaster and no-one can know the
results.

Canyou tell me, Mr Acting Deputy Presi-
dent, that if the Saddam Hussein regime is
removed we will see the end of state spon-
sored terrorism? Maybe. Can you tell me that
we will be closer to eliminating the leaders
of terrorism if this regime is removed?
Maybe. Can we ensure by these actions in
the next few days Saddam Hussein's re-
moval ? Can we say that terrorism will cease?
No. Can we say that the conditions that have
led to the rise of this terrorism will be de-
stroyed and eliminated? No. Can we say that
radical ISamin all its forms will retreat and
try to engage the world in a civilised man-
ner? No.

There are too many noes that cannot be
sustained by the actions that are about to oc-
cur. We must realise that for at least maybe
our lifetimes, and maybe our children’s life-
times, some form of terrorism—the sort of
action we have seen in the last few years, on
September 11 and in Bali—is going to be
with us. Unless we go to the root causes of
those actions, we are going to be left with
them. The actions that are about to occur
within the next week will not eliminate ter-
rorism, will not eliminate radical Issam and
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will not éiminate the conditions that have
led to their rise. That is why my party and |
say this must be addressed through diplo-
matic means. As | have said, we are not
saying that we will not support military ac-
tion; we are saying that we will not support
military action unless it is authorised through
the United Nations. We have been consistent
with that.

If there is a problem with the United Na-
tions, then bodies like Austraia, the United
States and other nations should deal with it. |
must say that | find it offensive that Franceis
one of the five permanent members. Thereis
a case, of course, for the United States and
the United Kingdom. There is a case for
Russia and China, but is there for France—a
declining colonial power when it was in-
stalled on the United Nations Security Coun-
cil after World War [1? There is an argument
for Germany to be one of the permanent
members, or Japan, India or one of the Afri-
can or South American nations. But, if there
is a problem with the United Nations, let us
reformit. Let us not slag off at it and say that
it has failed; maybe we have failed because
we have not taken it as seriously as we
should have. As a result of their actions in
the next week, Prime Minister Howard,
Prime Minister Blair and President Bush will
have marginalised any sort of future actions.
As | said, if there is a problem with the na-
ture of the United Nations, it should be dealt
with. There are many things that one could
say about President Chirac. | imagine coali-
tion speakers will mention his notoriety at
some point, so | will leave it to them to give
President Chirac a moral work-out.

A number of the peace demonstrators have
unfortunately decided to become involved in
some sort of childish anti-Americanism. We,
on our side, are not anti-American. In fact, of
the parties in this country, we embraced the
American alliance long before Sir Robert
Menzies got out of his British bootstraps. It
was us; it was Prime Minister Curtin who
went to FDR and did a lot to ensure the secu-
rity of this country.

Senator Kemp—TdIl Mark Latham that!
Tell Lindsay Tanner! Don't tell us!

Senator HUTCHINS—It was not Prime
Minister Menzies; it was not your conserva-

SENATE

9653

tive coalition mates. They were till waiting
for their knighthoods from Great Britain to
drop off the back of a trolley. This anti-
Americanism is childish, puerile and unpro-
ductive for the people who want to see a re-
sult to the issue of Irag. We have had a ro-
bust relationship with the Americans for over
a century. | remind senators that we have
been involved in any number of conflicts in
the last century—two of them world wars.
On both occasions during those world wars
we signed up immediately Britain went to
war. Our American allies, as they became,
did not enter World War | until 1918. They
entered World War |1 after Pearl Harbor. In
fact, we have not always had a strong diplo-
matic relationship with them; sometimes we
have had to act against our own interests.

In Dr Gregory Pemberton’s book, Austra-

lia's Road to Vietham, there is a memo from
the Kennedy administration to the Australian
government in 1963. You may recall that
after World War |l the Indonesians gained
independence from their Dutch colonial
masters, but that was only for the Indonesian
islands; it was not West Papua. Australia and
the Dutch were at that time quite insistent
that West Papua should at least be given
some opportunity to be an independent na-
tion. However, because of the communist
regime in Jakarta and the actions of the So-
viet Union at the time, the Kennedy admini-
stration was concerned that the sale of arms
to the regime in Jakarta would endanger their
South-East Asian strategy. We, along with
the Dutch, agreed to let West Papua be in-
corporated into Indonesia. We are now see-
ing, as the government knows, a number of
independence movements springing up in
West Papua, which is causing us some very
great difficulties in our relationship with Ja-
karta. | will quote the Kennedy administra-
tion memo to Australia. It says:
We must sdll them (Australia) the proposition that
a pro-Bloc (if not Communist) Indonesia is an
entirdy greater threat to them (and us) than Indo-
nesian possession of a few thousand square miles
of cannibal land.

We did not agree with the Americans. | do
not think it was in our long-term interests to
do that. We did at the time, and | think that
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diplomatically we will pay for it at some
point.

We have had that robust relationship with
our American allies. We were there with
them in Vietnam but the British were not.
The British had a lot of protests against
American involvement in Vietnam. This was
at the height of the Cold War and the NATO
aliance between the US and the United
Kingdom. | said that our position has been
consistent and clear, and we have taken that
position for nearly a year now. | believe the
case has to be put that there is no reason now
for diplomacy to continue, because diplo-
macy is about the only opportunity that we
would have had to avert the bloodshed that is
about to occur.

| want to finish on a quote from probably
the English-speaking world's greatest gen-
eral, the Duke of Wellington. In his prime
ministership after Waterloo, he said:
Take my word for it—if you had seen but one day
of war, you would pray to Almighty God that you
might never see such athing again.
| think that position has passed for us, and
that is sad.

Senator CARR (Victoria) (10.40 am.)—
The mgjority of Australians are truly ap-
palled by the recent events that have gripped
this country and the United States. | think the
majority of Australians have displayed a
seething anger, a seething outrage, at the
government, which they see has needlessly
put Australia’'s young people and our place
as a country at risk. There are many aspects
of tragedy associated with these events, but
perhaps some of the most profound tragedies
go to the fact that this Prime Minister seems
to have so little understanding or sense of the
immense danger that he has inflicted upon
this country. The Prime Minister's decision
to commit Australians to blindly follow the
United States in this unnecessary and ille-
gitimate war marks the terminal failure of
this government as well as the abject failure
of American diplomacy.

The commitment of troops, should war
break out in the next day or so, has essen-
tially followed the demand by the United
States President. It runs directly contrary to
Australia’s national interests, and it is a pro-
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found betrayal of the Australian people. De-
spite the very best efforts of the govern-
ment's spin doctors and the extraordinary
support that has been lent by the sycophantic
coverage of the Murdoch press, it does seem
to methat there is an inescapable fact associ-
ated with this matter, and that isthe failure of
this government to understand its place
within our region and its place in terms of
the relationship between this country and the
peopl e of the United States.

The enormous resources that are available
to the United States at this time in history
leave you in awe. There are extraordinary
opportunities available, to be taken if one
chose, to work for peace and to work for a
genuine liberation of the peoples of the
world in terms of addressing the fundamental
causes of terrorism, poverty, social distress—
all of which have been ignored by a group of
people who have seized the United States
machinery of government.

It pays to remember that we would not
now be faced with this war scenario if the
events in Florida during the last presidential
election had turned out differently. In my
judgment, the world is now faced with a war
due largdly to, amongst other things, the fact
that the government of Florida prevented a
number of people from vating in the last
presidential election and imposed certain
machinations which meant that the votes
were counted in a certain way that saw the
narrow election of the current president. But
the essential failure stemming from that
event has been with the United States war
strategy itself. Courtesy of the ABC's Four
Corners program last week, we know that
there has been a group of people, a small
clique of unelected ultra conservatives, who
have surrounded the United States Oval Of-
fice and have captured the thinking of the
machinery of state within America. They
have worked on the assumption that there
has to be a war with Irag, and they have
made that point perfectly clear since the
events that led to the attack on the World
Trade Centre. There is a proposition put in
an open letter that was sent to the United
States after September 11. It said:

... even if evidence does not link Irag directly to
the attack, any strategy aiming at the eradication
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of terrorism and its sponsors must include a de-
termined effort to remove Saddam Hussein from
power in Irag.

Donald Rumsfeld and Paul Wolfowitz have
been at the centre of a predetermined strat-
egy of war which we have now been drawn
into. So that is another aspect of this tragedy.
The failure of the United States govern-
ment—and, by extension, the failure of the
Australian government—Iies in this predis-
position to wage war irrespective of the le-
gitimacy or the morality of undertaking such
action. There has been a culpable failure to
convince international public opinion of the
justice of the agenda of reshaping the Middle
East, trying to reshape the world in Amer-
ica'simage, attempting to bribe and buy their
way through the United Nations and, of
course, attempting to cajole and abuse those
who take a different view.

There has been a complete and abject fail-
ure in the attempt to link the war on terror
with the current regime in Baghdad. No
matter what one thinks of that regime, there
has ssmply been no evidence presented that
the fundamentalists who are the linchpin of
the terrorist assaults of recent times are
linked to the secular regime in Baghdad.
Whatever crimes they have—and they have
many—I| do not believe the evidence has
been presented to make that connection. This
is an age when language is consistently de-
based. We see this in the rhetoric of Presi-
dent Bush. When he says, ‘The United Na-
tions has abrogated its responsibilities, so we
must rise to ours,” it rings particularly hol-
low.

In response, the Labor Party’s view is that
we have to be very clear, consistent and une-
quivocal in our language. Labor are opposed
to the war against the Iragi people. Labor are
opposed to the invasion of Irag. Labor be-
lieve that this war is wrong and is not in our
national interest. Labor argue that there re-
mains a better alternative and that the disar-
mament of Iraq can best be achieved through
the United Nations process. We oppose the
use of military forces and we urge their im-
mediate withdrawal. However, our argument
is with this spineless government, not with
our troops. Our defence forces have shown
often throughout our history that they are
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able to see more clearly the national interest
than are a number of politicians who have
sought to pursue vain military glory. | am
reminded of the votes that the front-line
troops took in the conscription debates in
1916 and 1917, when they quite explicitly
rejected the overtures of the Prime Minister
of that day when he sought to impose mili-
tary conscription on Australians.

It is important to recall the statements of
an extraordinary number of very senior
military officers who are recently retired and
therefore able to speak out, representing the
Army, the Navy and the Air Force. As well,
there are very senior public servants—even
persons that have been obliged to resign their
position to speak out on these issues. Paul
Barratt, the former Secretary of Defence;
Major General Peter Gration; Admiral Alan
Beaumont, a former Defence chief; Admiral
Mike Hudson; Major General Peter Phillips:
we have a whole series of people who have
indicated very deep reservations about the
war-fighting strategy of this government.
That tells me that there is something terribly
wrong, that it is not just the opinions of the
overwhelming majority of Australians that
sense the error of the government’s position
on this. There are people in a position to ac-
tually know the day-to-day operations of our
military who understand that this is not the
way forward.

What we are watching is the unfolding of
a new domino theory—in reverse, in a sense:
a doctrine of military pre-emption that, it
seems to me, has not been thought through
and that has profound consequences for the
security of the people of the world. | ask my-
self: who is next? Where do we go from here
inthis position? It is not just the fact that we
are going to attempt to impose a new mili-
tary government on the people of Irag; but
what are we going to say when it comes to
the so-called other points on the ‘axis of evil’
that President Bush has identified? Does it
mean that we are now being signed up for a
war in Syria, Iran or North Korea?

What is our position with regard to Paki-
stan? Everyone understands it is very unsta-
ble and at the point where, at any time, it
could be seized by a group of people who do
share the aspirations of the fundamentalists
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who we say have been the basis for the so-
called war on terrorism. What then do we do
with a country which clearly has genuinely
demonstrated that it has weapons of mass
destruction? What are the consequences of
the actions that we are now seeking to fol-
low? What are the consequences with regard
to Indonesia, which many people have sug-
gested clearly has a very serious issue in
terms of dealing with folk that take a very
strong view with regard to Australia’s place
within the region? What action are we taking
in terms of demonstrating our attitudes in
thisregion?

It strikes me that there is a list of possible
blunders and mistakes that arise from this
that are almost endless. Equally disturbing is
the prospect that somehow or other we have
some humanitarian mission which involves
the destruction of Iragi society. In the name
of humanitarianism, we are now going to be
bombing schools and hospitals. We are going
to destroy their infrastructure, we are going
to undermine their telecommunications sys-
tems, we are going to impose upon them a
view of humanity, al in the name of hu-
manitarianism. They say that politics is
sometimes comical, but surely nothing could
be more comical than the prospect of trying
to defend these actions in the name of hu-
manitarianism.

We are told that United Nations resolu-
tions carried 10 years ago legitimise the ac-
tions being taken today. Clearly, that is not
the view of the overwhelming numbers
within the United Nations. Equally, we are
told that the action is being taken in terms of
resolution 1441, which was passed last year.
At the time, it was explicitly said by the
number of countries that supported it that it
did not provide justification for pre-emptive
and unilateral action. It seems to me that
these arguments simply do not wash. When it
comes to the issue of where we stand, Kofi
Annan, Secretary-General of the United Na-
tions, has made it perfectly clear that action
taken without the explicit support of the
United Nations is clearly illegitimate and in
breach of the UN charter.

When it comes down to it, we are now
being asked to embark upon a military ad-
venture of profound consequence to the peo-
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ple of this country and possibly of ultimate
consequence to the young people we are
asking to actually undertake it. We are asked
to do so for the most spurious of reasons,
with little thought having gone into the con-
sequences of it. | am reminded of people
such as Robin Cook, who made an extraor-
dinary speech to the House of Commons the
other day. He highlighted the fact that, when
it comes to this issue and we look at the
strategy that has been pursued to date in
terms of the containment of Irag, the over-
whelming body of evidence is that that strat-
egy has worked. He said that, on the under-
standing of what weapons of mass destruc-
tion are and the capacity to deliver weapons
of that nature, there was no justification for
the actions that have been taken. So we have
to ask ourselves: given thelevel of threat that
is posed by Iraq, is this action that is being
asked of us now justified? On all the evi-
dence | can see, there is no basis for such a
war.

| think we have to come to the point
where we say there is a dipl omatic weakness
in what is being proposed and that the gov-
ernment has resorted to the age-old social
Darwinist theory that might is right. | think,
as Robin Cook made clear:
History will be astonished at the diplomatic mis-
calculations that led so quickly to the disintegra-
tion of that powerful coalition—
of nations that was formed around the war on
terrorism. It strikes me that we now have a
situation where Australia’s direct interests
are being challenged by the reckless actions
of this government. | am told—and the Lib-
erals on the other side of the chamber have
made this point over and over again—that
one should not have an infinite patience
when it comes to the processes of the United
Nations. | ask the next speaker from the Lib-
eral Party to tell me about resol ution 242 that
was carried 30 years ago. That was the reso-
Iution that went to the issue of the lsradli
occupation of the various territories around
Isragl. What action has been taken on that?
Why do we not have the same level of impa-
tience when it comes to UN resolutions on
other parts of the Middle East?

Equally, | am told that one should be con-
cerned about the Iragi peopl€'s humanitarian
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rights, and that is something | strongly sup-
port. But | ask myself: why is this claim
coming from a government that sends people
back to that regime that is so abominable? It
is so abominable that we have no hesitation
in trading with them; it is so abominable that
we say that we do not have any really strong
objections to the fact that it was the United
States and the United Kingdom that provided
the foundations for their biological and
chemical military capacity. We had no ob-
jections to this horrific regime when it was
fighting for the interests that the West
thought were appropriate in the war against
Iran. And when it comes to the Kurds, what
do we say with regard to humanitarianism in
the north of Irag? Our view is simple: we say
that so long as it is the Iragi regime in Bagh-
dad behaving badly, we are opposed to it; but
if it comes across the border from Turkey
and the human rights of the Kurds are threat-
ened by Turkey, we are not quite so inter-
ested in pursuing that.

There are high levels of cynicism and op-
portunism being exploited in this matter, and
it seems to me that the issues are of such pro-
found importance to the future of this coun-
try that there ought to be much more careful
consideration given to them by this govern-
ment. | have no doubt that the Australian
people, who seem to have a very good sense
of this, are ignoring what this government is
saying. They are ignoring what the Murdoch
pressis trying to get them to accept because
the overwhelming majority of Australians
understand the profound folly that this gov-
ernment has embarked upon and that it has
committed this country to. | feel particularly
distressed that this government has put our
young people at risk. | think particularly of
our young people who travel, | think par-
ticularly of our young people in the armed
forces and | think about the future young
people in this country who will have to live
in aregion and understand and cope with the
consequences of this government’s actions.

It is the Australian Labor Party that have
made clear the direction we should be taking
with the United States. We understand the
nature of that relationship. It was a relation-
ship created through a Labor government;
but it was not, and it never has been, predi-
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cated on the presumption of subservience—
not to a nation, nor to a group of people who
have captured the regime in the United
States. With all the capacities the Americans
have, they ought to be using their enormous
wealth and talents for the preservation of
peace, not for pursuit of war. (Time expired)

Senator SCULLION (Northern Territory)

(11.00 a.m.)—I rise to speak in support of
the motion of the commitment to the coali-
tion in the gulf. | do so because part of my
role in this place is to ensure the enduring
security and safety for the children of Aus-
tralia. | say ‘children of Australia’ because
protecting their future is far more important
and a bigger focus for me and my work in
this place. | note that, in terms of some of the
suggestions from the other side, it isall about
protecting the future from certain risks. Cer-
tainly the motion identifies quite clearly
what the core of this whole issue is about.
Paragraph (b)(iii) states:
that, as more rogue states acquire them—
referring to weapons of mass destruction—
the risk of weapons of mass destruction falling
into the hands of terrorists multiplies, thereby
presenting a real and direct threat to the security
of Australia and the entire international commu-
nity;
It is very clear to me that thisis a very laud-
able task and a task that should be under-
taken. It should not be resiled from because
it may be a bit hard at the moment. From the
outset | would like to place on record that |
would not support any military action in Irag
unless | thought that it was the single re-
maining action that would secure peace and
security in the region. We have clearly
reached that point. It has been demonstrated
quite clearly by previous speakers from this
side that we have now reached that point and
that all other options have been exhausted.

I, like many other Australians, have hoped
in vain that years of sanctions and rampant
diplomacy would make some change—per-
haps a single act of contrition, a single act of
compliance from Saddam Hussein—but un-
fortunatdly they have not. It would appear
that Saddam Hussein has never intended to
dispose of his insidious weapons of mass
destruction. In fact, he has embarked on a
calculated program of deception and con-
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cealment of his stockpiles of hiological
weapons and most likely he has continued to
produce and purchase other weapons that are
flagrantly outside the specifications as
stipulated by the United Nations. We sud-
denly get this picture of this contrite dictator
who says: ‘| don't know where we have had
the al-Samoud missiles for the last 12 years.
| have a big backyard. Maybe they got lost in
the rubbish somehow. | don't know how we
possibly missed those.” We have gone into
this vintage Iragi stalling tactic of him say-
ing: ‘Now that | know that we have got them
here and we know we are in noncompliance,
we might disarm those one at a time. We
might only do six and then say that we are
not doing any more unless you take away
these committed people who | am in fact
taking some notice of for the first timein 12
years. Can you go away and take the pres-
sure off me? Then maybe | will destroy a
few more.” These are the absol utely insidious
disingenuous actions of an individual who
has had absolutely no interest whatsoever in
disarming and adding to the peace and secu-
rity in that region and in the global commu-
nity.

Much of the opposition to the military ac-
tion in Iraq has been centred on the need to
pursue diplomatic or other options to disarm
Irag. | notice that Mr Rudd, in that other
place, continues to stand up and say, ‘We
need more diplomacy.” He is likely to say
that we need more diplomats, isn't he? He is
from that schoal of thought in any event. It is
a school of thought that has comprehen-
sively, throughout the world and on both
sides of politics, failed to deliver a single
outcome with regard to this matter. It does
not matter what we have done; every single
country in the world has said to Irag, ‘You
are doing the wrong thing. You have to
change.” We have reached the point where
every time the United Nations sends a single
message to Iraq saying, ‘We want you to
comply,” Saddam Hussein will say, ‘Give me
more time.’ That is what he wants; he wants
people to give him more time. Do you know
what the people from the other side of this
chamber are saying? They are saying, ‘Give
him more time.” He has had 4,402 days to
comply. Are we going to give him more
time? Are we going to give him more diplo-
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macy? Are we going to have a little chat?
That is what he wants. He says. ‘Give me a
bit more time. | have to get a few more
things organised. | need a few more chemical
weapons. | need a few more biological
weapons. Let'sjust string this out a bit more.
On the TV every night, I'm on a horse—a
white charger. | love it. What | want the
community to do is to give me more time
and keep having a chat. | love it. It's tremen-
dous.’” And so the solution that has been of-
fered from the other side of this place is to
give him what he wants: give him more di-
plomacy, give him moretime.

If you are talking about seriously dealing
with thisissue, you are going to have to get a
bit more comprehensive than that. You are
going to have to show a bit of mettle. | think
that that mettle has been demonstrated by a
number of countries around the world. We
talk about unilateral action by the United
States of America, and we somehow frown
and say that a single state moving forward is
inappropriate. As | understand it, over 40
countries are now taking action against Sad-
dam Hussein. Not just Western countries but
Arab countries are involved in providing
personnel and equipment and also providing
supportive  personnel—medical  experts,
transport and logistics assistance, access to
bases and air space. Some of those countries
are Afghanistan, Albania, Britain, Bulgaria,
Colombia, the Czech Republic, Denmark, El
Salvador, Eritrea, Estonia, Ethiopia, Georgia,
Hungary, Italy, Japan, South Korea, Latvia,
Lithuania, Macedonia, the Netherlands,
Nicaragua, the Philippines—it just goes on
and on. Spin the global ball—they are al
there.

We should not be referring to the coalition
of the willing; we should be referring to the
coalition of the unwilling—those people who
are not prepared, because they do not have
the mettle, to do what needs to be done. We
had a leader of the coalition of the unwilling:
France. A couple of little jokes are aways
around the halls, and one that is completely
in context at the moment is this: how many
people does it take to defend Paris? The an-
swer is we don't know; we have never tried.
They are not the sort of people you would
seek advice from about whether we should
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go to war. General Schwarzkopf said, ‘ Tak-
ing France to war is a little bit like going
deer hunting and taking a piano accordion.’
We are looking to those countries and saying,
‘Look, we have found one person who is part
of the coalition of the unwilling. They do not
want to participate, so we will hold up.” Do
you know what France said? They said—and
it is important to remember these words—
‘Under no circumstances will we support
military action in Irag.’ It was amazing that
the very same words from the Leader of the
Opposition in the other place were ‘under no
circumstances will we support’. It is about as
sophisticated as saying, ‘No war.” How so-
phisticated is that? This is a comprehensive
and sophisticated challenge that needs com-
prehensive and sophisticated answers.

People have said that there is going to be
collateral damage. In their hearts, when they
hear the word ‘war’, all Australians know
that there is going to be collateral damage.
No Australian wants us to go to war. No
Australian wants a single person to be in-
jured if it is unnecessary. But there are al-
ways consequences of doing nothing. It
might make you fed a bit more comfort-
able—that is, by looking around and doing
nothing we might not get into trouble—but it
has another consequence: the tens of thou-
sands of lives that are being lost around Iraq
every year and the horrific events of history
that have been associated with Iraq will con-
tinue to happen. By doing nothing we are
endorsing the continuing deaths of thousands
of people. There is always a conseguence of
doing something—even nothing. | certainly
do not support doing nothing. It astonishes
me that people from the other side are say-
ing, ‘Let's do nothing. Let's do what he
reckons we should do: diplomacy, more talk,
more time." To my mind, if we do nothing,
for the world that is far too high a price to
pay.

Those on the other side seem to believe
that the repeated and deceitful breaches by
Iraq of its agreement to disarm weapons of
mass destruction and its deployment of
chemical weapons against domestic and for-
eign adversaries would be best resolved by
having more inspectors and more time. Sev-
enteen subsequent resolutions have all been
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ignored. | thought, ‘Isn't this fantastic?
Eventually they tried to persuade the coali-
tion of the unwilling to participate. They ac-
tually tried to persuade them by saying,
‘Come to the war; we can see that something
needs to be done; nothing has worked; all of
us should get together.” That was not to say,
‘We need to somehow legally endorse this
completely illegal action that is being taken.’
It was simply to say to Saddam Hussein:
‘This is more leverage. This is serious now,
because we have the coalition of the willing
and the coalition with a bit of ticker. Thisis
going to happen, mate, so you had better take
some notice.” Iraq is a rogue nation with a
history of destroying neighbours, invading
unilaterally and having probably the worst
human rights record since the Khans and
their historical moves across Asia.

Saddam Hussein's association with ter-
rorism has been spoken about a lot. People
have said, ‘ You can't demonstrate that he has
some sort of weapon of mass destruction and
that he is going to use it against someone.’ |
tell you what, if we could, we would be over
there doing the business—doing what people
with mettle do. We would be bringing the
force of international law to the terrorist and
we would be making sure that those weapons
did not arrive there. So to ask us to suddenly
prove something that we would not be doing
something about is just alittle bit lame.

People may not be able to demonstrate
that Saddam Hussein is a terrorist or that he
has an association with terrorism but have a
look at the history of Saddam Hussein. Have
alook at his life. | certainly recommend the
reading of his biography—it is not for young
people; it is quite horrific. He behaves as a
terrorist. He is happy to hang people—
Jews—like grapes around Federation Square
until their heads fall from their bodies be-
cause he had a bad hair day. That is the sort
of bloke heis. If you are telling me that he is
not associated with terrorism, well perhaps
not, but | can tell you now that, if he believes
that he can achieve his goal in any way, he
will not resile from it. That may mean say-
ing: ‘I don't particularly want to be associ-
ated with this, mate, but there are a few peo-
ple over here who are a bit cross with the
United States. Maybe | can just lend you one



9660

of those things | left in my backyard. | will
have a bit of a sneak around over here. | am
not really sure where anything is but you
never know what you will stub your toe on.’

The clear message is that, if we ignore the
UN, wait long enough and keep going on,
there will always be a coalition of the un-
willing who do not have the mettle. The
message isjust to hang in there; they will not
do anything. Well, Saddam, the time has
ended, because there is a codlition of the
willing. It is a huge coalition, and that coali-
tion is determined to ensure the security and
future not only of Australia but also of the
rest of the world.

| was absolutely disgusted—in fact, | had
to check that it was correct—when | heard
that some sections of the Australian union
movement are contemplating a supply block-
ade similar to the shipping strikes during the
Vietnam War. It does not matter what per-
sonal opinion you hold about the war; our
defence forces have gone there because they
are under orders. It is as simple as that. The
coalition of the unwilling, supported by the
other side in this place, are now saying,
‘Now you're over there, we don't want to
attack the soldiers; we don't want to attack
the brave young men and women of our de-
fence forces” Where is the consistency?
They say, ‘We don't want to attack them but
we're happy to support our mates in the un-
ion movement who say, “Crack on, guys.
Just do it without water. See if you can do it
without any bullets. Sorry about your fuel,
but crack on and have a good time.”’ It is
absolutely offensive.

Members of the Australian defence forces
are heroes and warriors—it is as simple as
that—and they should be recognised as such.
Any attempt to cast them as villains and
murderers and to say, ‘I'm going to block
your supplies because you are obviously not
doing something that is worthy or reason-
able,’ is absolutely untenable and it should
never be tolerated. | notice that many people,
particularly those on the other side, are say-
ing, ‘We're not attacking the defence forces
per se, but, if you consider what happened in
the era of the Vietnam protests, you will see
that they were not attacking them either. But
they vilify them by saying, ‘We don't accept
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the leadership who simply decided that they
are going to war. From that point on, it is a
done dedl; it is happening.’ To vilify that
whole processis a vilification of our defence
forces and | bdlieve that that is unacceptable
and unconscionable.

| think that the unions should perhaps go
back to the union mantra—if they can re-
member it—of ‘united we stand, divided we
fall’. It is all about sticking up for your
mates. They should take a close hard look at
the commitment displayed by their comrade
the British Prime Minister, Tony Blair. There
is a bloke with a bit of mettle. He does not
run away when it gets tough. He does not
shirk from a decision and say, ‘It's a tough
one today. | am sorry but | will just handball
it to someone.’ International global security
is at risk and what does he do? He does not
say, ‘Pop on a blue ribbon—it will be right:
have a bit of a chat and have a different po-
sition for political reasons.” He said: ‘ There's
ajob that needs to be done. | am going to be
proudly part of the coalition of the willing,
because this must stop.’ | am very proud of
that man. | thought that was tremendous. |
cannot believe his palitics but here is some-
body whom | have to admire, because he
knows what the right thing is to do and he is
prepared to do just that.

Thiswar is not an attack on Islam; it isan
action designed to remove a despotic regime.
To this end, | have spoken to the leaders of
the Islamic community in the Northern Ter-
ritory and reassured them of the govern-
ment's position and intention. | have also
extended to them an invitation that, if any
vilification happens in my electorate, in my
beloved Territory, they have my personal 24-
hours-a-day, seven-days-a-week number and
I will ensure that the full force of the law
comes down on the heads of those who seek
to vilify the good, beautiful Australians who
are equally supportive of the coalition of the
willing.

Finally, I would like to acknowledge the
Australian defence forces, especially No. 75
Squadron, whose members are normally
based at Tindal in the Northern Territory.
They have family and friends back home and
| am sure they all wish to return home when
their job is done. | would like to say how
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proud | am of them and extend to their fami-
lies the pride that we should feel about the
professionalism under which these men and
women do their work. Whilst they are an
incredibly important part of our defence
system, it is an issue—a very interesting is-
sue—that it does not matter what sort of
aeroplanes we have; for example, whether
we have the new HUD 2.1 equipment or
whatever your particular taste is for bits and
pieces in arcraft. The reason that the Aus-
tralians are the very best is that we have the
very best people sitting in those seats. That is
that four or five per cent difference between
us and the rest of the world. Those people do
not need to be distracted from their task;
those people need to be simply encouraged.
They have been called upon to stand and
fight for what isright and just and to assist in
making the world a better place.

| have three children and | am very con-
cerned about their capacity to travd, to live
in Australia and to have the same life as we
have, living without fear; it is so important.
One of thereasons | came into this place was
to create a safe and good environment for my
children. | believe that we have to have the
mettle to say very clearly, ‘Saddam Hussein
has to be stopped.” Everyone is agreed on
that but some say, ‘We don't like that op-
tion.” They have not put up any other op-
tions. This man has had over 4,402 days of
opportunity to do something. If he had done
just one thing, we would have been im-
pressed. But right up to this moment, unless
we had deployed the forces and gone in there
with a show of military strength, he would
not have even complied by allowing weap-
ons inspectors back into the country. This
coalition of the willing is the only way to
make this world—particularly Australia—a
safer placeinto the future. | am very proud to
be part of the coalition of the willing.

Senator NETTLE (New South Wales)
(11.19 am.)—As we stand here taking
about this motion on Irag, there are people
who one week from now will be dead be-
cause of decisions that have been made here.
The vast mgjority of those who will die will
be ordinary people in Irag who, like you and
me, treasure and enjoy life. They participate
in their local community. They revel in the
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everyday joys of life. They laugh, they sing
and they play just like ordinary Australians.
Thisis why Australian people have no quar-
rel with the Iragis. They are people like us.
We fed connected with them, we understand
their fear for their families and we empathise
with their pain. This is the raw fact that the
Prime Minister has lost sight of. War is about
people, not abstract concepts. War is about
the deaths of ordinary men and women, not
about maintaining strategic aliances. It is
people who will suffer, it is people who will
die and it is people who are being asked to
dothekilling.

People are the victims of war, but ulti-
mately it is the people who can and will re-
solve this mess that our so-called leaders
have created. Ordinary men and women
around the world have responded to this very
human reality. We have seen millions of
people around the world come out onto the
street and regject this war and its humanitarian
consequences. People have literally poured
onto the street to show their support for the
people of Irag. Indeed, a new superpower has
arisen over the last year—and it isnot the US
and it is not George W. Bush. The super-
power that has been born in recent world
politics is public opinion. This unprece-
dented movement is not controlled by the
usual palitical mechanisms of parliaments
and paliticians, yet it aone has turned
George W. Bush's arrogant plan to bully and
bluster the world into war into an enormous
US diplomatic failure. This superpower,
which has already achieved so much, will
continue to grow. If there is to be any good
to come out of this war, then it will be this
power that is responsible, not our govern-
ments.

In Australia, wherever Prime Minister
Howard goes in public, he is reminded that
the people of this wonderful country say that
he does not speak for them when he sends
Australian men and women off to another
war in the gulf and, perhaps, to their deaths.
We support the troops, but we do not support
Prime Minister Howard. When he sends
troops to the gulf, he does so in the name of
Mr John Winston Howard only and in the
shadow of George W. Bush. | was with hun-
dreds of Australians last Sunday, who were
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making their voices on this issue heard by
Prime Minister Howard. They were saying to
him, ‘You do not speak for us.” With me in
that crowd were elderly war veterans, who
were wearing their medals as a reminder to
John Howard of the horrors of war. There
were young families, there were new Aus
tralians and there were elderly women who
have been the stalwarts of the peace move-
ment in their local community.

Mr Howard underestimates the power of
the Australian people at his own peril. War is
a fundamental and unforgivable stain to
leave on the conscience of the Australian
people. We will not forget the Prime Minis-
ter’'s actions and we will not forget the hor-
rendous consequences. Prime Minister How-
ard requested yesterday, in his televised press
conference, that the Australian people have
their ‘beef with him'. We will do that at the
next election—have no fear and have no
doubt. The peace movement has strength-
ened its voice. Asthis country steps into war,
we will be strong in our determination to see
Australia bring home the troops; meet our
humanitarian responsibilities in this war;
enforce accountability for every civilian
death, as occurs for military deaths; and be
part of a renewed commitment to peaceful
multilateralism.

The focus of the peace movement so far
has been to stop this war, and there have
been tremendous successes along the way.
Those who expressed muted dissent when
the United Nations passed resolution 1441
have been emboldened to stand up and more
strongly refuse a second resolution. A host of
countries and leaders around the globe have
found the courage to speak out against the
most powerful nation in the world, because
of the support offered by millions around the
world. What once appeared likely to be an
international, UN-endorsed coalition to wage
war has now been whittled down to just the
United States and its dazed lackeys—three
morally bankrupt governments who are no
longer enjoying the support of their people.

The peace movement will call loudly for
an immediate end to war. That call is based
onavision for peacethat is driven by justice,
not by the rule of might. We will continue to
call for justice—the justice that demands that
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those who make war must face their respon-
sibility for the ongoing suffering of and dis-
advantage to innocent victims. This includes
not only the injured and the traumatised in-
dividuals but also the crippled economy, the
environment and the infrastructure of Irag.
Justice also means accountability for the de-
cisions that have brought us to this point and
for the politicians who have made these deci-
sions.

It is clear that this war is both illegal and
immoral. At the thirteenth hour, Prime Min-
ister Howard is waving around his own min-
ister’s advice to say that it is all okay. Yet
every day a growing chorus of legal experts,
foreign governments and international bodies
makes it clear that any legal basis to this
strike is a sham. The Prime Minister who
commits Australian troops to an illegal war
is committing an illegal act. The Australian
people know it and the world knows it. Jus-
tice demands that he be made accountable.

This war is a criminal waste of human
lives, of vast sums of money, of natural re-
sources and of the ongoing health and stabil-
ity of a nation of people. It is also a tragic
waste of a historic opportunity to take a dif-
ferent path. The Greens have repeatedly put
forward a program for peace and long-term
stability in theregion, and oursis only one of
the many plans on the table internationally
that have been dismissed, ignored or misrep-
resented by this government, which has been
bent on a predetermined course of action. We
will not forget. We will not be drowned in a
sea of misinformation. The vision for peace
is clear even through the fog of war. Once
this fog has lifted, the world will also see the
consequences. George Bush's deceitfully
caled ‘war of liberation' will inevitably
bring a massive humanitarian crisis.

Mr Howard has been overenthusiastic
about committing our troops to war, but heis
dismissive about committing Australian re-
sources to cleaning up the mess. Mr How-
ard’s crocodile tears for the human rights of
the Iragi people only apply to the actions
taken in the past. What about the actions that
he is pursuing and advocating? He takes no
responsibility for the human damage his own
actions will cause in the present and in the
future. This government spent $12 million on
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fridge magnets, which were returned by
thousands of Australians who rejected its
palitics of fear. Yet this government proposes
to spend just $10 million on rebuilding a
country it wants to destroy. The estimates of
the cost of rebuilding Iraq vary, but a figure
of $150 billion would be conservative. Aus-
tralia has committed one per cent of the
military force, yet it wants to toss just 0.006
per cent for the humanitarian cost of awar. It
is disgusting.

In the short term, our responsibilities to
the people of Irag include meeting the needs
of a population that have been exposed to
chemical contamination, radioactivity from
depleted uranium, unexploded cluster
bombs, psychological trauma, family break-
down and lost educational opportunities. All
this compounds the damage caused to a gen-
eration by widespread malnutrition from a
cruel sanctions regime. We are determined
that Iraq will not be abandoned like Afghani-
stan, nor must it become a US client state.
The autonomy and the dignity of the Iragi
people must be restored, despite the destruc-
tion they are about to suffer.

The most wide-reaching demand of the
peace movement is for the restoration of an
international system of justice and coopera-
tion. This government has been complicit in
nothing less than tearing up the compact that
has kept the world from major conflict for
the last 50 years. However flawed, the
United Nations system has spared us the
worldwide wars that plagued the first half of
the last century. Yet this government is re-
jecting the principles of international law and
multilateralism and is instead supporting the
reinstatement of ‘might is right' as the basis
of international relations.

In supporting this principle, this govern-
ment shows that it has forgotten the lessons
learnt by the Anzacs and by al those who
have lived through previous wars. It has be-
trayed the message of those who warned us
from their own experience about the futility
of war. This government is also responsible
for the abandonment of any moral high
ground that Western democracies have occu-
pied over the last 50 years. How can we be
proud of a peace-loving, fair go, democratic
tradition when our government commits us
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to a war of aggression against a massively
weaker foe, against the wishes of its people
and against the will of international law? As
arich, educated, peaceful country, we have a
responsibility to act in broader global inter-
ests. In the past we have taken up this role,
including playing a key role in setting up the
United Nations system; now we are taking
part in undermining it. This Prime Minister
has made the decision to undermine this in-
ternational framework without the support of
the Australian people, without the vote of
this parliament and in the face of over-
whelming global opposition. But perhaps the
greatest tragedy of thisinsane situation is the
inability of the United States and its alies to
believein the people of Iraqg.

Much has been said about the lack of al-
ternatives to war, but never in this whole
sorry story has the US genuinely invested in
the power of the Iragi people to decide their
own destiny. Instead, through a cruel sanc-
tions regime, supported by this government,
they have starved and killed one of the
brightest and most dynamic peoples of the
world and |eft them at the mercy of a crue
dictator. The peace movement continues to
believe in the Iragi people. We say: lift the
sanctions now, support democratic organisa-
tions, support human rights inspectors, and
work with the international community to
build a culture of peace in the region and
hope for democratic change. If our warlike
leaders had heeded this message 25 or 10
years ago and poured the same kind of re-
sources that now fuel this war machine into
people-centred solutions, who can say that
the Iragi people could not have been the
agents of their own bright destiny?

War is not the only option and it never
was. It is sadly ironic how profoundly the
current disregard for democracy and the con-
certed attempt to dismantle multilateralism
have backfired. Inspiringly, it has led to a
revival of grassroots democracy, a renewed
commitment from the overwhelming major-
ity of the world's countries to negotiation
and to multilateral forums. Despite the hy-
pocrisy and the cowardice of our political
leaders, the peace movement still stands for
hope and the new people's superpower will
not be silenced.
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The PRESIDENT—Order! Senator Net-
tle, you are relatively new in this place, but |
would like to bring your attention to the fact
that it is not in order in this place to wear T-
shirts with slogans. That has been ruled upon
by former President Sibraa and former Presi-
dent Reid. | intend to uphold that ruling in
future. | draw your attention to that so that
you do not make the same mistake again.

Senator Brown—Mr President, | hope
that you will uphold that ruling right across
the board. Not too long ago, the defence
minister brought a Crows doll in here and
put it on the desk in front of him. That
should have been ruled out of order: let's
have some even-handedness.

The PRESIDENT—I agree that anything
to do with the Addaide Crows should be
ruled out of order.

Senator FERRIS (South Australia)
(11.39 am.)—These are testing times for all
Australians. Absolutely nobody wants to go
to war. To commit our troops to military con-
flict abroad is the hardest decision that a
government can make and |, along with all
members of the government, commend the
Prime Minister on having the courage and
the conviction to take this action to protect
Australia’s national interests and to ensure
international peace and security.

Let us not forget Security Council resolu-
tion 678, which was adopted in 1990. In all
the rhetoric that we have heard in this place
over thelast day or so, it is easy to forget that
back in 1990 the Security Council authorised
the use of all necessary means—not only to
implement resolution 660, which demanded
that Iraq withdraw from Kuwait, but also
importantly to implement al subsequent
relevant resolutions and to restore interna-
tional peace and security in the Middle East.

Resol ution 687, which provided the cease-
fire terms for Iraq in April 1991, affirmed
resolution 678. Security Council resolution
1441 confirms that Iraq has been, and re-
mains, in material breach of its obligations,
which is a point thankfully on which there is
unanimous agreement. How many times do
you ask somebody to agree with something
that they agreed to do 12 years previously?
Do you do it once, twice, 10 times or 18
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times? At what point do you say that this
person has no intention of agreeing with the
original agreement they made with you?

It is now accepted that Iraq has carefully,
systematically and in fact quite devioudy
defied the United Nations and the world for
more than 12 years. We all know that Sad-
dam has brought the world to the brink of
war on numerous occasions only to offer
infinitesimally small concessions that divide
the world in their determination to bring this
dictator to justice. Everybody agrees that
there is a plethora of evidence pointing to the
horrific nature of this regime; everybody
agrees with that and everybody agrees that
he should be brought to justice. He should be
made accountable for murdering his own
people. He should be made accountable for
the Gestapo techniques of suppression and
oppression of any opposition at al. He
should be made accountable for his rape
gangs. He should be made accountable for
his support of terrorist organisations. His
actions strengthen his supporters and weaken
the determination of those who oppose him.

Women particularly have suffered dread-
fully under this decade of a despotic dictator.
The regime has a dedicated technical opera-
tions unit that uses rape and sexual assault
for political purposes. In lragi prisons,
women are routingly raped by their guards.
Who will ever forget the shocking picture of
Kurdish women and children who were
gassed when Saddam Hussein used weapons
of mass destruction against his own people?
It should be indelibly printed on the minds of
all those who saw those photographs. | sim-
ply cannot understand, and this government
cannot understand, having waited as long as
we all have and having tried appeasement
and talking so many times over the last 12
years, how people in this country can till
say: ‘Give him another go. Let’s try unilater-
alism. Let's try multilateralism. Let's try
anything. Let’sjust not take a tough decision.
Let'sjust flick it to somewhere else’

We simply cannot continue appeasement.
We cannot allow this man to continue to di-
vide and to rule in the way that he has. How
can we defend his activity? After the broader
experience of his defiance over the last 12
years, this government is no longer prepared
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to wait. We will not wait until the next
breach of a UN resolution. We will not wait
until the weapons inspectors discover that
weapons of mass destruction can be hidden
anywhere in this vast country. We will not
wait until another human rights abuse is
committed on another woman and nothing is
done, and we will not wait while Iraq has the
opportunity to stockpile and sell weapons of
mass destruction. We will not wait any
longer.

We simply cannot sit by and watch while
this cruel and oppressive dictator continues
to persecute his own people. He threatens the
peace and stability of a whole region. We
simply have to take action once all reason-
able diplomatic initiatives have failed to
diminate the threat to international peace. I,
for one, am not prepared to leave this obli-
gation and this duty to my children or some-
body else’s children or some other country at
some other time. How is the world going to
deal with rogue states in the future if we
continue to allow this man to stay in power?
Should the world just send out a message to
any rogue state that it is okay to flout inter-
national law and the United Nations? Should
the world send out a message that it is okay
for states to support and fund terrorist or-
ganisations? Should we send out a message
that says, ‘It is permissible to produce weap-
ons of mass destruction and then sell them to
the highest bidder? The kind of oppression
that North Korea is currently exhibiting is
only the beginning if the world sees the
United Nations yet again giving in to Sad-
dam Hussein's excuses and manipulations.
How can we not hang our heads in shame if
we alow this situation to continue?

Some have argued that military action
without the authorisation of the Security
Council is illegal and contrary to interna-
tional law. Our government has been pro-
vided with legal advice from the head of the
Office of International Law in the Attorney-
Genera’s Department and the senior legal
adviser to the Department of Foreign Affairs
and Trade. This advice very clearly states
that existing United Nations resolutions al-
ready provide for the use of force to disarm
Iragq and restore international peace and secu-
rity to the area. These resolutions are 678,
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adopted in 1990; 687, adopted in April 1991;
and 1441—so wel known—adopted last
year. This legal advice is consistent with that
provided to Prime Minister Tony Blair by his
Attorney-General.

This time last year | was in Kuwait as a
guest of those very courageous people. Al-
though Iraq after the war formally accepted
Kuwaiti sovereignty and recognised the UN
imposed border, Kuwait not surprisingly still
views Iraq as a mgjor threat. The Kuwaitis
remain deeply distrustful of Irag and its po-
litical intentions and, not surprisingly, have
indicated that there will be no reconciliation
with Iraq while this despot remains in con-
trol.

One of the more emotional visits | made
during my week in Kuwait was to the memo-
rial that has been built to the missing 609
Kuwaiti hostages, mostly civilians, who were
abducted in the last days of the enemy occu-
pation. None of these people—80 per cent of
them civilians, 20 per cent of them military
personnel and, believe it or not, some of
them children snatched off the streets on
their way home from school—have been
seen since their disappearance, although their
families whom we met optimistically re-
ferred to their loved ones as still being alive.
There have been unconfirmed stories that
these people are now interned in very primi-
tivejailsin Irag, but for the families the wait
isagonising. Our delegation could only share
their grief at such appalling breaches of hu-
man rights carried out by this cruel dicta-
tor—and still sustained 12 years later, de-
spite his undertakings to return these people
to their homes and their families. This issue
is the subject of two United Nations Security
Council resolutions, UNSCR 686 and 687.
Both of these resolutions commit Irag to re-
leasing, unconditionally, all detainees. But
once again we see this despot totally ignor-
ing these undertakings to return these people
to their families and their homes, another
example of a clear breach and defiance, a
disregard for the United Nations, for the
neighbouring country of Kuwait and for the
rest of the world.

Further substantial damage to the eco-
nomic wellbeing of the Kuwaiti community
and, in an environmental sense, to the whole
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world was the attempted destruction by the
Iragi forces of hundreds of Kuwaiti oilwells.
The chief executive of the Kuwait Petroleum
Company, Dr Sultan, told the delegation of
the 727 oilwells set on fire by the fleeing
Iragi forces. It was estimated that these wells
burned six million barrels of oil every day
they burned. As well as the economic loss,
can you imagine the burning wells' environ-
mental damage? It was huge. These oilwells
burned for months. They caused damage
estimated to be $21 hillion.

The last burning oilwell was capped on 6
November 1991, 18 months less in time than
the experts had predicted would be neces-
sary—and thankfully so. More than 10,000
peopl e took part in the firefighting effort and
there were 27 firefighting teams. Let me tell
you where some of those teams came from.
Not surprisingly, they came from the United
States and Canada. They came from Britain.
They aso came from France, they came
from Russia and they came from China—
fancy that! Those countries could find the
expertise to go and help put out those ail
fires, working alongside others from Iran,
Romania and Hungary. What a pity it is that
France, Russia and China have walked away
from this challenge.

| do not want Australia to go to war and
there is not a person in the government who
wants Australia to go to war. Our Prime
Minister does not want our country to go to
war. There is no doubt that the Australian
Navy forces, whom | have met during my
time as a participating member of the Aus
tralian Defence Force Parliamentary Ex-
change Program, do not want to go to war.
They would prefer not to be sent on opera-
tional duties, but they are very highly trained
men and women who will serve this country
with great pride. | have every confidence in
their ability to take part in this military op-
eration and to serve at a high level and with
great courage. As | said at the start of my
speech, to commit Australian troops to a
military conflict abroad is the hardest deci-
sion that a government can make. | know
that | speak for everyone on this side of the
chamber when | commend the Prime Minis-
ter for his personal courage and his personal
conviction in taking this action, which will
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not only protect Australia’s national interests
but also ensure international peace and secu-
rity.

Senator ALLISON (Victoria) (11.53
am.)—I am glad | was here for Senator Fer-
ris's contribution to this debate. | think it is
interesting that she now says that Saddam
Hussein should be brought to justice and
made accountable. We have mechanisms
internationally for doing that. Slobodan
Milosevic was brought before such a court—

Senator Abetz—As a result of NATO
forces.

Senator ALLISON—and tried for those
crimes against humanity, Senator Abetz. |
would ask why it is that, since the worst of
Saddam Hussein's crimes were back in the
eighties, when Kurds were gassed by him—
some say it was actually by Iran, but others
say it was by him—at that time America
continued to supply those weapons of mass
destruction to Irag. If we were so worried
about it, why not do something at that time?
But did the Australian administration of the
time say anything? No. More than 10 years
later, this is being cited as a reason to go to
war against a country which is largely made
up of children. Senator Ferris says that sell-
ing weapons of mass destruction to the high-
est bidder is what is going on. There is ab-
solutely no evidence that Iraq is supplying
weapons of mass destruction to anybody. In
fact, we know it is Europe, we know it is the
United States and we know it is the United
Kingdom. They are the purveyors of arma-
ments, of weapons of mass destruction.

Today | want to focus on the one aspect of
this unnecessary and, according to interna-
tional lawyers, illegal war against a country
that has effectively disarmed that has been
totally ignored by this government in the
many debates that we have had in this place
and outside, and that is the use of nuclear
weapons. There are no weapons of mass de-
struction more dangerous than these devices.
Our Prime Minister's lack of interest in the
evidence which has constantly been put to
him that nuclear weapons are seriously being
considered by the United States in this war
reminds me of a time 50 years ago when
Australia so warmly welcomed British tests
in this place. In the 1950s, then Prime Min-
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ister Menzies did not even bother to mention
to the Australian parliament or to the general
public that he had given Britain permission
to test its bombs on the Montebello Islands,
off Western Australia. It has become very
obvious that, at least as long ago as June last
year, our Prime Minister did much the same
thing. He gave President Bush permission to
say that Australia would join the United
States in attacking Irag. The Australian pub-
lic was not told and neither was this parlia-
ment. In the early 1950s, a year after agree-
ing to the tests, the Australian public was
finally informed, but it was told then by the
Prime Minister that the tests would cause no
harm. Well, they did. Seventeen thousand
Australian servicemen and civilians took part
in 12 atmospheric tests in Australia in the
fifties. Death certificates show that most of
the 6,000 servicemen who died had died
from cancer, leukaemia, heart failure or brain
tumours, and almost half of them were in
their 40s or 50s.

How many troops will be killed in this at-
tack on Irag? How many will be affected by
exposure to depleted uranium? How many
will be exposed to nuclear so-called bunker
busters? They are the latest version of the
small nuclear weapons that the British were
s0 keen to test on our sail in the so-called
minor trials, which | will come to later. What
can we expect in terms of nuclear testing
worldwide? In February a review was done
of the Bush Nuclear Posture Review. It indi-
cates that America is keen to test nuclear
weapons again, stating:

Advanced concepts may drive a need or a desire
for nuclear weaponstests ... It is unlikely that new
wesgpons designs would be deployed without
testing.

It is obvious that this line of thinking runs
through a lot of this review. It says that the
laboratories should be ready ‘to readdress the
value of a low-yield testing program to de-
termine how might such a program increase
confidence now’. One former laboratory di-
rector, Siegfried Hecker, said recently:

We're still able to sign these certification letters
today—

about nuclear weapons—
but we can't do this indefinitely without testing.
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We need to recognise that in this war nuclear
devices and testing will be central to a lot of
the arguments about where we are going.
How many civilians will die from these
United States weapons of mass destruction?
We are all supposed to believe that Australia,
in its bomb dropping, will avoid civilian tar-
gets. We are all supposed to believe that the
tens of thousands of bombs that will be
dropped on Baghdad will not kill children,
who make up half of the Iragi population. Mr
Howard said yesterday, in answer to a ques-
tion from the press, that he saw no reason to
look at history. Had he done that, he might
have realised that Australia’'s great enthusi-
asm for assisting Britain to become a nuclear
superpower had serious repercussions for
this country, as will his great enthusiasm for
now assi sting the United States.

That dogged fifties style—where no ques-
tions are asked of our great and powerful
friend—is still with us here today. This lack
of independent foreign policy and this kow-
towing to the United States is galling and is
dangerous, and is not in Australia’s interests.
The Prime Minister’'s dogged refusal to an-
swer the most central and critical questions
about our involvement in this war is not un-
like the official secrecy, censorship and
misinformation that was pedalled throughout
the fifties in this country. Back then, Austra-
lia gave over large tracts of Aborigina land
in South Australia to the British. They used
that land to test nuclear weapons and they
left behind huge quantities of heavily pluto-
nium contaminated debris, which now lies
beneath a couple of metres of soil inasimple
earth pit.

The 600 so-called minor trials at Maral-
inga, which produced far more radioactive
contamination than the previous tests and
conceivably circumvented the international
agreement to ban atmospheric testing signed
by Britain in 1958, left behind the most seri-
ous contamination at two sites that will not
be cleaned up. They will remain hazardous
for 100,000 years. The collateral damage has
been, for us, huge tracts of land that remain
contaminated despite the botched clean-up in
1999. Also, servicemen and workers were
made sick and disabled, if they were lucky to
surviveat all.
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Today is a day of deep fear and dread for
our troops now in the Middle East. It is also
a day of trepidation for the civilians of Irag,
who are caught up in this war that is not of
their own making. And Australia has been
caught up in causing global instability be-
cause of this unholy alliance. Are we enter-
ing a war that will be a nuclear war? By its
actions, is American guaranteeing that rogue
states, middle powers or Ilamic states will
decide that the only way they can prevent an
attack from America and from Australia will
be to arm themselves with nuclear weapons?
George Bush has shown his total disdain for
nuclear nonproliferation treaties. You would
think that Australia’s protest would be in the
loudest possible terms about the possibility
that nuclear weapons would be used in this
attack on Iraqg.

On 6 February, | put to the Minister for
Defence 11 questions about this war which, |
think, the Democrats and the Australian peo-
ple are entitled to have answers to. Today is
19 March—six weeks later these questions
have not been answered, along with 80 or so
others that have been put by my colleagues
in this place. | think the minister should be
given an opportunity in this debate to answer
those questions, since we are now on the
cusp of thiswar. | draw attention to the state
of the house in order that he now be given
time to come down to the chamber to do just
that. (Quorum formed) | note that Minister
Vanstone has turned up but not the Minister
for Defence, sadly.

| asked the Minister for Defence about
President Bush's comment that the United
States administration will use nuclear weap-
ons ‘if necessary’. The Prime Minister has
said that he would not send troops ‘if he be-
lieved nuclear weapons would be used'. |
suggest that this ought not be some act of
faith in terms of the Prime Minister’s reli-
ance on his own belief. Is our relationship
with the United States so tenuous that the
Prime Minister is afraid to ask this matter of
the United States administration? It is public
knowledge that on 28 January American nu-
clear weapons analyst, William Arkin, Senior
Fellow at the Centre for Strategic Education
at the Johns Hopkins University, said the US
Strategic Command was compiling potential
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targets with planning focused on roles for
nuclear weapons, on underground facilities
and on stopping nuclear or biological attack.
Did we ask the United States to confirm this
one way or another? Or do we just believe,
like some strange notion, that it will not hap-
pen?

Despite our Prime Minister's bdlief, Ari
Fleischer, the White House spokesperson,
said in answer to questions about nuclear
weapons in January this year that all military
options were available. We have asked for
details to be provided on the advice that the
government has been given by the US ad-
ministration about nuclear weapons—no re-
sponse. We have asked for details of the pro-
posed use of so-called bunker busters—
again, absolutely no response. The United
States STRATCOM review said ‘nuclear
weapons could be employed against targets
able to withstand non-nucl ear attack’.

We want to know what advice the gov-
ernment has been given by the United States
administration about the proposed use of so-
called bunker busters. Isn't it the case that
these weapons are specifically banned by the
United Nations, or does that not matter any-
more? Does this question simply not arise in
our willingness to be part of the coalition of
the willing? Is it the case that this war isin
fact not only about oil, as many say, but also
about armaments? Is it about the fact that
this may be an opportunity for the United
States to test these weapons that they are so
keen to use? There are certainly those who
argue that thisislikely to be the case, that so
much is being spent on armaments during
this war that this war is about the armaments
business. This war is about testing those
weapons that have been developed since the
last war we had.

Will Australian troops be withdrawn if
bunker busters or other nuclear weapons turn
up unannounced? The Prime Minister might
not believe it is going to happen, but what if
it does? Will our troops be brought back?
What is the deal with the United States, if
there is one; and where are the guarantees to
back up Mr Howard's belief? | believe that
the Minister for Defence ought to be here
today to answer these questions. Mr Acting
Deputy President, | again draw your atten-
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tion to the state of the chamber so that the
minister may be given time to come here.
(Quorum formed) Quite clearly, the minister
has decided not to come.

In January, the United States administra-
tion announced that it intended to shatter Iraq
‘physically, emotionally and psychologi-
cally’ using 3,000 cruise missiles in the first
48 hours. | remind the Senate that that is 15
times the number of missiles that were
launched during the 40 days of the Gulf War
in 1991. The Asian peace mission in Iraq
said this week that the effect of those 3,000
missiles would be rather like the nuclear
weapons at Hiroshima. | think we need to
remember that when we are talking about
this attack on Irag. We are speaking about a
devastating level of armaments being used in
this attack on Baghdad. We ask the govern-
ment to tell us whether cruise missiles will
carry depleted uranium or not and, if they do,
how much. We know the results of the Gulf
War in terms of the use of depleted uranium
and how devastating that has been for Iraqi
civilians, particularly children, in the wake
of the Gulf War—the number of cancers has
gone through the roof as a result of that ma-
terial. But we have no idea whether our
troops and Irag will again face weapons
which have depleted uranium in them. The
classified document known as the National
Security Presidential Directive 17 was leaked
to the Washington Times recently and says:
The United States will continue to make clear that
it reserves the right to respond with overwhelm-
ing force—including potentially nuclear weap-
ons—to the use of [weapons of mass destruction]
against the United States, our forces abroad, and
friends and allies ...

The same directive, dated September last
year, also says.

Nuclear forces alone ... cannot ensure deterrence
against [weapons of mass destruction] and mis
siles ... Complementing nuclear force with an
appropriate mix of conventional response and
defense capabilities, coupled with effective intel-
ligence, surveillance, interdiction and domestic
law-enforcement ... will be necessary.

Much has been made in this place of Irag's
desire to have nuclear weapons, but at least it
is a signatory to the 1970 nonproliferation
treaty and, according to weapons inspectors
and international nuclear agencies, is not
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believed to possess a nuclear explosive de-
vice.

Our own Prime Minister said that a desire
to have nuclear weapons was enough for
Australia to join in an attack. The question |
would like answered is: will our war inflame
the Muslim world and result in a devastating
attack on Israel? Will Isragl retaliate with its
own nuclear arsenal? Also secretive is Is
rael’s development and stockpiling of at least
200 nuclear weapons. Israel, backed by the
United States, refuses inspections of its nu-
clear capability.

Iraq is portrayed as a threat to world
peace, but 16 countries world wide have or
might have nuclear weapons, 25 countries
have or might have chemical weapons, 19
other countries have biological weapons, and
so on. According to weapons inspectors, Iraq
has none. The International Association of
Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms said re-
cently:

Action to ensure the dimination of Irag's weap-
ons of mass destruction should be done in con-
junction with similar actions to ensure elimination
of other weapons of mass destruction in the re-
gion—including Isradl’s nuclear arsenal—and in
the world—including the nuclear weapons of
China, France, India, Pakistan, Russia, United
Kingdom and the United States.

The Democrats agree with that and, unlike
the Prime Minister, we do not have faith that
this war will not be a nuclear war. From the
dialogue coming out of the United States, it
is clear that the Bush administration no
longer sees the need to separate nuclear
weaponry from conventional weaponry, and
we need to know what the implications are
for 50 years of containment of nuclear ar-
maments in this world.

The Defence Authorisation Bill was re-
ported in the Sydney Morning Herald last
week as being sent to congress. This hill
proposes to lift the ban on the development
of nuclear weapons with an explosive yied
of up to five kilotons. That is a third of the
size of the atomic bomb dropped on Hi-
roshima in 1945. The Democrats want to
know what the implications are of this legis-
lation being passed. Have we warned the
United States that this could set off a global
arms race? Have we asked about the pur-
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poses to which such weapons would be put?
Are they designed for use to disarm Irag?
Will they be used in North Korea, perhaps?
And will they be used in other so-called
rogue countries like Iran? We have had none
of these questions answered yet, and we have
been kept in the dark in the same way that
Australians were kept in the dark back in the
fifties when they were not told about the nu-
clear testing in this country.

It is a shameful situation that we are now
prepared to go to war against a country with-
out answering those very basic, straightfor-
ward and critically important questions that
have been put in this place. | urge the minis-
ter to answer those questions by the end of
today. | think we are entitled to have answers
to them and, more than anything else, our
troops are entitled to know what they face
when they go into battle in Iraq and start to
attack Baghdad. But of course there are the
women and children, as Senator Nettle
pointed out. They have not done anything to
deserve this fate. They know that possibly
hundreds of thousands will be killed—per-
haps more than that—and they know that a
regime change may not make any difference
to their fate. Senator Ferris talked about the
abuse of women. (Time expired)

Senator STEPHENS (New South Wales)
(12.17 p.m.)—I rise to support Labor's
amendment and to add my voice to the
growing chorus of Australians' dismay at the
Prime Minister’'s action in committing Aus-
tralia to war in Iraq and their dismay at the
way in which he has decelved the Australian
people for the past few months when he de-
nied his early commitment of Australian men
and women to awar that is both reckless and
unnecessary. | believe that this policy of
unilateral action without the endorsement of
the United Nations is incompatible with
Australia’s national interest and Australian
values. We are making a profound mistake,
one that will have serious ramifications for
Australians and the international community
for many yearsto come.

As arelative newcomer to this parliament,
| would never have conceived that the most
serious of issues—that of committing this
country to war—would be one that | would
be contemplating and on which | would have
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to vote so early in my career. It is certainly a
heavy responsibility of this office, and one
that needs to be taken in the context of an
informed debate. | am sure its significance is
not lost on the newest members of this
chamber, Senators Santoro and Humphries,
who will cast their first significant vote on
this issue of national importance. However, |
am not so sure about Senator Scullion and
his disgraceful contribution to this debate
this morning.

There have been many speakers both here
and in the other chamber who have argued
that we have no choice but to take action
outside the framework of the United Nations
and that not to take action would allow evil
to win, that to act is to be part of the coali-
tion of the willing. For those hundreds of
thousands of Australians—'the mob’, as the
Prime Minister has called them—all it takes
for evil to win is for good, decent folk to do
nothing. So the legitimacy of their protests
and Labor’s protests must be acknowledged
rather than condemned. Those good, decent
folk are protesting against the decisions of
this government, knowing that our defence
forces have been predeployed in a state of
limbo for over two months. Our protests are
not against those brave men and women who
gained some certainty yesterday. Our
thoughts and prayers are with them as they
prepare to do their duty in the service of their
government, and we will continue to hold
them in our thoughts and prayers in the
coming weeks and wish them a speedy return
hometotheir families.

Phillip Adams, in his column in the Week-
end Australian on 8 February, quoted John
Kenneth Galbraith, observing the way in
which the Cuban missile crisis was being
handled in the Kennedy White House, as
follows:

‘When | did have time to worry ... it was about
the peculiar dynamics of the White House crisis
meeting. This has the truly terrible tendency al-
ways to favour the most reckless position, for that
is the position that requires the least moral cour-
age.

‘The man who says, “Let's move in with all we
have and to hell with the consequences’ will get
applause and he knows it. In reality he's a coward
who knows that in urging a more deliberate pol-
icy he will invite the disapprobation of his col-



Wednesday, 19 March 2003

leagues or later be accused of advocating a policy
of weakness. Normally ... he is aided by his in-
ability to foresee, or even to imagine, the conse-
guence of the action he advocates. In contrast, the
man who calls for caution, a close assessment of
consequences, an effort to understand the oppos-
ing point of view and who proposes concessions,
must have great courage. He is a real hero and
rare’

Waell, our Prime Minister is no hero. His ac-
tions demonstrate not courage, but his in-
ability to swallow his pride and admit that
the hawkish Bush administration’s unilateral
action is not in Audtralia's best interests.
They also demonstrate his inability to say no
to George Bush, whose administration has
been bullying the smaller countries in the
Security Council in an unsuccessful attempt
to deliver him the majority vote he needed.

The Australian people are being asked to

support an extraordinary action outside the
processes of the United Nations. Doing so
will surely sguander the last vestiges of our
international legitimacy—depleted by this
government’s treatment of refugees and
asylum seekers. We are being asked to con-
demn Saddam Hussein by a Prime Minister
who, as Alan Ramsay wrote on the weekend:
... has been so thoroughly seduced by the most
disliked and distrusted US president we have
cometo fear.
We are being asked to dislocate ourselves
from strategic engagement in our region. The
guestion being asked by the people of Aus-
traliais a simple one: why? We are a nation
divided on this issue because there is no
clear answer to this simple question. And we
are a parliament divided on the issue because
the Prime Minister has failed to answer that
simple question. The history of this place has
always been that we strive to maintain a bi-
partisan national security policy. But not this
time.

On the profound issue of war on Iraq, this
government has abandoned the consensus
that has governed the national security policy
of this country since the withdrawal of our
troops from Vietnam. There have been three
key principles underpinning Australia’s na-
tional security policy for the last quarter of a
century. These three principles are: the cen-
trality of Australia’s alliance with the United
States, adherence to the United Nations col-
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lective security system and the centrality of
our strategic engagement in our region. They
are the principles that underpin Labor’s na
tional security policy. They have been bipar-
tisan principles, but in the decision made by
this government in committing our Austra-
lian defence forces to Irag these principles
have been abandoned.

By this decision, we have begun on a path
that leads to the natural conclusion that the
United Nations collective security system is
not worth preserving. Thisis not what Labor
believes. The United Nations, as the inde-
pendent umpire, has the greater international
good as its driving force. Since the Bush ad-
ministration has not been able to achieve its
objectives, it has decided to go it alone—
with the complicity of the Australian gov-
ernment. How can this government argue
that the invasion of Iraq provides the path for
the democratisation of the Middle East? How
can this government argue that this pre-
emptive action that it proposes to remove the
threat of international terrorism is not com-
pounding it? Certainly this is what Minister
Abbott admitted yesterday. The current un-
ease about the government’s position on Iraq
runs broadly through the defence and mili-
tary community within Australia. These peo-
ple are the informed community who under-
stand the military and international implica-
tions of the strategy that has been adopted by
this government. In the Sydney Morning
Herald last Saturday, Air Marshal Funnell
called the policy ‘strategic stupidity on a
monumental scal€'.

In his address yesterday the Prime Minis-
ter presented four arguments for war. Firstly,
he suggests we must unilaterally attack Iraq
to prevent ancther terrorist attack such as the
one in Bali. Secondly, we must unilaterally
attack Iraq to prevent Iraq giving weapons of
mass destruction to terrorists. Thirdly, we
must unilaterally attack Irag to prevent other
rogue states giving weapons of mass de-
struction to terrorists. Finally, we must uni-
laterally attack Iraq because of this govern-
ment’s unique, deep and longstanding con-
cerns over the human rights of the Iragi peo-
ple. In response, the Prime Minister has not
been able to answer the question of how an
attack on Iraq will stop al-Qaeda or any other
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terrorist organisation that represents a real
danger to security in our region, and that is
simply because Iraq was not behind the ter-
rorist activities in Bali. In fact, many strate-
gic analysts argue that the impact of this at-
tack on Irag will add to the recruiting ground
for radica Islamic organisations across
South-East Asia. A consequence of this ac-
tion could well be a heightened international
security threat for us at home.

The Prime Minister argues that this action

will prevent Iraq from providing weapons of
mass destruction to terrorists. Yet neither the
Prime Minister nor, indeed, Hans Blix has
been able to provide evidence that Iraq has
been providing weapons of mass destruction
to terrorists. In fact, the CIA, through its Di-
rector, George Tenet, submitted to the For-
eign Intelligence Committee of the US Sen-
ate in October last year that, at present, the
likelihood of Irag providing weapons of
mass destruction to terrorist organisations
was remote and that of lrag engaging its
weapons of mass destruction itself was re-
mote. He also said:
... under the circumstances of a US-led attack on
Irag, Saddam Hussein may conclude that in the
end game, which may be very near indeed, he
may be tempted to use his weapons of mass de-
struction in asingle, last defiant act.

This is the scenario that the Prime Minister
has committed our Austraian men and
women to—and for what?

The Prime Minister’s third argument pro-
posed yesterday is that a unilateral military
attack on Irag will prevent other rogue states
from providing weapons of mass destruction
to terrorist organisations. How does this ac-
tion against lraq prevent so-called rogue
states from providing weapons of mass de-
struction to others? How does it prevent the
further proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction to rogue states when there are 27
other countries around the world that possess
chemical weapons, 19 with biological weap-
ons and nine with nuclear weapons?

The Prime Minister’s final argument, and
one that has been echoed in this chamber by
several speakers opposite, is that Australia
must engage in a unilateral military attack on
Iraq because regime change is necessary to
end the human rights abuses that have been
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so appalling under that regime. This is
probably the only point of agreement in this
debate. Saddam Hussein, as we on this side
of the chamber have been saying, is a brutal
dictator. We all agree that he needs to be re-
moved, but many in the Australian commu-
nity cannot help but see this argument as
cynical on the part of the government. Thisis
a government that has continually down-
played considerations of human rights in
relation to its own actions, it is a government
that has been reluctant to intervene in the
abuses of human rights much closer to its
shores and it is a government that has been
more than reluctant to provide asylum to
those who have fled the human rights abuses
of Saddam Hussein. Only now, when he
needs to justify actions that are opposed by
the Australian people, does the Prime Min-
ister speak of human rights abusesin Irag.

For Labor, a unilateral attack on Iragq with
Australian 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 we have said from the beginning, as
does the rest of the world, that a second
resolution of the UN Security Council is
necessary to alow collective military action
against Irag. It is wrong because Australia
will be less secure as a consequence of this
action. Australians are no longer fedling re-
laxed and comfortable. Austraia is less se-
cure within the region, and the Bali tragedy
has compounded this fear. Senators need to
consider the fact that Indonesia has declared
its opposition to Australia's commitment of
troops to any military action in Iraq by say-
ing that the move is against diplomatic at-
tempts at disarmament. Labor believes that,
as a consequence of Australian unilateral
military action on Irag, Australia may well
become more of aterrorist target than it oth-
erwise needs to be. But there is a better
way—an aternative way—based on either
the containment of Iraq or, further, through
the UN Security Council taking proper and
approved action under article 42 of the
United Nations Charter. That has not oc-
curred.

What of postwar Iraq and the humanitar-
ian crisis that this war will create? What
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have we heard from the government in terms
of the reconstruction and restoration of Irag?
We have heard nothing. Does the govern-
ment oppose the establishment of a US mili-
tary governorship or protectorate of Iraq af-
ter the event? Has the government commit-
ted Australian men and women to a postwar
program of peacekeeping and reconstruc-
tion? What will this government contribute
to the reconstruction effort? At least we
know the answer to that: it is $10 million.
The Australian government has committed
$900 million for the war and $10 million for
peace. Those figures say it all.

Listening to the cold, clinical debate about
the potential of war, it is easy to forget the
real consequences. death, injury and blood-
shed of the Iraqi people, and trauma for those
involved in that bloodshed. For Australia, as
part of an unsanctioned, unilateral action
against Irag—action taken not in the name of
the Australian people—it is a black mark on
our history. Going to war changes a nation
and the psyche of the nation profoundly. In a
way, it makes us all responsible for the
bloodshed. Once a nation has gone to war, it
will never be the same. We will deal with the
implications of this decision for a very long
time to come.

The actions of this government jeopardise
the authority of the United Nations. In doing
so, the Howard government is jeopardising
the very principle of international coopera-
tion. This government is putting all Austra-
lia's eggs in one basket—that of the United
States and its military might. | do not think
that this is a sufficient basis for Australia's
future. Labor believes that there is a better
way—and that is through the United Nations
process. The Prime Minister has fudged the
issues and has failed to make a case for uni-
lateral action. To this end, he and the Austra-
lian government stand condemned by the
Australian people.

Senator RIDGEWAY (New South
Wales) (12.34 p.m.)—I also rise to respond
to the government’s motion to commit Aus-
tralia to a war on Irag and | join with my
colleagues in the Democrats in stating again
our opposition to military action against Irag.
First, | want to place on the record my sup-
port for the men and women in our nation's
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Defence Force. They do not deserve criti-
cism and are simply following the orders of
the government in the best way that they can.
| hope that every one of them returns safely
to their families.

In our last debate on this matter, there was
one element of the previous statement that |
agreed with, but for very different reasons
than those outlined on that occasion. It was
the issue of the burden of resolving the cur-
rent crisis, with Irag not being the responsi-
bility of the United States, the United King-
dom and Australia aone. Indeed, this con-
tinues to be my position. | believe that the
Australian people have a right to know why
the government has changed its position and
why the Prime Minister has retreated from a
commitment that he ‘would not commit our
troops in Iraq without UN Security Council
approval’. Indeed, many world leaders and
many Australians, including church leaders,
former military commanders and leaders of
the RSL, have put the case against war, like
so many other ordinary Australians.

When you look at the government’s mo-
tion the primary justification for war is the
need to disarm Saddam Hussein as a threat to
international peace and security, that Irag has
violated 17 UN Security Council resolutions
over the past 12 years and that it continues to
support international terrorism. | find that
none of the arguments that have been put
forward to date are impressive or convincing
on any of those counts, nor has the United
States or the United Kingdom made compel-
ling arguments to go to war. In fact, if you
look at the record, the arguments are to the
contrary. In 1991, America claimed that it
had destroyed 80 per cent of Iragq’'s military
capacity. In 1998, UN weapons inspectors
claimed to have discovered and dismantled
90 per cent of Iraq's capacity to develop
weapons of mass destruction. Recently, the
preliminary assessments by Hans Blix did
not offer any credence to American and
British intelligence reports, which Australia
has relied upon. Even here at home a former
senior analyst at the Office of National As-
sessment Mr Wilkie said that a war against
Iraq would be bad policy and that Australia’s
position was based on incomplete informa-
tion.
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Further, on the question of capacity, the
White House put out its own statement say-
ing that Saddam Hussein has less than 40 per
cent of the weaponry and manpower that he
had at the time of the first Gulf War. The
American CIA put out a report saying that
Saddam Hussein has been further weakened
by years of bombings, economic sanctions
and embargoes, that he was weak economi-
cally and militarily, and that he was not ca-
pable of attacking anyone unless forced into
it.

Indeed, Saddam Hussein is evil. He is
guilty of being a brutal dictator, of grossy
violating the human rights of his own people
and of killing 5,000 Kurds in Halabja in
1988. If | am not mistaken, during the first
Gulf War, the US |ed forces were responsible
for the direct bombing of Kurdish cities of
northern Irag, which added to the misery
they were already suffering at the hands of
the Saddam Hussein regime. Despite this, it
is probable that Saddam Hussein does have
some limited weapons of mass destruction,
perhaps even biological and chemical capa-
bility, but 1 think we need to keep in mind
that the policy of containment since the first
Gulf War has, by and large, been effective. In
all probability, UNSCOM, led by former UN
Ambassador Richard Buitler, effectively dis-
mantled and limited any nuclear capability
that was present, and containment over the
past 12 years, in my view, has worked.

Yes, Saddam Hussein is guilty of frus-
trating the UN processes, but over the past
12 years he has not attacked another country,
gas warfare has not been used against anyone
and he has not launched any terror attacks
either separately or in conjunction with
known terrorist organisations. If this is not
the case, where is the American or British
evidence of supporting cooperative relation-
ships between Irag and known terrorist
groups like al-Qaeda? Even the British Prime
Minister, Mr Tony Blair, admitted last night
in the House of Commons debate that at best
a relationship between Iraq and international
terrorism is loose. Indeed, the Howard gov-
ernment has not made a compelling case. It
cannot give any proper answers to Austra-
lians about why the war is necessary and it
cannot produce the evidence or even justify
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the legality of the war. Instead, the Austra-
lian people are being asked to sanction the
killing of another country’s civilians on the
basis of what their ruler might do. | cannot
support that position, because it is an inde-
cent proposition and it is morally indefensi-
ble.

As the US presidential historian Arthur
Schelsinger Jr puts it, basing a declaration of
war on fear instead of an overt act of bellig-
erency is not only illegal under international
law and convention but also immora. In-
deed, the government’s position, to my mind,
is reckless and misguided. Saddam is guilty
but Saddam is contained. What is the threat
to Australia and where is the proof? What
are the material breaches of the UN inspec-
tions and where have those inspections
failed? As Hans Blix stated, there is a vast
difference between breaking toothpicks and
breaking missiles. Where is the advice that
previous resolutions, in particular resolutions
678 and 687, combined with resolution 1441
of the UN Security Council, authorise the
use of force? Where in that advice does the
international law develop a concept of im-
plied authorisation to go to war? What in
those resolutions acts as an implied delega-
tion of authority to allow individual nations
or a group of nations—in this case, the coa-
lition of the willing—to use force?

Asfar as | know, having grown up in this
democratic society, the law is the law.
Doesn't the UN Charter require express
authorisation by the United Nations? How
does the government’s legal advice, which
we have not seen, meet that test? Wasn't
resolution 1441 aso clear that a further
resolution was required if force was to be
used? Where do resolutions 678 and 687,
again combined with resolution 1441, allow
unilateral actions by member states? How
can the interpretation for war be legitimate if
the mandate of the United Nations under its
own charter is for preventing war and pro-
moting peace?

Like my colleagues, | do not believe that
the case for war has been made and | do not
support the Howard government’s decisions
to back military action against Irag. It is an
unprecedented and unauthorised pre-emptive
use of force. It is indeed an illegal war. It is
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the use of power without law, blinded to the
reality that the consequences of such a deci-
sion are a direct attack on internationa law
and the very body charged to prevent war
and promote peace—the United Nations. It
also isolates Australia in our own region and
will do immeasurable and unknown harm to
the relationships and alliances we have al-
ready formed. It has always been and it con-
tinues to be my view that this remains a
matter for the entire international community
to resolve through diplomacy and other
peaceful means. If nothing else, the spin that
the UN Security Council failed serves to
highlight that it is a harder option to fight for
peace than it is to make a decision to go to
war. Instead, the Australian government is
prepared to compromise the standing and the
authority of the very body that the interna-
tional community established in the wake of
the last world war to maintain international
peace and security.

As an individual, | am somewhere be-
tween the baby boomers and generation X.
Like many others of my generation, | am
personally concerned about the conse-
guences of the government’s decision. Since
the end of World War |l there have been at
least another 50 wars or conflicts, resulting
in the deaths of 86 million people. Thirty-
five thousand of them were civilians in the
first Gulf War, and this government’s deci-
sion will add to the 24 million Iragi people
who are suffering. They have already suf-
fered through the Gulf War and the last 13
years of crippling sanctions and embargoes.
In 1999 UNICEF estimated that over
500,000 Iraqi children had died as a direct
consequence of sanctions, yet member states
of the United Nations at that time looked on
with indifference and inaction at the appall-
ing humanitarian costs of its own inaction in
the misguided belief that, somehow, applying
pressure to a civilian population would ulti-
mately affect the leadership and perhaps
bring about its change. You have to ask:
whenwill all the suffering end?

| note also the government’s statement
that they are unapologetic about their rela
tionship with the United States. That is what
| would have expected. It is ho new devel-
opment but we have to ask questions when
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we commit our country, not just our forces,
to military action in far-off places when there
is no direct threat to our security. It is no
wonder that the Australian people look at it
with some cynicism when talks on a free
trade agreement began this week and the
President of the United States, Mr George W.
Bush, dictates the terms of our engagement.
It is hard not to be cynical when almost
every country that is supporting the US
wants something in return. Turkey is de-
manding $32 billion; Isragl wants up to $15
billion in additional aid; and Egypt, Jordan
and Saudi Arabia want an additional un-
specified amount. The reconstruction costs
for Bosnia-Herzegovina were about $2.6
billioninthefirst few years, and Afghanistan
will cost $3.3 hillion over four years. They
also are now asking for more money. The
American Atlantic Monthly magazine has
aso said, ‘The US is spending so much
money on Iraq that we might as well make it
the 5lst state” Most conservatives in that
country would rather that money were spent
on America rather than on a country 7,000
miles away.
Debate interrupted.
MATTERS OF PUBLIC INTEREST

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT
(Senator Collins)—Order! It being 12.45
p.m., | call on matters of public interest.

Cullen, Dr Kevin and Mr s Diana

Senator EGGLESTON (Western Aus-
tralia) (12.45 p.m.)—Today | would like to
pay tribute to two people, a husband and
wife—Dr Kevin Cullen and his wife, Di-
ana—who separately made outstanding con-
tributions to WA's south-west community
and were both individually awarded the Or-
der of Australia for their achievements. Dr
Cullen and Diana, who was a physiothera-
pist, came to what was then the small south-
west town of Busselton in 1948. Both Cul-
lens worked hard in their professional ca-
reers and had a large family of children,
three of whom subsequently became doctors
themselves. Seeing the need to have doctors
with higher qualifications in country towns,
in 1958 Kevin Cullen passed the examina-
tions for membership of the Royal College of
Physicians of Edinburgh, which was, in it-
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sdlf, a remarkable achievement, considering
that Dr Cullen was not a trainee in a teaching
hospital being tutored for his examinations
but a busy country doctor working long
hours with little spare time for study. How-
ever, the fact that he achieved this qualifica-
tion was indicative of Dr Cullen’s dedication
and level of clinical skills. This was con-
firmed in 1963, when Dr Culen was
awarded the first ever doctorate in medicine,
from the then fairly new University of West-
ern Australia medical school, for research
into factors contributing to asthma. Dr Cul-
len continued to be a great proponent of
higher standards in GP medicine in rural ar-
eas and of the objectivesin that regard of the
Royal Australian College of General Practi-
tioners. Dr Cullen worked over the whole of
his subsequent medical career to improve the
standards of rural medical services.

In the 1960s, after returning from a study
tour in North America, Dr Cullen conceived
the idea of an ongoing survey of the popula-
tion of Busselton to establish the incidence
of various medical problems and diseases
such as diabetes in the Australian population.
It was modelled to some extent on the fa-
mous Framingham survey in the United
States. Busselton was a satistically ideal
population with almost equal numbers of
people in each decade age group. The pro-
posed survey was enthusiastically supported
by the University of Western Australia, espe-
cialy by the university’s Department of
Medicine. The first Busselton survey was
carried out in 1966. Ninety-one per cent of
the population of Busselton attended the lo-
cal St John Ambulance hall to have a series
of blood and lung tests performed and to
have their heights and weights measured. |
know this because I, along with other mem-
bers of my family, was among those who
were involved.

Over the years, the Busselton survey was
regularly held and from the data so gained
important conclusions were drawn about the
incidence of conditions such as asthma and
diabetes and risk factors for coronary artery
disease in the Australian population. Many
years later, it has been shown that subjects
who have regularly attended the survey have
survived longer, with a death rate about one-
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third of the rest of the population of the
south-west and much better than that of the
metropolitan area, which proves the case for
people to have regular medical check-ups to
identify possible risk factors and problems.
Many surveys later and 30 years on, in 1994-
95, 5,500 participants in the Busselton sur-
veys came back for additional testing, which
this time included taking blood for future
genetic marker and DNA studies. So the
Busselton survey is indexing itself for pro-
gression in medical technology and knowl-
edge. In 1993, Dr Cullen was awarded the
inaugural AMA award for an individual
contribution to health care in Australia. In
the following year Kevin Cullen was made a
member of the Order of Australia. The cita-
tion made particular mention of his out-
standing contribution to community health
and the wine industry. That award was made
just prior to his death in 1994. The reference
to the wine industry brings me to his wife,
Diana, and the enormous contribution she
made to the wine industry in the south-west
of Western Australia.

Mrs Cullen recently passed away at the
age of 80 after losing a long battle with can-
cer. She was a pioneer of the wine industry
in the Margaret River region of Western
Australia. She was the first person to import
Merlot and Cabernet Franc cuttings into
Western Australia and was also the very first
person, in 1966, to plant grape vines in the
region around the Margaret River. In 1971
she established the Cullen Vineyard at Wil-
lyabrup, on the family farm. At the time Di-
ana Cullen planted four different varieties of
grapes and five years later she planted the
first Merlot grapes for cropping in the re-
gion. Today the winery has 28 hectares of
vineyards and it is one of the most well-
known and well-awarded vineyards in West-
ern Australia. Mrs Cullen also contributed to
the industry by trialling various types of trel-
lising and canopy management for different
varieties of grapes. In 1974 Mrs Cullen's
winery produced its first wines and in 1977
the winery was the first from the Margaret
River region to receive a trophy, from the
Canberra National Wine Show. This was to
be the first of a series of awards over the
years and it was the beginning of along his-
tory of awards for the wines produced from
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the Cullens' vineyards, which have been ap-
preciated by many people, including Minis-
ter Amanda Vanstone, who is here in the
Senate today and represents the great wine-
producing state of South Australia.

Mrs Cullen became a full-time winemaker
in 1981 until 1989, when her daughter,
Vanya, took over the reins. Vanya Cullen has
also won some outstanding awards for wines
produced from the Cullen vineyards in the
years since she became the principal wine-
maker. Mrs Cullen was also a founding
member of the Margaret River Wine Industry
Association. In 1999, in recognition of her
significant contribution to the wine industry,
Mrs Cullen was made a Member of the Or-
der of Australia.

Sadly, Diana Cullen passed away a few
weeks ago. Her husband Kevin died in 1994,
Having grown up in Busselton, | remember
both Dr Cullen and Mrs Cullen well. In fact,
they lived in the property behind my parents
house when they first came to Busselton.
Conversation with Kevin Cullen was always
intellectually challenging as he probed the
reasons for your opinions on whatever issue
you were talking about. While he made a
great contribution to medicine in the town,
he was regarded as something of an eccen-
tric, who practised what he preached by liv-
ing a healthy lifestyle and by running two
miles every lunchtime, along the beach from
the Busselton Health Centre to the Busselton
jetty and back, throughout the year—rain,
hail or shine.

Mrs Cullen was aways a charming,
friendly and warm person. Winemaker Denis
Horgan—who | think is regarded as the
doyen of winemakers in Western Australia—
said of her recently:

She was extremdy well known, nationally and
internationally, was a great pioneer for West
Australian quality wine and she made an enor-
mous contribution to her community. She was
very much loved and respected. Margaret River
had lost a great ambassador—someone who dis-
played excellence in the outstanding wines that
she made and the encouragement that she gave to
others.

| endorse those remarks by Denis Horgan

and express my sympathies to the Cullen
family and the community of the south-west
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following the loss of such a great supporter
of that region.

Hayes, Mr John Michael Patrick

Senator STEPHENS (New South Wales)
(12.55 p.m.)—Today | would like to recog-
nise the life and contribution of John Mi-
chael Patrick Hayes, better known to us as
Mike Hayes or the utterly notorious ‘prickle
farmer’, who died just five days short of his
59th birthday, on 10 February, at home,
quickly and quietly, with his partner Chris. |
have wondered whether or not Mike would
be turning in his grave about the debate we
have been having in this place in the last few
days.

Mike was wel known to many people
working in Parliament House—especially
those in the press gallery from his time with
the ABC—and the people of the Canberra
region through his running commentary on
the lives and the loves of the people of Gun-
daroo, which was broadcast on ABC Radio,
and through his weekly column about the
Prickle Farm, which featured later in his
books of the same name. He was a hugely
entertaining persona. He was certainly larger
than life, dry, outrageously caustic and self-
deprecating. He was also an extraordinarily
astute observer of human nature. He was
gruff and generous and he had a huge social
and political conscience.

Recently, in an obituary in the Sydney
Morning Herald for Mike, Ron Miller wrote:

What can you say about a man whose writing
created a world that spoke to a whole generation
of hobby farmers, put the phrase ‘prickle farm’
into the lexicon and put [the] village of Gundaroo
on the world stage; whose musical talent should
have made him rich; whose Easter jam sessions
were legendary; whose choice of dress was
somewhere between Johnny Cash and Hagrid;
and whose barbecues almost without fail started
out by thawing 15 pounds of chops on the hot-
plate because he'd forgotten to take them out of
the freezer?

Bornin a caravan in Redding, England, Mike
Hayes moved with his family to Australia
because of his father Jack’s tuberculosis. The
family spent two years in Sri Lanka, his
mother’s birthplace, along the way. He grew
up in Bacchus Marsh in Melbourne and be-
gan his career as a journalist with the Mel-
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bourne Age before moving on to the ABC.
He worked in Darwin, and from all reports
wholeheartedly embraced the Territory life-
style. Most people who remember the ABC's
coverage of Cyclone Tracy would remember
that Mike Hayes broke that story and pro-
vided the commentary on it while he was
working there. He and his wife were then
evacuated to Canberra, where he was to lead
the ABC News team.

Mike met Janet in Canberra and was mar-
ried at Gundaroo in 1980. He started writing
the Prickle Farm stories for Australia-wide
ABC Radio while at the ABC, but left in
1983 to work as a freelance writer and video
producer. The Prickle Farm stories—stories
of mayhem and mishap on a hobby farm—
were, as one reviewer called them, ‘tales of
rebellious dunnies, chooks who thought they
were sheep and a sheepdog with no instinct
to muster, either sheep or chooks.” The radio
series, the newspaper column and the books
captured a lifestyle that was quintessentially
Mike Hayes.

| first met Mike Hayes during the early
1980s. He was interested in the work that |
was doing with rural adult literacy students.
He provided copies of his prickle farmer sto-
ries for my classes and even recorded poetry
for some of my students. He was interested
in their situations and the challenges they
faced, and he wove their problems into some
of the prickle farmer stories. In 1990, as part
of a project funded for International Literacy
Year, Mike produced and starred in a promo-
tional television advertisement for rural adult
literacy classes. This, | have to say, was a
challenging learning experience for me,
working with someone of such cregative tal-
ent who at the same time managed to create
complete chaos around him. It took us quite
a long time to shoot and finalise what was
only a 30-second ad, but in the end it was a
hugely effective campaign promoting enrol-
ment in adult literacy classes.

Mike drew on his everyday experiences
and his observations of the comings and go-
ings of the village of Gundaroo. But, after a
while, this must have started to wear very
thin when people in the district began to rec-
ognise something of themselves in the
weekly articles and broadcasts. Perhaps
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sensing he was beginning to wear out his
welcome, Mike and Janet moved from Gun-
daroo to Laggan in 1985, not far from Goul-
burn, where they lived until 1994. During
that time, another community they were able
to become involved with was the community
of Crookwell, where Mike and Janet become
very active and Mike continued to prick the
social consciences of his neighbours.

In 1994 Mike and Janet and their children
moved to a property on the outskirts of
Kempsey and, in true Hayes style, soon be-
came entangled in the community—Mike
keeping up his writing, including his long-
running column in the Sun-Herald, and con-
tinuing his involvement in environmental
issues, while Janet became involved in local
government and is now the mayor of
Kempsey. At the time of his death, Mike was
the project coordinator of the Yarrahapinni
Wetland Rehabilitation Project, working to
protect and restore wetlands just outside of
Kempsey. Mike and Janet featured on the
Australian Sory program on the ABC in
2002, and the program was coincidentally
replayed only days before his death.

He was a talented journalist, musician,
writer and storyteller. Ron Miller recalled
him as a ferocious writer of radio news who
could turn out a bulletin single-handedly in
less than an hour. He also noted that one of
Mike's greatest contributions to the region
was real news for real people. The termites
in the main street trees in Cootamundra were
just as important as anything that was hap-
pening in the ACT's House of Assembly.
Miller also remembered that Mike Hayes
was one of the worst typists in existence.
Thank heavens for computers, because de-
spite this typing impairment Mike Hayes
wrote 10 books, including the Prickle Farm
series, several collections of yarns from all
over Australia, and of course we could not
forget the book Great Working Dog Sories.

His was an original, intelligent and much
loved voice in the world of Australian hu-
mour, and he was dedicated to the local sto-
ries about Australia and Australians. He was
never averse to being the brunt of his own
jokes. He used the prickle farmer tales as a
vehicle for highlighting human idiosyncrasy
and weakness, his own included. He will
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certainly be remembered for his sdf-
deprecating humour. Ron Miller said of him,
‘“When he talked about the rest of us in sto-
ries, like those in the Prickle Farm tales, it
was to highlight our perfectly human foibles.
It wasn't aways a gentle prod, but it was
usualy accurate.” As well as being a jour-
nalist, producer and writer of some note,
Mike was a great storyteller and in fact won
the World Yarn Spinning Championship in
Darwin in the 1980s. He was blessed with an
extraordinary gift for capturing the humour
of any situation.

Mike was also something of a legend in
Australian music. He is included in the Aus-
tralasian Country Music Hands of Fame.
Mike was one of the pioneers of bluegrassin
Australia. He and his brother formed a band
called the Hayes Brothers and their Blue-
grass Ramblers, which was Australia’s first
true bluegrass band, originating from and
recording in Melbourne during the 1960s.
While in Darwin, Mike played in a band
called Brown Sugar, so named because its
members were said to be coarse and unre-
fined. The significance of their ground-
breaking work is now only just being real-
ised, and the Hayes Brothers are now widely
recognised for their contribution to bluegrass
music in Australia. | hope Mike's family and
friends can gain some comfort from knowing
that his contribution to Australia’'s popular
culture has ensured him aplacein Australia’s
literary and musical history. His life and
work have touched ordinary people in ex-
traordinary ways, and we are al the better
for it.

Howar d Gover nment: Per for mance

Senator BARTLETT (Queensland—
Leader of the Australian Democrats) (1.05
p.m.)—I rise today to examine the record of
the Howard government over seven years. A
couple of weeks ago was the seventh anni-
versary of the election of the Howard gov-
ernment in 1996, and there was some noting
of that event at the time. But when we as a
parliament, as a Senate and as a community
are debating probably the government’s most
significant and, in the Democrats' view, most
flawed decison—to deploy Australian
troops to war—it is important to also exam-
ine the record of the Howard government on
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many other issues that have directly affected
the lives of Australians.

We are in the situation even in this current
year where the global budget of this nation is
being forced into deficit by this govern-
ment’s gross overexpenditure in the defence
area on the unjustified war against Iraq and
on paying millions of dollars to keep out
victims of the Iragi regime who are seeking
protection. It is a clear measure of the Prime
Minister’s hypocrisy—his so-called concern
for the humanitarian wellbeing of the people
of Irag—that he has spent, and continues to
spend, hundreds of millions of dollars and
has diverted our naval vessds away from
areas and activities that would be in Austra-
lia's interests and meet our security needs to
instead focus on keeping out people who are
simply seeking asylum. The government's
record on asylum seekers and its blatant
breaching of international law—the refugee
convention, the human rights convention, the
convention against torture and the conven-
tion on the rights of the child—are well rec-
ognised, have been debated significantly and
have received a lot of attention. But | think
many other aspects of the government’s rec-
ord also need focusing upon.

It should not be forgotten that 1996—
seven years ago—al so saw the election to the
Australian parliament of Pauline Hanson.
She of course is no longer in parliament. My
strong advice, as a Queenslander, to the peo-
ple of New South Wales is that they do not
take the opportunity to resurrect her palitical
and parliamentary career this weekend when
they have a vote in the upper house for New
South Wales. It was a bad idea for Queen-
sland, speaking as a Queenslander, and | was
very pleased that the Democrats were able to
prevent her from being elected to the Senate
at the last el ection—thanks to my efforts and
those of people like Senator Boswell and
others. Queensland has managed to make
that wise choice, and | would urge the people
of New South Wales to similarly make a
wise choice this weekend and not elect Ms
Hanson to the upper house in New South
Wales. Even though it is seven years since
she was elected to parliament and she is now
long gone, many of her policies live on. Par-
ticularly in the refugee and immigration area,
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many of the approaches that she advocated
have been adopted by this government.
Sadly, in that sense she has been successful
and her legacy lives on.

We are still the only common law country
without a bill of rights, and that has led to
government legislation continuing to be
passed and government actions that breach
fundamental human rights continuing to be
put in place. Over the past seven years legal
aid and community legal centres have been
starved of funds. The number of people be-
ing granted legal aid has declined and our
legal system is continuing to fail to protect
the rights of the disadvantaged.

Over the last seven years the govern-
ment’s record in the area of Indigenous Aus-
tralians has also been severely flawed. One
of the coalition’s first acts upon taking gov-
ernment was to dash ATSIC funding by
$400 million. We should never forget the
government’s actions in setting to work on
the Native Title Act and producing the 10-
point plan, which created an inferior set of
property rights for Indigenous Australians.
This has seen the Native Title Act being un-
able to deliver on its fundamental purpose of
providing justice to many Indigenous Aus-
tralians. In the Democrats’ view, it istime for
the Native Title Act to be revisited, signifi-
cantly re-examined and overhauled. Not only
isit not working for Indigenous Australians;
it is aso not ddivering certainty for any
other Australians, whether in industry or on
the land. It is failing al round and it has
clearly failed Indigenous people, due in no
small part to the amendments that were
pushed through this place against the Demo-
crats views but with the strong backing of
the Howard government.

In this area and at that time, we saw an
example of the Prime Minister exercising
one area where he does have talent: playing
wedge politics, playing the race card, cresat-
ing fear and misunderstanding, and playing
on ignorance in the Australian community
rather than overcoming it. We had the former
minister, former Senator Herron, deny that
there ever was a stolen generation and we
had the Howard government remaining the
only Australian government not to have
apologised to the stolen generation. There
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can be no doubt that the process of recon-
ciliation has significantly stalled, in part be-
cause of the government’s insistence on de-
meaning that process and focusing on other
areas.

The unemployment rate for Indigenous
peoplein Australia, at 26 per cent, is around
four to five times more than that of the gen-
era community. Without ATSIC's Commu-
nity Development Employment Program, it
would be as high as 40 per cent. Indigenous
Australians continue to be locked up at arate
that is 15 times higher than that of non-
Indigenous Australians, and young Indige-
nous people make up half the population of
our juvenile detention centres. For the first
time since the creation of a ministerial port-
folio for Indigenous affairs, we have a min-
ister who is not solely devoted to that port-
folio but hasit as a secondary tag to his main
ministry interest.

In the area of the environment, scientifi-
cally based reports from CSIRO and other
bodies show that we are continuing to see an
overall degradation of the environment in
this country. Despite a few actions in a few
areas, we are seeing a significant ongoing
degradation in land quality and water quality
in terms of things like salinity. The inability
of this government to address the issue of
water usage continues to mean a daily further
degradation of significant parts of our envi-
ronment. The government’s failure to ad-
dress what it acknowledges is a major envi-
ronmental criss—the ongoing enormous
rates of land clearing, particularly in Queen-
sland and to a lesser but still significant ex-
tent in New South Wales—also means there
is ongoing environmental destruction and
degradation. This is despite the fact that this
government clearly has the power to do
something about it and that it introduced sig-
nificantly improved national environment
laws—with significant improvements made
to those laws by the Democrats. Those laws
are of no useif the government has no politi-
cal will or desire to enforce them. Unfortu-
nately, that is the situation. Despite having
more power than ever before to intervene in
environmental matters, the federal govern-
ment chooses not to do so and so ongoing
environmental degradation continues to oc-
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cur in many areas where it could easily be
prevented.

We should not forget that this government
is one of the few in the world to also back
President Bush's approach, completely un-
critically, in relation to the Kyoto protocol—
an approach that has not even got unanimous
support from the business community in
Australia. Virtually no significant section of
the community believes that we can ignore
the issue of climate change, yet this govern-
ment is continuing to fail to take even the
most basic action such as supporting the rati-
fication of the Kyoto protocol. We have had
a continuing failure in many areas of inter-
national affairs, even disregarding the latest
disgraceful action in relation to Irag. This
government’s approach on many interna-
tional conventions relating to human rights—
indeed its approach to the United Nations
and the United Nations committees that en-
force human rights conventions—has been
antagonistic time after time.

We have had a continuing drop in Austra-
lia's foreign aid budget. Our foreign aid
budget is now the lowest it has been in 30
years, at only 0.25 per cent—or one-quarter
of one per cent—of GDP, well below the UN
quota of 0.7 per cent for international aid
programs and well below the level of the
budget of many other countries of equivalent
wedlth to, or even lower wealth than, Aus-
tralia. We also have had our foreign aid pro-
gram being used—or misused—in recent
times to shamefully bribe other countries. An
example was the 195 per cent increase in aid
to Nauru after they agreed to accept asylum
seekers as part of the shameful so-called Pa-
cific solution.

In the seven years of the Howard govern-
ment, over 15 per cent has been slashed from
the higher education budget—a loss of bil-
lions of dallars that has resulted in increased
student to staff ratios and a deterioration in
the quality of education. It is not just univer-
sities and TAFEs that have suffered; we have
also witnessed an obscene shift in school
funding whereby some of the wealthiest pri-
vate schools have received enormous in-
creases in public funds while the public sys-
tem has remained chronically underresour-
ced.

SENATE

9681

Education begins with issues like child
care, yet the government has dramatically
reduced child-care funding by $800 per per-
son since 1996. There is now a drastic short-
age of places available for children aged
three to five and for after school care. Even
parts of the business sector have suffered
from the Howard government’s destruction
of education. For business, the successful
research and devel opment tax concession has
been reduced from 150 per cent.

Senator lan Campbell—It wasn't suc-
cessful; it was totally rorted—you must be
myopic, if not blind.

Senator BARTLETT—If Senator lan
Campbell thinks it is a good thing that busi-
ness investment in R&D has declined so
much that Australia is now near the bottom
of the OECD in terms of business R&D then
he can say so. But from the Democrats' point
of view the fact that we have such low re-
search and development funding in Australia
is an absol ute tragedy and clearly a blinkered
approach if we are looking at the future of
our country—rather than just the immediate,
short-term budget bottom line—which the
government are obviously not worried about
anyway, given their willingness to waste
hundreds of millions of dollars on the so-
called Pacific solution and on unjust and un-
necessary wars.

We should not forget the Prime Minister’s
role in ensuring the defeat of the opportunity
for Australia to move forward, become a
republic and have an Australian head of
state. His clear role in making sure that that
did not happen, ensuring that the entire proc-
ess was organised in a way whereby the
chances of success were virtually nil, will be
part of hislegacy. His legacy in that regard is
a lost opportunity for Australia. There is no
doubt at all—every opinion poll for many
years shows this—that the majority of the
Australian people want a republic. But this
Prime Minister certainly worked to ensure
that that was not able to occur. It will belong
after the disappearance of this Prime Minis-
ter we again have such an opportunity to
move forward as a nation.

The statistics are clear about the growing
gap between the rich and the poor in Austra-
lia. On most indicators, rural Australians in



9682

particular have gone backwards in the last
seven years.

Senator lan Campbell—The <atistics
were right in the Newspoll—' Mr One Per
Cent’.

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT
(Senator Collins)—Senator lan Campbdll, |
ask you to desist!

Senator BARTLETT—We have had the
national competition policy implemented in
such a way that population and wealth have
continued to shift from the country areas to
the cities. Non-metropolitan households earn
$153 a week less than city households and
are 40 per cent more likely to rely on social
security. Services to rural areas have fallen
sharply. The number of bank branches in
non-metropolitan areas has fallen by 18 per
cent. Bank agencies have fallen by 51 per
cent. The number of Australia Post full post
offices in rural areas has fallen by 19 per
cent. The number of Medicare offices fell by
11 per cent. And the gap continues to grow
between Telstra's performance in the city and
the country. This government has, nonethe-
less, privatised just under half of Telstra—
again in the face of strong opposition from
the Democrats. Despite the complete failure
of that policy, the government has an ongo-
ing desire to privatise the rest of it.

Those many areas of failure of the How-
ard government over seven years should not
be forgotten when we are looking at the his-
torical record. We have a current crisis in
relation to health. We have ongoing unwill-
ingness to deal with issues of executive re-
muneration. We have growing problems in
terms of housing affordability and yet no
willingness from this government to increase
the amount of funding provided under hous-
ing agreements. We have ongoing resistance
to moves by the Democrats and othersin the
Senate to increase accountability, to ensure
greater scrutiny to make our palitical system
work more effectively. All of those things are
a legacy of seven years of leadership by Mr
Howard, culminating in his decision to
commit Australian troops to war against the
wishes of the vast mgjority of the Australian
people. It is a poor record, and it is one that
should not be forgotten. When we are look-
ing back on the achievements and actions of
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this government, this record should not be
forgotten. (Time expired)

Howar d Gover nment: Perfor mance
Fishing I ndustry: Queensland

Senator SANTORO (Queendand) (1.20
p.m.)—One of the best things we can do in
life—and, | would suggest to honourable
senators, in this place—is to aways give
credit where credit is due. After listening to
the speech just delivered by Senator Bartlett,
I will say that | do not think he has done that,
because there are a lot of good things that
this government has done since 1996. |
would submit, with respect, that most of
what this government has done is good, and
that has been accepted by the people of Aus-
tralia at three consecutive elections.

Just to refresh Senator Bartlett’'s mem-
ory—and the memories of people who may
be listening out there in broadcast land and
in the public gallery, so that they do not get
totally and utterly depressed by what the
honourable senator has said—we have had
unparalleled economic growth, which has
put us at the leading edge of economic per-
formance measurements. We have had record
employment growth. One of my colleagues
sought to interject before, quoting a figure of
one million jobs created—mainly by the pri-
vate sector, not the public sector—since the
Howard government was elected in 1996.
We have had record low unemployment rates
and high participation rates, which suggest a
great degree of confidence on the part of
people who want to be employed and who
are seeking jobs.

We have had record funding for specific
environmental projects—and | give credit to
the Democrats for making a significant con-
tribution to that. The government have re-
sponded generously, and we have had record
funding for special environmental projects.
Australia played a leading role in the East
Timor solution, clearly defining itself as a
nation most worthy of leading, particularly in
our own region. We led that effort with dis-
tinction. There have been record infrastruc-
ture contracts with countries such as China.
The figure escapes me at this point; it is
something like $1.7 billion, or a figure of
that magnitude, which was the largest infra-
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structure contract ever signed by any gov-
ernment of Australia with another country.
We introduced a new tax system. Introducing
a GST based tax system was a very unpopu-
lar move.

Senator M cGaur an—We must thank the
Democrats.

Senator SANTORO—I give credit to the
Democrats for some assistance in that area.

Senator |an Campbell—Most of them.

Senator SANTORO—Most of them—I
give credit to those Democrats who assisted
us. These days Audtrdia is till prospering.
Business is till confident and still creating
jobsat arecord levd; it is out there doing the
job. In conclusion, addressing briefly one of
the other points made by Senator Bartlett
about the referendum—as honourable col-
leagues sought to interject—the people made
a resounding decision in the way they voted,
right across al states. In some states, like my
own state of Queendand, they voted over-
whelmingly against a republic. If the Demo-
crats want to make that an issue or if indeed
the Labor Party want to make it an issue—if
they want to have another go—they should
put that in their policy platforms at the next
election and see how far that will get them.
And they might as well throw in border pro-
tection and a few other things like that and
see how far that gets them.

| have been distracted today—and | am
pleased that | have been—but what | really
want to talk about is the great fishing indus-
try of Queendand. In particular, |1 wish to
address the critical issue of the marine envi-
ronment and declining fish stocks in North
Queensland reef waters, which is very im-
portant to the future of the commercial fish-
ing industry. It is asimportant to the industry
that depends onit asit is to recreationa fish-
ers.

The statistics relating to the industry are
very interesting, and they underscore the
importance of the industry. There are fearsin
the industry that if the Queensland govern-
ment were to reduce the coral reef fin fish
fishery by almost one-third, as currently pro-
posed, this could cost the state up to $29.8
million in output forgone and could lead to
the loss of as many as 325 full-time equiva
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lent positions in the industry. The coral reef
fin fish fishery is estimated to be worth about
$98 million a year to Queendand, and it em-
ploys approximately 1,067 people, 544 di-
rectly.

The commercial fishing industry in the re-
gion earns Australia $56 million a year in
premium exports alone. | was reminded of
these important matters and given an excel-
lent briefing on the broad scope of the issue
when | had talksin Cairns recently with Eco-
fish, a cluster of the Cairns Region Eco-
nomic Development Corporation. When |
was in Cairns | had the opportunity to meet
with Ecofish executive officer, Darren Cle-
land, and with Simon Coolican, somebody
who is heavily involved in the fishing indus-
try, to discuss the position Ecofish has taken
in relation to a draft coral reef fin fish man-
agement plan.

When we discuss environmental and re-
source issues, | believe it is important that
we look at the big picture. The draft coral
reef fin fish management plan now under
discussion is an important step towards
achieving the desirable consensus, the big
picture consensus, that governments and
communities in Australia should always set
out to achieve. That consensus demands both
sustainable fisheries and viable fish stocks.
There are, of course, some divergent views
on how to achieve that, and | will come to
thosein a minute.

| would like to say that | decided to raise
this issue in the matters of public interest
discussion precisdly because it is very clearly
in the public interest that the question of reef
fishing is widely canvassed. On the eco-
nomic side, there are fears in the commercial
fishing industry—and onshore too, in the
communities from which fishing crews are
drawn and where they spend their money and
contribute to the local economy—that severe
or inappropriate restrictions on fishing may
impact badly onlocal communities.

The industry want—and | find it entirely
reasonable—support for a plan for fish man-
agement that is acceptable to the industry
and which is, from their point of view, a
sustainable investment proposition. It goes
without saying that all of us share in the re-
sponsibility of managing the fragile marine
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environment of the Great Barrier Reef—its
corals and other marine life—and the health
of its lagoon. That is why the Great Barrier
Reef Marine Park Authority exists, after all.
Australia is the custodian of a priceless and
unigue natural asset in the reef, the world's
largest.

At the same time, the fishing industry
must get afair go. They fear they will not get
one. It is important that they do for al sorts
of reasons, not the least of which is natural
justice. At this point in the process, Ecofish
says that there are a number of key points on
which the industry need to be heard in rela-
tion to the draft plan, and particularly in re-
lation to any proposal that is to become the
plan for fish management. The organisation
totally regjects an effort management system
based on what are called ‘line units', which
isbasically a days based allocation of fishing
licences.

The industry say that such a system is
subject to significant and highly varied
changes in the amount of time available to
individuals who have a commercial fishing
licence. Variables such as the weather and
the sea state come into play in a way that
simply cannot be planned for or, more im-
portantly, built into a business plan. It would
be entirely possible, they say, for a combina-
tion of uncontrollable circumstances to pre-
vent seagoing by an individual in his or her
boat, which means that they would lose per-
haps a significant portion of their right to
fish, for no return.

There are other reasons why a fisher may
not be able to take out his boat on an allo-
cated day or alocated days. For example,
there could be a breakdown in the refrigera-
tion equipment. It needs to be noted that
many of our fishing fleets, not just in Queen-
sland but right across Australia, are in fact
ageing fishing fleets and that they are prone
from time to time these days, increasingly in
some cases, to break down. So there are rea-
sons why that particular system may not
work for individuals and for the industry as a
whole.

Ecofish is instead seeking a system based
on individual transferable quotas, a catch-
weight based allocation, for coral trout, red
throat emperor and general reef fish. This
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sounds very sensible. Catchweight seems to
me to be a far more reasonable measure of
impact than days at sea, even though the
general impact of high levels of human ac-
tivity should also be brought into the calcu-
lations.

Ecofish are also seeking an increase in the
annual total allowable catch to 3,500 tonnes,
instead of the 3,061 tonnes that has been
proposed, to protect incomes in the light of
coral trout spawning, season clasures, further
closures of sensitive areas of the reef to
commercial fishing and the presence of deep
water species that are not at present fished in
great commercial quantity. They also want
an independent all ocation panel.

Ecofish also feel that spawning closures
have the capacity to impact negatively on the
industry. The industry would prefer a spe-
cies-specific closure system and, again, this
seems to be an avenue well worth exploring.
Also on the table from the point of view of
Ecofish and the commercial industry is the
draft plan’s proposed treatment of the charter
industry in a way that commercial operators
believe is unfair to those who make their
living out of fish, rather than those who fish
for sport.

There are issues as wdl in the areas of
minimum legal size limits for catch fish, bag
limits and related matters. But it is in the
structural adjustment that the real problem
would appear to lie. According to Ecofish, if
the coral reef fin fish fishery were to be cut
by amost a third, as proposed in the draft
plan, then, as | have already indicated, 10ss
of output could be as high as $29.8 million a
year. It is worth repeating that the loss of
jobs would be up to 325 full-time equivalent
positions. Clearly, to a local economy, such
as Cairns or Townsville, that would be an
unacceptable outcome.

Sooner or later, of course, any regulatory
plan comes down to a matter of dollars. And
in this particular case, if it does come down
to a set of rules and regulations where in-
dustries and individua livelihoods are as
severdly affected as | haveindicated, then the
issue of compensation needs to come into
play and needs to be very seriously consid-
ered by governments at both state and federal
levels. And in fragile environments and
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threatened ecosystems, such the Great Bar-
rier Reef lagoon, obvioudy there are critical
environmental issues that also need to be
considered. The size of the fish catch comes
directly into play there.

However, the reef based commercial
fishing industry has a good point when it
says that government has, in the past, pro-
vided structural adjustment support to the
east coast trawl fishery, to displaced Trinity
Inlet fishers, to the dairy and tobacco indus-
tries and now to the sugar industry. The reef
fishing industry provides a good service to a
growing market for its product in the North,
which is prime tourist territory as well as the
centre of a substantial residential population.

There does appear to be widespread ac-
ceptance of the need to be ever more envi-
ronmentally aware and non-intrusive in frag-
ile marine communities. A management plan
isobviously a good idea, as are reductionsin
the take of fish species. The issue for the
industry is that while the Queendand
authorities apparently are onside—and | give
them credit for that—there is some doubt in
the industry about where the Great Barrier
Reef Marine Park Authority stands on the
proposals in the draft plan. As with any proj-
ect, but in particular projects that have a ca-
pacity to impact in a negative way on long-
established individuals and small businesses,
the devil isinthe detail. The trick isto get it
right, to strike the right balance. | intend to
follow thisissue with close attention.

| look forward to discussing this matter
with my colleague in the other place Dr
David Kemp, the Minister for the Environ-
ment and Heritage. | know that he takes a
very close interest in these issues, in par-
ticular in striking a balance between the en-
vironmental imperative and the commercial
imperative that | have been seeking to out-
line today. | also put it on the record that the
Queendand government, a government of a
different political colour from the one that |
represent in this place, seems to be adopting
a fairly sympathetic attitude to the represen-
tations of Ecofish. | am very pleased to be
able to say that, and | look forward to work-
ing with the Queensland government, should
the need arise, in order to come up with a
sensible solution.
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In preparing this speech, | sought the
views of the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry
and Conservation, my honourable friend
Senator lan Macdonald. The minister is a
North Queenslander; thus he is close to the
issue in both senses. He wants the Queen-
sland industry to work out a management
plan that fulfils the needs of all
stakeholders—including the Queendand
state government, NGOs and, most impor-
tantly, the general public—and also adopts
the sound fishery management ecological
sustainability principle. The industry pro-
posal fits with the genera preference of
Commonwealth agencies for ITQs, individ-
ual transferable quotas, as they would pro-
vide far greater operational flexibility. Thisis
extremely important for the fishing industry
due to the vagaries of environmental fluc-
tuations, such as weather, water temperatures
and other natural considerations.

| intend to continue my discussions with
Minister Macdonald, particularly from a
Queendand perspective. | will seek to im-
press upon him the responsibility that is be-
ing displayed by the commercial fishing in-
dustry in Queensland. In fact, | was most
impressed by the extremely good attitude of
Ecofish and its representatives towards pre-
serving the fish stock. Many a time when
people are putting forward a case very spe-
cifically which is, in some cases, about an
issue that may detrimentally affect their live-
lihoods, they take on extreme positions. In
this particular case, | was impressed by Eco-
fish's very constructive attitude towards the
necessity to preserve the natural environment
and the natural resource that the fish within
the Great Barrier Reef region represent. |
was impressed with the fact that there ap-
pears to be a very real commitment by in-
dustry to work in partnership with other
stakehol der groups to ensure that the fishery
is based on a sustai nable foundation.

Education: Gifted and Talented Children

Senator TIERNEY (New South Wales)
(1.35 p.m.)—I rise to highlight the neglect of
our gifted and talented children in the state
of New South Wales. When | entered the
Senate, the first question | asked at my first
budget estimates hearing related to the Sen-
ate inquiry into the education of gifted chil-
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dren. | innocently asked how many of the 17
recommendations had been implemented by
the then ALP federal government in the three
years since the report was tabled in the late
eighties.

Senator O'Brien—Don't mislead!

Senator TIERNEY —Have a guess at the
answer, Senator O'Brien. Out of 17, how
many were implemented? One. One very
minor recommendation was implemented;
the rest were ignored. The federal ALP's
lack of interest in this issue has been re-
flected recently in the state of New South
Wales, when Mr Carr released his policy for
gifted children in the lead-up to the March
state election. What a cruel hoax this tries to
play on the gifted children of New South
Wales. By announcing that he was going to
maintain the current number of selective
high schools he guaranteed that the children
of Western Sydney and regional NSW would
continue to be disenfranchised from access
to this form of education for the gifted. In
contrast, a Brogden government promises to
create six new partially sdective high
schools and one fully selective high school in
areas where few are available, such as West-
ern Sydney.

For gifted children remaining in compre-
hensive high schoals, Bob Carr has promised
to create special classes for the gifted. This
was one of the recommendations of the Vin-
son report, which delivered a damning in-
dictment on Bob Carr’s eight-year steward-
ship of education in New South Wales. | am
bringing this up in the Senate because Mr
Carr is now proposing another educational
hoax with his gifted children policy—more
smoke and mirrors from the master magi-
cian. The key question is: what is the pro-
posed budget for creating these specia
classes for the gifted in New South Wales
schools?

Senator O’Brien—When are these cost-
ings going to appear?

Senator TIERNEY—I will conduct a
quiz for you, Senator O’ Brien. How much do
you think he is putting into this? Is it $100
million? Isit $10 million? Isit $1 million? Is
it $1? You are getting warm if you say it is
$1, because Bob Carr is going to provide for
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the five to 10 per cent of the school popula-
tion that is gifted or talented without spend-
ing an extra dollar. How can he do this? He
must be a genius—truly gifted! Bob Carr, go
to the top of the creative accounting class—
again.

The proper provision of gifted education
requires the inservice training of teachers,
the administration of testing systems, the
design of extension curriculum and the pro-
vision of enriching educational experiences.
All this needs to be done with 55,000 gifted
students, an estimated 2,000 teachers and
3,115 schools. Mr Carr proposes to do this,
in his gifted education program, without ex-
pending one extra dollar. That is surprising
seeing that he was supposed to be following
the findings of the Vinson report. He obvi-
ously did not read the last section, which said
that you would have to spend money to do
this. As a matter of fact, it would need at
least $2 million over three years, but he is
too miserable to spend even that.

The net result of this very cynical ap-
proach—announcing a policy for the gifted
that really isn’t a policy—is that there will be
no real, gifted education in New South Wales
or that what is delivered will, at best, be third
rate due to a lack of teacher training and a
lack of resources. Mr Carr seems to be the
master of knee-jerk reaction policy. When
compared to other states, per capita, the Carr
government’s spending on education is less
than that of any other state. As a matter of
fact, it is at the bottom of the class. New
South Wales government spending on public
schools is $500 a head below the $6,500 na-
tional average for primary school students,
and $400 below the $8,500 average for high
school students. Over the past decade,
spending on state schools has fallen from 28
per cent of the state budget, when Mr Carr
came to power, to 22 per cent of all govern-
ment expenditure. He claims he is the edu-
cation premier. What a joke, with figures like
that! Coming sixth out of six, he is giving
New South Wales a very low priority on
education.

Before the education policy announce-
ments last week, the Carr government did
not even know how large the class sizes were
in New South Wales public schools. Now, all
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of a sudden, it is a huge priority for them.
Why? It is because John Brogden has prom-
ised $550 million and an extra 2,000 teachers
to take kindergarten and years 1 and 2
classes down to an average of 21 students. If
you really want to give kids a good start in
their school lives this is exactly the way to
doit.

But the Carr ALP government is now
playing catch-up politics. Until the NSW
opposition revealed its policy, the current
state government in New South Wales had
only approved $5 million for class size re-
duction trials for 63 primary schools—only
63 schools out of over 3,000 schools are get-
ting these trials. They are trialing this after
eight years in government. Why are they
changing? Why are they suddenly saying
they are going to do something about it?
There must be an election coming up. Again,
they are playing catch-up politics.

This cynical contempt for education—in
particular, gifted education—is completely in
line with the Carr government’s submissions
and appearance before the Senate inquiry
into gifted education that | established in
2001. Submissions came from all types of
interest groups, including gifted education
specialists, education authorities, teacher
unions and parents and citizens associations.
As well, there were many submissions from
the parents of the gifted children. These were
very valuable in filling out the picture and
showing the human dimension of the prob-
lem we have with the poor provision of
gifted education in New South Wales. There
has been little progress over the last 20 years.

Gifted children have special needs in the
education system. For many, these needs are
not being met. Many suffer under-
achievement, boredom, frustration and psy-
chological distress as a result. Many teachers
feel that they lack expertise, that they lack
confidence and that they lack the resources
to meet the needs of gifted children. The
main theme that emerged from the inquiry is
the need for better teacher training—both
pre-service and inservice—so that teachers
are better able to identify the gifted and
make provision for their special needs. Better
curriculum support is also essential so that
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teachers can differentiate the curriculum for
the gifted.

You can imagine how frustrating it is for
parents of gifted children when they cannot
find the services they need to develop their
child's specia gifts—well, not in the New
South Wales state education system. Parents
have a difficult decision to make when it
comes to which school to send their child to
and whether that school will provide the
services needed to stimulate their child. For
some parents this has become a nightmare
decision that has ended in disappointment. |
have spoken to many of those parents. In one
submission, the parents wrote:

Our daughter has been treading water for too
long, can see the education system for what it is,
has lost complete faith in it, lost interest in
achieving and lost the love of learning.

And for a gifted child, to lose the love of
learning is the worst thing that can happen.
In fact, research shows that 40 per cent of
gifted children become so frustrated with
schooling—the fact that their needs are not
being met—that they drop out, either men-
tally or physically, or become very trouble-
some in class. For children who have the
potential to become the future leaders of our
community, whether it be in research, sci-
ence or the arts, thisis a tremendous blow—
not just to them, but to our whole nation.

The report that we delivered on gifted
children, from the Senate, was damning of
what had occurred, particularly in New
South Wales. And now, 16 months later, the
Premier, Bob Carr, says that he can fix all
these problems, with his new policy, without
spending one extra dollar. What a joke. It is
clear from the submissions to the inquiry that
the needs of gifted and talented students in
the state of New South Wales are not being
met.

Sitting suspended from 1.45 p.m. to
2.00 p.m.

MINISTERIAL ARRANGEMENTS

Senator HILL (South Australia—Leader
of the Government in the Senate) (2.00
p.m.)—by leave—I inform the Senate that
Senator Ellison, the Minister for Justice and
Customs, is absent today because he is at-
tending the funeral of the late President of
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Nauru. Senator Vanstone will answer ques-
tions relating to his portfolio.

QUESTIONSWITHOUT NOTICE
Iraq

Senator CHRIS EVANS (2.00 p.m.)—
My question is directed to Senator Hill in his
capacity as the Minister for Defence. | refer
to the minister’s public comments regarding
Australian terms of engagement in any war
with Irag. Can he explain the difference be-
tween Australian and United States rules of
engagement? Is the minister, in fact, claim-
ing that the United States is more willing to
target areas with civilians than Australia?
What is the process by which we rule out
targets sedlected by the US Central Com-
mand? Do we have access to independent
intelligence on targets, or do we base our
assessments on US intelligence? Will RAAF
aircraft be used to attack targets in built-up
areas where the risk to civilians is obviously
much higher?

Senator lan Macdonald interjecting—

Senator HILL—The rules of engagement
are sat by Australia for Australian forces,
and Australian commanders will have the
responsibility of ensuring that they are ad-
hered to. They do differ somewhat from the
United States rules of engagement because
Australia is subject to a number of conven-
tions to which the United States is not. The
Ottawa convention in relation to landmines
isone, and protocol 1 of the Geneva conven-
tionis another.

Australians are also subject to a targeting
directive that has been given by the Chief of
the Defence Force and that is incorporated
within the rules of engagement. Targets ac-
cepted by the ADF will have to be, in effect,
cleared by ADF military commanders who
will ensure that they meet the Australian
rules of engagement and the targeting direc-
tive. The intelligence is, in some instances,
partly Australian sourced, but it is reasonable
to assume that it has been primarily obtained
through other international sources. A great
deal of effort has been put into verifying the
intelligence upon which targeting decisions
are made, in every effort to avoid mistakes.
Civilian targets are not legitimate targets for
Australian forces; | am sure the United States
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would also say they are not legitimate targets
for the US.

As | think | said yesterday, there are al-
ways grey areas in these matters, and that is
why we need able commanders supported, if
necessary, by good legal advice and very
sound intelligence to best avoid mistakes
being made. With the use of modern preci-
sion munitions and much better intelligence
than has existed in the past, it should be pos-
sible to minimise civilian casualties. It is
certainly the government’s objective and that
of the ADF to make every effort to minimise
civilian casualties.

Senator CHRIS EVANS—I have a sup-
plementary question, Mr President. | thank
the minister for his answer. | am insulted by
Senator Macdonald's interjection. | think the
people of Australia are interested in the rules
of engagement of the Australian defence
forces.

Senator lan M acdonal d—Saddam
Hussein will be interested in this answer as
well.

Senator CHRIS EVANS—I know what
you said and it shows a lot about you, Sena-
tor. My supplementary question is to the
Minister for Defence.

Senator Vanstone—Mr President, | raise
apoint of order. Senator Ray, who | am sorry
is not here, took a point of order in the last
week and asked you to give consideration to
whether ministers, when giving their an-
swers, could make inferences about behav-
iour or views on the other side. Mr President,
when you take up Senator Ray’'s suggestion,
would you also do so in relation to infer-
ences that are put into questions?

The PRESIDENT—There is no point of
order, Senator Vanstone, but | hear what you
say. Senator Evans, could you address your
remarks through the chair.

Senator CHRIS EVANS—My supple-
mentary question runs on from the last part
of Minister Hill's answer, which related to
precision munitions. Minister, do all of the
FA18s deployed to the gulf have the neces-
sary laser designators to guide paveway
bombs? If not, doesn't this mean that some
of our aircraft are unable to use precision
laser-guided bombs? Wouldn't the use of so-
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caled ‘dumb’ bombs inherently increase the
risk of damage to non-military targets? Also,
will our aircraft be armed only with Austra-
lian munitions, or will we also be using US
munitions, including their JDAM precision
bombs?

Senator HILL—ASs | understand it, in
any strike task that might be assigned and
given to the ADF, the ADF is likely to be
using laser-guided weapons. That is the pre-
ferred weapon for the targets that are likely
to be assigned. Therefore, | assume the air-
craft are fitted for that capability. In relation
to whether all 14 aircraft are fitted, 1 will
seek advice on that. That capability should
best ensure accuracy in achieving the target,
certainly with minimum civilian | oss—hope-
fully, with no civilian | oss.

Senator Chris Evans—What about US
JDAM bombs?

Senator HILL—There is no suggestion |
know of that we would use US JDAM
bombs. (Time expired)

Iraq

Senator FERGUSON (2.07 p.m.)—My
question is to the Leader of the Government
in the Senate, Senator Hill. Will the minister
inform the Senate how Australia’s role in
disarming Irag will contribute to a safer
global community?

Senator  HILL—I thank  Senator
Ferguson for his question because that is the
key question. This has obviously been a very
difficult decision for the government to take,
but we have taken it because we are con-
vinced that Iraq represents a real and imme-
diate threat to its own people, to its neigh-
bours, to global security and therefore to
Australia’s fundamental interests. Of course,
in this instance, the threat arises through a
combination of Saddam himself, a ruthless
and brutal dictator, and his weaponry which
includes weapons of mass destruction.

From any brief examination of Saddam
Hussein's form, one is touched by the fact
that he is a dictator who has used chemical
weapons on his own people—on unarmed
men, women and children; who has invaded
his neighbours; and who heads a regime
which is a leading state sponsor of terrorism.
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On any objective assessment, one must say
that Saddam Hussein has form.

Senator Sherry—How many more coun-
tries are there on the list? There must be 50.

Senator HILL—It is true. | said that in
this instance, the threat arises—

Senator Sherry interjecting—

The PRESIDENT—Order!  Senator
Sherry will come to order. Minister, would
you please direct your comments through the
chair instead of replying directly to interjec-
tions that are out of order.

Senator HILL—Mr President, | was
making the point, albeit in response to an
interjection, that it is true that the threat
arises from the combination of the man him-
self and his record of brutal repression, and
his capability to use weapons of mass de-
struction, in particular chemical and biologi-
cal weapons, and because he is a man with
an aspiration for nuclear weapons as well.
When you match that capability for mass
destruction with someone with his record,
not only in relation to his neighbours but in
relation to his own people, that is a matter of
grave concern in terms of the security of the
people of Irag, of the people of his region
and of the international community as a
whole. That is absolutely the point.

Senator Sherry—What about the others
onthelist?

Senator HILL—Senator Sherry seems to
understand the point. That is why the Aus-
tralian government is prepared to join with
others who are determined to see that he is
disarmed in accordance with the many UN
Security Council resolutions that have been
passed over the last 12 years. The point is
that the international community has recog-
nised the danger of Saddam Hussein for
years. That is why it has passed resolution
after resolution demanding that he disarm.

Senator Bolkus interjecting—

Senator HILL—Demanding, it is true,
for Senator Bolkus's benefit, not that he be
replaced but that he no longer have the ex-
traordinary capability that attaches to weap-
ons of mass destruction. That is the very
point. For 12 years the United Nations Secu-
rity Council has passed these resol utions and
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demanded he disarm, but it has not been pre-
pared to enforce them.

What is not in dispute is that he retains
these weapons—chemical and biological
weapons—and furthermore what is not in
dispute is that he maintains a program to
further develop these weapons. Rather than
suggest that he will become less of athreat in
the future, he therefore logically becomes a
greater threat in the future as these weapons
are further developed. The issue for the in-
ternati onal—(Time expired)

Iraq

Senator FAULKNER (212 p.m.)—My
question is directed to Senator Hill, in his
capacity as Minister for Defence and Minis-
ter representing the Prime Minister. Is the
minister aware that yesterday the US De-
partment of Homeland Security raised the
US national threat level from an elevated to
high risk of terrorist attack stating:

The Intdligence Community believes that terror-
ists will attempt multiple attacks against US and
Coalition targets worldwide in the event of a US-
led military campaign against Saddam Hussein.
Doesn't this add official US government
weight to Minister Abbott’s acknowledgment
yesterday that as a direct result of Australia’s
participation in the coalition forces about to
attack Irag—and | quote:

... thereis an increased risk of terrorist attack here
inAustralia...

Why hasn't the Howard government in-
creased the level of threat assessment from
terrorist attack herein Australia?

Senator HILL—Australia has been on a
heightened alert to terrorist attack from 11
September 2001. That has continued and it
has been mentioned often. The Australian
peopl e have been urged to be careful and to
be aware.

Senator Sherry interjecting—

Senator HILL—Yes, they have been
urged to be aware and to be careful and also
to assist fellow Australians by being aware
and careful. There has been no—

Senator Conroy—They will need a big
fridge magnet now.

Senator HILL—The Labor Party be-
lieves that Australians should be kept in ig-
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norance. | think the point of the question
was, ‘Shouldn't Australians be aware of
what the appropriate threat level is and
shouldn’'t the Australian government react to
that threat level? What | am saying is that
not only are we keeping Australians aware,
we are also maintaining the threat level con-
sistent with the best advice that we have. The
best advice that we have from our officials
who specialise in this matter is that the cur-
rent threat leve is appropriate in the current
circumstances and that there has not been a
need to change that as a result of the Austra-
lian government’s decision of yesterday.

Senator FAULKNER—MTr President, |
ask a supplementary question. In the circum-
stances where the Prime Minister this morn-
ing stated that there is no intelligence sug-
gesting that Australia should move to a
higher leve of aert, and you have confirmed
a similar approach in the chamber this after-
noon, will the minister assure the Senate that
the Australian government will immediately
establish on what basis the US Department
of Homeland Security raised the United
States national threat level and then publicly
announced the views of the US intelligence
community that terrorists will attempt multi-
ple attacks against coalition targets world-
wide? | would ask also if he would report
back on this to the Senate as soon as possi-
ble.

Senator HILL—It should come as no
surprise to Senator Faulkner that our officials
responsible for giving best advice to the
Australian government on terrorist threats
and appropriate levels of threat within Aus-
tralia confer with the US and other similar
officials with similar tasks. | have said to
Senator Faulkner that, having taken into ac-
count the best available evidence to our offi-
cials, which obviously includes what they get
from officials of other countries, their view is
that the current level of threat for Australiais
appropriate in the current circumstances. For
the government to take a decision other than
in accordance with best advice would be a
very strange one indeed.

Iraq

Senator FERRI'S (2.16 p.m.)—My ques-
tion is to the Minister for Family and Com-
munity Services and the Minister Assisting
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the Prime Minister for the Status of Women,
Senator Vanstone. Will the minister outline
the international agencies reports that have
condemned the Iragi regime of Saddam
Hussein? What information can the minister
provide for the Senate about the treatment of
women by Saddam Husseinin Iraqg?

Senator VANSTONE—I can answer the
question asked by Senator Ferris. The Sad-
dam Husseln regime has been condemned by
the UN Commission on Human Rights, Am-
nesty International and Human Rights
Watch. But let me take the opportunity be-
fore continuing with my answer to encourage
members opposite—and | am thinking par-
ticularly of Senator Carr—to look at Minister
Ruddock’s speech in the parliament yester-
day and to look at what this government has
done for Iraqi refugees before you next open
your mouth so unwisely.

To go on with my answer, the former UN
and rapporteur for human rightsin Irag, Max
Van der Stod, found the regime was of ‘an
exceptionally grave character—so grave that
it has few parallels in the years that have
passed since World War 1I’. So we might ask
ourselves what Iragi women make of oppo-
sition to dealing with Saddam Hussein's re-
gime. One Iragi woman, Nidal Shaikh Shal-
lal, said:

The lIragi woman has endured torture, murder,
confinement, execution, and banishment, just like
others in Iragi society at the hands of Saddam
Hussein's criminal gang.

Safia Al Souhail has called Saddam
Hussein's Irag a ‘land of agony, dismay and
fear’. She describes:

a country where people are ethnically
cleansed, prisoners are tortured in more than 300
prisons, rape is systematic, and decapitation of
women and displaying of their heads on the walls
and doors of their houses is an ongoing activity
by the sons of the dictator.

As aresult of the use of poison gas, women
suffer from infertility and cancer, and their
children are born suffering from birth de-
fects.

Opposition senators interjecting—

Senator VANSTONE—Esra Naama from
the Women for a Free Iraq describes her ex-
perience going into prisons liberated in 1991
during the uprising after the first Gulf War,
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where they saw human meat grinders,
chemical pools to dissolve human remains
and rooms especially created for sexual
abuse. She describes how many women en-
tered those prisons when they were 14 and
when they left many years later, had up to
five children because of rapes perpetrated
against them.

Rania Kaski, who lost 17 of her relatives
as Hussein's victims, asks those who are op-
posed to war:

Are you willing to allow [Hussein] to kill another
million Iraqis?

She continues:

The Iragi people have been protesting for years
against war—the war that Saddam has waged
against them. Where have you been? Why is it
now that you deem it appropriate to voice your
disillusions with America’s palicy in Irag when it
is actually right now that the Iragi people are be-
ing given real hope ...

What would senators opposed to taking ac-
tion against Saddam Hussein to disarm him
of weapons of mass destruction say to the
residents of Halabja in North-East Iraq?

Opposition senators interjecting—

Senator VANSTONE—The residents of
Halabj in North-East Irag 15 years ago
awoke to theroar of aircraft engines. The jets
dropped on this village some of the most
horrendous substances ever devel oped: sarin,
tabun, mustard gas and VX. Clouds of gas
paralysed and killed in seconds. Over 5,000
people were killed that day, 75 per cent of
them women and children. Iragi women have
suffered unspeakable horrors at the hands of
Saddam Hussein, and the sooner he is dis-
armed the better. (Time expired)

Senator FERRIS—Mr President, | ask a
supplementary question. What other evi-
dence can the minister provide about human
rights abuse in this country of Irag?

Senator VANSTONE—To Senator Ferris
| say this: those who think this is a move
taken by the one, two or three countries need
to think again and look at the storehouse of
information held in a range countries around
the globe that support action. They include:
Afghanistan, Albania, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria,
Colombia, the Czech Republic, Denmark, El
Salvador, Eritrea, Estonia, Ethiopia, Georgia,
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Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Latvia,
Lithuania, the Netherlands, Nicaragua, the
Philippines, Poland, Romania, Slovakia,
Spain, Turkey and Uzbekistan. All are ex-
pecting to either participate in, or support,
moves to disarm Saddam Hussein.

Opposition senators interjecting—

Senator VANSTONE—Many other na-
tions are offering logistical support to allied
troops in the guif area. | would have thought
it was obvious that with such an international
coalition the evidence is very clear. (Time
expired)

Opposition senators interjecting—

The PRESIDENT—Order! The noise
level in the chamber today is over the top. |
receive on aregular basis letters from people
in the community complaining about the be-
haviour in this place. If senators would like
to see some copies of those, they may recog-
nise some of the people who are making the
noises as they are described to me in the let-
ters. | would ask you, please, to conduct
yoursglves in a much better fashion than you
have so far in question time today.

Australian Defence Force: Security

Senator FAULKNER (222 p.m.)—My
question is directed to Senator Hill, Minister
for Defence. Can the minister confirm that
security at Australian defence bases has been
increased in recent days, while it was not
increased after the Bali bombing? What is
the current level of security on the five-point
scale used? Why does the government con-
sider that defence bases are now at a higher
risk of attack?

Senator HILL—The Department of De-
fence took a decision to upgrade security at a
number of its bases to the background of the
government making a decision that it should
engage in an international force to forcibly
dissrm Saddam Hussein. It upgraded the
status from Safe Base Bravo, | think it was,
to now Safe Base Charlie at 44 sites. It did so
as a prudent reaction to the fact that the ADF
islikely to be engaged in armed conflict. If |
can interpret correctly the underlying motive
of Senator Faulkner’s question, | am advised
by my department that that decision did not
reflect an increased terrorist threat.
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Senator FAULKNER—MTr President, |
ask a supplementary question. In light of Mr
Abbott's assessment that Australia is now a
target because of our participation in the US
led attack on Irag, surely, Minister, that has
had some impact on the increased security at
defence bases. | think the Senate would ap-
preciate some information from you today on
what other changes the Australian govern-
ment has made to its own security measures,
such as at other government facilities, and
whether this in fact includes increased close
personal protection measures. If the govern-
ment is increasing security measures in this
way, Minister, why haven't the Australian
public been told before today, as the US gov-
ernment did in its public announcement yes-
terday?

Senator HILL—It was obvioudly no sur-
prise because Senator Faulkner asked me
about the increased protection in relation to
certain military establishments.

Senator Faulkner—I asked you. You
made no public announcement.

Senator HILL—We do not normally an-
nounce these things in relation to military
establishments. What the US government
doesisits business.

Senator Faulkner interjecting—

Senator HILL—I do not see what is
funny about that. The Australian Defence
Force decided to increase security from Safe
Base Bravo to Safe Base Charlie at 44 bases
as a prudent measure in response to a range
of security contingencies which did not in-
clude any increased terrorist threat. The
problem was of course that the supplemen-
tary was written before the answer was
given. In relation to actions taken by other
departments, | cannot give a comprehensive
response. | know that the Protective Services
have increased personal protection for cer-
tain individuals and some embassies are re-
ceiving further protection. (Time expired)

Iraq

Senator BARTLETT (2.26 p.m.)—My
guestion is to the Minister for Defence,
Senator Hill. One of the many pieces of in-
formation that the government has refused to
release to date, despite repeated requests, is
the projected costs of this war or even the
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costs of the deployment and predepl oyment.
The closest you have come isto say only that
it will cost some hundreds of millions of
dollars. The United States government has
revealed that its estimated cost of the war at
this stage is $USQ0 hillion or $A151 hillion.
Minister, given that you did take a budget on
this war to cabinet, will you now tell the
Australian peopl e what the projected costs of
the deployment and of the war in Irag will be
to the taxpayer?

Senator HILL—The costs of the de-
ployment will have to be covered by sup-
plementary expenditure within the forth-
coming budget. It is therefore being worked
up in that context and it would be inappro-
priate for me to state a figure here today be-
yond that which | have previously said, and
that is that the estimated cost is some hun-
dreds of millions of dollars. The full cost is
of course not fully known because the extent
of the engagement is not known, but the
government, which has a record of prudent
financial management, is certainly working
to best estimatesin ensuring that the Defence
Force is properly funded to meet its obliga-
tions.

Senator BARTLETT—Mr President, |
ask a supplementary question. Why is it that
the minister will not be open with the Aus-
tralian people? Did he not take an estimated
budget cost to cabinet before deployment
was approved months ago? Why can he not
release that figure to the Australian people as
an estimate of the cost? Can he also indicate
whether that cost will be by way of addi-
tional expenditure or will be met in part by
cuts to other aspects of the Defence budget?

Senator HILL—There are clearly addi-
tional costs associated with a deployment
such as thisthat could not sensibly be met by
the existing Defence budget and will be met
therefore by an appropriation in the forth-
coming budget. The process for the determi-
nation of that is current and will be an-
nounced through the budget process by the
appropriate person, which is the Treasurer.

Iraq

Senator LUDWIG (229 p.m.)—My
guestion is to Senator Hill, the Minister for
Defence. Can the minister confirm that the
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Australian Defence national headquarters for
the war with Iraq is based alongside the US
central command of Tommy Franks in camp
As Sayliyah, 12 miles south of Doha, the
capital of Qatar? Is this not also the location
of the coalition media centre, with its plasma
screen TVs and the world map that omits
Australia? Given that all of this information
has been reported in the media, why is the
government refusing to reveal the location of
the Australian national headquarters and
even the coalition media centre? Doesn't the
government consider that the Australian
public deserve the same information pro-
vided to Americans about the military de-
ployment to the gulf?

Senator HILL—The short answer is that
we have not disclosed the location of the
headquarters because we have been asked by
our host not to do so. It might come as a sur-
prise to the opposition in this place that this
is a government that respects the wishes of
host governments in these circumstances. It
isafact that most countries of the gulf andin
that region are, in fact, supporting the action
against Saddam Hussein through providing
basing, overflight rights and other methods
of support—

Opposition senator interjecting—

Senator HILL—Kuwait. But because of
the record of Saddam Hussein they are in-
clined not to say so publicly. They have
therefore asked us not to say so publicly and
we respect that wish.

Senator LUDWIG—Mr President, | ask
a supplementary question. In light of that
answer then, how can basic information on
the deployment present a security risk? How
can Australian troops located inside massive
US military camps be at risk of attack when
the location of the camp is publicised in the
US media? Why haven't you asked the US—
if that is the way you are going to present
it—to alow that information to be made
available, given that Tommy Franks's camp
in As Sayliyah is clearly known?

Senator HILL—We believe it is in the
security interests of Australia that Saddam
Hussein be disarmed of his weapons of mass
destruction. For us to contribute to an inter-
national effort to achieve that goal requires



9694

the cooperation and support of states in the
region. They have been prepared to give
Australia that support on the basis that we do
not disclose our presence. We respect their
wishes.

Iraq

Senator LEES (2.32 p.m.)—My question
is to Senator Hill, the Minister for Defence,
and follows on from the question asked by
Senator Bartlett a moment ago. In answer to
Senator Bartlett, Senator Hill said he and the
government do not fully know the cost of
this war, which is to be expected as we do
not know how long we are going to be in-
volved in the war. However, | ask the minis-
ter: surely he does know how much has al-
ready been spent on forward depl oyment and
on al the preparations that Australia has
been undertaking for the past few months?
Secondly, has Australia projected a likely
monthly expenditure? The United States has
said that it is prepared to spend up to $20
billion a month on this war. Surely Australia
has some forward projections as to the likely
monthly expenditure.

Senator HILL—It is true that we have
estimates we are working to, but the proper
time and place for accountability in that re-
gard is through the budget. To the extent that
they will be funded in the forthcoming
budget, they will be announced at that time
and subjected to public scrutiny through the
estimates committee. As suggested by one of
my colleagues, Senator Bartlett might like to
get the location of the estimates committees
and he might come and make a contribution.

Senator LEES—Mr President, | ask a
supplementary question. Given that the min-
ister is so reluctant to tell us what it has cost
or any likely costs as far as the war effort
itself is concerned, | ask the minister: what
preparations and plans is Australia making to
right the damage done to Irag, both by the
previous war and sanctions, and now by this
war? Can the minister give us some estimate
of how much Australia is prepared to spend
on actually rehabilitating Iraq after this is
over?

Senator HILL—The honourable sena-
tor’s question almost seems to imply that
damage will be the responsibility of Austra-
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lia. Damage to Iraq is clearly the responsi-
bility of Saddam Hussein. If he had ended
his weapons of mass destruction program, as
demanded by the international community,
and had ended them peacefully there would
be no further damage. Obviously we and
others who are determined to disarm him do
not wish to cause unnecessary damage to
Iraq or to the Iragi people. Unfortunately,
through war, such damage is always caused,
and because of our humanitarian instincts we
will make a worthwhile contribution towards
remedying such damage. The foreign minis-
ter has already announced some humanitar-
ian support. As the Prime Minister said yes-
terday in his statement, this government is
committed to making a significant contribu-
tion to the reconstruction of Irag and to the
support of the Iragi people arising out of the
conflict.

Iraq

Senator KIRK (2.35 p.m.)—My question
is to Senator Hill, the Minister for Defence
and the Minister representing the Prime
Minister and the Minister for Foreign Af-
fairs. Minister, what assessments has the
government sought and received from Aus-
tralian agencies in relation to the likely or
possible humanitarian effects of the appar-
ently imminent all-out military strikes on
Irag? How has the government factored the
effect of high-tech war on the innocent Iraqi
men, women and children—those who have
aready suffered so much under Saddam
Hussei n—into its decision to join with Presi-
dent Bush's blind rush to pre-emptive strike?

Senator HILL—I thank the honourable
senator because she has been unusual on her
side of politics for acknowledging that it is
the Iragi people that have suffered under
Saddam Hussein. If you listen to the Labor
opposition in this place, you would amost
think that the suffering is the result of those
who are determined to disarm him of his
weapons of mass destruction. Obviously our
agencies and other international agencies are
concerned with what will be the conse-
guences of this war.

Senator Bolkus—That’s a blatant lie and
you should retract it!

The PRESIDENT—Order!
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Senator HILL—They ask the question
but they do not want the answer.

The PRESIDENT—Senator Kirk has
asked a question. Senators on my left
should—

Senator Cook—He s lying! He has told a
lie about the opposition! He should be pulled
into line and sat down.

The PRESIDENT—Senator Cook, with-
draw that imputation.

Senator Cook—If | used an unparlia-
mentary word, | withdraw the word, but not
the implication of the word. HE s aliar.

Senator Alston—Mr President, | raise a
point of order. | am not sure whether you
heard Senator Cook’s passing reference at
the end. He simply sat down and said, ‘He's
aliar.’ | would have thought that his defiance
of your ruling is certainly something that he
knows is disorderly, and he ought to be re-
quired to withdraw it.

The PRESIDENT—I thought | heard
Senator Cook say he had withdrawn the
word.

Senator Alston—It may have been sotto
voce, but he managed to get in ‘He's a liar’
just as he was sitting down. | trust he will not
deny that for a moment.

Senator Vanstone—Mr President, on the
same point of order: the record should show
that Senator Cook said, ‘If | used an unpar-
liamentary word'—and with his length of
service he knows full well that he did—'I
withdraw the word.” But | heard him say that
he would not withdraw the inference. It is
actually the inference that is against the
standing orders. The word is, in a sense, ir-
relevant: it is just the package for the infer-
ence that has to be withdrawn. He further
went on and confirmed his view he wanted
to put with respect to Senator Hill. In other
words, Mr President, he has basically told
you to get |ost.

The PRESIDENT—I do not recall that
but, Senator Cook, | would ask you to with-
draw the unparliamentary language that you
used. You know that is against standing or-
ders.
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Senator Cook—Mr President, if | have
used unparliamentary words, | withdraw
them.

The PRESIDENT—No. You have used
unparliamentary language and you have
withdrawn. Senator Hill, | think you were
trying to answer a question from Senator
Kirk.

Senator HILL—I am sorry | have upset
Senator Cook. | was struck by a Labor sena-
tor acknowledging that the Iragi people have
principally suffered as a result of Saddam
Hussein.

Senator Jacinta Collins—That’s rubbish
and you know it!

Senator HILL—I was struck by it; it did
strike me as unusual. But the point about
high-tech weaponry is that it should result in
less destruction than has historically been the
case in military conflict. The use of precision
weapons directly targeted, according to good
intelligence, at military targets should result
inalot lessin terms of civilian loss, whether
it is infrastructure or personal loss, than has
historically been the case. It is certainly our
objective and the objective of other coalition
partners to absolutely minimise that damage
and therefore, in terms of infrastructure that
will need to be repaired, to minimise the in-
frastructure that will be damaged. There have
been assessments by our agencies and other
agencies but they, naturally enough, are not
precise about what might need to be repaired
and what might be the sorts of costs and the
types of efforts that should be put in after
such a conflict—what is known as phase 4.
Wheat | said before in the Senate today is that
Australia is committed to playing its part for
good humanitarian reasons in that repair
task.

The PRESIDENT—Senator Kirk, | be-
lieve you have a supplementary question. |
would ask your colleagues to let you ask this
guestion with some degree of silence.

Senator KIRK—Mr President, | ask a
supplementary question. What response does
the government have to the specific charge
from former ONA analyst Andrew Wilkie
that there is no humanitarian justification for
commencing war in Irag when the war will
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bring much greater humanitarian suffering to
the ordinary people of Irag?

Senator HILL—I heard Mr Wilki€'s
comment, but the problem with Mr Wilkie's
comment is: what is the alternative? He said
that a conflict will bring humanitarian suf-
fering—obviously conflicts always do. But
in this instance we have a dictator who, now
for some decades, has brought great suffer-
ing and great damage to his people, which is
continuing. Do you turn your back and allow
that suffering to continue, or do you confront
it in an effort—incidental though it might be,
because our primary task is to end the weap-
ons program—to give the people of Iragq a
better chance for a good future without the
sort of oppression and cruelty to which they
have suffered for so long under Saddam
Hussein?

Drought

Senator SANTORO (242 p.m.)—My
guestion is to the Minister representing the
Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and For-
estry, Senator lan Macdonald. Will the min-
ister outline what assistance the Common-
wealth is providing to farmers dealing with
the drought? Will the minister also outline if
there is any other assistance the states are
providing to those farmers?

Senator |IAN MACDONALD—While
the focus of government at the moment is
obviously on matters of security and protec-
tion of Audralians as well as human rights,
certainly normal governance must go on. The
government continues to address those issues
that confront us domestically. That is why |
am delighted that Senator Santoro has raised
this issue. It is very important right across
Australia—particularly to our state of
Queendand, Senator Santoro.

| am able to advise Senator Santoro that
more than 7,300 farmers are currently re-
celving either income support grants, EC
relief payments or interest rate reief. The
Commonwealth expenditure to these needy
farmers amounts to some $71 million so far.
The number of recipients and the level of the
Commonwealth’s commitment are expected
to rise quite sharply in the next few months
as new applications are processed. The bot-
tom line is that the Commonwealth drought
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assistance package and existing EC arrange-
ments could cost the Commonwealth, and we
have forward budgeted for, some $900 mil-
lion over the three-year period. This is 10
times more than the combined total of the
state government drought relief, which cur-
rently totals around $94 million.

This system of drought relief could have
been handled much better by the states and, |
might say, by the Commonwealth if the pro-
posal put by Minister Truss for reform of
drought relief payments had been accepted,
adopted and taken up by the state Labor gov-
ernments. Unfortunately, the state Labor
governments are unwilling to make any
positive change, and that is particularly soin
Queendand and New South Wales. New
South Wales prefers to maintain the current
situation, which provides very little support
for the farming communities and continues
to ignore farmers. They want to maintain a
system which allows the state governments
to put up applications, many of which they
know have no chance of succeeding, but they
want to be able to play poalitics for it. They
want to put up the applications, know that
the Commonwealth will have to knock them
back under the guidelines and then use this
to politically point-score.

That is what the Labor governments are
doing. In fact, the New South Wales Farmers
Association is awake to the New South
Wales government. The New South Wales
Farmers Association issued a press release
just recently showing that, of the $43 million
the New South Wales government has spent
on drought to February, more than $14 mil-
lion has gone to staff salaries—bureaucrat
salaries—and amost $1 million has been
spent on a departmental web site, would you
believe. Under the New South Wales gov-
ernment, it is estimated that only $11 million
has actually gone to farmers. So $14 million
went to bureaucrats and $11 million for
farmers. If the state is so badly hit—and it is,
and the New South Wales government knows
it—why is it estimating that, of the $106
million that it expects drought relief might
gain or need by 30 June, only $36 million
will actually reach farmers and $27 million
will be spent on bureaucrats’ salaries? Thisis
the way the Labor Party approaches drought
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relief. It has no interest at all. Country Labor
is an absolute joke in New South Wales, as it
is everywhere. (Time expired)

Defence: Equipment

Senator HOGG (2.46 p.m.)—My ques-
tion is to Senator Hill, the Minister for De-
fence. Is the minister aware that the US has
made public its decision to allocate four
protective suits to its soldiers in the gulf to
protect them against the threat of chemical or
biological weapons? Isn't it a fact that, once
a person in a suit is exposed to chemical or
biological agents, the suit cannot be reused
and must be replaced within 24 hours, which
iswhy the US has issued multiple suits? Can
the minister confirm how many suits have
been issued to Australian defence personnel
in the gulf? Do our personnel have multiple
suitsin case of a series of CBR attacks?

Senator HILL—AII | can say without
notice is that our forces have been equipped
with the appropriate clothing to meet an an-
ticipated threat, principally of chemical
weapons but also to some extent of biologi-
cal weapons, although that is largely an-
swered through vaccinations and the like. |
am assured that they are adequately suited to
provide this protection. In terms of the num-
ber of suits with which they are provided, |
will haveto seek further information.

Senator HOGG—MTr President, | ask a
supplementary question. Can the minister
confirm that US troops have been issued
with the new joint service lightweight inte-
grated suit technology? Have Australian
troops been issued with the same suit or have
our personnel been issued with an older suit,
which the US call a battledress overgarment
or BDO? Haven't some of these suits been
found to be defective?

Senator HILL—Obviously we would not
purchase suits that are defective. The goal is
to protect Australian service personnel. Suits,
to the extent that they were not held in the
inventory of the Australian Defence Force,
were purchased for that objective. Whether
they are the lightweight variety or the me-
dium-weight variety | do not know, and |
will seek that sort of technical information
for the benefit of Senator Hogg.
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Iraq

Senator BARTLETT (249 p.m.)—My
guestion is to the Minister representing the
Prime Minister, Senator Hill. Can the minis-
ter indicate whether the government is of the
view that its action in deciding to attack Iraq
is in accord with the right of self-defence
under article 51 of the UN Charter, as was
suggested by the so-called group of interna-
tional lawyers in the Australian newspaper
yesterday?

Senator HILL—We made public the le-
gal advice upon which the Australian gov-
ernment is acting. That advice is that there is
adequate legal authority in the terms of a
range of UN Security Council resolutions
made under chapter VII that require Saddam
Hussein to disarm. To the background of his
breach of those resolutions, nation-states are
entitled to see that they are enforced. If | am
paraphrasing the legal advice, | am a little
surprised that | am being asked the question,
because copies of it were made available to
al honourable senators, including Senator
Bartlett, and he can read the document as
wdl as| can.

Senator BARTLETT—Mr President, |
ask a supplementary question. Minister, the
reason | asked you that question was that the
legal advice you tabled does not go to the
issue of whether or not the government be-
lieves its actions are consistent with the
rights of self-defence under article 51. It is
an important matter of law in terms of
whether or not the government believes that
that is a valid interpretation of the UN Char-
ter. In relation to the advice that was tabled,
why is it that the government is relying on
advice that states explicitly that resolution
1441 provides authorisation for an attack on
Irag when even the US and UK ambassadors
to the UN quite clearly stated when that
resolution was passed that it did not provide
authorisation for attack?

Senator HILL—I am glad that Senator
Bartlett has worked out that we are not rely-
ing on the defence of self-defence as pro-
vided in the UN Charter. We are enforcing
Security Council resolutions under chapter
VII. Inreation to resolution 1441, if Senator
Bartlett goes back and rereads the advice he
will see that that is one of a series of resolu-
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tions upon which the advice is based. Pri-
marily, that resolution reinforces the previ-
ous resolutions which demand the disarma-
ment of Saddam Hussein and which, of
course, Saddam Hussein accepted post-1991
but subsequently breached. It is the rein-
statement of that obligation which is the pri-
mary legal basis of the action. So it is not a
self-defence action under the charter; it is an
action to enforce the Security Council’s obli-
gations under the charter. (Time expired)

National Security

Senator FAULKNER (252 p.m.)—My
question is to Senator Hill representing the
Prime Minister. Minister, given that the
United States Department of Homeland Se-
curity has indicated public concerns that ter-
rorists will attempt multiple attacks against
coalition targets world wide, given that
Minister Abbott has said there is an in-
creased risk of terrorist attacks here in Aus-
tralia and given that you have announced
today that there is now increased security at
44 defence bases in Australia, that there is
increased security at embassies in Australia
and that the government is enhancing close
personal protection measures, how does the
government justify the Prime Minister's
statement that there is no intelligence sug-
gesting that we should move to a higher level
of alertin Australia?

Senator HILL—This is the third time the
guestion has been asked in slightly different
form, and | will provide the same answer that
| provided on the two previous occasions.
Since the forward deployment of Australian
forces was announced, the government’s ad-
vice is that no intelligence has been received
that requires the raising of the overall threat
level in Australia.

Senator FAULKNER—MTr President, |
ask a supplementary question. Can the min-
ister now indicate to the Senate why those
increased security measures were made at
defence bases, which is within this minister’s
responsibility? If it was not on the basis of an
increased risk of terrorist attack, on what
basis was that decision made, given the cir-
cumstances of the US Department of Home-
land Security’s announcement, Minister Ab-
bott’s statement in the House of Representa-
tives yesterday and the other measures that
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have been taken at embassies and in relation
to close personal protection? If it is not arisk
of terrorism, if the Prime Minister is right
about this, what is the reason for these meas-
ures having been taken? What is the reason
for alack of action on the part of the Prime
Minister and the government?

Senator HILL—The advice of my de-
partment, as | said in answer to a previous
question, is that the decision of the Depart-
ment of Defenceis. ‘A measured response to
a range of security contingencies that may
eventuate if the ADF becomes engaged in
combat operations. The move does not re-
flect an increased terrorist threat.’

I nfor mation Technology

Senator EGGLESTON (2.55 p.m.)—My
guestion is to the Minister for Communica-
tions, Information Technology and the Arts,
Senator Alston. Will the minister please out-
line to the Senate how the government’s
commitment to the development and use of
information and communications technolo-
gies has helped transform Australia’'s major
industries and contributed to our impressive
economic growth in recent years? Is the
minister aware of any alternative policies?

Senator ALSTON—One thing that is
very well understood around the world these
days is that Australia’'s economic growth
performance has been outstanding. If you
look at the OECD tables, you will find that
we are world's best outperformers. What is
not quite as readily understood is that the
reason we have a very healthy fundamental
economy with low interest rates, low levels
of inflation and government debt at record
low levels is, in part, the transformational
effect of ICT. There are those who think we
still rely heavily on resources, that we are an
old economy, as it used to be described. The
reality is quite different. One of the reasons
the Prime Minister identified four national
research priorities last year—and one of
those included the transformational effects of
frontier technologies—is that areas of tradi-
tional activity, like insurance, banking, fi-
nance, mining and the wine industry, have
been transformed by lower cost structures
and by the use and intelligent application of
IT.



Wednesday, 19 March 2003

The OECD is probably best qualified to
make judgments about these things. What
they told us recently was that Australia's
investment in ICT had contributed amost
half of one per cent per annum to our eco-
nomic growth between 1990 and 1995 and
almost 0.7 per cent between 1995 and 2001.
That points to an outstanding performance in
ICT uptake. The government’s innovation
action plan released more than two years
ago, which the opposition have still not
signed on to, is also seen as a very key plank
in ensuring we are able to take advantage of
new technologies.

Senator Lundy—What about production?

Senator ALSTON—I am asked about
alternative policy approaches, and one only
has to look at the Luddite approach of Sena-
tor Lundy to understand that the opposition
still does not get it. What Senator Lundy said
recently about the ICT—

Opposition senators interjecting—

Senator ALSTON—They do get excited,

don't they! | am surprised that Senator
Lundy excites so much interest on the other
side; | thought it was generally hostility, not
enthusiasm. Nonetheless, | supposed it is
best to be noticed, isn't it? Just so your col-
leagues notice this one, Senator Lundy: what
Senator Lundy said recently in terms of the
ICT trade deficit was that this is a shocking
result and that Australia’'s shocking status as
anet importer of ICT goodsis, in fact, bene-
ficial to our economic development. In other
words, anyone who argues that somehow
thereisabasisfor justifying a trade deficit in
this area is fundamentally wrong. Well,
Senator Lundy is fundamentally wrong be-
cause, as recently as a couple of weeks ago,
the OECD said:
It is primarily the use of ICT and not so much its
production that counts for its effect on productiv-
ity and economic growth. This is demonstrated by
the examples of Australia and Japan. Whereas the
former has a very small ICT producing sector and
benefited markedly from ICT capital services, the
latter has one of the largest ICT hardware pro-
ducing sectors of the OECD countries but did not
exhibit above average productivity or GDP
growth contributions to ICT.

Itisall there, Senator Lundy. All you have to
do islisten, read and understand. The fact is
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that Australia is a very successful economy
because—(Time expired)

Senator EGGLESTON—MTr President, |
ask a supplementary question. Could the
minister further explain how the ICT indus-
try has contributed to Australian export de-
velopment?

Senator Lundy interjecting—

Senator  ALSTON—Senator  Lundy
thinks that she is the member for Canberra,
so she has to get all these little stories in the
Canberra Times, such as, ‘We are going to
encourage SMEs to get more of the govern-
ment contracts.” Before the last election, she
said that they were going to guarantee them
50 per cent of the contracts. Within 24 hours
that was cancelled—the deal was off and she
did not say it again. But she has been out
there saying it again recently. Of course, she
now has to concede what we have been say-
ing al along: that value for money has to be
the bottom line. You cannot have it both
ways. You cannot say that you are going to
give special treatment to SMEs on the one
hand and then say that you will insist on
value for money on the other hand. These
sorts of contradictions are fundamental. That
is why, when Senator Carr puts out a discus-
sion paper on science palicy, it sinks without
trace, because Mr Emerson said that if you
are so vague and unqualified no-one takes
the slightest notice. (Time expired)

Senator Hill—Mr President, | ask that
further questions be placed on the Notice
Paper.

ANSWERSTO QUESTIONSON
NOTICE

Question No. 1154

Senator ALLISON (Victoria) (3.02
p.m.)—Pursuant to standing order 74(5), |
ask the Minister for Defence for an explana-
tion as to why an answer has not been pro-
vided to question on notice No. 1154, which
| asked on 6 February this year.

Senator HILL (South Australia—Minis-
ter for Defence) (3.02 p.m.)—I throw myself
on the mercy of the Senate. | have no idea
what question No. 1154 refersto.

Senator ALLISON (Victoria)
p.m.)—I move:

(3.02
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That the Senate take note of the minister’s
failure to provide either an answer or an explana-
tion.

| am surprised that the Minister for Defence
does not know what this is about since this
was the subject of a speech | gave earlier
today in this place, during which | gave the
date of the questions and talked about them
at some length—which obvioudly | will be
forced to do again. My questions related to
whether or not Australian troops, when they
reach Irag, will face a war in which nuclear
weapons are being used. | asked the govern-
ment to confirm that President Bush had
been quoted as saying in the United States
that the US administration would use nuclear
weapons ‘if necessary’. As | said earlier to-
day, we are entitled to know whether ‘if nec-
essary’ means that it is necessary or not, and
our troops are entitled to know that going
into this war against Irag may be extremely
dangerous and no end of suits will protect
them from might occur if it isa nuclear war.

On 28 January, American nuclear weap-
ons analyst William Arkin, who is a senior
fellow at the Centre for Strategic Education
at John Hopkins University, said that the US
Strategic Command is compiling potential
target lists, with planning focused on roles
for nuclear weapons against underground
facilities and to stop chemical or biological
attack. When asked about this report, White
House spokesperson Ari Fleischer said that
all military options are available. The minis-
ter did not answer this question and did not
answer the question that | posed earlier to-
day, even though | gave him a couple of op-
portunities, by calling a quorum, to come to
the chamber and do so. | suggest that the
Australian people are interested in the an-
swers to these questions, which for six weeks
have not been forthcoming.

| also asked for details to be provided on
what advice the government has been given
by the US administration about these pro-
posals to use nuclear weaponsin an attack on
Irag. We would like to know. The Prime
Minister keeps saying that he believes that
nuclear weapons will not be used, despite the
enormous amount of evidence that is coming
out of the United States to suggest that they
will. The Prime Minister has a bdief that
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nuclear weapons will not be used, but thisis
not supported by anything which has been
provided by the government to suggest oth-
erwise.

The STRATCOM review in the US says
that nuclear weapons ‘could be employed
against targets able to withstand non-nuclear
attack’. My question was. what has the
United States administration said about this
possibility? Which, if any, of the following
circumstances would cause Austrdia to de-
cline to send troops to or withdraw troops
from combat in Irag: the use by the US ad-
ministration of depleted uranium in war-
heads—and we know the problems that that
caused in Iraq in the Gulf War; the use of
nuclear so-called bunker busters—a cute
name but we al know that that means a
small nuclear weapon; the use of other nu-
clear weapons; or the use of nuclear weapons
in retaliation against Iraq's use of chemical
or biological weapons? These are questions
that have not been answered in this place or
more publicly.

If no decision has yet been made about the
circumstances in which our troops will be
brought back, when will it be made and by
what process? What advice has the govern-
ment received from the US administration
about a reported increase in US nuclear ca
pability? If no advice has been received,
what analysis has this government done
about increased nuclear capacity? The US
administration announced in January that it
intended ‘ to shatter Iraq physically, emotion-
ally and psychologically’, using at that stage
‘800 cruise missiles in two days. We now
know that it is 3,000 cruise missiles over 48
hours. That is 15 times as many as were used
in the whole of the 40 days of the Gulf War
in 1991. We would like to know whether
those cruise missiles will include depleted
uranium and, if so, how much. Will they all
be constructed in that way? What will they
target?

The Prime Minister said on 30 January,
‘Australia doesn’t have chemical or hiologi-
cal or nuclear weapons and we don’'t want
them’—we certainly do not—'we don’t have
them. And we don't think other countries,
other than those authorised by international
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agreement should have them.” | asked: what
concerns has the government expressed
about the spread of nuclear weapons to Is-
rael? The answer is never provided in this
place. What steps has the government taken
to disarm lIsrael of nuclear weapons—or
Pakistan, or those many other countries who
have nuclear weapons and who present a far
greater threat to world peace than does Irag?
And what analysis has the government pre-
pared for the implications of world peace and
progress on international treaties such as the
nuclear non-proliferation treaty of the US
move to group nuclear weapons with con-
ventional weaponry?

Those are important questions and | am
disappointed that the minister has chosen to
ignore them totally, to not come into this
place prepared to answer them or to provide
the answers within 30 days, as he is required
to do. | asked him questions on 12 March
about subsequent devel opments with regard
to nuclear weapons but they have not been
answered either. My colleague Senator
Bartlett, on 21 February, asked a series of
guestions—some 80 questions—about this
war on Iraq but they have not been answered
gither. Minister, you might note that they are
Nos 1173 and 1174. | ask that those ques-
tions be answered expeditiously because we
are now at war with Irag. The questions that
have been put on notice to you, Minister, are
important ones that ought to be answered.
The Australian public has aright to know.

Question agreed to.
PETITIONS
The Clerk—Petitions have been lodged
for presentation as follows:
Military Detention: Australian Citizens

To the Honourable the President and Members of

the Senate in Parliament assembled:

The Petition of the undersigned shows:

« that the treatment of David Hicks is not in ac-
cordance with Geneva Convention Guidelines
applying to prisoners of war

Your petitioners ask that the Senate should:

» ensure that Australian citizen, David Hicks',
rights are met under the guidelines of the Ge-
neva Convention as it applies to prisoners of
war
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» send a deputation to George W. Bush asking
that David Hicks be returned to Australia

» ensure that David Hicks be entitled to a civil
trial, in Australia, if he is charged with any
crime

by Senator Kirk (from 1,664 citizens).
Iraq
To the Australian Senate;

We the undersigned oppose the Australian De-
fence Forces being used in awar that has not been
sanctioned by the United Nations.

We call upon you to support and explore all op-
tions for the resolution of conflict before com-
mitting Australiato war or violence.

by Senator Mackay (from 123 citizens).
Iraq
To the Australian Senate:

We the undersigned call upon the Australian
Government not to involve Australia in a war
against Irag.

Thereis no clear evidence that Irag poses an im-
mediate threat to Australia or any of our alies.
There is no established link, between Irag and the
shameful attacks of September 11, 2001.

Democracy in Irag cannot be enforced by war.
Australia must play a part in diplomatic and
peaceful solutions to this conflict, and, must help
the Iragi people move, towards democracy.

There is no need for Australia to support or be
involved in this conflict. We call upon you to put
the interests of peace and the world community
above those of the United. States.

by Senator Nettle (from 10,958 citizens).
Tasmania: Telephone Directories

To the Honourabl e the President and Members of
the Senate in Parliament assembl ed.

The Petition of the undersigned draws the atten-
tion of Senators to the fact that Tasmania has
three separate regional telephone directories
(combined White and Yellow Pages). Considering
Tasmania's small population we the undersigned
believe this situation is both impractical and un-
necessarily costly to the consumer.

Your Petitioners request that the Senate ask The
Minister for Communications, Information Tech-
nology and the Arts to consider the proposal of
merging Tasmania's existing three telephone di-
rectories into two state-wide books; one for the
White Pages and the other for the Yellow Pages.

by Senator Sherry (from 11 citizens).
Petitions received.
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IRAQ

Senator BROWN (Tasmania) (3.10
p.m.)—by leave—I note that one of those
petitions has more than 10,000 signatures
against the war in Irag. That petition is pre-
sented by Senator Nettle; it should be re-
corded as such.

QUESTIONSWITHOUT NOTICE:
ADDITIONAL ANSWERS

Goods and Services Tax: Subcontractors

Senator |IAN CAMPBELL (Western
Australia—Parliamentary Secretary to the
Treasurer) (3.10 p.m.)—On 5 March Senator
George Campbell asked Senator Coonan a
guestion relating to some tax issues. On be-
half of Senator Coonan, | seek leave to in-
corporate some additional information in
Hansard.

Leave granted.
The answer read as follows—

Where an Australian subcontractor  supplies
goods to another party in Australia as part of a
contract with an overseas prime contractor, the
subcontractor is required to charge GST to the
prime contractor.

Where an overseas prime contractor engages a
non-resident subcontractor for the supply of
goods to a party in Australia, the non-resident
contractor will not charge Australian GST to the
prime contractor. However, when the goods are
brought into Australia, GST will be charged at
importation.

In each case the GST amount charged to the party
in Australiawill beidentical.

When turnover in Australia is less than $50,000,
it is a commercial decision for the prime con-
tractor as to whether they register and claim input
tax credits. Once they are registered for GST they
will have to charge GST on taxable supplies that
they make, but they will also be able to claim
input tax credits. If an overseas prime contractor
is uncertain of the requirements and implications
of GST registration they can make use of the
ATO'’s education and advisory services or seek a
private ruling.

The GST has been in effect since 1 July 2000. It
is not correct to assert that the Australian Taxa
tion Office (ATO) has been aware of the concerns
of industry for at least 3 years. | am advised that
industry first raised their concerns with the ATO
in the second half of 2001.

Initially industry had concerns that there was a
difference in the impacts of GST, but, as | have
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explained this is not the case. Subsequently in-
dustry representatives have raised a concern that
the obligations that accompany being registered
for GST may discourage an overseas prime con-
tractor from dealing with Australian subcontrac-
tors.

At a meeting of industry representatives and the
ATO in May 2002 a number of possible responses
to industry concerns were identified. The options
have not yet been fully explored but the ATO has
been available and willing to progress these mat-
ters with industry. There have been subsequent
meetings and late in 2002 industry representatives
added another option to the list of possibilities to
be explored.

| am advised that the ATO remains available to
progress matters in partnership with industry to
ensure that any response is both acceptable to
industry and conforms to the law.

NOTICES
Presentation

Senator Heffernan to move on the next
day of sitting:

That the time for the presentation of the report
of the Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport
Legislation Committee on the Wheat Marketing
Amendment Bill 2002 be extended to 14 May
2003.

Senator Heffernan to move on the next
day of sitting:

That the Rural and Regional Affairs and
Transport Legislation Committee be authorised to
hold a public meeting during the sitting of the
Senate on Monday, 24 March 2003, from 4 pm, to
take evidence for the committee’'s inquiry into the
Dairy Industry Service Reform Bill 2003 and a
related hill.

Senator Allison to move on the next day
of sitting:
That the Senate—
(8 notesthat:

(i) more than 1.1 billion people in the
world today lack access to safe
drinking water, and around 2.4 billion
lack adequate sanitation,

(i) by 2025 two-thirds of the world’s
population will live in countries
suffering water scarcity and that this
will pose a massive threat to world
security,

(iii) water-related diseases are the greatest
cause of death in the world today,
with one child dying every 8 seconds,
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(iv) Australia is committed to the
Millennium  Development  Goals,
which include targets to halve, by
2015, the proportion of people
without access to safe drinking water
and adeguate sanitation, and

(v) Saturday, 22 March 2003 is World
Water Day; and

(b) callson the Federal Government to work
towards its commitment to increasing
water and sanitation aid in developing
countries in line with the 2015
Millennium Development Goals.

Senator Conroy to move on the next day
of sitting:
That the Senate—

(a) callsonthe Government to take action to
crack down on late payments by big
business and government customers to
their small business suppliers; and

(b) notes that:

(i) late payments by big businesses are a
major issue for small businesses as
they create cash flow problems,

(ii) this comes on top of the cumbersome
administrative arrangements of the
new tax system, and

(iii) the problems faced by small business
are being ignored by the Howard
Government.

Senator Stott Despoja to move on Tues-
day, 25 March 2003:
That—

(8 the Senate notes that:

(i) the Victorian Legislative Assembly
recently changed its rules to allow
breastfeeding in the chamber at the
Speaker’s discretion, and

(i) on 13 March 2003, the Australian
Capital Territory’s  Legidative
Assembly changed its standing orders
to allow breastfeeding in the chamber,
becoming the first state or territory
legislature to allow breastfeeding
without the need to seek permission
from the Speaker; and

(b) standing order 175 not apply in respect
of asenator breastfeeding an infant.

Senator Sott Despoja to move on the
next day of sitting:
That the Senate—

(8 notes the death of Ms Rachel Corrie, a
23-year old American killed by an Isradli
bulldozer as she attempted to prevent it
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demoalishing a Palestinian home in the
Rafah refugee camp; and

(b) expresses its condolences to Ms Corrie's
family and friends.

Senator L ees to move on the next day of
sitting:
That the Senate—
(8 notesthat:

(i) 22 March 2003 is World Water Day,

(ii) thereis agrowing global water crisis,
with more than 1.3 billion people
lacking access to safe water and 2.4
billion lacking adequate sanitation,

(iii) one of the Millennium Development
Goals is to have by 2015 the
proportion of people without access
to safe water,

(iv) this goal was agreed to at the United
Nations Millennium Summit in 2000,
and

(v) Australia has agreed to this goal; and

(b) callson the Australian Government:

(i) to commit to paying its fair share of
the global costs of meeting the water
Millennium Development Goal, and

(i) to ensure that local communities have
the support needed to manage their
own water and sanitation service
provision.

Senator L ees to move on the next day of
sitting:
That the Senate—
(& notes:
(i) that 2003 is the International Year of

Freshwater and that 22 March is
World Water Day,

(i) that we are taking more resources
from the Murray-Darling Basin than
its natural systems can replenish due
to poor management,

(iii) the ecological stress in the Murray-
Darling Basin indicated by salinity,
unhealthy rivers and decreasing
biodiversity,

(iv) that the condition of the Murray River
below its junction with the Darling
River at Wentworth in New South
Wales is continuing to decline,

(v) current scientific advice is that 1 600
gigalitres per annum of additional
flow would provide a moderate



9704 SENATE

likelihood of restoring the health of
the river system, and

(vi) the bipartisan declaration, the
Adelaide Declaration, issued after the
deliberations in the Forum at
Parliament House, Adelaide, on 25
February 2003; and

(b) supports:

(i) the Adelaide Declaration’s call for the
Murray-Darling Basin  Ministerial
Council to agree to its April 2002
upper reference point of 1 500
gigalitres in extra flows for the
Murray River when it meets in
October 2003,

(i) the Adelaide Declaration’s proposal
for an immediate step of restoring an
additional flow in the Murray-Darling
Basin system of 500 gigalitres within
the next 5 years, and

(iii) the principle that local communities
have the capacities to both implement
their local action plans and be
involved in making the trade-offs to
restore environmental flows.

COMMITTEES
Selection of Bills Committee
Report
Senator FERRI'S (South Australia) (3.11
p.m.)—I present the third report for 2003 of
the Selection of Bills Committee.
Ordered that the report be adopted.
Senator FERRIS—I seek leave to have
the report incorporated in Hansard.
Leave granted.
The report read as follows—
SELECTION OF BILLS COMMITTEE
REPORT NO. 3 OF 2003

1. The committee met on Tuesday, 18 March
2003.

2. The committee resolved to recommend—
That the—

(8 Hedlth Legislation Amendment (Private
Health Insurance Reform) Bill 2003 be
referred immediately to the Community
Affairs Legislation Committee for in-
quiry and report on 13 May 2003 (see
appendix 1 for statement of reasons for
referral);

(b) Late Payment of Commercia Debts
(Interest) Bill 2003 be referred immedi-

(©

(d)

C)

(f)

)

(h)
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atdly to the Economics Legislation
Committee for inquiry and report on 11
August 2003 (see appendix 2 for state-
ment of reasons for referral);

provisions of the Taxation Laws
Amendment Bill (No. 4) 2003 be re-
ferred immediately to the Economics
Legislation Committee for inquiry and
report on 16 June 2003 (see appendix 3
for statement of reasons for referral);

provisions of the Taxation Laws
Amendment Bill (No. 8) 2002 be re-
ferred immediately to the Economics
Legislation Committee for inquiry and
report on 16 June 2003 (see appendix 4
for statement of reasons for referral);

provisions of the Terrorism Insurance
Bill 2002 be referred immediately to the
Economics Legislation Committee for
inquiry and report on 30 April 2003 (see
appendix 5 for statement of reasons for
referral);

Workplace Relations Amendment (Pro-
tecting the Low Paid) Bill 2003 be re-
ferred immediately to the Employment,
Workplace Relations and Education
Legislation Committee for inquiry and
report on 5 May 2003 (see appendices 6
and 7 for statements of reasons for refer-
ral);

order of the Senate of 5 March 2003
adopting the committee’'s 2nd report of
2003 be varied to provide that the provi-
sions of the Dairy Industry Service Re-
form Bill 2003 and the Primary Indus-
tries (Excise) Levies Amendment
(Dairy) Bill 2003 be referred immedi-
atedly to the Rural and Regional Affairs
and Transport Legislation Committee
for inquiry and report on 26 March 2003
(see appendices 8 and 9 for statements
of reasons for referral); and

following bills not be referred to com-
mittees:

Family and Community Services Legislation
Amendment (Disability Reform) Bill (No. 2)
2002 [No. 2]

Workplace Relations Amendment (Protection
for Emergency Management Volunteers) Bill
2003.

The committee recommends accordingly.

3. The committee deferred consideration of the
following bills to the next meeting:
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Bill deferred from meeting of 20 August 2002

Occupational Health and Safety (Common-
wealth Employment) Amendment (Em-
ployee Involvement and Compliance) Bill
2002.

Bills deferred from meeting of 19 November 2002
Workplace Relations Amendment (Award
Simplification) Bill 2002
Workplace Relations Amendment (Choice in
Award Coverage) Bill 2002.
Bill deferred from meeting of 3 December 2002

Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Amendment (Invasive Spe-
cies) Bill 2002.

Bills deferred from meeting of 4 March 2003
Family Law Amendment Bill 2003

Workplace Relations Amendment (Compli-
ance with Court and Tribunal Orders) Bill
2003.

(Jeannie Ferris)
Chair
19 March 2003

Appendix 1
Proposal torefer abill toa committee
Name of Bill:

Health Legislation Amendment (Private Health
Insurance Reform) Bill 2003

Reasons for referral/principal issues for con-
sideration:

To examine the provisions of the Bill which pro-
vide wide discretion to the Minister on the opera-
tion of the industry; to determine the fiscal impli-
cations of the proposed legislation of Lifetime
Health Cover as a vehicle for industry advertis-
ing; to determine the fiscal implications of the
community rating amendments.

Possible submission or evidence from:
Institute of Actuaries Australia Association
Deloitte Trowbridge Consulting

KPMG

Health Insurance Restricted Membership Asso-
ciation Australia

Individual large health funds

Australian Consumers Association

Institute of Governance, University of Canberra
Committee to which bill isto be referred:
Community Affairs Legislation Committee
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Possible hearing date(s):

Possible reporting date:

As soon as practicable

(signed)

Senator Lyn Allison

Whip/Sdection of Bills Committee member

Appendix 2
Proposal torefer abill toa committee
Name of bill(s):

Late Payment of Commercial Debts (Interest) Bill
2003

Reasons for referral/principal issues for con-
sideration

To explore:

Cash flow problems for small business resulting
from big business failure to pay on time.

Small business concerns about difficulty in being
paid on time; and

Community expectations of the hill
Possible submissions or evidence from:
VACC

ACCI

CPA Australia

MTAA

COSBOA

NARGA

Gerry Raleigh Fax: (03) 9872 4628

OSB

Committeeto which bill isreferred:
Economics Legislation Committee
Possible hearing date: June 2003
Possible reporting date(s): July 2003
(signed)

Senator Sue Mackay

Whip/Sdection of Bills Committee Member

Appendix 3

Proposal torefer abill toa committee

Name of bill(s):

Taxation Laws Amendment Bill (No. 4) 2003
Reasons for referral/principal issues for con-
sideration

Schedule 7—Worker Entitlement Funds

Treasurer's power to declare a fund not to be an
approved fund.
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Restrictions on the use of an approved fund's
surplus for training and other employment related
functions.

Possible submissions or evidence from:
Worker entitlement funds

Employers

Unions

Treasury

Australian Taxation Office

Department of Employment and Workplace Rela-
tions

Committee to which bill isreferred:
Economics Legislation Committee
Possible hearing date: Budget week 2003
Possible reporting date(s): 16 June 2003
(signed)

Senator Sue Mackay

Whip/Sdection of Bills Committee Member

Appendix 4

Proposal torefer abill toa committee
Name of bill(s):

Taxation Laws Amendment Bill (No. 8) 2003

Reasons for referral/principal issues for con-
sideration

Schedule 5—Petroleum Resource Rent Tax

(1) The validity of the government’s argument
for effectively bringing forward deductions
against PRRT for closing a facility when it is
not going to be closed but instead converted
for use as an infrastructure facility.

(2) The equity of apportionment of PRRT liabil-
ity where a facility has joint use with other
fields

Possible submissions or evidence from:
Australian Petroleum Exploration Association
Offshore oil producing companies

Treasury

Department of Industry, Science and Resources
Committee to which bill isreferred:
Economics Legislation Committee

Possible hearing date: Budget week 2003
Possible reporting date(s): 16 June 2003
(signed)

Senator Sue Mackay

Whip/Sdection of Bills Committee Member
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Appendix 5

Proposal torefer abill toa committee
Name of bill(s):

Terrorism Insurance Bill 2002

Reasons for referral/principal issues for con-
sideration

To examine the operation of the proposed scheme
including coverage, premium levels, impact on
the insurance industry and property owners.

Possible submissions or evidence from:
COSBOA
Insurance Council

Association of Risk and Insurance Managers of
Australia

Treasury

Committee to which bill isreferred:
Economics Legislation Committee
Possible hearing date:

Possible reporting date(s): 30 April 2003
(signed)

Senator Sue Mackay

Whip/Sdection of Bills Committee Member

Appendix 6
Proposal torefer abill toa committee
Name of bill(s):

Workplace Relations Amendment (Protecting the
Low Paid) Bill 2003

Reasons for referral/principal issues for con-
sideration

(1) whoin the Australian community depends on
the Safety Net Review

(2) the effect of the bill on the material needs of
more people

(3) previous consideration by the AIRC of the
Safety Net Review

(4) the probable effect of the legislation on the
AIRC's consideration of the Safety Net Re-
view

Possible submissions or evidence from:

Unions and employer groups, legal groups. aca

demics, government departments

Committeeto which bill isreferred:

Employment, Workplace Relations, and Educa-
tion Legislation Committee

Possible hearing date: 14-17 April 2003
Possible reporting date(s): 5-9 May 2003
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Note: as to hearing and reporting dates, the AIRC
will be hearing the Safety Net Review in the
week March 31—April 4, so relevant parties
would be free to participate in the committee's
inquiry after that.

(signed)

Senator Sue Mackay

Whip/Sdection of Bills Committee Member

Appendix 7
Proposal torefer abill toa committee
Name of Bill

Workplace Relations Amendment (Protecting the
Low Paid) Bill 2003

Reasons for referral/principal issues for con-
sideration:

Examine the provisions of the bill in the context
of the debate about whether current AIRC living
wage processes are adequate and whether cost of
living wage increases to employers is high and
the disposable income benefits to low-income
workers is low, and examine whether the ade-
quacy of the bill without making the welfare/tax
intersection less onerous.

Possible submission or evidence from:
ACTU

ACCI

AlG

BCA

NATSEM

ACOSS

Federa departments of Treasury; Family &
Community Services; and Employment and
Workplace Relations

Specialist academics in the tax and welfare field
Committee to which bill isto bereferred:

Employment, Workplace Relations and Education
Legislation Committee

Possible hearing date(s):

Possible reporting date: As soon as practicable
(signed)

Senator Lyn Allison

Whip/Sdection of Bills Committee member

Appendix 8

18 March 2002

Senator Jeannie Ferris Chair
Sdection of Bills Committee
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Attention: Dr Rosemary Laing
Dear Senator Ferris,

| ask that the Committee reconsider the Dairy
Industry Services Reform Bill and related bill at
this afternoons meeting so that a possible referral
of the bills to the Rural and Regional Affairs and
Transport Legislation Committee can be consid-
ered.

(signed)

Lyn Allison

Australian Democrats Whip

Appendix 9

Proposal torefer abill toa committee
Name of Bill:

Dairy Industry Services Reform Bill 2003

Primary Industries (Excise) Levies Amendment
(Dairy) Bill 2003

Reasons for referral/principal issues for con-
sideration:

Examine the provisions of the bill proposing the
establishment of the Dairy Australia Company
and whether it is in the best interests of the dairy
industry; the level of support within the industry
for the new arrangements, in particular account-
ability provisions; and whether alternative mod-
els/provisions may be more appropriate to the
industry in the context of restructuring.

Possible submission or evidence from:

President, Australian Dairy Farmers Federation,
President, Australian Milk Producers Association
Dr M McGovern, Faculty of Business, Qld Uni-
versity of Technology Australian Dairy Corpora-
tion, Dairy Research and Development Corpora-
tion

Committee to which billsto bereferred:

Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legis-
lation Committee

Possible hearing dates:
Possible reporting date: As soon as practicable
(signed)

Lyn Allison
Whip/Sdection of Bills Committee member
BUSINESS
Rearrangement
Senator |AN CAMPBELL (Western

Australia—Manager of Government Busi-
ness in the Senate) (3.11 p.m.)—by leave—I
move:

That, on Wednesday, 19 March 2003—
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(@ the hours of meeting shall be 9.30 am to
6.30 pm, and 7.30 pm to 11.40 pm;

(b) the routine of business from 7.30 pm shall
be consideration of the order of the day
relating to Iraq;

(c) if adivisionis caled for after 7.30 pm,
the matter before the Senate shall be
adjourned until the next day of sitting at
atimefixed by the Senate; and

(d) the question for the adjournment shall
be proposed at 11 pm.

Senator ALLISON (Victoria) (3.12
p.m.)—The Democrats have said for some
time that the number of sitting days in this
year, and particularly in these first six
months, is inadequate given the workload
this place has to get through before the end
of June. We remind the government again
that one of the reasons why we are sitting
late is that there is insufficient time in the
remaining days and weeks of this first half of
the year to get through that business. | also
remind the government that it means that
staff in this place will be here until very late
tonight. We think that is an undesirable out-
come for them and it is a reflection of the
fact that the government has so poorly
planned this part of the year. We again urge
the government to consider extending sitting
times for thisfirst half of the year in order to
get through the business before us.

Question agreed to.
LEAVE OF ABSENCE
Senator FERRI'S (South Australia) (3.13
p.m.)—I move;

That leave of absence be granted to Senator
Knowles for the period 18 March 2003 to the end
of the autumn sittings, on account of ill health.

Question agreed to.

COMMITTEES
Employment, Wor kplace Relations and
Education L egislation Committee
Extension of Time

Senator FERRI'S (South Australia) (3.14
p.m.)—by leave—At the request of the Chair
of the Employment, Workplace Relations
and Education Legidation Committee,
Senator Tierney, | move:

That the time for the presentation of the report

of the committee on the provisions of the Work-
place Relations Amendment (Termination of Em-

SENATE

Wednesday, 19 March 2003

ployment) Bill 2002 be extended to 26 March
2003.

Question agreed to.
NOTICES
Postponement

Items of business were postponed as fol-
lows:

Business of the Senate notice of motion no. 1
standing in the name of the Leader of the
Australian Democrats (Senator Bartlett) for
today, relating to the disallowance of items
[2356], [2357] and [2358] of Schedule 2 to
the Migration Amendment Regulations 2002
(No. 10), postponed till 25 March 2003.

Business of the Senate order of the day no. 2,
relating to the reference of matters to the
Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade Refer-
ences Committee, postponed till 24 March
2003.

General business notice of motion no. 389
standing in the name of Senator Evans for
today, relating to the decline in the rate of
bulk billing, postponed till 20 March 2003.
General business notice of motion no. 393
standing in the name of Senator Stott
Despoja for today, relating to coffee produc-
ers in developing countries, postponed till 20
March 2003.
General business notice of motion no. 399
standing in the name of the Leader of the
Australian Democrats (Senator Bartlett) for
today, opposing war on Irag without an
authorising United Nations resolution, post-
poned till 20 March 2003.
IRAQ

Senator ALLISON
p.m.)—I move;

That there be laid on the table by the Minister
for Defence, no later than 4 pm on 20 March
2003, all documents commissioned by the
Australian Government and its agencies and the
United Nations that provide comments on, or
formal legal advice regarding, the legality of
involvement in a war with Irag where there is no
resol uti on subsequent to Resolution 1441.

Question agreed to.
COMMITTEES
Finance and Public Administration
References Committee
Reference

Senator FORSHAW (New South Wales)
(3.16 p.m.)—I move:

(Victoria) (3.15
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That the following matters be referred to the
Finance and Public Administration References
Committee for inquiry and report by 8 October
2003:

(a) the adeguacy and appropriateness of the
framework  for employment and
management of staff under the Members
of Parliament (Saff) Act 1984 (the
MoPS Act);

(b) the role and functions of MoPS staff in
assisting and advising their employers
and interacting with the Australian
Public Service and other stakeholder
groups;

(¢) the remuneration and conditions of
employment of MoPS staff;

(d) the means by which MoPS staff are
accountable to  government, the
Parliament and the public;

(e) suitable means by which the
accountability of MoPS staff could be
enhanced;

(f) the merits of introducing a code of
conduct for MoPS staff reflecting the
Values and Code of Conduct of the
Public Service Act 1999, the key
elements such a code should contain and
the process by which such a code should
be devel oped and introduced;

(g) suitable means by which the
accountability of the Government for the
employment of MoPS staff can be
enhanced;

(h) the role of departmental liaison officers
and their interaction with M oPS staff and
departments; and

(i) appropriate amendments to the MoPS
Act flowing from the above.

Question agreed to.
INDIGENOUSAFFAIRS. COPYRIGHT

9709

Kemarre, acknowledging that they are
the authors and copyright owners of
works displayed on the Museum
website from July to 12 December
2000 without proper licence,

(ii) asked any persons who downloaded

the artistic works in any digital form
to delete it immediately from their
computer hard drives, and

(iii) sincerely apologised for any harm or

inconvenience their actions may have
caused to the artists, regretting any
cultural or other harm that may have
been occasioned by their families and
clans;

(b) further notes that:

(i) Indigenous cultural expression is a
fundamental part of Indigenous
heritage and identity, and unauth-
orised use of Indigenous art and
cultural expression can be inappro-
priate, derogatory, and culturally
offensive,

(i) individual Indigenous artists are

custodians of the knowledge and
wisdom their work incorporates and
reflects and Indigenous moral rights
are therefore collective rights that are
inalienable from their community of
origin, and

(iii) Indigenous artists are particularly

vulnerable under Australian law,
which offers virtually no protection
for the moral rights owned
collectively by Indigenous commun-
ities; and

(c) urges the Government to take immediate

action to amend the Copyright Act 1968
to ensure the adequate recognition and
protection of Indigenous collective
moral rights.

Senator RIDGEWAY (New South Question agreed to.

Wales) (3.16 p.m.)—by leave—I move the

DISABILITY SERVICES

motion as amended: Senator BROWN (Tasmania) (3.17
That the Senate— p.m.)—I move:

(& notes the outcome of recent action That the Senate calls on the Commonwesalth
against the International Olympic  Government:

Committee for using the work of

Indigenous artists during the Sydney

Olympics without permission and, in

particular, that the Olympic Museum

Foundation has:

(i) issued an apology to Sam Tjampitjin,
Richard Tax Tjupurulla and Mary

(a) to demonstrate leadership in cooperation

with the states in addressing the unmet
need for disability services, recognising
that the Australian Institute of Health
and Wefare report, Unmet Need for
Disability Services: Effectiveness of
Funding and Remaining Shortfalls, July
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2002, identified that 12 500 people still
need accommodation and respite
services, 8 200 places are needed for
community access services and 5 400
people need employment services;

(b) to publicly release the offers made by the
states and the Commonwealth for the
next 5 years in the negotiations to date,
recognising the failure of the
Commonwealth and state governments
to reach agreement in the current round
of negotiations on a new Commonweslth
state and territories Disability Services
Agreement;

(c) to immediately double its offer of new
funding; and

(d) in consultation with the states, to
develop and implement a comprehensive
plan beyond the current negotiations to
address the unmet need for services over
the next 5 years.

Question negatived.

Senator BROWN—Mr Deputy President,
| ask that | and my colleague Senator Nettle
both be recorded as supporting that motion.

TAXATION: FRINGE BENEFITS

Senator NETTLE (New South Wales)
(3.18 p.m.)—I move:

That the Senate—

(a) notes that the current fringe benefits tax
on employer-provided cars is calculated
so that the more you drive the less tax
you pay, leading to many unnecessary
kilometres being driven in order to avoid
tax;

(b) notes that employer-provided car parking
is exempt from fringe benefits tax but
employer-provided  public  transport
passes and bicycles are not;

() condemns the Australian Government
for supporting policies that are clearly
biased against public transport in favour
of cars;

(d) expresses grave concern about the
environmental damage resulting from
these circumstances;

(e) notes that the Government has already
had an opportunity to address this
situation by adopting the Ralph report’s
recommendation, and condemns the
Government for failing to act upon that
recommendation; and
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(f) calls on the Australian Government to
amend the Fringe Benefits Tax
Assessment Act 1986 to encourage the
use of more sustainable transport.

Question negatived.

HEALTH: PHARMACEUTICAL
BENEFITSSCHEME

Senator NETTLE (New South Wales)
(3.19 p.m.)—I move:

That the Senate—

(a) notes that the Pharmaceutical Benefits
Scheme (PBS) is being discussed as part
of the negotiations that commenced this
week on a free trade agreement between
Australia and the United States of
America,

(b) further notes that United States drug
companies are pushing for substantial
changes to the PBS that would lift their
profits and increase the cost to the public
of supplying subsidised prescription
medicines to Australians,

(c) affirmsthat the PBS is a vital component
of Australia’s public health system; and

(d) calls on the Australian Government to
withdraw the PBS from the free trade
negotiations.

Question agreed to.

COMMITTEES

Economics L egislation Committee

M eeting

Senator FERRI'S (South Australia) (3.19
p.m.)—by leave—At the request of the Chair
of the Economics Legisation Committee,
Senator Brandis, | move the motion as
amended:

That the Economics Legislation Committee be
authorised to hold a public meeting during the
sitting of the Senate on Monday, 24 March 2003,
from 430 pm, to take evidence for the
committee’s inquiry into the Corporations (Fees)
Amendment Bill 2002 and 2 related hills.

Question agreed to.
Legal and Constitutional L egislation
Committee
Extension of Time

Senator FERRI'S (South Australia) (3.20
p.m.)—At the request of the Chair of the
Lega and Congtitutional Legislation Com-
mittee, Senator Payne, | move:
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That the time for the presentation of reports of
the Lega and Constitutional Legislation
Committee be extended as follows:

(& in respect of the 2002-03 additional
estimates—to 20 March 2003;

(b) annual reports tabled by 31 October
2002—to 15 May 2003; and

(c) Customs Legislation Amendment Bill
(No. 2) 2002—to 25 March 2003.

Question agreed to.

ASIO, ASISand DSD Committee
M eetings

Senator FERRI'S (South Austraia) (3.21
p.m.)—At the request of Senator Ferguson, |
move:

That the Parliamentary Joint Committee on
ASIO, ASIS and DSD be authorised to hold
private meetings otherwise than in accordance
with standing order 33(1) during the sitting of the
Senate on the following days:

(8 Thursday, 20 March 2003, from 11 am to
noon; and
(b) Thursday, 27 March 2003, from 11 am to
noon,
in relation to its inquiry on the review of agency
security arrangements.

Question agreed to.

TOBACCO ADVERTISING

Senator ALLISON (Victoria)
p.m.)—I move;

That the Senate—
(8 notesthat:

(i) the press coverage for the Australian
Grand Prix in Melbourne on 8 March
and 9 March 2003 again provided
tobacco companies with unparalleled
advertising opportunities, and

(i) this will be the eighth year that the
race has made an operating loss, and
again  Victorian taxpayers  will
underwrite the event;

(b) urges the Federal Government to:

(i) bring forward the removal of the
exemption for tobacco advertising at
the Grand Prix from October 2006 to
January 2005, in line with the recent
decision of the European
Commission,

(i) progressively tighten conditions on
tobacco advertising up until the
removal of the exemption, and

(321
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(iii) ban incidental advertising of tobacco
products outside the confines of the
Grand Prix from 2004; and

(c) urgesthe Victorian Government to:

(i) investigate alternative venues for the
Grand Prix,
(i) make public the contract signed with
the Grand Prix Corporation, and
(iii) reveal the extent to which it
subsidised the Grand Prix in 2003.

Mr Deputy President, | seek leave to table
the tobacco advertising clippings from news-
papers over recent weeks.

Leave granted.
Question negatived.
TOBACCO SPONSORSHIP

Senator ALLISON (Victoria)
p.m.)—I move;

That there be laid on the table, no later than
4pm on 20 March 2003, the letter dated
2 December 2002 from the Minister for Health
and Ageing to the European Commission on the
matter of the European Union’s decision to phase-
out tobacco sponsorship of formula one races in
2003.

Question agreed to.
DEFENCE: CLUSTER BOMBS

Senator NETTLE (New South Wales)
(3.22 p.m.)—I move:

That the Senate—

(& notes the Human Rights Watch report,
from December 2002 regarding the use
of cluster bombs, which described these
munitions used by both British and
American forces as ‘fundamentally
flawed’;

(b) recognises that by February 1993
unexploded bomblets had killed 1 600
Kuwaiti and Iragi civilians and injured 2
500, sixty per cent of which victims
were under 15 years of age;

(¢) notes:

(i) that a leaked British Ministry of
Defence report estimated that 60 per
cent of the 531 cluster bombs dropped
by the Royal Air Force during the
Kosovo war missed their intended
targets or were unaccounted for,

(i) the provisions of the protocol
additional to the Geneva Convention
of 12 August 1949, relating to the

(3.22
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protection of victims of international
armed conflicts (Protocol 1) of 8 June
1977, to which Austrdia is a state
party, in which Article 51 forbids
indiscriminate methods and means of
attack,

(iii) that unexploded cluster bomblets are
indiscriminate and cluster bomblets
cause higher rates of live ‘duds’ than
other explosive munitions, and

(iv) that Article 35(2) of Protocol 1
additional to the Geneva Convention
states, ‘It is prohibited to employ
weapons, projectiles and material and
methods of warfare of a nature to
cause  superfluous  injury  or
unnecessary suffering’;

(d) accepts the status of these munitions as
being as unacceptably dangerous to the
safety of civilians as the use of anti-
personnd landmines, which are banned
under the Ottawa Convention;

(e) therefore, endorses the European
Parliament’s call for the United Nations
Convention on Certain Conventional
Weapons (CCW) State Parties to declare
an immediate moratorium until an
international  agreement has  been
negotiated on regulation or restriction or
ban on the use, production, and transfer
of cluster munitions under the CCW,
including air-dropped cluster munitions
and submunitions delivered by missiles,
rockets and artillery projectiles; and

(f) calls on the Government to guarantee
that Australian forces will not use, or be
involved in the use of, these crud and
i ndi scriminate weapons.

A division having been called and the
bells being rung—

Senator Nettle—Mr Deputy President, |
seek leave for the division to be called off.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Is leave
granted?

Senator lan Campbell—I would like an
explanation because senators have just spent
the last four minutes coming to the chamber.

Senator Chris Evans—There is some
confusion about how we are all voting.

Leave granted.
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NOTICES
Postponement

Senator NETTLE (New South Wales)
(3.28 p.m.)—by leave—I move:

That general business notice of motion No.
390 be postponed till the next day of sitting.

Question agreed to.

ENVIRONMENT: GENETICALLY
MODIFIED CROPS

Senator STOTT DESPOJA (South Aus-
tralia) (3.30 p.m.)—I move:
That the Senate—
(& notes:

(i) the recent $US3 million fine imposed
by the United States Department of
Agriculture  on  ProdiGene, a
biotechnology company, for contami-
nation of soybeans meant for human
consumption  with  genetically-
engineered corn containing a vaccine,

(i) that 500 000 bushels of food crop
must now be destroyed,

(iii) that research into such pharma-foods
(genetically-engineered crops con-
taining vaccines, medicines and
drugs) is occurring in Australia, and

(iv) that pharmafoods, because they
contain drugs, may create serious
health and safety issues in Australia,
including by misuse and
contamination; and

(b) urges the Government to prevent the
commercial release of pharma-foods in

Australia until all issues relating to

health, safety, environment and

contamination are fully resol ved.

Question agreed to.
COMMITTEES

Employment, Wor kplace Relations and
Education L egislation Committee

Extension of Time

Senator FERRI'S (South Australia) (3.30
p.m.)—At the request of the Chair of the
Employment, Workplace Relations and Edu-
cation Legidation Committee, Senator Tier-
ney, | move:

That the time for the presentation of the report
of the Employment, Workplace Relations and
Education Legislation Committee on annual re-
ports tabled by 31 October 2002 be extended to
26 March 2003.
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Question agreed to.
BUDGET
Consider ation by L egislation Committees
Additional I nformation

Senator FERRI'S (South Austraia) (3.31
p.m.)—On behalf of the Chair of the Em-
ployment, Workplace Relations and Educa-
tion Legidation Committee, Senator Tierney,
| present additional information received by
the committee relating to hearings on the
budget supplementary estimates for 2002-03.

COMMITTEES
Public Wor ks Committee
Report

Senator FERRI'S (South Austraia) (3.31
p.m.)—On behalf of Senator Ferguson, |
present the 66th annual report of the Parlia-

mentary Standing Committee on Public
Works. | move:

That the Senate take note of the report.

| seek leave to incorporate Senator
Ferguson'’s tabling statement in Hansard.

Leave granted.
The statement read as follows—

In accordance with Section 16 of the Public
Works Committee Act 1969, | present the Sixty-
sixth Annual Report of the Joint Statutory Com-
mittee on Public Works. This Report gives an
overview of the work undertaken by the Com-
mittee during 2002.

The reporting year was a relatively quiet one for
the Committee, with only three reports being ta-
bled, including the Sixty-fifth Annual Report.

Works reported on by the Committee in 2002
included the construction of Common Use Infra-
structure on Christmas Island and works relating
to the re-development of RAAF Base William-
town, near Newcastle, New South Wales, incor-
porating facilities for the Airborne Early Warning
and Control Aircraft.

The Christmas Island works comprised an up-
grade of existing airport facilities on the island,
with the intention of improving services for the
local community as well as providing support for
the proposed Asia Pacific Space Centre space
launch facility.

The works at RAAF Base Williamtown were
intended to establish a basis for redevel opment of
aging Base infrastructure and to provide facilities
for the new Airborne Early Warning and Control
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Facility, which is anticipated to commence op-
erations out of Williamtown from January 2004.

The value of the works inquired into by the
Committee during 2002 amounted to just over
two hundred million dallars.

In August 2002, members of the Committee at-
tended a building and construction sector industry
liaison visit in Melbourne, organised by the Asso-
ciation of Consulting Engineers Australia. The
day's program covered a range of issues of par-
ticular interest to the Committee and provided
valuable insight into the operations of, and issues
confronting, the building and construction sector.
Topics covered during the day included the con-
struction project process, financing arrangements
in the building and construction industry, project
delivery options, risk management and insurance
issues and environmentally friendly design.

Committee members also attended the Annua
Conference of Australian Parliamentary Public
Works and Environment Committees in Adelaide.
The Conference brought together parliamentari-
ans and key staff from public works and envi-
ronment committees throughout Australia. The
topic of this year's conference : Water—Engi-
neering Solutions and Environmental Conse-
quences; was particularly appropriate and timely
given the drought conditions prevailing through-
out large sections of the country.

A number of significant issues arose out of the
Committee’'s  ddiberations throughout 2002.
Among these were;

* the exemption of works on the grounds of ur-
gency;
* the Public Works Committee Act 1969;

* the definition of ‘value for money’ in public
works;

* the reporting of works estimated to cost be-
tween two and six million dollars (known as
medium works); and

» thedefinition of a‘work’ under the Act.

In March 2002, the construction of a purpose-
built immigration reception and processing centre
on Christmas Island was exempt from Committee
scrutiny on the grounds of urgency. Committee
members were concerned that the frequent ex-
emption of works on such grounds may set a
precedent whereby projects are allowed to bypass
appropriate scrutiny. At the time of drafting of the
Sixty-sixth Annual Report in February 2003,
members noted that very little progress had been
made on the Christmas Island facility.

As in previous years, the Committee considered

how best to adapt its role in view of the changing
nature of Commonwesalth property procurement
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and public works functions. The Committee de-
termined that the optimum solution lay in
amendment of the Public Works Committee Act
1969. Whilst acknowledging that some improve-
ments in Committee operations were necessary,
the Minister for Finance and Administration re-
sponded that he believed these could be achieved
without altering the legislation.

The Committee also examined the term ‘value for
money’ as it relates to Commonwealth procure-
ment practices. The Committee was plessed to
note that both the Commonwealth Procurement
and Best Practice Guidance and the 1997 Aus-
tralian Procurement Construction Council Na-
tional code of Practice for the Construction In-
dustry include social, environmental and training
considerations in their definition of ‘value for
money’.

The Committee was seriously concerned to note
an increasing tendency among some Common-
weelth agencies to divide a single project, costing
more than $6 million, into smaller components,
thereby bringing the project under the $6 million
threshold for referral to the Public Works Com-
mittee. Other projects put before the Committee
as medium works lacked adequate contingency
and escalation allowances.

A related trend observed during 2002 was the
omission from project costs of specific budget
items that the referring agency believed did not
constitute a work under Section 5 of the Public
Works Committee Act 1969.

The Committee was unanimous in its view that
such treatment of works as allows them to bypass
referral to the Committeeis a serious impediment
to the fulfilment of the Committee's statutory
obligation to scrutinise and ensure value for
money in the expenditure of public funds.

Where it appears that works have been disaggre-
gated or inadequately costed, the Committee may
invoke its powers to investigate the proposed
work. The Committee has advised the Depart-
ment of Finance and Administration that all me-
dium works undertaken by Commonwesalth agen-
cies are to be referred to the Department and a
schedule of these is to be provided to the Com-
mittee every six months.

The Committee believed that some of the errors
noted in the referral of works lay in the difficulty
experienced by agencies in the interpretation of
the Act. The Committee noted that the Act leaves
awide margin for the interpretation of what con-
stitutes a ‘work’ and has to this end suggested
amendments to minimise this confusion.

2002 aso saw the departure from the Committee
of Senator Paul Calvert who was devated to the
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position of President. His good humour and dedi-
cation are missed by his Public Works colleagues
who continue to wish him all the best in his new
role. In his place, the Committee welcomed
Senator Richard Colbeck.

At this point, | would like to extend my thanks to
al of the members of the Committee for their
continued hard work and support and would also
like to record the Committee's appreciation for
the assistance provided by the staff of the Secre-
tariat.

I commend the Report to the Senate.
Question agreed to.
Scrutiny of Bills Committee
Alert Digest

Senator MACKAY (Tasmania) (3.32
p.m.)—On behalf of the Chair of the Scru-
tiny of Bills Committee, Senator McL ucas, |
lay on the table Scrutiny of Bills Alert Digest
No. 3 of 2003, dated 19 March 2003. | seek
leave to have the tabling statement incorpo-
rated in Hansard.

Leave granted.
The statement read as follows—

This week the committee is tabling only an Alert
Digest rather than both an Alert Digest and a Re-
port. The reason for this is that none of the bills
which are the subject of replies received from
Ministers in response to committee comments
have yet been introduced in the Senate.

The most common comment in the Alert Digests
tabled by the committee is that the explanatory
memorandum for a bill does not explain the
background and reasons for measures which on
their face might affect personal rights or parlia-
mentary propriety. The result is that explanatory
memoranda are less useful than intended and the
committee is obliged to initiate correspondence
with Ministers.

These problems are by no means universal, with
many comments in Alert Digests noting an appar-
ent concern which was met by a full explanation
in the explanatory memorandum. Nevertheless
the committee was disappointed at the standards
of some explanatory memoranda.

The requirements for explanatory memoranda are
set out in the Legislation Handbook, which is
produced by the Department of the Prime Minis-
ter and Cabinet and which is intended to guide
departmental officers through all the procedures
involved in making a Commonwealth Act. The
Legislation Handbook devotes a chapter to the
explanatory memorandum and to the second
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reading speech, which it describes as the support
material for a bill. All agencies are expected to
comply with the provisions of that chapter.

The Legislation Handbook requirements, if ob-
served, form a basis for acceptable explanatory
memoranda and the committee endorses them.
The explanatory memorandum is intended to ac-
company a bill with the purpose of assisting par-
liamentarians, officials and the public to under-
stand the intention and detailed operation of the
bill. The Acts Interpretation Act 1901 provides
that in certain circumstances a court may use the
explanatory memorandum to interpret legislation.

The Legislation Handbook notes that explanatory
memorandum must be written in plain English
and should focus on explaining the effect and
intent of the bill rather than merely repeat its pro-
visions. It should include a genera outline, incor-
porating a brief but clear statement of the purpose
and objective of the bill, an explanation of why
the bill is required, the effect of the principal pro-
visions, the policy background, a formal impact
statement and, where required, a full regulation
impact statement.

An explanatory memorandum must also include
notes on the individual clauses of bills, which the
Legislation Handbook emphasises should not just
repeat the words of a provision. Instead, the notes
should explain the purpose of the clause and re-
late it to other parts of the bill. Where appropriate
the notes on clauses should give instances of its
intended effect and the problem which it is in-
tended to address.

The Legislation Handbook properly refers to the
Scrutiny of Bills Committee and its role in rela-
tion to the passage of a bill. Again very properly
it provides that where a measure in a bill is likely
to be commented upon by the committee, the
reasons for proceeding in this way should be ex-
plained in the explanatory memorandum. The
Legislation Handbook gives examples of severa
practices which attract adverse comment from the
committee.

The Legislation Handbook, like the Scrutiny of
Bills Committee, observes that there has been
some disappointment with the standard of ex-
planatory memoranda. As noted above, the com-
mittee continues to encounter cases where ex-
planatory memoranda do not conform to the
stated requirements. These defects relate to all of
the committee's terms of reference. For instance,
the committee has commented many times on
provisions for retrospective commencement or
application which are not accompanied by a clear
assurance in the explanatory memorandum that
this will have no adverse effect, if that is the case.
Other deficiencies include failure to justify provi-
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sions which on their face breach persona rights
or parliamentary propriety.

In some cases this failure is an omission of any
reference at al to the relevant provision, whilein
others there is only a brief inadequate explana-
tion. Both these types of cases then result in sub-
sequent correspondence between the committee
and the Minister, correspondence which might
have been avoided had there been an appropriate
explanatory memorandum to accompany the bill.

One recent instance of these defects is the Ex-
planatory Memorandum for the Family Law
Amendment Bill 2003, part of which was to
commence with more than two years retrospec-
tivity. The Explanatory Memorandum, however,
merely notes this retrospectivity (with references
to numbering which are not in accordance with
later numbering in the Explanatory Memorandum
or in the bill itsdf) without giving any real rea-
sons for it or providing an assurance that it will
have no adverse effect. The Explanatory Memo-
randum then goes on to advise that the effect of
the actual provisions is described later in the
document, but in fact the retrospectivity is still
not explained and no assurances given. The hill
also applies a number of amendments to all mar-
riages, including those dissolved before the com-
mencement of the provisions, again without ade-
quate explanation in the Explanatory Memoran-
dum.

The committee has therefore written to the Acting
Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister
about these issues, observing that the problem
does not appear to be with either the general prin-
ciples contained in the Legislation Handbook or
in the Legidation Circulars which supplement
those principles. The disappointing standards of
some explanatory memoranda seem instead to
flow from failure to comply with those instruc-
tions. The letter then suggests that it might be
appropriate to issue a more detailed Legislation
Circular, setting out in fuller terms the types of
metters which an explanatory memorandum
should comprehensively address. The committee
also asked whether agencies could be directed to
ensure that the Circular is brought to the attention
of the areas responsible for developing legislative
proposals and drafting explanatory memoranda.

The committee believes that these measures, if
implemented, will effect improvements in the
standard of explanatory memoranda, thus en-
hancing their intended role in assisting parlia
mentarians, administrators, the courts and the
public. They should also reduce the problem
noted above of the committee having to initiate
correspondence with Ministers when its concerns
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could have been met by a proper explanatory
memorandum.

The committee also sent a copy of the letter to the
First Parliamentary Counsel for information and
any comments which she might have. The com-
mittee understands that the Office of Parliamen-
tary Counsel may not have a direct role in the
development of explanatory memoranda but we
would be most grateful for any suggestions from
that organisation.

The committee will report in more detail after it
has recelved replies to these letters.

Treaties Committee
Report

Senator BUCKLAND (South Australia)
(3.32 p.m.)—On behalf of Senator Kirk and
the Joint Standing Committee on Treaties, |
present the 51st report entitled Treaties ta-
bled on 12 November and 3 December 2002,
together with the Hansard record of pro-
ceedings and minutes of proceedings. |
move

That the Senate take note of the report.

| seek leave to incorporate the tabling state-
ment in Hansard.

Leave granted.
The statement read as follows—

Thisisthefirst report of the Committee for 2003,
ayear that promises to be an interesting and busy
one as reflected by the Committee’s current in-
quiry into the proposed ratification of a Free
Trade Agreement with Singapore and the recent
signing of an international unitisation agreement
with East Timor that will be considered by the
Committeein due course.

Report 51 contains the results of an inquiry con-
ducted by the Joint Standing Committee on Trea-
ties into three treaty actions tabled in the Parlia-
ment on 12 November and 3 December last year:

* Amendments, done at Bonn, Germany on 24
September 2002, to Appendices | and Il on
the Convention on the Conservation of Mi-
gratory Species of Wild Animals, done at
Bonn on 23 June 1979;

e Amendment, done a Cambridge, United
Kingdom on 14 October 2002, to the Sched-
ule to the International Convention for the
Regulation of Whaling, done at Washington
on 2 December 1946; and

» Joint Convention on the Safety of Spent Fuel
Management and on the Safety of Radioactive
Weaste Management, done at Vienna on 5
September 1997.
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A further treaty was tabled on 3 December 2002:

* International Treaty on Plant Genetic Re-
sources for Food and Agriculture (Rome 3
November 2001).

The Committee has informed the Minister for
Foreign Affairs and the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry that additional time is re-
quired beyond the usual 20 sitting day period to
consider the proposed treaty action.

The additional time will allow the Committee to
consider concerns raised by key industry
stakeholders, such as the Grains Council and Seed
Industry Association of Australia, on the detailed
financial, technical and policy implications of
ratifying the Treaty.

Returning to the report, Report 51 deals with:

» The Amendments to the Convention for the
Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild
Animals include the listing, on Australia’s
proposal, of six species of great whale, the
orcaand the great white shark as species to be
protected under the terms of the Convention.

These species are the only species among those
nominated for which Australia is a range state.
They are aready protected under the Environ-
mental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation
Act 1999.

The inclusion of the species in the Appendices to
the Convention will promote their protection in
two ways.

First, it obliges other contracting parties to enact
domestic measures for the protection and conser-
vation of these species.

Second, the Convention obliges contracting par-
ties to enter into agreements with other parties for
the conservation and protection of these species.
Thus, the Convention provides a framework that
will promote Australia’s policy of establishing a
South Pacific Whale Sanctuary.

» The Amendment to the Schedule to the Inter-
national Whaling Convention maintains the
ban on commercial whaling and permits Abo-
riginal whalers in Alaska and Russia to con-
tinue their hunt for bowhead whales.

The treaty action accords with Australia’s long-
held position on the banning of commercial
whaling while allowing for the limited hunting of
whales by Aboriginal subsistence cultures to meet
demonstrated dietary needs.

» The Joint Convention on the Safety of Spent
Fue Management and Radioactive Waste
Management provides for an internationaly
recognised best practice approach for the
treatment, transboundary movement, storage



Wednesday, 19 March 2003

and disposal of spent fuel and radioactive
waste.

The Joint Convention is incentive based and pro-
vides principles for the safe management of nu-
clear wastes through the exchange of information
between contracting parties.

The international exchange of information on the
safe management of spent fuel and radioactive
waste will serve Australia’s national interest in
two ways.

First, as a major exporter of uranium, Australia
has a significant interest in the international im-
plementation of best practice in managing spent
fuel and radioactive waste on the widest possible
scale. This god is facilitated by the provision of
national reports by contracting parties that ad-
dress policy and practice of management of spent
fuel and radioactive waste at specified periodic
mestings.

Second, the compilation of the national report in
Australia will ensure that all domestic jurisdic-
tions meet international best practice standards in
their management of radioactive waste. During
the course of its inquiry into ratification of the
Joint Convention, the Committee became aware
of the lack of a uniform national approach to the
management of radioactive waste. It is confident
that ratification of the Joint Convention will pro-
mote steps currently being taken to redress this
situation.

It is the view of the Committee that it is in the
interest of Australia for the treaties considered in
Report 51 to be ratified (where treaty actions had
not already entered into force), and the Commit-
tee has made its recommendations accordingly.

I commend the report to the Senate.

Senator BARTLETT (Queensland—
Leader of the Australian Democrats) (3.33
p.m.)—I note this is a positive report, as the
Treaties Committee ones often are, about
some positive actions from the government,
including in relation to some environmental
issues. | think that should be noted, but | will
expand on that at a later date. | seek leave to
continue my remarks later.

Leave granted; debate adjourned.
DOCUMENTS
Commonwealth Day

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—I present
a message for Commonwealth Day 2003
from Her Magjesty The Queen, Head of the
Commonwealth.

SENATE

9717

Sport and Recreation: Swimming
Australia

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—I present
a response from the Premier of New South
Wales, Mr Carr, to a resolution of the Senate
of 11 December 2002 concerning the protec-
tion of unsupervised children.

Auditor-General’'s Reports
Report No. 33 of 2002-03

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—In accor-
dance with the provisions of the Auditor-
Genera’s Act 1997, | present the following
report of the Auditor-General: Report No. 33
of 2002-03—Performance Audit—Manage-
ment of e-business in the Department of
Education, Science and Training.

Indexed List of Files
The following documents were tabled

pursuant to the order of the Senate of 30 May
1996, as amended on 3 December 1998:

Indexed lists of departmental and agency
files for the period 1 July to 31 December
2002—Statements of compliance—

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Commission.

Australian Taxation Office.
Department of Defence.
Department of Health and Ageing.
Environment and Heritage portfolio
agencies—
Australian Antarctic Division.
Australian Greenhouse Office.
Bureau of Meteorol ogy.
Department of the Environment and
Heritage.
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Authority.

National Oceans Office.

Office of the Renewable Energy
Regulator.

Sydney Harbour Federation Trust.
Treasury portfolio agencies—

Australian Accounting Standards.

Australian Bureau of Statistics.

Australian Competition and Con-
sumer Commission.

Australian Competition Tribunal.
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Australian Office of Financial Man-
agement.

Australian  Prudential  Regulation
Authority.

Australian Securities and
ments Commission..

Australian Taxation Office.

Axiss Australia

Companies Auditors and Liquidators
Disciplinary Board.

Corporations and Markets Advisory
Committee,

Department of the Treasury.

National Competition Council.
Productivity Commission.

Reserve Bank of Australia.

Royal Australian Mint.

Superannuation Complaints Tribunal
and Takeovers Pandl.

Departmental and Agency Contracts
The following documents were tabled

pursuant to the order of the Senate of 20 June
2001, as amended on 27 September 2001:

Departmental and agency contracts—Let-
ters of advice—2003 autumn sittings—

Department of Defence.
Family and Community Service portfo-
lio agencies—

Centrelink.

Child Support Agency.

Department of Family and Commu-

nity Services.

Social Security Appeals Tribunal.
Finance and Administration portfolio
agencies—

Australian Electoral Commission.

Commonwesalth Grants Commission.

CSS Board.

ComSuper.

Department of Finance and Admini-
stration.

PSS Board.
Industry, Tourism and Resources port-
folio agencies—

Department of Industry, Tourism and
Resources.

Geoscience Australia.
IPAustraia

Invest-
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Treasury portfolio agencies—
Australian Bureau of Statistics.
Australian Competition and Con-
sumer Commission.

Australian Office of Financial Man-
agement.

Australian Taxation Office.
Department of the Treasury.
National Competition Council.
Productivity Commission.
Royal Australian Mint.

Senator FAULKNER (New South
Wales—L eader of the Opposition in the Sen-
ate) (3.35 p.m.)—by leave—I| move:

That the Senate take note of the documents.

I will be brief on this matter, Mr Deputy
President. As you know, | have had a long-
standing interest in the issue of Senate ac-
countability, and this particular order with
respect to the statement of compliance con-
cerning lists of files and contracts for de-
partments and agencies is something that has
caused a great deal of debate for quite some
years.

Senator
years.

Senator FAULKNER—Yes, and | think |
made some very persuasive—although not
persuasive enough—speeches about this
matter when | was the Manager of Govern-
ment Business in the Senate. These account-
ability questions come before us from time to
time. After question time today, we had a
motion to take note of an alleged statement
from the Minister for Defence, and a motion
moved by Senator Allison on another ac-
countability issue.

These are regular matters that come before
us. | think today’s examples are good ones
and | would briefly like to highlight those
examples to the Senate before we proceed
with the important debate on the issue of
Irag. There is an intersection between the
Iraq issue and the accountability issue and
that was highlighted, to my mind, in question
time today.

Thisisavery good example. A serious is-
sue was raised in question time today about
the statement by the United States Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. That department

lan Campbell—About eight
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made public a statement about a threat as-
sessment in the United States. It stated:

The Intdligence Community believes that terror-
ists will attempt multiple attacks against US and
Coalition targets worldwide in the event of a US-
led military campaign against Saddam Hussein.
That was made public not only for the bene-
fit of US citizens, because we know that this
information is available to so many people
around the world as a result of it being
placed on the World Wide Web. The US Sec-
retary for Homeland Security, Tom Ridge,
has put out an all-points warning to the US
and to coalition of the willing partners that
there is a heightened security alert because of
potential terrorism. The words are very clear.
We know that thisisin the event of a US led
military campaign against Saddam Hussein.
We know that. It isin the public arena and it
isavailable for al to see.

This morning the Prime Minister, Mr
Howard, indicated that the government has
no intelligence suggesting that we should
move to a higher level of alert. In question
time today in the Senate—the Senat€'s key
accountability mechanism—the Leader of
the Government in the Senate, Senator Hill,
echoed the Prime Minister’'s view. Mr How-
ard and Senator Hill have been very clear.
They have denied any need for a heightened
security alert in Australia. However, also in
guestion time, where governments are held
accountable by non-government parliamen-
tarians, Senator Hill revealed that security
arrangements have been increased in 44 de-
fence bases and in embassies in this country,
and that personal security for senior govern-
ment members has been enhanced—that is
the so-called close personal security pro-
gram. This invalves not just the Department
of Defence for which Senator Hill is ac-
countable in this chamber in relation to his
own ministerial responsibility; this involves
other government departments such as the
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and
the Attorney-General’s Department. It is a
government-wide response and we know that
as a result of the accountability mechanisms
that we have in this parliament.

The point | want to make in this debate is
very real and important: the government is
telling Australians that there is no increased
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potential threat from terrorists because of our
involvement in Irag. It is saying that quite
clearly on the public record—Mr Howard in
the media today and Senator Hill in parlia-
ment this afternoon. It is saying that on the
one hand, but on the other hand Mr Abbott
made his statement in the House of Repre-
sentatives yesterday about an increased
threat, 44 defence bases have had enhanced
security measures and a threat assessment
level put in place, embassies have new and
enhanced security measures in place and per-
sonal security for senior government mem-
bers has been enhanced.

All these things are happening while the
government says that there is no need to
raise the threat level in Australia. The gov-
ernment is telling Australians one thing, but
on the other hand, quietly and secretly except
for it being exposed in the parliament, secu-
rity is being upped for itself in a range of
areas. That is not good enough. That is not
what has happened in the United States. That
is not what has happened with the US De-
partment of Homeland Security. That de-
partment has made publicly available, not
only to United States citizens but through the
Internet to the international community, what
the situation is in relation to threat assess-
ment levels in the United States of America.

What concerns me about these threat as-
sessment levels is that this is a clear case of
double standards. We know what is happen-
ing with defence bases, with embassies and
with personal protection for senior govern-
ment members. We know what Mr Abbott
said in the House of Representatives. All that
is happening, but it is not being done or said
publicly. It is being done covertly. It would
basically have been a secret if it had not been
exposed in the parliament today. That is the
advantage, of course, of these accountability
mechanisms. This is a case of clear double
standards. The government is telling Austra-
lians one thing about the need to raise the
threat assessment level in this country, but
quietly, secretly, action is being taken at em-
bassies and at defence bases in relation to
security around key government personnel.

It does not stack up. It is double standards.

This is yet another case of where the gov-
ernment needs to come clean. Tell Austra-
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lians the truth. Be frank with them. Provide
the sort of information that we have seen
from the United States Department of
Homeland Security. It reinforces my strong
view and is a very good example of why
these Senate accountability mechanisms are
S0 important: question time, the Senate esti-
mates committees and the capacity for this
chamber to access documents that otherwise
would not be in the public arena by virtue of
the orders of the Senate that the clerk has
tabled.

Senator |IAN CAMPBELL (Western
Australia—Manager of Government Busi-
ness in the Senate) (3.45 p.m.)—I will be
very brief on the issues. | refute the allega
tion that Senator Faulkner makes against the
government in relation to double standards
on sharing information with the Australian
public about threat assessments and threat
levels. | endorse, however, his comments in
relation to Senate accountability, although |
suspect he has raised the core issue under
this point for other reasons. It is a long bow
to draw between the tabling of compliance
with index lists of files and the issue he has
raised, and | am sure Senator Faulkner would
say that.

It is the Labor Party that has double stan-
dards in relation to this debate. The double
standard would be quite clear to any citizen
who is listening to this debate. The Austra-
lian Labor Party in this very place only 10
days ago and over the recent sitting weeks
has sought to abuse the government for sup-
plying information in an unprecedented
way—that is, in a detailed mail-out to
households, including the much maligned
fridge magnets, might | say—and taking
Australians into their confidence about the
increased risk of terrorism in the modern
world in the post September 11 environment
and the post October 12 Bali bombings. The
Australian government has sought to inform
Australian peopl e about those risks.

The Prime Minister has, in the other place,
made quite clear the level of risk at the mo-
ment and any current further changes to risk
assessments. The reality for anyone who is
paying attention to world events is that we
are in a fluid situation. Clearly, around de-
fence facilities and other facilities there will
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be continuing assessments made and the
government will be making available to the
Australian public information that it is im-
portant for them to know from time to time
during this period. | take exception to our
being branded as a government that does not
share information with the Australian people
about the changing terrorism threat risk
around the world and particularly within
Australia. This very same opposition just a
few parliamentary sitting days ago were
spending hours of parliamentary time abus-
ing this government for actually taking the
Australian people into their confidence and
sharing information, ensuring that people are
aware of the enhanced risks and what, most
importantly, they can do to protect their own
security and to assist the government in
making their assessments.

The government is very concerned to en-
sure that Australians live in a secure envi-
ronment. That is one of the central reasons
for Australia being involved as part of the
military effortsin Iraq to rid that nation of its
weapons of mass destruction—its chemical
and biological weapons—to ensure that, by
doing so in a steadfast way and in a way that
is designed to get a result, those weapons
cannot fall into the hands of terrorist organi-
sations and therefore further increase the risk
that would naturally flow from that to Aus-
tralian citizens. | think it is very much the
double standards of the opposition that
should be open to debate today and | defend
the government for being very open and very
frank with the Australian people about the
risks that have certainly increased as a result
of the events of September 11 and October
12. This government, without the support of
the opposition, is participating in an interna-
tional effort to reduce those risks.

Senator BARTLETT (Queensland—
Leader of the Australian Democrats) (3.50
p.m.)—Just briefly in relation to account-
ability measures—and certainly the docu-
ments that have been tabled are an example
of those—the Democrats have been at the
forefront of ensuring the Senate operates as a
house that enables maximum accountability.
We are always willing and interested in
looking at ways to improve accountability
mechanisms—whether they are working the
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way they are intended, whether existing ones
are perhaps not working effectively or are
unnecessary and so on. Whether this par-
ticular accountability measure and the docu-
ments that were tabled fit into that category, |
am not sure. From the Democrats point of
view it certainly still provides a useful op-
portunity for greater transparency.

One other area, amongst others that in-
clude estimates committees and question
time, as have been mentioned, is the taking
note of answers after question time, which
we did not have today. There was fairly late
notice about that being cancelled. | do not
want to chew up all the time that that saved
doing a quasi take note—even though | guess
that is sort of what is happening—but | do
think that a couple of things need to be put
on the record from the Democrats point of
view in the context of the current debate.
There is no doubt that there are some issues
around inadequate transparency from the
government surrounding some of the current
critical matters occupying the minds of all
Australians at the moment in relation to
military action in Iraq. There has been a de-
nial from some in the government, including
the Prime Minister himself, that this action in
attacking Iraq will lead to any increased se-
curity risks for Australians. It is quite clear
that it will. The US department’s information
clearly indicates that when it says that there
is a greater probability of attacks not just on
the US but also on its allies. That fact needs
to be made public.

Another area about which the Democrats
have concern, and which again highlights the
limited nature of some of the accountability
mechanisms, is the government’s continuing
refusal to release information about the cost
of this war. We do have estimates commit-
tees. | attended estimates committees and
asked the minister that very question at that
time. He refused to answer then, said it was
hypothetical and said that | should ask the
Treasurer. The Treasurer of course said that
the information had been compiled by the
Department of Defence and that | should ask
them. Accountability only works if thereisa
willingness to provide information. Again,
here today we have the extraordinary situa-
tion where Minister Hill quite clearly has a
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figure of estimates of the likely costs of the
deployment over time and is not providing
that information to the Australian people.
The US, again by contrast, is doing so with
its people. It is quite openly going to the
congress as soon as this week to ask for extra
money—reportedly around $A150 hillion.
One wonders how much of that money could
be spent on other areas to increase human
wellbeing, but that is a separate debate.

The problem here is that our government
will not even release that information. The
minister’s response was basically: ‘We'll tell
you when the budget comes down.” That
means the Australian people will be kept in
the dark for another two months about what
the government aready knows and has
known for many months—that is, what the
cost of this deployment is and what the on-
going likely cost per day, per week and per
month of this conflict will be. It is another
area where the government is quite clearly
not being open. That does raise issues of ac-
countability from the Democrats point of
view. That is why we will continue to pur-
sue, along with other mechanisms, increased
accountability not just of government but
indeed of the parliament and the parliamen-
tary and palitical processes more broadly.

Question agreed to.
COMMITTEES
M ember ship
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—The

President has received letters from party
leaders seeking variations to the membership
of committees.

Senator |IAN CAMPBELL (Western
Australia—Parliamentary Secretary to the
Treasurer) (3.55 p.m.)—by leave—I move:

That senators be appointed to committees as

follows:

Employment, Wor kplace Relations and Educa-

tion References Committee—
Appointed—Participating member: Senator
McLucas

Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport

L egislation Committee—
Appointed—Participating member: Senator
McGauran.

Question agreed to.



9722

DAIRY INDUSTRY SERVICE REFORM
BILL 2003

PRIMARY INDUSTRIES (EXCI SE)
LEVIESAMENDMENT (DAIRY) BILL
2003

First Reading

Bills received from the House of Repre-
sentatives.

Senator |IAN CAMPBELL (Western
Australia—Parliamentary Secretary to the
Treasurer) (3.55 p.m.)—I move:

That these bills may proceed without formali-
ties, may be taken together and be now read a
first time.

Question agreed to.

Billsread afirst time.

Second Reading

Senator |IAN CAMPBELL (Western
Australia—Parliamentary Secretary to the
Treasurer) (3.56 p.m.)—I| move:

That these bills be now read a second time.

| seek leave to have the second reading
speeches incorporated in Hansard.

Leave granted.
The speeches read as follows—

DAIRY INDUSTRY SERVICES REFORM BILL
2003

The Dairy Industry Services Reform Bill 2003 is
the result of a dairy industry and government
process aimed at providing the industry with
greater ownership and control over dairy industry
service arrangements. The bill provides for the
conversion of the Australian Dairy Corporation
(ADC) into a company under the Corporations
Act 2001, to be known as Dairy Australia Lim-
ited, and for all the assets and liabilities of the
Dairy Research and Development Corporation
(DRDC) to be transferred to this new company—
in effect merging the R& D and marketing arms of
the dairy industry.

This bill will deliver three main benefits to dairy
farmers:

» adirect say, through a vote in their company,
Dairy Australia;

 bringing together R&D, information, market-
ing and trade devel opment; and

* ddivering better value for their levy invest-
ment.

Following amendments last year to the Dairy

Produce Act 1986, which allowed the ADC to
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investigate and fund an appropriate reform proc-
ess, a comprehensive investigation of the best
option of reform was undertaken by the Govern-
ment’s legal and business advisers. The results of
that investigation are this bill and the Primary
Industries (Excise) Levies Amendment (Dairy)
Bill 2003 which | will be presenting shortly. Ad-
ditionally, this reform process broadly adheres to
similar successful reforms in other agricultural
industries, including meat, wool, horticulture,
pork and eggs.

This hill is the culmination of a cooperative effort
between the dairy industry and the Government,
and follows on from significant changes in recent
years in the market situation and corporate struc-
ture of the Australian dairy industry. These
changes have been particularly marked since the
deregulation of farm gate milk pricing arrange-
ments in July 2000. The dairy industry, as a for-
ward looking and innovative industry, has sought
rationalisation of industry statutory service ar-
rangements, to assist in the adjustment to the new
environment, particularly in respect to the deliv-
ery of collectively funded R&D and market pro-
motion services.

The bill provides that the ADC will be converted
to a company to be known as Dairy Australia
Limited. The effect of this is not to create a new
legal entity, but to change the nature of the entity
that was the ADC. The DRDC will have al its
assets (including staff) and liabilities transferred
to Dairy Australia, thereby completing the merger
process.

Dairy Australia is to be a Corporations Act com-
pany, limited by guarantee, with membership
comprising voting members drawn from dairy
levy payers (Group A members), and non-voting
members made up of the peak dairy farmer and
processor bodies (Group B members). Details
relating to membership will be contained in the
constitution of Dairy Australia and, therefore, are
not dealt with in the bill.

As Dairy Australia will be responsible for under-
taking functions on the behalf of the dairy indus-
try, similar to those currently undertaken by the
ADC and DRDC, it will be necessary for the levy
monies collected by the Government to flow to
the new company. Also, matching Common-
weelth R&D contributions in relation to igible
R&D expenditure by the company are also to be
directed to Dairy Australia. The intention of this
privatisation process is to hand responsibility for
these services to the new company, which will be
accountable to its members, and therefore reduce
the influence and control of government in these
processes. However, while these levy payments
and matching contributions continue, it is appro-
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priate for the Government to monitor the expen-
diture of these monies. Therefore, the bill pro-
vides for a number of mechanisms by which the
Government will maintain a relationship with the
company.

In the first instance, the Minister will declare an
eligible body to be the industry services body for
the purposes of receiving levy funds and match-
ing contributions. This is to ensure that the com-
pany will only receive these funds so long as it
remains accountable for them to both levy payers
and the Parliament. Additionally, the company
will be required to enter into a contract with the
Commonwesdlth, to be known as the statutory
funding agreement, to ensure that planning and
reporting requirements, over and above the re-
quirements of the Corporations Act, are adhered
to.

Finally, before Dairy Australia is registered with
the Australian Securities and Investment Com-
mission, the Minister must first approve the con-
stitution of the company. The Minister must also
approve theinaugural directors of the company.

The staff of the ADC will continue to be em-
ployed by Dairy Australia following the conver-
sion of the ADC. Also, DRDC employees will
transfer to Dairy Australia The bill provides for
the fair and equitable treatment of al staff and
expressly provides that for all purposes employ-
ment with Dairy Australia is continuous with
employment with the DRDC. Consistent with the
Government's policy for guiding decision-making
on staffing and employee conditions in privatisa-
tion processes, a human resource management
strategy is to be developed in conjunction with
the ADC and DRDC in relation to these continu-
ous employment provisions.

The bill provides for the current Promotion Levy,
Research Levy and Corporation Levy currently
directed to the ADC and DRDC berolled into one
levy to be known as the Dairy Service Levy. The
Separate  Primary Industries (Excise) Levies
Amendment (Dairy) Bill 2003 imposes this new
Dairy Service Levy. The advantage of combining
theold levies into one is that the industry services
body will have greater flexibility in determining
its expenditure breakdown, but will remain ac-
countable for this expenditure through the statu-
tory funding agreement. Combining these levies
will also facilitate the conduct of future periodic
polls of levy payers to determine the rate of the
dairy levy.

Dairy Australia will also administer the Dairy
Structural Adjustment Fund (DSAF), currently
administered by the ADC. For this reason, the
Dairy Adjustment Levy (DAL), which applies to
all retail sales of milk, will also flow to the in-
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dustry services body, but will be quarantined from
other levy amounts. This is because the DAL isto
continue to be used exclusively for making pay-
ments into the DSAF for the purposes of funding
the Dairy Industry Adjustment Package and re-
lated matters. Importantly, the DSAF is to be ad-
ministered by the industry services body in the
form of a trust. The bill makes no substantial
change to the operation of the DSAF from its
current administration by the ADC other than it is
to be kept and treated as a trust. The Minister will
retain joint responsibility for the solvency of the
DSAF, as is currently provided for under the
Dairy Produce Act.

Export contral is the only function of the ADC
that is to be retained by the Commonwesalth and
will be administered by the Department of Agri-
culture, Fisheries and Forestry. In practical terms,
the only export controls currently exercised by
the ADC, under powers conferred by the Dairy
Produce Act 1986, relate to the administration of
quotas for cheddar to the EU (3,750 tonnes) and
varietal cheeses to the US (7000 tonnes). The bill
provides for regulations to be made to give effect
to a system of administration that mirrors the
current ADC arrangements, thereby ensuring no
commercial disadvantage to current exporters.
However, the Commonwealth will require the
costs of administration of this function to be met
by exporters. Previously, the ADC absorbed the
costs of this function through levy funds.

A number of provisions in the bill provide for the
flow of levy payer information to Dairy Australia.
In the first instance, the bill allows for the one-off
provision of information to the ADC in order to
begin initial work on a register of levy payers.
This information will be provided by the manu-
facturers directly to the ADC and will include the
names, addresses, contact details and ABNs of
the manufacturer’s suppliers. Details of amounts
of levy paid by individual producers will not be
provided at this stage. This information can then
be used by the ADC for the purposes of

« informing producers of the amendments being
made to the Dairy Produce Act;

» making producers aware of their digibility to
become members of Dairy Australia;

* inviting producers to apply to become mem-
bers of Dairy Australia; and

» developing alist of those producers digible to
become members.

This initial exercise will ensure a comprehensive
list of dairy levy payers is developed and utilised
for the purposes of conducting a mail-out to all
levy payers. The mail-out will include an infor-
mation kit on the proposed arrangements for
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Dairy Australia and a membership application
form.

The ongoing flow of levy payer information to
the industry services body will be conducted
through AFFA’'s Levies Revenue Service (LRS)
and will relate to the maintenance of a register of
members and levy payers for the purposes of
voting at annual general meetings and voting in
future periodic palls.

In addition to the details collected in the initial
exercise mentioned above, LRS will aso collect
and provide to Dairy Australia amounts relating
to the amount of levy paid by each producer. This
will include certain information for verification
purposes, such as details of milk fat and protein
rates produced. This information will enable
Dairy Australia to determine and allocate voting
entitlements

* to each member of the company for voting at
AGMs, and

 toeach levy payer for voting at future periodic
levy polls.

Dairy Australia, as the industry services body,
will be required to conduct periodic polls of levy
payers on the rate of levy. Details on the conduct
of these polls (including the timing of the palls)
will be set out in regulations. This bill alows for
regulations to be developed for this purpose. The
provision of a periodic levy poll will ensure that
all levy payers have adirect say in the rate of levy
they pay. Therefore, farmers will be able to de-
termine for themsdves the amount of levy they
believe should be expended on services to the
industry and will, in broad terms make judge-
ments about the direction of that levy.

Thebill also includes provisions which clarify the
obligations of the staff of the Dairy Adjustment
Authority to comply with a lawful direction from
another Commonwealth body. This is to ensure
that full protection of staff of the DAA is pro-
vided when complying with a lawful request for
information.

Of course, with removal of direct Government
control of the industry services arrangements, it
will be a matter for the company and its members
to determine the direction of the company and the
nature of services it provides. For this reason, the
new company should have more direct relevance
to the dairy industry and will be better able to
respond to the wishes of dairy farmer members.

| am very pleased to present this bill as the culmi-
nation of very detailed investigations and signifi-
cant input from the dairy industry. The efforts of
the industry leadership in this exercise are to be
applauded as they have worked extremely hard on
the behalf of dairy farmers to ensure that the con-
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tinued provision of services to the industry is up-
to-date, relevant and beneficial to all farmers. |
understand that the industry has continued to con-
sult with individual farmers and that this consul-
tation process will be maintained in the coming
months as the start-up date for the new company
nears.

Finaly, | would encourage al dairy farmers to
examine the benefits of the new arrangements for
them, and also, consider becoming active mem-
bers of Dairy Australia. It is an important oppor-
tunity to have a direct say in the company and its
activities, and the more farmers involved at this
level will ensure the company is able to develop
programs and directions which truly reflect the
business and farming needs of the entire dairy
industry.

PRIMARY INDUSTRIES (EXCISE) LEVIES
AMENDMENT (DAIRY) BILL 2003

The Purpose of this bill is to provide for the im-
position of a new levy, the Dairy Service Levy, to
replace the current Dairy Promotion, Research
and Corporation Levies.

The amalgamation of the three levies into one has
arisen as part of the reform process to convert the
Australian Dairy Corporation (ADC) and Dairy
Research and Devel opment Corporation (DRDC).

This bill should be considered in partnership with
the Dairy Industry Service Reform Bill 2003,
which provides for the conversion of the ADC
into a company under the Corporations Act 2001
and the transfer of all assets and liabilities of the
DRDC into that company, to be known as Dairy
Australia Limited.

It is intended that Dairy Australia Limited will
become the new industry services body under the
new Dairy Industry Service Reform Bill 2003 and
therefore, receive dairy industry levies and Com-
monwealth matching R&D contributions. In De-
cember 2002 when the Government agreed to
these reforms, it was also agreed that the three
existing levies be amalgamated.

The advantage of combining the three current
levies into oneis that Dairy Australia Limited, as
the industry services body, will have grester
flexibility in determining its expenditure break-
down, but will remain accountable for this expen-
diture through a statutory funding agreement to
be entered into with the Commonwealth. Com-
bining these levies will also facilitate the conduct
by Dairy Australia of future periodic polls of levy
payers which will determine the rate of the dairy
levy.
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It is important to note that the amalgamation of
the three levies will not alter the overall amount
of levy which dairy farmers pay. It will merely
simplify the current administration of those levy
amounts.
The current levy paid by dairy farmers directed to
the Australian Animal Health Council and the
Dairy Adjustment Levy will not be affected by
the provisions in this hill.
Also, this bill does not deal directly with match-
ing Government R&D contributions currently
directed to the DRDC, as these are dealt with in
the Dairy Industry Service Reform Bill 2003.
However, it is intended that these matching Gov-
ernment R&D contributions will be directed to
Dairy Australia, as the industry services body.
This bill forms part of the package of measures
aimed at providing the dairy industry with a
greater say in the management and direction of
dairy industry service arrangements. The amal-
gamation of these levies will allow the company
greater flexibility in the future when responding
to the R&D, marketing and trade development
service requirements of the industry.

Debate (on motion by Senator Buckland)
adjourned.

TAXATION LAWSAMENDMENT BILL
(No. 4) 2003
First Reading
Bill received from the House of Repre-
sentatives.

Senator |IAN CAMPBELL (Western
Australia—Parliamentary Secretary to the
Treasurer) (3.56 p.m.)—I move:

That this bill may proceed without formalities
and be now read afirst time.

Question agreed to.
Bill read afirst time.
Second Reading

Senator |IAN CAMPBELL (Western
Australia—Parliamentary Secretary to the
Treasurer) (3.56 p.m.)—I table the revised
explanatory memorandum which relates to
thisbill and I move:

That this bill be now read a second time.
| seek leave to have the second reading
speech incorporated in Hansard.

Leave granted.

The speech read as follows—

The measures contained in this bill amend various
taxation legislation.
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Schedule 1 addresses a problem in the current
income tax law which leads to the double count-
ing of superannuation benefits where pensions or
annuities are commuted and rolled over within
the same fund or annuity provider.

The changes will treat such internal roll-overs as
eigible termination payments, bringing them
under the application of the provisions of the in-
come tax law. This will alow interna roll-overs
to be reported to the Commissioner of Taxation
and the reasonable benefit limit rules to operate
(asthey do with external roll-overs) to avoid dou-
ble counting of the benefit when it is eventually
paid out of the system.

Schedule 2 contains technical corrections and
amendments to the uniform capital allowances
system to ensure it operates as intended and inter-
acts appropriately with related provisions. In par-
ticular, there will be fine tuning of the provisions
relating to mining capital and mining transport
expenditures to ensure that these provisions oper-
ate as the Government intended.

Schedule 3 formalises the treatment of income
that is neither assessable income nor exempt in-
come. Such amounts are not included in taxable
income and do not reduce tax losses. Amounts of
non-assessable non-exempt income have been in
the income tax law since 1992 but this measure
will, for the first time, bring them together in a
single, coherent treatment, simplifying and im-
proving the presentation of the law.

The measure also incorporates some technical
amendments and corrects some anomalies in the
existing law.

Schedule 4 makes minor corrections and conse-
quential amendments to the rules concerning the
carry forward and refund of tax offsets in the in-
come tax law so that these rules operate as in-
tended.

Schedule 5 introduces new withholding obliga-
tions to apply to certain payments to foreign resi-
dents. These new obligations are part of the next
stage of business tax reform measures and will
improve the compliance of foreign residents with
their Australian tax obligations.

The new withholding obligations will apply to
certain payments made to foreign residents that
will be prescribed in regulations. The new provi-
sions set out when withholding will be required
and from whom a payer will be required to with-
hold. Withholding will aso be required by an
intermediary who receives an amount on behalf
of a foreign resident. The amounts withheld will
be available as a credit against the income tax
assessment of the foreign resident. These new
withholding obligations will minimise the com-
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pliance burden on Australian businesses by re-
quiring withholding only for specified payments.
Schedule 6 makes amendments to ensure that the
‘no Australian Business Number’ withholding
event will apply to enterprise-to-enterprise trans-
actions in Australia. This resolves a technical
problem that arose from the unintentionally nar-
row definition of ‘carrying on an enterprise in
Australia’.

This Schedule also amends the ‘no Australian
Business Number’ withholding rules to have the
same geographical application as the ABN Act.
These amendments will ensure that the ‘no Aus-
tralian Business Number’ withholding provisions
are consistent with the A New Tax System (Aus-
tralian Business Number) Act 1999, and that the
original objectives of the ‘no Australian Business
Number’ withholding provisions are fully imple-
mented.

Lastly, in Schedule 7, the Government will, from
1 April 2003, provide a fringe benefits tax ex-
emption for certain payments to approved worker
entitlement funds.

The fringe benefits tax exemption applies to
payments to approved worker entitlement funds
that are required under an industrial instrument
and are for the purposes of ensuring that an obli-
gation to make leave payments or payments when
an empl oyee ceases employment, are met.

A worker entitlement fund will be approved if it
is either along service leave fund established and
operating by or under Commonweglth, State or
Territory legislation or if prescribed by regulation.
Before a fund can be prescribed by regulation the
Commissioner of Taxation must be satisfied that
it meets certain criteria concerning the level of
employer contral, the use of fund assets, the types
of payments that the fund can make and the
maintenance of individual worker entitlement
accounts.

The bill also provides an automatic capital gains
tax roll-over to a fund that amends or replaces its
trust deed in order to be approved as an approved
worker entitlement fund. The start date of this
measureis also 1 April 2003.

Full details of the measures in this bill are con-
tained in the explanatory memorandum.

| commend the bill.

Debate (on motion by Senator Buckland)
adjourned.
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BUDGET
Consider ation by L egislation Committees
Reports

Senator FERRI'S (South Australia) (3.57
p.m.)—Pursuant to order and on behalf of
the chairs of the respective committees, |
present reports from legislation committees,
except the Legal and Constitutional Legisla-
tion Committee, in respect of the 2002-03
additional estimates, together with the Han-
sard record of proceedings and documents
received by a committee.

Ordered that the reports be printed.

SUPERANNUATION INDUSTRY
(SUPERVISION) AMENDMENT BILL
2002

Report of Superannuation Select
Committee

Senator FERRI'S (South Australia) (3.58
p.m.)—On behalf of the Chair of the Select
Committee on Superannuation, Senator \Wat-
son, | present the report of the committee on
the provisions of the Superannuation Indus-
try (Supervision) Amendment Bill 2002 and
arelated hill, together with the Hansard rec-
ord of proceedings and submissions received
by the committee.

Ordered that the report be printed.

CORPORATIONSAMENDMENT
(REPAYMENT OF DIRECTORS
BONUSES) BILL 2002

Report of Economics L egislation
Committee

Senator FERRI'S (South Australia) (3.58
p.m.)—On behalf of the Chair of the Eco-
nomics Legislation Committee, Senator
Brandis, | present the report of the commit-
tee on the provisions of the Corporations
Amendment (Repayment of Directors Bo-
nuses) Bill 2002, together with the Hansard
record of proceedings and submissions re-
ceived by the committee.

Ordered that the report be printed.
IRAQ
Debate resumed.

Senator RIDGEWAY (New South
Wales) (3.59 p.m.)—In continuation from
earlier today, | wanted to mention that the
American Atlantic Monthly magazine has



Wednesday, 19 March 2003

also said that the US is spending so much
money on Iraq it might as well make it the
51¢t state. Most conservatives in that country
would rather that money be spent in America
than in a country 7,000 miles away. Like-
wise, for us here in Australia, with the im-
pending budget being handed down soon, |
think all Australians would rather see our
money being spent here on the much needed
vital services of health, education and hous-
ing.

It isright that many Australians are ques-
tioning whether our involvement in the gulf
at this time really is in the national interest,
because clearly a lot of other courses of ac-
tion are more immediately related to our na-
tional concern. The clear message of the
government’s motion is that it believes that it
has built the case to go to war against Irag. |
simply do not agree with that. It is an inde-
cent, unlawful and moraly indefensible
proposition. It is a decision that represents a
turning point in US foreign policy which
seeks to solidify the idea that the United
States, or any other nation, can legitimately
attack another nation that is not threatening
now but may at some unforeseeable time in
the future.

It throws to the wind our understanding of
the basic idea of self-defence and may do
irreparable damage to our relationship with
our neighbours in a way unforseen or never
imagined. The President of the United States,
Mr George Bush, said as much in his speech
yesterday when he said that America has the
sovereign right to protect itself anywhere, at
any time in the world. | want it stated for the
record that | oppose the US becoming the
policemen of the world. Thisis not their job.
This is the job for the entire international
community, and it certainly is not the job of
those that call themsel ves the coalition of the
willing.

This is a day that Australia, in my view,
has somehow lost its innocence, with the
government jockeying to position itself to
win all favours from its great and powerful
friend. War always results in the loss of in-
nocent lives, and | now only hope that this
war is swift and quick, that there be no loss
of life and that our own personnd return
safely. The government has made no case for
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war. The policy of containment—and | put
up al the facts earlier this morning—is
working. Thereis no necessity for war. There
is no UN authorisation. The government has
failed to properly acknowledge the moral
and ethical questions that an attack on Irag
will inevitably entail and the human conse-
guences. | will not support thewar, anditisa
badge of honour for me to join the ‘ Austra-
lian mob opposed to war’.

| would have hoped that the government’s
decision is the consequence of wise men and
women following noble goals. But even that
is not good enough because, whatever your
wisdom and your goals may be, the only
thing that really matters at the end of the day
isyour actions. | cannot judge anyone on the
government side of the chamber by their
thoughts any more than they can mine, but |
can judge them by the actions that are being
taken. This seems to me to be one of the
West's and, in particular, the US's problems:
we know that we have good intentions;, we
start out with good intentions; but the rest of
the world judges us by our actions. If you
look at what we do and the consequences of
what is done, it is easy to understand why so
many in those countries of Islamic faith tend
to hate us or to have doubts about our credi-
bility in relation to promoting the common
good.

In the case of Iraqg, the US and Britain are
about to attack Iraq against the wishes of the
Australian people and the United Nations.
That will make us, the United States and
Britain aggressors as well as liars, because
no amount of talking or arguing can change
this simple reality of our actions. It is a sad
day for this country, because the principles
we hold dear are being sacrificed on an issue
as insubstantial as Irag. When al is said and
done, Irag will indeed be a ruined country,
not a military superpower threatening our
very survival. | want to finish on this occa-
sion by echoing the words of Martin Luther
King Jr, which | think people need to take
heed of:

If we do not act, we shall surdy be dragged down
the long, dark and shameful corridors of time
reserved for those who possess power without
compassion, might without morality, and strength
without sight.
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‘Action’ in this situation ought not mean war.

Senator EGGLESTON (Western Aus
tralia) (4.04 p.m.)—I spoke on this matter of
Iraq a couple of weeks ago, and today | wish
to outline why | support the Australian gov-
ernment’s decision to participate in the mili-
tary action likely to be taken in Iraq by the
coalition of the United States, the United
Kingdom and also a number of European
countries—Poland, the Czech Republic and
some others—as well as Australia and, of
course, with the support of Spain.

Much has been said about the fact that
there has not been a new UN resolution to
authorise this action, and we have just heard
Senator Ridgeway speaking along those
lines. The Senate needs to remember that, in
fact, there have been no less than 27 resolu-
tions in the United Nations calling on Sad-
dam Hussein to disarm over the past 12
years. Saddam has failed to comply with 24
of those 27 resolutions. It also needs to be
remembered that resolution 1441 of last No-
vember warned Saddam Hussein of serious
consequences if he did not reveal the extent
of the weaponsin hisarmoury.

Asis wdl known, the pace of cooperation
by the Iragi regime with the UN weapons
inspectors has been, to say the least, very
slow, and Saddam has revealed, only with
the greatest reluctance, weapons such as ex-
tended range missiles and details of the de-
struction of, he says, ‘missing quantities of
chemical weapons'. | think it was only last
weekend that he began to give details of the
destruction of volumes of chemical weapons
which were known to have been in his pos-
session at the end of the Gulf War and which
were unaccounted for.

| believe Saddam Hussein has been given
a fair chance by the United Nations and he
has failed to cooperate and comply, so that—
after 12 years and, as | said, 27 United Na-
tions resolutions—armed action is now the
only reasonable option left. | also believe
there are broader reasons why the regime of
Saddam Hussein needs to be ended. These
can be summarised under two headings:
firstly, to end Saddam’s support for interna-
tional terrorism; secondly, on humanitarian
grounds to release the oppressed people of
Iraq from the brutal regime of this vicious
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dictator and those associated with him. The
deposition, demotion or removal of Saddam
Hussein will also bring to an end the United
Nations sanctions program which, while
crippling the Iragi economy, has brought
additional hardship to the Iragi people but
has not brought down Saddam Hussein. It
will be a blessing for the people of Irag to
see those sanctions lifted.

As far as support for international terror-
ism goes, it is well known that Saddam
Hussein has been paying the families of sui-
cide bombers in the Middle East $US25,000
in thanks for the action of their family mem-
ber who has committed suicide by blowing
himself up and killing other people. In addi-
tion, both the United States and British gov-
ernments have claimed that the regime of
Saddam Hussein has other links to interna-
tional terrorists. This is very much a matter
of concern to Australians. The terrorist at-
tacks on the World Trade Centre and the
Pentagon, and the Bali explosions, in which
more than 100 Australians were killed and
injured, drove home to all Australians just
how vulnerable we are to deiberate, pre-
meditated attacks from deranged or mis
guided individuals and organisations nursing
some grievance, real or imagined, who are
prepared to target Western interests and ci-
vilians with the aim of maximising civilian
casualties.

Western liberal democracies, with their
tradition of tolerance and promotion of indi-
vidual liberty, where people enjoy a high
degree of freedom and are largdy able to
move about as they please, are particularly
vulnerable to terrorist attack. The relatively
recent terrorist events have demonstrated that
we had perhaps become—and perhaps we
always have been—too complacent in Aus-
tralia about these sorts of things and that we
have fostered an atmosphere in which ter-
rorism could flourish, across the globe as
well as in this country, by not being vigilant
enough to the redlities that terrorism does
exist and is a threat to this country and many
other countries in the Western world.

The Bali explosions demonstrated that ter-
rorists have infiltrated our own region of
South-East Asia. A very small minority of
South-East Asia's 230 million Muslims, who
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are overwhelmingly moderate and tolerant,
especially in Indonesia, have been seduced
by forces peddling militant, radical and ex-
treme Islam. There is no doubt that al-Qaeda
operatives have been active in South-East
Asia. It has been estimated that ‘5,000 Is-
lamist recruits from Saudi Arabia, Egypt,
Algeria, and other countries have trained as
al-Qaeda operatives in Osama bin Laden's
camps in Afghanistan. Many of these indi-
viduals returned to their homelands to train
new recruits and to found new cells.’

The terrorist groups which are in existence
around the world would dearly love to get
their hands on weapons of mass destruction.
This is the ultimate nightmare scenario and
the reason that Saddam Hussein must be
forced to disarm. Imagine the terrible human
suffering that would be caused if Saddam
Hussein were to arm terrorists with weapons
of mass destruction so that they could target
major Western cities. Imagine how much
worse the situation in Bali would have been
if the terrorists had had access to hiological,
chemical or, even worse, nuclear weapons,
rather than conventional explosives, which
were dangerous enough.

It is because of the potential for Saddam
Hussein to provide these terrible weapons to
terrorist organisations that the Iraqi dictator
must be regarded as a direct threat to the se-
curity and wellbeing of the Australian peo-
ple. Secondly, as | said, there is the need to
relieve the people of Iraq from the brutal
regime under which they have been forced to
live under Saddam Hussein.

When | last spoke on this matter, | out-
lined the record of suppression of human
rights and atrocities Saddam has committed
against his own people. | remind the Senate
that Saddam Hussein is a malevolent, vicious
despot. He came to power in Irag in 1979
and, in a chilling action that foreshadowed
the pattern of hisrule over the next 24 years,
he immediately had dozens of potential po-
litical rivals murdered. Under Saddam
Hussein, Irag is an autocratic one-party state
and democracy is nonexistent.

Freedom of expression is but a dream for
the people of Irag. The media is tightly con-
trolled and amounts to no more than a
propaganda mouthpiece for the regime. In
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the past decade, more than 500 journalists
have been killed. We make a fuss about the
killing by Indonesian forces of five Austra-
lian journalists in Timor in 1975. Saddam
has killed 500 journalists over the last 10
years. In 2000, a decree was issued author-
ising the government to amputate the
tongues of citizens who criticise Saddam
Hussein or his government. That is incredi-
ble in this day and age. Despite the fact that
the constitution expressly allows for freedom
of assembly, citizens of Iraq are not permit-
ted to assemble for any purpose other than to
express support for the government. They are
also not permitted to leave Irag and travel
like citizens living in free countries.

Saddam Hussein has no respect for human
life or basic human dignity. He will go to any
lengths to maintain his grip on power. Thisis
aman who has waged war on his neighbours,
Iran and Kuwait, in pursuit of his broader
agenda of hegemony over the Middle East
and he has an undisputed track record of us-
ing weapons of mass destruction.

Senator George Campbell—And who
backed the man? Who gave him the weap-
ons?

Senator EGGLESTON—I agree with
you, Senator Campbell. In the Iran-Irag war
the West armed Saddam Hussein. Obviously
this was a terrible error and now we are left
with this situation which needs to be recti-
fied. Chemical weapons were employed
against Iranian forces during the Iran-Irag
war. According to the Federation of Ameri-
can Scientists:

During the Iran-Iraq war, Iragi fighter-attack air-
craft dropped mustard-filled and tabun-filled 250
kilogram bombs and mustard-filled 500 kilogram
bombs on Iranian targets.

There were more than 20,000 Iranian casual-
ties caused by these chemical weapons. The
Iragi dictator has even used chemical weap-
ons against his own people, being the first
leader in the world in recent times to do so.
During a campaign in 1988-89, the Iragi
military attacked more than 40 Kurdish vil-
lages in the north of Irag with chemical
weapons, as | suppose everyone knows be-
cause we all saw the photographs of that in
Time magazine 10 or 11 years ago. Accord-
ing to Irag: a population silenced, a report
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by the US Department of State, between
1983 and 1988 alone he murdered more than
30,000 Iraqgi citizens with mustard gas and
nerve agents. Kurds and Turkomans have
been singled out by the regime for special
attention in the form of ethnic cleansing. As
stated in the publication Iraq: a population
silenced:

During the Anfal Campaign of 1987-88, Saddam
Hussein's regime killed and tortured the Kurdish
population. It eiminated many Kurdish villages,
and forced surviving Kurds into zones where he
could control them.

This demonstrates that Saddam Hussein rules
by continually terrorising the Iraqgi popula-
tion. He brooks no dissent. This is a regime
which does not hesitate to imprison, brutalise
and murder those unfortunate enough to
cross its path. Thousands of people suspected
of opposing the regime have been brutaly
murdered. More than 16,000 people have
been seized from the street or their homes,
never to be seen again. They are part of the
disappeared. People unfortunate enough to
come to the attention of the regime are often
held indefinitely without charge or the bene-
fit of a trial. Since 1997, more than 3,000
prisoners have been executed.

Torture of detainees is commonplace. A
background paper A decade of deception and
defiance, which was prepared for the United
States President’s speech of 12 September to
the United Nations General Assembly, states:
According to former prisoners, torture techniques
included branding, eectric shocks administered to
the genitals and other areas, beating, pulling out
of fingernails, burning with hot irons and blow-
torches, suspension from rotating ceiling fans,
dripping acid on the skin, rape, breaking of limbs,
denia of food and water, extended solitary con-
finement in dark and extremely small compart-
ments, and threats to rape or otherwise harm
family members and relatives.

Female relatives of those suspected of op-
posing the regime have been raped and tor-
tured. The Iragi regime is renowned for its
religious persecution. Saddam Hussein's Ba-
ath Party regime are Sunni Muslims, who are
in the minority in Irag, and Shiah Muslims,
who are the magjority, are not permitted to
worship in freedom. Shiah religious leaders
are arrested and murdered as a matter of
course. It has been estimated that during the
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rebellion against Saddam’s regime in south-
ern Irag after the Gulf War some 30,000 to
60,000 Shiah Muslims were killed.

The Labor Party’s position is that the
problem of Saddam Hussein should be re-
solved through the United Nations and the
Labor Party would only support military ac-
tion under the authority of the United Na-
tions. | remind the opposition that, pursuant
to United Nations Security Council resolu-
tions passed after the 1990-91 Gulf War, Iraq
was required to rid itself of all weapons of
mass destruction. Meanwhile, some 12 years
later, Iraq still possesses these terrible weap-
ons. There have been well-intentioned peo-
ple saying that more time should be given to
Saddam to comply with UN resolutions and
to weapons inspectors to do their job, but the
question really is. how much longer does
Saddam Hussein need? He has had 12 years
to disarm and, in spite of economic sanc-
tions, has failed to do so. In fact, he has
sought to flout the will of the world commu-
nity at every turn. Iraq has failed to comply
with 24 out of 27 Security Council resolu-
tions. Iraq has a history of not cooperating
with UN weapons inspectors, including
blocking access to sites, and has sought to
deceive inspectors and hide remaining weap-
ons of mass destruction. In October 1998,
Irag announced that it was no longer pre-
pared to deal with weapons inspectors and so
subsequently weapons inspections were
halted.

However, in the face of overwhelming
international pressure, inspections recom-
menced in Irag on 27 November 2002. Sad-
dam’s track record is that of only responding
to pressure. Let us not kid ourselves that this
man will suddenly be overcome by the milk
of human kindness, cooperate with the UN
and treat his people well. In late January of
this year, UN chief weapons inspector, Dr
Hans Blix, stated that Iraq had not ‘come to a
genuine acceptance’ of the need to disarm.
The fact of the matter is that Irag has not
provided weapons inspectors with al rele-
vant information about its weapons programs
or revealed the location of any weapons of
mass destruction stockpiles.

The United Nations has been seeking to
disarm Saddam Hussein for some 12 years
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and it is smply a matter of fact that the
United Nations has authorised increasing
pressure on the Iragi regime over that time.
Resolution 1441 of last November called
upon Saddam to finally disarm or face seri-
ous consequences. Regrettably, Saddam
Hussein has not met the conditions set down
last November by the United Nations and
now the time for military action has come.
War is never a desirable option, but it is at
times a necessary step for a broader good. It
is important to note that our quarrel is not
with the people of Irag, who are over-
whemingly victims of Saddam Hussein's
regime, but with the regime itself. For too
long, the Iragi people have been subject to a
reign of terror and | believe they deserve to
be liberated from this malevolent, vicious
dictator as soon as possible.

Senator BUCKLAND (South Australia)
(423 p.m)—The Prime Minister, John
Howard, has committed Australia to a war
that we should not be involved in. The Aus-
tralian Labor Party will not sanction the gov-
ernment’s decision to commit Australian
troops to a war with Irag. And why should
we commit our troops to a war that, for the
first time, makes us an aggressor? Since
April last year, Labor have consistently and
tirelessly opposed any action being taken in
Iraq without the authority of the United Na-
tions. We have not faltered. We have persis-
tently argued that the government’s decision
to predeploy our troops is wrong. But it is
imperative that it be made very clear that our
argument is not with the troops and that,
rather, our argument is with the Howard
government.

The most worrying thing about the whole
distressing exercise has been the reluctance
of the Prime Minister to be truthful with the
Australian public about the commitment of
our troops to this morally wrong war. John
Howard has repeatedly failed to bring the
Australian people into his confidence and
explain to them why this war is right. He has
failed to make the case as to why war with
Iraq is now the only option for Australia. The
only reason | can see for thisimmoral stance
is that he is fulfilling a commitment to the
US President—a commitment that the Prime
Minister has not had the courage to tell the
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people of Australia about. But it is important
for usto say in al of thisthat the Labor Party
will ensure that every support is given to the
troops that have been sent there, even though
we fundamentally disagree with the decision
of the Howard government to put them at the
front line of a war that we should not be
committed to.

This war has not been sanctioned by the
United Nations. That is something we have
to bear clearly in mind. It is definitely not in
our national interests. The Prime Minister
said that using force to disarm Iraq ‘is neces-
sary for the long-term security of the world
and is therefore manifestly in the national
interest of Australia’. That is simply wrong.
In fact, the reverse is the case. Time and time
again, the Prime Minister has made futile
attempts to prove that there is a link between
Iraq and the al-Qaeda terrorists or between
Irag and the September 11 horrors. The
Prime Minister has also calloudy tried to
exploit the tragedy of the Bali bombings. But
in all of his embarrassing attempts to make a
connection he has presented no evidence of a
link between Iraq and al-Qaeda’s terrorist
attacks on America and Bali. He has failed to
present evidence that Iraq represents a real
and immediate threat to our community. This
isafailed prime minister.

The reality is that a war with lragq will,
without question, increase the threat that
Australia faces from international terrorism.
The repercussions will be immeasurable,
because it will not only make Australia more
unsafe but also have negative conseguences
for Australia's efforts in international coop-
eration and in working constructively with
moderate Islamic countries. This war will
also adversdly affect the AustraliaUS alli-
ance by abating the foundation and moral
fibre of the agreement that the aliance is
based upon. The Prime Minister, John How-
ard, has said that the alliance with the US
was ‘unapologetically a factor’ in his deci-
sion and that the ‘ crucial, long-term value' of
the alliance should always be considered in
national security decisions. As a conse-
guence of the government’s decision, Aus-
tralia has become an aggressor in war. As |
said before, this is the first time. Why? Be-
cause the US has asked us to do it. There is
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an essential difference between supporting
the US alliance and being subservient toit.

This has happened despite the Prime
Minister having acknowledged that the ma-
jority of Australians do not support the war.
The majority of Australians do not support
this war; they do not support the actions of
the Prime Minister. It is most important to
note that the majority of the Australian peo-
ple are opposed to any military action with-
out the UN’s authority. Yesterday’s Newspall
found that 68 per cent of Australians were
still against the war. We have witnessed hun-
dreds of thousands of Australians peacefully
demonstrating their opposition to this war. In
other words, we have witnessed the mandate
of the Australian people.

| suggest that war must always be the last
resort, not the first option. That is why we as
a party have always believed that diplomacy
and the weapons inspectors must be given
every chance to succeed. Weapons inspec-
tions have been achieving the results that had
been hoped for, but the weapons inspectors
have not been given enough time to bring
about the peaceful disarmament of Irag. Iraq
has not responded aggressively because the
inspectors have been there. The weapons
inspectors have in fact achieved some suc-
cess, and that could have brought about a
peaceful disarmament.

For the first time in Australia’s history we
have witnessed the reckless and unnecessary
act by our nation's leader of throwing peace
out the window and embracing an immoral
act of war. We have become, as | said before,
an aggressor nation—an aggressor. What
Australia needs at a time like this, when
there is worldwide instability, is a strong
leader. We need a leader with a wise head.
Sadly, Australia learnt yesterday that we
have a puppet, with its strings being ma-
nipulated from afar.

Senator MASON (Queensland) (4.33
p.m.)—Thisisawar that we have to fight. If
there is no war, Saddam Hussein wins and
the Iragi people lose—in fact, we all lose. |
have listened to what those opposite have
had to say and | am saddened by the mud-
dled and naive arguments that have been
proffered. We are hearing an awful 1ot about
the ‘unseemly rush to war’ and ‘giving di-
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plomacy a chance to work’. We have had a
12-year rush to war. We have been rushing to
war for 12 years. How many more years do
we want this charade, this farce, to continue?
Diplomats have been preoccupied with the
issue of Irag since 1990. How long exactly
are we expected to let them work without
actually achieving any outcomes? It is 2003,
12 years after Iraq was gected from Kuwait,
and Saddam is still hiding his arsenal of
weapons of mass destruction, still oppressing
his people and ill threatening his neigh-
bours.

We are also hearing a lot about unilateral
action, because the United States does not
have the blessing of the United Nations Se-
curity Council. Tell me how the disapproval
of France, Russia and China is supposed to
make the United States' military intervention
immoral and somehow illegitimate. France
last year sent thousands of paratroopers
without UN authorisation to the Ivory Coast
to intervene in a civil war there. That is
moral and legitimate, isn't it? Russia has
twice in the last decade ravaged Chechnya,
flattening the capital city of Grozny and
killing tens of thousands of people. That is
moral and legitimate, isn't it? China is re-
sponsible for genocide in Tibet and its rulers
are heirs to Mao's empire, built of course on
the bones of 60 million dead Chinese. That is
moral and legitimate, isn't it? For God's
sake, let us not try to pretend that these states
are somehow the moral arbiters of the world
community. And don’t try to hide behind the
Security Council and the moral authority of
the People’s Republic of China, France, Rus-
siaor any other country. The moral authority
of countries like the People’'s Republic of
China or the French Republic is not worth
anything. Conversely, can you tell me how
the approval of countries like Guyana or
Syria would make the US action any more
legitimate than it is without their approval ?

In the end, though, questions of morality
and of right and wrong are not questions of
simple arithmetic and head counting. Some-
thing can be right even if a majority of states
oppose it just as surely as something can be
wrong even if it enjoys majority support.
One only has to remember that the United
Nations was a shambles throughout the
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1970s when the Western democracies could
only count on a dozen reliable votes and an
overwhelming majority of nations could not
help but pander to totalitarianism and
authoritarianism.

We are also hearing an awful lot about
containment—how we should continue the
policy of containing Saddam Hussein instead
of going to war. The problem is that, as the
historian Walter Russell Meade recently
wrote in the Washington Post, ‘ Contai nment
kills'. Iraq has been subject to sanctions for
the past 12 years as a consequence of the fact
that it has not complied with UN resolutions
ordering it to disarm and to keep the peace.
For humanitarian reasons, Saddam is still
allowed to sell some oil to buy food and
medicine supposedly for the Iragi people.
Saddam of course spends the money on his
palaces and new weapons for his regime.
UNICEF estimates that 60,000 children per
year die under the supposedly peaceful and
successful policy of containment, which we
have heard so much about in the last couple
of days—the marvellous, peaceful success of
the policy of containment! Meade argues:

... by any reasonable estimate containment
kills about as many people every year as the Gulf
War—and amost al the victims of containment
arecivilian, and two-thirds are children under 5.
That is what the opposition thinks is such a
marvellous policy—the peaceful, successful
policy of containment. So every year we al-
low the present charade to continue. People
are dying, and they are dying not just from
hunger and lack of medicine but from Sad-
dam's brutal repression. Every day people
keep dying in the prisons and torture cham-
bers of the regime in Kurdistan and the Shi-
ite south of the country.

So the assorted peace activtists do not
really seem to care about the Iragi people.
Apparently itisall right for the Iragisto keep
dying like flies as long as it is Saddam
Hussein who is doing the killing. That is
okay. Asthe ever reliable commentator Mark
Steynwrites:

As far as Saddam’s subjects are concerned, the
“peace’ movement means peace for you and Tony
Benn and Sheryl Crow and Susan Sarandon, and
aprison for them.
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It means peace for Mr Crean. It means peace
for Ms Macklin and Senators Faulkner,
Brown and Bartlett and all the old trendies
and swingers dressed up in their Vietham
generation moral ensemble. They have a
loathing of the West and they are always
giving the benefit of the doubt to the dicta-
tors. The Left have done it since the sixties
and they are still doing it nhow—same old
story; same old crowd. It is peace for them. It
is peace for thislot, but a continuing hell for
the peaplein Iraqg.

We are also hearing a lot that we should
try to win without war. But as commentator
Fred Barnes writes:

That's a nice goal. Unfortunately, it's Sad-
dam’s goal. With no war, he wins and emerges as
the new strongman in the Middle East, forcing
people to come to terms with him.

Again, | could not agree more with Mark
Steyn when he writes about the antiwar pro-
tests around the world. He says demonstra-
tionsare:

... good for Saddam, but bad for the Iragi peo-
ple, and the Palestinian people ... One day, not
long from now, when Irag is free, they will de-
spise those who marched to keep them in hell.

The doyen of left-wing journalism, Christo-
pher Hitchens, concurred recently in Brit-
ain's Daily Mirror. He writes:

Soon, the Iragi people will have a chance to ex-
press their own opinion, which will be more in-
teresting and more complex than the facile ban-
ners and placards that we have already grown
bored with.

The only placard that the Iragi people would
beinterestedinat al is: ‘Freelraq'.

From my youth | remember tens of thou-
sands of demonstrators demanding peace in
Vietnam. They got their peace al right. The
demonstrators all went back to their middle-
class homes and the communists took over.
But do you know what? They forgot about
Vietnam and the Vietnamese people. There
was never a placard after 1975 saying, ‘Free
Vietnam'—not one. That is what you can
expect to get from this lot. The stupid knee-
jerk anti-Americanism, absolutely obscene
moral vanity and rampant moral and political
relativism so widely seen in many sections of
the so-called peace movement might provide
many with a very warm inner glow and a
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great flush of righteousness but it will not do
anything for the long-term peace and the
long-term security of the Middle East. It will
not help the Iragi people who for the past 20-
odd years have had to live in the state of per-
petual terror imposed on them by Saddam
Hussein.

It is al very well and nice for people in
the West to pontificate and to preach about
peace and nonviolence from the comfort of
their cafes and salons when the greatest form
of state oppression and injustice they would
have ever experienced in their livesis getting
a parking ticket. Let them go to Iragq and
share the oppression, share the fear and share
the hopelessness. Then come here when you
have shared that hopelessness and say that
the people of Iraq do not deserve the same
freedom and democracy as the people of this
country. Go there and see how they live, and
then come into this place and say, ‘ The peo-
ple of Irag don’t deserve to share the same
freedoms that we enjoy.” Come back and say
that it is the United States and not Saddam
Hussein's repugnant regime that is the bigger
obstacle to world peace. Or perhapsit is like
the Left’'s response to the Cultural Revolu-
tion. They said, ‘It is al right you see; the
West has to accept ultimately that the Chi-
nese wouldn't understand democracy any-
way, so it's not worth complaining.’ Is that
the argument of the opposition: they do not
deserve the freedoms you take for granted?

These simple propositions might not be

apparent to many among the peace activists,
but for the rest of usit is clear that Saddam
must go. | am glad that Australia is one of
the willing. | am glad that the Australian
government have had the guts to do what is
right. | am glad that we are not putting our
heads in the sand and pretending that every-
thing is fine and that if we wish hard enough
al the problems will just go away. But, un-
fortunatdly, too many are doing just that. |
recall what Winston Churchill wrote in a
letter to Lord Moynein 1938. He said:
Owing to the neglect of our defences and the
mishandling of the German problem in the last
five years, we seem to be very near the bleak
choice between War and Shame. My feding is
that we shall choose Shame, and then have War
thrown in a little later, on even more adverse
terms than at present.
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No-one wants war, but there are worse things
than fighting a war now, such as fighting a
war later on, when we are weaker or less
prepared and the opponent is stronger. Chur-
chill knew that, and those who lived through
the thirties and forties learned the lesson the
very hard way. Eminent English journalist
Alistair Cooke recently wrote:

In Britain the general response to every Hitler
advance was disarmament and collective secu-
rity—

and we have heard that over the last few
days. He continued:

Collective security meant to leave every crisis to
the League of Nations. It would put down aggres-
sors, even though, like the United Nations, it had
no army, navy or air force.

The League of Nations had its chance to prove
itself when Mussolini invaded and conquered
Ethiopia...

The League didn’t have any shot to fire. But still
the cry was chanted in the House of Commons—
the League and collective security is the only true
guarantee of peace.

But after the Rhineland the maverick Churchill
decided there was no collectivity in collective
security and started a highly unpopular campaign
for reermament by Britain, warning against the
general bdief that Hitler had already built an
enormous mechanised army and superior air
force.

But he's not used them, he's not used them—peo-
ple protested.

Still for two years before the outbreak of the Sec-
ond War you could read the debates in the House
of Commons and now shiver at the famous La-
bour men—Clement Attlee was one of them—
who voted against rearmament and still went on
pointing to the League of Nations as the saviour.

| thought we might have got over that but,
sadly, as late as yesterday the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition, Ms Jenny Macklin, ser-
moni sed:

We have decided that war is not the answer.
Bombing is not the answer ... the best way to
disarm Irag is peacefully through the United Na-
tions.

These are horrible and pathetic echoes of the
past. | say that if the United Nations has not
got the ticker to enforce its own resol utions
then collective security is a sham. Karl Marx
was not right about many things but he might
have been right about one thing: he said that
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history repeats itself—the first time as trag-
edy, the second time as farce. If that is cor-
rect it is only because many people fail to
learn the lessons of history, such as that de-
mocracy and totalitarianism are not the
same—remember and learn that—that evil
men have to be stopped, that appeasement
does not work but merely encourages the
wicked and that it is better to act sooner
rather than later.

Churchill was right: all those millions
around the world who in the 1930s hoped for
‘peacein our time’, who would do absol utely
anything to stop Hitler, except fight him, did
indeed have a choice between war and
shame. But they chose shame and war was
thrust on them later anyway, war that devas-
tated whole continents and cost the lives of
around 50 million people.

You may say—as the oppasition, the
Democrats and the Greens say—that you are
not willing to pay the price of war. But are
you willing to pay the price of peace? The
Labor Party says that we are doing enough; |
say that we are not. | wish my friends on the
Left the same degree of courage and honesty
that was exhibited by the socialist Mitchell
Cohen in an article entitled ‘A Leftist’s case
for war’. He describes Saddam’s murderous
regime as fascist and says that Saddam will
be disarmed by force or not at all. He con-
cludes, and my Léftist friends should hear
this.
| am antifascist before | am antiwar. | am antifas-
cist before | am anti-imperialist. And | am anti-
fascist before | am anti-Bush.

| would add only: ‘I am for war before
shame.’

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL (New
South Wales) (4.51 p.m.)—I rise today to
support the amendment moved by Senator
Faulkner on behalf of the Australian Labor
Party. The commitment of Australian troops
to the invasion of Iraq is a disgraceful act by
a government that has lost the confidence of
the Australian people. The hundreds of thou-
sands of ordinary Australians who took to
the streets last month to voice their opposi-
tion to war have been ignored. These people
are the tip of the iceberg. The government
has ignored the will of the people. Thisis a
war that is morally wrong. The deployment
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of Australian forces to the gulf was a mis-
take. It jumped the gun and it undermined
the actions of the UN inspection teams and
the legitimacy of the United Nations process.
Despite the protestations of the Prime Min-
ister, it was clear all along that the troops
were committed regardless of what the inter-
national community decided.

This war is wrong for a number of rea-
sons. The Prime Minister has failed to make
a case for war. The Prime Minister has pre-
sented no evidence of a link between Irag
and al-Qaeda. In all likelihood, the invasion
of Iraq will result in an increase in terrorism
rather than a reduction. This is for two rea-
sons primarily: firstly, when America failed
to capture Osama bin Laden it shifted the
focus from Afghanistan to Irag, meaning that
the job of rebuilding Afghanistan and pre-
venting a resurgence of al-Qaeda has been
abandoned; and, secondly, the invasion will
result in the massive destabilisation of the
region, making it a classic breeding ground
for fanatics. President Bush's imperial dream
to rewrite the map in the Middle East is ex-
actly what Osama bin Laden would have
been hoping for. What a gift we are about to
giveto those fanatics and those terrorists.

As for the weapons of mass destruction
argument, Iraq is disarming. The weapons
inspectors have asked for moretime. What is
this mad rush into war after 12 years? Why
suddenly do we have to move in within 48
hours? This timetable is being set to accom-
modate the war machine, not a process of
achieving peace. Thisis awar that is morally
wrong. It has not been authorised by the
United Nations and, as such, has no legiti-
macy. It is not a case of self-defence. It is
mind-blowingly arrogant to think that three
countries have the right to say that the rest of
the world is wrong, and that they will do
what they want. Not only is this action im-
moral; it is against Australia's national inter-
est.

As a middle power, Australia’'s national
interest lies in a world where countries abide
by the rule of law and where the United Na-
tions Security Council is responsible for in-
ternational peace and security. Australia was
one of the nations that worked hardest to
found the UN. Australians fought in two
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world wars to replace unilateral aggression
with the international rule of law and collec-
tive security. This unilateralism sets a very
dangerous precedent for dictatorships around
the world. For example, what is to stop
countries like North Korea following the US
example of pre-emptive war and attacking
South Korea or Japan? Unilateralism has
failed in the past, and it is completely anti-
thetical to international collective security.

To outsiders the Americans—or at least
their government—seem to have stopped
caring about the international system. | am
not anti-American, but | am against President
Bush and, more importantly, against his neo-
conservative junta. These ‘neocons’, as they
are now known, are often religious funda-
mentalists who see the world in black-and-
white terms. To them the United States is
good incarnate and therefore anyone who is
opposed to the US is evil and must be de-
stroyed. President Bush's wish to redraw the
map in the Middle East is frighteningly sim-
pligtic. It ignores the huge complexities of
the region and smacks of imperialism. Re-
drawing maps and regime changes are old
concepts. In the Middle East they will
heighten the problems rather than resolve
them.

These neocons dominate the US admini-
stration. The Deputy Secretary of Defense,
Paul Wolfowitz, and Richard Perle lead
them. They lead the ideological argument
and debate. In 1991 it was these people who
pushed for the United States to invade Iraq
and to finish off Saddam. Within hours of the
September 11 atrocities, ignoring the evi-
dence pointing towards al-Qaeda, Wolfowitz
and Donald Rumsfeld were cynically push-
ing for an invasion of Irag. We all remember
the CNN footage of Donald Rumsfeld back
in the late 1980s, when he was in the Reagan
administration and went to Irag. He was sit-
ting with Saddam Hussein, shaking hands
with him and proffering American aid, be-
cause in those days he was an ally. Saddam
did nothing wrong in the 1980s when he was
an aly of America against the Iranians.
When he was an ally of the Americans
against the Iranians he was fine. But now it
does not suit these neocons to have Saddam
there. They needed another agenda, and that
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agenda is to move into Iraq to cover up their
lack of capacity to deal with the real issue—
that is, Osama bin Laden and terrorism as it
stands in the world today.

The opportunism of the neocons has de-
stroyed the enormous groundswell of inter-
national goodwill towards the United States,
arising from September 11. Within 18
months of September 11, the Bush admini-
stration has alienated most of Europe, over
half of the UN Security Council, most of the
Middle East and almost every Islamic com-
munity in the world. In the 1991 Gulf War,
the United States coalition numbered 34
countries, but thanks to President Bush and
the neocons the coalition of the willing
amounts to simply three.

Senator Boswell—That's not right.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—
Senator Boswell, who is providing the
troops? Even Spain, which was part of the
decision making process, will not have one
trooper in the Middle East. But we who were
not invited to the table to make the decision
on when the war would start had already
committed our troops before that decision
was even made.

| was greatly concerned by the statement
by President Bush that Saddam Hussein and
his clique have 48 hours to leave Iraq. What
right does the United States have to set itself
up as the moral enforcer? Where does it
draw the authority to set itself up as the
world's policeman and moral enforcer? | do
not support Saddam Hussein. He is an evil
dictator who has slaughtered thousands of
Iragis, and we all know it. But the only peo-
ple who have a right to deal with Saddam
Hussein are the Iragi people. They have the
power within themselves to resolve that is-
sue.

What are we going to do about every other
dictator in the world? Does America have the
right to depose all of those other dictators, or
just the ones who do not toe the US line? Are
the ones who support the United States good
and the ones who do not bad? Will America
simply move from Irag to some other state
and depose a dictator, in line with the pre-
emptive policy of the neocons?
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Even worse than this US behaviour, how-
ever, is the sycophancy of Prime Minister
Howard. It is far worse than ‘al the way
with LBJ'. No longer is it President Bush or
the US President; it is just ‘the President’.
The Prime Minister is like the little weedy
kid in the playground who sucks up to the
playground bully to appear big. | support the
ANZUS alliance, but a good ally is like a
good friend. Their first duty is to tell their
friend when they are wrong and when they
are harming themselves. We must be a criti-
cal ally. Theinvasion of Iraq will weaken the
Australia-US alliance by undermining the
spirit and principles of the agreement.

| also reject the criticism of old Europe for
standing up to the arm twisting of the United
States. | am sickened to hear the constant
diatribe by people on the other side of the
chamber heaping abuse on France in par-
ticular. No nation is perfect, but it ought to
be remembered that, without France, the
United States would never have won the War
of American Independence. And France
fought against tyranny in two world wars.

Senator Boswell—I thought it surren-
dered.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—I see
you Sscrewing up your eyes, Senator Boswell.

Senator M cGauran—I do not remember
France ever putting troops into the war of
independence. What did they do in the war
of independence?

Senator GEORGE CAM PBELL—Ob-
viously you have not read or do not under-
stand American history, or you would clearly
understand the role that France played in the
war of independence.

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT
(Senator Hutchins)—Order, Senator Bos-
well! Order, Senator McGauran!

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—My
guestion is: why war now? What has hap-
pened, beyond President Bush running out of
patience? The weapons inspectors were do-
ing their jobs. Irag is more contained than at
any time since 1991. If the United States
were really worried about Irag’'s ability to
attack other nations, why did they not inter-
venefive or 10 years ago? The argument that
peopl e opposed to this war are the same peo-
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ple who would have supported appeasement
of Hitler isjust plain wrong. Thisis not Mu-
nich in 1938, nor is President Bush a
Winston Churchill. Iraq is not the most pow-
erful nation in the world. In fact, it is about
to be attacked by the world's most powerful
nation. And that is a point that should not be
forgotten.

Let uslook at the situation in Irag. Clean
bottled water costs 10 times as much as pet-
rol. According to UNICEF, 70 per cent of the
1.7 million children who have died since
1990 died from preventable sanitation related
diseases. Half a million tonnes of raw sew-
ageis dumped in fresh waterways every day.
The mortality rate of children under five is
10 times as high in Iraq as it is in Rwanda
and South Africa. Is this a nation that poses
the greatest threat to world security? Who
will suffer if thereisaninvasion of Irag?

As to the consequences of an invasion,
what isthe exit strategy? What is the strategy
planned post the invasion process? There is
no exit strategy in Afghanistan. If you want
an example of what is likely to happen in
Irag, then have a look at what is happening
in Afghanistan. Where is the credible gov-
ernment in waiting? You only have to con-
sider the situation with the current govern-
ment in Afghanistan and its more than tenta-
tive status. What does war in Irag do to the
rest of the Middle East? These are questions
that Prime Minister Howard has failed to
answer. He has failed to address them or to
address them adequatdly.

The redlity is that this is an unjust war.
The Australian people know it is an unjust
war and the nations of the world know it is
an unjust war. The war is morally wrong. It
isnot in Australia’s national interest, nor is it
the best way of disarming Irag. Even if this
is a quick war, it will be a bloody war—
maybe not for the aggressors but certainly
for the Iragi people. We know how surgical
American strikes really are. The Prime Min-
ister has not made the case for war. He is
going against the clear wishes of the magjority
of Australians. This war will lead to more
instability, not less; this war will lead to
more bloodshed, not less; and this war will
lead to more terrorism in the world, not | ess.
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Senator CHERRY (Queendand) (5.05

p.m.)—This is a very sad day for Australia.
In considering this motion, Senator Mason
said that it is a matter of morality whether we
engage in a war. But | cannot disassociate
morality from legality. Let us be quite clear
about what will happen when Australia joins
the American forces in invading the sover-
eign nation of Iraq. Australia will be acting
contrary to international law. We are putting
ourselves outside the United Nations and
international law. We, a founding member of
the United Nations, are becoming a rogue
state, outside the law. We are there, along
with the US and Britain, alone of the 160
nations in the world, in invading Irag. As
former Australian Ambassador to the United
Nations Richard Wool cott put it yesterday:
This is the worst and most damaging foreign pol-
icy decision in half a century or more. It is gross
deceit to say this war is in Australia’s national
interest. Clearly it is not.
AsaDemocrat, | am a proud internationalist.
To paraphrase Winston Churchill, for al its
flaws the United Nations, of all the options,
is the least worst international governing
body invented so far. Yet, by our actions, we
have placed ourselves outside the United
Nations and damaged it far more than any
words from Jacques Chirac have.

| would like to contrast our view with that
of Canada. Canada, like Australia, is a close
aly of the United States, an English-
speaking member of the Commonwesalth of
Nations and a founding member of the
United Nations. No two countries have con-
tributed to more peacekeeping missions than
Australia and Canada. Both have argued that
Iraq has been in breach of UN Security
Council resolutions on disarmament. Yet
yesterday the Prime Minister of Canada, Jean
Chretien, told his parliament:
If military action proceeds without a new resolu-
tion of the Security Council, Canada will not par-
ticipate.
That is what a good global citizen does.
When you accuse another nation of breaking
the rules, you do so by the rules. You cannot
be a sdlf-appointed world policeman or dep-
uty sheriff and engage in a hit of vigilante
international justice onthe side.
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| keep saying that Australia is acting out-
side the law. The Prime Minister yesterday
tabled in parliament advice from Crown Law
that we are, in fact, within international
lawv—that existing UN Security Council
resolutions authorise three nations to invade
Irag. Thisview is not sustainable. It isa view
certainly not shared by the United Nations
itself. As Secretary-General Kofi Annan said
last week:
If the US and others go outside the Security
Council and take military action, it will not bein
conformity with the UN Charter.
That, in UN code, means a three-country
invasion of Iraq is illegal in international
law. The legal advice tabled by the govern-
ment says that the existing Security Council
resolutions 1441 and 678 provide authority
for force against Irag. The argument is that
because resolution 1441, passed last Noverm-
ber, found Iraq to be in breach of its obliga-
tions under 687, passed in 1991, then resolu-
tion 678, which authorised the invasion of
Iraq to liberate Kuwait in 1990, is reinstated.

That would be news to the Security Coun-
cil members who voted unanimously for
resolution 1441 last November, because at
that time the ambassadors of Britain and the
United States went to great lengths to assure
Security Council members that it did not
have this effect. The original draft of that
resolution, presented by the UK and the US,
sought to make that effect with the words:

... such breach authorises member states to use all
necessary means to restore peace and security in
the area.

This draft did not receive Security Council
support. The final draft deleted these words
and instead directed that any failure by Iraq
to comply with its disarmament obligations
will be reported immediately to the council,
and that the council would then convene
immediately in order to consider the situa-
tion and the need for full compliance in order
to secureinternational peace and security.

US Ambassador Negroponte made it clear
when he said, ‘This resolution contains no
hidden triggers with respect to the use of
force’ UK Ambassador Greenstock said:

There is no automaticity in this resolution. If
there is a further Iragi breach of its disarmament



Wednesday, 19 March 2003

obligations, the matter will return to the Council
for discussion.

| think those two ambassadors must be sorely
embarrassed by their leaders’ statements this
week, in that those formal assurances to the
Security Council have now been ignored. It
is worth pointing out that the International
Court of Justice clearly includes such state-
ments in its interpretation of resolutions—a
point clearly made in its landmark 1971 Na-
mibian judgment.

The government’s legal advice says that
the authorisation for this invasion is found in
resolution 678 of the Security Council,
passed in November 1990 after Iraq invaded
Kuwait. This was one of only three occa-
sions in 54 years where the Security Council
had authorised the use of force to invade a
member nation. But it must be remembered
that resolution 678 was the 13th resolution
the Security Council had passed between
August and November 1990 on the invasion
of Kuwait. Indeed, 678 recalls those 12 pre-
vious resol utions in its preambl e.

The first resolution had condemned the
Iragi invasion of Kuwait and demanded its
immediate withdrawal. That is what the
authorisation of force in 678 was all about—
it could not be clearer. In fact, resolution
1441, relied on by the government to justify
this action, expresdy states that it ‘reaffirms
the commitment of all member nations to the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Iraq,
Kuwait and the neighbouring states'. A fine
way to commit to the territorial integrity of a
nation is by invading it. That is what we are
doing. We are in breach of 1441.

One of Australia's most eminent interna-
tional lawyers, Rabinder Singh QC—who,
incidentally, shares chambers with Cherie
Booth, Tony Blair's wife—has provided a
formal legal advice arguing that resolution
1441, and any combination of resolutions
678 and 687, does not authorise the use of
force. Mr Singh argues that the wording of
1441 expressly tried to avoid the implied
authority problems that the government is
now trying to rely on. He says:

Both the fundamental objectives and the constitu-
tional framework of the UN Charter mean that the
use of force by a member state is not justified
unless the Security Council authorises it in the

SENATE

9739

clearest terms. Use of force without such clear
authorisation would therefore violate international
law.

Article 2 of the United Nations charter ex-
pressly prohibits the use of force, with just
two exceptions. Article 42 allows the Secu-
rity Council itself to authorise force ‘as may
be necessary to maintain or restore interna-
tional peace or security’, but only then if
peaceful measures ‘ have proved to be inade-
quate’. And article 51 allows a country to
engage in self-defence if an armed attack
occurs against that country.

As the International Court of Justice has
held in 1986 in the Nicaragua case, the pro-
hibition on the use of force is a principle ius
covens—in other words, a pre-emptory norm
of international law from which other states
cannot derogate.

A similar argument has been presented by
over 30 international law expertsin Australia
in an open letter on 26 February. Thelist was
headed by former High Court judge Ronald
Wilson; Professor Hilary Charlesworth, the
Director of the Centre for International and
Public Law; Professor David Kinley, the Di-
rector of the Castan Centre for Human
Rights Law; Professor Tim McCormack, the
Director of the Centre for Military Law; and
Professor Gillian Triggs, the Director of the
Institute for International and Comparative
Law. This eminent group of Australian inter-
national law experts could not have been
clearer when they said:

The initiation of a war against Irag by the self
styled coalition of the willing would be a funda-
mental violation of international law.

As law makers, we should be concerned to
ensure compliance with the law, whether the
law be local, national or international. The
Howard government, by its action of joining
this invasion, has placed Australia outside
the law.

The United Nations Security Council was
the only body which could have authorised
an invasion of Irag and they expresdy de-
clined to do so. Why? Because, again, under
the United Nations charter, article 42, force
is only justified if peaceful means ‘prove to
be inadequate’. In other words, until the in-
spections process clearly was not working,
the United Nations itself could not authorise
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force under its own charter. The frustration is
that the process was working. In 1980 and
1990, Iraq invaded its neighbors—twice in a
decade. Since the inspections regime started
in 1991, Irag has not invaded anybody. Its
power has been broken; it has been success-
fully contained. As Richard Wool cott puts it,
the process of containment was effective.

| have heard government members say in
this debate that an invasion is necessary be-
cause of the 12 years of failure of UN in-
spections. Failure? Who has Irag invaded in
12 years? Nobody. Who has it threatened?
Nobody. Where are the links between Irag
and al-Qaeda? They are unproven. As former
British foreign secretary Robin Cook pointed
out when resigning from Tony Blair's cabi-
net on Monday, more weapons and missiles
have been destroyed by UN inspectors since
1991 than were destroyed by the US in the
1991 Gulf War. He said:

Ironically, it is only because Iragq's military
forces are so weak that we can even contemplate
its invasion. ... We cannot base our military strat-
egy on the assumption that Saddam is weak and
at the same time justify pre-emptive action on the
claim that heisathreat.

And he said:

Our interests are best protected not by unilateral
action but by multilateral agreement and a world
order governed by rules.

This notion that the UN has failed is part of
what Richard Woolcott refers to as the ‘de-
ception of the Australian people’ implicit in
this policy. Judging by some of the speeches
| have heard here today, the government has
apparently extended that deception to its own
backbench.

Containment has worked. It has worked
and, under article 42, if containment is
working then the UN and its members are
obliged to continue with it until peaceful
measures prove to be ineffective. | would
prefer that today Australia was lining up with
its long-term allies New Zealand and Can-
ada, the magjority of the UN Security Coun-
cil, the majority of the European Union, the
majority of the Commonwealth of Nations
and the overwhelming majority of our Asian
neighbours and the United Nations in op-
posing this unilateral act of aggression. It
will take years to repair the damage done to
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our international standing by this act. The
three decades spent since the Vietham War in
trying to build up an internationally credible
and independent foreign policy have been
scuppered by this government, along with
much of our standing in Asia.

| value our alliance with the United States.
It is an important part of our foreign policy.
But sometimes, even to our friends, we need
to say, ‘You are wrong,’ as Canada, Ger-
many, Ireland, France and New Zealand have
done. Instead, we are marching into delin-
quency by our bigger, stronger friend's side.
I will finish with a quote from America it-
sdlf, from this morning's editorial in the New
York Times. It sums up what a mess George
Bush and his neoconservative hawks have
gotten their country and now our country
into. It says:
This page has never wavered in the belief that Mr.
Hussein must be disarmed. Our problem is with
the wrongheaded way this administration has
gone about it. ... This war crowns a period of ter-
rible diplomatic failure, Washington's worst in at
least a generation. ... At a time when America
most needs the world to see its actions in the best
possible light, they will probably be seen in the
Worst.

| could not have said it better.

My sympathies today are with our serving
men and women in the Persian Gulf. A
young cousin of mine is included among
them. He and they will have my prayers that
they all come home safely. My thoughts are
also with the innocent civilians of Bagh-
dad—the human shields that Hussein will
deploy to prevent an invasion. | urge our
military planners to insist on the strictest
possible terms of engagement to minimise
civilian casualties and to bring our troops
home as soon as possible.

Senator CROSSIN (Northern Territory)
(5.19 p.m)—This is a war that this country
and the international community do not need.
| am opposed to the war against Irag to
which the Prime Minister has just committed
Australia. | have heard no compelling argu-
ments that convince me that this is the right
thing to do at this point in time. Along with
many other citizens in this country | have
been subjected to a raft of emotive and un-
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proven claims by this government that thisis
the only option.

This is not a week in the history of our
nation that will be remembered fondly. No
case for war has been made and no case has
been made that we are acting in the best in-
terests of this country or the international
community. Many Australian people are op-
posed to any military action without the ap-
proval of the United Nations. Hundreds of
thousands of Australians have peacefully
demonstrated this. In my home city of Dar-
win there have now been a number of public
ralies such as the one held last Saturday.
More than 2,000 people took to the streets of
Darwin to try and convince this government
that thisisthe wrong decision. Thisis a deci-
sion that does not have the support of at least
70 per cent of the Australian population.

The Labor Party has consistently argued
since last April that there should be no mili-
tary action in Iraq outside the authority of the
United Nations. There is a better alternative
to achieve the disarmament of Iraq and that
is to allow the United Nations processes to
work and give the UN weapons inspectors
the full and complete support they need to
finish the job that they started. Labor there-
fore believes that in the absence of an agreed
United Nations Security Council resolution
authorising military action against Iraq there
isno basis for military action to disarm Iraq,
including action involving our Defence
Force.

Some would argue that the time is up for
Iraq and that 12 years is enough time for
them to have complied with the resol ution of
the United Nations. But is it not the decision
of the United Nations to decide when their
time is up? Why is it that suddenly George
Bush should expect the rest of the world to
fall in line because he says it is time to
move? We are about to become, for the first
timein our history, a military aggressor. This
Prime Minister has decided that we will be
part of a coalition of moral arbiters and de-
cide the fate of some countries but not oth-
ers. For the first time, the maintenance of a
bipartisan national security policy has been
pushed aside by the government.

There is no consistency in the palicies of
this government in dealing with this matter.
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The circumstances of North Korea and the
position we find ourselves in today go back
to 1994. Is their time up? If not, why not?
Will Zimbabwe be next? If the Prime Min-
ister is pushing the argument that we need to
invade Iraq because of its human rights
abuses then why is it not convenient for the
coalition of the willing to marsha troops
against Zimbabwe? The answer is. because
there is no consistent and logical argument to
this government’s approach when it comes to
foreign palicy.

Prime Minister Howard has failed to make
the case as to why the war in Iraq is now the
only option for Australia. He has failed to
bring the Australian people into his confi-
dence and to explain to them why this war is
right. But, most importantly, his decision to
take Australia to war is wrong because it
does not have the authority of the United
Nations Security Council. It is morally
wrong. Any disarmament of lrag must be
done under the umbrella of the UN Security
Council.

The Prime Minister has undermined more
than 50 years of commitment to the United
Nations. He places at risk the trust that this
nation has with so many other nations who
have relied upon us and our role in advocat-
ing international humanitarian law brought
about by peaceful and cooperative means
rather than force. The United Nations Secre-
tary-General has pointed out that action out-
side the UN would not be in conformity with
the UN Charter and would undermine the
legitimacy of and support for such action.
Regardless of whether or not this action is
legal, it is wrong—morally wrong—and it is
the wrong decision to make.

Those who support the United Nations
would argue that the UN processes should be
supported. It is through these processes that a
peaceful resolution to the situation concern-
ing Irag should be found. Unilateral invasion
of Irag when weapons inspectors were mak-
ing progress in disarming this regime sets a
dangerous precedent that may have horren-
dous consequences for global stability. One
of the Prime Minister’s arguments as to why
we are going to war rests on the assumption
that a unilateral attack on Iraq would prevent
another terrorist attack such as the one in
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Bali. Thereis no evidence to suggest that this
attack on Iraq will stop al-Qaeda or Jemaah
Islamiah. The Prime Minister has presented
no evidence of a link between Iraq and al-
Qaeda’s terrorist attack on America or the
onein Bali. He has failed to present evidence
that Iraq represents a real and immediate
threat to our security.

The US, the UK and Australia have all ar-
gued that the war against Irag would not be
against Islam but against terrorism. How-
ever, the perception—and possibly the real-
ity—will be otherwise. Muslim political and
religious leaders, including Indonesia’s for-
eign minister, have warned that this may be
seen as a war on Muslims. The very impact
of this attack may in fact add to the recruit-
ment of radical Islamic organisations not
only in South-East Asia but in other coun-
tries around the globe. Arab and other Mus-
lim leaders have warned that an attack on
Iraq will result in terrorist attacks against the
US and its allies. The attack of 28 February
on the US consulate in Karachi may well be
ataste of thingsto comeif this war proceeds.
Jordan, Egypt and—in our own region—In-
donesia may face increased domestic insta-
bility and resort to tough and repressive
measures.

A war with Irag will increase the threat
Australia faces from international terrorism.
We need to ensure that the security of Aus-
tralians and Australia in the region of South-
East Asia is strengthened and enhanced
rather than put in further jeopardy. We have a
situation where Indonesia, through its presi-
dent, has declared its opposition to Austra-
lia's commitment of troops to any military
action on lIrag. Our participation in East
Timor and Afghanistan are the reasons why
this country became a terrorist threat in
South-East Asia. What will be the conse-
guences of an Australian military attack on
Irag? Will we in fact become more of a ter-
rorist target in the future?

This government's first responsibility
must be to ensure our country's security
within our own region of South-East Asia,
our own neighbourhood and our own back-
yard. That is why this war is not in Austra-
lia's national interest. As a middle power,
Australia’s national interest lies in a world
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where countries abide by the rule of law and
where the UN Security Council is responsi-
ble for international security and peace. | do
not believe that John Howard's decision to
take this country to war against Iraq as one
of only three countries of the 191 countries
of the United Nations is good for our na-
tional security. John Howard's war will make
Australia less secure, not more secure, from
terrorism in our region. Unilateralism is the
wrong policy for Australia and it is the
wrong policy for the world. War must always
be the last resort, not the first option. That is
why we believe that diplomacy—and the
weapons inspectors—must be given every
chance to succeed. Weapons inspections
have been achieving results. They should
have been given a finite period to bring
about the peaceful disarmament of Iraqg.

The Iragi people are aready in a highly
vulnerable situation. With Irag’s basic infra-

structures eroded by decades of war, national
mismanagement and 12 years of sanctions,
another war in Irag will have even more dev-
astating humanitarian consequences for the
civilian population. Civilian casualties of
war have risen from 14 per cent in World
War | to 67 per cent in World War 1l to 90
per cent from the wars in the 1990s. It has
been estimated that the total number of casu-
aties of the 1991 Gulf War and its aftermath
was 205,500 people. In Bosniait is estimated
that 30,000 women were raped as part of the
strategy to use sexua violence against
women as a weapon of war.

The immediate problem will be providing
humanitarian aid and dealing with the in-
crease in lragi refugees as a direct result of
the invasion. This is on top of the estimated
800,000 to one million people currently dis-
placed internally and the 750,00 people al-
ready living in neighbouring countries. The
majority of these people are women and
children. In the event of a war in Iraqg, there
could be upwards of two million internally
displaced people in urgent need of shelter,
food and access to health care services.
Some scenarios of war in Irag suggest that
large numbers of displaced people may seek
refuge beyond Iraq’s borders. Up to 1.5 mil-
lion of those will be civilians.
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Apart from the risk to Iragis if neigh-
bouring states close their borders, past evi-
dence from both Kosovo and Irag illustrates
that the potential is great for large numbers
of civilians to become trapped in areas of
conflict. When people are trapped intention-
aly, they are being used as human shields.
These are innocent people who, no doubt,
within a week will have lost their lives. Cur-
rently about 60 per cent of the Iragi popula-
tion are dependent upon the United Nations
for food. More than 40 per cent of the popu-
lation are under 15 years old. Just think of
that: more than 40 per cent of the population
of Irag are children. They are under 15 years
old and have been made vulnerable to dis-
eases as a result of poor water supply and
lack of medicine. With over 15 million peo-
ple of Irag's 20 million people aready on
food rations as a consequence of the last war,
over 10 years of sanctions and the palicies of
the Iragi government, there are huge risks to
millions of people, especially vulnerable
groups such as women and children.

During the 1991 air strikes in Irag, the
electrical supply was crippled. Eleven years
later, it is estimated that one-third of the na-
tion's power supply is still down. Water and
sanitation systems rely on this electricity.
Most urban homes get piped water but two-
thirds of it is untreated. Only 46 per cent of
rural houses have piped water. Any military
action that damages power supplies will in-
evitably destroy the already fragile water and
sanitation systems. The United Nations has
appealed to the US for at least $US120 mil-
lion to pay for urgent planning. The US has
offered only $18.3 million, with another $40
million in the pipeline. Australia has offered
a pitiful amount of $10 million for humani-
tarian relief, as opposed to the $900 million
that has been set aside to pay for thiswar. So
we will be putting more money into the war
effort and into our military attack than to-
wards hel ping these people recover from the
devastation that we cause.

In the event of awar in Irag, more than 11
million people could be inimmediate need of
humanitarian assistance. Humanitarian aid
agencies have aready expressed dismay
about the lack of planning and coordination
of funds. In today’'s paper, we have aready
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seen aid agencies such as CARE Audtralia
calling for donations to assist the victims of
war, and this is before the first bomb has
been dropped. The Chairman of CARE Aus-
tralia, Sir William Deane, has aready
warned that, while the refugee camp will
have a capacity of 20,000, nobody really
knows how many refugees there will be.

Given the Howard government has now
committed to military action without UN
Security Council authorisation, we oppose
the use of military forces and urge their im-
mediate withdrawal. But with that being
said, | want to state for the record that | sup-
port the troops on active duty in the Middle
East. On 8 February, | was at Katherin€'s
Tindal air base to farewd | No. 75 Squadron.
These Defence Force personnel and their
families have my total respect and commit-
ment to ensure that they are looked after and
protected by our community. While Austra-
lian troops are deployed, we have given an
undertaking that their every need and those
of their families will be met.

| want to correct the record in relation to
the misconceptions and mistruths conveyed
by my colleague Senator Scullion in his
speech on this issue this morning. At no time
has there been any suggestion that the trade
union movement would seek to block, pre-
vent or inhibit any of the supplies going to
our troops, ho matter where they are serving.
To suggest otherwise is grossly misleading
the Australian public, these troops and their
families. The President of the ACTU and
other trade union leaders around this country
have categorically squashed this rumour.
These people have our full support, and this
will continue without interference or actions
by any groupsin our community.

Australia should not be involved in this
war. It iswrong. It is not in our national in-
terests, and there is a better way to achieve
the disarmament of Irag. Labor strongly op-
posed the predeployment of troops to the
gulf, but our argument is with the govern-
ment, not the defence forces. They will a-
ways have our support.

One of my favourite sections in the Bible
isthe gospd of Matthew, chapter 5. Many of
you will be more familiar with this section as
the Sermon on the Mount, and in particular
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the phrase, ‘ Blessed are the peacemakers, for
they shall be called God's children.’ | want to
finish by commending the heroes and the
peacemakers who have emerged during this
sorry saga in the chapter of this country’s
and the world's history. These include all of
our troops and their families; men like Robin
Cook, a minister in the Blair government in
the UK, who had the strength and the tenac-
ity to resign yesterday over his government’s
stance on the matter; and ordinary people
who have had enough courage to take to the
streets and voice their protest over this war.
As well as the many millions of people
around the world who have been protesting,
there are those who have stood silently each
morning outsi de the entrance to this building,
holding pictures of doves. Your efforts have
not gone unnaticed.

| also want to commend women such as
Glenda Cloughley and Judith Clingan, who
composed a song called Lament, which was
sung so effectively in the entrance to Parlia-
ment House yesterday. | would like to end by
putting these words on the record, as a re-
minder of the horrors of this war and the
strong objection that the ordinary people of
this country have to the decision of this gov-
ernment to be part of a unilateral military
attack on Irag. The words of the song are:
Open the doors of the chambers of your hearts,
Open your minds to our song.

We sing for peace, through the power of love,
Hear the wisdom of women, hear our song.
Weep for our sistersin danger,

Weep for our brothers and children.

Sound the cries of grief and despair,

Sound the lament for the dead.

Senator GREIG (Western Australia)
(5.37 p.m.)—In recent days there has been
much debate and speculation about whether
or not an attack on Iraq under the current
circumstances is legal or illegal, about
whether or not an attack on Irag, without UN
sanction, justifies bombing Baghdad. | share
the views of those eminent lawyers and legal
groups that wrote in the Age newspaper on
26 February:

The initiation of a war against Iraq by the self-

styled ‘coalition of the willing’ would be a fun-
damental violation of international law.
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Asthat article so el oquently stated:

Respect for international law must be the first
concern of the Australian Government if it seeks
to punish the Iragi Government for not respecting
international law.

The same government which gave us the
Tampa incident and the more disgraceful
SIEVX and ‘children overboard’ excuses is
now telling us that bombing the Iragi people
is necessary and lawful. What | think is un-
healthy in this debate is the primary focus on
the so-called legal issues surrounding the
war and the lack of focus on the morality of
it. | think most Australians want a moral not
a lega judtification for the impending death
and destruction, to which our service person-
nel will contribute on the say-so of the ex-
ecutive and without the support of the people
or the imprimatur of parliament.

Much has been made of Saddam
Hussein's dictatorship and horrendous bru-
tality, especially against his own people. Just
last Thursday, the Prime Minister was in-
voking the image of Iragi soldiers gouging
out the eyes of a child in order to extract
confessions from the child’s parents. Thereis
no question that this is horrendous, but there
are many equally horrendous acts of crimi-
nality and violence by other leaders and
other regimes over which our government
has made little or no protest. It certainly has
not called for invasion or regime change in
those areas. | am reminded of the abuses and
violence and trashing of democracy currently
under way in Zimbabwe under President
Mugabe.

Not a day has passed in recent weeks
where the Prime Minister has not gone out of
his way to labour the point that Saddam
Hussein has repeatedly thumbed his nose at
United Nations directives and obligations.
For those of us who have repeatedly called
on Mr Howard and the Australian govern-
ment to honour its UN commitments and
obligations, this hypocrisy is galling. As a
nation, we ignore treaties and obligations on
human rights and the environment fre-
guently. In the most cruel and supreme irony,
we must not forget that that some of the
asylum seekers being turned around and
harshly dealt with by the Howard govern-
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ment are those fleeing the tyranny of Saddam
Hussein and the horrors of Irag.

The government has had a long distrust of
and lack of interest in the United Nations,
and has never really been its defender or ad-
vocate. In that sense it is no different to the
United States, which also has a long antipa-
thy with the UN and international bench-
marks generally. Never was this made more
stark than in recent debates and decisions
about the prospect of an International Crimi-
nal Court. Australia was a strong advocate
and initiator of an international war crimes
tribunal, which thankfully is now under way.
However, there was no greater opposition
and resistance to the establishment of the
ICC than from the Bush administration.

In shunning the court, the US has argued
that it is best placed to look after its own and
to investigate and prosecute US war crimi-
nals in accordance with its own processes
and procedure rather than rely on or contrib-
ute to the ICC. But history teaches us to be
very cautious and concerned about such a
bold promise. It was 35 years ago this
month, on 16 March 1968, that more than
500 Vietnamese civilians were massacred at
My Lai. In an extraordinary scene, a com-
pany of US troops under Lieutenant William
Calley went on a rampage against Vietnam-
ese civilians. Helicopter pilot Hugh Thomp-
son, outraged at what he saw, landed the
helicopter and ordered his gunners to hold
the US soldiers at bay while he coaxed the
terrified survivors out of a bunker before
taking them to safety. A year later, 25 US
soldiers were charged with murder, though
only Calley was convicted. Sentenced to
hard labour for life—following public out-
cry—he was released after less than three
years of reatively comfortable house arrest.
Very recently, in 1998, Thompson was to
receive an official decoration after a 10-year
campaign by admirers.

Yet in his speech to the world yesterday
President Bush issued a stern warning. He
told Iragi service personnel that they should
not fight to protect their country or they
would be prosecuted for war crimes. But
America's track record on prosecuting war
crimes does not give us much hope that these
Iragis will have any access to justice. Per-
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haps the president intends to lock them up at
Guantanamo Bay and torture them, as he has
done to prisoners of war captured in Af-
ghanistan. Those prisoners are being held
incommunicado in unacceptable conditions.
They have not been charged or brought to
trial. They are not permitted any contact with
their families or with legal counsel.

The US has taken every measure it can to
ensure that these detainees are afforded no
protection under international law and no
protection under American law. It refuses to
characterise the detainees as prisoners of war
and, on this basis, denies them any protection
under the Geneva conventions. Those con-
ventions would, at the very least, enable
them to challenge the basis of their deten-
tion. Given that there are allegations that a
number of detainees are being unlawfully
detained because their seizure was based on
inaccurate intelligence, or they were simply
in the wrong place at the wrong time, it is
important that they be given the opportunity
to access a court to challenge the lawfulness
of their detention. The Geneva conventions
would also require the United States to treat
these people humandly.

It was disturbing to read the recent find-
ings of a coronia inquiry into the death of
two detainees held by the US in Afghanistan.
The investigation found that the two men
were victims of homicide committed by US
personndl. They were literally beaten to
death during questioning. Not only has the
US declared that it has no obligation to com-
ply with the Geneva conventions in its de-
tention of these people, but, by detaining
them outside America, in Afghanistan and
Cuba, it has ensured that they have no pro-
tection under US law.

Just last week, the US Court of Appeals
handed down its decision on awrit of habeas
corpus which had been filed by the families
of 16 of the Guantanamo Bay families. The
Bush administration applied to have the pro-
ceedings struck out. The court found that, as
Guantanamo Bay was being leased by the
United States from Cuba, the detainees were
not being held on US sovereign territory.
This meant that they were not afforded any
protection under the US constitution.
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Of course, we know that any prisoners
taken during the war against Iraq will not be
tried for war crimes in the International
Criminal Court. Although the ICC was es
tablished specifically for the prosecution of
war crimes and other crimes against human-
ity, such as genocide, the United States nei-
ther recognises the court nor accepts its ju-
risdiction. This also means that no American
service men or women will be tried in the
International Criminal Court should they
engage in war crimes during the coming war
with Iraqg.

In August last year, the United States
passed the American Servicemembers Pro-
tection Act. | wonder whether many Austra-
lians are familiar with this act; | suspect that
they would be somewhat shocked by its pro-
visons. The American Servicemembers
Protection Act prohibits US cooperation and
intelligence sharing with the ICC. It restricts
US participation in UN peacekeeping opera-
tions. It authorises the President to use ‘all
means necessary’ to free any US or allied
personnel held by or on behalf of the ICC.
Because of this power—to use force against
the Netherlands, where the ICC will be
based—the legidation has been widely re-
ferred to as the ‘Hague Invasion Act’. But
the provision which | think would shock
most Australians is the one which prohibits
the US providing military assistance to any
country which has ratified the Rome statute.
While Australia has indeed ratified the Rome
statute, we are one of a small number of
countries that have been granted an exemp-
tion from this provision.

However, this says a lot about the US's
attitude to justice and to global security.
Clearly, the US intends to play only on its
own terms. It intends to determine what con-
stitutes a war crime and what does not. It
will decide when prisoners of war can have
access to a fair trial and when they cannot.
The US has made very clear that it will not
be accountable to the international commu-
nity in the pursuit of its military strategy
which, according to George Bush's national
security strategy, is to maintain and increase
the power of the United States and to pre-
emptively attack any country which hinders
it in this pursuit. America will do what is
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best for America. The American Service-
members Protection Act and George Bush's
national security strategy confirm that.

Since the end of World War |1, the United
States has bombed 18 different countries,
some more than once. The countries bombed
and the dates of bombing are: China between
1945 and 1946; Korea between 1950 and
1953; China, again, between 1950 and 1953;
Guatemala in 1954; Indonesia in 1958; Cuba
in 1959 and 1960; Guatemala in 1960; the
Congo in 1964; Peru in 1965; Laos between
1964 and 1973; Vietnam between 1961 and
1973; Cambodia between 1969 and 1970;
Guatemala between 1967 and 1969; Grenada
in 1983; Libya in 1986; El Salvador in the
1980s; Nicaragua in the 1980s; Panama in
1989; Irag between 1991 and 2003; Sudan in
1998; Afghanistan in 1998; Yugoslavia in
1999; and Afghanistan, again, in 2001. Not
once, in any of these instances, did a demo-
cratic government, mindful of human rights,
come about as a result. Now the US is set to
doit againin Irag—and with our unwavering
and obsequious support.

We are a sovereign nation; therefore we
must devel op independent foreign policy and
not back Bush. We should be working to-
wards a change of government in lrag
through legal means and charging Saddam
Hussein with war crimes and crimes against
humanity. We should not target the Iragi
people, who have no opportunity to change
their government. The Prime Minister has
offered up facilities like Pine Gap and Aus-
tralian seaports to the US military, and now
he has offered up Australian lives. The Prime
Minister should bring our troops home now.
The UN estimates that a war would create
1.4 million refugees. If neighbouring coun-
tries close their borders, then we will have a
massive humanitarian disaster. A recent
British report by medical experts warns that
war against Iraq could kill half a million
people and most would be civilians. When
Iraq released its 12,000-page weapons decla-
ration to the UN two months ago, the US
seized the first copies and edited out sensi-
tive information before presenting it to the
other members of the Security Council. That
sensitive information turned out to be that 24
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American companies supplied Irag with
technol ogy for weapons of mass destruction.

As Australians, we need to be aware of
US foreign policy and activities if our gov-
ernment is going to embrace them. So | ask
the following questions: which country top-
pled the democratic president in Iran and
installed the dictatorial shah? Which country
stands firmly behind the house of Saud in
order to protect its oil interests, even though
Saudi Arabiaisabrutal and feudal place and
only dightly less fundamentalist than the
Taliban were? Which country until recently
financed and trained the Taliban? Which
country backed and supported Saddam
Hussein even after he gassed thousands of
his own people? Which country sold him the
chemicals that were used to do it? The an-
swer, of course, is America. It is not anti-
American to raise these issues. It is not anti-
American to want a better way of life and a
safer and more secure world. It is pro-
Australian to advocate these things. | support
the US as allies, but that does not mean we
have to be devotees of US palicy. We need to
develop our own independent foreign policy
which has the support of the Australian peo-
ple and the respect of the United Nations.
Only in that way can we work towards peace
for ourselves and for our region. For that
reason, | support the amendment proposed
by the opposition and, better sill, the
amendment moved to that by the Leader of
the Democrats, Senator Bartlett.

Before closing, | want to make reference
to item (f) in the government’s motion. This
expresses its unequivocal support for the
Australian service men and women and other
personnel serving with this international
codlition. | have no difficulty with that—I
support that—but | would argue that you
cannot offer unequivocal support for our
service personnel unless you treat them all
equally. The fact remains that there are many
gay and lesbian personnd in the Australian
defence forces and, although the ban on their
serving in the ADF was lifted in 1992, there
is no recognition of them or their relation-
ships. The result is that if a serving gay or
lesbian ADF member is killed or injured
during the coming war then not only is their
partner at home, if they have one, not enti-
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tled to death benefits, compensation or a sur-
viving partner’s pension but they are not
even entitled to grief counselling. | find this
appalling. 1 would like to send a particular
message to those people and say to them that
not al politicians are hogtile to them and
their relationship; not all parties believe in
continuing this disgraceful discrimination. It
must be a very difficult, tense and stressful
time for all service personnd, but there is a
particular anxiety for those who do not re-
ceive the full support of their government,
despiteitsrhetoric.

Senator BRANDIS (Queendand) (5.52
p.m.)—
How horrible, fantastic, incredible it is that we
should be [preparing for war] here because of a
quarrel in a far-away country between people of
whom we know nothing.
You would think, Mr Acting Deputy Presi-
dent, that | was quoting from Simon Crean's
speech to the House of Representatives yes-
terday, because that was the gravamen of it.
But that is not what | was quoting from. |
was quoting from Neville Chamberlain’'s
broadcast to the British people on the even-
ing of Tuesday, 27 September 1938. Two
days later, Chamberlain flew to Munich.
When he returned he was greeted as a hero,
because the easiest political case to make in
the world is to say, ‘I am for peace. | am
against war. | don’t want war and | will save
you from its consequences.’

But people who make the error that
Chamberlain made—people who make the
error that cowardly political leaders made in
the 1930s—only invite wider war, greater
devastation and greater suffering in the fu-
ture. That was the nightmare of the 1930s—a
world of ungoverned dictators, a world of
impotent international institutions, in which
dissrmament was unachievable—and the
leaders charged with responsibility for pro-
tecting their peoples were too feeble to take
action to keep the peace by enforcing disar-
mament and chose instead to appease dicta-
tors. So, as a result of the catastrophic poli-
cies of the 1930s, the world was plunged into
the most serious war it has ever known, in
which there was more suffering, not less,
because in the 1930s the leaders of the West
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avoided hard decisions to enforce the peace
by compelling a dictator to disarm.

After the Second World War came to an
end—after all of the suffering and the deaths
of up to 50 million people—the world gath-
ered itself together and it resolved, ‘Never
again. Never again will we repeat the mis-
takes of the 1930s. Never will we let ungov-
erned dictators keep their armaments and be
a threat to their region, their neighbours and
to the peace of the world. So we will develop
new and better international institutions and,
unlike the League of Nations, those interna-
tional ingtitutions will know that they have
the collective force and will of mankind to
enforce the peace.” That was the noble dream
that inspired the United Nations.

As Sir Michael Howard, the distinguished
British historian, wrote in his book War and
the Liberal Conscience, after the 1930s it
was the liberal conscience which demanded
the use of force and it was the liberal con-
science which demanded that international
institutions be given the power to compel
disarmament before failure to disarm spins
into devastating and uncontrollable war. Let
me quote what Sir Michad Howard said,
speaking of the sentiment that energised and
inspired those who, in the 1940s, devised the
United Nations. He wrote:

Germany had transgressed against the public law
of nations, as much by her internal as by her ex-
ternal crimes. That law had been vindicated by a
concert of peace-loving powers, no longer Euro-
pean only, but now worldwide, the United Na-
tions. And this time there must be no mistake.
This time there must be no mistake: the new or-
ganisation, unlike the League of Nations, should
be explicitly and unambiguously a league to en-
force peace ...

[In October 1943] the Allies signed in Moscow a
Declaration, by which they agreed to establish a
general international organisation, based upon the
sovereign equality of al nations; for the mainte-
nance of peace and security; which would include
provision for military forces to be available to
meet a threat to the peace.

That sentiment was captured by Cordell
Hull, Roosevelt's Secretary of State, when he
said in September 1943:

It is abundantly clear that a system of organised

international cooperation for the maintenance of
peace must be based upon the willingness of the
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cooperating nations to use force if necessary to
keep the peace.

The circumstances which have arisen in Irag
and which have come to a climax this week
are the very set of circumstances for which
the United Nations was created and the very
set of circumstances in which the founders—
those who concelved of the United Na
tions—resolved 60 years ago never again to
repeat the errors of policy, and the structural
failures of the League of Nations, which led
the world into a devastating war.

Let me take you through it, Mr Acting
Deputy President. Let me take you through
the chapter of events that has brought the
world to this pass. We can start on 2 August
1990 when Iraq invaded Kuwait. It was an
unprovoked act of aggression. That day the
Security Council met in urgent session in
New York and passed resolution 660. Reso-
lution 660 stated, among other things, that
the Security Council:

... Demands that Iraq withdraw immediately and
unconditionally all its forces to the positions in
which they were located on 1 August 1990.

That resolution was ignored. On 29 Novem-
ber 1990 the UN Security Council passed
resolution 678. That resolution provided, so
far asisrelevant, that the Security Council:

... Authorizes Member States co-operating with
the Government of Kuwait, unless Irag on or be-
fore 15 January 1991 fully implements [resolution
660] to use all necessary means to uphold and
implement resolution 660 ... and all subsequent
relevant resolutions and to restore international
peace and security in the area ...

It goes on to request all states ‘to provide
appropriate support for the actions under-
taken in pursuance of paragraph 2.

As we know, that resolution was also ig-
nored by Irag, and so the Gulf War began. It
was brought to a cease-fire. That cease-fire
was sanctioned by the United Nations Secu-
rity Council, which on 3 April 1991, passed
resolution 687, the relevant provisions of
which are that the Security Council:

8. Decidesthat Irag shall unconditionally ac-
cept the destruction, removal, or rendering harm-
less, under international supervision, of:

(@& All chemical and biological weapons and all
stocks of agents and all related subsystems and
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components and all research, development, sup-
port and manufacturing facilities related thereto;
(b) All ballistic missiles with a range greater
than one hundred and fifty kilometres and related
major parts and repair and production facilities;

9. Decides also, for the implementation of
paragraph 8, the following:

(@ Irag shal submit to the Secretary-
General, within fifteen days of the adoption of the
present resol ution—
that is, by 18 April 1991—

a declaration on the locations, amounts and types
of al items specified in paragraph 8 and agree to
urgent, on-site inspection as specified below ...
The resol ution goes on to state that the Secu-
rity Council:

10. Decides further that Irag shall uncondi-

tionally undertake not to use, develop, construct
or acquire any of the items specified in para-
graphs 8 and 9 above and requests the Secretary-
Generdl ... to develop a plan for the future ongo-
ing monitoring and verification of Irag's compli-
ance with the present paragraph, to be submitted
to the Council for approval ...
Mr Acting Deputy President, what happened
after resolution 687 was endorsed unani-
mously on 3 April 1991? Let me tell you
what happened—and, in doing so, | draw
from the speech by the Prime Minister of the
United Kingdom, Mr Blair, in the House of
Commons overnight in which he sets out,
chapter and verse, the history of noncompli-
ance.

After resolution 687, a declaration was
made by Saddam Hussein that was a blanket
denial that there existed any weapons of
mass destruction. That declaration was false.
Inspectors arrived in Irag. In March 1992
Iraq admitted that it had previoudly lied to
the United Nations and said that it had unde-
clared weapons of mass destruction but that
it had destroyed them. It gave another full
and final declaration. Again the inspectors
proceeded. In October 1994 Iraq refused to
cooperate any further with UNSCOM, the
then inspection body. Under threat of mili-
tary action, the inspections resumed. In
March 1995 a further full and final declara-
tion was made by Irag under resolution
687—this the fourth. By July 1995 Iraq had
admitted that that declaration, the March
1995 declaration, was also false. In August
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1995 Iraq made another full and final decla-
ration, again denying that it possessed weap-
ons of mass destruction. This is the fifth full
and final declaration.

A week after the August 1995 declaration,
Saddam Hussein's son-in-law, Hussein Ka-
mal, defected. He disclosed a far more exten-
sive inventory of biological and chemical
agents than had ever been imagined. And he
revealed to the West for the first time that
Iraq had weaponised them, something that
Hussein had always previously denied. Irag
then, under pressure from that revelation,
was forced to release documents which re-
vealed that each of its five previous full and
final declarations was false. In November
1995 Jordan intercepted prohibited compo-
nents for missiles for use as part of a weap-
ons of mass destruction program.

In June 1996 Saddam Hussein made an-
other—this the sixth—full and final declara-
tion in pretended compliance with resolution
687. That too turned out to be false. In June
1997 inspectors were barred from specific
sites. In September 1997 Saddam Hussein
made another—this the seventh—full and
final declaration in pretended compliance
with resolution 687. That was also subse-
quently revealed to be false. In the mean-
time, the weapons inspectors had discovered
VX nerve agent production equipment,
something that the Iragis had always denied
existed. In October 1997 America and Brit-
ain threatened military action if Irag contin-
ued to refuse to comply with the inspectors.
Finaly, in February 1998, Kofi Annan went
to Baghdad to negotiate an arrangement with
Hussein for the inspections to continue. They
did until August 1998, when Hussein ex-
pelled the inspectors from Irag. The last of
them left in December 1998.

In 1999 a new inspection body,
UNMOVIC, was set up. Hussein refused its
officers permission to enter Irag. Under pres-
sure of military threat once again, the offi-
cers of UNMOVIC were let in. Again
Hussein made yet a further—an eighth—full
and final declaration that he had no weapons
of mass destruction. When the UNSCOM
inspectors had left in 1998, they delivered a
report which said that there were unac-
counted for 10,000 litres of anthrax; a far-
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reaching VX nerve agent program; up to
6,500 chemical munitions; at least 80 tonnes
of mustard gas and possibly more than 10
times that amount; unquantifiable amounts of
sarin, botulinum toxin and a host of other
biological poisons; and an entire Scud mis-
sile program. The UNMOVIC inspections
proceeded, with a consistent lack of coop-
eration from Saddam Hussein.

And so ultimately, on 8 November 2002,
the United States took to the UN Security
Council resolution 1441. Resolution 1441, as
we have heard before, was the 17th resolu-
tion since resolution 687, 12 years earlier, in
which the obligation of resolution 687 was
restated and, for the 17th time, Iraq was de-
clared to be in material breach of its obliga-
tions under that resolution—resolution 687
being the terms of the cease-fire. Resolution
1441—a unanimous resolution—recited,
among other things, that the Security Council
decides:

... that Iraq has been and remains in material
breach of its obligations under relevant resolu-
tions, including resolution 687 (1991), in par-
ticular through Irag's failure to cooperate with
United Nations inspectors and the IAEA, and to
complete the actions required under paragraphs 8
to 13 of resolution 687.

It goes on to say:

... that false statements or omissions in the decla-
rations submitted by Iraq pursuant to this resolu-
tion and failure by Irag at any time to comply
with, and cooperate fully in the implementation
of, this resolution shall constitute a further mate-
rial breach of Irag’'s obligations and will be re-
ported to the Council ...

It continues:

... that Irag shall provide UNMOVIC and the
IAEA immediate, unimpeded, unconditional, and
unrestricted access ...

That resolution, as we know, has also been
breached.

On 17 occasions, the United Nations Se-
curity Council, in each case unanimoudly,
has decreed that Irag must disarm and has
insisted that Iraq make available to inspec-
tion by UN weapons inspectors evidence of
its disarmament. Consistently, time and
again—eight times that | can count—Iraq
has delivered, in pretended compliance with
United Nations resolutions, declarations
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which it has itsalf subsequently admitted to
be false. Every concession that has been ex-
tracted from Irag—and there have been pre-
cious few—has been extracted under the
credible threat of the use of force. And ill,
as Dr Blix and Dr ElBaradei reported to the
United Nations Security Council in their first
report in the last week of January, Irag does
not appreciate the need to take seriously and
in good faith its obligations under 17 United
Nations Security Council resolutions. And
that is where the matter sits. But for the Ma-
chiavellian diplomatic stratagems of the
French in putting it beyond the power of the
United Nations Security Council to enforce
resolution 1441, there can be little doubt
what the Security Council would and, more
importantly, should have done.

Let me return to where | began: the whole
point of the noble dream of the United Na-
tions was to prevent a reoccurrence of the
nightmare of the 1930s—to prevent a reoc-
currence of the nightmare scenario in which
dictators in the 1930s, like Adolf Hitler, and
in the world today, like Saddam Hussein,
could develop weapons that would threaten
their neighbours, threaten their region and
threaten the world without the international
community enforcing disarmament upon
them and compdling them to accept and
abide by their international obligations.

There is plenty of legal authority for the
United Nations, under resolutions 687, 678
and 660, now to proceed. That is the opinion
of Mr Bill Campbell QC and Mr Moraitis,
the senior legal advisers of the Office of In-
ternational Law in the Attorney-General’s
Department. It is also the advice to the Brit-
ish government of the Attorney General Lord
Goldsmith. But you do not have to be a law-
yer to be able to read the terms of those
resolutions, because their terms are unambi-
guous. The fact that they have been serially
breached—not accidentally breached and not
breached through a dragging of the chain but
seridly and deliberately breached—over a
period of 13 years is unambiguous. If the
United Nations is not to go the way of the
League of Nations, Britain and the United
States, which, together with Australia, form
the coalition of the willing, together with the
many other states which in one way or an-
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other are providing support to the British,
American and Australian action, must be at
liberty to enforce that decree.

Senator O’BRIEN (Tasmania) (6.12
p.m.)—The Howard government has com-
mitted this nation to war with lrag. That is
the effect of what has happened this week. It
has done so in defiance of the Australian
people, in defiance of this chamber and in
defiance of the international community. No
member of the Senate is surprised by the
decision announced by the Prime Minister
yesterday. The decision to commit our troops
to war was made when the Prime Minister
deployed our troops to the Middle East last
year in full expectation of the coming con-
flict. The Prime Minister fooled no-one: not
the parliament, not the press gallery and not
the Australian people.

He has not been honest with the Austra-
lian people and that lack of honesty was ex-
posed the moment he announced our formal
commitment to war. The Iraq crisis has not
been resolved diplomatically, but not be-
cause the United Nations has failed. The
United Nations Security Council has not re-
scinded its commitment to the disarmament
of Irag. Resolution 1441, adopted by the
United Nations Security Council on 8 No-
vember 2002, was unanimous. No member
of the UN Security Council has subsequently
resiled from the requirement which was im-
posed by that resolution. In fact, until the
President of the United States abandoned the
diplomatic process this week, the UN arms
inspectors were in Iraq effecting the terms of
the resolution.

On the very day that the United States
President delivered his ultimatum to Iraq,
UN arms inspectors in lraq supervised the
destruction of two more al-Samoud missiles
and interviewed another Iragi biological sci-
entist. Seventy-two such missiles have been
destroyed since the beginning of March and
14 private interviews with lragi scientists
have taken place this year. We should have
no doubt that progress has been made by the
United Nations inspection teams. In his most
recent report to the United Nations Security
Council, chief arms inspector Hans Blix said
that the destruction of the al-Samoud mis
siles ‘constitutes a substantial measure of
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disarmament’—indeed, the first since the
mid-1990s. He said:

We are not watching the breaking of toothpicks,
lethal weapons are being destroyed.

The head of the International Atomic Energy
Agency, Mohamed ElBaradei, has been even
more explicit. On 7 March, Mr ElBaradei
said:

After three months of intrusive inspections, we
have to date found no evidence or plausible indi-
cation of the revival of a nuclear weapons pro-
gramin Irag.

Whether that disarmament has satisfied the
terms of Security Council resolution 1441
and its precursor resolutions is, of course, a
matter for the UN Security Council. It is not
a matter for the so-called coalition of the
willing to make an assessment of on behalf
of the whole international community. In this
context, it ought to be said that France is not
responsible for the failure to advance this
issue in the United Nations. France, Ger-
many and Russia are amongst a host of na-
tions that the United States and its small
group of supporters failed to convince of the
need for war. The diplomatic process failed
because the demands placed on it by the
United States and its codlition partners
forced it to fail.

Australia was a member of the coalition
that expelled Iraq following its unlawful in-
vasion of Kuwait over a decade ago. We
have since made a significant contribution to
the enforcement of UN sanctions against
Irag. Through this sanctions regime, the Iragi
people have already paid a terrible price for
the behaviour of their government. First im-
posed in August 1990, the sanctions have
been responsible for significant suffering
amongst the Iragi people. The effectiveness
of the sanctions regime has been much de-
bated, though precious little of that debate
has occurred in Australia. The sanctions re-
gime was imposed by the United Nations
because the international community was
serious about containing the ambitions of the
Iragi government and enforcing disarma-
ment. The sanctions have assisted in the ef-
fective containment of Irag and, until re-
cently, Australia has played a constructive
role.
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| say again that progress on disarmament
was being made. Over recent weeks we have
heard a lot of humbug from the Prime Min-
ister about his concern for the standing of the
United Nations. So concerned is he that he
has abandoned the pursuit of negotiated dis-
armament in favour of a US led military ac-
tion. Australia has played no recent con-
structive role in the attempt to resolve inter-
national agreement on the most appropriate
means by which to disarm Iragi. The Prime
Minister has done nothing more than mirror
the policy, posture, language and action of
the President of the United States. It is not
just the Prime Minister’s infatuation with the
George W. Bush presidency—the man he
had taken to calling ‘the President’ —that has
influenced his action on Irag; the Howard
government long ago abandoned any pre-
tence of support regarding the role of the
United Nations in managing international
affairs. Since 1996, Australia has been the
subject of unprecedented criticism and cen-
sure from human rights bodies associated
with the United Nations. The government
has blithely ignored such criticism and hasin
fact worn that criticism like a badge of hon-
our. That is why the recent cant we have
heard from the Prime Minister on the UN is
so galling.

The Liberal Party—and its junior coalition
partner, the National Party—has exerted no
influence on the decison by the United
States to wage war. The government has
merely acquiesced to a decision made in
Washington. Like the National Party, junior
partnersinvariably sacrifice their sovereignty
and their integrity for a place at the table.
But Australia had no seat at the table during
the devel opment of the United States’ plan to
invade Irag. Our position in the coalition of
the willing has been servile at best. Australia
was not invited to the conference in the
Azores in which the United States, Britain
and Spain agreed to walk away from the
United Nations.

Senator M ackay—And Portugal.

Senator O'BRIEN—ANd Portugal; that
isright. It is a matter of some humiliation for
the Prime Minister that Spain, in particular—
a nation that has committed no troops to the
coalition—participated in that meeting when
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Australia did not. The best the Prime Minis-
ter got was a couple of telephone calls—one
when the US President was on his way home
from the Azores and another yesterday
morning. When he spoke to Mr Bush, did the
Australian Prime Minister defend our na-
tional interests and ask the US President to
reconsider his decision to abandon diplo-
macy for war? Did he remind Mr Bush that
article 1 of the ANZUS treaty requires Aus-
traliaand the United States to:

... Settle any international disputes in which they
may be involved by peaceful means in such a
manner that international peace and security and
justice are not endangered and to refrain in their
international relations from the threat or use of
force in any manner inconsistent with the pur-
poses of the United Nations.

No, he did not. The Australian Prime Minis-
ter said, ‘Yes, Mr President,” and formally
committed Australia to war. The United
States has long been committed to effecting
so-called regime change in Baghdad. The
important difference between Mr Bush and
Mr Howard is that the US President has been
honest about his intentions. On 28 January
2003, Mr Bush told the US Congress that the
United States would bring to the Iraqi people
food, medicines, supplies and freedom.

When Mr Bush was asked at a press con-
ference on 10 February 2003 whether he
considered Australia to be part of the coali-
tion of the willing, he simply said, ‘Yes, |
do.” These three words of the US President
contained more honesty than all the words
the Australian Prime Minister has spoken for
months on this subject. At that time, there
were Australian servicemen and service-
women stationed in the Middle East in
preparation for the coming war. Mr Bush
was telling journalists what they already
knew—that is, Australia was committed to
military action against Iraq in February, if
not a lot earlier. We have been committed
since the first secret negotiations on the de-
ployment last year.

The Prime Minister thought he could get
away with that deception—he has, after all,
made an art of it. He learned nothing from
the ‘children overboard’ affair and thought
he could deceive the Australian people once
again. Many Australians bdieved the Prime
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Minister in 2001 when he said that a group
of refugees had thrown their children over-
board, but only the gullible believe him this
time—for good reason. Yesterday morning
the government announced that it had agreed
to areguest from the US President to commit
Australian troops to war. It is a shameful
decision of this government and one that will
damn it until the day it is thrown from office.

The decision by the Prime Minister to
commit Australia to the invasion of Irag
marks a turning point in our nation’s history.
The people of Australia well understand its
significance. That is why hundreds of Aus-
tralians have taken to the streets in protest in
recent weeks—the very same Australians
that the Prime Minister dismissed as ‘the
mob'. In Tasmania protest marches and ral-
lies have been held across the state. Austra-
lians are opposed to this war, because they
know war must always be a last resort. They
know that civilians often make up the largest
casualty component in any war. They know
that the Prime Minister has not given the
United Nations an opportunity to finish do-
ing its job. They fear the consequences of
this pre-emptive action made at the behest of
the United States, without regard for Austra-
lia's national interests.

This war will have humanitarian, strategic
and security consequences for our nation. A
great humanitarian tragedy is now very
likely to befall the Iraqgi people. Apparently
the government has no real regard for the
wellbeing of these people. It has been con-
tent to jail Iraqi refugees in detention centres
and engage in forced repatriation on the eve
of war, and now that the government has
committed Australia to war it has committed
a meady $10 million to assist the United
Nations to rebuild what it will assist in de-
stroying.

The Prime Minister says that Australia
will not provide a peacekeeping force, be-
cause we lack the military capacity to do so.
So we have a situation where invasion is
within our military capacity but reconstruc-
tion is not. It is a bloody disgrace, in the
most literal sense of that expression. The
despicable nature of the Iragi government in
that regard is also beyond dispute—in fact, it
has been beyond dispute for decades. That
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government was despicable when it bought
anthrax agents and chemical factories from
other members of the coalition of the willing.
It was despicable when it was receiving in-
telligence and other support from the West
during its conflict with Iran. It rulesin are-
gion that is replete with authoritarian, non-
democratic governments. It is one of a great
number of repressive governments around
the world, including governments in our own
region. In his address to the National Press
Club on 14 March the Prime Minister said
that the action against Iraq is justified by the
character of the Iragi regime. He said that the
Iragi government is cruel and despotic. He
said it had caused the Iraqi people to suffer
“economic deprivation, hunger and sickness,
and that isall true.

But it is equally true of dozens of other

governments. Australia does not have the
capacity to bring democracy to the world by
force, and the foreign minister himself has
acknowledged that fact. On 29 November
2000 he wrote in the Age newspaper:
It is simply not in our gift to work transforma-
tions in other countries, to command that their
military or police stop committing human rights
abuses. Australian jurisdiction stops at our bor-
ders and other nations guard their sovereignty
very zealously.

The most important avenue that Australia
has to effect change in this world is through
the United Nations, the same body that the
Prime Minister has now snubbed. The alter-
native is a very dangerous one indeed, one
that the Australian government has em-
braced. In resigning as the Leader of the
House of Commons this week over the Blair
government’s commitment to war, Robin
Cook said:

The US can afford to go it alone, but Britain is
not a superpower. Our interests are best protected
by multilateral agreement and a world order gov-
erned by rules.

If that reasoning applies to Britain, it surely
applies to this nation. It therefore follows
that the Howard government puts us at great
peril by pretending otherwise. Even if we
accept the dubious argument that military
action against Iraq is authorised by standing
UN resolutions, the regime change proposed
by Mr Bush is clearly not. The ultimatum
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announced by Mr Bush on Tuesday is the
sort of thing | remember from my youth,
when old TV westerns used to feature the
‘get out of town by sundown’ line. It was an
ultimatum used in that vernacular al the
time; regrettably, the ultimatum in this cir-
cumstance is not fictional. It has not been
debated in the UN and it has not been de-
bated by this parliament. | doubt it is lawful.
The ultimatum is the product of a foreign
policy that is not our own, just as the plan to
impose a US military governor in Baghdad is
not our own.

The consequences of this war for the
United Nations are as yet unknown, but it is
inevitable that it will be weakened. The next
time a powerful nation, with or without its
own coalition of the willing, determines to
invade another country and effect a regime
change, what right will the world have to say
no? More particularly, what right will Aus-
tralia have to demand compliance with the
ever fragilerule of international law? Even if
the United Nations is in a position to demand
future disarmament, what state would agree
to destroy the means to defend itself if it
knew it would become the subject of a non-
UN sanctioned attack?

There will, of course, be a more immedi-
ate and more direct impact in the Middle
East. | think the view of retired US Marine
General Anthony Zinni, former head of
Central Command for US forces in the Mid-
dle East, is ingtructive in this regard. In Oc-
tober, as the dogs of war were barking, he
said:

We are about to do something that will ignite a
fuse in this region that we will rue the day we
ever started.

They are telling words. The final matter |
want to address is Australia’'s own security.
Australians are worried about the impact of
this war on their safety, and they are entitled
to be worried. The government says that the
war will make us safer. But can we be safer
when so many members of our armed forces
are on the other side of the world?

Debate interrupted.

Sitting suspended from 6.30 p.m. to
7.30 p.m.
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Senator MACKAY (Tasmania) (7.30
p.m.)—On behalf of Senator O’ Brien, | seek
leave to incorporate the remainder of Senator
O'Brien’s contribution to the debate on Irag.

Leave granted.
The speech read as follows—

How can we be safer when we don’t know what
reaction will emergein our own region?

The Minister for Employment and Workplace
Relations has told the other place “there is the
increased risk of terrorist attack here in Australia’
as aresult of the government’s war mongering.
Nothing the Prime Minister has said has satisfied
the Australian people that the humanitarian, stra-
tegic and security consequences of this war are
worth therisk.

Thiswar is not necessary.

Itisnot just.

This government has enveloped our nation in the
maelstrom of war without the support of the Aus-
tralian people.

It has done so in defiance of the will of the com-
munity of nations.

Our involvement in this war is not in our national
interest, nor is it in the interest of maintaining
international peace and security.

I hope the leaders of the coalition of the willing
come to their senses and re-engage the United
Nations in diplomacy.

| fear it will not be so, and hope that in the event
of war, the conflict is brief and the suffering of
the Iragi peopleis minimised.

| particularly hope no member of the Australian
Defence Force is required to make the ultimate
sacrifice for this government’s folly.

| support the amendment moved by Senator

Faulkner to the resolution proposed by Senator
Hill.

Senator FERRI'S (South Australia) (7.31
p.m.)—On behalf of Senator Troeth, | seek
leave to incorporate Senator Troeth's contri-
bution on this motion.

Leave granted.

The speech read as follows—

The decision to use force against Irag is a com-
plex choice, but it is also a necessary one.

In the post-September 11, post-Bali Bombing
world, our perceptions of security in our region
have changed forever. No longer is the threat and

danger of terrorism something that happens ‘in
someone else's backyard' .
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The fundamental threat of Saddam Hussein's
weapons of mass destruction—which has been
underlined by recent world events—has taken
Australia’s own security into a new dimension.
These threats are clear, present and are now tak-
ing placein our own backyard.

The Government, in particular the Prime Minis-
ter, has always made decisions based on our own
national interests. It iswith the long-term interests
of Australia’s security in mind that we choose to
assist the international community in the task of
disarming Saddam Hussein.

| have listened to debate, read commentary and
overwhelmingly, we all agree that disarming Sad-
dam Hussein—one way or another—is in our
national interests, not the least of which is the
following:

* Irag's pursuit of weapons of mass destruction
represents a threat to the Middle East- an area
of significant strategic importance—including
to Australia

Instability in the Middle East is a major source
of international terrorism.

Australia also wants to avoid proliferation of
wesapons of mass destruction in the Asia Pa-
cific region.

» Weare concerned about how North Korea will
behave if it sees Irag being ‘pardoned’ by the
international community.

 The future of our national security depends on

our ability to rise to this challenge and | be-

lieve we must hold firm.

The argument, reasoning and pressing need to
disarm Saddam’s regime is based on substantial
evidence and adequate fact.

» Itisafact that he has biological agents suffi-
cient to produce many thousands of litres of
anthrax—enough to kill several million peo-
ple

 Itisafact he has material sufficient to produce
up to 38,000 litres of botulinum toxin—
enough to kill millions of people by respira-
tory failure;

* We know that Saddam Hussein has not ac-
counted for 15.5 tonnes of VX nerve agent—
one of the worlds most lethal chemicals

* We know he has upwards of 6,400 tonnes of
munitions capable of delivering chemical
agent

* We know that that he has a nuclear weapons
devel opment project

» Itisafact heisacrud and brutal despot who
is renowned for the torture and oppression of
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his own people including the systematic rape,
torture, confinement of Iragi women
 lItisafact that heisadictator who has brought
and continues to bring inhumane suffering to
his own people
Most crucial of all, it is a fact that Saddam
Hussein is a clear threat to peace in our world and
importantly Australia’s security interests. For the
sake of our national interests and long term secu-
rity, this is something that we cannot turn our
back on and ignore like a naughty child.

The Government’s decision to participate in a
coalition to disarm Iraq has not been taken lightly
and | commend the Prime Minister for his integ-
rity and resolve.

The decision to send troops to Iraq is based on the
solemn knowledge that failure to remove these
wespons from Irag could have dire consequences
in our region. By allowing Irag to remain in its
current armed position, we are sending a potent
message to terrorists organisations and those who
perpetuate their activities.

Saddam Hussein is a known supporter of terror-
ism and is known for sponsoring terrorist type
activities through payments to the families of
Palestinian suicide bombers, providing asylum to
terrorist groups as well as operating a covert ter-
rorist training facility within his own borders.

The risk that more terrorists can get their hands
on these weapons through Saddam Hussein's
sponsorship, we know, is not a risk worth taking.
So why would Australia sit back and wait for the
grave proliferation of aterrorist threat region?

* Irag has refused to disarm.

* Irag has obstructed all efforts to reach resolu-
tion peacefully.

* Iraq has flouted international law and rejected
ongoing opportunities for resolution without
force,

There are only so many ways that you can para-
phrase that Saddam Hussein has defied the
world's requests for necessary disarmament.

In the same context, the UN and the international
community—including Australia—cannot go on
infinitum regarding renegotiation with Irag.

After al, diplomatic measures will only ever
work if there is two way cooperation.

The juncture where ‘enough is enough’ is here.
Not only is there a moral need to disarm Saddam.
According to UN Security Council Resolutions
678, 687 and 1441 the international community
now has legal basis to use against to force disarm
Irag of its weapons of mass destruction.
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» The UN derives from Security Council Reso-
lutions 678, 687 and 1441, all passed under
Chapter VIl of the Charter of the United Na-
tions.

» Resolution 678, the Security Council author-
ised UN Member States to use all necessary
means to liberate Kuwait and to restore inter-
national peace and security to the area.

* Resolution 687 imposed a conditional ceasefire
on Irag following the liberation of Kuwait—
based on Iragi compliance with obligations to
disarm its weapons of mass destruction.

* Resolution 687 reaffirms the authority of
Resolution 678 and refers to the threat to
peace and security to the area posed by weap-
ons of mass destruction.

* In Resolution 1441, the Security Council re-
calls Resolution 678 as a relevant resolution
to Iragi WMD disarmament, recalls further
that the ceasefire in 687 was conditional upon
Iragi compliance with Irag’'s obligation to dis-
arm, and decides that Iraq has been and re-
mainsin material breach of this obligation.

* In Resolution 1441, the Security Council gives
Irag one final opportunity to comply— de-
ciding at the same time that any Iragi fase
statements, omissions in its declarations or
other than full cooperation with weapons in-
spectors would be a further material breach of
its obligation.

Enough is enough

Allowing Saddam Hussein—a known sponsor of
terrorism—to maintain his known program for
development of weapons of mass destruction—
flouting the free world's demands—will only
encourage others to obtain and develop weapons
of mass destruction.

We cannot relax until this menace is in hand, nor
can we rely on wishful thinking that further ter-
rorism networks will not in due course culminate
in our region.

For Australia, wishful thinking is an unacceptable
risk. Our geographic position in the region dic-
tates that we are within reach of North Korean
missiles—and this is something that we should
not dismiss. Not to mention the fact that our own
people have been victims of vile terrorist atroci-
ties at our own backdoor.

The combination of Irag and North Korea present
significant security concerns to our regions. Both
Irag and North Korea have pursued wesapons of
mass destruction in breach of their international
obligations.

The Government’s decision to be part of the Iraqg
Australia demonstrates our commitment to pro-
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tecting our boarders and being capable of making
the hard decision to address these important in-
ternational issues.

Both Irag and North Korea must be dealt with in
ways most appropriate to the circumstances of
each case and with the tools and means available
to theinternational community.

I wish to reinforce our relative proximity to North
Korea and the notion that North Korea will un-
doubtedly influenced by the decision-making
process of the international community in relation
tolrag.

If the international community is prepared to
show unity in disarming Saddam Hussein in Irag,
North Korea can see for itsdf international the
coalition’s resolve in dealing with weapons of
mass destruction and its approach will be ulti-
mately be influenced by that.

The disarming Iraq and making the acquisition of
weapons of mass destruction unacceptable by
other countries will send a powerful message to
North Korea. A clear message of international
unity, not one of helplessness which would be
exploited if we are to sit on our hands and do
nothing.

The location and disposal of Irag’s chemical and
biological weapon capabilities is a priority for the
region and my Government has stayed steadfast
and consistent in its intent to see this objective
through to its completion.

We must ensure Irag and the region is liberated of
these weapons forever.

In addition to Irag’s pursuit of weapons of mass
destruction and its significant threat to world se-
curity, is his shameful human rights record.

Tales of his abominable treatment of his treatment
of his own people have been told by many people
from many different nations and cultural back-
grounds—including Saddam’s own people. This
aloneis a deeper indication of why he poses such
a threat to his neighbours and to the broader in-
ternational community.

| have looked at Australia’s involvement in a
codlition to disarm Irag from many perspec-
tives—as a parliamentarian, but also as a mother,
grandmother and fellow Australian citizen.

| have considered the opinions of many Austra-
lians who are concerned about the military in-
volvement of Australiain Irag. However, what we
should be considering most of all iswhat alack of
involvement will lead to long term.
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I concur with what so many have said before me
this week, and it is likely that many will say this
after me.

No-one—not you, nor | or the Prime Minister—
wants military conflict. However, sitting back to
watch while a ruthless dictator threaten world
peace, our region’s security risks failing the very
essence of freedom. And that isarisk that neither
I nor the Government are willing to take.

For the last twelve years the Security Council has
repeatedly called on Irag to destroy its weapons
of mass destruction. It steadfastly refused to do
so.

Enough is enough.

Senator MURRAY (Western Australia)
(7.31 p.m.)—There is a strong and honour-
able streak of pacifism in the Democrats.
There is an even stronger fear of war as an
answer to mankind's problems. There is not
much sign of pacifism in the coalition. In-
deed, | have detected an excitement from a
number in the government ranks at the
thought of war—at a polite distance, of
course. | am not a pacifist. There are times
when war is the only way to end tyranny
and, perversdly, given the awful means used
to do it, create the opportunity for long-
lasting peace. | have had to make a personal
choice when it comes to war, so | am con-
scious of how difficult such choices can be.
Despite being deported from South Africa
for opposing apartheid, despite being a sup-
porter of black majority rule and full adult
suffrage, and despite being a known and
public opponent of the Smith regime in Rho-
desia, | volunteered to serve in their armed
forces. There was conscription, and no doubt
| would have been called up. But | volun-
teered and was in war service, off and on,
from 1969 to 1977. | believed that the mili-
tary needed to hold the country together until
a negotiated transition to full adult suffrage
in a full democracy was achieved. | knew
that Mugabe's forces were evil in many of
their actions. They mixed theideal and virtue
of liberation, which | supported, with an ap-
petite for atrocities and autocracy, which |
opposed. His evil, undemocratic, racist na-
tureis on public display to this very day.

Unlike a number of my Democrat col-
leagues, | supported the Gulf War effort in
1991. Hussein had displayed an abominable
taste for internal oppression and unaccept-
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able aggression towards his neighbours. Ku-
wait had to be defended. Thirty-four coun-
tries of all types formed a coalition to restore
Kuwait's sovereignty and to contain Irag. |
regretted that Bush Sr stopped short of top-
pling the dictator. The Americans stopped
short because they saw it as being in their
interests to first teach Hussein a lesson.
Then, they saw it asbeing in their interests to
keep him in power. It is the Americans who
are responsible for Hussein still being in
power now. It is the Americans who origi-
nally supported him growing in power, sup-
plied his arms and then decided to restrain
his power. Now it is the Americans who
want regime change.

There is no doubt that they will achieve
regime change. It will al be wasted if the
Iragi people do not genuinely support the
post-Hussein government and if the people
are not provided with the chance of real
freedom. It will all be wasted if the eco-
nomic, social and environmental rehabilita-
tion of Irag is not exceptionally well han-
died. It will all be wasted if the international
conventions, rules and institutions are so
damaged by the way in which the Americans
have managed this issue that the world de-
scends into unmanageable insecurity. It will
al be wasted if the consequence of these
actions is not greater prospects for peace but
greater likelihood of danger and more war.
There is an important lesson from American
behaviour over Irag. The Americans will
always do what isin their interests and, gen-
erally, money matters mightily in their deci-
sions. If your interests coincide with theirs,
that isfine. If they do not, tough luck. So you
need to be very sure, if you back the Ameri-
cans on something, that it is really in your
interests to do so.

| supported NATO going into Yugoslavia.
It had to be done to stop the genocide. | sup-
ported the Howard government on East
Timor, ending a couple of decades of Aus-
tralian perfidy and giving independence to a
nation that never deserved to be subordinated
to Indonesian colonialism. | supported the
Howard government on Afghanistan. The
dreadful and racist al-Qaeda were based
there and the tyrannical and misogynist Tali-
ban were in power. After September 11,



9758

there was no doubt in my mind that that war
was just and necessary. So why do | oppose
thiswar in Irag? It is probably for the reason
many Australians oppose it; we are just not
convinced.

If you are not a pacifist, war can be con-
templated in only a few situations. Firstly,
war can be contemplated in self-defence. We
Australians have not been attacked by Iraq or
anyone associated with Irag. The attempts to
link the terrorist atrocity in Bali or terrorist
cells here to Irag are so tenuous as to be ab-
surd. There is simply no evidence. The sec-
ond argument of self-defence is that Hussein
has weapons of mass destruction, and we
should get him before he gets us. There is no
credible evidence of him having those weap-
ons in any meaningful quantity or of them
being a threat to us or anyone else. The ag-
gressor governments would give anything to
have such evidence. Thereis none. So we are
asked to attack Irag on a supposition. The
third argument for self-defence is that
Hussei n supports terrorists and we should get
him before they, as his proxies, get us. The
evidence here too is tenuous and is far less
than for terrorists in other countries. Con-
tainment and sanctions have actually worked
well. The tyrant is confined in his space. The
overfly zone keeps him impotent. As NATO
has for 60 years in Europe, troops and the
navy can stay in the gulf areafor aslong as it
takes, at the numbers that were there before
the present depl oyment.

A credible deterrent is preferable to war.
There is no sign that there has not been a
credible deterrent since 1991. Yes, Hussain
has been defiant and tricky, but he has not
had the ability to attack his neighbours or
anyone e€lse—not since 1991. After sdf-
defence, the second possible justification for
war arises from our international or treaty
obligations. No-one has been attacked whom
we are called upon to defend under our in-
ternational commitments. Instead, there are
eminent persons from the fields of law, the
military, diplomacy and palitics who say that
what we are doing is illegal and contrary to
the rules of international behaviour. The
ANZUS treaty is not in play. Disarming
Irag's weapons of mass destruction is the
common pretext for this war. Mr Blix, ap-
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pointed by the United Nations, cannot find
any with his team, so there is no case on that
ground.

We are asked to accept this war because
Hussein might have these weapons. Ignore
those who assert with such certainty that he
has them: if he had, there would be no argu-
ment. What they really mean is that a man
like him is bound to have them, so let us go
in, let us have a bash, and when we have
found them we can say, ‘See? | told you so.’
That is a bit of arisk to take. So because we
think—but do not know—he has these
weapons we are going to kill alot of Iragis.
The evidence on weapons of mass destruc-
tion is flimsy, hearsay, old and unreliable.
Limited transgressions confirm that Hussein
is duplicitous but not that he is presently a
danger to any but his own unfortunate peo-
ple.

The United Nations does not support what
we are doing. We should not assume for our-
selves the role of bounty hunter, policeman
or deputy sheriff. It is not in our character
and it is not part of our identity or history. It
is not in our national interest. It is not up to
us Australians to unilaterally decide to im-
plement United Nations resol utions when the
United Nations, even by a simple majority,
declined to do so. Such a doctrine has grave
dangers. How would Australia fed if, for
instance, a bunch of nations ganged up with-
out United Nations approval and said they
were going to force Isradl, or any other
country, to meet outstanding United Nations
resolutions? We are a medium-sized power
economically and a minor power militarily.
Jingaistic bellicosity is a dangerous stance in
our geopolitical circumstances.

The third possible justification for war is:
a just war. This does resonate with many
Australians, hence the government’s empha-
sis on Saddam Hussein's brutality. It is all
they harp on. They return to the only argu-
ment they have; it is all they have. The case
has been made that Saddam Hussein is a
despot of great cruelty. The removal of
Hussein and his regime would be a blessing
to mankind. Of the three possible justifica-
tions | have outlined, this is the only one on
which a case has been made and the only
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one, therefore, to consider serioudly for this
war.

But is it enough? | can think of many
countries that are undemocratic, autocratic,
brutal regimes that would also qualify for a
just war on those terms. Are we to attack
them all? The problem is that such a pre-
emptive crusading doctrine is extremely
dangerous to international peace and stabil-
ity. It invites tit-for-tat. It invites bad coun-
tries to use these precedents and pretexts to
attack better countries. As awful as it is for
people under the yoke of such regimes as
Irag, the world simply cannot afford to wage
wars on such grounds, precisely because
there is a danger the Iraq war will not be a
one-off. Others will follow this example—
and will we always agree with their reasons?

It is not as if an Iragq war can be guaran-
teed to be clean or surgical. What the Ameri-
cans nauseatingly refer to as collateral dam-
age are actually civilians—the stinking
bloated corpses of men, women and child
civilians or their disfigured or dismembered
survivors. You have to be very sure of your
judgment to make decisions to go to war.
The benefits really do have to far exceed the
costs. War is always an unknown. Its waging,
its mistakes, its horror, its consequences of-
ten, perhaps always, have consequences we
cannot foresee. We do not know what the
aftermath will be: we cannot know what the
aftermath will be.

One of the consequences is the effect on
terrorism. Is this Irag war actually going to
help and assist terrorism, as many claim, by
increasing recruitment and support? Will the
war inflame Muslim and Arab peoples or
disadvantaged peoples esewhere? Will it
inflame antagonism towards the West? Will
it provoke other wars in return? | certainly
do not know and | would suggest to you that
no-one else does. It isaterrible risk to take.

The coalition, basking in the reflected
strength of John Howard, asks us to trust
them on this. Why should we trust them on
this when the case is not proven? How can
we when we Australians mistrust govern-
ments and politicians so much? Even ther
supporters do not trust them and they will
not trust the next government either. That is
the Australian way. The problem for the
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government is that telling big lies, like on
children overboard—and the daily little po-
litical untruths and exaggerations—does
come back to haunt them. This results in
wide public scepticism when they desper-
ately want to be believed. America has a
similar problem. Their history of lying,
cheating and being self-interested on many
fronts means they are now distrusted world-
wide.

The Prime Minister decided we go to war
the instant he supported Mr Bush and the
moment he deployed troops. Compounding
this deceit, the war is being conducted for
regime change, not because of weapons of
mass destruction. Regime change, because
Hussein isatyrant, is their only justification;
it is the only case they have made. | am
against this war because | think the Prime
Minister has taken an unnecessary risk with
Australia and Australians now and for the
long term. | think the Prime Minister is
wrong and one thing | am certain iswrong is
the matter of proof. The case for war does
need to meet the proof standards of the Old
Bailey: beyond reasonable doubt. You cannot
kill onany lesser grounds.

There is one other issue | want to deal
with. On 4 March | put down an adjournment
speech on the power to wage war. | boxed
the speech but my belief in its importance
was not shared by any in the press galery. |
will repeat a few points that | made. When
he announced that we were going to war, the
Prime Minister stressed that it was an execu-
tive decision—meaning, one that was not
subject to check by the parliament. It was no
accident that he made that clear. He was
telling us: ‘Butt out. You have no power—
you have no place—in this decision.’ The
ultimate exercise of power is to commit a
nation to war. When that happens, it exposes
who has that power, what checks there are on
its exercise, and whether the people as a
whole have any countervailing power.

With Australian troops now at war, the
powers of the Prime Minister and his execu-
tive have again been confirmed as nearly
absolute. The Australian parliament has been
exposed as having no power to oppose a war
by cutting off the money for war, no power
to prevent deployment, no power to deter-
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mine what policy applies to the processes
that lead to war and no power to authorise or
prohibit a war. The Governor-Genera is no
help either. The office of Governor-General
is the Prime Minister’s to appoint and dis-
miss; his role has been to support the Prime
Minister. If the republic referendum had been
passed in 2000, would there have been more
checks and balances on the Irag question?
The answer is no. If anything, that appoint-
ment model entrenched executive power
even more, making the proposed Australian
president—as in that famous quote—'the
Prime Minister’s poodl€' .

It is a little ironic that many of those op-
posing awar in Irag outright or opposing the
deployment of Australian forces were great
supporters of a constitutional modd that re-
inforced the Prime Minister’s authority to do
just that without the approval of parliament.
Many of those who argue for a directly
elected president with limited and codified
powers seek to constrain this war power by
requiring the president to approve a Prime
Minister’'s commitment to war. A separate
safeguard to be considered is whether this
parliament, as in other parliaments, should
have any power to approve a war action.
When war threatens, the last thing you want
is absolute power without check. It is a com-
pelling reason why a reformed Australian
system improved by a directly elected presi-
dent with specific limited and codified pow-
ers would be better than the current Austra-
lian system.

Senator HARRADINE (Tasmania) (7.46
p.m.)—On the point with which Senator
Murray concluded, | indicate that under the
Congtitution the parliament has the power to
make laws for the good governing of this
country in respect of defence. That is very
clear in the Constitution. The parliament has
provided for that by passing the Defence
Act. As the previous speaker said, that really
hands the power over to the executive. | do
not believe that that was in the minds of
those who were responsible for drafting the
Congtitution. It said perfectly clearly—and
they obviously considered—that the parlia-
ment must have some say about the question
of whether to go to war or not. Section 51(vi)
of the Constitution reads:
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The Parliament shall, subject to this Constitu-
tion, have power to make laws for the peace, or-
der, and good government of the Commonweslth
with respect to:-

(vi) The naval and military defence of the

Commonwealth and of the several States, and the
control of the forces to execute and maintain the
laws of the Commonweal th:
Have a look at the Defence Act and you will
see that the government have exercised this
power, which was provided to them by the
parliament. | do not suggest in any way that
the Prime Minister or the executive have
acted illegally on the matter. It is perfectly
clear that they have the power. But | do say
that | hope that at some stage the parliament
can eventually revisit the Defence Act and
consider a number of issues that are pertinent
toitsroleinthis very important matter.

On the last occasion on which we debated
this matter, | raised the question of the six
just war tests that are required before the
committal of defence forces in respect of
military action—as | had done last year,
when | do not know that anybody else was
talking about it. | considered then, as | con-
sider now, that the first test has not been sat-
isfied. The first and most important test—the
so-called ‘just cause’ test—has not been sat-
isfied. | am not saying this because | am a
pacifiss—I am not. | do not believe in peace
at any price. There are occasions when you
must enter into the defence of the citizens of
the country. But that is what we are talking
about: whether or not Australia is so threat-
ened, has been so damaged by Irag or Sad-
dam Hussein, or is under imminent threat of
lasting damage by Saddam Hussein or Irag.
The evidenceis not there.

Imagine if the United States, for example,
and Britain were not involved at all. Would
Australia be committing troops to invade
Irag? Of course not. Does the ANZUS treaty
require us to join in any military action if
decided upon by any of the parties to that
treaty? Clearly not. | am concerned about
some of the arguments that have been made
by those opposed to war. They seem to be
arguments personally directed against the
President of the United States. | do not stand
here to make a reflection on the President of
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the United States. The President of the
United States and the executive in the United
States have got to consider the matters and
come to their own conclusion. But, for Aus-
tralia, | cannot see how that first test has
been met. | have dealt with the question of
legal authority. On the question of the right
reason, some of the arguments that have been
made also seem to be reflecting a vengeance
almost in respect of Saddam Hussein. If the
first test were satisfied then you would take
action so as to eliminate weapons of mass
destruction held by Saddam Hussein or those
other chemical or biological weapons that
are thought to be in his possession—that is
what you do.

On the question of success and propor-
tionality, the benefit which flows from hav-
ing to take this action must far outweigh the
danger. There should be a complete expecta-
tion of success. We know that there has been
a resignation from the Office of National
Assessments in the last couple of weeks.
When | read Laurie Oakes's article in the
Bulletin | thought, ‘Well, here's a person—
Mr Wilkie—who may be able to assist us in
our considerations of whether or not there is
just cause.’ At that particular time | sent an
email to al other members of the Joint
Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, De-
fence and Trade suggesting that Mr Wilkie
come before us and give evidence to us. |
emphasise that | was seeking to do this with-
out in any way, shape or form compromising
the sources of the Office of National As
sessments or the documentation of the Office
of National Assessments. But, according to
Laurie Oakes, Andrew Wilkie, when resign-
ing, said that his main concern was that Sad-
dam Hussein would create:

... a humanitarian disaster to overwhelm coalition
forces. Just totally overwhelm them, with thou-
sands of casualties, hundreds of thousands of
refugees, internally displaced people, trying to
move through their lines ...

He might create a humanitarian disaster to cause
such outrage in the international community as to
force the US to stop.

| certainly hope and pray that that does not
occur. | am raising these questions. As eve-
rybody else has, | have had this in the fore-
front of my mind for some considerable time
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now. The decision has been made by the ex-
ecutive government. The decision having
been made, there are two other matters that
need to be pursued in the exercise of force. |
believe that al other methods, diplomatic
and otherwise, have not been exhausted. The
United Nations chief weapons inspector said
as much today. | do not know whether they
have or not, but here you have a credible
person who has been in the diplomatic area
for many years saying that they have not.
The decision having been made, it is impor-
tant that non-combatants be protected and
that only sufficient force is used, proportion-
ate to the object to be achieved. Having lis-
tened to both the Prime Minister and the
Minister for Defence, they seem to be saying
as much. | hope that that is what will happen.

| support the opposition’s amendment to
the government motion. | support it asit is; |
do not think that it ought to be amended in
any way. | notice that the Australian Demo-
crats and the Australian Greens are calling
for the immediate return of the Australian
Defence Force personnd. It is not going to
happen. | am concerned that if we carry such
a resolution in the Senate our defence per-
sonnel, who have a hard enough job asiit is,
will feel that this parliament has let them
down. The government is not going to with-
draw the troops, and you are whistling in the
wind if you are calling on the government to
immediately bring Australia’'s 2,000 Defence
Force personnel home. That may have a
damaging effect on the morale of some of
our troops, our people, over in the Gulf
States, so | would be opposing that. | think
we have to give them our full support. Asthe
opposition motion says, the Senate:
expresses its confidence in our service men and
women and its full support for them and their
families.
| would like to finish on that note by urging
that we all support quite strongly and express
our confidence in our service men and
women, and give full support to their fami-
lies. | believe in so saying that now is the
time, more than ever before, to remember
them and all of the others in Iraq and else-
where who will be affected by this war very
strongly in our prayers.
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Senator McGAURAN (Victoria) (8.03
p.m.)—This is in fact the fifth occasion I
have spoken in this parliament on this issue
of Irag and on each occasion my conviction
grows stronger that Australia is doing the
right thing. Australia is doing the right thing
for its own long-term security and the long-
term security of the international community,
and this action can change the face of Middle
East politics for the good. So | rise to support
the government’s motion before the Senate
on its commitment to the coalition of forcein
the gulf to disarm the Iragi regime. To that
end | would like to incorporate the govern-
ment’s motion in my address to the Senate,
and | so seek leaveto do so.

Leave granted.
The motion read as follows—
That the Senate—

(8 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;

(b) recognises:
(i) 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, represents
a rea and unacceptable threat to
international peace and security,

(ii) that Irag's behaviour weskens the
global prohibitions on the spread of
weapons of mass destruction, with the
potentiadl to damage Austraia’s
security, and

(iii) that, as more rogue states acquire
them, the risk of weapons of mass
destruction falling into the hands of
terrorists multiplies, thereby
presenting a real and direct threat to
the security of Australia and the entire
international community;

(c) abhors:

(i) Irag’'s continued support for inter-
national terrorism, and

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

(d) notes that United Nations Security
Council  resolutions adopted  under
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Chapter VII of the United Nations
charter, in particular resolutions 678, 687
and 1441, provide clear authority for the
use of force against Iraq for the purposes
of disarming Irag of weapons of mass
destruction and restoring international
peace and security to the region;

(e) endorses the Government’s decision to
commit Australian Defence Force
dements in the region to the
international coalition of military forces
prepared to enforce lraq's compliance
with its international obligations under
successive resolutions of the United
Nations Security Council, with a view to
restoring international peace and security
in the Middle East region;

(f) expresses its unequivocal support for the
Australian service men and women, and
other personnd serving with the
international coalition, its full confidence
in them and the hope that all will return
safely to their homes;

(g) extends to the innocent people of Iraq its
support and sympathy during the
military action to disarm lIrag of its
wesgpons of mass destruction and the
reconstruction period that will follow;
and

(h) notes that the Government is committed
to helping the Iragi people, including
through humanitarian assistance, to build
a new lIraq at peace with itsdf and its
neighbours.

Senator McGAURAN—I thank the Sen-
ate. At the core of the motion that | have just
incorporated into the Hansard is the gov-
ernment’s motivation: the strong possibility
and the horrific consequences of Irag's
weapons of mass destruction falling into the
hands of terrorist groups. Therein lies the
core of the decision that the government has
made. It is a judgment we make given all the
intelligence on and the history of this regime.
Moreover, it is a judgment we make given
our knowledge of the desperation, the hatred
and the evil motivations of terrorist groups.
Our opponents say that there is no evidence
of a link between Saddam Hussein's regime
and al-Qaeda or, for that matter, any terrorist
group. But there is a link. The link with al-
Qaeda is the harbouring of a key operativein
Baghdad and the support of an al-Qaeda
linked force and training camp in northern
Iraq pitched against the Kurdish community.
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Further, it is known that the regime directly
sponsors the Palestinian terrorist  group
Hamas and families of suicide bombers.
Moreover, it is beyond doubt that Iraq pos-
sesses weapons of mass destruction. In 1998,
when Iraq forced the first United Nations
inspections commission to leave that coun-
try, the commission confirmed then the pres-
ence of chemical and biological weapons,
nerve agents and other weapons of mass de-
struction.

So what responsible leadership would risk
the unthinkable consequences of weapons of
mass destruction falling into the hands of the
terrorist groups that have made clear their
quest for such weapons? Could anyone
doubt, post September 11 and post Bali, that
these weapons would be used against us?
That is why the cornerstone of the war on
terror is the policy of pre-emptive strikes—
that is, to go out and meet your enemy before
they have a chance to destroy you and to
neuter their plans and their networks. There
can be no other sensible and more effective
policy than pre-emptive strikes when fight-
ing a shadowy enemy, an enemy who is not
seeking to take your land, towns or cities but
who clandestingly attacks because it hates
and seeks to destroy your lifestyle, philoso-
phy and religion. If we are to secure for the
future our Western values and beliefs, all
possibilities of links to terror must be pur-
sued.

The opponents of a pre-emptive strike
against Iraq have failed to understand the
changed psyche of the American people post
September 11 and the challenge now before
Americaand all its allies to protect their citi-
zens. The attack on the World Trade Centre
was an awesome horror and humiliation,
striking at the heart of American society and
the world. We should remember that over 80
countries lost lives in this attack, including
Australia. Remember the graphic footage of
people jumping to their deaths from the
World Trade Centre or, closer to home, re-
member the pictures of the burning Sari
nightclub. Remember those who gloated
over September 11—Saddam Hussein was
one such gloater—and then you will see the
wisdom of the pre-emptive strike doctrine. |
believe the policy of a pre-emptive strike is
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the right policy. The success of pre-emption
is aready on the board. In Afghanistan, the
Taliban regime quickly fell and al-Qaeda was
put on the run. Operatives of al-Qaeda across
Europe and Asia have been rounded up or
diminated, along with other terrorist groups
like Jemaah Idlamiah. The highest ranking
masters of terror are no longer safe from the
reach of Western intelligence. Pre-emption
has prevented planned terrorist attacks and
pre-emption will prevent planned terrorist
attacks.

The United States have learnt the lessons
of not pursuing the threats of terrorism.
During the eight years of the Clinton presi-
dency, inaction allowed the terrorist evil to
fester. That administration had at hand al the
intelligence of the growing threat of al-
Qaeda—its training camps, its structure and
even the whereabouts of Osama bin Laden.
Further, the lightning terrorist attacks should
have jolted the administration into greater
action. The first World Trade Centre bomb-
ing, the Nairobi embassy bombing and the
USS Cole attack were all a-Qaeda planned.
But former President Bill Clinton and his
administration failed to act against an obvi-
ous, growing problem and, consequently,
failed the test of office to protect their peo-
ple. It was a wasted eight years because it
was a distracted, muddled and inherently
weak administration. We are now paying the
price and we should learn the lesson: act now
to prevent tragedy later. It is this govern-
ment’s responsibility.

Part of the Australian government’s secu-
rity responsibility is the American alliance.
Yet so much of the antiwar voice has been
nothing but old-fashioned anti-Americanism.
How quickly their hate for America and our
alliance rose to the top at the expense of all
else, not least the Iragi people themselves.
How fraudulent their emotions seem now,
post September 11. The Australian govern-
ment do not recoil from our full support of
our alliance with the United States. We stand
by it. America are the major contributors of
diplomacy and peace in the world. What
must be remembered is that the United States
house the United Nations in New York, that
30 per cent of the United Nations admini-
stration budget alone is funded by the United
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States and that America are the mainstay of
all the peacekeeping forces and aid programs
of the United Nations.

For more than 50 years, the United States
have been the main protectors of Europe by
making up some 80 per cent of the forces of
NATO. The US Air Force led the Kosovo
attacks against a regime enacting ethnic
cleansing. The history of world events shows
that in the First World War their intervention
brought the war to a quick end. If it were not
for America's intervention in the Second
World War, few would doubt that Nazi Ger-
many would have won. In the Asia-Pacific
area, they stopped Australia from being in-
vaded. If not for the United States power
during the Cold War, communism would
have spread its errors throughout the world
to this very day. All of this for the loss of
more than half a million personnel—and
when they did not haveto.

Today, without American intelligence and
military backup, the war on terror could not
be fought, and we would all be engulfed in
its horror. The United States have spent a
century protecting and saving the world from
tyranny. This aliance is in Australia’'s best
interests and should not be picked apart by
irrational anti-Americanism—in particular
by the French, whose anti-Americanism is
nothing more than a political attempt to set
themselves up as an alternative power. But
we should not be too hard on the French be-
cause they cannot help it. They are inher-
ently treacherous. After all, they betrayed to
the stake Joan of Arc—one of their great-
est—and they have not changed since 1441.
Joan of Arc, who liberated France, they be-
trayed. So thisis not a black day for Austra-
lia, as described by the leader of the Labor
Party; thisis a great day for the war on terror.

Senator MACKAY (Tasmania) (8.14
p.m.)—I| have been caught somewhat un-
awvares by Senator McGauran's startling
statements in relation to France. | want to
start my speech by quoting the words of
Robin Cook, the former United Kingdom
foreign secretary who resigned from cabinet
this week. He said:

Why is it now so urgent that we should take
military action to disarm a military capacity that
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has been there for 20 years, and which we helped
to create?

Let us analyse exactly what he was referring
to. Hewas referring to the arming of Saddam
Hussein when he was the West's good guy
againgt the lIranians when they were the
West's bad guys led by the Ayatollah
Khomeini. Irag was seen at that point as a
safe, secular option and the armament oc-
curred then. The war against Iraq is wrong
and Australia should be having no part of it.
While ever the hard evidence is lacking, this
war is going to be labelled as morally inde-
fensible. The case for putting the lives of
Australian troops at risk and spilling the
blood of innocent Iragis has not been made.
The action of the coalition of the willing and
the invasion of Iraq are grossly out of pro-
portion to the perceived threats posed by the
Iragi regime.

It is clearly not in Australia’s national in-
terest that the Prime Minister has signed up
for Australian troops to take part in this war
asone of only three countries in the coalition
of the willing. Even Spain and Portugal, who
had the honour of being allowed to attend the
meeting in the Azores, have not yet com-
mitted troops. The Prime Minister has com-
mitted us to war simply because his mate, the
United States President, George Bush Jr,
asked him to. Thisis the same mate who did
not even bother extending an invitation to the
Prime Minister, John Howard, to participate
in the meeting in the Azores that would im-
pact and determine the future of Australian
troops and determine the security of Austra-
lia as a country. War is not in Australia's na-
tional interest. And what makes it even
worse is that there was an aternative avail-
able via the UN processes, a way that has,
sadly, now been circumvented by this war.
The Prime Minister has recklessly committed
us to the coalition of the willing, a course of
action for which he never had an exit plan.
He knows full well that he should have con-
sidered Australia’s national interests in the
broader spectrum rather than simply being an
absolute quisling to George Bush.

In the lead-up to this war, the Australian
Prime Minister failed comprehensively to
make the case for war. He did not make it in
the Australian parliament, he did not make it
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last week in his speech to the Press Club and
he has not made it on any other occasion to
date—and neither has anyone else on the
coalition side. The Press Club contribution
was nothing but a mishmash of half-truths
and sophistry. In his arguments for war, the
Prime Minister has tried to substitute Irag
and Saddam Hussein as the source of the
terrorist threat when we know that the real
and present threat of terrorism comes from
al-Qaeda and Osama bin Laden. The Prime
Minister can mention al-Qaeda, Osama bin
Laden and Irag in the same sentence as many
times as he wants, but he is not convincing
anybody.

The key benchmark for action against Iraq
under the auspices of the war against terror-
ism has always been whether there is any
real evidence of a link between the Septem-
ber 11 attacks and the Iraqi regime—the evi-
dentiary benchmark. There is no such evi-
dence. No such evidence has been presented
to the Australian people as to why the war
against terrorism is to be fought by an inva-
sion of Irag. The real war against terrorism
has instead been siddlined by the Bush ad-
ministration’'s obsession with  Saddam
Hussein.

Whether this invasion of Iraq is short,
sharp and successful or not, it does not
change the fact that aggressive military ac-
tion to remove Saddam Hussein's regime,
however desirable this outcome, does not
justify the means being used by the so-called
coalition of the willing. The removal of Sad-
dam Hussein is a desirable outcome for a
whole host of reasons. That is why nations
across the world have been working inten-
sively towards that goal within the processes
of the United Nations Security Council for
the past six months and, indeed, the past 12
years. Hans Blix and Kofi Annan have both
said it, and the evidence shows that the proc-
ess of weapons inspection has been working.
Iraq has been contained and weapons have
been destroyed. Right up until George Bush
told the weapons inspectors to leave lrag
because he was going to declare war on it,
they were destroying al Samoud missiles.

Just this week in his final report Hans Blix
outlined the tasks remaining and said that the
disarmament of Irag could be completed
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within months. But George Bush could not
wait. This is a 12-year process and yet
George Bush could not wait another few
more months. Given the lack of evidence, we
have a situation where the Prime Minister
expects Australians to blindly take him on
trust and have absol ute faith in his assertions,
however weak. John Howard says that he
believes Saddam Husseln is a threat to Aus-
tralia and therefore we should believe it too.
But he cannot back this up with enough evi-
dence to convince the people who €elected
him to office. Instead, he stubbornly clings to
the vestiges of his integrity as the Australian
Prime Minister—an office that he has dis-
honoured time and time again throughout the
course of his leadership—all in a vain at-
tempt to persuade the Australian people that
he is right and they are wrong. It has been
truly pathetic to witness the Prime Minister
pleading that the people of Australia agree
with him simply on the basis that he agrees
with this action, he believes in it and he
thinks it is necessary. We are supposed to
believe that the Prime Minister has found a
new, sincere concern for the welfare of the
Iragi people. Thisis grossly at odds with the
demonisation of these same people when
they desperately sought Australia's protec-
tion in the form of asylum. It just does not
ring true.

The invasion of the sovereign nation of
Irag by the coalition of the willing is not an
act of self-defence and, consequently, does
not have the authority of the United Nations
to support it. That is why it is wrong and a
terrible mistake. The system of international
law and peacekeeping will be forever dam-
aged by the action of the coalition of the
willing; it sets an extraordinarily dangerous
precedent for the future. The ongoing threat
of terrorism to Australians, both at home and
abroad, for years to come will be a tragic
legacy of John Howard's term as Prime
Minister. He will be long gone, but this leg-
acy will continue. The Prime Minister has
fecklessly signed up Australian troops to the
Bush administration’s plans for the new
world order: a vision of world conquest held
by George Bush to be achieved through US
military dominance and driven by the vision
of a Middle East governed under United
States authority. This doctrine is not new; it
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was articulated by George Bush Sr way back
in the 1980s. The actions of George Bush Jr
are the culmination of a two-decade plan in
relation to the new world order. The invasion
of Irag is the first step in this disturbing vi-
sion and the Prime Minister has put Australia
right in the vanguard of it. No matter how
strongly the US deniesit, there is no doubt in
many minds that Iraq’s cilfields are a strong
inducement for the oil industry dominated
Bush administration to embark on this war.
At the very least, they know that this wealth
will assist in covering their own war costs.
President Bush blatantly let the cat out of the
bag about his unseemly rush to get his hands
on Iragi oil when on Tuesday he ordered
Iragi soldiers not to destroy Iragi oilwells
following the United States invasion.

The support of the Labor Party is fully for
the troops. They have no choice in this mat-
ter. They have to follow the orders of the
government of the day, unlike the Iragi peo-
ple who have been told by George Bush that
they could be tried for war crimes if they
fight to defend their own country. It is the
government’s decision that is wrong. It was
the government’s decision to predepl oy them
and the government’s decision now to com-
mit them. If Labor were in government these
troops would not have been predeployed. We
would not be committing them this week,
and we believe they should now be brought
back.

The Prime Minister has not been truthful
with the Australian public about the com-
mitment of our troops, and that is one of the
greatest charges against him. The Prime
Minister is treating the public with contempt
and he has treated our troops dishonourably.
He did not have the courage to tell them he
had signed up to the coalition of the willing,
a coalition that inevitably meant that if UN
Security Council authority was not forth-
coming those troops would be committed
irrespective.

This week we have seen the final moment
of truth for John Howard. He has been found
out as having made that commitment but not
having the courage to tell our troops or the
Australian public until he got the final call
from the President: witness yesterday when
his 10.30 a.m. press conference was deferred
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to make way for George Bush and he came
on afterwards. It is also the moment of truth
for coalition party members who have, until
now, shown no courage of their conviction
even though the lives of Australian troops
and innocent Iragis are now in jeopardy.

What a contrast! Within the Labor Party
we have had months of vigorous debate, yet
barely a peep out of coalition members.
Nothing. Nobody has raised this issue ether
in internal coalition forums or externaly. |
think this is gutless in the extreme of coali-
tion backbenchers. Thisis a party that claims
to be a group of individuals with diverse
views. This is a party that says we are the
automatons because we are all trade union
drones. Within the Labor Party we have had
avigorous debate about this for months. | am
not aware—and perhaps Senator Abetz will
be able to enlighten us later on—of anybody
within the coalition who has raised concerns
in respect of this matter within their party
room, the appropriate place for themto do it.
What a pack of automatons the coalition
backbench is!

Instead, it has been left to a host of former
Liberal Party leaders to speak out—people
such as Fraser, Valder and Hewson. No left-
wingers, no wets! It is a damning indictment
of the undemocratic and vice-like grip that
the Prime Minister has over his party room
that no-one has been brave enough to speak
out. For meitis of particular concern that we
have had no submissions from the Tasmanian
Liberals. No Tasmanian Liberal senators
have raised concerns. | appreciate that
Senator Abetz cannot because he is on the
frontbench, but Liberal senators from the
backbench can raise the issue in respect of
representations from their constituency. They
have not doneit. There is no doubt about the
views of the majority of Tasmanians on this.
They are not Liberals. It is an indictment of
theterm‘libera’.

What has really astounded me is the level
of intellectual moribundity, intellectual arid-
ity, on the other side of the chamber. It is not
everybody, but some of the contributions
have been fairly basic and certainly not well
researched. It is hard to believe that, like
everyone on our side, they have not been
bombarded with the same messages from the
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public asking them to oppose this war. This
war is wrong. We should not be in it. This
war is not in our national interest. What hap-
pened to the Prime Minister who had posters
at every polling booth that said in respect of
refugees, ‘We will decide who comes to this
country and the circumstances in which they
come ? What happened to that Prime Minis-
ter? This Prime Minister says: ‘We do not
decide when we go to war and the circum-
stances in which we go. George Bush does.’
What an absolute hypocrite!

Our involvement in this war will spawn
terrorism and encourage terrorists, and Aus-
tralia will as a consequence become more of
a target, not less. Only three countries have
committed troops. That will logically make
them a greater target for terrorists. It will
make Australia a greater target, as admitted
by Tony Abbott in the House of Representa-
tives. That is yet another one of the many
reasons why this commitment to go to war is
not in our national interest. It is not in our
national interest because we are a medium
power and we have to get behind the author-
ity of the UN Security Council in resolving
international conflict. The fact is that George
Bush could garner no widespread interna-
tional support for the second resolution, not
even from Spain, which attended the meeting
inthe Azores together with Portugal. With or
without the French veto the resol ution would
not have been carried, nor did it deserve to
be. We have read about the level of pressure
that was put on many smaller nations in the
Security Council to support the second
resolution, including economic inducements,
and still the support could not be garnered.
They could not get the votes, so now they go
outside the processes of the United Na
tions—and one thing we know about the
Senate is numbers!

This lack of international support speaks
volumes about the credibility of the argu-
ments of the coalition of the willing. Theirs
is a position not backed by evidence and
facts but by weak, illogica arguments and
baseless assertions. This has been a huge
failure in international diplomacy by George
Bush. We have never seen anything like it
before except perhaps during the Vietnam
era. However, we should long ago have
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learned the lessons of Vietham and the lives
of Australian troops should not be put on the
line where there is a clear case for not doing
so. Who said this? Not just the Labor Party
but the RSL.

The other reason why this war is against
our national interest is that it is a misreading
of our commitment under the United States
aliance. There is no threat to America, no
threat to its troops, no threat to us, and article
1 of the ANZUS alliance requires us to re-
solve international conflict through the
United Nations. It is particularly disturbing
that the Australian government could be
seeking to use Australian participation in the
coalition of the willing, and therefore the
lives of Australian troops, as leverage in ne-
gotiations for the US-Australia free trade
agreement. This war is wrong and Australia
should have no part iniit.

One thing we need to be careful of is ra-
cism in the community. That is not simply in
respect of Mudlims. | am not anti-American;
| am anti-George Bush. The redlity is that, if
you look at what happened in respect of his
dection and in respect of Florida and the
actions of Jeb Bush and so on, the Americans
did not actually popularly vote for George
Bush. | do not blame the American people
for George Bush. | do not blame Israglis for
the actions of Arial Sharon. The Labor Party
in Isragl have made their views very clear in
respect of Arial Sharon.

When | was preparing this speech |
thought about George Orwell, who wrote in
the seminal book Nineteen Eighty-Four that
the so-called theoretical totalitarian regime
was based on three things: war is peace,
freedom is davery and ignorance is strength.
Many dozens of senators and House of Rep-
resentatives members have used the quote,
‘The first casualty of war is truth.” The gov-
ernment can say, ‘ Thisis about peace, thisis
awar for peace,’ as many times as they like.
It is Orwellian in the extreme. It is the kind
of thing George Orwell wrote about in
Nineteen Eighty-Four, and | would like peo-
ple to think about that.

The bottom line here is that thisis a dis-
graceful action by the government. People
have said it is a black day—it does sound a
bit cliched—but | think it has been a horren-



9768

dous week for Australia and Australians.
Australia is potentially now a terrorist target.
We have been made a terrorist target by the
actions of the Australian government. It has
been said by Tony Abbott in the House of
Representatives and reaffirmed today on the
news. | do not think the Australian people
will particularly thank either George Bush or
John Howard if there is terrorist activity in
Australiaasaresult of this decision.

Senator Abetz—You haven't mentioned
Prime Minister Tony Blair yet.

Senator MACKAY—Or Tony Blair, who
| think is completely wrong. | do not care
that he is a Labour Prime Minister. | should
mention, Senator Abetz, that you have not
talked about Jacques Chirac, who isin fact a
conservative, so it goes both ways. Tony
Blair is paying the price for doing the wrong
thing. | started off quoting Robin Cook—
Tony Blair’s frontbench are falling like nine-
pins at the moment because of this situation.
| am not here defending Tony Blair. Are you
here defending Jacques Chirac? No, you are
not.

This is bad, this is not what Australian
people want and this is extremely serious. |
hope that Australians are not killed in this
conflict and | hope that Iraqgis are not killed.
Of course they are going to be. | hope this
does not lead to terrorist attacks in Australia,
but | think it will. 1 hope that it does not
make us a target. As many have said before
me, the real winner at the end of the day out
of this action is not George Bush or John
Howard but Osama bin Laden.

Senator ABETZ (Tasmania—Special
Minister of State) (8.32 p.m.)—We have just
heard another contribution from the Socialist
Left, who during this debate have provided
us with a strange smorgasbord of speeches
supporting, by implication, Saddam Hussein.
They seem to have moved from defence of
socialism and Stalin to the Ba' ath Socialist
Party and Saddam. The fact is that the mere
absence of war does not provide peace.
Peace without freedom is nothing but slav-
ery—and that is what those opposite in their
contributions to this debate would consign

the Iragi people to.
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Indeed, those opposite have outsourced
the moral judgments of Austraia to the
United Nations. No longer are they prepared
to say, ‘We must do this because it is right
and proper.” No, they say, ‘Our decision will
wholly and solely depend on whether the
United Nations will actually support any ac-
tion.” The correctness, the morality, of any
conflict in Iraq cannot be based solely on the
whims of the United Nations—the United
Nations that has such luminaries as Libya
chairing its Human Rights Committee and
such a freedom-loving country as China pre-
siding over its International Criminal Court.

When the people of Australia start realis-
ing the moribund organisation that the
United Nations has unfortunately become,
they will be very disappointed to see the
Australian Labor Party in particular tugging
its forelock to the United Nations and doing
a Pontius Pilate by washing its hands and
saying, ‘Sure, Iragi women can be raped by
state sanctioned rape gangs in prison. That
can occur.’ People can be killed, children can
be daughtered and human rights atrocities
using chemical and biological warfare
against the Kurds and Shiites can all occur
because the United Nations does not have the
staminato deal with thisissue.

The morality of dealing with this situation
has to be determined by objective factors,
not on the basis of the whims and fancies of
certain countries—including France, might |
add, which has acted quite shamefully in this
matter. | would simply invite people to read
the book entitled Saddam’'s Bombmaker, by
Khidhir Hamza, who left Irag in 1994. He
was in charge of the nuclear bomb program
for Iraq throughout the war in 1991 and
thereafter when Saddam Hussein had agreed
that he would no longer engage in the devel -
opment of weapons of mass destruction. This
man has told the world that this activity was
going on until he left in 1994. No doubt it is
continuing. And those opposite say, ‘But
there is no proof.” When Saddam Hussein's
own son-in-law goes to Jordan and tells the
world about all the weapons of mass de-
struction and about Saddam Hussein's re-
gime's plans and programs for warfare, those
on the other side would simply dismiss it.
But it was that serious—it was no fantasy—



Wednesday, 19 March 2003

that Saddam Hussein tricked his son-in-law
back to Iraq by saying, ‘ All is forgiven, come
back,” and as soon as he came back he was
executed.

If Saddam Hussein's son-in-law had sim-
ply taken leave of his senses and made up
those stories that had no basisin fact, why on
earth would Saddam Hussein have had him
executed? One would think he would have
pitied him and tried to assist him. But Sad-
dam Hussein knew that his son-in-law had
told the truth to the world and he wanted the
man eliminated. A man who is prepared to
do that to his own son-in-law is prepared to
do that to hundreds and thousands of others
within his country, and he has. Those oppo-
sitewho say, ‘ Tut-tut, we don’'t want to touch
Irag,” stand idly by while thousands of Iragis
are daughtered each and every year. Would
the same morality have been applied during
the Second World War, knowing what Adolf
Hitler was doing to the Jews? Would they
have said, ‘Welivein Australia. We' rein our
comfort zone on the other side of the world.
Why should we be concerned? That's not our
concern; that’'s in another theatre' ?

Australia has a very proud history of in-
volving itsef in theatres of war al around
the world in pursuit of freedom and liberty.
We have done our bit for the world. Unfortu-
nately, it has now fallen on our shoulders, yet
again, to be part and parcel of a coalition of
countries that are willing to provide that
same liberation to the Iragi people and its
minorities as was required in the Second
World War to liberate Jews and other mi-
norities from the evils of national socialism.

Nobody wants war. It is a devastating ac-
tivity—on the soldiers, on civilians, on world
security. Nobody wants it. But every now
and then, freedom and liberty are worth
fighting for—indeed, worth dying for—be-
cause, if we do not fight, we become saves.
The history of our world has many wonder-
ful examples of people who were willing to
die for freedom and for the better of man-
kind. It may be appropriate to quote a poem
which was on the Sunrise program this
morning, and | will deal with some of the
issues it raises. The poem It's the Soldier
reads:

It's the soldier, not the reporter,
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Who has given us freedom of the press.

It's the soldier, not the poet,

Who has given us freedom of speech.

It's the soldier, not the campus organiser,
Who has given us the freedom to demonstrate.
It's the soldier, not the lawyer,

Who has given us theright to afair trial.

It's the soldier who salutes the flag,

Serves under the flag

And whose coffin is draped by the flag,

Who gives the protester the right to burn the flag.

We in Australia are the beneficiaries of a
legacy of Australian men and women who
have been willing to sacrifice themselves for
the freedoms that we enjoy today; the free-
doms that allow people to hold demonstra-
tions; the freedoms that allow people to write
articles in newspapers condemning this gov-
ernment for certain actions; and the freedoms
that allow lawyers—and | say this as a law-
yer—to come out with some quite bizarre
interpretations of international law. Never-
theless, the freedoms that are enjoyed today
were bought by our military men and women
who paid the price. That is why, when we
consider the motion before us, the govern-
ment have said in clause (f) that we ‘hope
that all will return safely to their homes —
that is, Australia’s service men and women.
Do you know what the Labor Party and the
Democrats say in relation to ‘the hope that
al will return safely to their homes ? Their
amendments, if passed, would delete those
words from the motion. You really do have
to ask what motivates them. | refer to a very
good article in the Australian on 18 March
by Sophie Masson, which states:
But the one who has most rocked the French Left
is humanitarian Bernard Kouchner. His progres-
sive credentials can't easily be brushed aside.
After al, he's a prominent socialist, the founder,
organiser and president of Medecins sans Fron-
tieres—
| think that means doctors without frontiers
or something like that—
former head of the interim UN administration in
Kosovo and a former minister in the socialist
Jospin government.

‘The removal of Hussen is the primary con-
cern,” he told a television interviewer last week.
‘What is worse [than war]—
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and | invite those opposite to take heed—

is leaving in place a dictator who massacres his
people. | wish people would actually listen more
to the ones most threatened by all this, the Iraq
people who are subjugated by this dictatorship.’

| am not often reduced in debates in this
place to quote or refer to speeches of Greens
Senator Brown, but where was he on this
issue in 1991? He is on the record in the
Tasmanian parliament as saying, ‘ If we don't
do something about the Iragi nation being in
Kuwait, the blood of the Kuwaitis will be on
our hands.’ He has now developed another
line that somehow the blood would be on
John Howard's shoulders—how it gets there,
I do not know; | think he just mixed his
metaphors. That aside, if the blood of the
Kuwaitis was going to be on the hands of the
Western world for not taking action in 1991,
why is not the blood therefore of the tens of
thousands of Iragis who have been slaugh-
tered under this regime on the hands of the
likes of Senator Brown and others who are
seeking to avoid the right action being taken
in this situation? The honourable senator
cannot have it both ways. Either he was right
and he has to withdraw what he said in 1991
or he has to recant what he has been saying
recently. | will not be holding my breath.

Containment has been put to us as a pos-
sible approach. But as Jonah Goldberg said
in the National Review Online on 17 March
this year:

Containment of Saddam is an immoral policy
because, as Walter Russell Meade has noted, it
costs more lives than war would. According to—
no doubt inflated—U.N. and Iragi numbers,
60,000 babies and children—

allegedly—

die every year because of containment. Yes, a war
with Saddam would cost innocent Iragi lives, but
containment costs more. And containment pun-
ishes civilians. War primarily punishes those
willing to defend the regime and the privileges it
provides, while it rewards civilians with liberty,
prosperity, and hope.

| wish to deal with some of the issues that
have been put around of late. One is that any
action in Irag would be somehow a unilateral
action by the United States. | thought unilat-
eral action meant by one person or by one
body. If it is unilateral meaning ‘one body’,
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that is quite right—it is a body of 30 nations.
When you look at the map of Europe—you
will see France and Germany, and | have
referred to the reasons why they oppose any
actionin Iraq in a previous speech—you will
see the overwhelming numbers in favour of
the action that our Prime Minister, the Prime
Minister of the United Kingdom and the
President of the United States are suggesting.

Senator Mackay suggested to us that she
is not anti-American, just anti-Bush. She just
happened to forget that as a result she would
have to be anti-Bill Clinton as well on this
issue. That is the sad thing in Australian
politics. in the United States the parties in
opposition have had the political maturity to
support their government, and it is the same
in the United Kingdom, but we do not have
the same maturity from the opposition in this
nation, and that is a matter of great regret.
Others have suggested that it would some-
how be illegal to undertake military action
without UN sanction. Where were those ar-
guments for Bosnia and Serbia when NATO
took—can | use the term?—unilateral ac-
tion? Nobody raised that argument those few
years ago. Could NATO honestly claim that
the genocide that was occurring then in those
countries was a threat to other NATO na-
tions? NATO did what was right in the ab-
sence of the UN'’s capacity to make a deci-
sion, and, in that case, NATO saved many
Muslims from genocide. Let us not forget
that that only happened a few years ago be-
cause the United Nations was unwilling or
unableto act.

One of the strange things in this debate
has been the complete absence of those on
the opposite side to condemn and articulate
the human rights abuses of Saddam Hussein.
Indeed, to those of my fellow Australians
who have been in demonstrations, John
Howard was the great evil one, or George
Bush or Tony Blair, but Saddam Hussein was
not condemned by one single banner any-
where in Australia. There was no banner
saying: ‘We want peace, but, Saddam, could
you at least, please, disarm? Was there even
a‘please’ on one of the posters? No. Thereis
a complete failure by the Left in Australian
politics today to condemn Saddam Hussein
and to force the issue of disarmament. Those



Wednesday, 19 March 2003

opposite tell us we are rushing into this. Ex-
cuse me—12 years of negotiations is rushing
into it? If that is your definition of ‘rush’,
that is fine, but | suggest you get another
dictionary because | do not think the diction-
ary would bear you out.

The simple fact is that this regime in Iraq
has broken its own agreement that it signed
at the end of hodtilities in 1991. It has been
exposed by people who have left Iraq under
the threat of death and who have exposed its
weapons programs, which are still dismissed
by the other side. There are the 17 UN reso-
Iutions, one of which has words to the effect
that there would be serious consequences.
Do you know what the serious consequences
are? France will veto no matter what. That is
the serious consequence that Saddam
Hussein faces. Now, clothed with that
knowledge, do you think Saddam Hussein is
about to rush and disarm himself? Of course
not. We have to be guided by what is right
and proper. We in this place know that Sad-
dam Hussein's regime needs to be brought
down. Saddam Hussein needs to be disarmed
for the sake of the Iragi people, for Irag's
neighbours and for world stability. | do not
mind saying | thank God for the leadership
of George Bush, Tony Blair, John Howard
and the other great leaders of this world who
are prepared to take that necessary action.
(Time expired)

Senator MARSHALL (Victoria) (852
p.m)—War is never inevitable; war is
waged. History will forever condemn John
Howard and this government for their deci-
sion to commit Australian military forces to
a US led, non-UN sanctioned invasion of
Irag. | could not be more steadfast in my op-
position to this war. In my view it is incon-
ceivable that force is the only necessary
means left at our disposal to pursue the dis-
armament of Irag. The cabinet decision of
the Howard government to commit troops to
awar in Irag, outside of the United Nations
mandate to do so, could not be a more un-
necessary and dangerous one to make in the
name of Australia and its people.

The world has already sent Irag a re-
sounding message through United Nations
Security Council resolution 1441 that peace
can only be assured there by the disarma-
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ment of all weaponry, be they biological,
chemical and/or nuclear, and by the discon-
tinuation of all related programs. UN weap-
ons inspectors were deployed into Iraq by the
unanimous decision of the Security Council
to undertake precisely that task in a peaceful
yet effective manner. While there have been
Iragi breaches of UN resolutions, the out-
comes gained by the current UN inspect and
destroy processes are remarkable. Invasion
and war under these circumstances are im-
possible to justify.

During his 27 January report to the UN
Security Council, the Executive Chairman of
the UN Monitoring Verification and Inspec-
tion Commission, UNMOVIC, Dr Hans
Blix, stated that in UNMOVIC's experience:
Irag had decided in principle to provide coopera-
tion on process. Most importantly, prompt access
to al sites and assistance to UNMOVIC in the
establishment of the necessary infrastructure.

On 14 February, Dr Blix reported:

This impression remains. And we note that access
to sites has so far been without problems, includ-
ing those that have never been declared or in-
spected as well as two presidential sites and pri-
vate residences.

Dr Blix reported that, as at 14 February,
more than 400 inspections covering more
than 300 sites had occurred, more than 200
chemical and 100 biological samples had
been collected at different sites and that
three-quarters of those had so far been tested.
Dr Blix reported that the results to date were
consistent with Irag's declarations. In his
report of 7 March, Dr Blix reported further
progress. He noted that 34 al-Samoud |1 mis-
siles, including four training missiles, two
combatant warheads, one launcher and five
engines had been destroyed under
UNMOVIC supervision. Moreover, two ‘re-
congtituted’ casting chambers used in the
production of solid propellant missiles had
been destroyed and their remnants melted or
encased in concrete. Dr Blix said:

The destruction undertaken constitutes a substan-
tial measure of disarmament—indeed, the first
since the middle of the 1990s.

We are not watching the breaking of toothpicks.
Lethal weapons are being destroyed.

A posting on the United Nations web site
yesterday stated:
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Even as United Nations weapons inspectors were
about to be withdrawn from Irag, they supervised
the destruction of two more Al Samoud 2 missiles
today, bringing to 72 the total destroyed since the
1 March deadline for beginning the process.

Dr Mohamed ElBaradei, the Director Gen-
era of the International Atomic Energy
Agency, reported to the Security Council on
7 March that his organisation had undertaken
218 nuclear inspections at 141 sites, includ-
ing 21 that had not been inspected before. In
hisreport Dr ElBaradei said:

There is no indication of resumed nuclear activi-
ties in those buildings that were identified
through the use of satellite imagery as being re-
constructed or newly erected since 1998, nor any
indication of nuclear-related prohibited activities
at any inspected sites.

There is no indication that Iraq has attempted to
import uranium since 1990.

There is no indication that Iraq has attempted to
import aluminium tubes for use in centrifuge en-
richment. Moreover, even had Iraq pursued such a
plan, it would have encountered practical diffi-
culties in manufacturing centrifuges out of the
aluminium tubes in question.

Although we are still reviewing issues related to
magnets and magnet production, there is no indi-
cation to date that Irag imported magnets for use
in a centrifuge enrichment programme.

With such gains being made, how can this
process be abandoned? While much attention
is being given by proponents of a war against
Iraq that a clear link between Iraq and al-
Quaeda exists, it must also be noted that
there is no proof or evidence that such links
doexist. Thisis hardly abasis to wage war.

The Howard government is caught in the
first half of the 20th century. Gone are the
days where the might of one€'s army—or a
coalition of willing armies, as the case may
be—would attract an automatic power or
right to circumvent peaceful solutions to in-
ternational conflict by using intimidation
and/or force. Even article | of the Security
Treaty between Australia, New Zealand and
the United States of America states:

The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter
of the United Nations, to settle any international
disputes in which they may be involved by peace-
ful means in such a manner that international
peace and security and justice are not endangered
and to refrain in their international relations from
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the threat or use of force in any manner inconsis-
tent with the purposes of the United Nations.

John Howard and his government, not con-
tent with merely rejecting any and al obli-
gations they have to resolve the situation in
Iraq peacefully, are also, by virtue of joining
the so-called coalition of the willing, sup-
portive of the potential use of nuclear weap-
onry itself against their non-aggressing en-
emy. The Americans have not ruled out the
possibility that strikes against Iraq could be
of a nuclear magnitude. Launching such a
strike against Irag—or, for that matter, a non-
UN sanctioned strike—would be in clear
contravention of the United Nations Charter
and numerous international laws. Labor has
been unequivocal in its opposition to such a
situation.

Worldwide opinion on the legality of the
impending action by the United States and its
coalition of the willing is mixed. Whether
legal or not, it is immoral. Decisions of the
United Nations Security Council in the past
are not decisions of the United Nations Secu-
rity Council in 2003 regarding immediate
military action. To argue that a war is legal
misrepresents the opinion of the Security
Council right now. The UN Security Council
does not support this war at this juncture.
Such a war could only be unequivocally le-
gal and moral—if you can call any war at all
moral—with the unanimous support of the
Security Council. The United Nations must
be empowered by its member states through
their adherence to the UN charter at all
times. The UN demands of the collective
world that, in times of international conflict,
all peaceful solutions must be exhausted be-
fore military force or war can even be con-
sidered as a way of resolving an issue. This
is the situation we are in at the moment. But
while progress is being made peacefully, this
government has abandoned its commitment
totherule of law and is acting recklessly and
immorally.

The Australian Labor Party has been
committed to the United Nations and its pro-
cesses since 1947, as we recognise that na-
tion states have obligations to the wider
world and that the fulfilment of such obliga-
tions will only be effective if the entire world
community is involved in the processes of



Wednesday, 19 March 2003

their establishment and their enforcement.
As a middle power, Australia depends on
institutions such as the United Nations to
uphold and ensure worldwide peace and se-
curity. In clear contrast, John Howard and
this government have from the outset been
willing to commit to military action without
UN sanction. He has used systematic dishon-
esty to do so. He has deceived the Australian
people and, even more importantly, he has
deceived our Australian troops.

Senator Kemp interjecting—

Senator MARSHALL—When Austra-
lia's troops were predepl oyed to the gulf, our
Prime Minister argued that they were being
sent to take part in peacekeeping and sanc-
tion enforcing forces—namely, the Multina-
tional Interception Force. Australia’s sons
and daughters were being sent to the gulf not
for war but to uphold the strength of the
United Nations and its resolutions. We knew
then what we know now: John Howard was
not sending our troops off to peace-keep; he
was sending them off to war and in the proc-
ess he mided them, their families and the
wider Australian community.

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT
(Senator Lightfoot)—Senator Marshall, |
apologise for interrupting your contribution,
butitis‘Mr Howard' or ‘Prime Minister’.

Senator MARSHALL—Thank you, Mr
Acting Deputy President. Thisis not Austra-
lia's war. The disarmament of Iraq is the en-
tire world's responsibility. And this should
not be forgotten. With war looming, it isim-
portant to assess the real implications of it.
During the 1991 Gulf War, following Irag's
invasion of Kuwait, coalition forces dropped
over 90,000 tonnes of explosives on Irag.
Between 50 and 70 per cent of bombs missed
their intended targets and up to 80,000 civil-
ians were killed, in addition to the hundreds
of thousands of deaths sustained by the
militaries of both sides. According to a joint
World Health Organisation-UNICEF team
report of 1991, the Gulf War resulted in a
complete breskdown of the Iragi civilian
infrastructure. Postwar, €ectricity was re-
duced to just four per cent of prewar levels
and water supply to Baghdad was reduced to
just five per cent of prewar levels. Any war
leads to massive poverty, homelessness and

SENATE

9773

ongoing disease and death. Since the end of
the Gulf War, tight UN imposed trade sanc-
tions have existed on Irag. These sanctions
have prevented Iraq from importing materi-
als and equipment needed in order to begin
true postwar reconstruction.

Senator Kemp—Who wroate this rubbish?

Senator MARSHALL—Senator Kemp
wants to say that he is quite happy to take
very lightly a decision to condemn hundreds
of thousands of Iragi citizens to poverty and
to death. He is very happy to see hundreds of
thousands of peopl e die through this war.

Senator Kemp interjecting—

The ACTING DEPUTY
DENT—Order, Senator Kemp!

Senator MARSHALL—What is even
worse is that he is happy to send Australian
soldiers to war and, potentialy, to their
deaths, because he is happy to take a very
light decision to answer a call from the
United States President without thinking
through his moral and legal obligations in
regard to this war. Weapons inspections were
working, and Hans Blix says he needs a
number of months more to work through the
process.

Senator Kemp interjecting—

Senator  MARSHALL—BuUt no; you
cannot wait. You take these decisions very
lightly, Senator Kemp, and shame on you for
doing so.

Senator Kemp interjecting—

The ACTING DEPUTY
DENT—Order, Senator Kemp!

Senator MARSHALL—In 1996, after
Iraq’s acceptance of the terms of UN resolu-
tion 986, the food for oil program was
launched. It has improved conditions for
Irag’s civilian population to some degree, but
only when al trade sanctions on lrag are
lifted can real improvements begin. For trade
sanctions to be lifted, Iraq must be declared
disarmed. It isin the entire world's interests,
and particularly in Irag's interests, for the
UN weapons inspect-and-dismantle process
to continue until complete. It is worth re-
membering that, in 2003, Iraq's population
of 25 million is nearly half children, more
than four million of whom are under five
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years of age. Sixteen million Iragi civilians,
half of them children, are 100 per cent de-
pendent on government distributed food ra-
tions, and there is only one month’'s supply
of foodin Iraqg.

A war will be catastrophic for all the peo-
ple of Irag, particularly its many children.
According to the UN, awar in Iraq will lead
to more than 1.4 million refugees and as
many as two million internally displaced
persons. This figure could include nearly
750,000 refugee children and one million
internally displaced children. What plans
have been made to address these issues?
Very few, it would seem. And what plans
exist for postwar reconstruction of Irag? It is
the firm view of proponents of military ac-
tion that the aim of the war in Irag is to top-
ple the Iragi government, particularly Sad-
dam Hussein. With respect to this situation,
many issues have not yet been addressed. In
the words of US Democrat Senator Robert
Byrd:

... we hear little about the aftermath of war in
Irag. In the absence of plans, speculation abroad
is rife. Will we seize Irag's ail fields, becoming
an occupying power which controls the price and
supply of that nation’s ail for the foreseeable fu-
ture? To whom do we propose to hand the reigns
of power after Saddam Hussein?

These questions remain of utmost impor-
tance and must be addressed before war be-
gins. History has far too many ghastly stories
of past efforts in this regard and the world
cannot sit by to watch similar tragedies un-
fold again. However, the overriding ques-
tions surrounding the toppling of foreign
governments remain: is it morally right for
Western coalitions to forcibly undertake such
jobs? Could there not be a better way to
bring about these ends more naturaly?
Surely, by equipping all the people of the
world with adequate food, water, hedlth,
education and housing services, people suf-
fering under oppressive totalitarian rule
around the world would have a much better
chance of rising up against and seizing
power from brutal and horrific regimes, by
themsel ves and for themselves.

| want to make my support of the Austra-

lian defence forces and their personnel very
clear. As Mr Crean has stated, unrelentingly,
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our argument is with the government and not
with our troops. Our troops, wherever they
areand at all times, have my full support, the
support of the Australian Labor Party and, |
am sure, the support of al in this parliament.
| wish them safety and they will be at the
forefront of my thoughts. It is a sad, sad day,
though, for this country. Our troops should
not have been predeployed by this govern-
ment; they should not be partaking in this
war which is not ours to fight, and only a
Labor government would bring them back.

In conclusion, | would again like to quote
Dr Blix from his 7 March report to the UN
Security Council:

Even with a proactive Iragi attitude, induced by
continued outside pressure, it would still take
some time to verify sites and items, analyse
documents, interview relevant persons, and draw
conclusions. It would not take years or weeks, but
months.

If the world community, including the United
States, Britain, Spain and, for that matter,
Australia, were not satisfied with the inevita-
ble time needed to undertake this task to per-
fection from the outset, why was UN Secu-
rity Council resolution 1441 ever moved in
the first place? Even today, Dr Blix said, ‘I
don't think it is reasonable to close the door
to inspections after 3% months.” | must
agree. It is aways the ordinary working
family and their children that bear the worst
effects of war. While the people of Irag will
be the most directly affected, the effects of
war always extend across borders and around
the entire globe.

At times of international conflict, people
expect and deserve absolute honesty, trans-
parency and humanity from their leaders,
from all nations involved, from organisations
under the UN, from people involved with the
UN and from the world's media. Let us hope
that the people of the world get just that. The
case for war has not been made. Along with
a massive majority of the wider Australian
public, 1 do not support the government in
sending our troopstoit. | am ashamed of this
government.

Senator HUMPHRIES  (Australian
Capital Territory) (9.10 p.m.)—This is an
interesting time to be coming into the Aus-
tralian Senate.
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Senator Kemp interjecting—

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT
(Senator Lightfoot)—Order! Senator Hum-
phries, would you please resume your seat.
Senator Kemp, | would ask that you let the
senator on his feet, Senator Humphries, to at
least get into the entree of his speech before
you start interjecting across the chamber. |
would ask those opposite—those on my
left—to stop inciting Senator Kemp to inter-
ject in the manner that he does.

Senator HUMPHRIES—This is an in-
teresting time at which to come into the
Australian Senate. It is a time when a deci-
sion of enormous consequence has been
made by the Australian government and it is
a time for the parliament to debate an issue
of enormous gravity. Perhaps the most awe-
some prerogative power of a state is the
power to use lethal force against another na-
tion. Australia is on the verge of military
conflict with a nation which has for some
years been in defiance of international con-
ventions and resolutions, in particular on the
development of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. The leader of that nation has been de-
scribed in the course of this debate—today,
tonight and yesterday—in various ways, but
generally as a dictator, a thug, and a master
of brutality and cruelty against both his ene-
mies and his own people.

The decision to use military force in con-
cert with the United States and Great Britain
has certainly been a decision which has di-
vided Australia. | would concede that proba-
bly, at this time, a substantial proportion,
maybe a majority, of the Australian commu-
nity is opposed to military deployment. The
issue, therefore, appears to be not whether
Saddam Hussein is worthy of being removed
but whether this should happen by force and,
if so, whether Australia should be in-
volved—whether this is Australia’'s battle.
One thing that | think is quite certain is that
no-one in this debate, on any side of the
chamber and in any part of this nation, ap-
proaches the prospect of war with any relish
or sense of jingoism. We know only too well
the lessons of history; war is bloody, vicious
and no respecter of innocence.

This war, like any other, carries the likeli-
hood—one might even say the certainty—of
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casualties, both military and civilian. Yet |
have heard no-one in this debate say—al-
though some have come very close—that all
war is wrong, that the taking up of arms is
completely indefensible. There are, appar-
ently, just wars and not only when nations
act in self-defence. One example—although
it might not be called a war as such—was
Australia’s armed intervention in East Timor
in the last two or three years. That carried
both the potential and the actuality of serious
casualties, including of Australian military
personnel. Yet we would al concede, | am
sure, that that intervention was justified. It
carried a risk for Australia and its military
personnel, but it was justified. The question
becomes, therefore: if war can be justified in
principle, can it be justified in these circum-
stances?

| would like to deconstruct the argument
of those opposed to Australia’s military in-
tervention in this conflict. It is very difficult,
in fact, because a variety of strands of that
argument appear in this debate, and not all of
those strands are consistent with each other.
Opposition to this military intervention ap-
pears to be an aliance of a number of par-
ties, some of whom apparently supported the
war against Iraq in 1991 and indeed were
part of the government of Australia which
took part actively in that military conflict but
who perhaps now sense a different public
mood—

Senator Forshaw—It was approved by
the UN in 1991!

Senator HUMPHRIES—and pacifists
who oppose all war.

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESI-
DENT—Senator Forshaw, we are all im-
pressed with your knowledge, but would you
please be quiet—

Senator Forshaw—It was approved by
the UN!

Senator HUMPHRIES—I do not know
which you fall into, Senator—

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESI-
DENT—Senator Forshaw, would you please
desist from interjecting.

Senator Forshaw—Get him to tell the
truth!
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The ACTING DEPUTY PRESI-
DENT—Do not address the chair in that
manner, Senator Forshaw. You know better
than that. | ask you to hear the senator in
silence.

Senator Kemp—Mr Acting Deputy
President, on a point of order: Senator For-
shaw said that my colleague was lying, and |
ask that that word be withdrawn; it is unpar-
liamentary.

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESI-
DENT—If Senator Forshaw said that, he
should, of course, withdraw it unequivocally.

Senator Forshaw—I did not say that the
speaker was lying; | said | am not here to sit
and listen to these lies. But | will withdraw—

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESI-
DENT—It was unparliamentary and you
should withdraw. | assume that was a with-
drawal.

Senator For shaw—It was a withdrawal.
If | have to withdraw the truth, | will.

Senator  HUMPHRIES—I thank the
senator. As | have said, all sides seem to
agree that Saddam Hussein is a butcher who
richly deserves to be removed from office.
An essential underpinning element of mili-
tary intervention, in circumstances such as
these and in any circumstances in today's
environment, is the defence of human rights.
Are we erntitled to act to defend rights such
as the right to liberty, the right to freedom
from torture, the right to hold palitical opin-
ions contrary to those of government, and the
right to freely practise one’'s own faith and so
on? Are we entitled to act, if necessary by
force, to defend those rights? Surely the an-
swer—and this is an answer we provided
through our actions in East Timor—is a re-
sounding yes. But opponents in this case ap-
pear to baulk at the prospect of doing so by
force. Why isthat?

There are a number of arguments, which |
would like to run through. One argument—
and we have heard this several times in the
course of this debate—is that the conflict in
this case is illegal because it does not have
appropriate legal backing. Australia, there-
fore—so the argument goes—cannot be in-
volved in this conflict. That has already been
dealt with comprehensively in the course of
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this debate. The opinions of two senior gov-
ernment lawyers have been referred to al-
ready, and | think they have been tabled in
the other place. | note aso the opinion of
Emeritus Professor D.W. Greig published in
the Canberra Times on Monday of this week.
He is an academic with a great deal of
gravitas and his opinion deserves to be taken
very seriously.

| note also the views of a number of law-
yers, which were published in the Australian
newspaper on Tuesday of this week. Under
the heading ‘A group of international law-
yers: the case for a legal attack’, these law-
yers confront an earlier article in the Age and
the Sydney Morning Herald by other lawyers
which argued that there was no legal basis
for Australiato take partinaUSled invasion
of Irag. This later group of lawyers argued in
the Australian that:

Much of the present debate on Irag is premised
on the assumption, shared by the authors of the
joint letter, that the Security Council has not al-
ready authorised the use of force. An opposite
and plausible case can and has been made on the
basis of the wording of resolutions aready
adopted.

Resolution 1441 was carefully and deliberately
framed in terms that could be read to permit the
use of force. It was adopted under Chapter VII
which alows the council to adopt mandatory
action to deal with threats to the peace, breaches
to the peace and acts of aggression.

The resolution says that Iraq remains “in
breach of its material obligations’ under previous
Chapter VI resolutions, has a “final opportunity
to comply” and failing compliance will “face
serious consegquences’ —

Thisis actually in the resolution—

It explicitly recalls resolution 678 (1990), which
authorised “all necessary means” to restore peace
and security in the region and Resolution 687
(1991) which established the conditions for the
cease-fire after the Gulf War.

By its terms, Resolution 1441 clearly viewed
the use of force against Irag not in isolation but
rather as a continuation of measures taken in the
wake of Saddam Hussein's illegal invasion of
Kuwait.

They go on to say:

Furthermore, even if Resolution 1441 were not
read to authorise military action, the use of force
against Hussein's regime at this time would be
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legally justified on the basis of the UN Charter
and the right of individual and collective sdf-
defence, redlistically interpreted.

That article is authored by a number of law-
yers, including solicitors, barristers, aca-
demic lawyers and two former attorneys
general—one Liberal and one Labor.

It is worth conceding, notwithstanding
that difference and variety of legal opinion,
that international law suffers many uncer-
tainties. It does not have the certainty of do-
mestic law: it is hard to point to precedents
and it is hard, of course, to enforce interna-
tional law. But to cite it, therefore, as a rea-
son not to address a glaring international
problem—a problem with enormous moral
compulsion—is fraught with danger. That is
what those opposite are doing in the course
of this debate. | note and agree with the
comments of Senator Greig earlier in this
debate that to focus on legal arguments at the
expense of moral arguments is a mistake.
Legality and morality are potentially two
very different things, and we should make
sure that our actions are in accordance with
what is morally correct before making sure
that they are legally correct.

A further argument is that the action has
not been endorsed by the United Nations. As
a simple argument this is quite separate from
the argument about legality—that it should
be endorsed as some kind of prerequisite by
the United Nations. | have already cited the
views of those lawyers that | referred to ear-
lier on this subject. | wonder, though, about
the strength of the argument even in the
mouths of those who put it forward on the
other side of the chamber. The fact is that
there are some in the antiwar camp for whom
this argument is completdy irrelevant. There
are some for whom even a UN sanctioned
war would be quite unacceptable. | assume,
despite the apparent unanimity of those op-
posite in the course of this debate, that there
were some of them at least in their own in-
ternal party caucuses arguing that any kind
of war—UN sanctioned or otherwise—was
unacceptable.

| am a supporter of the United Nations but
| do not delegate to it the right to determine
the morality of international conflicts. Of
course it would be better if the United Na-
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tions had backed this military action, if only
for the message it would send to the regime
in Baghdad. But we should remember that
the United Nations is ultimately an instru-
ment of governments and paliticians. Its pro-
nouncements deserve respect, but it is not the
arbiter of morality any more than the pro-
nouncements of politicians or governments
here are such arbiters.

A further argument is that this is not our
fight; thisis not in our national interest; it is
not in our region. That argument boils down
to this: human rights outside this region carry
less weight than ones closer to home. | reject
that and | hope al senators when they think
carefully about that argument regject it also.
Human rights are most in need of defence
where they are most under threat. It is hard
to point to anywhere in the world at the pres-
ent time where they are more under threat
than in Irag. The same argument could apply
to our entry into World War 1l in 1939. After
al, Poland and Czechoslovakia are much
further away than even Irag. Indeed there are
many compelling comparisons between the
appeasement movement of the 1930s and the
antiwar camp in Australia today.

A further argument is put forward that
there are alternatives to war. Of all the argu-
ments, | think this is the most tenuous we
have heard advanced. It goes like this: it will
al be okay as long as we give Saddam one
more chance. Give diplomacy a go—that is
the argument that is put forward. | think that
is naivety in the extreme. We have been
giving diplomacy a go consistently for the
last 12 years and it has proven to be utterly
and completely fruitless. Of the 27 resolu-
tions of the United Nations in 12 years only
three could be said to have been complied
with by the regime in Irag. | have more re-
spect for the argument that we can safey
ignore the development of weapons of mass
destruction by Iraq than the argument that
they can somehow be removed by giving
diplomacy a further go. Does anyone seri-
ously believe that there would be any coop-
eration at all, even in terms of those three
resolutions apparently complied with by
Irag, if today armed forces were not massed
on Irag's borders? You do not have to be
particularly cynical to reach the view that
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force is the only thing that Saddam Hussein
understands.

For sheer inconsistency, nothing beats the
position of those who argue for no war under
any circumstances, those who rely heavily on
emotive demonstrations of the horrendous
effect of war. | know that there are some
taking part in the demonstrations and the
political debate at the moment in Australia
who have not previoudy been politically
active, but there are many who are long-term
residents of the Australian Left. Why is this
relevant? Because until this debate | have
never detected a particularly strong vein of
pacifism among the Australian Left.

| can recall being involved in debates over
many years on matters such as human rights
in El Salvador, Nicaragua, South Africa and
Chile, to name just a few. | have heard ac-
tivists in various places, particularly on cam-
puses around Australia, rail against those evil
regimes and urge action against them. When
| heard these calls for action in Nicaragua, El
Salvador and so forth | imagined that they
were talking about military action—appar-
ently not. So what did they want and what
have the Left, in recent years at least, wanted
Australia to do about human rights abuses in
a variety of countries—generally countries
with right wing governments—around the
world? Intervene militarily? Apparently not,
despite the fact that these people were no-
ticeably silent in certain other military ac-
tions such as the Soviet invasion of Afghani-
stan. Impose sanctions? Apparently not,
since the Left have strongly opposed the im-
position of sanctions on Irag, at least in re-
cent days.

| have tried valiantly to distinguish the
situation of sanctions imposed against South
Africa somewhat earlier and the situation of
sanctions imposed against Irag. The only
difference | can discern is that in the case of
South Africa that government did not divert
money for food and medicines into arms,
which is exactly what Saddam Hussein has
done. Presumably, if the South African gov-
ernment had behaved as Saddam is behaving
now, the Australian Left would have argued
for the sanctions against South Africa to be
lifted. | do not think so.
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Today the Left rallies around a popular is-
sue, painting itself as an opponent of war, but
| am, frankly, unconvinced. There is no
doubt that, had Australia taken part in, for
example, a multinational force years ago to
end the regime of General Pinochet in Chile,
the Left would have been there cheering the
troops on the quayside. They are not oppo-
nents of war, they are merely opponents of
this war—Ilargely, | suspect, because the US
isin favour of this war. If the brutal and cor-
rupt regime of Saddam Hussein is not basis
enough for international intervention, can
there ever be such a basis? If the Saddam
regime does not rank highly enough on the
cruelty and oppression index of this world to
take action against, then what regime does?
What greater case can there be for Australia
to end gross human rights abuses than the
one that exists today and now against Sad-
dam Hussein?

One of the great figures of the 20th cen-
tury was Mahatma Gandhi. He preached a
doctrine of non-violence. He had a powerful
effect on the march towards Indian inde-
pendence and his views were very influential
in India but not particularly so outside that
country, at least not during his lifetime.
Why? The answer is that Gandhi was a con-
temporary of Adolf Hitler and it was very
plain to people in the middle or first half of
the 20th century that the doctrine of nonvio-
lence espoused by Gandhi had very serious
limitations in cases like Nazi Germany. The
analogy | draw is this: the worst mistake we
could make at this time in the 21st century
would be to assume that state-sponsored
thuggery in the model of the Nazis could not
happen again. On the contrary, it seems that
some leaders since Hitler—Pol Pot is one
that springs to mind and Saddam Hussein is
another—have refined and improved the
model of state control through terror that
Hitler pioneered. So the question remains
today: given those circumstances, what
should Australia do about this situation? |
think we have a very clear obligation. We
should oppose the existence and continuation
of regimes such as this. We should oppose
them with all our strength. | would be
ashamed to say to a future generation of
Australians that | was in a position to help
bring about the end of a regime like this and
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| failed to act. This motion, unamended, de-
serves the support of the Senate.

Senator McLUCAS (Queensland) (9.30
p.m.)—For any government, surely the deci-
sion to participate in a war is the single most
significant decision it can make. Surely, too,
it is a decision that is taken as an absolute
last resort when all other avenues to achieve
an outcome have been exhausted. It should
be a decision that is made only with the sup-
port of the community that the government is
purported to represent, and it should be made
in the national interests of that community, in
the interests of the defence of the nation it-
sdf or in the defence of others who are
threatened. It follows that the decision to
deploy troops should be made in concert
with the global community, using principles
of internationally accepted law. | say that
these sensible and reasonable principles have
not been met by Mr Howard. Mr Howard has
taken a decision to send Australians into a
war zone for the first time for this nation as
an aggressor—on the basis of a phone call.
The most significant decision a government
can take has been taken because Mr Howard
received a phone call from the President of
the United States—and | say shame!

I move to the second principle and ask:
has the decision to deploy troops been taken
as a last resort? All the evidence would tell
us that it has not. Mr Hans Blix and the
United Nations weapons inspection team
have, in every report made to the United Na-
tions, stated that progress towards the de-
struction of weapons of mass destruction has
been made. We know that 70 out of 120 al-
Samoud missiles have been destroyed. We
know that the weapons inspection process is
working. Mr Howard is making much of the
number of resolutions that have been
adopted and the number of years that Iraq
has been noncompliant. In the face of Mr
Blix’sreports, it follows that now is certainly
not the time to deviate from a strategy that is
delivering the results the international com-
munity is demanding—that is, the disarma-
ment of Irag. That iswhy Labor believes that
diplomacy and the weapons inspectors
should have been given every chance to suc-
ceed. But that now is not possible, and the
losers are al of us: the people of Australia,
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Britain and the United States—in fact the
whole global community. But, most impor-
tantly, the losers are the innocent civilians of
Iraq who now face the reality of the horror of
war. In the face of the facts, however, our
Prime Minister, the Prime Minister of Britain
and the President of the United States studi-
oudy avoid the question: why now? The
motivation for their decision is obviousy
esewhere.

This decision has not been made as a last
resort and the question still remains of when
Mr Howard made his decision. Even up until
yesterday morning Mr Howard continued the
charade of saying that the decision to engage
Australian troops in Iraq had not been made.
Well, | am sorry, Mr Howard, but no-one
actually believes you. Mr Howard has not
been honest with the Australian people over
the interestingly named ‘predeployment’ of
troops. It was only when the President of the
United States, Mr Bush, let slip that Austra-
lia was a member of the codlition of the
willing that we here—we the citizens—knew
that the deal had been done. It took a foreign
leader to come clean with the Australian

people.

This decision has not been made with the
support of the Australian people. Mr Howard
has said that Australians who do not agree
with him—and he says that he knows that
there are plenty—should take their anger out
on him and his government and that Austra-
lian troops should not be targeted. To be
frank, this is stating the bleeding obvious.
Australians from all parts of the country have
repeatedly said that they know and under-
stand that the troops are simply doing their
job, doing what the government of the day
has directed them to do. To me hiswords are
truly offensive. That Mr Howard would use
these words to suggest that our community
would act in such away is to send a message
that harassment of troops is occurring. That
is like Mr Lindsay, the member for Herbert,
when he beat up a story for his own personal
political gain and to the detriment of the
people of Townsville and Thuringowa.

The Australian people, like the Labor
Party and like every senator and member in
this place, irrespective of their political
leanings, unconditionally support our troops.
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It is not an issue. And Mr Howard, along
with the members of the Liberal and Na-
tional parties, needs to take care with his
language and with the intentionally hidden
intent. Words are powerful, especially in war.
Words need to be chosen carefully to reflect
the truth, especially in war. Mr Howard has,
in many of his addresses, listed the many
atrocities of Saddam Hussein. The President
of the United States also used part of his re-
cent address to graphically describe the hor-
rors that have been perpetrated against the
Iragis. Senators Hill and Vanstone listed
them again today in question time.

| say to the senators opposite: we know
these horrors, and so do Australians. We
know that Saddam Hussein must be dis-
armed. We know the atrocities that he has
committed against his people. And we also
know that this war will not deliver the out-
come that we all desire. The repeating of the
list of horrors does nothing to strengthen our
collective desire for him to be disarmed, and
so we need to ask: just what is the intention
of the repeating of the list of horrors? | sug-
gest that it is to justify and to legitimise the
decision to go to war. It is an emotive at-
tempt to gather greater support for the gov-
ernment’s position. But it is not frank, it is
not honest and surely it is not right. As |
have said: words are powerful.

Mr Peter Lindsay, the member for Her-

bert, has had difficulty over the last few
months finding the words to describe his
view about the potential for, and now the
redlity of, this war. On 24 September 2002
on the ABC AM program the MP for Her-
bert, Mr Lindsay, said—and | ask you to lis-
ten carefully:
Make no mistake, these are extraordinarily dan-
gerous times for the world and for Austraia. If
the US goes in there without a mandate from the
United Nations it could well be that the influence
and the power and the status of the United Na-
tions will be damaged forever. Terrorism must not
go unchallenged but, equally so, for a nation to
just unilaterally decide to go in without proper
reason or proper support from the United Nations,
| think puts that nation in the same basket as the
terrorists.

Mr Lindsay, | agree. Mr Lindsay was again
reported, on 5 February 2003 in the Austra-
lian Financial Review, as saying that he re-
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mained firmly opposed to unilateral action
againgt Iraq. On Tuesday of this week—
yesterday—he was reported as maintaining
his stance that there should not be a war
against lraq without United Nations ap-
proval. Heis quoted as saying:

| haven't changed my stance—there's some rea-
son why that is the case.

Then he goes on:

I’'m being mysterious, it will come clearer in the
next couple of days.

And then there was the backflip today, when
he advised his constituency that the UN
mandate for war was in existence, according
to him, through resolutions 678, 687 and
1441. These resolutions have been in place
for months, and in some cases years, and
today Mr Lindsay has finaly found the
wriggle room to call them a mandate. Yes-
terday he had no mandate and today he has.
No, Mr Lindsay, it is not mysterious; it is
political doublespeak. And politicians won-
der why our constituents are angry. When
they are treated like fools, they deserve to be
angry.

Has the decision to deploy troops to a war
in Iraq been made in the national interest, for
the good of Australians? How will this deci-
sion affect the safety of Australians? The
Prime Minister has attempted to link Saddam
Hussein to the events of September 11 and to
Bali, but he has presented no evidence and
defence commentators worl dwide have deni-
grated any suggestion that there is any link.
But, worse, respected commentators have
identified that a unilateral invasion of Iraq
will increase the likelihood of Muslims—
especially young and disaffected Muslims—
being attracted to terrorist organisations. This
is not only in the Middle East but also in
other Muslim nations, including Indonesia.
Like Australia, in Indonesia the church and
the state are separate institutions. Indonesian
leaders, for better or worse, have attempted
to manage the Islamic fundamentalist ele-
ments in their country. Indonesiais an ethni-
cally and culturally diverse country which
has tried to balance—some will say with
varying levels of success—these competing
interests to achieve alevel of peace.

But an attack on Irag may well be used by
Muslim fundamentalists in countries like
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Indonesia to incite hatred and division, po-
tentially destabilising our closest neighbour.
Thisis not in the interests of our nation. Our
first responsibility must be in our region.
This is not selfish. We have played our part
further afield when required. But surely, with
nations in our region currently grappling
with fundamentalism and fundamentalist
groups as well as the rapidly unfolding
events in North Korea, we have a responsi-
bility in this part of the world. Lord Douglas
Hurd, the former British conservative foreign
secretary, asked:

Do we hdp or hinder this essential struggle
against terrorism by attacking Irag? ... Would we
thus turn the Middle East into a set of friendly
democratic capitalist societies ready to make
peace with Israd, or into a region of sullen hu-
miliation, a fertile and amost inexhaustible re-
cruiting ground for further terrorists for whom
Britain isamain target?

His concerns are for Britain. Mine are for
Australia, and they are equally valid.

Australia has played a part in the interna-
tional community for over 50 years through
its association with the United Nations. As a
nation we have benefited from this relation-
ship, just as our involvement has benefited
others. This longstanding connection has
now been jeopardised, placing Australian
interests outside the recognised international
decision making structures. Maintaining the
trust of many countries has now been put
into question and, again, Australiawill be the
loser. We will no longer have the ability to be
able to act as an even-handed player in dip-
lomatic circles. The ramification of this deci-
sion in future international dealings was
clearly not considered when Mr Howard
obediently and subserviently responded to
the phone call from Mr Bush.

The decision sets a dangerous precedent
for future conflict management. Unilateral-
ism has now been legitimised. What moral
right will Australian representatives in inter-
national forums have to oppose future unilat-
eral action? What ability will we have to ad-
vocate compliance with international law? |
concur with the sentiments of Professor
Margaret Reynolds, President of the United
Nations Association of Australia.
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Senator lan Macdonald—Is this the ex-
Labor senator?

Senator McLUCAS—It is; in fact, it is

the ex-Labor and well-respected former
senator from North Queensland. She said:
It isavery sad day for the people of Irag but it is
also a very depressing day for Australians who
value respect for good governance, therule of law
and human rights.

Professor Reynolds can teach us much.

There has been, especially in Britain, con-
demnation of the French for their position on
the invasion of Irag. We have heard similar
sentiments expressed here in the chamber
today. Outrage has been expressed at the
potential use of their veto at the United Na-
tions Security Council. To this end, a few
facts may be helpful. Since 1990, there have
been 13 times when the veto has been used at
the UN Security Council. Nine of these vetos
have been employed by the United States,
most of them in relation to Israel. Two have
been exercised by the Russian Federation
and two by China. It is simply not true to say
that France has overexercised her veto
power.

The case for this war has not been made.
Mr Howard has not exhausted all other pos-
sibilities to deliver the disarmament of Irag.
He has taken this decision without the sup-
port of the Australian community and out-
side of Australia’s nationa interest. He has
jeopardised our nation's standing in the in-
ternational community. This war is wrong.
Our troops should be returned home, and the
proper process within international law and
through the United Nations should be pur-
sued.

Finally, | take this opportunity to com-
mend the selfless volunteers who have or-
ganised in their communities across the
country to bring a greater public under-
standing of and attention to the potential for
war. They are a mixed bunch, in many cases,
proudly calling themselves ‘the mob’. They
come from all walks of life, from the left and
the right of palitics. They are young and old;
they are women and men. A great many are
parents, but some are not. | thank them for
organising, for their drive to be precise and
accurate in their language, for their expres-
sions of support for the troops that have been
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deployed, for their love of their country and
for their recognition of the need for peace.

Senator TIERNEY (New South Wales)
(9.47 p.m.)—I rise tonight to take part in this
debate on the motion on Irag. Last night on
Sky News | watched Tony Blair, the Prime
Minister of Great Britain, in the House of
Commons putting down a very persuasive
case for ending Saddam Hussein's evil re-
gime in Iraq once and for all. Was anyone
over on the other side of the chamber
watching? You should have been. Here was
the Labour Prime Minister of Great Britain
showing real leadership of his party against
opposition and standing his ground on a
matter of great principle. Blair remonstrated
with his wavering Labour colleagues that a
failure to act would bring disastrous conse-
guences for the world. He said:

But back away now from this confrontation and
future conflicts will be infinitely worse and more
devastating.

He continued:

To retreat now, | believe, would put at hazard all
that we hold dearest. To turn the United Nations
back into a talking shop; to stifle the first steps of
progress in the middle east; to leave the Irag
people to the mercy of events over which we
would have relinquished al power to influence
for the better ... Thisis not the time to falter.

| remind the chamber that | am quoting the
Labour Prime Minister of Great Britain. He
went on:

Thisis thetime ... for this House ... to show that
.. we will confront the tyrannies and dictator-
ships and terrorists who put our way of life at
risk; to show, at the moment of decision, that we
have the courage to do the right thing.

It is a great pity that our Labor opponents
opposite do not follow the courageous lead-
ership of Tony Blair, Labour Prime Minister
of Great Britain.

The themes espoused by Tony Blair last
night have often been taken up by our own
Prime Minister. Mr Howard has said that we
cannot walk away from the threat of Iraq's
continued possession of weapons of mass
destruction to our region and to the wider
world. He maintains that the conviction of
the government is to disarm Irag and help
bring about the long-term security of the
world. Disarming Iraq is therefore manifestly

SENATE

Wednesday, 19 March 2003

in the national interest of Australia. If all
diplomatic efforts and the threat of military
force come to nothing and Saddam Hussein
is alowed to continue on his path, history
will judge us very harshly—like we judge
the appeasement of Hitler in the 1930s. If
Saddam Hussein is allowed to survive in the
new age of terrorism, the evil will spread like
a cancer throughout time and space. History
may see September 11 and Bali as just the
first stage of a frightening new world where
the use of terror and weapons of mass de-
struction becomes widespread.

Throughout human history there have
been evil regimes and empires that have op-
pressed people, often for hundreds of years.
After almost 25 years of suffering in Irag
under a cruel and evil dictator, we now have
a unique opportunity in human history to rid
the world of such a scourge. The Arab Baath
Party has been in power since 1968 and Sad-
dam Hussein has held the presidency since
1979. In this time, the Iragi government has
committed a vast number of crimes against
the Iragi people and others, using terror
through various levels of palice, military and
intelligence agencies to control and intimi-
date large numbers of the Iragi population.
The two Iragi groups that have suffered
much of the abuse are the Kurds in the north
and the Shiah populations in the south. Two
decades of oppression of Irag's Kurds and
the Kurdish resistance culminated in the
1988 genocidal campaign with the use of
chemical weapons against Kurdish civilians
resulting in over 100,000 deaths. After the
Gulf War ended in 1991, Irag sent military
tanks to shell and burn the villages of tens of
thousands of Marsh Arabs who were subse-
quently forced to flee to Iran. The Iraqgi
military has also used chemical weapons in
its war against Iran and committed serious
human rights violations during its occupation
of Kuwait.

In addition to abuses aimed at Kurds and
Shiah Muslims under Saddam Hussein, the
Iragi people have suffered a consistent pat-
tern of gross violations of internationally
recognised human rights, including political
imprisonment, torture and summary and ar-
bitrary executions. A security network of
informants has suppressed independent ci-
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vilian institutions and terrorised the Iragi
population into silence. Torture techniques
have included hangings, beatings, rapes and
burning suspects alive. While thousands of
political detainees have died under torture, a
staggering number of ‘disappearances’, be-
lieved to range between 250,000 and
290,000, have taken place within Iraqg.

Senator Vanstone spoke of human rights
violations in this place this afternoon, and it
is worth reiterating that Saddam Hussein's
regime has been condemned by the United
Nations Commission on Human Rights,
Amnesty International and Human Rights
Watch. Senator Vanstone drew attention to
the treatment of women in Saddam Hussein's
Iraq as outlined through international agency
reports. She spoke of how Iragi women have
endured torture, murder, confinement, exe-
cution and banishment. The rape of women
in lraq is systematic. The decapitation of
women and displaying their heads on the
walls and doors of their housesis an ongoing
activity of Saddam Hussein's sons. Senator
Vanstone referred to Esra Naama from the
Women for a Free Irag who has described
her experiences during the uprising of the
first Gulf War when many women entered
prisons when they were just 14 years old.
She described how many women left those
prisons years later, having had up to five
children because of the rapes perpetrated
against them.

After 25 years of brutality like this, does
the opposition really and seriously believe
that this is all going to end by diplomacy?
Saddam Hussein continues to thumb his nose
at all diplomatic efforts put his way. Speak-
ers on the other side are naive enough to be-
lieve that if we only try diplomacy for an-
other few months the Iragi situation will be
resolved. United Nations resolutions and
diplomacy over 12 years have not worked.
He has a quarter of a million troops massed
on his doorstep, and that has not worked.
President Bush's 48-hour ultimatum for Sad-
dam Hussein and his sons to leave Irag to
prevent war seems not to have worked either.
And so after 12 years of failed diplomatic
effort it comes down to the last option to end
Irag’'s agony under Saddam Hussein and the
wider threat that he poses.

SENATE

9783

The question has to be asked, and has
been asked: is such a war with Iraq legal?
Over the past couple of weeks international
lawyers have vied to tell us that an attack on
Iraq would breach international law. Interna-
tional lawyer Greg Hunt, our member for
Flinders, has worked for the United Nations
in Geneva chronicling abuses that occurred
during the Bosnian conflict and he was Aus-
tralia's chief electoral observer in Cambodia
during the 1998 elections. He states that
military conflict in Iraq will have the full
legitimacy of international law. He states that
there are three requirements if Security
Council members, the United States, Britain
and Spain, are to lead an international coali-
tion to enforce the council’s resolutions.
Firstly, he states, there must be a clear duty
on Iraq to comply with the council resolu-
tions; secondly, there must be a clear and
unequivocal breach of that duty; and, thirdly,
there must be a legitimate and continuing
authority for enforcing those actions. All
three are present in the current Iragi con-
frontation. Irag's duty is to comply with in-
ternational law, and it has been reaffirmed
through 17 Security Council resolutions over
12 years.

After Desert Storm forced Iraq from Ku-
wait, the conditions of the cease-fire were
that Iraq had to destroy all its chemical and
biological weapons. Iraq was, and still is, in
material breach of this condition, and its duty
to disarm has been continuing and absolute
since then. The Security Council has repeat-
edly found Iraq to be in breach of its obliga-
tions and has authorised the use of force on
many occasions. For more than a decade
Saddam Hussein has been under express
United Nations Security Council duty to
terminate his chemical and biological weap-
ons programs. He has refused to do so. We
should not forget the fact that Saddam
Hussein runs one of the most oppressive re-
gimes remaining in the world. Because of
these circumstances and Saddam Hussein's
unwillingness to accept any diplomatic
resolutions, there is a clear legitimacy for
enforcement of Security Council resolutions
by a coalition comprising more than 30
countries led by three members of the Secu-
rity Council.
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No-one would disagree that since Sep-
tember 11 we live in a very different world.
The danger we face is from terrorist move-
ments whose actions are unpredictable and
we cannot ignore that countries like the
United States and Australia could face possi-
ble attack. We cannot ignore the fundamental
reality that there is a danger to world secu-
rity. Rogue states possessing weapons of
mass destruction need to be disarmed. Our
Prime Minister has said that he believes that
the disarmament of Iraq isin the interests not
only of world security but also of the secu-
rity of Australia. | quote the Prime Minister:
The Liberal and National parties believe that if
Iraq isallowed to retain her chemical and biologi-
cal weapons, there is not only the possibility that
they may be used against a neighbouring country
but that other countries will believe that they can
also obtain those weapons.

We will consistently argue this case and, like
the Prime Minister, | believe we have a better
chance of achieving peace by getting behind
the resolution presented by the United King-
dom, the United States and Spain.

Senator WONG (South Australia) (9.59
p.m.)—We stand here tonight on the eve of
this country going to war, and | wish to place
on record that | am appalled that this gov-
ernment has taken this decision at this time.
It is a decision that fliesin the face of logic,
that is against the wishes of the vast majority
of the international community and is a
reckless decision. It is not in Australia's na-
tional interests. | will return to this issue
shortly. First, | want to speak tonight about
the Iragi people. They are a people who have
suffered much, not only from the docu-
mented repressive brutality of the Iragi re-
gime but also from the destruction that was
wreaked by past wars, including the Gulf
War, and by the sanctions imposed against
them. Think tonight of the Iragi people and
what lies ahead for them.

It is interesting that, over the last few
hours and days, the government rhetoric has
moved away from disarmament towards re-
gime change. One has to ask: why is this the
case? Perhaps it is because there is too much
evidence that the UN disarmament was
achieving outcomes that they must now turn
to the issue of human rights abuses. This new
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found concern of the government for human
rights abuses perpetrated by Hussein's re-
gime, frankly, is nothing short of nauseating.
For senators on the other side of the chamber
to sit there and lecture us on the suffering of
the Iragi people and use that as a judtification
for going to war with them is simply beyond
logic.

We have read press reports in the last days
of US military plans for the war against Irag.
There have been reports of atactic known as
‘shock and awe'. ‘ Shock and awe' is a refer-
ence to a bombing strategy that may involve
the unleashing of 3,000 missiles over a two-
day period. This has been estimated in the
press as being 10 times the bombing which
occurred during the first days of the Gulf
War. Does anyone in this chamber truly be-
lieve that civilians will not be harmed in
such an assault? | ask those opposite: how
can you rely on past atrocities to justify this
sort of military action, which will inevitably
involve civilian casualties? A regime's past
atrocities cannot of themselves justify going
to war against its people—the very people
whom we say we wish to save. Saving does
not mean bombing.

Australia is a democratic and free nation,
and we should always work to bring about a
better world. We should work to aleviate
poverty, to build respect for human rights
and for the dignity of the individual, and to
foster real democracy in countries where
there is none. But we should also remember
the physician's maxim, ‘First do no harm.’
Belatedly and selectively, this government is
arguing that we should bomb Irag on the ba-
sis of its human rights abuses. It is an argu-
ment for international humanitarian inter-
vention. If those of you on the other side
seek to argue this doctrine, surely your first
premise ought to be that you seek to better
the lives of those who live under the yoke of
oppression. Bombing them is hardly better-
ment.

You also ought to be consistent about this.
I do not recall you calling for the invasion of
Irag in 1988 when news of the Kurdish mas-
sacre reached us. Do you propose to invade
Zimbabwe or any of the other regimes that
perpetrate human rights abuses on their peo-
ples? Did you support sanctions against
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South Africa when it was under an apartheid
regime, the human rights abuses of which are
well documented? You did not. This Prime
Minister, who is arguing now—on the basis,
amongst other things, of human rights abuses
by the Iragi regime—for our participation in
a war against the Iragi people, in 1986 op-
posed sanctions against the South African
apartheid regime. The hypocrisy is nauseat-
ing. If humanitarian imperatives are your
motives, where is the government’s plan for
a postwar Iraq? What is your policy for re-
building this country after you supposedly
liberate it? Where is your plan for recon-
struction? We have heard little or nothing on
these issues.

A second primary justification the gov-
ernment uses for participating in this war is
that it is in Augtralia’s interests because of
the terrorist threat. As | understand it, the
argument is that Iraq will supply weapons of
mass destruction to terrorists. This war on
terror is a very useful thing. It can justify
many things without much scrutiny. The fact
is—and the government knows this—that
there is no credible evidence of a link be-
tween al-Qaeda and Irag, no credible evi-
dence of alink between Irag and the attacks
of September 11 and no credible evidence of
any link between Irag and the attacks in Bali.
You do not need to take my word for it.

Senator M cGaur an—We won't.

Senator WONG—I am sure you won't. |
am quioting from—as Kevin Rudd called it—
that great ALP bastion, the CIA. The CIA,
through its director, George Tenet, said in a
letter to the Foreign Intelligence Committee
of the United States Senate on 9 October
2002 that, at present, the likelihood of Irag
providing weapons of mass destruction to
terrorist organisations was remote. That is
the CIA’'s own advice. Obvioudy, it is not
good enough for this government, which
seeks to draw some link between the war on
terror and this brutal regime of Saddam
Hussein as a justification for going to war as
part of a coalition of three countries, without
the sanction of the United Nations.

| say suspicion is not enough. To justify
going to war we need more than suspicion.
What sort of world would we livein if suspi-
cion alone was justification for participation
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in unilateral military action outside the aus-
pices of the UN? It is not a particularly stable
or peaceful prospect. Before we participate
inawar, we must be able to justify it, and we
must do that because we are a civilised and
democratic country. We do not go to war
except in the most extreme circumstances.
We are a country that is sow to take up
arms—and that isas it should be.

So what are we doing tomorrow? Tomor-
row, Australian forces will participate, pre-
sumably, in an attack against another coun-
try. They will do so without the support of
the international community through the
United Nations and without cogent evidence
to demonstrate that Iraq presents a real and
present danger to Australia’s security. Thisis
not a game. We cannot simply apply a pre-
cautionary approach: Let's attack himjust in
case heisathreat.” Our standards of democ-
racy as a civilised and free country require
more than this. Australia only goes to war if
we can demonstrate real and present danger
to our security and if there are no other op-
tions. Neither of these tests has been met.
This action is disproportionate to the threat.
So why are we going? We appear to be going
because we are blindly following the United
States.

If we want to know about Australian gov-
ernment policy on Irag, we need only to lis-
ten to the person who writes it, President
Bush, who last month told us that Australia
was indeed part of the coalition of the will-
ing. This is not an attack on the American
aliance, but an alliance does not mean we
simply follow a president who acts contrary
to the views of the United Nations and the
international community. Those across the
chamber ought be reminded of article | of the
ANZUS alliance, which has been much dis-
cussed in these last hours in the Senate and
requires us to resolve international conflict
through the United Nations. We have not
done that. Where does the government’s de-
cison leave the ANZUS dliance when its
first article has been abandoned? The United
Nations should have been allowed to con-
tinue its work. Yes, it was sow and pains-
taking, but the reports from Dr Blix and El-
Baradei did report substantial progress—
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Senator lan Macdonald—Twelve years
isalong time.

Senator WONG—I did not hear you 12
years ago calling for the invasion; | did not
hear you in 1988 calling for an invasion. You
are calling for it now because it suits you to
do so and because President Bush demands
that we participate in the coalition of the
willing. That isthereality of your position.

Senator lan Macdonald—Do you think
we should give them another 12 years?

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT
(Senator Cook)—Order! Senator Wong,
would you please address your remarks to
the chair?

Senator WONG—I will do so, Mr Acting
Deputy President. | want to turn to two is
sues—terrorism and hatred. The tragic real-
ity is that this war against Iraq is being used
as a surrogate for the war on terror. We can-
not get to Osama bin Laden, so we will get
Saddam instead. Unfortunately, the lraqi
people are in the way. The war on terror is
not, of itself, ajustification for awar on Irag.
Surely there are two things that we learnt
from September 11 and Bali. The first is the
preciousness of human life and the second is
that hatred is the greatest weapon of al.
What do we think our participation in this
war—as one of only three nations—will do,
without the support of the international
community through the United Nations?
What do you think it will do to our relations
with our region? What will it do to our inter-
national standing and how will it be seen by
the Muslim world? What fertile ground will
it supply the fundamentalists around the
world to recruit people to their cause? It is a
war that is guaranteed to sow seeds of hatred,
not of peace.

One thing we learnt from September 11
and Bali—if we did not already know this—
is the preciousness of human life. Those of
us who lost family, friends or colleagues in
those attacks do not need that explained.
Perhaps though, we should take a moment to
ask ourselves about the preciousness of the
lives of the people we do not know, people
on the other side of the world—mothers and
fathers, brothers and sisters who work, like
the rest of us, to make a life for themselves.
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Does it matter to us that they are people just
like us who happen to live in Irag? Do we
really help them by bombing them? Do we
really free them by killing them?

| close by briefly making mention of our
troops. My argument and the Labor Party’'s
argument is with this government, not with
our troops. Our troops have the support of
the Labor Party, even if we cannot agree with
the decision that has been made to send
them. Our thoughts are with them and their
families, as are our prayers for their safe re-
turn home.

Senator WEBBER (Western Australia)
(10.11 p.m.)—Why, of course the people do
not want war. But, after all, it is the leaders
of the country who determine the policy and
it is always a simple matter to drag the peo-
ple aong, whether it is a democracy or afas-
cist dictatorship, a parliament or a commu-
nist dictatorship. Voice or no voice, the peo-
ple can always be brought to the bidding of
the leaders. That is easy. All you have to do
is tell them they are being attacked and de-
nounce the pacifists for lack of patriotism
and exposing the country to danger. It works
the same way in any country. So said
Hermann Goering in 1946. These words
truly demonstrate the fraud that has been
perpetrated on the Australian people. These
words, spoken by one of the Nazi puppet
masters during the Nuremberg trials, reso-
nate strongly in 2003.

We have been strung along for over ayear.
We have been told that the Prime Minister
would not answer hypothetical questions in
the lead-up to this war. We were told that
there were links between Iraq and al-Qaeda.
We were told that this was in our national
interest. We have been told that we are a tar-
get, asis any Western country. We were told
that there were weapons of mass destruction.
No-one can find them, but the US and Brit-
ain know where they are.

Just look at the ridiculous places these
weapons were claimed to be stored, each one
more ridiculous than the last. The silliest of
course was that they were floating around the
oceans on merchant ships. How could that
be? The US Navy, with over six carrier battle
groups around Irag, could not actually find
them, but these weapons exist. And then the
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Prime Minister had to link it to Bali and
clam afterwards that he was misquoted.
These examples of course are, in Goering's
words, ‘Tell them they are being attacked.’
To support his other argument—that being
“denounce the pacifists for lack of patriotism
and exposing the country to danger’—those
who are against the war have been accused
of being un-Australian. We were called a
mob. We are ridiculed for being anti-
American. Therefore, apparently, we must be
pro-Saddam. We must support that terrible
regime if we are against the war. We are hip-
pies, peaceniks and, most despicably, traitors
and treasonous. Our opposition to the war is
thrown in our face just like Goering sug-
gested it would be.

Our leaders, the Australian cabinet, and
the members of the Liberal and National
parties will all have to accept responsibility
for this war. There will be no hiding from
this decision. You have brought it to the
Australian people in your unthinking subser-
vience to the wishes of the President of the
United States. We did not ask for it, nor do
we accept it. And yet again, the master of the
wedge, the Prime Minister, got his licks in
earlier this week. He invoked our fellow
Australians in the Defence Force. He intends
to hide behind the need to support our troops
when they are under threat of their lives and
wellbeing, to mute criticism of this war—the
code being, ‘If you don't support the war,
you don't support our troops.’ | regect this
completely for the fraud that it is.

Let us not criticise our brave fellow Aus
tralians who are over there doing their job
and, by default, let us not criticise the war or
those who are determined upon it, appar-
ently. No-onein this place intends to criticise
our armed forces for doing what they are
being made to do, but that will not mute our
criticism of the Prime Minister, the cabinet
or the members of this government. There
will be no place to hide from this decision.
You collectively made it and you can wear
the consequences. There is a very simple
reason why we will not support this war—
that being the need for long-term peace.
Peace is not smply the absence of war.
Peace is a positive condition, the rule of law.
Wheat this war does is to replace the rule of
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law—that being international cooperation—
with the law of the strongest. The strongest
in our world means the US. The US can do
whatever it wants to because it is the only
Superpower.

| look at this world and | have come to
understand that it did indeed change on 11
September 2001. Immediately after that ter-
rible event there was almost universal sup-
port for whatever action the United States
chose to take to prosecute the war on terror.
But how is it possible that such support can
evaporate so quickly? It is possible, and has
indeed come to pass, because the American
President has chosen to ignore the rule of
international cooperation and to replace it
with the rule of pre-emption. Wherever and
whenever he chooses to act, he will, and the
price of that approach is increasing world-
wide opposition to his administration. Just
because you are the only superpower does
not mean that every other sovereign nationin
the world is going to go along with you.

Of course, in this country we have been
one of the strongest supporters of this rule of
pre-emption. This government has deter-
mined that, like much of the 20th century
when Australia’'s foreign policy was based
on support for the British, in the 21st century
it will be based on support for America
‘Poor fellow my country’ indeed when our
own liberty as a nation is squandered on the
atar of the American rule of pre-emption.
What is going to be our approach to issues
that directly affect our national interest and
do not concern the Americans? What inter-
national framework will we be able to apply
when we choose to follow the Americans
now, when they choose to disregard it? The
rule of international cooperation is not
something that can be sacrificed lightly. As
with so much else that this government does,
we are living under the selective application
of principle. If we want to be part of the in-
ternational community, a community united
by the UN framework, then we cannot opt in
or opt out on an issue by issue basis.

Personally, | am not surprised by the ac-
tions of this government. This government
has attacked the United Nations continuously
over the last seven years. Any time the
United Nations does something that is criti-
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cal of Australiathenit isridiculed. Why then
should this be any different? Those of us on
this side of the chamber are strong supporters
of the United Nations. Australia played a
leading role in much of the early work of the
UN, and it is with deep regret that we are
now undoing much of it. There are some
who think that, if this war is over quickly, the
Prime Minister and the President will be able
to trumpet their success and run an argument
that they were right and we were wrong. Let
us be clear on this matter: the Australian
people will not accept such an attempt. Just
because it may be over quickly and just be-
cause our side wins does not make it right.
Any move in this direction will not work,
because the Australian people are not that
stupid. There will be no winners in this war.
The redlity is that there never are. War is
always the worst option. It is important that |
conclude with the words of a serving soldier.
When reflecting on war, William Sherman
said:

It is only those who have neither fired a shot nor
heard the shrieks and groans of the wounded who
cry aloud for blood, more vengeance, more deso-
lation. War is hdll.

If for one minute you think that a short war
will alow you to argue that you are right,
you are al sadly mistaken.

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Minister for
the Arts and Sport) (10.20 p.m.)—I rise to
speak on this extremely important issue—
one, | believe, which goes to the very heart
of Australia’s national interest. As the Prime
Minister expressed so powerfully, there is
probably no decision more difficult than that
which a government takes when it makes a
decison to send young men and young
women to war. It is a complex and difficult
issue, but the problem with complex and dif-
ficult issues is that in the end decisions have
to be made. They cannot be ducked. They
cannot be wrapped up in a series of clichesin
the hope that somehow we can avoid the es-
sence of the massive problem that the world
is now facing.

I mentioned glib cliches, which tend to
flow out sometimes in these debates. Senator
Webber, who has just left the chamber, said
that there are no winners in war. Tell that to
the servicemen of World War 1l. What sort of
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world would it be if Japan and Germany had
been allowed to have their say on the future
of the way the world conducted its affairs?
That is the nonsense that is often spoken.
The fact that, as | said, it is an extremely dif-
ficult and complex issue—and | accept that
people of goodwill will differ—does not al-
low us to avoid in the end having choices. It
is interesting that the Labor Party has said
this time that public opinion is not with the
government. We shall wait and see. The is-
sues are now being explained in detail to the
public, and the debate has reached a high
level of intensity. We will see in the end
where public opinion lies.

It is a strange argument for the Labor
Party to run. This government has won pub-
lic opinion at three separate elections; it has
obtained mandates for its policies at three
separate elections. After those three separate
elections the Labor Party in this Senate has
attempted to frustrate the votes of the Aus-
tralian people. | think the performance of the
Labor Party on this issue has been appalling.
Every effort has been made to score cheap
political points. Every effort has been made
to wring out some narrow domestic advan-
tage on this issue. There has been a tradition
in this country, which has been observed
more often than not, that we try to keep for-
eign poalicy issues out of narrow domestic
politics.

Senator Sherry—Like Vietham?

Senator KEM P—The reason we do this,
Senator, is that we do not want to give aid
and comfort to this country’s critics. | accept
there will be times when the issues are so
great that these differences will break out,
but | believe it is something that an opposi-
tion party should do with caution. If you ook
at the performances of Mr Simon Crean, of
Mr Rudd, of the Mark Lathams and others of
this world, you will see that every effort has
been made to wring out some narrow do-
mestic advantage on what is an enormously
serious issue.

It is interesting to note two speeches that
have been made in the last 48 hours—the
first by Mr Simon Crean, the Labor Party
Leader of the Opposition; the second by Mr
Tony Blair, the Labour Party Prime Minister
of the United Kingdom. Both these men are
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faced with serious dilemmas in their own
parties. Make no mistake: the Labor Party is
bitterly divided over this issue in both coun-
tries. But how different the leadership of Mr
Simon Crean, Labor Party leader in Austra-
lia, has been from that of Mr Tony Blair, La-
bour leader in the United Kingdom. What
different positions they have adopted and
how different their speeches have been.

It is interesting to compare some of those
speeches. Mr Simon Crean said, for example,
that he ‘fails to recognise the connection
between Irag’'s possession of weapons of
mass destruction and terrorism.” In his
speech he said that the Prime Minister had
‘failed to make the case for war and failed to
establish the link between Irag and terror-
ism.” That is what the Labor leader in Aus-
tralia said. The Labour leader in the United
Kingdom said in the House of Commons of
the United Kingdom:

And these two threats—

that is, terrorism and weapons of mass de-
struction—

have different motives and different origins but
they share one basic common view: they detest
the freedom, democracy and tolerance that are the
hallmarks of our way of life.

And the possibility of the two coming together—
of terrorist groups in possession of WMD, even
of a so-called dirty radiological bomb is now, in
my judgement, areal and present danger.

The failure by Mr Simon Crean to give any
weight to this connection, | believe, could
have catastrophic effects for our people. He
ignores what essentially goes to the heart of
Australia’s national and security interests. He
ignores the obvious risk to peace. Let me
contrast two other interesting quotes from
these two Labor leaders. Mr Simon Crean
asked, ‘Why don’t we acknowledge the pro-
gress being made in the United Nations?
Why don’t we acknowledge that the UN Se-
curity Council is capable of achieving a
unanimous decision? But Mr Tony Blair, the
Labour Prime Minister, said:

Just consider the position we are asked to adopt.
Thaose on the Security Council opposed to us say
they want Saddam to disarm but will not counte-
nance any new Resolution that authorises force in
the event of non-compliance.

SENATE

9789

Simon Crean said yesterday:

| 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.
Clearly, Mr Simon Crean does not have the
foresight of the British Labour Prime Minis-
ter, Mr Tony Blair, who stated in his parlia-
ment:

Thisis not thetimeto falter. ... but ... to show that
we will stand up for what we know to be right, to
show that we will confront the tyrannies and dic-
tatorships and terrorists who put our way of life at
risk, to show at the moment of decision that we
have the courage to do the right thing.

Yet what is the situation? Mr Tony Blair is
faced with dissension in his own party, but
he dealt with that; he showed leadership. |
believe that history will judge Tony Blair
very favourably for the courage he has
shown. But what has happened in the Aus-
tralian Labor Party? How tired | have be-
come of Labor Party senators standing up
and saying, ‘We have had a consistent policy
on this issue’” The word went out from the
caucus, ‘Everyone's got to get out of this
parliament and say that we' ve had a consis-
tent policy on this issue”’ | can see Labor
Party senators smiling because they know
that | amright. But the fact is that they have
chopped and changed on this issue as Simon
Crean and the Labor Left have tested the
wind and tested public opinion. At one mo-
ment they said, ‘We believe it should have
goneto the UN. But if there is a veto we will
look at what is behind that veto. Then,
against the wishes of Mr Rudd and against
the wishes of the Labor Party Right, Senator
Sephen Conroy, the position was changed.
Under no circumstances would the Labor
Party support any action that did not have the
endorsement of the United Nations.

There is a difference, of course, between
the Australian Labor Party and the British
Labour Party. In this country, the Labor Party
Right were rolled—and comprehensively
rolled. They understand that, in order for Mr
Simon Crean to shore up his failing |eader-
ship, he had to pander to the Left in his party.
To his undying shame, that is precisely what
Mr Simon Crean has done. How stark is the
contrast between Mr Simon Crean and Mr
Tony Blair, two Labor leaders speaking
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about the same issue within 24 hours of each
other and dealing with precisely the same
problem facing the world. How stark is the
contrast between the leadership they have
shown.

If you listen to the Labor Party speakers
on this issue, the great Satans in this debate
are apparently Mr John Howard and Presi-
dent George Bush. How rarely have they
mentioned Saddam Hussein. How rarely
have Labor Party speakers spoken at any
length about the monstrous evil that this man
has wreaked upon his country and the wider
world. Add up the number of words that La-
bor senators have spoken about the evils of
George Bush. Add up the number of words
that they have said about the evils of Saddam
Hussein. There is a fellow yawning in the
gallery because | am mentioning Saddam
Hussein. | am mentioning the bloke who has
wreaked monstrous evil on this world. Four
million of the 20 million people of Irag have
fled that country because of the deprivations
of Saddam Hussein. We have a country that
in 1978 was more prosperous than Portugal
or Malaysia. Now it is a country whose peo-
ple's lives are wrecked through an utterly
impoverished state. We have a country that is
led by a person who has indulged in mon-
strous evil, torture and imprisonment of his
people. Do you think some Labor Party
speakers could deal with that issue? Do you
think some Labor Party speakers could actu-
aly deal with the fundamental evil that we
arefacing in thisworld? | invite the public to
listen precisely to what Labor Party speakers
say. No, the great evil in this world is not
Saddam Hussein. According to the Labor
Party; it is George Bush and John Howard.
How sick isthe Australian Labor Party.

When you read Tony Blair's speech and
you read about the torture Saddam Hussein
has inflicted on his own people, you wonder
at the balance and the judgment that Labor
Party senators are bringing to this issue. |
exclude from that the members of the Labor
Party Right, but | wish they showed the
courage, to be quite frank, to stand up and
make their views known. Tony Blair, in his
speech, was not scared to speak about Sad-
dam Hussein. That did not worry him at all,
because he was focusing on the mgjor evil.
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He said that the brutality of the repression,
the death and torture camps, the barbaric
prisons for political opponents and the rou-
tine beatings for anyone who is suspected of
disloyalty, or whose family is suspected of
disloyalty, are well documented. And listen
to this, Mr Acting Deputy President: just last
week someone accused of slandering Sad-
dam was tied to a lamppost in a street in
Baghdad, his tongue cut out, mutilated and
left to bleed as a warning to others. That is
the monstrous evil that we are dealing with,
and it seems to me that there is one Labor
leader who understands that. There is one
Labor leader who, despite the problems in
his own party and despite what he perceives
as public opinion in the UK, is prepared to
take a lead and to focus on the major issue
that is confronting the world. We have a La-
bor leader in this country, Mr Simon Crean,
who has gone MIA—missing in action. |
believe that he will be judged harshly.

There have been a number of occasionsin
this country when the Labor Party has gone
missing in action on the big issues, not the
least of them being when the Labor Party
opposed the Federation of Australia. In the
First World War, the Labor Party split be-
cause it could not deal with the issues that it
was facing. In the Depression, a massive
issue that faced this country, the Labor Party
split again. We can ask: where was the Labor
Party on the issue of the Cold War? They
split again. Now we are facing another diffi-
cult issue, and where is the Labor Party?
Where is the leadership of this party? Where
is the leadership of these senators who are
standing up and who are too prissy to men-
tion the words ‘ Saddam Hussein' or the tor-
ture inflicted by this man?

It was very instructive to listen to the an-
swer that Senator Vanstone gave in question
time today. Senator Vanstone drew the Labor
Party’s attention to the torture that has been
inflicted on women in Iraq. What would you
have expected Labor Party senators, par-
ticularly the women, to do? You would have
expected them to listen to Senator Vanstone,
who was quoting facts. What they did was
interject, yell and interrupt. Somehow,
Senator Vanstone was doing a terrible thing
in pointing out to the public and to this par-
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liament the shocking effects of the regime of
Saddam Hussein and the prison practices
which he allows to take placein his country.

We are facing an issue of fundamental im-
portance to this world. Where would the UN
be if nothing were done? Where is the UN
now? The Labor Party says, ‘If the UN does
it, it isall right.” Surely, an issueis right be-
cause of the moral imperative that it has and
not because it is endorsed by the UN. As a
consequence, we now have the absurd posi-
tion that Mr Crean has put the Labor Party
in. Apparently, if the UN endorsed this it
would al be all right. But, apparently, it is
not al right. It has nothing to do with the
moral issue that is involved here, Senator
Cook.

Then, of course, Mr Crean has asked
whether the Prime Minister would bring the
troops home. Apparently, Mr Simon Crean
said that he would bring the troops home.
Should the other troops remain in place?
Should the British troops and the American
troops remain in place? According to the
Labor Party, as far as | understand it, they
should. And they should wait around for
months and months while Saddam Hussein
leads the world on. After 12 years, this man
has failed to carry out the resolutions of the
United Nations. After 12 years! And the La-
bor Party still want us to give this man more
time. More time to do what? More time to
fool the world? More time to create weapons
of mass destruction? More time to inflict
terror on his people? | accept, as | said at the
start of this speech, that this is a difficult is-
sue and | accept that there will be people that
will not agree with the position that | have
put. But | have to say that one would have
expected a more serious and considered
contribution from the Labor Party than the
mindless attacks on Americans, the mindless
attacks on President Bush, and the pathetic
attacks on the Prime Minister.

It is difficult, because the Labor Party, |
believe, is hopelesdy divided on thisissue. It
will beinteresting to hear people like Senator
Conroy, Senator Ray and Senator Ludwig,
who has already revealed his hand—and it
was predictable from you, Senator. Senator
Forshaw has to make his speech. These are
big issues. | notice that the last speakers in
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this debate are practically all members of the
Labor Right. They include Senator Bishop,
Senator Callins, Senator Conroy, Senator
Ray and Senator Forshaw. They are all about
to speak last. How loathe they are to come
into this chamber. (Time expired)

Senator MOORE (Queendand) (10.40
p.m)—When | l€eft this place yesterday, |
was surprised by the fact that nothing outside
had physically changed. It was an extremely
beautiful evening with a stunning full moon
and it was intensely peaceful. This environ-
ment contrasted greatly with the ongoing
debatein this place. We had just been told by
our Prime Minister that he had committed
our country to war—to an invasion of an-
other country. We had heard explanations for
this decision, based on the horrific human
rights record of Irag. Government senators
listed terrible human rights crimes and
atrocities from Irag. The message to us was
that we must go to war; there was no alter-
native.

Somehow, the debate about war was clini-
cal, noble and strategic while the activity of
the lraq government was evil and blood-
thirsty. The message for us in this debate—
which the Prime Minister agreed we must
have, and in a period when reason would be
made plain—was that the time was up and
we needed to take action. However, what is
the purpose of this debate, this opportunity to
have our say? The decision has already been
made. It has been announced here and to the
world at exactly the same time. What do |
say to the people from al over the country
who demand in their |etters and emails to me
that |, as an elected representative, do ‘al in
my power to change this decision’?

The Prime Minister, in his flurry of media
statements, has ‘promised to spend al of his
waking hours explaining to Australians his
decision to commit our troops to Iraq’. He
has admitted that there are many people that
do not agree with his decision. He feels se-
cure that he has the full support of the mem-
bers of his government and, listening to the
speeches here and media comments, he cer-
tainly has that support, and the government
line is tight and secure. It is not only his
waking hours, but also those of the whole
government, which have spread the story
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about protection from terror, national secu-
rity and the evils of Saddam.

While we have heard this message, we do
not accept it. We do not agree that we will
learn to accept the government’s position.
We do not agree that our belief that this deci-
sion is wrong shows any weakness of intel-
lect, lack of patriotism, nostalgic allegiance
to anti-Vietnam days, disloyalty to our coun-
try or lack of support for our troops and their
families. This communication process, pro-
moted by the Prime Minister, seems to be
only one-way. The fear, anger and helpless-
ness of Australians opposed to this war are
not being acknowledged by their govern-
ment. The outpouring of community protest,
where people made a clear choice to gather
publicly with a simple message of ‘no war’,
has not been acknowledged.

Sometimes the protests are almost apol o-
getic. People need to explain that they have
never contacted a poalitician before, or that
they are really quite hard-working Austra-
lians who want to express an opinion which
is in disagreement with their government.
The myth that only agitators or palitical ac-
tivists take part in protests is ill alive and
encouraged in some parts of the community.
The recent peace marches, letter campaigns
and candldlight vigils have provided the op-
portunity for people—now, in 2003—to ex-
press an opinion publicly and to attempt to
influence their government. Unfortunately,
we have seen that heartfelt messages have
not been valued and that there has been an
outrageous attempt to dismiss the honesty,
motivation and intelligence of protesters.

The Prime Minister has described the
crowds as ‘the mob’, and attempted to label
the protesters as misguided or uninformed
whilst, naturally enough, acknowledging
their right to protest. Others have been much
more direct in their attacks and have used
dated stereotypes to describe anyone with an
aternative opinion. The people in Mount Isa
organising a peace rally, the marches at
Noosa Heads, the amazing crowds in Bris-
bane and the family at Woorim—who intend
to sit quietly on their verandah and meditate
so that in spirit they can join with al the
other vigils in wishing for peace—all have a
common goal. They have a message for the
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Prime Minister: they have heard him, they
have heard George Bush, they have heard
Tony Blair, and they are not convinced.

The real problem is an overwhelming
sense of inevitability. We have been ma-
noeuvred into a sense that we are powerless.
Last week, even before the Prime Minister
publicly announced his decision to formally
support the US invasion of Irag, on local
radio in Brisbane there was a discussion
about the public response to the issue. After
the high-profile activity surrounding the
public peace marches there was a reduction
in public comment. Was it because people
did not care or had they been diverted by
other events? After al, the football season
had started. No, there was just an awful
feeling of inevitability. We had not been
convinced that predeployment meant any-
thing other than preparation for action. The
massive coverage of troop farewells and
grieving families, with stirring national mu-
sic, was al reinforced in the media by vi-
sions of troop activity in the deserts around
Irag. All the media was talking about the
war, how it would operate and who would be
involved. Commercial media outlets are
competing for thetitle of “ Your voicein Irag’
and ‘You'll get your news from the front’.

We have been bombarded by patriotism.
There is a culture of this being a righteous
war to protect and to free, that we are part of
a coalition of the willing and that we are in
partnership with our traditional ally, the
USA. We have heard the terms ‘treason’,
‘appeasement’ and ‘apologist for Saddam'.
There has been a genuine effort to margi-
nalise protest. It has not been an effort to
repress or bully protestors into submission;
rather it has been a much more shameful at-
tack on dissent—an attempt to outmoralise,
preach and take some high ground of con-
science. Against the people who support
peace there has been an allegation made that
we are supporters of Saddam Hussein and
that we support human rights abuses inflicted
on the Iragi people. Those are the same hu-
man rights abuses that, tragically, have been
happening for years without any demand for
military action by any coalition of any will-
ing.
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It is an international shame that human
rights are being abused in Irag, asindeed it is
an international shame that human rights are
being abused in many parts of the world.
Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch
and the UN maintain a shame list and call on
al nations to work together to identify and
address these issues. Unfortunately, this is
not peculiar to Iraq, and no meticulous list-
ing in this place of horrors can justify the
invasion of their country and the inevitable
horrors of war. The Prime Minister referred
to putting ‘human suffering into the balance
of the equation. Any such equation degener-
ates into a macabre contest between the out-
rage of government behaviour in Irag and the
impact of war. The media coverage, com-
plete with graphics and statistics, describes
the effects of a short war based on ‘shock
and awe’ as contrasted with a drawn-out bat-
tle in the streets of the cities. In both scenar-
ios there are victims, because there is no
such thing as a victimless war.

As we farewell our troops and wish them
well, we know that there will be casualties.
As we watch the media coverage of Iragi
civilians and soldiers—people like us, who
have different views and opinions and differ-
ent levels of support for their government—
we know that there will be casualties. The
horrific pictures of the victims of the 1991
war, the gas attacks on civilians and the vic-
tims of Saddam Hussein sanctioned human
rights attacks have one common eement:
people. The human suffering in the Prime
Minister’s equation does not differentiate the
cause of the suffering. War kills and maims
regardless of itsjustifications. It defies belief
that human rights can be protected or sancti-
fied by war.

| want to quote a young peace activist
writing to her family from the horrors of an-
other war—the war zone of the Gaza Strip:

... I'm witnessing this chronic, insidious genocide
and I'm redlly scared, and questioning my fun-
damental belief in the goodness of human nature.
Thishas to stop. | think it is a good idea for us al
to drop everything and devote our lives to making
thisstop. | don’t think it's an extremist thing to do
anymore. | still really want to dance around to Pat
Benatar and have boyfriends and make comics for
my coworkers. But | also want this to stop. Dis-
belief and horror is what | fedl. Disappointment. |

SENATE

9793

am disappointed that this is the base reality of our
world and that we, in fact, participatein it. Thisis
not at all what | asked for when | came into this
world. This is not at al what the people here
asked for when they came into this world ... | did
not mean that | was coming into a world where |
could live a comfortable life and possibly, with no
effort at all, exist in complete unawareness of my
participation in genocide.

This quote came from a young woman called
Rachel Corrie, who became a victim of that
war. She understood while she was there—
and also, to our shame and sorrow, after she
is gone—that there is no such thing as a vic-
timless war.

The Australian Labor Party supports the
United Nations' efforts. There is a long-
standing history of our nation being an active
participant in the UN. Whilst there is no ar-
gument that there are problems in that or-
ganisation, we are committed to our role as a
member state and to the objective of nations
working together to achieve peace. Until this
week, our Prime Minister publicly shared
this position. Australia has now joined the
United States and the United Kingdom—
subject to a vote in that parliament—in
walking away from the UN and supporting
unilateral action against Iraq. This decision,
already taken by the Prime Minister, is with-
out the full support of the Australian people.
While the Prime Minister and his govern-
ment continue to tell us why he has commit-
ted to war, he needs to also tell us why they
have taken action without United Nations
sanction. He has said that he is ‘extremely
disappointed’ that the UN did not show the
necessary resolve to support war. We remain
extremely disappointed that, as a country,
necessary resolve seems to indicate a neces-
sary war.

Margaret Reynolds, a former senator for
Queendand and now the National President
of the United Nations Association of Austra-
lia, has urged all Australians not to giveupin
demanding a say in Australia’s future and
that it is important that we continue to advo-
cate peaceful resolution of conflict. | hear
this message and the messages from the
many people across the country who have
been involved in peace action. Despite my
personal frustration at this meaningless proc-
ess of a debate without real process, because
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the decision has already been made, and de-
spite the catastrophe of war, the government
process continues and the people of Irag
need all our support in the future.

The Prime Minister has stated that the
government is committed to hel ping the peo-
ple of Iraq in the future and to building a
new Irag. This must be the critical message
for now. This government must ensure that
appropriate resources are provided to assist
the people in postwar Irag, be it the fast war
sought by the coalition of the willing or the
drawn-out problems feared by us all. This
will provide some real options for us to op-
erate as a government rather than just a
speaking platform. There must be the form
of support to respond to the horror caused by
the war—the necessary war; this necessary
war—and the genuine willing need to sign
up for the duration rather than just the shock
and the awe.

This week a group of women gathered in
the public area of this place to share their
protest and their voices. Their lament haunts
me. The words written by local women Ju-
dith Clingan and Glenda Cloughley, quoted
earlier by Senator Crossin, reflect my per-
sonal feding as | struggle with the reality
that there will be a war and that | and my
family are safe and secure at home. | end my
speech with the lament, which reads:

Open the doors of the chambers

Open your minds to our song

We sing for peace, through the power of love
Hear the wisdom of women

Hear our song

Weep for our sistersin danger

Weep for our brothers and children

Sound the cries of grief and despair

Sound the lament for the dead

Senator PATTERSON (Victoria—Min-
ister for Health and Ageing) (10.53 p.m.)—
And sound the lament for the women of Iraq.
| rise tonight to indulge in the luxury that |
share with all Australians to speak freely and
without fear of reprisal before an audience of
my peers. | join the company of those who
have freely marched the city streets across
the country in protest against war; those who
have freely assembled to express their opin-
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ions on Irag, some might think inappropri-
ately assembled outside the Treasurer’s
home—to advertise where he lives and to
give out a Melways is totally unacceptable
and | hope those on the other side think so—
but at least they did so without being arrested
or subjected to tyranny or persecution; and
those senators who have fregly spoken be-
fore me in the chamber.

In Australia we would call this luxury a
right. We have a right to free speech. The
establishment of thisright is no accident. We
do not just happen to have free speech. We
do not continue to have free speech just be-
cause we deserve it. We have it because
those who came before us fought for it. We
keep it because it is so intrinsically linked to
our experience of liberty that we will fight to
keepit. A total of 22.7 million Iragi men and
women have neither the luxury nor the right
to that which we 19.7 million Australians
take for granted. | share the concern of my
colleagues—on this side of the chamber,
anyway—at the false logic of those who fedl
that an endorsement for war can be found in
a lack of explicit opposition. As Senator
Vanstone, in response to those who would
say that they oppose war, has put it:

... asif it follows that anyone elseis in favour of a
war; as if anybody could bein favour of that as an
ideal option.

War is neither a primary nor a preferred out-
come, and it is certainly not a decision that
has been taken lightly by the cabinet. For
Australia, the scope of our involvement in
any military deployment is not restricted to
our obligation to act in the best interests of
the nation. We must also assess our responsi-
bility as a member of the international com-
munity and our obligation, as the Prime
Minister has put it, to ‘stand up for our prin-
ciples and defend the peace and democratic
values when dangers emerge in the interna-
tional environment’. Despite former resolu-
tions of the United Nations, Irag persists in
its attempts to produce chemical, biological
and nuclear weapons and long-range mis-
siles. This presents a situation as dangerous
as it is unacceptable. To that end, the com-
missioning of Australian troops to the coali-
tion force against Iraq has been undertaken
with the intention to disarm Iraq of its pro-
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hibited weapons of mass destruction for the
long-term security of the global population.

In recent weeks | have spoken to people
across the country on the matter of the po-
tential conflict with Irag. Where people have
opposed the war it has mostly been for two
key reasons, the first being that we should
not act without the support of the United
Nations Security Council and the second that
they felt Iraq should be afforded more time
to disarm. Thetruth is that the use of force to
disarm Iraq never required an additional
resolution to be passed by the Security
Council. It would certainly have been prefer-
able to the extent that it may have applied
sufficient pressure to Iraq to honour its 1991
commitment to both ceasefire and disarma-
ment without the use of force. Security
Council resolution 678 adopted in 1990,
however, aready provides for the legitimate
use of force for the disarmament of Irag and
restoration of international peace and secu-
rity to the area. To that end, whilst certainly
preferable, an additional resolution is by no
means essential to any action taken by the
caalition forces. As for having more time, |
would have thought that 12 years would have
been long enough. In his statement to the
United Nations on 14 February this year,
HansBlix said:

... a document, which Iraq provided, suggested to
us that some 1,000 tons of chemical agent were
unaccounted for.

Whilst Iraq had claimed that all such weap-
ons had been disposed of, there exists no
documentation to substantiate their claim.
This in itself seems cause for concern, par-
ticularly when Dr Blix in his most recent
address on 7 March identified that:

Irag, with a highly developed administrative sys-
tem, should be able to provide more documentary
evidence about its proscribed weapons programs.

Saddam Hussein seems to have had enough
time to train and support terrorist organisa-
tions and to contribute to the systematic vio-
lation of human rights. | will not go into
those as some have been outlined tonight,
particularly by Rod Kemp. Saddam has had
enough time to lose 1,000 tonnes of chemical
agent and yet not enough time to adhere to
the requirements of the 1991 Security Coun-
cil resolution to ceasefire and disarm all
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weapons of mass destruction. Forgive my
cynicismwhen | ask: exactly how much time
does he redlly need? Should we give him
enough time to use the estimated 500 tonnes
of sarin, mustard gas and VX nerve agent,
one of which has the ability to cause death in
under three minutes from muscular paralysis
and the cessation of breathing? Or perhaps
just enough time to implement his known
capacity to produce and use the 38,000 litres
of botulinum toxins that are among the most
lethal toxins in existence and lead to paraly-
sis before death?

Saddam Hussein has been afforded every
possible opportunity to honour his commit-
ment to disarm. Rather than following proc-
esses implemented by the United Nations,
however, he has spent the past eight years
obstructing the very inspectors dispatched to
verify his compliance. His obstruction of the
UN mandate reached its peak four years ago
when inspectors were flatly refused entry to
Irag. This obstructionism has created a cli-
mate in which we cannot afford to be any-
thing but sceptical of Irag’'s motivations. If
they are known for their administrative effi-
ciency and if they have managed to keep
documents pertaining to the destruction of
other weapons of mass destruction, how is it
that there is no evidence pertaining to the
1,000 tonnes of chemical agent? If they are
so adamant that they have nothing to hide,
why will they not allow witnesses and scien-
tists to be interviewed outside lraq where
their testimony will be free from undue in-
fluence? | am conscious that we are running
short of time and that many of my colleagues
have yet to express their views. | seek leave
to incorporate the last paragraph of my
speech.

Leave granted.

The paragraph read as follows—

The decision to commit Australian forces to
military conflict in Irag has been the most diffi-
cult decision | in conjunction with my colleagues
have had to make. It is a decision with which |
hope future governments are never faced. How-
ever, as the Prime Minister stated in his address
yesterday, ‘We cannot walk away from the threat
that Irag’'s continued possession of weapons of
mass destruction constitutes to its region and to
the wider world.’
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ADJOURNMENT
The PRESIDENT—Order! It being 11.00
p.m., | propose the question:
That the Senate do now adjourn.
Multiculturalism

Senator STEPHENS (New South Wales)
(11.00 p.m.)—At a time when the world is
entering into a war without the sanction of
the United Nations and tensions between
countries remain high, it is important to re-
emphasise the need to ensure that those ten-
sions between countries do not translate into
tensions between ethnic groups within Aus-
tralia. This Friday, 21 March, is Harmony
Day. The aim of this day is to provide an
opportunity for promoting our community’s
success as a multicultural society, recommit-
ting ourselves to respect, goodwill and un-
derstanding between Australians of all back-
grounds and saying no to racism. Harmony
Day aso coincides with the United Nations
International Day for the Elimination of Ra-
cial Discrimination. Australia has a proud
history of multiculturalism and openness, but
we can do better. Racism exists in Australia.
We must acknowledge this and work towards
eradicating it.

| am concerned that this government tends
to want to paper over racism where it exists
inour country. In March last year, the United
Nations Special Rapporteur on Racism re-
ported on Australia to the United Nations
Commission on Human Rights. His report
acknowl edged:

... Substantial efforts are being made by the Aus-
tralian Government to end racism and racial dis-
crimination.

The report makes 10 recommendations, in-
cluding reviewing the basis of multicultural-
ism policy so that it is based upon recogni-
tion of the right to difference and to cultural
identity, and that the Australian government:
.. continue, improve and intensify the efforts
already being made to combat racism and racial
discrimination against the Aboriginal peoples, in
particular by attacking their extreme poverty.
Thisis a report that should have been taken
very seriously by our government. Instead,
the credibility of the report and UN human
rights mechanisms were attacked. The Race
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Discrimination Commissioner, Dr William
Jonas, said:

The response to the Special Rapporteur’s report
extends the attacks of the Government on the UN
human rights committees to other UN mecha-
nisms. It is a continuation of this denial of the
existence of racism in Australia ... The Govern-
ment must stop obfuscating and shooting the
messenger. Australia's international reputation is
better served by acknowledging that, like every
country of the world, we do have problems with
racism and by recommitting to genuine efforts to
address the issues.

Tonight in particular | do not need to point
out the disdain with which this government
has treated the United Nations, particularly
its human rights mechanisms; but it needs to
be said that the government cannot seriously
attempt to improve matters without acknowl-
edging valid criticism from authoritative
bodies. To accept criticism and to undertake
to improve is a sign of strength that our
Prime Minister and this government have
failed to manifest in their time in govern-
ment. But it isin this spirit that | would like
to talk briefly about some other areas in
which Australians can do much better in re-
specting each other.

Recent events in the Middle East and the
terrorist attacks in New York and Bali have
had no small impact on many Australian
communities. People are frightened and wor-
ried by these events. Many have been con-
fronted, perhaps for the first time, by their
lack of knowledge about other countries,
cultures and rdigions. In some circum-
stances this lack of knowledge and this fear
have manifested as racism. There has been a
well-documented increase in attacks on, and
racial vilification aimed at, Muslim Austra-
lians over the past year. On talkback radio
there was a marked increase in anti-Muslim
and anti-Arab sentiment after September 11.
Over the course of 2002 there was a dramatic
increase in the number of anti-Arab and anti-
Muslim letters published in our newspapers.
There was also an increase in the number of
letters published in mainstream newspapers
that crossed the line from vigorous political
criticism to racial vilification directed at
Jewish people.

Recently | was approached by a group of
mothers from the New South Wales Jewish
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community. They told me a little about how
they had been living over the past few years,
and | was surprised and somewhat shocked
by the level of threat of racial attack that this
community has been living under. | had no
real understanding of the leve of stress this
has caused whole communities—schools,
community organisations, religious organi-
sations and young Australian men and
women going about their everyday lives. In
1992 the Executive Council of Australian
Jewry's database recorded 140 reports of
violence, vandalism, harassment and intimi-
dation directed at members of the Australian
Jewish community and Jewish institutions.
This included incidents of property damage,
assault and direct harassment. In 2002 that
same database noted 625 reports of incidents,
defined by the Australian government as
‘racist violence' against Jewish Australians,
given to the ECAJ or its constituent bodies.
There were 131 incidents reported in one
month alone. There were 39 reports of street
harassment, the highest number ever for this
type of incident—and these were the re-
ported incidents. How many more have not
been reported? The report of the Executive
Council of Australian Jewry noted:

It is of great concern to the Jewish community in
Australia that synagogues in Sydney, Canberra
and Perth have been subjected to arson attacks.
This group of mothers told me that in 2001
more than 13,000 homes in Sydney’s Jewish
community received a copy of a leaflet enti-
tled Community security alert. This was, of
course, well before the Prime Minister’s fa-
mously pointless fridge magnet. The publi-
cation is quite extraordinary; it contains in-
formation of a much more practical and so-
bering nature. It covers how to recognise,
and act upon, suspicious objects, letters and
parcels, suspicious people or cars, hate mail,
telephone bomb threats and hate calls, street
attacks, graffiti and threats to personal secu-
rity. These kinds of threats are happening in
Jewish communities around Australia on a
regular basis. School lessons are regularly
being disrupted by bomb threats. Schools
have had to hire security guards. Jewish men
and women are advised not to congregate in
public places because of their high state of
alert. Children are too frightened to wear
religious symbols. School girls are harassed
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by cowards who recognise their school uni-
form.

| was utterly ashamed, not only by the ob-
vious level of distress being experienced by
these mothers for their children and their
communities but also by the actions of small-
minded people against children in our com-
munity. These are not things that we would
expect Australians to have to worry about on
a daily basis. This situation is a clear exam-
ple of one way in which Australia is not free
of racism or racist attacks. In Australia, anti-
Semitism is often considered to be a thing of
the past or a precinct of the most radical
fringe groups. Some in the Jewish commu-
nity have expressed concerns to me that po-
litical views are finding expression in anti-
Semitism, an example of which is the recent
political protest against Isragl in which pro-
testers were calling out, ‘Kill all the Jews.
This should not be acceptable in Australia,
regardless of your views on the political
situation in the Middle East. This political
situation is so fraught, involving so much
bloodshed on both sides, that you can under-
stand why people hold strong views on the
matter, and express them in an emotional
way.

But we must be clear on one thing: racial
vilification cannot be justified. In Australia,
we are proud to allow open and robust de-
bate on all matters, including the situation in
the Middle East. We are proud for our coun-
try to be home to people from all over the
world and we strive towards enabling people
from very different backgrounds to live to-
gether peacefully, with respect for one an-
other and their views. We cannot allow peo-
ple living in our country to be punished or
vilified for the padlitical actions of their
countrymen overseas. Just as we cannot
blame Americans in our midst for the actions
of George W. Bush and just as we cannot
blame Muslim Australians for the actions of
Islamic extremists, we cannot vilify Jewish
Australians according to what has been hap-
pening in Israel. We cannot use a passionate
political view as an excuse for racism.

One inspiring aliance, which has formed
out of all this tension, occurred last year. It
was the formation of the Australian National
Dialogue of Christians, Muslims and Jews.
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Multiculturalism could be considered as the
ethical underpinning of our country—it con-
cerns valuing diversity, respecting difference
in others, judging people on their own merits
and approaching other people with a spirit of
openness and consideration. As we move
ever closer to war, it is more important than
ever that we take good care of our fellow
Australians and promote harmony in our
communities.

France
European Union

Senator SANTORO (Queendland) (11.10
p.m.)—At this time in our national story
many Australians are perhaps feeling a little
anti-European or, at least, anti-French. The
spectacular train wreck that France has con-
trived at the United Nations, with its pre-
emptive veto against the Americans, has
certainly focused attention on the recasting
of global alliances, which it seems is now
under way. If these were normal times, we
should be astonished at these events. Perhaps
we are astonished, no matter that the times
are far from normal. There is—and, | be-
lieve, rightly so—a lot of anger at the French
and their veto in advance, which destroyed
any last hope that the United Nations would
remain relevant in the fast-moving confron-
tation with Saddam Hussein's Iraqg.

It is said by some that what we are seeing
isastrong bid by the French for a leadership
role not just in Europe but aso globally—
something the French, like the British, gave
away years ago, along with their great power
status. No-one should be surprised; after all,
grandeur is a word with French roots, and so
is delusion. In France, these two terms have
beenin sync for avery long time indeed. The
French are Europe’'s eccentrics. Europhiles
have always known this, and some of us
have even been known to love them for it.
But we in Australia need to watch very care-
fully what is going on with the French, not
so much because there is any real risk of
something happening that is profoundly
contrary to our national interests but so that
swiftly shifting geopolitics in Europe—in
Eurasia, in fact—do not catch us completely
unawares.
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| think the French are indeed playing the
latest variant of the great game of global
palitics. Their mission appears to be to create
a counterpoint to American leadership, with
the French at the head of this endeavour.
This is not the time to speculate on their ca-
pacity to win that particular contest—should
it, in fact, actually have begun. Bt it is an
appropriate moment to look at the European
Union, of which France is so large a part and
S0 strong a voice, and to consider its impact
on us how and its likely greater impact in the
future.

Consider these facts. The EU is already
Australia’s largest economic partner, and the
Australian government acknowledges the
need for closer cooperation. We certainly
need to understand Europe as a growing eco-
nomic and even political entity that has set
out to rewrite the rules of statecraft and na-
tional power. The EU is undergoing pro-
found changes, with 13 new member states
expected to join over the next few years, in-
cluding most if not all of the former domin-
ions of the now defunct Soviet empire. The
euro zone currency area, with 12 member
states at present—including the big two,
Germany and France—is expected to bring
new elements of price comparability within
the zone. This in turn will help to simplify
and increasingly synchronise transnational
transactions.

The ingtitutional links between Australia
and the EU are also growing and strength-
ening. The National Europe Centre has been
established at the Australian National Uni-
versity. Chris Patten, Britain's last Hong
Kong governor and now a member of the
European Commission responsible for exter-
nal relations, will be here next month for
formalities associated with that—he in fact
opened the centre last year—and for the
regular meeting of EU and Australian min-
isters.

It was my pleasure recently to meet the
Ambassador of the European Union in Aus-
tralia, Piergiorgio Mazzocchi, for an inter-
esting conversation, only some of which was
in Italian. The ambassador makes what | be-
lieve is a central point in the growing rela-
tionship between Australia and the EU: bi-
lateral relations are rarely static and, given



Wednesday, 19 March 2003

the rapid evolutionary process of the Euro-
pean Union and of Australia and New Zea-
land, it is imperative that relations are regu-
larly revisited to identify initiatives aimed at
revitalising them. The point | would like to
make tonight is that we should not let our
present differences with the French—in fact,
with any of our friends—stand in the way of
exploring possibilities for greater mutual
economic, cultural and political benefits.

We are this week, as a nation, engaged in
the opening round of what | personally
hope—and | am sure | am joined in this hope
by millions of Australians—will one day
soon be an Australia-United States free trade
agreement. It is not a paradox that, while
looking for that success and working for it,
we should be working also for closer rela-
tions with Europe. Indeed there is a strong
argument that, in these dangerous days for
the world, as the Americans, the British and
we face down Saddam Hussein, we should
be very careful to put all disputation into a
tightly ordered context. That dispensation
should extend to our approach to the EU’s
expensive and market-limiting common ag-
ricultural palicy.

Everyone knows that this piece of bureau-
cratic bubble wrap is designed to keep Euro-
pean, primarily French and German, farmers
on the farm by putting them on the public
pension list. To Australians, and particularly
Australian farmers, this is monumentally
unfair and stands as the most idiotic piece of
public policy since Ozymandias built his
tower. As a corrective to the CAR, we might
pause to recite his tale here. As the story
goes:

| met a traveller from an antique land who
said: Two vast and trunkless legs of stone stand
alone in the desert. Near them, on the sand, half
sunk, a shattered visage lies, whose frown and
wrinkled lip, and sneer of cold command, tell that
its sculpture well those passions read, which yet
survive, stamped on these lifeless things, the hand
that mocked them, and the heart that fed. And on
the pedestal these words appear: “My name is
Ozymandias, king of kings, look upon my works,
ye mighty, and despair!” Nothing beside remains.
Round the decay of that colossal wreck, bound-
less and bare, the lone and level sands stretch far
away.
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Perhaps one day not too far into the specula-
tive future CAP will have gone the way of
Ozymandias.

These are times of change, if not in com-
mon agricultural policy. Last year, in a land-
mark first address to the National Europe
Centre at the ANU, Chris Patten said some-
thing very interesting, very apposite and very
challenging:

As the EU increases its fidds of action, and as-
serts itself more on the global stage, it is fuelling
an increasing amount of soul-searching and de-
bate in Europe. Does the EU suffer from a demo-
cratic deficit? What are the implications for na-
tional sovereignty? Will a written constitution
bestow greater popular legitimacy? These are
serious questions, and the answers may have even
more serious implications.

He went on to say:

My own view ... is that Europe can learn lessons
from Australia’'s own growing pains. After all,
you tackled more than a century ago many of the
debates that we in Europe are launching today.
That is a relevance we Australians can, and
should, proudly claim as old Europe, what-
ever our shared difficulties might be,
searches for answers to problems that, as Mr
Patten said last year, we have already largely
solved.

Infor mation Technology: | nter net

Senator LUNDY (Australian Capital Ter-
ritory) (11.17 p.m.)—The recent release of
the Australia Institute's sensational report
Youth and pornography in Australia: evi-
dence on the extent of exposure and likely
effects has re-ignited public debate about
under-age access to sexually explicit material
on the Internet. This issue is not new, even
though many parents—just as the co-author
of this report, Clive Hamilton, said on ra-
dio—are experiencing the Internet through
their children’s eyes for the very first time. In
fact it was a debate that we had here in this
chamber nearly four years ago when the
coalition introduced the online services hill.
This legidation sought to do a number of
things. It decreed online content as analo-
gous to video content for the purposes of
classification. It created a framework for an
industry code of practice which included
ISPs being required to provide filter down-
loads on their web site. It also established a
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take down regime for sexually explicit web
sites without age protection on servers in
Australia administered by the Australian
Broadcasting Authority. The legislation also
established NetAlert, an independent body
designed to host the hotline for complaints
and provide information to net users about
filters.

At the time, the coalition argued that this
would protect Internet users from unwanted
exposure to sexually explicit material. How-
ever, there was a mismatch between the
rhetoric and the reality of the government’s
regime. Because of the open, global nature of
the Internet, it is not possible to unequivo-
cally block certain types of content. It was
only through the cooperation of the Internet
Industry Association that a code of practice
that gave some credibility to the govern-
ment’s regime was established. The Broad-
casting Services Amendment (Online Serv-
ices) Act is largely symbolic and, | think, a
lazy attempt to mislead Australians into be-
lieving that the coalition actually cared about
and had met the objective of helping protect
Australian citizens, especially children, from
illegal and highly offensive material.

Thisis not the case and there has been lit-
tle effort to empower parents with the
knowledge and confidence they require. Asa
result, suspicion and concern about their
children’s use of the Internet has grown in
the minds of many parents. At the time of
debating this act, Labor argued that the con-
cept of legidating to require filter use at ISP
level was not technically feasible. This is
still the case. Whilst filters have improved,
their use at the desktop is still the most ef-
fective and gives parents the greatest contral.
We argued then, and argue still, that the best
ways to help parents make the right decisions
for their children are to provide the resources
to educate them about the risks of some on-
line content and make the tools for managing
Internet content at the desktop at home ac-
cessible.

| should say that there are equally power-
ful arguments for educating parents about the
vast merits of Internet usage, but, unfortu-
nately, that angle has never featured strongly
in the coalition's agenda; rather, their ap-
proach is reactionary. The coalition choose to
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characterise the Internet as a threat, not as an
opportunity. So when this latest Australia
Institute report was published, | was dis-
turbed by the tendency for some to immedi-
ately succumb to the sensationalism and hy-
perbole without a thought for the facts as
they have been established in previous de-
bates in this place, in Senate inquiries and in
anumber of reputable studies.

Independent experts continue to expose
flaws in filter technology. A 2001 CSIRO
report found that, despite improvements in
filtering technology over the years, there is
no filter that is 100 per cent effective in
keeping out all undesirable material without
simultaneously blocking acceptable content.
Even the regulatory body responsible, the
Australian Broadcasting Authority, acknowl-
edged in relation to filter technology that
none of the products currently available meet
users expectations with regard to blocking
accuracy, useability and system performance.
Therefore, the suggestion that the entire
Internet should be filtered is unrealistic and
inappropriate.

Unfortunately, such a short memory re-
garding the debate in 1999 about Internet
content has led the codlition to already offer
support for greater censorship by actively
considering proposals for unworkable, quick
fixes that involve filtering the Internet at the
ISP level. Let us be clear about this: this
would mean that all Internet content avail-
able to Australians would be prefiltered by
ISPs in accordance with the standards of
censorship preferred by the coalition gov-
ernment. This ridiculous proposition is made
even more absurd when the weaknesses of
filtering technology at this level effectively
ensure that it would not work anyway.

For parents unfamiliar with the Internet,
all this seems like intimidating and impene-
trable jargon. | have a great deal of sympathy
for people in that position. The role for the
government is to remove this barrier to pa-
rental involvement with their children’s use
of the Internet. This can be done through
education, through raising parents aware-
ness, information sharing about solutions,
helping parents develop practical Internet
skills and encouraging them to be involved
inthe Internet in the home.
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Unfortunately, the coalition has quite
shamefully underfunded the very organisa-
tion it set up to educate parents about safe
Internet surfing. NetAlert has been staffed by
the coalition over the past three years, re-
ceiving over $1.5 million per year to educate
the rapidly growing Internet using commu-
nity in Australia. Following a very shaky
start, most of this money has been spent on
shallow ‘brand building’ and promotion. The
real work is yet to be done. The NetAlert
Executive Director, Alan Tayt, has had to go
cap in hand to the minister for $10 million
that he estimates will be needed to do the job
effectively over the next three years. Without
a coalition commitment, NetAlert could be
wound up in the next month, leaving parents
high and dry in their efforts to protect their
kids.

The codlition has also dragged its feet
combating spam email, a major source of
unwanted Internet content that could lead to
inadvertent exposure to sexualy explicit
material by under 18-year-olds. Last year the
minister finally acknowledged that spam was
of concern because it might contain illegal or
offensive material. He said he would produce
areport on spam ‘to be made public by mid-
year'—that was last year, 2002. Yet aside
from an incredibly light touch ‘interim pa-
per’ there has been nothing, not a peep.
Meanwhile Labor has already put out a dis-
cussion paper on spam and is examining
policy options for achieving a solution to this
problem. Finally, the coalition has still not
handed down its promised evaluation of the
online services act, which the minister said
in this place on 24 May 1999 would be due
on 1 January 2003.

On the other hand, Labor has a construc-
tive alternative to the coalition's lazy hands-
off approach. This is to make a genuine ef-
fort to assist parents, to help them educate
themselves and empower them to manage
their Internet content. Parents do not have to
be rocket scientists or computer experts to
protect their families. It is their choice. With
a little assistance parents can learn how to
use Internet and email filters to screen out a
great deal of unwanted content. Despite the
coalition’s inaction, Internet service provid-
ers have a responsibility under the industry
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code of practice to provide these filters and
information about their use. The industry has
also embarked upon a number of initiatives
designed to better identify child-friendly
content. Of course, deficiencies in filters
mean that parents cannot abdicate their re-
sponsibility to monitor their children’s Inter-
net use, but there are other simple steps they
can take. For example, parents can ensure
their kids conduct Internet searches on
‘white list’ search sites like LookSmart.com
or Yahooligans.com, which vet their search-
able content. The former, LookSmart, an
Australian company, pops up a warning if
search results may contain unsuitable con-
tent, while the latter, Yahooligans, only
searches through sites previously determined
by the company to be suitable for children.

Parents can also take commonsense steps
such as putting a computer in a well used
area of the house and providing guidance to
children about what they view, just as hap-
pens with television. Parents have the right
and the responsibility to decide what their
child views. The role of government is to
provide as much assistance as possible to
help achieve this, not to make these deci-
sions for them. If one thing is to be learnt
from the failure of the existing regulatory
regime it is that ad hoc censorship and high-
level filtering are not the answer. It is about
time the coalition government concentrated
on effective, redlistic solutions and took a
serious interest in helping parents to combat
this problem.

Employment: Work for the Dole

Senator TCHEN  (Victoria) (11.26
p.m.)—I rise to speak on one of the many
achievements of the Howard government
since 1996, one which has often been deni-
grated by the Labor Party but is a great suc-
cess in the community. Tonight | wish to re-
port to the Senate on the achievements spe-
cifically of the Work for the Dole program.

The Work for the Dole program was in-
troduced in 1997 by the Howard govern-
ment. It seeks to lead to a seminal change to
the community’s attitude to people who are
seeking employment but have not yet met
with immediate success. Sometimes they are
described as the long-term unemployed. The
Work for the Dole initiative is based on the
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principle of mutual obligation, an idea that it
is fair and equitable that people who have
needs should receive support from the com-
munity and in return should be given the op-
portunity to contribute something to the
community. Putting this principle in practice
means that the Work for the Dole program
aims to achieve three things. firstly, to help
young people who are entering the work
force to develop work habits and sdf-
confidence; secondly, to involve local com-
munities in projects that provide community
benefits; and, thirdly, to help unemployed
people to acquire new experiences and skills
that will enable them to explore further ca-
reer opportunities at the end of their partici-
pation in the program.

The Work for the Dole program has been
the bane of the Labor Party since its incep-
tion. In terms of its aims and the concept, the
program is the antithesis of the many failed
job creation programs that the previous La-
bor government attempted before 1996 under
the cover of what was jokingly called the
Working Nation program. Instead of a top-
down, pump-priming exercise like its Labor
predecessors, Work for the Dole is a partner-
ship between government, training profes-
sionals, the local communities and, most im-
portant of all, the unemployed participants.
Instead of a disguised employment scheme
to remove people for a short time from the
unemployment queue by diverting them to
short training programs that offer no real
benefits either to the unemployed or to the
community, Work for the Dole is not an em-
ployment scheme at all and it does not meas-
ure success by the number of people who
become employed after passing through the
program. It is nevertheless true that the Work
for the Dole program has been far more suc-
cessful than any of those Labor schemes in
helping people return to employment and
particularly to the employment of ther
choice.

The Work for the Dole program has been
a resounding success. A number of inde-
pendent studies have found there is wide-
spread support for the program. The Wallis
Consulting Group report, prepared in May
2000, looked at attitudes towards the dole
and mutual obligation and found that 89 per
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cent of communities supported the Work for
the Dole program. A study called Work for
the Dole: a net impact study, completed in
August 2000, found that prospects of leaving
unemployment benefits were 60 per cent
higher for those having completed Work for
the Dole than for similar job seekers who
had not participated in the program. The job
seekers satisfaction survey in 2001 found
that 75 per cent of Work for the Dole partici-
pants were satisfied with their placements.
Since the commencement of this program in
1997, over 215,000 placements have been
made—50,000 of them in my own home
state of Victoria—involving nearly 12,000
projects, of which 3,100 werein Victoria

The success of the Work for the Dole pro-
gram, as | said, is based on partnership. It is
not merely a government initiative as such.
Local community support, the interest of the
participants and the dedication of the profes-
sionals involved have brought about that
success. An illustration of that success is
that, for the last four years, the Department
of Employment and Workplace Relations has
presented the Prime Minister’s Achievement
Awards to participants in the Work for the
Dole program. Tonight | attended the 2002
awards night, which brought together the
best participants, the best supervisors and the
best community work coordinators in the
program. The awards night brought together
the top 13 participants and 34 projects in-
volving community work coordinators and
sponsors. There are four categories of awards
for the best Work for the Dole activity: Car-
ing for the Community, Caring for Our
Heritage, Caring for People and Caring for
the Environment. The other two awards are
for the best participant and the best supervi-
sor. The best supervisor category had 11 fi-
nalists. | would like to commend the people
who have made Work for the Dole such a
great success. | have alist of all the partici-
pants, the CWCs and the supervisors nomi-
nated for the awards. | seek leave to incorpo-
rate thelist in Hansard.

Senator M ackay—We have not seen the
document.
The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT

(Senator Watson)—They have not seen the
document, so they will not give leave.
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Senator TCHEN—I am sorry. It isjust a
list of the participants.

Senator M ackay—We have not seenit.

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESI-
DENT—Keep going.

Senator TCHEN—I particularly wish to
commend a number of the participants. The
winner in the participant category is Mr Peter
Harvey of Queensland, whose has been de-
scribed in the citation as a great volunteer
who gave alot of histimeto interacting with
the residents in the aged care home that he
works for. He was able to handle any task
given with confidence and efficiency and
became a valuable team member, getting
along with all staff and residents.

There were also two finalists, Ms Maria
Tzirakis and Mr Daryl Glenn. Mr Daryl
Glenn is of particular interest to me because
he comes from Bendigo in my home state.
One of the projects which won the award
Caring for People is also from Bendigo. The
CWC is the Salvation Army Employment
Plus and the sponsor is the Bendigo and
District Aboriginal Cooperative. But | would
particularly like to say something about Mr
Daryl Glenn. He was unemployed for 11
years before he undertook the Work for the
Dole program. He had serious barriers to
gaining employment prior to his Work for
the Dole placement. When | talked to him,
he said that basically he had limited work
experience and very little experience inter-
acting with people. He was shy and was not
able to express himself very well and was
uncomfortable with people. The Work for the
Dole program enabled him to work in a
team, which allowed him to open out. He is
now, in fact, a Work for the Dole advocate.
He works at a recycling operation where he
converts discarded goods into useful prod-
ucts. He learnt new skills in cutting scrap
metal, creating barbecues out of old heaters,
cutting firewood, customer service and sort-
ing wood for resale. He is now employed full
time with Future Employment Opportunities
at atransfer station.

The other Bendigo project which won the
award in the Caring for People category is
the On the Pulse project by the Salvation
Army Employment Plus, sponsored by
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Bendigo and District Aboriginal Coopera-
tive. This activity developed a partnership
between—(Time expired)

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT
(Senator Watson)—Is leave granted for the
incorporation of the document?

Leave granted.
The document read as follows—
Best Work for the Dole Participant 2002

Norman Scott, Albany, WA—Restoration Works
& Walk Trail Maintenance (CWC: Albany &
Districts Skills Training Inc; Sponsor: Albany &
Districts Skills Training Inc)

Kareen Delacruz, Warrnambool, VIC—Uniting
Church Childcare Project Assistance (CWC:
Barry Smith & Associates/Your Employment
Solutions; Sponsor: Uniting Church Childcare)

Alicia Alderton, Wynnum, QLD—Community
Works (CWC: Mission Australia; Sponsor: Mis-
sion Australia)

Ken Lock, Wollongong, NSW (Indigenous Time
Capsule (CWC: Wollongong City Employment
Training; Sponsor: Wollongong City Employment
Training)

Paul Dhurrumurra Ganambarr, Elcho Island,
NT—Community House Painting Project (CWC:
Darwin Skills Development Scheme; Sponsor:
Darwin Skills Development Scheme/Galiwin’ku
Community Council)

Richard Long, Burnie, TAS—Construction of
1909 Bleriot XI Replica Aircraft (CWC: Tasma-
nian Business & Employment; Sponsor: TAFE
Tasmania)

Olivia Dykstra, Southbank, VIC—Supporting
Schools Programme (CWC: Australian Education
Industry Centre; Sponsor: Australian Education
Industry Centre/Toorak Primary School)

Peter Harvey, Pialba, QLD—Skill Centred Re-
giona Queensland, Fraser Coast (CWC: Skill
Centred Regional Queensland; Sponsor: Fair Ha-
ven Retirement Village)

Michael Butler, Semaphore Park, SA—Investing
in Our Heritage (CWC: Jobs Statewide Inc; Spon-
sor: Jobs Statewide Inc/Fort Glanville Conserva-
tion Park)

Warren Nannup, Chapman River Park, WA—
(CWC: Mission Australia; Sponsor: Mission
Australia/Coastcare)

Maria Tzirakis, Arcadia, NSW—Vision Valley
Trail Blazers (CWC: Wesley Uniting Church;
Sponsor: Vision Valley)

Cameron Sharp, Caboolture, QLD—Step For-
ward (CWC: Cadet Training & Employment;
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Sponsor:  Cadet  Training &
ment/Humpybong State School)

Best Work for the Dole Activity 2002—Caring
for Our Community

Surfs Up 2—Lakes Entrance VIC (CWC: East
Gippsland Institute of TAFE; Sponsor: Surf Life
Saving Lakes Entrance Inc)

The Bakery—Artrage Arts Centre—Northbridge,
WA (CWC: The Gowrie; Sponsor: Artrage Festi-
val)

Keepit Community Resources—Gunnedah, NSW
(CWC: H&H Accredited Training; Sponsor:
H&H Accredited Training/Mark Golledge)

For the Community—Ravenswood, TAS (CWC:
Tasmanian Business & Employment; Sponsor:
Ravenswood Walk Tall Association Inc)

Beautification and Restoration of the Community
Hall—Kuranda, QLD (CWC: QITE; Sponsor:
Ngoonbi Cooperative Society Ltd)

GV Billabong Gardens (Goulburn Valley)—
Shepparton, VIC (CWC: Central Victorian Group
Training Co; Sponsor: Central Victorian Group
Training Co/GV Disability Centre)
Musicoz—Wollongong, NSW (CWC: Wollon-
gong City Employment Training)

Wembley Bike and Timber Recycle—Wembley,
WA (CWC: Mercy Community Care; Sponsor:
Mercy Community Care)

S Peer's Quiet Garden—Paynesville, VIC
(CWC Bairnsdale Adult Community Education
(BALE); Sponsor: St Peter’'s by the Lake Angli-
can Church)

BCDC Courier Charity Fund Project—Ballarat,
VIC (CWC: Best Community Development;
Sponsor: Best Community Devel opment)

Best Work for the Dole Activity 2002—Caring
for Our Heritage

Maintenance Mania—Orange, NSW (CWC:
Central West Community College; Sponsor: Cen-
tral West Community College/Parish of Holy
Trinity Orange)

Construction of 1909 Bleriot XI Historic Air-
craft—Burnie, TAS (CWC Tasmanian Business
& Employment; Sponsor: TAFE Tasmania,
Burnie Campus)

Mission Ship—Stones Corner, QLD (CWC: Mis-
sion Australia; Sponsor: Mission Employment
Stones Corner)

National Archives of Australia Project—Frank-
ston, VIC (CWC: Barry Smith & Associates/Your
Employment Solutions; Sponsor: National Ar-
chives of Australia)

Employ-
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Wyong Shire Heritage Centre Restoration—
Wyong, NSW (CWC: Wyong WorkWise Inc;
Sponsor: Wyong Shire Heritage Centre)

Precinct Construction & Steam Train Restoration
Project—Warwick, QLD (CWC: Mission Austra-
lia; Sponsor: Southern Downs Steam Railway
Inc)

Restoration of the C47-B Douglas Dakota—Port
Adédaide, SA (CWC: Jobs Statewide Inc; Spon-
sor: The South Australian Aviation Museum)

Pearl Lugger Restoration—The Floria—Cairns,
QLD (CWC: Townsville Employment Training
Inc; Sponsor: Northern Training & Devel opment
Services)

The Stables—Portland, VIC (CWC: Portland
Workskills; Sponsor: Portland Workskills)

Best Work for the Dole Activities 2002—Car -
ing for People

Kidz Bizz—Coopers Plains, QLD (CWC: Mt
Gravatt Training Centre Inc; Sponsor: Village
Avenue Community Church)

On the Pulse—Bendigo, VIC (CWC: The Salva-
tion Army Employment Plus, Sponsor: Bendigo
& District Aboriginal Cooperative)

Brighton Garden Club/Service Inc—Bridgewate,
TAS (CWC: Mission Australia; Sponsor: Brigh-
ton Garden Club/Service)

Jingili Kindergarten—Jingili, NT (CWC: Darwin
Skills Development Scheme;, Sponsor: Darwin
Skills Development Scheme)

Better Community—Berkeley, NSW (CWC: The
Illawarra ITEC Ltd; Sponsor: St Mary's Retire-
ment Village-Hostel)

Keep on Sailing—Labrador, QLD (CWC: Queen-
sland Vocational Training College; Sponsor: Mis-
sion Australia - Nerang)

Our Youth—Our Future—North Hobart, TAS
(CWC: Mission Australia; Sponsor: Lady Gowrie
Tasmania)

Shoalhaven Advance Industries North Nowra
Nursery—North Nowra, NSW (CWC: Wesley
Uniting Church; Sponsor: Shoalhaven Advance
Industries)

Best Work for the Dole Activity 2002—Caring
for Our Environment

State Forest maintenance & Recreation Develop-
ment—Watagan Mountains, Cooranbong, NSW
(CWC: The Salvation Army Employment Plus;
Sponsor: State Forests of NSW)

Indigiscapes in Redland—Capalaba, QLD (CWC:
Mt Gravatt Training Centre Inc; sponsor: Mt Gra-
vatt Training Centre Inc)
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Linear Park Biodiversity Project-Linear park—
Walkerville & Vale Park, SA (CWC: Eastside SA
Inc; Sponsor: Statewide Group Training)

Gecko Recycle Project No 2—Tugan, QLD
(CWC: Queensland Vocational training College;
Sponsor: Gold Coast & Hinterland Environment
Council association Inc)

Tilligerry Habitat State Reserve 2—Tanilba Bay,
NSW (CWC: Eastlake Skills Centre Ltd; Spon-
sor: Tilligerry Habitat Association Inc)

Wetlands Support for Townsville & the Burde-
kin—South Townsville, QLD (CWC: Conserva-
tion Volunteer Australia)

Parklands Heritage-8 Mile Creek Project—Thur-
goona, NSW (CWC: Mission Australia; Sponsor:
Regional Skills Inc)

Best Work for the Dole Supervisor 2002

Sturt Smith, Collie, WA—Hands of Opportunity
(CWC Mission Australia; Sponsor: Collie Com-
munity Recreation Association)

Jacob Arnold, Dandenong, VIC—Visy Modern
Arts Project (CWC: Barry Smith & Associ-
ates/Your Employment Solutions; Sponsor: Youth
Assist)

John Berry, Newcastle West, NSW—State Forest
Maintenance & Recreation Development (CWC:
The Salvation Army Employment Plus; Sponsor:
State Forests of NSW)

Harold Johnson, Worongary, QLD—Light Horse
Heritage assist (CWC: Queensland Vocational
Training College; Sponsor: Community Services
Australia)

Gaine Tanner, Mt Barker, SA—Community Sup-
port Program (CWC: Baptist Community Serv-
ices; Sponsor: Baptist Community — Serv-
ices/Forest SA)

Kay Casey, Lockridge, WA—Lockridge Commu-
nity Assistants (CWC: AMA Services; Sponsor:
Lockridge Community Group)

Senate adjour ned at 11.37 p.m.
DOCUMENTS
Tabling
The following government documents
were tabled:

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Social
Justice  Commissione—Reports  for
2002—

Nativetitle.

Social justice.
Aborigina Land Commissioner—Reports
and explanatory statements by the Minister
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for Immigration and Multicultural and In-
digenous Affairs—

No. 61—Maria Island and Limmen
Bight River land claim no. 71 and part
of Maria Island Region land claim no.
198.

No. 62—McArthur River Region land
claim no. 184 and part of Manangoora
Region land claim no. 185.

No. 63—Lorella Region land claim no.
199 and part of Maria Island Region
land claim no. 198.
Advisory Panel on the Marketing of Infant
Formulain Australia—Report for 2001-02.
Australian Law Reform Commission—Re-
port—No. 95—Principled regulation: Fed-
eral civil and administrative penalties in
Australia, December 2002.
Native Title Act—Native title representa-
tive bodies—Reports for 2001-2002—

Aboriginal Legal Rights Movement Inc.

Mirimbiak Nations Aboriginal Corpo-
ration.

United Nations—

International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights—Human Rights Com-
mittee—Communications—

No. 881/1999—Recommendation.
No. 900/1999—Views.

Optional Protocol to the International
Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights—Communi cation—No.
1127/2002—Outline.

Tabling

The following documents were tabled by
the Clerk:

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Commission Act—Notice under section
142S in relation to the Torres Strait Re-
gional Authority 2003, dated 25 February
2003.

Aged Care Act—Allocation Amendment
Principles 2003 (No. 1).

Australian  Communications  Authority
Act—Radiocommunications (Charges)
Amendment Determination 2003 (No. 1).

Australian Meat and Live-stock Industry
Act—Australian Meat and Live-stock In-
dustry (Export of Sheep and Goats from
Northern Ports) Amendment Order 2002
(No. 1).
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Broadcasting Services Act—

Commercia  Television Conversion
Scheme Variation 2003 (No. 1).

National Television Conversion Scheme
Variation 2003 (No. 1).
Civil Aviation Act—Civil Aviation Regu-
lations—
Airworthiness Directives—Part—
105, dated 13 [5], 14 [3], 27 [4] and
28 [8] February 2003; 3, 4 [4], 5 [5],
6[3], 7 and 10 [7] March 2003.
106, dated 3 [4], 4 [4] and 5 [2]
March 2003.
107, dated 7 and 26 February 2003;
and 4 and 5 March 2003.

Exemption No. CASA EX08/2003.

Class Rulings CR 2003/11 and CR
2003/14-CR 2993/19.

Commonwealth Authorities and Compa-
nies Act—Commonwealth Authorities and
Companies (Financial Statements for re-
porting periods ending on or after 30 June
2003) Orders.

Corporations Act—Regulations—Statutory
Rules 2003 No. 31.

Criminal Code Act—Regulations—Statu-
tory Rules 2003 No. 30.

Customs Act—CEO Instruments of Ap-
proval Nos 1-3 of 2003.

Defence Act—Determination under sec-
tion—
58B—Defence Determinations 2003/4-
2003/6.

58H—Defence  Force  Remuneration
Tribunal—Determination No. 1 of 2003.

Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act—Instrument amending
list of specimens suitable for live import
under section 303EB, dated 17 February
2003.

Extradition Act—Regulations—Statutory
Rules 2003 No. 34.

Financial Management and Accountability
Act—Financia Management and Account-
ability (Financial Statements for reporting
periods ending on or after 30 June 2003 )
Orders.

Financial Sector (Collection of Data)
Act—Determination of reporting standards
RRS 320.0, RRS 320.1, RRS 320.2, RRS
320.3, RRS 320.4, RRS 320.5, RRS 331.0,
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RRS 332.0, RRS 391.0, RRS 392.0, RRS
393.0, RRS 394.0 and RRS 010.

Financial Transaction Reports Act—
Regulations—Statutory Rules 2003 No. 32.

Goods and Services Tax Bulletin GSTB
2003/1 (Addendum).

Goods and Services Tax Ruling GSTR
2003/3.

Primary Industries (Customs) Charges
Act—Regulations—Statutory Rules 2003
No. 27.

Primary Industries (Excise) Levies Act—

Primary Industries (Excise) Levies
(Rice Levy) Specification 2003.

Regulations—Statutory Rules 2003 No.
28.

Primary Industries Levies and Charges
Collection  Act—Regulations—Statutory
Rules 2003 No. 29.

Product Ruling PR 2003/6.

Public Service Act—Public Service Com-
missioner’s Amendment Directions 2003
(No. 1).

Radiocommunications Act—

Radiocommunications (Compliance La-
belling—Electromagnetic ~ Radiation)
Notice 2003.

Radiocommunications (Electromagnetic
Radiation—Human Exposure) Standard
2003.

Radiocommunications Licence Condi-
tions (Apparatus Licence) Determina
tion 2003.

Radiocommunications Licence Condi-
tions (Temporary Community Broad-
casting Licence) Determination 2003.

Radiocommunications (Receiver Licence
Tax) Act—Radiocommunications (Re-
ceiver Licence Tax) Amendment Determi-
nation 2003 (No. 1).

Radiocommunications  (Transmitter  Li-
cence Tax) Act—Radiocommunications
(Transmitter Licence Tax) Amendment
Determination 2003 (No. 1).

Space  Activities  Act—Regulations—
Statutory Rules 2003 No. 33.

Taxation Ruling TR 2003/1.
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Telecommunications Act— Therapeutic Goods Act—
Telecommunications Numbering Plan Conformity Assessment Standards Or-
Variation 2003 (No. 2). dersNos 1 and 2.

Telecommunications Numbering Plan Medical Device Standards Orders Nos

Variation 2003 (No. 3). 1-3.
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QUESTIONSON NOTICE
The foll owing answers to questions were circul ated:
Drought
(Question No. 909)

Senator O’Brien asked the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries
and Forestry, upon notice, on 13 November 2002:
With reference to the media statement released by the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry,
on 6 November 2002, concerning Commonwesal th drought assistance:
(1) How much of the claimed $800 million to Agriculture — Advancing Australia has been expended
on these programs.

(2) How much of the expended funding has been expended on: (a) advertising and/or promotion; (b)
communication programs; and (c) departmental and/or program administration.

Senator lan Macdonald—The Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry has pro-
vided the following answer to the honourable senator’s question:

(1) The original budget allocation for the Agriculture — Advancing Australia (AAA) package from
1997-2004 was $834m, including $60m estimated cost-to-revenue for Farm Management Depos-
its. AAA program funding is administered by four agencies: the Commonwesalth Department of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (AFFA); the Commonwesalth Department of Transport and Re-
gional Services (DOTARS); the Commonwealth Department of Family and Community Services
(FaCS) and the Commonwealth Department of Treasury. Total Departmental and administered ex-
penditure to 31 January 2003 for programs administered by AFFA totals $439m. Information on
AAA expenditure by other agencies should be sought from the relevant portfolio Ministers.

(2) Figures for (a) advertising and/or promotion and (b) communication activities are not differenti-
ated. Thetotal expended by AFFA on general AAA communication activities since 1997 is $7.3m.
In addition, $0.725m of the FarmBis program budget was expended on communication and pro-
motion activities. (¢) Departmental and/or program administration expenditure by AFFA on AAA
programs to 31 January 2003 totals $56m.
Industry, Tourism and Resour ces:. Ener gy Policy
(Question No. 1136)

Senator Brown asked the Minister representing the Minister for Industry, Tourism and Re-

sources, upon notice, on 24 January 2003:

(1) (a) What permanent committees with members from outside the public service advise the Minister
on energy policy; and (b) for each committee can the following information be provided: (i) the
committee’s terms of reference, and (ii) a list of its members, their terms of appointment, and the
institutions or organisations to which they belong.

(2) (a) What temporary or ad hoc committees have advised the Minister on energy policy in the past 5
calendar years; and (b) for each committee can the following information be provided: (i) the
committee’s terms of reference, and (ii) a list of its members, their terms of appointment, and the
institutions or organisations to which they belong.

Senator Minchin—The Minister for Industry, Tourism and Resources has provided the
following answer to the honourable senator’s question:

1. Thefollowing are permanent committees to advise the Minister on energy palicy:
1 (a) The National Oil Supplies Emergency Committee

The Nationa Oil Supplies Emergency Committee reports to the Ministerial Council on Energy, through
the Standing Committee of Officials, on issues confronting national supply of crude cil and petroleum
products.

1 (b) (i) Terms of Reference
The Committee will:



Wednesday, 19 March 2003 SENATE 9809

meet as required to consult on major matters relevant to the management of a national liquid fuels
emergency including the preparation and testing of the National Fuels Supply Emergency Response
Plan; and

operate as a means of sharing information between, and learning from the experience of, the Common-
wesalth, State and Territory Governments and the oil industry, in relation to oil shortages.

1 (b) (ii) Membership
Members of the National Oil Supplies Emergency Committee — March 2003:

Name Organisation
Stuart Smith Chair, Department of Industry, Tourism and Resources (ITR), Common-
Marie Taylor wesalth
Rod McKinnon ITR
Alex Gerrick Emergency Management Australia
Michael Epps Defence
Maurice Overy Defence
Greg McLeish Ministry of Energy and Utilities, NSW
Barry Adams Department of Natural Resources and Environment, Victoria
Geoff Wood Office of Energy, QLD
Michael Leane Energy Safety, WA
Andrew Lea Energy, SA
Subhash Chandra State Emergency Service, Tasmania
Mike Castle Department of Business, Industry and Resource Development, NT
Brian Nye Emergency Services Bureau, ACT
Craig McGrath Australian Institute of Petroleum
Ron Giblin Shell
Stephen Challenger Santos
Adrian Clark Australian Independent Retailers
Barry McDonnell BP
Anthony Edmonds Caltex
M obil

Note: Membership of NOSEC is not limited to a particular time period or subject to an expiry date.

Members represent their agency and changes in the membership of NOSEC would be a result of per-

sonnel changes in those organi sations.

1 (a) National Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee

National Gas Pipeline Advisory Committee was established by commitment under the Natural Gas

Pipdines Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) signed by the Prime Minister, Premiers and Chief Min-

isters on 7 November 1997. The Committee produces an annual report that is received by al relevant

energy Ministers.

1 (b) (i) Terms of Reference

< monitor, review and report on the operation of the Gas Pipelines Access Law (including the Code);

e provide advice to the Ministers on interpretation and administration of the Gas Pipelines Access
Law (including the Code);

«  prepareinformation on the Gas Pipelines Access Law (including the Code) for general publication;
and

«  make recommendations on amendments to the Gas Pipelines Access Law (including the Code) to
Ministers.

1 (b) (ii) Membership

The members of NGPAC have a 2 year appointment schedule.

Name Organisation

Greg Harvey Chair

George Scherer Code Registrar (SA)
Kevin O'Brien Commonweslth (ITR

Bill Crawshaw Commonwesalth (ITR) (alt)

Brian Steffan NSW (Ministry of Energy and Utilities)




9810 SENATE Wednesday, 19 March 2003
Name Organisation
Elsie Choy NSW (Ministry of Energy and Utilities) (alt)

Donald Hudson

NT (Department of Business, Industry & Resource De-
vel opment)

John Bradley Qld (Treasury —Office of Energy)

Peter Naughton Vic (Department of Natural Resources and Environ-
ment)

John Krbal eski Vic (Department of Natural Resources and Environ-
ment) (alt)

Cliff Fong SA (Office of Energy)

Kym Jervois SA (Department of Treasury and Finance — Microeco-
nomic Reform & Infrastructure)

AnneNolan WA (Office of Energy)

Rolando Custodio WA (Office of Energy) (alt)

Ray McKendrick Tas (Department of Treasury and Finance)

David Buitt ACT (Department of Treasury)

Martin d’ Este ACT (Department of Treasury) (alt)

Ollie Clark The Australian Gas Association

Garth Crawford

Ralph Mignone

Allen Beasley Australian Pipeline Industry Association

Michael Walsh Australian Competition and Consumer Commission

Russdll Phillips

Greg Shales

Tony Hayock Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration Asso-

Bill Henson ciation

Coalin Martin

Rod Maddock Business Council of Australia

Bob Lim Energy Users Association of Australia

Michelle Groves National Competition Council

Nick Rizos Essential Services Commission - Vic

Peter Kolf Office of Gas Access Regulation - WA

2. The following ad hoc committees advise/have advised the Minister (or his predecessors) on en-
ergy policy in the past five years:

2 (a) The Gas Reform Implementation Group

The Gas Reform Implementation Group was established to finalise the Natural Gas Pipelines Access
Agreement and the Gas Access Code for signature by Heads of Government, and to devel op appropriate
arrangements for administering the Code.

The Gas Reform Implementation Group established an Upstream Issues Working Group in February
1998 (the UIWG). The UIWG was established to conduct a review of upstream issues which influence
the growth, diversity and level of competition in downstream natural gas markets and impact on public
benefit. The UIWG submitted its formal report to COAG and ANZMEC (The Australian and New
Zedland Minerals and Energy Council) Ministers, as required, on 31 December 1998.

2 (b) (i) Terms of Reference

There are no detailed terms of reference available.

2 (b) (ii) Membership

The Gas Reform Implementation Group was established in 1996 and was dissolved in 1999. Its mem-
bership was as follows:

Name Organisation

Mr Jon Stanford Chair, The Allen Consulting Group

Mr Bob Nell Department of Energy, NSW

Mr Phillip Lee Cabinet Office— NSW

MsLindaMcMillan Department of Treasury & Finance— Victoria

Mr Peter Naughton Department of Treasury & Finance— Victoria
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Name Organisation
Mr Bryan Coulter Department of Mines & Energy - QLD
Dr Les Farrant Office of Energy - WA
Dr Cliff Fong Office of Energy Policy - SA
Dr David Harries Office of Energy Planning & Conservation - Tasmania
Dr Eric Nunn Department of Mines and Energy — Northern Territory
Mr Martin d’ Este Dept of Urban Services— ACT

Mr lan Primrose

Mr Don Banfield

Ms Chrys Papadopoul 0s
Mr Ollie Clark

Dr Allen Beasley

Mr Nick Heath

Mr Peter Cochrane
Mr Garry O'Medlly
Mr Bruce Connery
Mr Paul Connolly
Mr David Headberry
Mr Bob Lim

Mr Mark Pearson
Mr David Hatfield
Ms Michdle Groves

Chief Minister's Department - ACT

Department of Primary Industries and Energy - Commonwealth
Department of Primary Industries and Energy - Commonwealth
Envestra Ltd — Australian Gas Association

Australian Gas Association

Esso Australia — Australian Petroleum Production and Explora-
tion Association

Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration Association
Australian Pipeline Industry Association

Australian Pipeline Industry Association

Amcor — Business Council of Australia

Business Council of Australia

Australian Competition & Consumer Commission
Australian Competition & Consumer Commission
National Competition Council

2. (a) The Gas Palicy Forum

The Gas Policy Forum reports to the Ministerial Council on Energy on issues regarding gas pipeine
investment, the reform of the gas market and its contribution to the economy and regional development.

2 (b) (i) Terms of Reference

To provide high level advice to the Ministerial Council on Energy on:

* measures to achieve an appropriate investment and regulatory regime, which encourages invest-

ment in gas pipeline infrastructure, growth in the gas market and increased uptake of gas, consis-
tent with the COAG objective of ‘ free and fair tradein natural gas;

« theimpacts of national public policy issues on the benefits of gas reform, growth of the gas sector
and its contribution to the economy and regional devel opment.

2 (b) (ii) Membership

The Gas Palicy Forum was established in 2000 and its last meeting was August 2001. Its role has effec-

tively been taken over by the Ministerial Council on Energy and its relevant working groups.

* Denotes primary representative

** Denotes secondary representative

Organisation

Chair, Adjunct Professor, Oil and Gas Engineering, University of

Western Australia

Ministry of Energy & Utilities, NSW

Name
Mr David Agostini

* Ms Jane McAloon

** Elsie Choy Ministry of Energy and Utilities, NSW
* Mr Peter Naughton Department of Natural Resources and Environment, Victoria
** Ms Kathy Hill Department of Natural Resources and Environment, Victoria

** Mr John Conoplia
* Mr Tom Hassed
*Dr Les Farrant
**Ms Dora Guzeleva
* Mr Richard Harris
** Mr Kym Jervois
George Scherer

* Dr Cliff Fong

* Mr Donald Hudson

Queensland

Department of Mines & Energy, QLD
Office of Energy, WA

Office of Energy, WA

Office of Energy, WA

Office of Energy Policy, SA

Office of Energy Policy, SA

Office of Energy Policy, SA

Mines and Energy, NT
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Name Organisation
* Dr David Harries Office of Energy Planning & Conservation, Tasmania
* Mr Brad Page Department of Urban Services, ACT

**Mr Stephen Paterson
* Dr Rod Maddock

* Mr Bill Nagle

** Mr Greg Evans
**Dr Allen Beasley
*Mr Nick Heath

**Mr Tony Haydock
**Mr lan Israglsohn
**Ms Kanwaljit Kaur
*Ms Suzie Copley
*Mr David Hatfield
**MsMichelle Groves
*Mr John Hartwell
**Mr Kevin O'Brien
Mr Bill Crawshaw

Department of Urban Services, ACT

Business Council of Australia

Australian Gas Association

Australian Gas Association

Australian Pipeline Industry Association Inc.

Esso Australia, Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration
Association

Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration Association
Electricity Supply Association of Australia Ltd

Australian Competition and Consumer Commission
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission

National Competition Council

Department of Industry, Science & Resources, Commonwealth
Department of Industry, Science & Resources, Commonweslth
Department of Industry, Science & Resources, Commonweslth

2 (a) ANZMEC Downstream Petroleum Working Group
This Working Group was established in 1999 and was abolished in 2002. It advised Commonwealth and
State Ministers, through ANZMEC, on the development and implementation of the Downstream Petro-
leum Products Action Agenda.
2 (b) (i) Terms of Reference
e Monitor and report to ANZMEC Standing Committee of Officials and ANZMEC Ministers on the
implementation of the Downstream Petroleum Products Action Agenda, particularly the proposed
actions which involve Commonwesalth and State jurisdictions.
« In consultation with industry, discuss and analyse downstream petroleum product industry issues of
major national policy interest.
»  Provide a policy assessment of those issues which are considered of critical importance to the fu-
ture viability of the downstream petroleum product industry.
«  Providetimely reports to the ANZMEC Standing Committee of Officials and ANZMEC Ministers.
2 (b) (ii) Membership
Name Organisation
Mr Brian Nye Australian Institute of Petroleum
Mr Ewen Macpherson Australian Institute of Petroleum

Mr Bruce Harrison Australian Institute of Petroleum
Mr Frank Topham Caltex Australia

Mr Alan Bailey Mobil Oil Australia
Mr Bill Frilay BP Australia
Mr Peter Harris The Shell Company of Australia

2 (a) Emerging and Renewable Energy I ndustry L eader ship Group (EREILG)
2 (b) (i) Terms of Reference

The EREILG provided strategic direction to the development of the Renewable Energy Action Agenda;
contribute to the identification of critical strategic issues facing the industry including impediments to
the industry’s competiti veness and opportunities for growth.

2 (b) (ii) Membership

The EREILG was established in September 1999 and functioned until the launch of the Action Agenda
in June 2000.

The Leadership Group comprised CEOs from companies in the sector.
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Name Organisation
Greg Bourne Chair, BP Australia/BP Solar
Ted Scott Stanwell Corporation
Walter Pahor Energy Devel opments Limited
Bruce Godfrey Ceramic Fud Cdls
Rodger Meads Solahart
Stephen Phillips Advanced Energy Systems
Cathy Zoi Energy Technology Investments
Jeff Allen Integral Energy
Geoff Willis Hydro Tasmania
Paul Perkins ACTEW
Gwen Andrews Australian Greenhouse Office
Patricia Kelly Department of Industry, Tourism and Resources

2. () The Renewable Energy Action Agenda CEO Group

2 (b) (i) Terms of Reference

The Renewable Energy Action Agenda CEO Group's functions were to give strategic guidance to the
Renewable Energy Industry Implementation Group to ensure that the activities being implemented met
the objectives of the Action Agenda, and to report to the Minister on progress in implementing the Re-
newable Energy Action Agenda.

2 (b) (ii) Membership
The Renewable Energy Action Agenda CEO Group was established in June 2000 and dissolved on

5 July 2002.

Name Organisation

Bruce Godfrey Chair, Ceramic Fue Cdls

Walter Pahor Energy Devel opments Limited

Paul Whiteman Energy Devel opments Limited

Greg Bourne BP Australia/BP Solar

John Ullman BP Australia/BP Solar

Cathy Zoi Energy Technology Investments/Next Energy
Ted Scott Stanwell Power Corporation

Rodger Meads Solahart

Alan Langworthy Powercorp

Jeff Elliott Rheem Australia

Gwen Andrews Australian Greenhouse Office

Patricia Kelly Department of Industry, Tourism and Resources

2. (a) COAG Energy Market Review Expert Panel

2 (b) (i) Terms of Reference

Identifying any impediments to the full realisation of the benefits of energy market reform;
Identifying strategic directions for further energy market reform;

Examining regulatory approaches that effectively balance incentives for new supply investment, de-
mand responses and benefits to consumers;

Assessing the potential for regions and small business to benefit from energy market devel opment;

Assessing the relative efficiency and cost effectiveness of options within the energy market to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from the eectricity and gas sectors, including the feasibility of a phased in-
troduction of a national system of greenhouse emission reduction benchmarks; and

Identifying means of encouraging the wider penetration of natural gas including increased upstream gas
competition, value adding processes for natural gas and potential other uses such as distributed genera-
tion, because it is an abundant, domestically available and clean energy resource.

The Review presented its final report to the Government on 20 December 2002. Review processes were
overseen by the Ministerial Council on Energy and the final review report was provided to members of
COAG through the Ministerial Council on Energy.
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2 (b) (ii) Membership

Name Organisation

Hon Warwick Parer Chair

Mr David Agostini Adjunct Professor, Oil and Gas Engineering, Univer-
sity of Western Australia

Mr Paul Breslin ACIL Consulting

Mr Rod Simms Port Jackson Partners Ltd




